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Mr. Middlebro, from the Select Standing Committee on Public Accounts, pre-
sented the Fourth Report of the said Committee, which is as follows:—

Having had under consideration the accounts, vouchers and other papers relat-
ing to certain payments to Grant, Smith & Company & MacDonell, Limited, in con-
nection with Drrdging at Victorio, B.C. Harbour wharves, as set out at V—431 to
437, Report of the Auditor General for the fiscal year ended March 31, 1915; and
having, in connection therewith, examined witnesses under oath, you Committee,
ofr the information of the House, herewith report the evidence given by such wit-
nesses; and recommend’ that the same be printed as an Appendix to the Journals,
and that Rule 74, relating thereunto, be suspended.

1—13%
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MINUTES OF EVIDENCE.

House or CoMMONS,
CommiTTee Room No. 301.
Moxpay, MArRcH 6, 1916.

The Select Standing Committee on Public Accounts met at 11 o’clock a.m. Mr.
Bennett (Simcoe), in the absence of the Chairman, presiding.

The Committee proceeded to the consideration of certain payments to Grant, Smith
& Company and MacDonnell Limited, in connection with dredging at Vietoria, B.C.,,
harbour wharves, as set out at pages 431 to 437 V-Auditor General’s report for the
fiscal year ended March 31, 1915.

Mr. CarvELL: In this case, Mr. Chairman, we had better, perhaps, take Mr. St.
Laurent first.

Mr. R. A. Privere, K.C.: Before entering into this matter, Mr. Chairman, I
would ask the consent of the Committee to appear on behalf of Grant, Smith and
McDonnell.

Myr. CarveLn: The proposition of Mr. Pringle is satisfactory to me, I have no
objection whatever.

The Acrixg CHAIRMAN: Is it the-pleasure of the Committee that Mr. Pringle be
allowed to act for these contractors?

Motion carried.

Mr. Princre: If I may be permitted I would like to make a brief statement. Y
might say that my instructions are to facilitate the work of the Committee in every
way possible. Insofar as my clients are concerned they have instructed me to offer
every facility to expedite this investigation. Now their reasons for that are simply
these,—I am speaking subject to correction if I am wrong, but I want to give the
present financial position of this contract. The estimates right down to January 31
amount to $276,431.42; there is on deposit with the Government $112,000; there is in
plant on the work over $100,000 at the present time which aggregates altogether -
$488,431.42. Then there is work for February last which is approximately $40,000, I
think it exceeds $40,000 by some considerable amount. It is very important to my
clients that this aspect of the case should be presented to the Committee. They have
not been paid an estimate for many months, I am not making any complaint with
regard to that. The Auditor General hearing rumours in regard to this work quite
properly stopped payment of all estimates, but you, gentlemen, can understand the
difficulty that these people are labouring under by getting no estimates at all. The
Government have now in their hands some $528,431, no estimates have been paid, and
I do not wish to go into the details, but from Mr. St.Laurent’s report the total differ-
ence about which there is any dispute is some $40,000 which arises out of a question
of classification.

By Mr. McKenzie:

Q. On whose estimates is the larger amount said to be due to Messrs. Grant,
Smith and McDonnell? Those estimates must have been passed by some engineer.

Mr. Prixgre: I do not say that amount was due to them, but I do say that amount

is in the hands of the Government as security for the proper completion of the contract,

$528,481.42. Certain estimates have been paid, but the question as I understand it is

" that what is in dispute here is simply a question of classification in regard to rock.

Mr. St. Laurent found, as I understand from his report, that there has been allowed

B
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eighteen thousand and some odd hundred yards of rock where there should have been
allowed thirteen thousand and some hundred yards.

Mr. CarveLL: The amount of rock allowed is about 25,000 yards.
Mr. PringrLE: I mean the amount paid for.

Mr. CarveLn: That is the difference between what has been paid for and what
has been returned.

Mr. PringLE: The amount paid for at rock price is 18,164-7 yards, and what Mr.
St. Laurent finds according to his report is that they would be entitled to 13,060
cubic yards. I did not want to take up the time by going into details.

Mr. McKenziE: Some engineer must have concurred in the estimate that has
been paid. What is the name of that engineer?

Mr. Princre: That is Mr. McLaughlin. There is that difference which I did
not Want to go into at all at this point, but there is the position.

. CArvELL: Why not address these arguments to the Public Works Depart
ment Thls Committee has no power to pay money, we have only the rlght to inquire
into the conduct of affairs.

Mr. PringLE: I have discussed this matter with the Auditor General who takes
the position that until he receives certain reports he cannot authorize the payment of
any money. As I understand it—I am not thoroughly posted in parliamentary pro-
cedure—the Auditor General takes that stand, and that stand holds unless overruled
Ly the Treasury Board. What I want is to get at the bottom of this matter as soon as
possible so that my clients can get some money because, as I have pointed out,
although only some $40,000 is in dispute, there is some $512,000 in the hands of the
Government. Why not give us the October, November, December, January and
February estimates, all of which are tied up owing to the investigation by this Com-
mittee.

The Acting CHAIRMAN:—I do not assume that this Committee can direct the
Auditor General to make payment.

- Mr. PrivoLE: No, I do not think the Committee can do that, but what the Com-
mittee can do is this, it can get at the facts so that they will be before the Auditor
General and T have no doubt that when the facts have all been established the Auditor
General will release some of the money.

Mr. Carvenn: That is what this Committee is here for, we want to get at the
facts and, perhaps, it will not be out of place for me to say that so far as I am con-
cerned or instructed nobody has made any complaint to me against the conduct of
Mr. Pringle’s clients. I have been informed that there has been gross wrong perpe-
trated in the carrying out of this contract in the-city of Viectoria by a combination of
engineers, inspectors, sub-contractors and people of that class, but I have yet to find
any person who has cast any slurs on the honesty and integrity of the main con-
tractors, Messrs. Grant, Smith & McDonnell. I do not know what may develop as
the investigation goes on, but I want to assure Mr. Pringle that I have heard nothing
against his clients.

Mr. Princre: T am glad to hear Mr. Carvell express himself in that way. They
feel keenly over this matter, they feel they have not been guilty of any wrong-doing.
If there has been any, it has been, as Mr. Carvell stated, on the part of others.

Mr. A. St. LAURENT called, sworn and examined.

By Mr. Carvell: _
Q. You are an official of the Department of Public Works?—A. Yes, sir.
Q. What position do you hold?%—A. Assistant Deputy Minister.
Q. And you proceeded to Victoria sometime in the month of December last and
made an investigation:into the Grant, Smith and McDonnell contract?—A. Yes, an
engineering investigation.
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Q. Did you submit a report to the Minister *—A. Yes.

Q. Have you the eriginal report with you?—A. I have a copy here. T thiuk tac
original is with the Minister, but these are copies. I had several copies made.

Q. T have a lot of documents here that must be originals.

Mr. CarverLL: Now, Mr. Chairman, can you adopt the same course in this as
in the former matter and have this report incorporated in the minutes?

By the Chairman:

Q. As I understand it, this evidence was taken at Victoria under oath?—A. Just
an engineering investigation.

Q. And you made a report?—A. Yes.

The CuamMAaN: Is it the pleasure of the Committee that the report be incorporated
in the record without being read? C .

Carried. i . '

(For report see Appendix .)

By Mr. Carvell:

Q. Who were the sub-contractors on~the work which you investigated in Vi_c?oria
Harbour?—A. The sub-contractors were Mr. McDonald—TI did not put the initial—
who sublet—

By the Chatrman: ' .
Q. McDonald is the original contractor?—A. No. Grant, Smith and McDonnell
were the original contractors.
By Mr. Carvell:
Q. Who came next?—A. Mr. C. E. McDonald.

By Mr. Barnard: i

Q. TIs there not a firm in between these two? C. E. McDonald did not sub-let %—
A. Angus MecDonald.

Q. C. E. McDonald did not sub-let. There was a firm in between, I think, a third
MecDonald —A. Angus MeDonald.

Q. Angus McDonnell and the Grant, Smith and MecDonnell are the same.

Mr. CarveLL: From my reading of the matter I gather that C. E. MecDonald was
the sub-contractor.

Mr. Barnarp: He is the one you are after.

Mr. CarverLL: We are not after anybody.

The Wirxess: And he sub-let to Messrs. Henry, McFee and McDonald.

Mr. Bar~narp: That is a third.

The Wirsess: T understand for the drilling and blasting ; and the Pacific Dredging
Co., got a sub-contract for the dredging, excavation by dredge.

By Mr. Carvell:
Q. Now, let me see: who will we call the sub-contractor? Would you call it C.
E. McDonald, or Henry, McFee and McDonald? Put it this way Mr. St. Laurent:
Who were the men who did the boring, blasting and actual dredging?—A. Henry,
McFee Company and the Pacific Dredging Company.
Q. They did it. For whom did they do it?—A. They did it for C. E. McDonald.
Q.- That is what I thought?—A. And ultimately for the main contractors.

By Mr. McKenzie:

Q. Did we understand you to say there was only one contractor, the main con-
tractor and a sub-contractor —A. A main contractor and a sub-contractor who sub-let
the work.

Q. There were three concerns.

Mr. A. ST. LAURENT,
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Mr. CarveL: Henry, McFee and McDonald, who was the MeDonald, or some man
who was the McDonald of the original contractors?

The Witness: No, the McDonnell of the contract, of Grant, Smith & Co., is
spelled M-c-D-o0-n-n-e-1-], and the second one spells it M-c-D-o-n-a-1-d.

By Mr. Carvell: h

Q. Then they were not the same person —A. No. i
Q. Bat there seemed to be a third McDonald. I could not just understand.

Mr. BarNarp: That is Henry, McFee and McDonald.
Mr. CarveLL: Then he is another person.
Mcr. BARNARD: Another outfit altogether.

Mr. CaArvELL: There was one MecDonnell, and two McDonalds. I have an impres-
sion some way that the third McDonald whs the same as the first.

Mr. Barnarp: I do not think so.

By Mr. Carvell :

Q. Who was the resident engineer on the dredging work ?—A. Mr. J. S. Maclachlan
was in charge of the whole work.

Q. Describe generally of what did the whole work consist ?%—A. The whole work
consisted of some excavation, first rock and earth.

Q. I am asking you to tell generally what was the whole outlay %—A. The con-
struction of two piers built on a foundation, with rubble mound stone, and on top of
this were to be sunk concrete cribs, these cribs filled in with gravel, and on top of these
again a retaining wall to bring up the whole pier six feet above high water level These
retaining walls were about 300 feet apart, and between these was a space to be filled
entirely to the top of the walls.

Q. Let me ask you another question. You were starting in to construct two piers
in Victoria harbour. How many slips or berths would that make?—A. That would
make four berths 800 feet long and one 1,000 feet long.

Q. And in making these four berths you would necessarily do some work that
might be useful when you come to add on on the other side?—A. Yes.

Q. That was the general intention%—A. Yes.

Q. Then you had to construct a seat or a foundation for the slips under the
wharves or piers?%—A. For the cribs.

Q. We call them wharves in the Maritime Provinces?—A. But in this case you see
the wharf is two lines of cribs, and the walls filled in between.

Q. Now, let us start at the bottom. These walls are about 300 feet apart i —A.

300 feet apart.
) Q. Now, did you excavate under the whole 300 feet of length round the edge a
place on which to set the cribs?—A. Just around the shore ends and for about, I might
say, 200 feet at somie places or less at some other places. As for the rest, the water
being deeper than the depth we required for navigation we did not, the Engineering
Department did not want to carry the cribs right down to the bottom, so they used
the rubble in an embankment to make up for the great depth of water which had to
be overcome before sinking cribs. °

Q. You made a level on which to place the cribs?—A. Raising the foundations.

Q. Of what were the cribs constructed —A. Of concrete and steel.

Q. There would be no wooden cribs in the work at all%—A. No wooden eribs.

Q. When you got up a certain distance say to low water then you would build
facing%—A. Just a concrete wall on top of these cribs.

Q. How thick would that wall be?—A. That wall? T don’t remember exactly the
figures. .

Q. State approximately.—A. If you will let me look at the contract plans T can
give exact answers.

Mr. A. ST. LAURENT.
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Q. The approximate figures are all that I want.—A. (After consulting plans).
That would be about 15 feet. I don’t find the exact measurements here, but about 15
feet the base and tapering up to about four or five feet.

Q. At the top?—A. Yes, at the top.

Q. That is sufficient for my purpose. Has any of the rubble filling been placed
up to the present time?%—A. Yes, all the rubble foundation has been dumped into place.

Q. For both piers?%—A. Both the piers, for all the walls.

Q. Has any of the dredging been done?—A. The dredging has almost been com-
pleted. There are some places where I think they will have to go over it again to
make a proper grade. ’

Q. What would be the minimum depth at low tide?—A. 35 feet.

Q. That would mean dredging down, I suppose, to 36 feet?—A. Yes, sub-grade.
If the contractors do it it is allowed as pay material.

Q. Over one foot?—A. Over one foot.

Q. If under the 36 feet they lost that?—A. They lost that.

Q. It is a fact that in engineering they can blast the bottom within one foot of a
variation, is it not?—A. No, sir, they are always obliged to drill three or four feet
deeper. ’

Q. That is the drilling, but can they so drill that when they shoot the general
bottom will come within an average of one foot?—A. Well, it might come to an
average of one foot.

Q. And whenever that is done you allow one foot for pay material—A. If it is
done. If the average is less, we allow only the average of that foot that has been
made.

Q. That is the general eustom of the Department, and contractors know that when'
they accept a contract?—A. It is specified. ' .

Q. You dredged then between the piers, that would be the slips %—A. Dredged, yes,
between the piers.

Q. And what would be the space between the two piers? For instance you said
there would be two piers, that would be four slips. What would be the space between
the two piers?—A. 300 feet. i :

Q. Is not that pretty narrow for a big pier?—A. That is a berth. You are speak-
ing of a berth.

Q. Would there not be two berths?—A. There would be four berths.

Q. I know, but there would be two berths between the two piers, one for each pier?
—A. Yes. Well, there would be a central slip, which makes two berths, then on the
outside of the piers there are the two berths.

Q. Take the northerly portion, would that not be more than 300 feet?—A. In
width?

0. Yes.—A. No, sir, that is 300 feet. That is quite sufficient.

Q. Then you would require 150 feet on the outside, according to that —A. Yes.
Sometimes the berths are narrow.

By Mr. McKenzie:
Q. What is the length of the berth?—A. 800 feet.

By Mr. Carvell :

Q. Then one of them is 1,000 feet?—A. One of the outside berths is 1,000 feet.

Q. Was it the excavation of these four berths for which the contract was let that
we are going to discuss, that is the Grant, Smith & McDonnell dredging contract?—
A. That is the excavation for the foundations of the walls, bulkheads and partly of the
slips at the shore ends.

Q. Whatever portion of the slips required dredging to bring them to the 86 foot
depth was included in this contract?—A. Was included in that contract.

MRr. A. ST. LAURENT.
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Q. In addition to that there would be certain foundations for the slips themselves
and certain foundations for the bulkheads? What do you mean by a bulkhead —A" Tt
is the shore part;

Q. Between the two slips?%—A. Between the two slips. It connects the two slips,
back of which the filling is done. ‘

Q. And all this dredging was to be done under this contract?—A. Under this
contract, yes.

Q. When did they commence operations??—A. When did they commence the
operation of dredging, do you mean?

Q. Yes, dredging alone—A. In May, I guess, of 1915.

By Mr. McKenzie:

Q. Is the excavation of rock included in the dredging?—A. Yes, it has to be
dredged after it has been drilled and blasted.

By Mr. Blain:

Q. What was the total amount of the contract?—A. The total amount of the con-
tract was $2,244,745.

By Mr. Carvell:

Q. In the dredging what classes of material were included in the schedule?—A.
Two classes, rock and earth.

Q. And what was the contract price for earth?—A. The contract price for earth
was 52 cents.

Q. And for rock?—A. $9.10.

Q. Could you show the Committee the clause in the specification which provides
for the classification of the dredged material?—A. Clause 23 of the specification
makes that provision.

Q. Will you read it please?—A. (reads):—

“wo

Hxcavation.—The materials to be excavated, consist of earth and rock
which shall be removed separately by two operations of ordinary dredging and
blasting. All the earth overlying the rock must be removed first; any quantity
of earth which is supposed to be sand and clay that may be removed at the same
time as the rock, shall be paid as earth. Over the crib sites the rock excavation
shall be carried to a depth of 36 feet below datum —

That means zero or low water.

“In the slips on each side of the wharf, a depth of 35 feet shall be obtained.
Wherever no rock is found for the crib site at Elevation 36-0 the dredging
will be carried down to Elevation 36-0, or lower if found necessary, and rubble
stone will be deposited and levelled as a foundation for the cribs. All mate-
rials overlying the rock that can be removed with a dredge shall be considered
as earth. .

“The volume of all excavated material for which the contractor will be
paid will be that occupied by the material before its removal and will be deter-
mined by measurements taken before and after its removal

By Hon. Mr. Crotheis:

Q. Is that what you call “place measurement ” instead of ““scow measurement 79
—A: Yes. (Continues reading).
“Cross-sections will be taken over the surface of the rock and these
measurements will determine the classification of materials.
“ Any excavation performed deeper than one foot below the prescribed
grade shall not be paid for.”

MRr. A. ST. LAURENT.
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By Mr. Carvell:

Q. And the earth was 52 cents, what was the rock?—A. $9.10.

Q. Then so far as the Government is concerned these are the prices paid to the
main contractor?—A. Yes.

Q. I suppose it is a fact that the sub-contractor took the work at Jess than that,
but that made no difference to the Government?—A. No difference whatever, we deal
with the main contractor.

Q. How far from the shore, approximately, did they go before they got to 35 feet
clear water at low tide?—A. I will have to look over the plans in order to answer that
question, if you will permit me.

At this stage, the hour of adjournment having arrived, the further examination
of the witness was postponed.

Committee adjourned.

APPENDIX.
REPORT RE VICTORIA, B.C., PIERS.

DerPArRTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS,
Otrawa, February 15, 1916.
The Honourable RoBERT ROGERS,
Minister of Public Works,
of Canada.

Sir,—1I respectfully submit herewith my report regarding excess of rock and other
matters connected with the construction of Viectoria, B.C., Piers. $

Briefly stated, my conclusions based on facts, data and deductions, resulting from
my Engineering investigation as presented in the annexed report, are as follows:—

1. The original quantity of rock as given in the schedule is incorrect and should
hiave been 13,060 cubic yards approximately instead of 4,300 cubic yards. (For expla-
nation see pages 2, 3, 4 and 5 of the report.)

2. There was, in my opinion, an error of judgment in classifying certain hard
material as rock. The excess of “hard material” over corrected quantities of rock
should be classified as earth. (See pages 6 to 19 of the report.)

3. Excavated material dumped as filling in the work should not be included in
quantities to be returned as filling; a ruling under the contract to be given in this
connection. (See pages 19 and 20 of the report.)

4. The excess of rubble stone, amounting to 96,800 tons, over original quantities
is due to sinkage in soft bottom and should be paid. (See page 20 of the report.)

For remarks regarding other matters, kindly refer to pages 21 and 22.

The amount of material paid so far at rock price is 18,164.7 cubic yards. The
over payment on this item is more than covered by value of work done so far, and yet
unpaid, in connection with some other items of the contract.

It may be of interest to state that the standing of the tenders as based on original
quantities, is not affected by the change of quantities, the present contractors still
remaining by far the lowest. "

I have the honour to be, Sir,
Your obedient servant,

A. ST. LAURENT,
Assistant Deputy Minister.

N.M. .
Mgr. A. S1. LAURENT.



12 PUBLIC ACCOUNTS COMMITTEE

6-7 GEORGE V, A. 1916

Honourable RoBerT RoGERS,
Minister of Public Works,
Ottawa.

Str,—I have the honour to submit my report regarding the excess of rock excava-
tion returned for the Vietoria, B.C., piers, under contract with Messrs. Grant, Smith
& Co., and McDonnell, Ltd.

When the plans for these piers were being considered, the quantities for certain
parts of the submarine work to be performed being very uncertain, the system of asking
bids on the unit-price basis was selected as more equitable than that of a bulk sum
contract.

For the purpose of calling for tenders, a schedule of approximate quantities was
prepared, which served to calculate all the bids received on the same basis according
to the prices bid for each item, the lowest being selected.

The estimated quantities for earth and rock excavation under water were given
in the schedule as follows:—

Earth excavation in place.. .. .. .. oo oo vu oo .. 47,600 c. yds.
Rock excavation in place.. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 4300 ¢

or an agregate of 51,900 cubic yards for these two items, the prices of the successful
tenderers being respectively 52 cents and $9.10 per cubic yard.
The clause in the specification covering the classification was in part as follows :—

“All materials overlying the rock that can be removed with a dredge shall
be considered as earth.” ’

On the 20th of August last, the resident engineer addressed the following letter
to the chief engineer :—

“Victorws, B.C., August 20, 1915.

“Service Wharves, Vietoria Harbour.

DEaR Sik,—In connection with items 1 and 2 in schedule, in the construc-
tion of the wharves at Victoria, I have to report that the approximate quantity
of rock as described in the schedule will be very much below the actual quantity
excavated. One dredge had been employed for some time removing the overlying
mud, silt and underlying material, and later a much more powerful dredge.
The attempts of both dredges to remove the underlying material were not suc-
cessful. A very up-to-date boring machine is now engaged in drilling and
blasting the material which appears to be a conglomerate and in its original
state cannot be removed by a dredge, I therefore, subject to your approval,
classify same as rock and hope this will be in accordance with your views.

Yours obediently,

(Sgd.) J. S. MACLACHLAN,
Resident Engineer.

EvceNe D. LarLeur, Esq.,
Chief Engineer P.W.D.,
Ottawa, Ont.

This was evidently taken to be in accordance with the speciﬁcation,‘ since the
statement was made that the material referred to, not being capable of being removed
by a dredge, had to be drilled and blasted and therefore came under the rock classifi-
cation,
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A preliminary investigation made at the end of October, when the quantity of
rock returned took large proportions as compared with the original quantities, sup-
ported this view of the matter as per report on file.

In the progress estimate rendered for work donme up to 381st October last, a
quantity of rock excavated amounting to 25,286 cubic yards was returned for payment,
and the Auditor General, in letters of November 15 and December 2 last, asked for
explanations as to this great increase of rock over the quantity mentioned in the
schedule.

Under your instructions, Sir, I have examined into this matter and have made a
most rigid investigation as to the causes of this large excess of rock, and the conduct
of the work generally.

Towards the end of October last, the Contractors were ordered to stop work, but as
a result of the first investigation made, mentioned previously, they were instructed to
resume operations. \

When T arrived at Victoria, on the 31st of December last, the excavation for the
piers was practically completed, the drilling and dredging plant removed and the
excavated material all dumped as “ filling,” with other materials brought from a gravel
pit, on the area to be occupied by the piers where filling is required.

From sections prepared from records kept, the Resident Engineer placed the total
quantity of material to be paid at rock price at 32,175 cubic yards, after having made
certain deductions for soft material encountered during drilling.

It is therefore a matter of great difficulty to render a direct and positive judgment
in the case, not having had the advantage of seeing the drilling and excavation under
way within the area of the contract.

For various reasons, and to clear the matter to the best of my knowledge under
conditions prevailing at the works, I have made several assumptions as to the possible
causes of the large increase in the quantity of rock, which I think cover every
contingency.

I will deal with each one of said assumptions, proceeding by way of elimination :—

1st Assumption: “ Possibility of the Government Inspectors and Engineers
being lax in thewr duties and favouring unduly the Contractors by allowing
material at rock price, which should be classified as earthd”

After the most careful inspection of the office records, discussion with the Engineer
and Inspectors, I must absolutely reject any suggestion of collusion or dishonesty.

Sworn declarations, willingly given, as to duties having been performed faithfully,
ete., are herewith annexed, marked A, B, C, D.

2nd Assumption: “ Possible difference in datum wused for original survey
and that used for construction work.”

I may explain that if, for any reason, a lower zero datum had been used for con-
struction work than that used for reduction of soundings when the original survey was
made, this would have had the effect of lowering the foundation level for the structures,
and therefore place them in deeper excavation than shown on plans, resulting in
increased quantities.

I find that this was not a contributory cause.

3rd Assumption: “ Variation in base line used for layout of work, in rela-
tion tobase line origindlly laid for soundings and borings.”

I find also that there was likely no increase on that account.

When laying out work the Resident Engineer had to reconstitute as closely as
possible the original base line which, unfortunately, the survey plans do not show as
having been referred to any permanent points on the ground.
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Some of the old stakes had been removed, others probably disturbed, and the
Engineer had to exercise great care in reproducing the line in its original location.

The layout was subsequently checked by Mr. District Engineer Worsfold and
found to be correct, according to his measurements. For further assurance in this
connection, as the astronomical bearing of the old line was given on the survey plan,
an astronomical observation was made, and the result was so close to the former
determination that I must conclude that there was no error on that account.

The importance of having this point well established can better be shown in the
diagram opposite :— )

If the line used for the layout had been thrown to the right from the starting point,
it would have affected the layout correspondingly and brought the structure in heavier
rock excavation than computed from survey plan.

Lth Assumption:— Degree of accuracy in original soundings and borings.”

Slight differences are noted between the original soundings (depth of water) and
those taken immediately before commencement of work, indicating some accretion or
deposit of sand and silt during the time elapsed between these two sets of soundings.
This would naturally increase slightly the aggregate yardage to be excavated.

As to borings, all indications and further tests made tend to prove that the surface
of solid rock was correctly shown on the plan at the points bored.

These test borings were taken in connection with the scheme originally suggested
by Mr. Louis Coste, and were made at distances generally varying from 25 to 50 feet on
lines 100 feet apart.

They previously served to show that if the piers were constructed as per original
scheme, a very large quantity of submarine rock would have to be removed, at an
excessive cost.

The layout was changed to the present lines avoiding as much rock excavation as
possible, and saving a large expenditure. .

‘When the new location was decided it would have been extremely desirable to sup-
plement the tests made originally by closer borings, before final completion of con-
struction plans, to permit of a more complete knowledge of the sub-soil and a more
accurate estimate of the rock to be excavated. These tests take time and money but
they are absolutely necessary for a complete study when important works are involved.

The surface of the rock formation at the pier site, and all along the adjacent shore,
is very irregular. It changes abruptly and there are practically no level parts or areas,
the slope as the rock recedes from shore being rather steep and broken up.

Under these circumstances there is no possibility of making a very accurate esti-
mate of submarine rock work covered with other materials. At best, even with tests,
say every ten or twenty feet apart, as the case may require, the estimates retain an
element of uncertainty. -

5th Assumption.—" Possible errors in calculating original quantities from survey
and contract plans.”;

In the schedule of tenders, the quantity of earth and rock material to be excavated
was stated as follows:—

Earth excavation measured in place.. .. .. .. 47,600 cubic yards.
Rock “ & € Ll s e we 45800 “
Aggregate quantities.. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 51,900 ¢

By a careful examination of the plans and test borings, I find that the quantity
of rock was very much underestimated. The quantities were not taken on lines quite
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in accordance with the construction plans. The error found, however, does not account
for the whole of the excess of rock returned.

By referring to the annexed descriptive plan, it will be seen that, for some unex-
plained reason, areas at both ends of the bulkheads were left out, and at the point
marked “ A ” occurs the heaviest rock section.

Back of the bulkhead, in calculating the original quantities, only 2 feet back of the
cribs were allowed while the plans showed the excavation to be carried 10 feet back
with a slope of 1 in 1, to allow of sufficient space in handling and sinking eribs.

In submarine rock excavation, contractors are always obliged to drill 3 or 4 feet
below grade and remove some of the extra rock blasted, in order to be sure that no
points of rock are left projecting above grade.

It is specified that: “ Any excavation performed deeper than one foot below the
prescribed grade shall not be paid for.” That is—pay material is allowed down to a
sub-grade one foot lower than grade specified of material removed; any overbreak below
that is not to be paid for. I find that no allowance was made for this sub-grade.

Calculated on correct lines, the quantity of solid rock mentioned in the schedule
should have been approximately 13,060 cubic yards instead of 4,300 cubic yards.

6th Assumption.—" Possible error of judgment in classiﬁcation.and in the inter-
pretation of drilling records from which quantities are made up.” ‘

The specification provides that the materials to be excavated shall be classified
under two heads only: “earth and rock,” and defines the difference between the two
classes as follows:—“All materlals overlying rock that can be removed with a dredge
shall be considered as earth.

During the progress of the work, some hard material other than solid rock was
encountered, which the Engineer in Charge considered too hard to be “removed with a
dredge” without drilling and blasting, and therefore he placed it under the classific-
ation of rock.

I must say that this definition-of the two classes of materials as specified is too
vague and leaves too much of a personal or human factor, which it is always preferable
to eliminate as much as possible in specifications.

The standard classification now used in specifications for dredging is much more
definite and leaves almost nothing to the ‘decision of the Engineers who may hold dif-
ferent opinions, or err in judgment, in returning quantities under the two classes.
I may quote same as it is very desirable that it should be adopted for construction
work involving submarine excavation.

“Classification and payment.—The materials to be excavated will be divided into
two classes:—

Class A.—“Solid rock requiring drilling and blasting, and boulders over two cubic
yards or more;

Class B—“ Loose or shale rock, silt, sand, quicksand, mud, shingle, gravel, clay
and sand, gumbo, boulders, hardpan or material of any kind whatsoever except that
specified under Class A.”

“ The contractors have to make their prices in accordance with conditions and this
rigid division of the two classes.

“As T desired to see some of the hard material under consideration, after some
preliminary investigation, I decided to make a practical test on the material adjacent
to the excavated area, with the Departmental dredge “Ajax”, and I requested the
Engineer in Charge to place the dredge where likely some of the hard material other
than rock would be encountered and brought up for examination.

The dredge worked in several indicated locations, and though solid rock was found
in locations above grade where indicated by the borings, no other material was met
with requiring undue strain from the machine to handle.
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Of course, I could not attach too much weight to this failure to satisfy myself in
connection with his material, from tests made outside the limits of the excavation,
especially in a formation where patches of hard material may occur here and there in
irregular areas. For this reason, convinced of the sincerity of the Engineer in his
decision regarding classification, whether right or wrong, I considered it only fair to
give him an opportunity to make a full wrtten statement regarding the matter, and I
wrote him the following letter with this end in view:—

/ “Vicroria, B. C., January 7, 1916.
J. S. MacracHLAN, Esq.,
Engineer in. Charge, Victoria Piers,
Viectoria, B. C.
Dear Sir:—
’ Re classification of Ewcavated Material, Victoria Piers.

“Apart from the solid rock in the excavation there is a certain quantity of
hard material which was drilled and blasted before removal and which, under
the specifications, would come under the classification of rock, if this material
could not actually be removed by a dredge without blasting.

Under the actual conditions of the work at present, the excavation having
been completed, it is quite impossible to give the conclusive evidence which is
required of me from tests made outside of the areas covered by the work, which
at best can only give crude and perhaps misleading indications.

I judge, from the information already obtained, verbally and otherwise,
that some of this hard material which was drilled and blasted (apart from rock)
was sometimes overlying the solid rock surface directly, and sometimes over-
lying sand or softer material, in the form of a hard stratum of varying thickness
and hardness. ,

As the quantity of hard material in place is obtained finally from drilling
records kept by both the contractors and your inspectors under your supervision,
T understand allowance is made for the quamtity of material which could have
been dredged, underlying the hard strata above mentioned, by deducting from
the sections of hard material platted from drilling records, 2, 4 or 6 feet, in
accordance with conditions found at each section, and your own judgment after
discussion with the inspectors.

“This can only be approximately correct, but I recognized there is no other
way to arrive at more correct results.

“T have to ask you, however, to give again weighty consideration to the
records, with the inspectors, to see if in the case, especially, of the heaviest
sections where a deduction of 2 feet only is made whether the percentage of
reduction of soft material found is not underestimated. .

“After this has been done I think that the inspectors will be glad to have
the opportunity in such a case to give a sworn declaration as to the fulfilment
of their duties, keeping and checking of drilling records, percentage of reduction
referred to above, the whole as may be covered by their work and in terms as
may be dictated by their own judgment and conscience.

“T think it would be desirable also to have your own declaration covering
these points, as well as covering the question, that in your judgment, the hard

" material returned, or to be returned finally, under rock price, could not very
well be removed by the class of dredges then available for contract work on Brit-
ish Columbia Coast.

“T would be obliged if you could let me have these documents for Monday
or Tuesday next, with whatever other information or plans requested and now
under preparation.

Yours very sincerely,

(Sgd.) A. ST. LAURENT.
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The Resident Engineer replied by a statement which he afterwards incorporated
in a sworn declaration, and which is given in full below, the original being annexed to
this report:—

Dominion of Canada,

Province of British Columbia, In the matter of the, construction of new Ocean
City and County of Victoria, Docks at the City of Viectoria:
To Wit:—

“I, JOHN MACLACHLAN, of the City of Victoria in the Province of
British Columbia, Associate Member of the Institute of Civil Engineers, Lon-
don, and Member of the Canadian Institute of Civil Engineers, do solemnly
declare as follows:—

1. “T have had eleven years’ experience as an Engineer in connection with
harbour and dredging works; '

2. “The work of inspecting the drilling operations in connection with the
construction of the new Ocean Docks at the City of Victoria has been performed
by Messrs. Frederick John Jones, Herbert Irvine and Robert Marshall Smith,
who made reports in writing signed by themselves showing the results of each
day’s operations. These reports were sent in to my office and purport to have
been made during the actual progress of the work and to be independent read-
ings by said inspectors, which were found to agree with similar and independent
readings taken by the representative of the contractors of the said work:

3. “On the 20th August, 1915, when my conclusions on classification had
been arrived at and before any excess yardage was paid for, I reported to the
Chief Engineer that, subject to his approval, I proposed to classify as ‘rock’ a
material found in the foundations which ‘could not be removed by dredges, and
which therefore under the terms of the contract was entitled to be classified as
‘rock.” I hoped at that time when such a large additional cost was under con-
sideration that the Department would send an engineer to inquire into the
matter. Mr. Valiquet, superintending engineer, arrived at Victoria before this
work was completed at the end of October, and, having made a thorough investi-
gation as to the classification, expressed himself entirely satisfied with my recom-
mendation ;

4. “The records as indicated in the contract drawings, taken from the
original borings to estimate rock surface, and shown in parallel lines which are
100 feet apart, are no criterion in any form of what material eannot be reclassi-
fied as ‘rock” or otherwise;

5. “The ‘plan of 100’ to an inch, showing the original test borings and
soundings, is altogether inadequate for calculating even approximately the
amount of either solid rock or hard material overlying same, both because the
test borings are too far apart to give a sufficiently detailed contour, and because
the drill used in these tests would pass through material which could not be
removed by a dredge, and would therefore, in the course of actual operations,
have to. be blasted and classified as rock.’

6. “When excavating, measurements were taken by this office corresponding
to boring records in approximate squares of 4' from a plant which had 4} tons
resting on a 3-inch steel rod worked under steam pressure; obviously, such a
close boring test, if properly carried out, must be correct;

7. “ Careful and exact plans, at a scale of 10’ to an inch, were made by this
office daily showing the actual work carried out from day to day;

8. “When on the dredge with A. St. Laurent; Esq., Assistant Deputy Min-
ister of Public Works, on the 4th of January, 1916, I pointed out the methods
adopted in boring to make the special test under observation, when the material

1—2
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could scarcely be pierced even when one man had all his weight on the pipe, and
the remaining two men could not force the water through. If my assumption
is correct the pressure on the material at the base of the pipe must have heen
250 lbs. per square inch.

“This pressure has to be overcome before any dredge can successfully
operate, and I have yet to discover a dredge on this Coast, apart from Govern-
ment dredges, which will overcome this pressure, particularly working with an
arm length of 46’ and at an inclined angle. The original borings also were
taken in parallel lines at 100" apart, and bearing this in mind, I pointed out to
Mr. St. Laurent several indentations in the contour through which, if the lines
of borings had been taken, an enormous amount of hard material overlying rock
would be missed in calculating the quantities. These irregular contour lines
are also an indication that the hard material overlying rock is also irregular
in horizontal and vertical planes, and this I would carefully draw attention to
in reply to the statement that the present borlngs and tests have not shown
any very hard stratum overlying rock except in a few locations. I do not know
what material is outside the lines dredged, nor does it decide the issue but I
have a very clear recollection of the work which has been carried out within
the specified lines. This is not the only instance which proves this system of
estimating hard and soft material to be deficient. In Vancouver the same
methods were employed, and when the actual work was subsequently carried
out, it was found that the hard material exceeded the estimate by 100,000 cubic
yards, as I have been informed;

9. “The original plan from which the works had to be set out is drawn pn
a scale of 100" to an inch. On it there is not a single line or angle by which the
proposed piers may be located with reference to any existing works save by
scaling. A considerable knowledge of mathematics and experience in harbour
works was consequently necessary correctly to lay out the work, which was done
without assistance from the Department. Acting on the instructions of the
Department, Mr. Worsfold, District Engineer, visited the works on December
3, 1915, and found the location of the piers to be in accordance with the original
plans. Since Mr. St. Laurent arrived here, and acting under his instructions,
an endeavour has been made by my staff to calculate from the drawings aceom-
panying the original estimates the quantities of rock to be estimated. Con-
clusive proof has been given that no hard material other than actual rock was
included in these estimates, although it is a matter of common knowledge that
in all excavation contracts the term ‘rock’ loses its technical geological mean-
ing and is used to cover other hard materials which require to be bored and
blasted and treated generally as actual rock. On the contrary, in order to
arrive approximately at the schedule figures, it has been found necessary to
make assumptions which no practical Engineer would entertain. The first
assumption is, that the material, hard and soft, at the back of the cribs is to
be excavated only for a distance of 2’ from the back with a vertical face. The
drawings show a 10’ space with a slope of 1 to 1. Even on land it is impossible
to excavate to a vertical face, and I certainly know of no type of dredge which
can perform that feat;

10. “ The second assumption is, that the excavation at the return ends of
the piers was only carried out for a distance of 75 feet in each case instead of
150 feet. This assumption entails a further one, that the back fill at these
places, composed of sand and gravel, will stand as a vertical wall without sup-
port for a height of 44 feet, which is absurd. A third necessary assumption is,
that the excavation was not to be carried out beyond depths of 85 feet, but the
specifications distinctly call for an additional foot which, with a foot subgrade
gives another 2 feet in depth not included in the original estimates;



GRANT, SMITH & CO. 19

APPENDIX No. 1

© 11. “Mr. St. Laurent’s letter does not require that I should establish these
facts, but in view of the difference in the quantities given in the estimates and
these sent in from this office during excavation, and also considering that no
hard material other than the actual rock was included in the original estimates,
I consider it only fair that I should quote them;

12. “The comparison between the results from the original boring records
taken in parallel lines which are 100 feet apart and these taken by this office in
squares of about 4 feet apart while the work was being actually carried out is a
complete reply to the paragraphs in Mr. St. Laurent’s letter referring to the
different material met with;

13. “The plant used in drilling the material during excavation may be
considered as a perfect type of machine for recording hard surfaces. On it
there are five drills, the weight of each point of which, exclusive of steam pres-
sure, is about 44 tons. This weight rests on a three inch bit and with the steam
pressure forces the point through all soft material, and when suddenly brought
to a standstill by hard material a whistle for the Inspector in charge is blown
and a record of the height of the steel agreed on by him and the
contractor’s representative is made before operations are recommended. These
records give the surface of hard material which has been classified as material
which cannot be removed by a dredge, and therefore for the purposes of the con-
tract to be regarded as ‘rock.” The system of using machinery for finding hard
surface entirely eliminates the personal equation which cannot fail to enter the

. systems of borings taken by men using a force pump and pipe as in the case of
the original estimates. In all cases the material between the hard surface thus
found and three or four feet below grade was drilled and blasted ;

14. “In some cases before grade was reached the layer of hard material
gave out and a layer of soft material was struck, which in my opinion could be
removed by a dredge. It is extremely difficult to observe exactly the height at
which the drill commenced to penetrate this soft material owing to the drill and
heavy superincumbent weight rushing quickly through the soft material after
boring the hard. Personal observations were made by me and continual con-
ferences on the classification were held between the . inspectors and myself at
the time and on the information obtained I made certain deductions which to the
best of my knowledge are correct. Incidentally, it may be observed that the
contractors have made a vigorous protest against the amount of the deduction;

15. “ Since Mr. St. Laurent’s letter was received, Inspector Jones, one of

- those in charge, was brought before Mr. St. Laurent and the matter of the 2 feet
deduction in the western slip, mentioned in said letter, was discussed. He
then, as previously to me, stated emphatically that the deduction of 2 feet was
in excess of what he considered fair and just, as in the greater portion of this
area the drill had to work every foot. In this connection it is fitting that I
should state that the Inspectors, Messrs. Jones and Smith are men of age and
respectability, residents in Victoria for many years, and both employed by the
municipal council as inspectors on important city contracts. They gave entire
satisfaction in that position, and were specially recommended to me on that
account by Mr. G. H. Barnard, M.P. The other inspector, Mr. Irvine, is also a
competent man, but he was engaged on this work but a short time;

16. “ Other features in connection with the hardness of the  material
drilled which will probably throw light on the subject are the rates at which the
holes were bored—approximately 8 feet per hour which will be considerably less
if the reductions made for classification are taken into account—the quantity
of gelignite used, viz:—47,000 pounds, and the closeness of holes—4 feet apart
on an average. The crudest calculations will show that 47,000 pounds of gelig-
nite, which is a high explosive, could not be used under any circumstances to

1—23
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excavate 4,300 cubic yards of rock, the original quantity estimated. On the
other hand while not furnishing an exact check the quantity of gelignite would
allow 1% pounds per cubic yard of the hard material actually excavated and
classified as ‘rock’ which is at least an average quantity for actual rock:

17. “I would draw attention to an important fact, that even with the
amount of powder used the dipper dredge employed could not complete the
excavation of the cut even after blasting, and on three distinct occasions it was
found necessary to go over the ground and re-drill and re-blast;

18. “ Another comparison, which I suggest, is that between the original
plans drawn at 100 feet to an inch and those made by this office, drawn 10 feet
“to an inch from records while the work was actually being carried out, and
which are consequently much more accurate and reliable. I am more than proud
of the methods employed in preparing all plans and records of the work under
my control, and I am more than keen to prove that they followed a concise,
comprehensive and accurate system of showing what work was actually done.
The methods adopted are those derived from eleven years varied experienee in
different countries in dredging and harbour works generally.

“Axp I make this solemn declaration conscientiously believing the same to
be true and knowing that it is of the same force and effect as if made under oath
and by virtue of the “Canada Evidence Act”.

{ |
Declared before me at the City of
Victoria, British Columbia, this (Sgd.) J. S. MACLACHLAN.
11th day of January, 1916

(Sgd.) H. A. MACLEAN,
A Notary Public in and for the Province of British Columbia.

Several of the matters covered by the sworn statement have already been dealt
with in other parts of this report. I quite agree with some of the opinions expressed,
but the result of my investigation forces me to dissent from some of the conclusions
arrived at. I will take up such points as relate to the assumption under consideration.

In paragraph 8, the Resident Engineer after referring to methods adopted in
boring and ¢ assumed pressure exerted” to go through certain material, says:—

“This pressure has to be overcome before any dredge can successfully operate
and I have yet to discover a dredge on this coast, apart from Government
dredges, which will overcome this pressure, particularly working with an arm
of 46 feet at an inclined angle.”

This is a practical admission that the material could be removed by some class of
powerful dredges, and the Government dredges in British Columbia are not machines
of an unusual power. Quoting again the specification:—

“All materials overlying rock, that can be removed by a dmdgﬂ shall be
considered as earth”,

if this clause must be adhered to strictly it has the effect of throwing all this excess of
hard material other than rock in the earth class.

It seems that the Engineer’s decision rested on the fact that the Contractor’s
plant, brought on the work, proving inadequate, drilling and blasting was resorted to
in order to loosen the material as is sometimes done, and through the inability of pro-
curing a more powerful plant locally, he felt justified in returning at rock price the
material so drilled (though capable of being removed by stronger dredges), an inter-
pretation which the specification clearly does not permit. I recognize, however, the
difficulties and the dilemma in which the Engineer was placed by the probable absence
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of more powerful dredges immediately available on the British Columbia Coast from
dredging firms.

In clauses 12, 13, 14 and 15, the Engineer describes the method used in drilling,
and in recording the surface elevation of the hard material and alsc the way some
deductions were made for soft material when the drill went through a hard stratum
and dropped again in soft material.

As a matter of fact, the method cannot be quite safe, as the drill with all its
weight being lowered down through soft material on top, is bound to be stopped some-
times by boulders, gravel, packed sand and gravel, etc., before reaching real rock or
hardpan and a wrong record of the pay-rock material at an elevation higher than the
true one is the result.

A close inspection of the drilling records, considering the speed at which the
drills went through the material after commencing drilling, proves this to be true.

In reading paragraph 14, it is easy to imagine that the deductions made might be
greatly in crror. g

Tt is also obvious that for one inspector alone on a scow of five drills *it is
extremely difficult to observe exactly the height at which the drill commenced to pene-
trate soft material owing to the drill and heavy superincumbent weight rushing quickly
through the soft material after boring the hard.” In such situations more inspectors
should have been engaged in order that one man could not have had more than one or
two drills to watch and get more accurate and more complete records as to actual depth
of drilling through real hard material.

Drilling—In paragraph 16 of the declaration, it is stated :—‘“Other features in
connection with the hardness of material drilled which will probably throw light on
the subject are the rate at which the holes were bored—approximately 8 ft. per hour:
which will be considerably less if the reductions made for classification are taken into
account s e

In rock work, average feet drilled per hour are deduced from total record of feet
drilled divided by total number of hours of actual drilling work. This percentage may
vary according to interpretation as to what may constitute time lost in actual opera-
tions.

In this case, however, the average rate deduced has no value to give indications
as to quantity of material of such hardness that it may come under the class of rock,
on account of drilling into two classes of material entirely different and at rates of
speed varying considerably.

The rock at Victoria is-hard gneiss or stratified granite. A careful analysis of
the drilling records shows that the rate of drilling through certain material classified
as rock to be 20, in some cases, over 80 feet per drilling hour as compared with 3 feet
and less ‘in actual rock.

I give below a comparison between .two definite areas, where in one case only
actual rock was drilled, and in the other case only the “other material.”’

Actual Rock Drilling :—Assuming full time of shifts, the rate of drilling was, for
the area under consideration, about 1'8 lineal feet per hour ranging from a minimum
of 1-4 lineal feet to a maximum of 2-2 lineal feet. Deducting time lost and taking
for a basis the time the drills were actually working plus time necessary to change
the drills, the average number of feet drilled per drill-hour was about 2.7 lineal feet
ranging from a minimum of 2-4 lineal feet to a maximum of 3 feet. :

“ Hard Material ” drilling:—In the west slip, where the heaviest rock excavation
occurs, as well as the heaviest quantity of “hard material” returned as rock, there is
an area about equal to one fifth of the site excavated for the whole work, where posi-
tively actual solid rock dipped down deeply under grade, and could not therefore be
encountered by the drills.

A fairly large quantity of material returned under rock price is shown over this
area, and the result of the analysis of drilling work at that locality is as follows:
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The boat used was a first class five drill boat working generally morning and
afternoon in shifts of eight and nine hours each.

The area referred to above was covered in four days of 333-5 drill hours. The
number of holes drilled in this time was 839, an abnormally high number as compared
with usual rock drilling. The number of feet drilled was 8,626-2 feet (out of a total
of 46,270 feet for the whole work), an average depth of 10-2 feet for each hole.

Assuming that the five drills could work continuously without any loss of
time, this would give an average of 26 lineal feet per drill hour, ranging from a mini-
mum of 16-8 lineal feet to a maximum of 41-3 lineal feet.

But this does not give a fair idea of the speed at which this material was drilled.
Some of the drills were often idle and the large number of holes made within a com-
paratively short time required a large number of changes from drill hole to drill hole
and from range to range, representing a much larger proportion of time lost than in
actual rock’ drilling. -

Deducting time lost on this account, reduced to a minimum and taking for a
basis the time the drills were actually working plus time necessary to clean holes,
waiting for loading gang and blast, the average number of feet bored per drill per
hour is 65 lineal feet, ranging from a minimum of 49 lineal feet to a maximum of
97 lineal feet. -

The class of material under the grade made, in this area, is sand occasionally
mixed with some gravel and stones or small boulders. '

In all other areas drilled the materials overlaying the solid rock were practically
the same as mentioned above with the addition of pockets of compact clay and gravel,
but as no record or elevation was taken when the work was encountered it is impos--
sible to determine separately the rate drilled per hour in other localities.

Under such conditions it is evident that such material cannot be classified as
coming under rock price.

Conclusion.—I must, therefore, reject these records as giving true indications
of the quantity of rock in the work, and I feel justified in concluding from the facts
presented, as well as from the admission of the resident engineer, that the material
could have been removed by suitable dredges; that part of this large quantity of rock
veturned for payment over the original quantity is due to errors of judgment in the _
methods of recording, in classification and interpretation of specifications.

In my opinion, the maximum quantity to be paid at rock price is 18,060 cubic
gards calculated from the original test borings which have been found to be reliable
and accurate, all material in excess of this to be classified as earth. ;

The rock surface being very uneven, no doubt lumps and depressions existed
between the lines of borings which, I think, have been well averaged by a liberal inter-
pretation of the borings in preparing sectiogs for taking the quantities.

The quantity of 13,060 cubic yards of rock is recommended to be paid in full
only when the Engineer reports that full sub-grade has been made by the contractors.

Should the extra one foot allowed by- the specification as pay material below
grade be removed only in part, some slight reduction will have to be made from the

above mentioned quantity.

‘FILLING BETWEEN CRIBS AND BACK OF BULKHEADS.

The quantity in the schedule is 1,094,000 cubic yards and the price is 45 cents.

Only a small proportion of this filling has yet been done.

Owing to some statements made, I have looked into certain matters connected
with this part of the work.

NoTE.—The contractors’ records show that in many cases the cycle of actual time to drill,
load and shoot holes 18 to 20 feet in depth was not more than five minutes.
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A small quantity of dredged material has been dumped in this location by the
departmental plant, working in the Inner Harbour. I have ascertained that none of
- this material has been included in the progress estimates rendered.

The material excavated on the site of the work by the contractors, for which they
are paid contract prices for removal, has been dumped as filling, and the question
arises as to whether this should be considered as “ pay” filling at contract prices.

The specification states: “ All filling material shall be paid by the cubic. yard
measured in place after depositing.

There is no clause in the specification governing the disposal of material exca-
vated under the contract, but it is the practice that the engineer may order such
material to be wasted or dumped in the work if suitable for filling.

My opinion is that a yardage equal to the amount excavated, (for which the Con-
tractors are paid) and dumped as filling, be deducted from the total quantity of filling
when final measurements in place are made, as the excavated material so dumped did

-not require any rehandling.

In the absence of any special clause defining this, I would suggest that a ruling
be given by the Chief Engineer under the powers conferred by the contract, to prevent
possible controversy and claims, and for the guidance of the Engineer in Charge.

Rubble stone foundalion.

Wherever the depth of water is over 36 feet at low tide, the specification and plans )
provide for a stone rubble mound, 50 feet wide at top with slopes of 13 to 1. to form
the crib seats.

The quantity required as per schedule was.. .. .. .. 272,200 tons.
Actual quantity placed in work.. .. .. .. .. .. .. 869,000 *
Or actual excess of.. .. .. .. .. v o0 oo .. 96,800 "

I have investigated this matter and find that the nature of the bottom is such that
a large amount of the stone dumped sinks into soft material forming the bed of the
sea.

The excess is therefore due to sinkage, as this rubble mound represent an enormous
weight, being in some places over 20 and 30 feet in height.

In calculating the original quantity of 272,200 tons, no allowance was made for
possible sinkage. Of course it is apparent that no one can predict in advance the
amount of sinkage which may take place, and any allowance made over neat quantltles
can only be mere guess work.

Therefore, under such conditions in submarine work, the accuracy of quantities
prepared for an estimate is always more or less uncertain.

I have looked carcfully into the methods used to measure the stone dumped in
place, and I can testify that they were carefully- and accurately worked out and a
perfect system of quantities kept daily.

More settlement will probably take place when the cribs will be placed on these
foundation, and a slight excess in mass concrete for the top wall may be erected.

The Auditor General in his letter of the 2nd December last, mentions having seen
a statutory declaration by an engineer of the dredge to the effect that up to the 10th
August last not more than 600 cubic yards of rock were dredged from the foundations
of the Vietoria Piers, while the progress estimate, to the end of that month, gives
18,288 cubic yards.

The Resident Engineer offers the following explanations:-—

“In reply thereto-I beg to refer to the accompanying list, which shows the
amount of “rock” certified for each month since the commencement of opera-
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tion and also the amount done per month as calculated from plans prepared each
day from the daily reports of Inspectors in charge.

“Tn the month of June it was impossible to calculate, in time for the
monthly estimate, the approximate amount of work done, but for the month of
June and July the actual amount calculated from the plans was 4,815 cubic
yards, while the amount certified for these two months was 4,783 cubic yards.
“ During the month of August the amount of “rock” bored, blasted and exca-
vated, as calculated from plans, amounts to 17,637 cubic yards while the amount
certified for the month is 13,505 cubic yards; in September the amount calcu-
lated from the plans is 9,938 cubic yards, while the amount certified is 7,000
cubic yards. '

“Tn all cased except in the month of June the amount certified is beneath
the actual amount of work done.

“ As a further reference I would refer you to the drawings accompanying
this letter prepared by this office daily from the records sent in by the Inspectors
each day, and on which is painted in different colours the amount of work done
each month.”

Your obediently,

(Sgd.) J. S. MACLACHLAN, Res. Engineer.

AMOUNT CERTIFIED FOR MONTH. Amount Actually
o A7) m Total Done per Month as
o Calculated from
Drilled and |Blasted but not Plans.
Excavated. Excavated.
Cubic Yards. Cubic Yards. Cubic Yards. Cubic Yards.
TURE it b ‘ 8640 s e 864
July ot ke ke 2,319 1,600 3,919 4,815
Aungast’ Joh D 10,000 3,505 13,505 17,637
September . ... ... .. ... 7,000 I O G L 1 . 7,000 9,938
October .. e T LTI ey e e 0 o o ociaios st

PREPARATION OF PROGRESS ESTIMATES ON THE WORK.

The resident engineer has called my attention to the fact that he has been criticized
for requesting the contractors to send in their quantities of the progress of the work
for the purpose of making his monthly progress estimates.

He explains that this was done simply in order to compare the contractors’ figures
with the quantities prepared in his office from his own records, and settle at once any
large differences which might be shown and which might cause some dispute, before
sending the progress estimates for payment.

I must say that it is a common practice to compare quantities of work done as
recorded in the Engineer’s office with those of the contractor, before sending progress
estimates.

If the quantities do not agree closely, the matter is discussed and any error dis-
covered is rectified before returning quantities for payment.

This prevents many disputes after payments are made.

Respectfully submitted,

A. ST. LAURENT,
Assistant Deputy Minister.
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MEASUREMDNT OF POINTS SHOWN ON PHOTOGRAPHS OF WATER
FRONT VICTORIA PIERS.

No. Description. Length. | Width. Depth. Height. Remarks.
ft: ft. ft. ft.
1 Gometiline. . oo nn ABON| oo e o e e veevv.....|Rock shelves down abruptly.
2 {Rock point (1)............ 24 .. B 4 Drops abruptly.
3 (Water gap............... P G
4 |Rock point (2)....... 28 2 Rock shelves down gradually,
5 |Gap across Jacksons Jett) 76 O ol

- View of shore back of bulkheads, showing uneven rock formation. Distance between shore and bulkhead
varies from 200 to 400 feet.

" Nore—These measurements are taken from points indicated on photograph by and
as near as possible tide gauge 4 feet 5 inches to 5 feet.
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EXHIBIT A.

Dominion of Canada,

Province of British Columbia, In the matter of the construction of new Ocean
City and County of Victoria. Docks at the City of Victoria.
To Wit:

I, JOHN SINCLATR MACLACHLAN, of the City of Victoria, in };he Province
of British Columbia, Associate Member of the Institute of Civil Engineers, London,
and Member of the Canadian Institute of Civil Engineers, do solemnly declare as
follows :—

1. I have had eleven years experience as an engineer in connection with harbour
and dredging works:

2. The work of inspecting the drilling operations in connection with the con-
struction of the new Ocean Docks at the City of Victoria has been performed by Messrs.
Frederick John Jones, Herbert Irvine and Robert Marshall Smith, who made reports in
writing signed by themselves showing the results of each day’s operations. These
reports were sent in to my office and purport to have been made during the actual
progress of the work and to be independent readings by said inspectors, which were
found to agree with similar and independent readings taken by the representative of
the contractors of the said work.

3. On the 20th of August 1915, when my conclusions on classification had been
arrived at and before any excess yardage was paid for, I reported to the Chief Engineer
that, subject to his approval, T proposed to classify as “rock” a material found in the
foundations which could not be removed by dredges, and which therefore under the
terms of the contract was entitled to be classified as “rock”. I hoped at that time
when such a large additional cost was under consideration that the Department would
send an Engineer to enquire into the matter. Mr. Valiquet, Superintending Engineer,
arrived at Victoria before this work was completed at the end of October, and, having
made a thorough investigation as to the classification, expressed himself entirely satis-
fied with my recommendation.

4. The records as indicated in the contract drawings, taken from the original
borings to estimate rock surface, and shown in parallel lines which are 100 feet apart,
are no criterion in any form of what material cannot be removed by a dredge without
blasting, and what is therefore entitled to be classified as “rock” or otherwise.

5. The plan of 100 feet to an inch, showing the original test borings and soundings,
is altogether inadequate for calculating even approximately the amount of either solid
rock or hard material overlying same, both because the test borings are too far apart
to give a sufficiently detailed contour, and because the drill used in these tests would
pass through material which could not be removed by a dredge, and would therefore in
the course of actual operations have to be blasted and classified as “rock”;

6. When excavating, measurements were taken by this office corresponding to
boring records in approximate squares of 4 feet from a plant which had 4% tons resting
on a 3 inch steel rod worked under steam pressure; obviously, such a close boring test,
if properly carried out, must be correct;

7. Careful and exact plans, at a scale of 10 feet to an inch, were made by this
office daily showing the actual work carried out from day to day;

8. When on the dredge with A. St. Laurent, Esq., Assistant Deputy Minister of
Public Works, on the 4th of January, 1916, I pointed out the methods adopted in
boring to make the special test under observation, when the material could scarcely be
pierced even when one man had all his weight on the pipe, and the remaining two men
could not force the water through. If my assumption is correct the pressure on the
material at the base of the pipe must have been 250 Ibs. per square inch. This pressure
has to be overcome before any dredge can successfully operate, and I have vet to
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discover a dredge on this coast, apart from Government dredges which will overcome
this pressure, particularly working with an arm length of 46 feet and at an inclined
angle. The original borings also were taken in parallel lines at 100 feet apart and,
bearing this in mind, I pointed out to Mr. St. Laurent several indentations in the
contour through which, if the lines of borings had been taken, an enormous amount of
hard material would be missed in calculating the quantities. These irregular contour
lines are also an indication that the hard material overlying rock is also irregular in
horizontal and vertical planes, and this I would carefully draw attention to in reply to
the statement that the presént borings and tests have not shown any very hard stratum
overlying rock except in a few locations. I do not know what material is outside the
lines dredged, nor does it decide the issue, but I have a very clear recollection of the
work which has been carried out within the specified lines. This is not the only
instance which proves this system of estimating hard and soft material to be deficient.
In Vancouver the same methods were employed, and when the actual work was sub-
sequently carried out, it was found that the hard material exceeded the estimate by
100,000 cubic yards, as I have been informed;

9. The original plan from which the works had to be set out is drawn on a scale
of 100 feet to an inch. On it there is not a single line or angle by which the proposed
piers may be located with reference to any existing works save by scaling. A consider-
able knowledge of mathematics and experience in harbour works was consequently
necessary correctly to lay out the work, which was done without assistance from the
Department. Acting on the instructions of the Department, Mr. Worsfold, District
Engineer, visited the works on December 3, 1915, and found the location of the piers
to be in accordance with the original plans. Since Mr. St. Laurent arrived here, and
acting under his instructions, an endeavour has been made by my staff to calculate
from the drawings accompanying the original estimates the quantity of rock to be
estimated. Conclusive proof has been given that no hard material other.than actual
rock was included in these estimates, although it is a matter of common knowledge
that in all excavation contracts the term “rock” loses its technical geological meaning
and is used to cover other hard materials which requires to be bored and blasted and
treated generally as actual rock. On the contrary, in order to arrive approximately
at the schedule figures, it has been found necessary to make assumptions which no
practical engineer would entertain. The first assumption is, that the material, hard
and soft, at the back of the cribs is to be excavated only for a distance of 2 feet from
the back with a vertical face. The drawings show a 10 foot space with a slope of 1 to 1.
Even on land it is impossible to excavate to a vertical face, and I certainly know of no
type of dredge which can perform that feat;

10. The second assumption is, that the excavation at the return ends of the piers
was only carried out for a distance of 75 feet in each case instead of 150 feet. This
assumption entails a further one, that the back fill at these places, composed of sand
and gravel, will stand as a vertical wall without support for a height of 44 feet, which
is absurd. A third necessary assumption is, that the excavation was not to be carried
out beyond depths of 85 feet, but the specifications distinctly call for an additional foot
which, with a foot subgrade gives another 2 feet in depth not included in the original
estimates; .

11. Mr. St. Laurent’s letter does not require that I should establish these faéts,
but in view of the difference in the quantities given in the estimates and those sent
in from this office during excavation, and also considering that no hard material other
than the actual rock was included in the original estimates, I consider it only fair
that I should quote them;

12. The comparison between the results from the original boring records taken
in parallel lines which are 100 feet apart and those taken by this office in squares of
about 4 feet apart while the work was being actually carried out is a complete reply
to the paragraphs in Mr. St. Laurent’s letter referring to the different material met
with;



28 PUBLIC ACCOUNTS COMMITTEE
6-7 GEORGE V, A. 1916

13. The plant used in drilling the material during excavation may be considered
as a perfect type of machine for recording hard surfaces. On it there are five drills, the
weight of each point of which, exclusive of steam pressure, is about 4% tons. This
weight rests on a three-inch bit and with the steam pressure forces the point through
all soft material, and when suddenly brought to a standstill by hard material a whistle
for the inspector in charge is blown and a record of the height of the steel agreed on
by him and the contractor’s representative is made before operations are recommenced.
These records give the surface of hard material which has been classified as material
which cannot be removed by a dredge, and therefore for the purposes of the contract
to be regarded as “rock.” The system of using machinery for finding hard surface
entirely eliminates the personal equation which cannot fail to enter the systems of
borings taken by men using a force pump and pipe as in the case of the original esti-
mates. In all cases the material between the hard surface thus found and three or
four feet below grade was drilled and blasted;

14. In some cases before grade was reached the layer of hard material gave out
and a layer of soft material was struck, which in my opinion could be removed by a
dredge. It is extremely difficult to observe exactly the height at which the drill com-
menced to penetrate this soft material owing to the drill and heavy superincumbent
weight rushing ‘quickly through the soft material after boring the hard. Personal
observations were, however, made by me and continual conferences on the classifica-
tion were held between the inspectors and myself at the time, and on the information
obtained I made certain deductions which to the best of my knowledge are correct.
Incidentally, it may be observed that the contractors have made a vigorous protest
against the amount of the deduction;

15. Since Mr. St. Laurent’s letter was received, Inspector Jones, one of those
m charge, was brought before Mr. St. Laurent and the matter of the 2 foot deduction
in the wesetern slip, mentioned in said letter, was discussed. He then, as previously
to me, stated emphatically that the deduction of 2 feet was in excess of what he con-
sidered fair and just, as in the greater portion of this area the drill had to work every
foot. In this connection it is fitting that I should state that the Inspectors, Messrs.
Jones and Smith are men of age and respectability, resident in Victoria for many
years, and both employed by the municipal council as inspectors on important city
contracts. They gave entire satisfaction in that position, and were specially recom-
mended to me on that account by Mr. G. H. Barnard, M.P. The other inspector, Mr.
Irvine, is also a competent man, but he was engaged on this work but a short time.

16. Other features in connection with the hardness of the material drilled which
will probably throw light on the subject are the rate at which the holes were bored—
approximately 8 feet, per hour which will be considerably less if the reductions made
for classification are taken into account—the quantity of gelignite used, viz., 47,000
Ibs., and the closeness of holes—4 feet apart on an average. The crudest calculation
will show that 47,000 1lbs. of gelignite, which is a high explosive, could not be used
under any circumstances to excavate 4,300 cubic yards of rock, the original quantity
estimated. On the other hand, while not furnishing an exact check the quantity of
gelignite would allow 13 lbs. per cubic yard of the hard material actually excavated
and classified as “rock” which is at-least an average quantity for actual rock.

17. T would draw attention to an important fact, that even with the amount of
powder used the dipper dredge employed could not complete the excavation of the
cut even after blasting, and on three distinct occasions it was found necessary to go
over the ground and redrill and reblast.

18. Another comparison, which 1 suggest, is that between the original plans
drawn at 100 feet to an inch and those made by this office drawn 10 feet to an inch
from records while the work was actually being carried out, and which are consequently
much more accurate and reliable, I am more than proud of the methods employed
in preparing all plans and records of the work under my control, and I am more than
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keen to prove that they follow a concise, comprehensive and accurate system of show-
ing what work was actually done. The methods adopted are those derived from
eleven years’ varied experience in different countries in dredging and harbour works
generally.

And T make this solemn declaration conscientiously believing the same to be
true and knowing that it is of the same force and effect as if made under oath and
by virtue of the “ Canada Evidence Act.”

Declared before me at the city of ) .
Victoria, British Columbia, this (Sgd.) J. S. MACLACHLAN.
11th day of January, 1916. J
(Sgd.) H. A. MACLEAN,

A Notary Public in and for the Province of British Columbia.

EXHIBIT B. '
Dominion of Canada,
Province of British Columbia, | In the matter of the construction of new Ocean
City and County of Victoria. !> Docks at the City of Victoria:

To WiT:— J

I, Frederick John Jomes, of the City of Victoria, in the Province of British
Columbia, do solemnly declare as follows:—

1. Since the 19th day of July, A.D. 1915, I have been in the service of the Govern-
ment of Canada as an Inspector of the drilling operations at the new docks which are
being constructed at Ogden Point, in the said City of Victoria.

2. The work of inspecting said drilling operations was performed by Robert
Marshall Smith, Herbert Irvine and myself.

3. Each day reports in writing of said drilling operations were sent in by the
Inspectors on duty to the office of John Sinclair Maclachlan, Esq., Dominion Govern-
ment Resident Engineer in charge of said work.

2. I hereby solemnly declare that all the said reports sent in by me, and which
were duly signed by me were made out from figures which were actually and con-
ecientiously taken by me during the actual progress of the work, and that the said
records show indépendent readings by me, which were found to agree with similar and
independent readings taken by the representative of the Contractors for said work.

And T make this solemn declaration conscientiously believing the same to be true
and knowing that it is of the same force and effect as if made under oath and by virtue
of the “ Canada Evidence Act.”

Declared before me at the City of Viétoria,
in the Province of British Columbia, this
10th day of January, A.D. 1916.

(Segd.) H. A. McLean,

A Notary Public in and for the Province of British Columbia.

(Sgd.) Frederick John Jones.

This is certified a true copy.
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EXHIBIT C.

Dominion of Canada,
Trovince of British Columbia, L In the matter of the construction of new Ocean
City and County of Victoria. Docks at the City of Victoria:

To WiT:— J ’

I, Robert Marshall Smith, of the City of Vietoria, in the Province of British
Columbia, do solemnly declare as follows :—

1. Since the 29th day of June, A.D. 1915, I have been in the service of the Gov-
ernment of Canada as an Inspector of drilling operations at the new docks which are
being constructed at Ogden Point, in the said City of Victoria.

2. The work of inspecting said drilling operations was performed by Mr. Frederick
John Jones, Herbert Irvine and myself.

3. Each day reports in writing of said drilling operations were sent in by the
Inspectors on duty to the office of John Sinclair Maclachlan, Esq., Dominion Govern-
ment Resident Engineer in charge of said work. -

2. I hereby solemnly declare that all the said reports sent in by me, and which
were duly signed by me were made out from figures which were actually and con-
scientiously taken by me during the actual progress of the work, and that the said
records show independent readings by me, which were found to agree with similar and
independent readings taken by the representative of the Contractors for said work.

And T make this solemn declaration conscientiously believing the same to be true
and knowing that it is of the same force and effect as if made under oath and by virtue
of the “ Canada Evidence Act.”

Declared before me at the City of Victoria,)
in the Province of British Columbia, this} (Sgd.) R. M. Smith.
10th day of January, A.D. 1916. J

(Sgd.) H. A. McLean,
A Notary Public in and for the Province of British Columbia.

This is certified a true copy.
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- EXHIBIT D.

Dominion of Canada,
Province of British Columbia, | In the matter of the construction of new Ocean
City and County of Victoria. Docks at the City of Victoria:
To Wir:— ’ f

T, HerBERT IRVINE, of the City of Victoria, in the Province of British Columbia,
do solemnly declare as follows:—

1. On the 7th, 8th, 12th, 13th, 14th and 15th days of October, 1915, T was in the
service of the Government of Canada as an Inspector of the drilling operations at the
new ocean Docks which are being constructed at Ogden Point in the said City.of
Victoria. ) .

2. The work of inspecting the said drilling operations was performed by Mr.
Frederick Jones, Mr. Robert Marshall Smith and myself. .

3. Each day reports in writing of said drilling operations were sent in by the
Inspectors on duty to the office of John Sinclair Maclachlan, Esq., Dominion Govern-
ment Resident Engineer in charge of said work.

4. T hereby solemnly declare that all the said reports sent in by me, and which
were duly signed by me were made out from figures which were actually and con-
cientiously taken by me during the actual progress of the work, and that the said
records show independent readings by me, which were found to agree with similar
and independent readings taken by the representatives of the Contractors for said
work: :

AND T make this solemn declaration concientiously believing the same to be true
and knowing that it is of the same force and effect as if made under oath and by
virtue of the “Canada Evidence Act.”

Declared before me at the City of Victoria,)
in the Province of British Columbia, this} (Sgd.) H. Irvine.
10th day of January, A.D. 1916. J

(Sgd.) H. A. McLean, .
A Notary Public in and for the Province of British Columbia.

This is certified a true copy.
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'EXHIBIT E.
Copy.

Test Boring ExciNngers Orrice, P.W.D.,
Orrawa, February 2, 1916.
A. St Laurent, Esq., '
Assistant Deputy Minister P.W.D,,
Ottawa, Ont.

SIR,—I beg to report on test borings at Victoria, B.C., Outer wharves.

In the early part of January, 1916, additional test borings were made to check
the previous borings and to discover the rock, hardpan, conglomerate, or packed
material which was being classified as rock.

A scow was obtained on which to set up the boring outfits. On one end of the
scow an “A” frame was set up and a block and tackle ‘attached, this was for the pur-
pose of holding up or taking the weight of the pipes while boring, and served to reduce
to a minimum the pressure on the materials while penetrating. A small hand pump
was used to supply the water.

The borings were made on the edge of the cuts in the immediate vicinity of the
excavation from the slips and piers, and over the excavation for the above to determine
the tow of the rock slope and the class of material below grade. Borings were also
taken on the location of the previous borings made in 1913. '

The materials penetrated showed first: A loose materials of fine sand occasionally
mixed with some gravel and stones; below this and overlying the solid rock a packed
material was found and penetrated, varying in depth from 2 inches to 4 feet. Below
this the solid rock was encountered, a very hard rock of gneiss or stratified granite.
The area of packed materials was mostly found in the West Slip and extended toward
Rithets piers. Of the ten borings over the 150 feet square area of the excavation
for the West Slip, three of these showed a packed material of .about 3 feet in depth,
overlying the rock.

No rock or conglomerate was encountered other than the_rock found in the
original borings. . .

The upper or loose material was determined by lowering a pipe with the block
and tackle, and pumping a stream of water through it at the same time. The rate
of progress through this material was from three to four feet per minute.

In the lower or packed materials the weight of a pipe and a man churning on same
was necessary to penetrate this material. When rock was encountered it was drilled
on for a considerable time to make sure of same, as frequently the drill would hold
up on a stone (or very thin layer of packed material). In making a hole it was occa-
sionally found necessary to make another a foot or two away owing to encountering
a boulder amongst the loose material.

The rate of progress and pressure required while penetrating determined the
classifying of the materials as to loose or packed material.

Having had eleven years experience in test borings, also a previous nine years ’
of engineering experience on Public Works, particularly excavation work, I can
safely say that the materials which can be removed by dredge can be determined by
making hand power test borings.

As to the reliability and accuracy of the original test borings made in 1913, these
have been verified by the last Test Borings made, also by the dredge testing trials
which brought up large quantities of the materials for inspection, and by the con-
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tractors drill records which show that the rate of drilling through a large percentage
of the material classified as rock to be as high as 250 feet per hour, as compared with
a rate of 3 feet per hour in the actual rock.

As to the materials referred to were classified as-rock down to grade; (36 feet,
B.L.W.) and includes a large percentage of the total excavation, new tests by boring,
drilling, or dredging can be undertaken at any time during the work or after com-
pletion of same.

‘ -1 beg to remain, Sir,
Your obedient servant,

H. B. DAVY,
Engineer-in-Charge of Test Borings.

House or ComMoNS,
CommirTEE Room 301,
. Fripay, March 17, 1916.

The Select Standing Committee on Pubhic}Ac‘counts met ‘at eleven o’clock a.m.,
the Chairman, Mr. Middlebro, presiding, and proceaded to the further consideration of
certain payments to Grant, Smith & Company and MacDonnell, Limited.

Mr. A. St Livrext recalled and further examined.

By Mr. Carvell :

Q. Mr. St. Laurent, we have your report in evidence, and also I notice there has
been a plan printed with the report. Will you tell the Committee, I think you have
already told us, but will you repeat what depth of water was required at low tide?—A.
35 feet.

Q. And all material down to that point had to be removed —A. Had. to be removed.

Q. And T think you have also told us they had to remove certain quantities for the
pier seats?—A. For the pier seats to 86 feet depth.

Q. What officer took the soundings before the contract was let?%—A. I could not
say what officer took the soundings.

Q. Possibly you could not say because you were not there, but as far as the Depart-
ment was concerned who took the soundings?—A. I understand that the resident
engineer there engaged a surveyor who took the soundings.

Q. What officer took the soundings before tenders were called for, before the
contract was let?—A. I am not so sure about this. This would have to be obtained
from the Chief Engineer, all T could find is that the resident engineer there did not
take the soundings himself. I mean the original soundings when Mr. Coste investi-
gated as to what improvement should be made at Victoria.

Q. I always thought it was Mr. Davy?—A. Mr. Davy took the borings but the
original soundings up to the depth of water

Q. Then I am wrong, I am using the wrong term. ¢ Borings ” is the word I want
to use?—A. Mr. Davy took the borings.

Q. Then before the tenders were called for would there be a plan or something
showing what the department considered to be the point at which rock would be found
on the borings?—A. Yes, such a plan was annexed to the contract plan.

Q. I notice there are a number of figures on the plan attached to the report.
For instance I find starting in at what would look as if it were the shore, the lowest
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figure I find is “10,” then “11,” “11.8,” “ 33.1,” going out deeper and deeper —A. All
these figures give the depth of water at low water.

Q. That is the depth of water?—A. The depth of water.

Q. Then would there be any figures here which would indicate at what point
below low water mark you would find rock%—A. Yes, where they are ringed you will
find alongside these rings the letter “R” and after the “ R” there are some figures
there which indicate the depth from low water level to the rock.

Q. That is the point; I find in one place a ring and alongside it “R 20,” that I
presume indicates that at 20 feet below low water you would find rock %—A. You would
find the surface of the rock.

Q. Yes, and I find in one place it is as low as “15.5”%—A. Yes.

Q. And in another place “20,” “23,” “29” and so on as the rock goes lower
and lower?—A. It means that the depth to the rock is fifteen feet, the depth we want
to obtain being 35, then 20 feet of rock would have to be removed at that point.

Q. Was there any dredging to be done which could be done further out in the

. water than where yow would find rock below 35 feet —A. Yes.

Q. That is if there were any soft material on the face of the rock it would have
to be dredged to 35 feet%—A. To 35 feet.

Q. But you were not supposed to dredge any earth if you did not find it until you
went down 85 feet below the water ?—A. No, sir.

Q. There seems to be on this plan certain contour lines, but in following them
along I cannot quite understand just what they mean. Do they mean that you will
find rock at certain places, or do these lines represent the point at which you will find
rock —A. They represent the contour of the same depth of water.

Q. Of water. Well, I may point out to you what I could not seem to understand.
Now take the first contour line%—A. The top one indicates that on that line there is
60 féet of water everywhere.

Q. Now the next?—A. That indicates that there are 50 feet of water everywhere
along that line, and then the 40 foot line is shown next.

Q. Then these figures at each end of those lines represent the contour of the
bottom, and indicate the depth of water. You see there are so many figures on the
lines that it is a little confusing and I want to have it understood that the figures
at each end of the line represent the depth of water along that line?—A. Yes.

Q. Do you also have on these lines figures showing the depth at which you will
find rock?—A. The line is the contour, the rock line is shown by the rings.

Q. Wherever you find a ring with the letter “ R” alongside it represents a point
at which you will find rock?—A. Yes.

Q. Now, if these borings are properly taken in the first place then there would be
no rock to be looked for beyond a certain point, or that point at which you find rock 35
feet below the water —A. There would be no rock beyond that 35 foot line excepting
that sub-grade which is allowed always.

Q. Of course. I am excepting that, you explained before that they always allow for
that sub-grade.

The CramrMAN: That is in solid rock?

Mr. CarviELL: In order to be sure there is 35 feet in depth.

By Mr. Carvell:

Q. I think you explained that if it was actually removed one foot was allowed!?
—A. Yes.

Q. But if it was not all removed “—A. Only the proportion of that foot which was
actually removed would be paid for.

Q. When you went back and made the examination a few months ago did you
find any more rock than had been estimated when the tenders were called for?—A. Yes.

Q. Will you explain, as carefully as you can, to the Committee the point at which

Mgr. A. St. LAURENT.



GRANT, SUITH & €O0. 35

APPENDIX No. 1

you found this additional rock%—A. I may say that when going to British Columbia
I took the contract plan with me, and when examining the plans while on the train I
judged, by looking at the borings which showed the rock, that there should be more
than 4,300 cubic yards of rock shown on the schedule. I examined the whole thing,
and in calculating the rock roughly, while on the train, I found that it should have
been between 12,000 and 13,000 yards, if the rock was taken on the contract plans.

Q. How did you arrive at that conclusion?—A. I arrived at that conclusion
because before going west Mr. Valiquet had asked Mr. Davy to calculate the quantities
of rock on certain lines, that is 75 feet beyond each pier.

Q. Does that mean in toward the bank %—A. That means on the shore line.

Q. When you say “beyond” that does not mean out in the water but on the
bank —A. Yes, parallel with the bank, and allowing two feet for the space to be left
where the cribs were to be sunk. On these lines they found 4,300 cubic yards, but
the contract called for a certain length of eribwork and I found on the contract plans
that instead of 75 feet parallel to the shore which was to be excavated it should be
150 feet, which had not been taken into' account.

Q. They should have worked out the rock 75 feet further in to the shore. That
is a difference of 150 feet in the two piers?—A. Yes. The plans I prepared show the
areas that were left out in the original quantities, and in looking at the contract
plans I found that the space which was to be allowed behind the crib, what we call
the bulkheads, that instead of two feet which had been allowed it called for 10 feet
of space so as to allow for further movement of the cribs when being brought into
place to be sunk. The contract plans allowed for 10 feet instead of 2 feet which had
been allowed in the original quantity. When I arrived in Victoria I asked Mr.
Maclachlan, the man who was the district engineer there, to calculate the quantities
according to these original lines and according to the exact contract lines. They
found about the same thing on the first original lines, 4,500 cubic yards, and 12,700
cubic yards on what is shown to be the correct line, but I was not surs yet of the
whole thing. When I got back in Ottawa I put the question to the engineer in
charge here as to what lines the quantities had been calculated on and my previous
conclusions were confirmed that these two areas at both ends and at the back had been
left out.

Q. You mean at the end of each pier?—A. At the end of each bulkhead, the
whole length of the bulkheads parallel with the shore, that is the area shown in
green.

Q. Did you satisfy yourself when you were there that these areas had been exca-

vated —A. Yes.

Q. How did you satisfy yourself ?—A. I satisfied myself by testing with the
Government dredge.

Q. Then you were satisfied that the areas were dredged sufficient tc provide for
the accommodation of the piers?—A. I am positive of that.

Q. Will you just detail what you did in order to investigate this matter?—A.
I took with me Mr. Davy, who had taken the original borings; I wanted to have these
checks, in order to see that there had been no error in locating the‘surface of the rock.
So when we got there we organized a scow with a boring machine, and went over
certain points which I indicated.

Q. Describe to the Committee how that boring machine is arranged.

Tue Cruaryax: And operated.

By Mr. Carvell:

Q. Both arranged and operated?—A. That boring machine is what we call a
pump and pive outfit. It is a hollow pipe with a point at the bottom having openings
in the sides, and through that pipe there is water sent under force of the pump which
is attached to the scow, so that when it goes down the material that is washed out
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comes on top of the pipe, and allows the pipe to go down. When the pipe reaches
the boulder or hard pan, or rock—if a boulder or rock, of course, they could not go
any further, it stops there. In hard pan and indurated clay they could go deeper by
working this bar (indicating). :

Q. They swing it around?—A. Yes. They could go slowly through some of the
hard material.

Q. Was that the outfit you had with you?—A. Yes, sir.

Q. Then they also have the rock boring drills on the scow, don’t they?—A. Not
for test purposes. .

Q. As I understand, you only had the pump outfit, and you did not have the actual
drills which could drill into the solid rock ~—A. We had, but I did not think it neces-
sary to test it.

Q. You had the other machines?—A. We had the other machines when necessary.
For instance, if we met a boulder, and if it ds noted to be at the surface of the rock,
there is an error in the boring, because the surface of the rock should be deeper.

Q. If ‘you strike something which prevents you from going further, do you at
once conclude it is rock. or d vo make some experiments around it?—A. The loca-
tion is changed if it is only a boulder, and if fed further on we will pass beyond the
boulder. :

Q. So that an experienced man with an outfit of that kind is able practically to
ascertain the point at which you will find solid rock —A. Yes, sir, but even an exper-
ienced man will make mistakes.

Q. No doubt about that. But on the average you will be able to find out where
the solid rock is found?—A. Yes, sir.

Q. And that is the kind of an outfit you had on your examination?—A. Yes, sir.

Q. Kindly tell us what you did%—A. I asked Mr. Davy to go over certain points,
at the western slip there, as containing particularly the bulk of the rock.

Q. This large green patch (indicating on plan) %—A. Yes, the green and red there,
marked “ A ”; that is where most of the rock is found. I asked him to go along the
edge of the cut and check former borings to see if the rock was about the same depth.
This he did, and found it practically checked the former borings. Then he went
beyond the area where rock had been found at certain depths below the grade, and
this was checked as being correct also. And then he took some checks. too, in the
middle slip, and it was found that the borings were pretty correct; and they are all
the checks that he made. Of course, if he were here he could give you the details of
his checks.

Q. Speaking generally, the investigation practically tallied with the first report
made by Mr. Davy?—A. Yes, if a mistake had been made the boring would have
stopped on a boulder. Then, if this had been taken as the surface of the rock in actual
work we would have found the surface of the rock deeper.

Q. Do you go this far; that for all practical purposes your investigation proved
that the figures on this plan are practically correct?—A. As to the borings, sir.

Q. On this plan there seemed to be two contours, a 30-foot contour and a 40-foot
contour, which would seem to be the depth of the water. Am T right in that?

Mr. GrReEN: There are four contours. s

Mr. CarvernL: fhere is a 80-foot contour and a 40-foot contour, which 1 under-
stand represent the depth of the water.
The WirNess: Yes.

Bu Mr. Carvell :

Q. There is no contour at 35 feet%—A. No.
Q. But you have marked here a 36-foot line in three places, and that would repre-
sent the farthest point out in the water at which you expect to drill and blast solid
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rock —A. The 36-foot line was the farthest point at which dredging had been made,
whether rock or soft material. That is the commencement of the excavation.

Q. That is practically, of course, of any kind of material?—A. Of any kind of
material.

Q. lave you anything on this plan which shows in your judgment where the
dredging of rock commenced or should have commenced?—A. T have, sir, the line
limiting the hatched areas in red and green; the outside line limiting these areas
hatched red and green.

Q). I'hat is, you have the red on the inside and the green on the outside?—A. The .
ercen to show the parts that had been left out in calculating the original areas.

Q). That is the outside limit of where rock material should have been dredged?—
A. Should have been dredged according to my judgment, and sections from an inter-
pretation of the borings. :

Q). In the returns made to the Department before you went out, how many yards
¢t rock had the engineer reported as having been excavated’—A. T have not got the
exact figures, I think it is about 25,000.

Q. 'That is near enough. Was that reported as all removed, or was some vortion
of it simply shot, and still remaining in the bottom of the harbour?—A. No, there
was a certain quantity reported as having been blasted, but not removed yet.

Q. That is beyond the 25,000 yards?%—A. Beyond the 25,000 yards.

Q. Approximately what was that proportion?—A. It amounted to a little over
5,000 yards.

Q. Speaking. generally, the engineer had reported that there were about 30,000
yards of solid rock material %—A. 32,175 cubic yards, which he ealculated from sections
was rock

Q. T am wrong in saying 35,000 7%—A. 82,175.

Q. He calculated there were 32,175 yards of rock material, of which 25,000 or
26.000 yards had been removed, and the balance had been blasted but not removed ?—
A. Yes.

Q. Did you on that occasion make any investigations to prove whether these
fizures were correct or not, other than figuring them out from the plan? Perhaps
my question is a little involved. Did you make any investigations, and if so what, to
satisfy yourself that the line marked on this plan as the limit of the rock was correct?
—A. This line is according to our own calculation; the line of the engineer showing
“hard material and rock returned at rock prices” was further than this.

Q. Further out in the water?—A. Yes.

Q. What did you do in order to satisfy yourself as to the correctness of the
different contentions—A. T had the test borings made outside of the line, whére that
rock was, and the rock was on the incline towards the sea, so, in taking these tests,
still within the line where this overlying rock material appears to be on making the
test boring there I found no hard material.

Q. You used the pumps, as a testing machine?—A. As a testing machine.

Q. And were you able to put the pump down more than 85 feet before finding
rock%—A. Yes. '

Q. Practically how many tests did you make in that area?—A. I could not say
the number of tests, Mr. Davy would have the details.

Q. Did you make enough to satisfy yourself as engineer that you covered the
ground%—A. Yes, and apart from the test borings I had the dredge Ajax dredge it
out.

Q. What kind of dredge is the Ajax?—A. The dredge Ajax is a dipper dredge.

Q. What is her capacity%—A. She has a capacity of about 600 yards per day, I
suppose.

Q. What is the size of the dipper, 2 yards or 5 yards?—A. 2} yards.
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Q. What is the length of the arm?—A. The length of the arm is over 40 feet,
but they cannot dredge any deeper than 38 feet, I think.

Q. That is quite enough for this purpose. Is it a dredge well fitted up from a
mechanical standpoint?—A. It is a good dredge.

Q. Tt has sufficient power, has it?—A. Sufficient power for her class.

Q. Of course it would not have power for a five-yard dipper when it has only a
two and a half yard dipper??—A. No, sir, not for a 5 or 8 or 10-yard dipper.

Q. But it has sufficient power for a dredge of that class?—A. It is a good dredge

of that class.

By the Chairman:

Q. A dredge with a 40-foot arm could not dredge 38 feet uopth?—A. I am not
sure about these details, I think the arm is about 45 feet or more.

By Mr. Carvell:

Q. When they say a dredge has an arm of a certain length, does it not mean the
length of arm for dredging purposes?—A. No, you could not go to the extreme
length of the arm. I think the dredging limit of the Ajaxz would be between 38 and
40 feet.

By the Chairman:

Q. It has to be 10 or 15 feet above the water, and if it goes to a depth of 38
feet the length of the arm would require to be from 50 to 60 feet?—A. I am not
sure about the length of the arm. We wanted an extreme depth of water of 35 feet
and we dredged to that depth.

By Mr. Carvell : ' /

Q. What did you find in this “disputed area” we will call it?%—A. In the area
beyond this line of rock?

Q. Between your rock line and the resident engineer’s rock line?—A. The boring
engineer reported “sand, clay and gravel.”

Q. And what did you find in actual dredging operations?—A. Just the same, sir.

Q. Was the dredge Ajax able to lift the material in this area *—A. Yes, we followed
this area right down until we met the rock and it was stiff dredging, there was no
unusual difficulty for the dredge Ajax to remove it wherever we dredged with her.

Q. Wherever you dredged you found you were able to remove it until you came
to the point where you find rock at 35 foot depth?—A. Yes.

By Mr. Green:

Q.- That was not in the area for which the returns had been actually made. You
are not saying that the dredge A4jax lifted the material before it was “ shot ” but that
it removed such material as had been shot?—A. I think I understand your question.
We dredged right close to the edge of the cut, on top of the surface of the rock, that
was material that had not been touched at the end of the cut and the top material
that was left there; as soon as the buckets would leave the rock the dredge had no
special difficulty in moving the material that was overlying the rock.

Q. What you called rock was what these people had been shooting?—A. Yes,
rock, and some other hard material which they returned as rock. I want to explain
that the specification does not limit the payment of rock price, I might say, to rock
alone.

Q. I want you to define clearly whether in your tests you were removing anything
that was classified as “ rock.” As I understand it you were merely removing material
off the surface..—A. No, we did not remove anything that had been blasted because
everything of that kind had been removed.

Mr. CarvELL: I do not think the witness and Mr. Green understand each other.
Mr. A. St. LAURENT.
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By Mr. Green:
Q. What I am trying to get at is this: You have told us that the dredge Ajax
moved everything in the area that you went over.
Mr. CarvELL: Until you come to the rock?—A. Yes.
Q. Now what T want you to tell the Committee is what you consider as comin:
to the rock. Coming to the rock, as I understand it, means coming to this material
that was classified as rock?—A. T mean solid ledge rock.

By Mr. Carvell:

Q. Do you mean to say that the dredge Ajax in the area on which you have tried
it, was able to remove everything down to the solid ledge rock ?—A. Yes.

Q. Of course you could not make that test in the exact location which had been
dredged?—A. No, I mentioned that fact in my report.

Q. Where did you go in order to make your test 9—A. In order to get my test |
asked the resident engineer to take me wherever he thought that he could find some
of that material he had returned as “ rock” so that I could see some of it.

Q. Now it could not be in the slip, but it could be where the pier was to be
located, could it not?%—A. No, this material had been removed from the place where the
pier was to be located; it could be at the end and back of the bulkheads.

Q. Or back of the bulkheads?—A. So he took the dredge along the edge of the cut

at the west of the slip there and he dredged for some time there.
’ Q. Just let me see which is the west on this plan: this is the west over here at the
right hand. There would be an “ edge » there. What did you find on that occasion —
A. I found the edge of the rock cut all right to about the right depth mentioned on the
plan there and some other. material on top which was mixed clay and gravel. It must
have been pretty stiff to dredge before, but with the dredege Ajar we were able to
remove it without any unusual strength. ,

Q. And that would be in what I might call the « disputed area” or alongside’—
A. Alongside, yes, of course the material within that disputed area having been
excavated I could not get any positive proof of the actual material that had been
removed from there. ®

Q. Did you take the material which you found alongside it?—A. As far as I
could.

Q. And from your experience of some length as an engineer do you think you
would be able to find practically the same material right alongside as you would in
the dredged area?—A. I should think that the same material would be continued at
some spots along there.

Q. T presume there is always the possibility of a boulder being struck, a hill in
the bottom, or something of that kind, is there not ?—A. Oh, yes.

Q. There is always that possibility 7—A. Always a possibility of boulders being
struck—you mean with a dredge?

Q. With a dredge?—A. Oh, yes.

Q. Would you go so far as to say from your experience you would judge the
material upon which you experimented to be practically the same as had been removed?
—A. From my experience I would judge that it would be about the same. But I
must say that the resident engineer—when we first dredged at the edge of the cuts
here the dredge woucht up some material which was a mixture of plastic clay and
gravel, rather stiff material to dredge—told me that was the class of material he had
returned at rock prices. ;

Q. And was it removed by the dredge without blasting —A. Tt was removed by
the dredge without blasting.

By Mr. Green:
Q. The resident engineer in his report classifies some of this material, in speak-

ing of it, as conglomerate. Now, in your opinion, would the dredge Ajax be able to
® Mr. A. ST. LAURENT.
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take that out without blasting #—A. Conglomerate is common rock.
Q. That is what I wanted to get at. The Ajax could not have taken out the con-
glomerate %—A. No, because it is a rock.

By Mr. Carvel :

Q. Was the material which you have just been describing as plastic clay and
gravel “conglomerate ”?%—A. Tt is not conglomerate. T must say that they called it
“ conglomerate ” out there.

Q. But you say that it is not conglomerate?—A. Tt is not, because conglomerate
is hard rock.

Q. Was the material which Mr. McLaughlin. pointed out to you as plastic clay
the same material, in your judegment, as that which he classified as “ conglomerate
—A. It must have been pretty nearly the same, because he told me it was the nearest
to what he had returned at rock price.

Q. And which, T presume. he called “ conglomerate ” or solid rock —A. No, he
did not call it solid rock, he called it “rock.”

By Mr. Davideon - \

Q. He did not return it as solid rock —A. I could not say.

Q. I just want to understand what Mr. McLaughlin said—A. He said that ‘the
material which was broucht up by the dredge Ajax was the nearest to the material
which he had returned at rock price. -

By Mr. Green:

Q. With reference to that word, ** nearest” are you sure that is the exact word
Mr. McLaughlin used? Do you not mean that Mr. McLaughlin said that this was the
material that he had returned in his elassification as rock?—A. That is the term he
used, that it was nearest to the material he had returned as rock.

By Hon. Mr. brothers §

Q. That plastic clay and gravel that you speak of, what should it have been classi-
fied as? Tt is not rock, it is not conglomerate; what classification should it have been
given?—A. According to my opinion it should have been returned as earth under the
specification.

By Mr. Clements:

Q. Does the specification not provide for any other classification than earth and
rock “—A. No, those are the only two classifications, earth and rock, and the specifica-
tion says that any material that can be removed by the dredge should be classified as

earth.
\

By Hon. Mr. Crothers:

Q. What is the difference in price between the two?—A. The rock price is $9.10
per cubic yard and the earth 52 cents.

Q. Did you satisfy yourself as to whether that report of 30,000 cubic yards was
correct or not?—A. I asked the resident engineer .

Q. Did you satisfy yourself with regard to that?—A. Yes. When the resident
engineer gave me his quantities T wrote him a letter stating that there was an area
here which showed by the borings that there was no rock nor hard material at all, and
it showed such a large quantity that T thought it should be checked over. I wrote him
a letter asking him to check over very carefully these quantities and he did, he used
the same sections and it came up to the same quantities.

Q. And was the result the same material as rock —A. As rock.
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Q. Did you make any calculation of the quantities returned as rock which should
have been returned as earth ?—‘A. Yes, T mentioned that in my report. All that is
rejected that was originally returned as rock then goes into the other class.

By the Chairman:

Q. How much was that, do you remember %—A. The quantities are about 62,000
cubic yards. That is about the aggregate of the rock and other material. I found
from the borings that there were about 13,060 cubic rocks of solid rock, leaving about
50,000 cubic yards of other material.

Q. Am I right in saying there are about 13,060 cubic yards of rock instead of
this 80,000 cubic yards?

Mr. CarverL: Instead of 82,000, I think?%—A. 32,000, yes.

The CHAIRMAN: What was the quantity that the resident engineer had returned?

Mr. CARVELL: The resident engineer returned 82,000 cubic yards and Mr. St.
Laurent found 13,000 cubic yards as being the proper amount.

Q. As I understand it, you found no untrue reports as to quantities generally,
that is as to the total quantities excavated of all kinds of material —A. “ Untrue,”

you mean ?
Q. That is the word T used. A. I do not catch it exactly.

By Hon. Mr. Crothers:

Q. It was the aggregate of 60,000 cubic yards, you told us a moment ago?—A.
That is about right. The original amount with the rock would amount to 51,000 or
52,000 cubic yards, and, of course, these points that have been left increased the aggre-
gate There was more in the end, because T noticed when making tests there had been
some deposits of sand made since the dredging had taken place.

Q. They would have to be removed. If they were removed, they would be entitled
to pay for that?—A. Yes.

Q. The only fault to be found is in the claseification, and not in the total quanti-
ties returned —A. In the classification, not in the aggregate quantities.

By Mr. Carvell:

Q. I want you to look at this plan, which has been furnished me (handing plan
to witness). Will you show me where is the shore side on that plan ?-—A The shore
side is here, sir (indicating), but the distance of the bulkhead—that is one of the
shore cribs there (indicating)—the distance from the shore varies from 150 feet to
400 feet. h

Q. And that is to be filled in %—A. That is to be filled in.

Q. But there will be no dredging there?—A. None beyond that 10-foot line back
of the eribs.

Q. Then-—we started with the western—how does the shore run there (indicat-
mg) —A. That is the west slip (indicating), and that is the crib (indicating), and
the shore is there (indicating).

Q. You have a number of lines running parallel to one another and also at right
angles on that plan. What do they represent?—A. These represent the office plans
kept from day to day of the drilling done by the contractors or subcontractors.

Q. The office plans?—A. The office plans on which they record the work done
every day; and then in making their returns they show that a certain area was drilled
during a certain month. This other colour (indicating)—

Q. That is the pink colour?—A. —shows that this area was covered by the drill
boat during another month.

Q. By the drill boat?—A. The red colouring shows work done in August.

Q. And what does the brown colouring show?—A. The area covered by the drill
Yoat in September.

Mgr. A. St. LAURENT.
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Q. Let us take the month of August. Can you from that plan ‘tell where the
drilling machine was on each day in the month of August?—A. I would rather leave
that to the engineer who was there. I could tell you, but it requires a good deal of
work. ) ;
Q. Don’t you think with some assistance you could locate it?—A. I think Mr.
Davy would be——T ean probably locate some. ‘

Q. The reports are here, because I have had an opportunity of examining them.
There are here the reports of the contractor and of the resident engineer showing the
location of the drilling plant, not only every day, but every shift of every day. That
is true, is it not?%—A. That is true.

Q. And do these reports not show the exact location of the plant every day?—
A. Yes.

Q. And the number of feet of drilling which was accomplished during each shift?
—A. Yes, every drill hole.

Q. With those returns, that is with the return of the contractor and of the resi-
dent engineer, would you not‘be able to take that plan and tell us where the drill was
every day, and how much they drilled %—A. Yes.

Q. And where they found rock, and how much they drilled each day?—A. Yes.

Q. That would be easy enough. Is Mr. Davy here?—A. No, he was permitted to
go away. I would rather that Mr. Davy would explain that. T can indicate—

Mr. CarverL: That is as far as T would care to go with this witness, if he would
rather not give that evidence.

The Witness: I am quite ready to say, for instance, that this area here was
dredged on certain dates.

By Mr. Carvell:

Q. Could you not take the returns that have been submitted—I think they are
here—and show us how much was accomplished on these days?—A. Yes. I can pick
out in a very short time this or that hole.

Q. T thought so. Will you show where the drilling plant was on the 30th day of
August?—A. (Examining documents) I have no note of the 30th of August.

Mr. CarverL: There are two reports here among the papers. The resident
engineer and the contractor made daily reports.

Hon. Mr. Croruers: Do they agree?

Mr. CarveLL: Practically they do.

By Hon. Mr. Crothers:

Q. T would like to ask a question. Would it be well understood by any compe-
tent engineer that material described by you as plastic clay and gravel ought not be
returned as rock or conglomerate—would that be well understood in the profession?
—A. Certainly, sir.

Q. There is no excuse for reporting it otherwise?

The Crammax: That is set out in the contract or specification.

By Hon. Mr. Crothers:

Q. Would a contractor of experience also know that that was a wrong return?—
A. He would know, if it could be removed by the dredge.

Q. I want to show if a man might honestly make a mistake?—A. The resident
engineer himself told me that he knew that material could be removed by some
dredges, but they did not have——

Q. Is that the man that made that report?—A. Yes, the resident engineer who
reported these quantities.

Q. He knew it could be removed A. By dredges we had in the East. But

Mg. A. St. LAURENT.
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on the British Columbia coast they do not have as strong dredges as we have on the
Atlantic, so he made a local interpretation of the specification. He applied local
conditions to the interpretation of the specification.

Q. Applying these local conditions was he warranted in making that return —
A. He was not under the specification, but he thought he was, honestly.

Q. Owing to the conditions there?—A. Owing to the conditions there, thinking
there was no dredge strong enough on the British Columbia coast to remove that
material and he stretched the specification because there was no dredge on the British
Columbia coast, apart from the Government dredges, capable of doing the work.

Q. And that any material which the dredge could not remove should be consid-
ered as rock?%—A. Should be considered as rock under that specification.

By Mr. Carvell:

Q. I think I made a mistake in the date I gave you. I wanted July not August.
Take July 29 now, I have just found it here. With reference to the class of dredge,
T would like to ask you if the clam-shell is a suitable dredge for this work?—A. The
clam-shell is not suitable for this kind of work.

Q. And when you say that any material which can be removed by a dredge can
not be classified as solid rock, did you specify what size or power of dredge you mean?
Does it mean the most powerful dredge in the land or an ordinary dredge used in the
business ~—A. There is nothing definite in the specification, “by a dredge.”

Q. Supposing there never has been a dredge ‘used in that locality which could
remove that material, would a man have the right to say that was material which
could not be removed by a dredge and therefore should be classified as solid rock #—
A. Well, T can tell you my own opinion about that. If this was a case where the
material was such that it was on that indefinite line of demarcation where an engi-
neer is not sure whether he should throw the material in the “rock” or in the “earth”
classification, if it might be removed by the dredge, or if it were removed at the
cost of that dredge having to bring heavier power into it, I think I would consider
that material as earth, at a compromise price, though there is nothing in the specifi-
cation. That is the way I would deal with it.

Q. Do you ever do that? Do you ever take into consideration that while it might
be specifically within the classification of earth yet it was so hard and difficult to
remove that you would make a price between the price of earth and rock?—A. 1 think
0, I think there have been some examples of that. '

Q. There is a tremendous jump from 52 cents to $9.10, it seems to me that there
should be some middle line?—A. But T have not been able to find that this was a case
where the material was so hard and difficult that it was on that indefinite line.

Hon. Mr. CroruERS: You think it should have been classed as “earth.”

By Mr. Carvell:

' Q. It did not reach the point where what is called “sympathetic” classification
should be applied?—A. It is a pretty hard strain on an engineer sometimes to say
what it should be.

Q. T understood you just now to pass judgment on the performance of the clam-
shell dredge, but I do not think the reporter got it.—A. They had clam-shell dredges
first, the first dredging deone was with a clam-shell.

Q. Surely there had been a dipper dredge on the Pacific coast before that —A.
Oh, yes.

Q. Has not the Dominion Government been-running a plant of dipper dredges
there for some time?—A. The Government has.

Q. What were the names of the Dominion Government dredges on the Pacific
coast ?—A. There is the Ajax which is a very good dipper dredge.

Mrg. A. St. LAURENT.
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Q. That is the one you have already described?—A. Yes, then there is the Mud-
lark, which is not so good; the Mudlark could not go through stiff material. Then
there is the #'ruhling, I think it is on the system of what we call a suction and raking
dredge; the material is raked and then sucked.

Q. You have a machine which stirs it up?—A. And the King Edward, I think,
is a suction dredge with revolving knives.

Q. That is an elevator dredge?—A. No, that is a suction dredge.

By Mr. Green:

Q. Did they have the John E. Lee there?—A. They had, I understand, for a few
days. ‘

Q. And it was found she could not remove the material?—A. The John E. Lee
is a clam-shell. .

Q. Was there not a dipper dredge there?—A. Yes, the Pacific Coast Dredging
Company’s dredge was there, that was a dipper dredge, a fairly good dipper, but not as
strong as we have them in the East.

Q. And they found they could not remove the material with that dredge?—A.
That is what they say, I was not there.

By Hon. Mr. Crothers:

Q. Is this in the contract “all materials overlying the rock that can be removed
with a dredge shall be considered as earth”? Now are there some such materials that
could be removed by some dredges and not by other dredges?—A. Oh, yes.

Q. That is so?%—A. That is so.

Q. That is a very lav snecifiecation. A contractor could bring a dredge that has
not much power and could then say, ““the material cannot be removed by my dredge
and therefore I should be paid for it as rock at $9.10, instead of 52 cents” ?%—A. That
is a matter for the chief engineer, that is something I haven’t anything to do with.

By Mr. Carvell :

Q. Ts not that what actually did occur? Ts it not a fact that they brought on a
clam-shell dredge and then said it could not be removed by the dredge?—A. They
started with a clam-shell dredge.

Q. And then they said, “We cannot remove this material with a dredge.”—A.
They removed some soft material. That is a “ Grab” dredge, it simply drops and they
grab the material; it is all right for certain material.

By Mr. Green:
Q. And they have failed also with the dipper dredge?—A. They failed also with
that dipper dredge.

By Hon. Mr. Crothers:

Q. These two classifications do not seem to be sufficient fo cover the different
varieties of material that require to be removed ~—A. The experience has been that if
we try to make a classification with more items we get into deeper difficulty with
regard to the specification.

-~ By Mr. Carvell:

Q. I think you have found a ‘precedent in this investigation?—A. I suggest in
wy report that the specification which we use should allow two classes of material
only; that it should specify that rock price is allowed only for solid ledge rock that
has to be drilled, and the other price for earth which covers all other materials, hard
pan. clay, or whatever it may be. With a specification of that kind there would not

be so much difliculty.
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Q). But you do not say that in this specification’—A. No, not in that contract,
put in my report I make the suggestion. It does not leave so much to the judgment
of the engineer; it is a drastic specification, for which the contractor has to provide.
I£ he thinks he will meet with hard pan or hard clay he will make his price accord-
ingly. .

Q. Lo get back to the conclusion of this matter, could not this material have been
removed with a dredge of the type of the Ajaz?—A. You mean the material other
than rock? .

Q. Yes?—A. Yes, that is my opinion; I stand by my report.

By Mr. Green:
Q. “ Other than rock!” When you say *‘other than rock ” you include conglom-
erate as rock ?—A. Conglomerate is a rock.

By the Chavrman:

Q. You further say that out there they classify plastic clay and gravel as con-
glomerate “—A. These men in talking of conglomerate, all the inspectors there, were
talking of that elay and gravel; they called it conglomerate, and I called their atten-
tion to the fact that it was plastic clay and gravel, but they said that they called it
conglomerate.

Q. And if they called plastic clay and gravel conglomerate they returned plastic
clay and gravel as rock?—A. Yes.

By Mr. Blain:
Q. Could conglomerate be removed by a dredge of any capacity —A. No, becanse
it is rock. Conglomerate could not be removed by the dredge.

By Hon. Mr. Crothers:

Q. What you call ¢ conglomerate” T understand you to say, could not be removed
by a dredge?—A. Could not be removed by a dredge.

Q. But this plastic clay and gravel could be so removed ?—A. Yes.

Q. Is not “ conglomerate ” a term well understood by engineers—what it means?
—A. Conglomerate means cemented material. e

Q. T know, but is it not a term which any engineer ought to know whether the
material comes within the meaning of ““conglomerate” or not?—A. Oh, yes.

By the Chawrman:

Q. For instance, under the term “ conglomerate” in connection with the National
Transcontinental railway we had clay and gravel mixed with boulders?—A. Con-
glomerate is gravel, cemented gravel.

Q. Which cannot be removed by a pick and shovel and which had to be blasted ?—
A. Yes, it is cemented.

Mr. CarverL: The specification in the interpretation went a little further than
that, it said, “ material which can best be removed by blasting.” That is a different
interpretation than what we have here.

Mr. KyTE: Or material which could be removed by a plough drawn by four horses,
properly handled?—A. Yes, that is different.

By Mr. McKenzie:

Q. Before you leave that ‘conglomerate” question, following up the minister’s
question, did I understand you to say they classified some material here as conglo-
merate which in your judgment was not conglomerate >—A. Yes, hard material, it was
not conglomerate it was a mixture of gravel and clay.

Q. They called it conglomerate, but scientifically speaking, from your standpoint,
it was not conglomerate?—A. No, it was not.

Mr. A. St. LAURENT.
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By the Chairman :
Q. He says that conglomerate is rock —A. Conglomerate is rock.

By Mr. Green:

Q. When you were out West and made your examination did you find any evidence
of collusion between the district engineers and the contractors?’—A. No, sir, from all
the conversation I had with the engineer I thought he was most honest and upright;
he admitted that that material could be removed by some class of dredge which they
did not have out there, apart from the Government dredges, he admitted that freely.

Q. Did you ask Mr. McLauglin whether he had reported the condition as he
found it to the department here before he returned that material as rock?—A. There
is a letter in my report dated the 20th of August, I think, written to the Chief
Engineer, in which he called attention to the fact that he was finding some material
which the dredge out there could not remove. And he had decided to throw this
material in the rock classification, and he said he hoped that his decision would be
approved. That is the substance of his letter. y:

By Mr. McKenzie:

Q. About this dredging, probably this question was asked before I came in, but
can you tell the Committee if they had a “face” on this dredging, if they were
running their dredge up against the “ face” or were they just trying to grab it out?—
A. At the beginning they had a clam-shell dredge and they were grabbing the material
they took out, they dropped the bucket very quickly and grabbed the material; they
had that dredge for a month, and then they had another one, a more powerful dredge,
they had the John E. Lee.

Mr. CarvELL: Another clam-shell ?

A. And then they had another dredge there, they brought a dredge from the Pacific
Coast Dredging Company. ’

By Mr. Carvell : :

Q. Did it do the work in the end?—A. It removed the material.
Q. After they had “shot” it?%—A. They followed the blasting.

By Mr. Kyte:

Q. Were the other dredges, the John E. Lee and the Pacific Dredging Company’s
dredge as powerful as the Ajax?—A. The John E. Lee would be very powerful, but
would not be suitable for the class of digging.

Q. Well, what about the dipper dredge?—A. As to the dipper dredge, I could not
say. You know the captain of the Ajax claims that he has the best dredge on thc
coast, and the other captain said he had a pretty good dredge.

Q. In your judgment is the Ajax an unusually powerful dredge of that type?— .
A. Not as powerful as a good many dredges we have on the lakes and on the St.
Lawrence.

By Hon. Mr. Crothers:

Q. You do not know, as I understand you, the dredges that were actually used
on this work%—A. No, I do not know them personally.

Q. Do you know whether they could remove that material or not, the dredges
that were actually used?—A. They could not, the clam-shell dredges are not suitable
for that work.

Q. They could not take out this plastic clay and gravel %—A. No, they could not.

By the Chairman :
Q. And the Pacific Coast Dredging Company’s dredge did that?—A. The dipper

removed the stuff that was blasted.
M. A. Stz Lavrext.
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Q. But before it was blasted could they have removed it%—A. T do not know, T

was not there when the work was going on.

Q. If they blasted it would not that fact be some evidence that it could not be
removed without blasting unless they were putting up a job?—A. I do not want to
Jeave a wrong impression, I believe that Mr. McLaughlin was sincere.

Witness retired.

Committee adjourned.

Housk or COMMONS,
Rooxt No. 301,
WEeDNESDAY, March 22, 1916.

The Select Standing Committee on Public Accounts met at 1 o’clock, a.m.,
the Chairman, Mr. Middlebro, presiding.

The Committee proceeded to the further consideration of certain payments to
Grant, Smith & Cempany, and MacDonnell, Limited, in connection with dredging at
Victoria, B.C., harbour wharves, as set out at page 431 to 437 V, Auditor General’s
Report for the fiscal year ended March 31, 1915.

Mr. H. B. Davy, called, sworn and examined.

By Mr. Carvell : )
Q. You are an engineer of the Public Works Department, are you—A. Yes, sir.
Q. Are you the gentleman who made the original borings for the Victoria IHaxr-
bour Works?—A. Yes.
Hon. Mr. Rem: And made the plans.

By Mr. Carvell :

Q. Did you make the plan from your own notes?—A. Yes, I ueed the plans I had.
A survey had been made before.

Q. Would this be the plan or a copy of it? (Exhibiting plan)—A. No, that is just
the detailed plan of the locality in which the drilling was done.

Q. Then, will you produce the plan, please, of the harbour works?—A. T think you
have it in your possession. :

Q. “Contract, plans and specificatione.” T think this is the one we want. (Pro-
ducing plan.)—A. Yes, sir, that is it.

By Hon. Mr. Reid:
Q. The plan upon which the contract was let?—A. Yes, sir.

-

By Mr. Carvell :
Q. The location plans?—A. Yes, sir.

By Hon. Mr. Reid:

Q. On which the contract was let?—A. Yes, originally these plans were taken for
another «cheme laid down by Mr. Coste. This is the scheme here. (Indicating on
plan.) The original scheme is enclosed within this yellow line. Then it was changed to
what appears within the red line.
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Q. This is the plan which was attached to the contract?—A. Yes, sir, that was
the plan which was attached to the contract.

By Mr. Barnard :

Q. Were the borings taken in connection with the original scheme?—A. They were
taken for it originally. Then after they were taken, an enormous quantity of rock was
shown so they changed the plan and put the location of the piers a little farther out, as
they are, to get away from this enormous quantity of rock.

Mr. CARvVELL: The first idea was to adopt the scheme enclosed in yellow lines.

Ton. Mr. REm: On the plan shown as 218.

Mr. CarvirL: Then the witness says that plan was going to involve an immense
amount of dredging.

The WitNess: Yes, of rock dredging.

Mr. CarvELL: They therefore changed the plans and shoved the works farther out
into the harbour.

Hon. Mr. REID: So that there would be deeper water and less rock dredging.

By Mr. Carvell :
Q. That was the intention, was it%—A. Yes, that was the intention.
Hon. Mr. Rem: Now get on to the other plan, No. 232.
Mr. CARVELL: Are you referring to plan No. 2327
Hon. Mr. Rem: Yes.

By Mr..Carvell:

Q. Did I understand you to say that the same borings are on this plan as on
the former plan, but you have changed the location of the piers?%—A. Changed the
location of the piers, yes.

Q. Which shows less rock dredging to be performed in carrying out the work
than there would have been if you had carried out the original intention?—A. Yes.

Q. I think that is practically all explained by Mr. St. Laurent. What do the
rings on this plan indicate?—A. That is the location of each boring.

Q. That means the depth of what—the depth of water down to earth, or the
rock, or the depth in the rock?—A. The depth reached in each. In case it is rock
it is marked “R”.

Q. There are two figures at each location, are there?—A. No, there is one circle
showing the number of the boring, which corresponds with the detail in the book.
Then there is the depth reached in each boring, and in cases where it is rock “R” is
marked to show it has reached rock.

Q. Suppose you went through 10 feet of earth and then through 8 feet of rock,
how would it be marked on that plan?—A. In each case we went to the rock, and did
not bore in the rock. :

Q. Your idea was only to find rock?—A. Yes; and the details in the book show

the materials penetrated to that depth.
Q. You would not bore through the rock, you were just finding rock?—A. Yes.

By the Chairman:
Q. And if you found rock you marked‘ “R”?%—A. Yes.

By Mr. Carvell:
Q. Is there anything to indicate the nature of the material to be removed?—A.
That is shown in the detail, too.
Q. You would have two.sets of figures, one showing water and the other the
material before you come to the rock?—A. Yes.

Mr. H. B. Davy.
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Q. And with this information in their hands, intending contractors were able
to make their tenders?—A. Yes, sir.

Q. Do you know as a fact that the contractors had this information in their
hands when they made their tenders?—A. I could not say as to that.

Q. Was it available?—A. I believe it was.

Hon. Mr. Rem: What T understand you to ask is, did the contractors have a
copy of this plan so that they could figure out the quantities for themselves?

Mr. CarvELL: T mean the information contained in these plans, was it available
to the contractors? %

Hon. Mr. Reip: That is what I wanted to know.

Mr. CarveLn: I want to get that on the record.

By Mr. Carvell:

Q. Did you go back, to Victoria later on, in the late autumn of 1915?%—A. I went
there in December.

Q. 1915%—A. Yes.

Q. What time in December did you get there?—A. On the 3l1st day ot December.

Q. By whose instructions did you go there?—A. The instructions of the chief
engineer. .

Q. The chief engineer of the Department?—A. Yes.

Q. And what did you see when you got there?—A. I took some more test borings
over the area that work had been carried on, and in the vicinity.

Q. And how did you find these test borings compared with your previous borings?
—A. They showed the same materials.

Q. The same depth of water, and the same depth of material?2—A. Yes, sir. Of
course, there were materials removed, which would not show the same depth of water
or same material.

Q. Wherever it had been dredged, you could not test it down the same way. Would
you explain to the Committee, as briefly as you can, what is the process in making
your test borings, and also in the actual drilling and shooting of this submarine work.
—A. For that purpose, you just use what they call an ordinary wash boring outfit,
a 2-inch pipe, that is 2 inches inside diameter, and which is driven into the ground.
And then there is a $-inch pipe down inside of that. On the end of that there is a
bit screwed on to the end, a chisel bit, with two holes to allow the water to pass through.
At the other end there is a hose attached, a little hose piece attached to the pump
through which water is pumped up from wherever you get water (in this case from
the sea) and pumped down this 2-inch pipe into the other pipe.

Q. The water in the #-inch pipe stirs up the material—A. And carries it up.

Q. And the other pipe acts as a sort of caisson, until finally you come to the hard
substance.—A. In some cases, it was not necessary to use the outside caisson all the
time, just go along with the ordinary #-inch pipe, and use it as a jet, if the material
was soft enough. .

Q. Did you always take the first point at which you stopped and call that rock,
or did you take any means to prove whether it might be a boulder?—A. In order to
determine whether it was a boulder or not, we would take three or four borings in that
vicinity. In cases where it was a boulder you would get down around the outside of
it.

Q. It would not take very long to get the location of the rock?—A. No, sir.

Q. That is one method. When it comes to actual boring by the contractor, are
you able to state how that works out? Does he bore in certain places where he is told
to, or does he go at it haphazard?—A. It is laid off in ranges, and cross-ranges.

Q. Is that the idea of that plan (producing plan) %—A. That is the idea.

1—4 Mz. H. B. Davy,
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Q. What do you call this plan?—A. This is the plan that was used to locate the
top on the material that they start to bore at.

Q. Yes. That is ample for my purpose. Any other hon. gentleman can pursue
the matter further. I only want to know that during the progress of the work there
are certain definite lines laid down on which the contractor must act, both longitud-
inal, and I suppose horizontal?—A. By flags here (indicating) and flags here (indi-
cating).

Q. And certain guide lines or bench-marks on the shore —A. Yes, from which
this was taken.

By the Hon. Mr. Reid:
Q. As laid off by the engineers in charge of the work —A. Yes.

By Mr. Carvell:

Q. So that the contractor then is not allowed to go around and bore holes any-
where he has a mind to, but he simply follows instructions?—A. Yes, sir.
Q. In the investigation which you made in the month of January last

Hox. Mr. RED: A year ago.
Tae Witness: I was back again this January.
Mg. CARVELL: January last. :

By Mr. Carvell: ,

Q. While you were not able to prove your previous data in these places, where the
excavation had actually taken place, what did you do in order to satisfy yourself
whether you were right or wrong in your first investigation #—A. I took the borings
in the immediate vicinity of the work, that is outside the edge here (indicating).
Where any dredging had been done I took here (indicating), and also outside the toe
of the rock slope as shown by the original borings in 1912-13 to see if the rock did
extend any farther than shown by the original borings.

Q. And what did you find?—A. I found there was no rock out any farther than
the original line.

Q. Now, we had a plan here the other day on which contours were marked (produc-
ing).

Q. All this plan hag been explained by Mr. St. Laurent, and I do not want to take
up the time of the Committee by goin over it again. General'y he states that these
contours represent the depth of water ?—A. Those are the sounding contours.

Q. And if you take this contour marked 40 feet,” running along here (indicating
on plan) what would be the depth of water -—A. Forty feet of water.

Q. Then you come to the next which is marked “ 30 feet,” and that would be thirty
feet of water?—A. Yes.

Q. And theve is a 26-foot line mavked ont there at different places. what does that
represent “—A. That represents that there would be no excavation outside of that; the
depth was to be excavated to 36 feet, and one foot sub-grade.

Q. Can you point on this plan to where the 36-foot line would come, practically?
—A. That is for ordinary material?

Q. Yes?—A. About there (indicating on plan).

Q. Is there anything to indicate what that grade is?—A. No, they drill down to
36 feet.

Q. That is opposite the figure “412” on the margin, there seems to be a red line.

Hon. Mr. Rem: Drawn from 323 to 359.

By Mr. Carvell:
Q. Yes, what does that indicate?—A. That indicates the toe of the rock.
Mr. H. B. Davy.
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Q. That is according to your investigation and borings everything beyond that
red line which requires to be excavated would be earth?—A. Yes.

Q. And no rock?—A. No rock.

Q. And between that red line and the shore it would be partly earth and partly
rock —A. Between this line and the shore it would be the two materials.

Q. As the borings would show. Now did any excavation take place between the
red line and the “412 ” line, that is the point where you found 36 feet of water?

Hox. Mr. Rein: Excavation by the contractors.

By My. Carvell:
Q. Was there any excavation made by the contractors between the red line and the
“ 412 ” line where you say you found 36 feet of water %—A. Yes, that was all excavated.
Q. You say that agreed with the original borings and that the material was earth?
—A. That was earth and sand.

By Hon. Mr. Reid:
Q. As shown on plan 232, that is the one the contractors had?—A. Yes.

By Mr. Carvell :
Q. I think that is the word used in the specification, is it not, “ earth and rock.”
—A. Yes, earth and rock.
Q. I want to use the exact words of the specification now. In the report made by
the engineer in charge of the work—

By Hon. Mr. Reid:
Q. What was the name of the engineer in charge?’—A. Mr. Maclachlan.
Q. From the commencement?—A. From the commencement.

By Mr. Carvell:
Q. And who was immediately over Mr. Maclachlan %—A. The Chief Engineer.
Q. Was there not a Mr. Nelson?—A. No.
Q. What pomtmn does Mr. Nelson occupy *—A. He does not come into that depart-
ment at all, he is not in that branch.

By Hon. Mr. Reid:

Q. Had he anything to do with that work at all%—A. No.

Q. Or was he in charge of it?%—A. No.

Mr. Barnarp: Mr. Nelson was superintendent of dredging there, but he had
nothing to do with this contract.

Mr. CarveELL: I want to be sure about that, because our information is that he
had a great deal to do with it.

By Mr. Carvell :

Q. Anyway your evidence is that Mr. Nelson had ‘nothing to do with Mr.
Maclachlan, who reported directly to the department —A. Yes.

Q. As a matter of fact what position did Mr. Nelson hold at Vietoria?—A. He
was Superintendent of Dredging.

Q. And, as such, would he have any charge over this work %—A. No, none at all.

Q. Was he Superintendent of Dredging works in British Columbia or of the
Government dredging in British Columbia only?—A. Of the Government dredging
work.

Q. And <o, if the Government were doing any dredging themselves, with their
own dredges, he had superintendence of that work but not of contract work?—A. Yes.

Q. That explains it; T had understood up to this time that he reqlly had some-
thing to do with all the contract work?—A. No.

1—43 Mr. H. B. Davy.
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Q. Now, has the department a record of the amount of borings done by the
contractors on each day? Can you tell from your records where the boring apparatus
would be located on each day?—A. Yes, that could be done.

Q. That could be easily done?—A. Yes.

Q. Have you, or has any other officer of the Department, gone over these plans
in order to obtain that information?—A. Yes, I looked into it, that is into Mr.
Maclachlan’s report and the contractor’s as well.

Q. Yes, you put the two together. We had the originals here, I presume they
are around here somewhere now, showing the daily report of the contractor, and the
daily report of the inspector who would be under Mr. Maclachlan?—A. Yes.

Q. Now, have you this information codified. It would save a lot of time if you
would give the result of your investigation in a condensed form. Mr. St. Laurent
produced a document just before we adjourned last Friday and I thought that an
officer of the Department could get it in much more condensed form than if T went
over it myself.—A. What was it you wanted?

Q. You have a statement showing the number of feet of rock that have been
ditlled by the drilling outfit on every shift of every day?—A. Yes.

Q. As I understand it the drilling outfit consisted of a scow with five drills on
it covering a space of 75 feet around it?%—A. Yes, something about that.

Q. And these five drills would sink to their lines, and then they would be moved
along that same line or to the next range and the report would show that a certain
number of holes were drilled, and it was then “shot” I think you call it?—A. Yes.

Q. I would just like to ask do you shoot those holes while the drills are over
them?%—A. I do not understand how they did it, because I was not there when they
were drilling; when I got there they were all finished.

Q. T was asking you just as a matter of general information.—A. They move
the drills back after they are loaded, before shooting, in fact, in some cases I think
they wait till the noon hour and shoot them all at once; but I don’t know how they
did it out in Victoria.

Q. They get the charge connected up and fired by batteries?—A. Yes, sir.

Q. Have you got that statement here?—A. What part was it you wanted?

Q. I want you to tell me now the day they were working in this space between
the red line and the 412 line we have been talking about, which you say was drilled
and dredged, but according to your judgment contained only earth?—A. That was
round August 10, 11, 12 and 13, and September 1 and 2.

Q. Those are the days. 'Was there not some work done on that outside area
about the 1st or 2nd of July?—A. In this area here? (Indicating.)

Q. Yes, outside the red line—A. I could find out, but I don’t remember.

Q. If you have got the information please codify it. We will take August 10.
Before we go into that, what is considered a good average work for a drilling plant,
such as the contractors had, in rock?—A. Well, it all varies according to the kind of
rock. ‘

Q. That is true, but I am asking you now for the average work?—A. It goes as
high as 11 or 12 feet, I believe.

Q. That would be an hour?—A. An hour. But in some very soft sandstone it
should go quicker than that; but all other rocks I think 11 feet.

‘By Mr. Barnard:
Q. Doing what?—A. They would go 10 or 11 feet per hour drilling.

By Mr. Carvell:

Q. What kind of rock was it in the bottom of the Victoria harbour?—A. It was
a gneiss, a stratified granite. :
Q. Would it be easy or hard rock to drill?—A. A hard rock. ,
Mg. H. B. Davy.
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Q. Would you consider 11 feet an hour the maximum amount that could he
drilled, practically, in an hour?—A. Yes. I don’t think they could go 11 feet in
that rock.

Q. What would you consider would be a reasonable maximum?—A. Well, T
don’t know, because their records cover the two materials, and I could not judge
from it what exact speed they did make in it.

Q. I am speaking from your experience as an engineer generally. Would seven
or eight feet an hour be a good performance?—A. Yes, seven or eight feet would be..

Q. Such as you could reasonably expect?—A. Yes.

By the Chairman:

Q. Tt would depend upon the efficiency and the kmd of dredge and drilling appar-
atus used %—A. Yes, but they all use the same.

Q. The same make?—A. The same make of drill.

Q. What kind of drill do they use?—A. They use a three-inch drill with a cross
bit. A diamond drill, it is sometimes called.

By Mr. Carvell :

Q. Is that the kind of outfit that is used in this work —A. T believe so.

Q. Then according to that, what would be under the most favourable circum-
stances, in your judgment, the possibilities of a drill per day in this particular kind
of work?—A. In which?

Q. In the rock such as was actually found in the bottom of Victoria harbour —
A. It depends on how many hours you work.

Q. I am asking now for the maximum per day.—A. About 120 feet.

Q. That would be the maximum? Now, how many hours would you consider that
to represent?—A. That would be two shifts of eight or nine hours.

Q. 120 feet for both or 60 feet for one shift?%—A. 60 feet for one shift.

Q. That would be assuming there was no lost tlme —A. Yes.

Q. And no accidents?—A. And no accidents.

Q. Is that allowing time to move from one range or one location to another ?—A.
That is deducting the time for moving.

Q. That is after deducting time?—A. Yes.

Q. You still think the maximum for that kind of work would be 60 feet per
shift —A. Yes.

By Mr. Greene:

Q. Are you speaking now of the solid rock or of conglomerate and rock?—A.
That rock out there (indicating on plan) the solid rock.

Q. You are not then including in your estimate the conglomerate, that in your
opinion and in the opinion of Mr. St. Laurent, constituted rock and should be paid
for as such?—A. Well, that would be about the same too. This conglomerate is a
rock.

Q. In your opinion it would be as hard to drill as the solid rock %—A. Just about,
yes.

By Mr: Carvell:

Q. If there are five drills that would be about 300 feet for the whole scow in the
shift, would it hot?%—A. In the shift.

Q. That would be working under the most favourable conditivns with no lost
time? What is your experience as to the possibility of carrying on the work without
lost time?—A. Well, T don’t know, but I believe the lost time varies from about 30

per cent to 50 or 60 per cent.
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Q. Now, starting on the 10th of August, what do you find they did there?
(Handing to witness a statement.) Take the morning shift?—A. 314 feet.
Q. For how many drills?—A. For five drills.

By Hon. Mr. Reid:
Q. What section were they on?—A. It is out here somewhere. (Iudicating on

plan.)
3

By Mr. Carvell :
Q. They were beyond the red line?%—A. They were beyond the red line.

By the Chatrman:

Q. And what do you say that is for?—A. That is for that shift. They worked
two shifts. For a nine hour shift that is. They changed. Sometimes they would
work eight and sometimes mine hour shifts. .

Q. Then that is an eight or nine hour shift?—A. Yes, sir.

The CuamrMAN: They could not do that in the forenoon.

Mr. CarverL: They call it the morning and afternoon shifts, you will find that
in the records. ’

The CHAIRMAN: So long as we understand that they took out 314 feet in eight
or nine hours. That is about what they should do.

Q. Let us see what they did the next time in the afternoon.

By the Chairman:
Q. For the mext shift, put it that way?—A. That last was the afternoon shift.

By Mr. Carvell :
Q. Go on with the next morning.

By the Chairman:
Q. That is August 11.—A. 781 feet.

By Mr. Carvell :
Q. They got 781 feet in the morning shift during how many hours?—A. A six-
hour shift. :
Q. In six hours they got 781 feet. -Take the next shift, that would be after-
noon shift of August 11?%—A. T have not got the afternoon of the 11th here.
Q. Just go on and give it as you have it there.

By the Chatrman:
Q. Why have you not got the afternoon shift of that date’—A. In the afterncon
shift they were working in here (indicating).

By Mr. Carvell:

Q. Inside the red line. Go on to the next time they were working outside the
red line—A. The morning shift of August 12.

Q. How many hours?—A. Eight hours.

Q. How many feet?—A. 1,165 feet.

Q. That would be 220 or 225 feet per drill. (After calculating) 223 feet per
drill and an eight hour shift. The result is practically 30 feet an hour per drill,
assuming there was no lost time. Do you know, as a matter of fact, whether there
was any lost time?—A. There has to be a certain amount of lost time moving from
one hole to another.

Q. Then it would bring it up more than 30 feet per hour of actual drilling time?

—A. Yes. ; .
Mz. H. B. Davy.
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Q. 1f necessary, could you by the documents show_exactly the amount of lost time
there was in that shift/ I am not going to take the trouble to do that, but could you
not show by the records exactly what lost time there was?

Hon. Mr. REmp: Would the engineer have it on his records?

Mr. CarveLL: That is what T meant.

Hon. Mr. Croriers: What would be a reasonable time per drill in rock? )

Mr. CARVELL: The witness has said seven or eight feet per hour per drill as being
a reasonable amount of work.

The WitxNess: KEach drill varied in the amount of time it worked.

By Mr. Carvell : .

Q. Would you say, Mr. Davy, that a drilling plant such as you have described
could drill 30 feet per hour in the rock in the bottom of the Victoria harbour?—A.
No, it could not be done in that rock, 30 feet per hour.

Q. Take the next shift’—A. That is on the afternoon of the same date, Auwust
12, 1,706 feet.

Q. 1,706 feet?—A. For the five drills.

Q. And how many hours?—A. 9 hours and 35 minutes.

Q. Did you figure out how much that would be per hour (calculates) ?

The Cuamyax: About 35 feet an hour. !

Mr. CARVELL: It must be more than that.

The Wirxess: Thie is a longer shift, it is 93 hours.

The Cuairyax: The other was 8 hours.

Mr. CarvELL: It figures out about 85 feet.

By the Chairman:
Q. Could you make that much footage in earth, 35 feet per hour?—A. Obh, yes.

By Mr. Carvell :

Q. Could they make that much in the earth material found on top of the rock in
Victoria harbour, per hour?—A. They did it. Is that what you mean?

Q. The records show they did. But I am asking you, as a matter of fact, could it
be done?—A. 35 feet an hour in the material overlying the rock? :

Q. Yes?—A. Yes.

Q. Boring. The records show that they did bore it. Will you go on now to the
next shift. 1Is that the last of the 12th of August?—A. That is the last of the 12th,
yes.

Q. Take the 1st day of September.—A. The 1st day of September, 653 feet.

Q. In one shift%~—A. In one shift.

Q. Take the next shift.—A. The afternoon shift was 1,353 feet, in 9 hours and 30
minutes.

Q. What is it the next day —A. 1,653 feet.

Q. In how long/—A. 8 hour shift.

Q. That would be another 35 feet per hour, would it not?

The CrairMAN: Not quite. (Calculating) Yes, that ie right.
Mr. CARVELL: Just about.

By Mr. Carvell:

Q. These four or five days—I think it is four days—that you have given of enorm-
ons quantities of drilling having been done were all on that portion of the work out-
side the red line?—A. Outside the red line.

Mg. H. B. Davy.



56 PUBLIC ACCOUNTS COMMITTEE

6-7 GEORGE V, A. 1916

Q. And these four or five days practically cover all the work done outside the red
line?—A. I do not think they went back over that again, in fact T am pretty sure they
did not.

Q. Does that convince you, Mr. Davy, that the material under the water down to 36
feet depth was rock or was earth?—A. Outside that red line was earth.

(). Was earth, yes. Now, what proportion of the material removed a~ "¢ resu't ¢ f
this drilling that you have calculated in these plans, was returned as rock?

Hon. Mr. Croruers: Was this drilling outside the réd line?

Mr. CARVELL: Yes, I am asking him what proportion of the material removed out-
side that red line was returned as rock; he says it was all earth.

By Hon. Mr. Reid:

Q. What proportion was returned by tlie engineer in charge of the work as rock?
--A. I believe all but two feet of it is returned as hard material or rock.

Q. That was returned by Mr. Maclachlan the engineer in charge of the work %—
A, Yes.

By Mr. Carvell :

Q. Can you tell me approkimately how many cubic yards that would amount ¢
—A. No, I cannot, I do not remember what the amount was.

Hon. Mr, REp: He can figure it out.

Mr. CARVELL: T am not going to take up the time of the Committee with that
* now, I thought possibly he might have the data of it.

By Mr. Carvell :

Q. Can you tell how much was the amount of the progress estimate for the month
of August, the total amount?—A. No, I do not remember. .

Q. 1t ought to be among the papers sémewhere.—A. T think you have it among
yYour papers.

By Hon. Mr. Reid:

Q. Was Mr. Maclachlan assisting you at the time you made the original profile
for this work %—A. No, sir, he was not.

Q. You were in charge of it yourself —-A. Yes.

Q. I would like also to ask you—I have never seen this plan before, but you told
me that this mark you have made on here now (indicating plan) shows about where the
red line would be, this is the plan “232” which was submitted to the public when you
were asking for tenders, and you have marked about where that line would be ?—A.
That is where the 86-foot rock contour runs out.

Q. Now you say that in your investigation in January you found no rock outside
of that line “—A. Outside of that line.

Q. And you were in charge of this work when you made this original plan?—A.
No, sir, the plan was made before I got there, but I used it.

Q. You went over the work, and you were instructed by the engineer to find out
what the bottom was?%—A. Yes.

Q. And you found no rock in January last%—A. T found rock, but not in the same
place, as I said before.

Q. What I was getting at is this; I would like to ask you this question again. Do
I understand you to say that in your investigation in January you found no rock out-
side this line%—A. No rock outside the red line.

Q. Now coming here (indicating on plan) you found it on the inside?—A. Yes.

Q. Now take here, No. 4 A. No work was done down there.

Mr. H. B. Davy.
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Q. Very well, we will take where you stop here (indicating). Now on your investi-
gation in January you say you found no rock outside that red line, that all that had
been excavated there was earth?—A. There was no rock outside that.

Q. Now on this plan that was submitted to the public to tender on, what did you
find at this point (indieating) %—A. 71 feet.

Q. And this next one?—A. 15 feet.

Q. And the next one?—A. 17 and 15.

Q. Rock?%—A. No, that is the elevation below the water at which we found rock.

Q. What does it mean?—A. That means the elevation at which you find rock.
Where that is marked “ 157 it means that there is 22 feet of excavation at that point.

Q. Rock excavation?—A. Yes. :

Q. Now then you went out in that way, and you found rock here (indicating) ?—
A. Twenty.

Q. And the next?—A. 23.

Q. And the next?—A. 23.70 and 32-1.

Q. And then you come to the red line?—A. Yes.

Q. Now beyond that there was no rock excavation?—A. No; at 55 there was no
excavation there at all, they were only dredging to 36 feet.

Q. Now here is rock again (indicating on plan). Was there any excavation of
rock at that point?—A. No, the rock is 68 feet so that there would be no excavation
there.

Q. Where was there any other work done?—A. Here (indicating) excavation for
the pier.

Q. Was there any rock excavation to be done at any of these places from here in
(indicating) *—A. Not on this one here.

Q. At 47 here there is no rock %—A. Not to be excavated.

(). Then we will take this next one here, there was work done down there?—A.
That was excavated.

Q. It shows a rock excavation there?—A. At 34}, which means there would be 1}
{vet of exeavation to be done. .

Q. Where it shows rock at 79 feet that means there was no excavation of rock?
—A. No, not at that point.

Q. Then according to my understanding this plan which the contractors got, your
or.ginal plan, shows no rock excavation outside the red line?—A. No rock excavation
ontside the red line. )

Q. And yet Mr. Maclachlan, although this plan showed no rock there, as
engineer in charge of the work, returned rock as being excavated *—A. Hard material,
conglomerated. ‘

Mr. CarviLL:  Which he called rock anyway.

By Hon. Mr. Reid:

Q. But did he specify “rock ” without mentioning what kind of material it was?
—A. I do not know about that.

. By the Chairman :

Q. With regard to this statement which you have prepared, and from which illus-
trations have been taken by Mr. Carvell, you say that the figures indicate that there
was m10 rock. Are the figures in this statement which you have prepared for borings'
outside of the red line?—A. Yes, and inside from there to there (indicating). This
here, was not, this is in another area.

Q. Anything below this line (indicating) is for borings outside the red line, there
is no doubt about that at all?%—A; No. |

Mr. H. B. Davy.
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Q. We!l now, if the contractor only bored at the rate of 6} feet per hour would
not the rate of progress made by the drill be an indication that it was working in rock+
—A. No.

Q. Well, if he only drilled 6} feet an hour would not that indicate rock just as
much as if he drilled 30 feet an hour it would indicate that it was not rock?—A. Yes.

Q. You understand what I mean. Here it shows that he is working outside the
red line and he has only gone 6} feet in the hour. Does that not indicate it is rock?
—-A. Yes, but you have to deduct the actual time lost. This is the time bored per drill
per hour, allowing that they worked the whole nine hours without any loss of time
whatever, which is impossible.

Mr. CarvELL: How much lost time was there in that case?

By the Chatrman:

(). Where is the loss of time indicated #—A. The actual time worked and the actual
time lost?

Q. Where is the acutal time worked—A. Tt is here (pointing to statement). But
the time varied. They did not all work the same time, all the drills did not work the
same length of time. TIn some cases one drill would have finished ahead of the other
and would have to wait until the other one was through before moving. That is the
time that drill worked—No. 5 drill worked—taking off the loss of time.

Q. How long did it work?—A. 1.3 hours.

Q. You say that drill actually worked only 1.3 hours?—A. 1.3 hours.

Q. Out of the 93 hours?—A. Out of the 9% hours.

(). Have you a distinet record of that time actually worked, 1-3 out of the 9 houre?
Did they spend all the rest of the time moving —A. That was got by taking the con-
tractors’ own figures for the time lost in repairs and other things.

The CuamrMaN: You know better than I do, but that would seam to be a very
¢mall proportion of time out of the 93 hours.

Mr. Carvern: I have here the contractors’ original reports and by taking these
reports you can figure out the actual time worked. This witness has worked it out and
he finds from the contractors’ own records that this drill only worked 1.3 hours.

By the Chairman :

Q. You spoke of five drills%—A. The five drills would work together, but when one
drill was finished another drill was not. They would have to wait for the other drills
because they could not have the whole scow moved at once. When one is finished it
has sometimes to wait two or three hours for the other to finish up.

Q. In the last column of your schedule you have the actual rate drilled per hour?
—A. That is the actual rate drilled per hour taking off the actual time that is lost for
each performance. . ‘

Mr. CARVELL: T was going to ask to have it put in the evidence, because it gives
all the information. Otherwise T shall have to ask the witness what was the rate per
drill per hour.

B ~ . Mr., H. B. Davy.
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237°8| 8 12| 1-€0| 2-15 49
2374/ 8 12| 1-00f 4-05| 29
234°3| 8 12| 1-00{ 4-B6h 1°1
206 7| 8 < 12| 1-00{ 4-35 2:4| 598
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By the Chairman:

Q. Looking at your statement, I see the figures 74. What do they megn?%—A. 74
feet.

Q. Does that mean one drill went 74 feet?—A. Yes, sir.

Q. In rock?—A. No, that is in that earth material.

Q. I ask you does it mean that one drill went that distance in rock —A. Not in
rock, in that other material.

Q. We have been figuring out how many feet the drills went in rock. Have you
figured it out in the same way?—A. That was not rock; you are figuring out now
outside this area (indicating on plan).

Q. Yes—A. That was not rock.

Q. But you say they charged for it as rock.—A. A portion of it was.

Q. Well, do you say it was not rock because they could not drill that far in rock?
—A. Yes.

Q. You say the figures given here (pointing to statement) cannot be for drilling
rock because they could not drill that far in that material?%—A. Yes, but that is not
the way I arrived at it. I arrived at it originally from the test borings.

Q. Your figures are nearly double those that we have been working on. I do not
understand it unless we have not taken into consideration the time lost by moving.—
A. That is it.

Mr. CarverLL: I was just going into that branch of the case.

TuaeE WiTness: For instance, for one drill to bore 150 feet, we will say, he would
have to move ten times to make the 150 feet, and each one of these would perhaps aver-
age 15 feet.

By Mr. Carvell:

Q. Have you in this computation (indicating statement fyled by witness) stated
the amount of lost time of each shift and for each drill?—A. Yes.
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Q. After taking into consideration the lost time, and the actual time the drills
were at work, have you figured out the average number of feet per drill per hour on
those days on which you have given a record?—A. Yes, I have that information.

TaE CHAIRMAN: It appears in the last column of the schedule.

Tre Wirness: For what dates do you want it?

By Mr. Carvell :

Q. The first date you gave us was 10th of August. Now, state the average
number of feet per drill for the afternoon shift.—A. That was an average rate of 67
feet.

Q. Per drill pér hour —A. Per drill per hour.
. Now take the next shift on which you gave evidence.—A. 64-5.
. That would be the number of feet per hour per drill. Now the next one?—A..

Q

Q

Q. The next?—A. 60.

Q. The next?’—A. 59.8

Q. The next?—A. 49.4.

Q. The next—A. 46.2 and 96.9.

By the Chairman:

Q. That is the actual drilling per hour per drill?—A. Per hour per drill.

Q. For which they charged rock prices, is that what you mean?—A. I believe 30,
a portion of it.

Q. Do you know how much of it there was?—A. I could not say. I believe there
was two feet of deduction but I don’t know how much that would amount to a yard.

By Hon. Mr. Crothers:

Q. Could you tell us what the material was outside of the red line, which you say
was not rock?—A. It was sand with occasional small stones in it, one or two little
stones.

Q. Was it material that could be removed by the dredges they had there?—A. It
could be moved by some dredges.

Q. Yes, but I mean the ones they had there in use?—A. They could move it with
a clamshell, probably, but I was not there when they had any dredges in use.

Q. My recollection of the agreement is that there were only two classes of mater-
ial %—A. Two classes.

Q. One was md\ and one was material which could be moved by dredging?—
A. Yes.

Q. Would plastic clay, for instance, and gravel, be material which could not be
removed by these dredges?—A. If it is packed hard enough a dredge cannot move it.

Q. Then if a dredge could not move it it ought to be classified as rock?—A. Yes.

Q. Hardpan could not be moved by a dredge?—A. Could not be moved by a dredge

By Hon. Mr. Reid.:
Q. That, in your opinion, should be classified as rock?—A. Yes, sir.

By the Chairman:

But the boring would go through that very rapidly %—A. Through which?

. Through the hardpan.—A. Not through hardpan.

. Would it go through plastic clay and boulders?—A. A drill?

Yes—A. Well, it would go through there fast.

. It would go through that faster than solid rock —A. Faster than through solid

LOOOO

rock.
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, Q. Supposing the material which you have collaborated in the little memorandum
presented here was plastic clay and gravel, would you expect the drill to go down
_through that rapidly —A. No, it would not go that fast in that material.

Q. You say the drill would not go down fast in that material %—A. No, sir.

Q. Have you had the actual experience to know that%—A. I don’t know what speed
they could go in material of that kind, what you describe as plastic material.

Q. You do not know how quickly they might go through plastic clay which might
be classified as rock?%—A. No, I don’t know what speed they might make in that.

Q. You made test borings over this ground. Did you find anything in your test
borings that would be what is called plastic clay?—A. No, I did not find any.

Q. Now, can you with your pumping arrangement that you have desecribed to us,
make your way through plastic clay or conglomerate?—A. Yes, you can drill plastic
clay and packed materials, only it takes a longer time, that is all.

Q. And did you find any material that would indicate to you the existence of
plastic clay or anything of that kind?%—A. No, there was in some cases, in a few
borings, there was a few inches to as deep as 2 or 3 feet of some material overlying
the rock in some areas. That was what T call the packed material.

By the Chairman:
Q. This statement is compiled from the contractor’s figures?—A. Yes, sir.

By Mr. Carvell :

Q. And the inspector’s as well “—A. The inspector’s records do not give any time
for lost time.
Q. The contractor’s figures do?—A. Yes.

By Hon. Mr. Crothers:

Q. T understood you to say, Mr. Davy—but I am told I am not right—that M.
Maclachlan was with you when you made the borings first. Is that right?—A. No, he
was there at Victoria at the time. »

Q. He was not actually with you when you were making the measurements outside
the red line—A. No.

Q. Did he have any information as to what your report was?—A. Yes.

Q. He had that, with details as to the material %—A. Yes.

Mr. CARVELL: I take the Auditor General’s figures here as to the progress estimate
for the month of August, and I think, Mr. Chairman, we will take them as official, they
are from the official files. He shows here how much earth excavation there was in the
month of August.

By Mr. Carvell :

Q. How much earth is shown there?—A. 26,940 yards.

Q. And how much rock?—A. 13,183 yards.

Q. That would be for the month of August alone, or is that the totals?—A. That
is for the month of August (indicating); that is carried through from the beginning
of the work.

Q. That is what I thought. Where are the deductions?—A. There is no deduc-
tion except by getting July, if there are any figures for that in July.

Q. I thought they would have some record showing the deductions.—A. It is
carried through from one month to another.

Hon. Mr. Remp: The Auditor General could tell you that.
By Mr. Carvell :

Q. Anyway this will do for the purposes of my present question—that at the ena
of August the engineer in charge reported 18,183 cubic yards of rock removed?—
A. Yes.

Mr. H.B. Davy.
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Q. That would be up to that date. In the original estimate submitted to the
contractors, when the contract was let, what was the total amount of rock to be
removed in the whole work %—A. Four thousand and something.

Q. Something over 4,000 yards. So that at the end of August there would be
at least three times as much rock reported as had been estimated in the whole work
from the beginning #—A. Yes, but the estimate at the start was not taken out to the
lines. ‘

Q. I understand. You have gone back further and a little wider for the pier
seats. But as a matter of fact, there was three times as much rock returned as had
been estimated in the beginning —A. Yes, sir.

Hon. Mr. Remp: That would not justify the assumption that there was only 4,000
yards.

Mr. CarveLL: Just have patience. Is there not a letter accompanying that
estimate from the resident engineer to the chief engineer? This might be merely an
argument, but I would like to have it down. ‘I want to know is it a fact. I know it
is. Here is a letter on p. 11 of Mr. St. Laurent’s report, from the resident engineer
to the chief engineer I think it would be, dated August 20. Would that take in—
that could not take in the excavation for the month of August, could it?

The WirNess: I do not know what that letter states. (The Chairman read the
letter to the witness).

By Mr. Carvell:
Q. Do you know what action the chief engineer took upon that report?—A. No,
gir, I do not. ’ ‘
Mr. CarviLL: We will get at that in another way. On the 20th of August the
evidence is that a report was submitted by the resident engineer that they were finding
more reck than they had anticipated.

By the Chairman :

Q. You say that in the original estimates some four thousand odd yards of rock
were estimated, and up to the 31st of August some thirteen thousand odd yards had
been returned as excavated. What proportion of that increase would be due to .the
change in the location of the plan?—A. Well, the,change in location increased the
rock excavation by about three.

Q. That would bring it up to something over seven?—A. It would bring it up
to 12,000 yards, as shown.

Mr. CarRvELL: Of course, Mr. Chairman, remember the evidence was given when
you were not here that the total returned quantity of rock is 25,000 yards.

The Wirness: This was the estimate from this red line (indicating), leaving out
the fact that it had been dredged out to here (indicating). This green area (indicat-
ing) ran into the greatest depth of rock excavation.

Mr. BarNarp: I would like to ask the witness some questions, and I would like
to have him back on Friday.

Witness retired.

Committee adjourned.

’
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House or CoMMONS.
ComMiTTEE Room No. 301.
Fripay, March 24, 1916.

\

The Select Standing Committee on Public Accounts met at eleven o’clock a.m., the
Chairman, Mr. Middlebro, presiding, and resumed the consideration of certain pay-
ments to Grant, Smith & Co., and Macdonnell, Limited, in connection with dredging
at - Victoria, B.C.

Mr. H. B. Davy recalled.

By Mr. Barnard :

Q. You are an engineer in the Public Works Department?—A. Yes.

Q. And you made the borings for the Victoria Harbour work?—A. Yes.

Q. You went out there, you were not appointed out there, were you?—A. No, sir,
I was sent out from headquarters at Ottawa.

Q. You have been at headquarters for some years?—A. Yes.

Q. And you were sent out there for this specific purpose?—A. For that and Van-
couver.

Q. In making these borings you took down the intervals at which they were made,
did you not?—A. Well, they bored at different places in this area which covers the
biggest quantity of material, that is the West Slip, which is about four-fifths of the
total, or very close on that.

Q. How close were they—have you the plan there?—A. Within an area of 150
feet square there were ten horings.

Q. What are you referring to on the map?—A. That is the West Slip (indicating)
the whole total, the red and green on the map.

By Mr. Kyte:

Q. You are speaking of the section marked “ A,” are you?—A. Not only that, but
the red piece to the left of it there. You will notice there are ten borings in that area
of 150 feet square.

-

By Mr. Barnard :

Q. And you say that is the part of the work where the most of this material that
was excavated came from?—A. Yes, because that slip comprises four-fifths of the total
excavation that was done; that is these two slips (indicating) did not equal one-fifth
of that one.

Q. And on that account you say that four-fifths of that disputed material came
out of that area?—A. Out of this area, yes.

Q. And you make that statement for the reason that it comprises four-fifths of the
total area dredged %—A. I do not exactly get that.

Q. Why do you say that four-fifths of the disputed material came out of this par-
ticular 150 feet square that you speak of %—A. Because as regards the number of bor-
ings that were made in that area, and the number of borings made in the other areas
this is the area from which most of the material was excavated.

Q. That is the point I want to get at. Why do you say that most of the disputed
material came out of that?—A. Most of the disputed material, and most of all the
material.

Q. But it is quite possible, is it not, that there may be more disputed material in
some other part of the work?—A. No.
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Q. Why?—A. Because that comprises about 26,000 cubic yards, and these two
(indicating on plan) added together only amount to about 6,000 yards.

Q. But there might be a proportion of it in the 6,000 yards. What I mean to say
is that as far as the 6,000 yards are concerned there might _be, proportionately, a greater
amount of that dlsputed material than in this 150 feet square?—A. \Vell, it would
not be.

Q. Why not?—A. Because by taking out the quantities it shows that the majority
comes in that area.

Q. That is to say, from the engineer’s returns?—A. From the engineer’s returns,
yes.

Q. In that plan you produced the other day does it show the class of material down
to the rock, or simply the depth of the rock?—A. It simply shows the depth of water,
and the depth to the rock; it would give the material between the water and the rock.

Q. But the plan itself does not show the class of material %—A. No, sir.

Q. Is there any record of the class of material?—A. Yes.

Q. When you made the original borings?—A. Yes, there is a record here and also
in Victoria. All the details for each boring.

Q. Now then you told us, I think, that there was a layer of two inches to three
feet of packed material %—A. Yes.

Q. And that would b= spread pretty generally over the whole area?—A. No, that
only covered a small area in the West Slip and a small area over here in the East Slip,
and, I may say, that that packed material has been included in the 13,000 yards
classified as “rock.”

Q. It has been included?—A. Yes, because it was hard material, rock classed
material, because it was harder to work.

Q. Then, at that rate, you say that outside the 13,000 yards there was absolutely
no packed material %—A. No packed material.

Q. There was nothing there that the dredge could not lift%—A. Nothing that the
dredge could not lift.

Q. What was the principal material outside of the packed material and the rock,
what was the rest?—A. The rest was mostly all sand, with occasionally small stones
and boulders, with a little clay. ) : '

Q. And that could be lifted by a clamshell, could it?—A. T do not know, I could
not say. g

Q. If it were sand and small stones do you know of anything to prevent a clamshell
from working there ~—A. No doubt it could, probably it would be, and as a matter of
" fact I think a great deal of it was moved by the dredge.

Q. Well, as a matter of fact, they put on two clamshells, one after the other,
and they found they could not get this material out by the dredge?—A. I do not know
about that, I was not there, but I believe they did put two clamshells on.

Q. Now, as you understand Mr. St. Laurent’s report, he did not of course see the
actual material which was dredged%—A. No, sir.

Q. But he bases his calculation upon two things—one that the engineer out there
said they handn’t a dredge that was powerful enough thereby admitting that their
Government dredges were powerful enough, and the other ground was thé rate at
which these borings were made?—A. Yes.

Q. Now, Mr. Maclachlan, the resident engineer, states in a letter that 45,000
pounds of explosives, gelignite, I think it was, were used to move the material, what do
you say as to that?%—A. Well, I do not know, they probably did use it, I do not know
whether they did or not.

Q. Would the quantity of explosive used in that way indicate to you the class of
material that had to be shot?—A. No, it would not.

Q. Is there not some table on which you can calculate that you would get so much
stuff out by the use of so much powder%—A. Yes, but still at the same time, you could
put a pound and a half of material in a hole that does not need any.
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Q. Oh, yes, of course you could put it in no doubt if you wanted to. But would
not that involve a wholesale conspiracy on the part of the engineers, the inspectors and
the contractors?—A. Not necessarily. ;

Q. To use 45,000 pounds of explosives unnecessarily —A. Not necessarily so.

Q. Would a competent man use it —A. No, he would not.

Q. Would an honest man use it%—A. He might, through ignorance.

Q. Mind, I am not saying this, but Mr. Maclachlan said it. If they did, as a
matter of fact, use 45,000 pounds of explosives to remove this stuff when it was not
needed to produce the results, either one of two things, they were either ignorant and
used it unnecessarily or they were all standing in together to use powder in order to
make it appear that the stuff could not be removed with that dredge. Does it not
indicate that?—A. No, sir, it does not, because they probably used the majority of
that powder to blow the rock that actually did exist; it was very hard rock.

Q. You say that 45,000 pounds of powder gelignite, would be used to blow up
13,000 yards of rock ?—A. It could be used if it was not used carefully, especially when
they

Q. Would a competent man do it?—A. I could not say whether he would or not.
I do not know how much they would use in that material, particularly as they went
over and drilled that rock sometimes twice and they would necessarily use more in
that way, than if they only drilled for the first shot.

Mr. McKenze: I object to the witness being examined and asked as to certain
results with respect to data which are absolutely uncertain.

The CuARMAN: We have allowed great latitude on both sides, Mr. McKenzie.

The WirNess: Mr. Barnard, the rate of drilling on that material is pretty far
removed from any material which could be thrown in at rock prices.

By Mr. Barnard:

Q. T do not follow you—A. I sa\y the rate of drilling

Q. You say this could not have been very hard stuff —A. Yes.

Q. On the other hand, Mr. Valiquet was out there and made an investigation.
You know that?—A. Yes.

Q. Did you read his report—A. Yes.

Q. He had seen the dredge actually at work and came to the conclusion a dredge
could not lift that material %—A. Because the dredge was put into the solid rock. The
dredge was put into the solid rock area where there is a 22 feet rock cut. The locality
where the dredge was put to work was pointed out to me by Mr. Valiquet and it was
in an area where there was 22 feet of rock.

Q. In that case Mr. Valiquet could not have taken very much trouble to see what
kind of bottom they were working on.—A. Why should he distrust the men?

Q. Because he was out there to investigate matters. Do you know why Mr. Vali-
quet went out there?—A. Yes, sir.

Q. Why %—A. To investigate.

Q. To investigate what?%—A. To investigate the classification, I believe.

Q. If you had been sent out on a proposition of that kind would that not be an
indication to-you that there was some question about the classification ?

The CHAIRMAN: You would not trust a man so much if you were going out to
investigate the accuracy of his statements?

The Wirsess: There has been no'case so far when we could not trust a man.

By Mr. Barnard:
Q. But when an official of the department at Ottawa is sent all that distance for
the purpose of making an investigation
The CuarMAN: He would know whether it was rock or earth.

Mr. H. B. Davy.
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Q. He would know what the conditions were before he made a report saying that
the classifications were all right? He would know whether it was rock or not—A. Well,
the dredge was working in this rock, and naturally it would seem that the material
was rock, it should be classified as rock and so it was.

Q. You say the dredge was working in the rock?—A. It was working in a rock
boring on the rock face, which it was impossible to dredge, until it tore the teeth out:
of the dredge.

Q. Don’t you think that must have been done intentionally by the staff in charge:
of the dredge?—A. I don’t know.

Q. What else could it have been? Do you know these dredges, Mr. Davy ?—A.
No, sir.

Q. Did you see the dredge that was on the work?—A. No, I did not see any of
them.

Q. You have had experience with these speciﬁcations ?%—A. T have seen a great deal
of them, yes, sir.

Q. On this specification it says that anythmg which cannot be dredged shall be
classified as rock. What kind of a dredge would you say should be used %—A. I think
any ordinary power dredge.

Q. Any ordinary power dredge?—A. Yes.

Q. That is to say, you would not insist on the most powerful dredge known %—A.
The most powerful dredge?

Q. Yes?%—A. No, because there is a great deal of difference between the most
powerful dredge and an ordinary dredge.

Q.*What do you call an ordinary dredge?—A. T cannot describe it other than as
an ordinary dredge.

Q. What do you mean by an ordinary power dredge?—A. There is such a differ-
ence between the small dredge and the very powerful dredge.

Q. What is the ordinary dredge you are spaking of, something half way between ?
—A. About half-way between.

Q. Such as the John A. Lee? You do not know the dredges at all?—A. I don’t
know them at all.

Q. You would not feel as an ‘engineer you would be compelled to classify this
material that you could not lift with an ordinary power dredge as earth because it could
be lifted by an extraordinary power dredge? Is that right?%—A. Because it could be
lifted with an ordinary

The CuAlrMAN: With an extraordinary power dredge.

By Mr. Barnard:

Q. If you had an ordinary dredge and found it could not lift the material, but
that same material could be lifted by an extraordinary power dredge, would you feel
bound in a case of that kind, to classify that material as earth?%—A. I think I would
naturally want to get a ruling on it.

Q. You would ask the department for a ruling?—A. I would ask the department
for a ruling, because the specifications only speak of a dredge. )

Q. They do not say what kind of dredge?—A. They do not say what kind.

Q. It may be a very ordinary or a very powerful dredge?—A. Yes.

By Mr. McKenzie:
- Q. What you say is that you think an ordinary dredge would remove this material
—A. Yes, sir.

Q. That is what you say %—A. Yes, sir. 'I;hat- is a dipper dredge, I am referring

to a dipper dredge. ;
By Mr. Hughes (Kings, P.E.L.):

Q. Did Mr. Valiquet make his report before you were sent out?—A. Yes, sir,
he did. ,
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Q. And why were you sent out, because Mr. Valiquet’s report was not satisfactory ?
—A. No, I don’t know why. All I know is I got instructions from the chief engineer
to go out.

Q. Did you examine Mr. Valiquet’s report, or were you supposed to ?—A. No, 1
was not supposed to at all.

Q. You made a further report?—A. Yes, sir. <

Mr. Kyre: Has that report gone in?

" The Wirness: Yes, sir, that is included; my report is included.

Mr. Kyre: I want to know if Mr. Valiquet’s report has gone in.

The Wrrness: I don’t know about that.

By Mr. Hughes (Kings, P.E.L.):
Q. If Mr. Valiquet’s report had been satisfactory the probabilities are you would
not have been sent out to make a subsequent report?—A. Well, I think there was some
other trouble came up in between that.

By the Chairman:

Q. Did your report corroberate the Valiquet report%—A. Well, my report was just
to verify the materials as they were, and to find out if rock existed outside of the
original rock lines as they were before.

Q. In other words, did you find the condition that Mr. Valiquet had reported #—A.
That is a hard question to answer because this material which Mr. Valiquet had reported
on had been removed, and naturally I could not

Q. How did you report it?—A. I reported that I found the same materials in
the vicinity of the work, that is, down round the edges of the cuts and outside the
rock line—I found the materials were——

Q. The same as he had reported —A. Not the same as he had reported, because he
did not report on them.

By Mr. Barnard.:
Q. What you did, I think, was to go out and corroborate your own first test bor-
ings?%—A. Yes, and to find if there was any rock outside the division line.
Q. To check up your first information given to the department and see whether
it was correct?—A. Yes.

By Mr. McKenzie:
Q. How about the second borings, the borings that were made during the carrying
out of the contract?—A. They showed just the same.

By the Chairman :
Q. Put it this way. Before you went out you had read Mr. Valiquet’s report?—
A. I don’t think I did, I.don’t remember.
Q. Have you read that report since?—A. Yes, I have read it since.
Q. Have you made any objection to the department as to that?—A. Simply that
I put in my report on the test borings.

By Mr. Hughes (Kings, P.E.IL.):
Q. Is there any part of the work to which both reports refer, and do they corres-
pond as to that part?—A. Well, Mr. Valiquet’s report, I believe, refers to Mr. Mac-
lachlan’s request to classify conglomerate at rock prices, and which Mr. Valiquet did.

By Mr. Barnard:

Q. What is that again?—A. Mr. Valiquet’s report was to find out if the material
that Mr. Maclachlan had passed as conglomerate was to be passed at rock prices.
Q. The conglomerate or the material to be dredged?—A. Yes, sir.

Mg. H. B. Davy.



GRANT, SMITH & CO. i 69

APPENDIX No. 1

By Mr. Hughes (Kings, P.E.L.):
Q. What does your report say on that point?—A. My report is that the material
I found in the vicinity and in the original borings taken in 1913, was not a conglomer-
ate or a material that could not be removed by dredging.

By the Chairman :
Q. And therefore was earth %—A. Theref‘ore was earth.

By Mr. Hughes (Kings, P.E.I.):
Q. Not rock #—A. Not rock.
By Hon. Mr. Crothers:

Q. There is a certain amount of powder mentioned as having been used in remov-
ing certain materials. As things are in Victoria harbour, could powder be used advan-
tageously in the removal of material other than that which should be classified as rock,
to loosen it up %—A. That would locsen it.

Q. That could be done with advantage —A Yes, but I might say that the average
rate of drilling in the actual rock was from a foot and a half to three feet per hour.

By Mr. Barnard:
Q. Does not that suggest that this was rock?%—A. No, but referring to the use of
dynamite to blow this material out, showing that the material is very hard and needs
a great deal of dynamite or powder to blow it.

By Mr. McKenzie:
Q. What class of rock was it?%—A. Gneiss or stratified granite.

By Mr. Barnard:

Q. You have read Mr. St. Laurent’s report, have you?—A. Yes.

Q. Was there in his opinion, or in yours, any hard material other than rock in
that 13,000 yards that you have returned there, is there anything beside actual rock ¢—
A. There is that overlying material, that overlies the rock sometimes, varying from a
couple of inches to two or three feet.

Q. How is that arrived at in quantity %—A. It was taken out in the estimate of
the rock; it was taken from the borings. ‘

Q. From your borings?%—A. That is all that was left to take the quantities from.

Q. Your borings of 100 feet apart?—A. Yes.

Q. Would you like to have your reputation depend upon that? If you made a
report that certain quantities of material had been moved and somebody came along
afterwards and worked it out on the borings as shown on the plan, and said there was
just that much material removed, that the quantity of material you had returned was
not there to be moved, would you like to have your reputation depend on that?%—
A. That is all there is to go by.

Q. You are making a very positive statement as to the quantity; and the result,
if you are right, is that the engineer who made the classification is either dishonest or
incompetent, and I put the question to you, would you, as an engineer, like to have the
classification that you had made decided upon the general average of the borings such
as you have in this case?—A. No, sir, it was not taken from that alone, but that was
taken from the contractor’s record.

. By Mr. McKenzie:

Q. In other words, this work of ascertaining the proper classification and ascer-
taining the quantities was carried out according to the usual custom of your depart-
ment and of éngineers, you say that?—A. The classification?

Q. The methods—Mr. Barnard seems to find fault with your methods of finding
the quantities. Did you follow the ordinary course in ascertaining the quantities and
the classification —A. Yes.
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By Mr. Barnard :
Q. What you did was the best you could do considering that all the material had

been taken out, and that was to work on general averages?—A. And go by the con-
tractor’s drill records.

Witness retired. .

Committee adjourned.

'

House or ComMMONS,
’ CommiTTEE Room No. 301,
WebpNEsDAY, March 29, 1916,

The Select Standing Committee met at eleven o’clock, a.m., the Chairman, Mr.
Middlebro, presiding, and resumed the consideration of certain payments to Grant,
Smith & Co., and Maecdonnell, Limited, in connection with dredging at Viectoria, B.C.

Mr. Evgene LAFLEUR, being called and making affirmation, was examined as
follows.

By Mr. Carvell :

Q. You are the Chief Engineer of the Public Works Department?—A. Yes, sir.

Q. Did you sign the contract regarding the dredging in Viectoria Harbour, B.C.,
and did you recommend it?—A. I signed the specification.

Q. And the contract adopted the specification? Would the conduct of the work
be under the charge of your office?—A. Yes, sir, directly under the control of the
District Engineer of course.

Q. Yes, directly, but it comes back to your office?—A. Yes, sir.

Q. And if there be a dispute or a question in the mind of the District Engineer
to whom does he refer?—A. To me.

Q. We have it in evidgnce that the Resident Engineer, Mr. J. S. Maclachlan, on
the 20th August, 1915, made a report to you. Is that true?—A. Yes, sir.

Q. Have you the letter with you?—A. No, I have not the letter.

Q. Well, take the copy of the letter which appears on page 11 of the evidence?—
A. Yes, T have it.

Q. Do you recognize that as a copy of the letter sent you?—A. (After examining
evidence). Yes, sir. .

Q. What answer did you make to that?%—A. I did not make any answer personally,
sir. I referred the letter to my Superintending Engineer, Mr. Valiquet.

Q. Now, in this letter you were informed—I am paraphrasing it or putting it in
my own language—that a certain amount of material which had originally been
treated as earth was being classified as rock. Am I fair in that statement?—A. Yes,
sir, but no quantity was mentioned.

Q. I know, but the quantity of material which had been originally treated as
earth was being classified as rock?—A. Yes, sir.

Q. Had you in your possession the original estimate showing what the total
amount of rock was supposed to be?—A. Yes, sir. ;

Q. How much was it?—A. 4,300 yards.

Q. Accompanying this letter was there not a progress estimate?—A. No, sir. I
veoeived this letter separately from any progress estimate.

Mr. EvceNE LAFLEUR.
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Q. Have you the progress estimate down to the end of July?—A. No, sir, I have
not got it with me.

Mr. Carvern: (To the Auditor General) I wonder if we have that here?

(Fyle containing progress estimates produced by the Auditor General).

By Mr. Carvell :

Q. (Handing fyle to witness) Will you look at that, please, and tell me whether
that statement had been received by you at the time you received this letter dated
90th August?—A. (After examining fyle) It had been received in my office.

Q. How much earth material did it show had been removed up to the end of
July %—A. 24,940 cubic yards. ‘

Q. And how much rock?—A. 3,183 cubic yards.

Q. How much rock beside that had been blasted and not removed —A. 1,600
cubic yards. :

Q. How much rock would that make altogether accounted for down to the end
of July?—A. 4,783 cubic yards. -

Q. And that would be more rock than was previously estimated in the whole job?
—A. Yes, but not sufficiently great to cause any uneasiness on my part.

Q. But it is a fact that at the end of July the engineer had returned more rock
than had originally been estimated in the whole work %“—A. Yes, sir.

Q. Now, what was the total amount of material to be removed in the original
estimate ’—A. Of rock, do you mean?

Q. No, the total quantity to be removed, both rock and earth?—A.51,900 cubi
yards. )
Q. And down to the end of July the returns together showed round 30,000 yards,
ien’t it?—A. Yes, around 30,000. g

By the Chavrman:
Q. The total was what?’—A. 51,900 cubic yards.

By Mr. Carvell:

Q. So that the facts were—and I am not now finding fault with you, Mr. Lafleur,
I only want to get at the truth—that at the end of July when a little more than half
the total quantity had been removed, the total quantity of estimated rock had been
found or acecounted for ?—A. Yes.

Q. Did the letter accompany the estimate ?2—A. No.

Q. Anyway, you got the letter which intimated to you that material which had
been originally considered as earth was being classified-as rock —A. Yes.

Q. And the reasons were given that it could not be removed by, I think, two
dredges?—A. May I enquire what was the nature of those dredges?

Q. 1 am going to enquire of you, I was coming to that question. Personally I do
not know.—A. They were clamshell dredges T am told. I was not on the work, but I
am told they were clamshell dredges.

Q. I think, Mr. Lafleur, the evidence is that cne was clamshell and the other was
a dipper.—A. T'wo of them, according to the evidence already given, were clamshells
and one was a dipper.

Q. Having this, T will call it notification, in your possession, some time in the
latter part of August, what did you do?—A. T referred the letter to my Superintending
Engineer, Mr. Valiquet. I was led to believe by Mr. Maclachlan’s letter that only a
smsll percentage, at any rate, of the total quantity had been excavated in excess of
what was in the— ;

Mr. BarNarp: Will you please speak a little louder, we cannot hear you?

Mr. EvGeENE LAFLEUR.
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The WiTxEss: By Mr. Maclachlan’s letter T inferred merely that a certain percent-
age, merely say 10, 15 or 20 per cent over and above the amount included in the specifi-
cation had been excavated. T see now that the amount was just about 15 per cent.

By Mr. Carvell ;

Q. Now, Mr. Lafleur, T want to be perfectly fair with you. If you will take the
first sentence of this letter you will find that the engineer stated as follows :—“In con-
nection with items 1 and 2 in schedule, in the construction of the wharves at Victoria,
I have to report that the approximate quantity of rock as deseribed in the schedule will
be very much below the actual quantity excavated.”—A. T would have considered under
ordinary circumstances that 15 or 20 per cent would be very large.

Q. That is the way it presented itself to your mind, then. Then you handed this
letter over to Mr. Valiquet, and did you give him verbal or written instructions —A.
Verbal instructions, sir.

Q. What were they—A. To write Mr. Maclachlan a personal letter in order to
ascertain what was the excess quantity.

Q. Then I suppose we can get that document. Did Mr. Valiquet report back to
you?—A. I do not remember, sir.

Q. What was the next step so far as you recollect?—A. As far as T recollect, the
letter from the Auditor General calling the attention of the Department to this matter.

Q. And what was the date of that letter—A. I could not tell exactly (consults
documents). On the 15th November, 1915.

Mr. CarveLL: That is not in evidence, is it?
The CraRMAN: T think it is in the Auditor General’s report.

Mr. CarverL: This letter is found on p. V-431 of the Auditor General’s report. I
would like, Mr. Chairman, to get it on record. (Reads).

Audit Office, November 15, 1915.

Sir,—In a contract dated 9th March, 1914, with Grant, Smith & Company
and Macdonnell, Ltd., Section 36 gives as approximate quantities the following :

1. Earth excavation measured in place, 47,600 cu. yd. at 52 cents,

2. Rock excavation measured in place, 4,300 cu. yd. at $9.10,

In progress estimate No, 14 for work done to 30th September, 1915, I find
your engineer has certified to the following quantities:

1. Earth excavation, 81,940 cu. yd.

2. Rock excavation, 20,183 cu. yd. and rock blasted, but not excavated, 509,
5,105 cu. yd. making a total of rock to this date of 25,288 cu. yd. or an excess of
rock over estimate of 20,988 cu. yd. at $9.10 per cu. yd. * This excess amounts to
the enormous sum of $190,990.

Before passing any further estimates, I have to request that you will explain
the manner in which the estimate of 4,300 cu. yd..was arrived at. It hardly
seems possible that experienced engineers, such as you have in your department
could make such a serious mistake, and as the amount involved is so large, T
think you should have the matter investigated at the earliest possible date.

I understand that Mr. Valiquet of your department has been in Victoria
looking into the matter and have to request that you will be good enough to send
me a copy of his report. :

Awaiting an early reply,
I am, sir, your obedient servant,

g J. FRASER, A.G.
Phe Deputy Minister of Public Works.
Mr. Eveene LAFLEUR.
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By Mr. Carvell :

Q. What did you do after receiving that letter from the Auditor General?—A. T
suggested that somebody be sent to Victoria to ascertain the facts.

Q. Let us go back a little while. Did you receive the August estimate?—A. Yes,
sir; that is, my office did.

Q. Now, will you tell me what the estimate was that was rendered in the month
of September, which would cover work done up to the 31st of August?—A. (Witness
reads from Auditor General’s documents) Earth excavation, 26,940 cubic yards; rock
excavation measured in place, 13,183 cubic yards; rock blasted but not excavated,
50 per cent, 5,105 cubic yards.

Q. That made how much rock accounted for?—A. 18,288 cubic yards.

Q. Do you remember, Mr. Lafleur, whether that was brought to your personal
attention or not?—A. No, sir.

Q. It was not?%—A. No, sir.

Q. Had it been brought to .your attention, would you have considered it very
‘much in excess of the estimated amount?—A. Certainly, sir.

Q. It must have come under the consideration of some officer of your Depart-
ment?—A. Well, as a general rule, the progress estimates on all works are passed
without being referred to me unless something is very glaring.

Q. I appreciate that; you are the chief, and have many things to attend to. Did
it come under the observation of some officer of your Department?—A. That is the
man who would sign the progress estimates for me.

Q. He would be the only person?—A. Yes.

Q. At the headquarters office in Ottawa you think that would not ba analysed —
A. What do you mean?

Q. Well you state now that the amount of rock shown in the August estimate
was very greatly in excess of the estimated quantity?%—A. Yes, sir.

Q. What I want to know is: Would that progress estimate, when it reached
Ottawa, be investigated and examined into by some person?—A. Only the man who
would sign the progress estimate for me, for the Chief Engineer. .

Q. That would be Mr. Maclachlan out in British Columbia?—A. No.

Q. Who is the man?—A. Mr. Chalifour; he is my personal accountant.

Q. He is, then, the only person who Would have examined it%—A. Yes, he is the
only person. .

Q. And he would have had the opportunity, if he chose to do so, of calling your
attention to it, but did not do so?—A. My attention was never called to it except by
the Auditor General.

Q. Will you follow down the estimate that came in in the month of October, that
is for the September work 7—A. (Witness consults file) : Yes, sir.

Q. What does it show?—A. Earth excavation measured in place, 31,940 cubic
vards; rock excavation measured in place 20,183 cubic yards; rock blasted but not
excawated 50 per cent, 5, 105 cubic yards; making a total for rock of 25,288 cubic
yards, the same as the——

Q. That is the whole of it then %—A. Yes, sir.

Q. I believe there was no more rock returned —A. No, sir, no more rock returned.

Q. Then I suppose the same answers would apply as you have given in the case
of the August estimate, that_is that it did not come to your personal knowledge ¢—

A. The same, sir.

Q. It did go to the ofﬁcer of your department, and was not called to your atten-
tion —A. Yes. _ '

Q. Then you might go on and take the October estimate, which would be returned
in November, in order to have it complete. Is that estimate not there?—A. I do
not think that estimate is there.
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Q. The Auditor General tells me there is nothing else there.—A. Only up to
September.

Q. Then it was on the September estimate that the Auditor General wrote the
letter refusing to pay until the matter was investigated %—A. Yes, sir.

Q. And now will you tell me what you did to investigate the Auditor General’s
letter of the 15th November ?—A. Mr. Valiquet was detailed to go to Victoria and look
into the matter.

Q. Who is Mr. Valiquet?—A. THe was one of my engineers at headquarters here at
Ottawa.

Q. I presume we all know that, but perhaps you will tell us a little more about him.
What are his duties?—A. He is in charge of a number of works.

) Q. He has not been assigned to any one particular part of the Department?—A.
No, sir.

Q. Then you sent him to Victoria?—A. Yes.

Q. At what time?—A. On the 25th of October, 1915.

Q. Well, evidently you had sent him to Victoria before you received the Auditor
General’s letter %—A. Yes, sir.

Q. And why?—A. Because certain rumours had reached the Department, without
my knowing absolutely anything about the matter, certain rumours had reached the
Department that there was something wrong going on at Victoria.

Q. Was there not a letter received from Mr. Barnard, the member?—A. T do not
know about that.

Mr. CarverL: You don’t know about that. I think that is right, is it not, Mr.
Barnard?

Mr. BarNarD: It was a telegram.

By Mr. Carvell :

Q. Well, Mr. Valiquet went, and he returned, now did he make a report to‘you?
—A. T forget now if the report was made to me or to the Minister direct.

Q. He made a report anyway ?—A. Yes, he made a report.

Q. That will be in the Auditor General’s report as well, will it not. Have you a
copy of that in your possession?—A. Mr. Valiquet’s report?

Q. Yes.—A. I do not think I have.

Mr. Carvern: I will ask that Mr. Valiquet’s report be placed on record, as follows:

OFFICE OF THE SUPERINTENDING ENGINEER,
Ottawa, December 9th, 1915.

“Sir,—With reference to a letter dated December 1, from the Auditor
General, asking for a report on the excess of rock excavation returned in the
progress estimates over that estimated before calling for tenders for the piers
being built in Viectoria harbour, B.C., I beg to state that I visited the works at the
end of October and made an investigation as to the classification of the materials
excavated.

In a letter dated August 20, the Resident engineer, Mr. Maclachlan, reported
that a large quantity of hard material consisting of a conglomeration of cemented
stone, gravel and clay, that could not be removed by dredges, and returned as
rock excavation in the progress of estimates, as it had to be blasted before re-
moval ; this classification was allowed under clause 23 of the specification, which
says that any material overlying the rock that can be removed with a dredge shall
be considered as earth.

The specification also says that all earth material overlying the rock shall
be removed before the rock excavation is proceeded with.

The earth excavation, amounting to about 82,000 cubic yards, was done by
an ordinary clam shell; this plant could not, however, excavate the harder con-
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glomerate; a five ton clam shell was brought from Vancouver; after several days’
trial it was sent back and a powerful dipper dredge was tried. After serious
efforts ,during which three spuds and several dipper teeth were droken, the con-
tractors and the resident engineer decided that blasting had to be resorted to.
The drilling of the conglomerate and solid rock had been completed before
my visit and only about 6,000 cubic yards of the material remained to be
removed, after"blasting. No solid parts of the conglomerate could be seen on
account of its disintegration by blasting and removal by the dredge and de-
posited under water as filling between the pier walls. Mr. Maclachlan had to

.be relied on for the above information. I have no reason whatever to doubt

the correctness of his statements, but he told me that during the process of

removing the blasted material, large pieces of solid conglomerate were brought

up. _
' With a view of obtaining personal information about the nature of the
materials, the dredge was ordered to the site and placed near the edge of the
cut that had been excavated. After getting a few dippers full of loose material
the hard bank of conglomerate was struck and a dipper tooth was broken;
after repeated trials in my presence, I was satisfied that the excavation with
a dredge was impracticable.

A sharp-pointed steel rod was then produced and from a rowboat repeated
trials were made to penetrate the bottom consisting of the same kind of ma-
terial. After going through 15 to 18 inches of soft ground ne impression could
be made by repeated blows of the sharp point.

I also examined the very detailed records of the steam drill work kept
by the contractors from measurements taken on' the drilling rods from the
drill scow in the presence of the Government inspectors; these records show
that the drilling through the conglomerate was at the rate of 5 to 7 feet: per
hour, which is the ordinary rate through solid rock. Five 4-ton drills are
mounted on a large scow; it is a first-class piece of machinery.

After obtaining personally -this information, I wired you as follows:—

“ Am satisfied that classification of dredging allowed at Viectoria
piers is correct according to specification. Would recommend that re-
moval of blasted rock, amounting to about six thousand yards, to com-
plete dredging and ordered to be stopped a few days ago, be authorized
to be resumed.”

In order to compensate for the very irregular formation of the rock sur-
face and the impossibility of reaching certain quantity of earth in pockets, in
some cases 10 to 12 feet deep, the Resident Engineer suggested that 20 per
cent of the rock classification be deducted, to which I agreed; the Contractors,
however, strongly objected; they contended that 12 per cent would be nearer
the proper deduction. The quantity is returned in the progress estimate
after deducting the 20 per cent.

With a view to ascertaining whether any error had been made in laying
out the piers and bulkheads, Mr. C. V. Worsfold, District Engineer at New
Westminister, was instructed to check the measurements, and he has reported
that the works are located in the proper position.

The general plan with soundings was prepared from a survey made in
1912, under the direction of the late Mr. Keefer, then the District Engineer.

The test borings, to ascertain the rock elevations, were taken in 1913, by
Mr. H. M. Davey of this Department.

The contract plans and specifications were prepared by Mr. E. S. Miles,
who has since resigned and left the Department; he also calculated  the
quantity of rock from the plan and found the amount mentioned in the sched-
ule list; the rock excavation was also recently calculated from the plan by two
independent parties who found practically the same quantity mentioned in

Mr. EvceneE LAFLEUR.



76 PUBLIC ACCOUNTS COMMITTEE

! 6-7 GEORGE V, A. 1916
the schedule list. I must say that accurate calculations cannot be obtained
from the plan owing to the very irregular surface of the rock and the number
of borings not being sufficient. The location of the piers on the contract plans
was also changed from the original position, on which the borings were taken.

It must be concluded that the excess quantity, returned as rock, is due
to the hard material overlying the rock, and which could not be removed
without blasting.

Four tenders were received for the construction of these works ; the prices
per cubic yard were $6.00, $8.00, $9.10 and $12.00. The tender in which the
price of $6.00 is quoted is about $750,000 higher than the total of the accepted
tender. :

I have the honour to be, sir,

Your obedient servant,

U. VALIQUET, Superintending Engineer,
Chief Engineer Public Works Department.”

Q. Now you received that report, I presume?—A. Yes.

Q. On what date —A. On the same date it is dated.

Q. Did you take any action after receiving that?—A. It was then that Mr. St.
Laurent was sent.

Q. I am afraid he was not sent right away %—A. No, he got there on the 31st of
December, I guess.

Q. He got there on the 31st of December?—A. Yes.

Q. What had taken place in the interim %—A. Nothing.

Q. Nothing at all?%—A. No, sir.

Q. Had the Auditor General been corresponded with?—A. Not up to that date,
I do not think so. No final report on this question is in yet; except that report by
Mr. St. Laurent.

Q. Another officer of the Department was sent to British Columbia. That. was
Mr. St. Laurent?—A. Yes. ;

Q. And he got there you say on the 31st of December %—A. On the 81st of December.

Q. Well, of course I do not want to ask any questions about that, Mr. St. Laurent
has already given his evidence. He testified that he came back and submitted a
report —A. Yes.

Q. And that report is now in the record of this case?—A. Yes.

Q. Was any action taken after Mr. St. Laurent reported?—A. In his report Mr.
St. Laurent states that the original quantity of 4,300 cubic yards was not correct
according to the contract plans and specification; that the real quantities should
have been about 13,000 cubic yards

Q. And he gave his reason%—A. He gave the reasons why, that there were certain
areas that had been forgotten in the calculation of the rock excavation to be performed.

Q. That is the areas for the piers and retaining wall%—A. Yes.

Q. But he also stated that the portion that was actually dredged and had been
calculated was erroneously classified as rock and should have been earth according
to the original classification, did he not?%—A. Yes.

Q. And he gave his own evidence along that line?%—A. Yes.

Q. I want to take you back to the personal letter which Mr. Valiquet wrote to Mr.
Maclachlan —A. Yes, sir.

Q. I want you now, Mr. Lafleur, to tell this Committee why when Mr. Maclachlan
wrote you a letter such as he did on the 20th August, which must have left the impres-
sion on your mind that he was trying to get away from the specifications as they had
been previously understood, instead of writing him offlcially you handed it over to
another officer under you?—A. Because I thought it was better to do so until I was in
full possession of all the facts.
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Q. Well, Mr. Lafleur, did he not write you offleially %—A. Yes, sir, he did.

Q. And acquaint you with the fact that the rock was very much under estimated?
—A. Yes, he did so in his letter.

Q. He said so in his letter. And was it not a very plain intimation to you that
he was going to classify the material as rock which had been understood by everybody
as being earth %—A. T took the letter to mean that it was only a small excess of yardage
and the progress estimates show it was only about 15 per cent.

Q. You took that letter to mean that it was only a small excess of that material
was being classified as rock?—A. 10, 15 or 20 per cent was in my mind as being the
excess. .

Q. In order that there shall be no question of misunderstanding [ will read Mr.
Maclachlan’s letter again, which is to be found at page 11 of the printed proceedings.

(Reads).

Victoria, B.C,,
August 20, 1915.
Service Wharves, Victoria Harbour. .

Dear sir,—In connection with items 1 and 2 in schedule, in the construction
of the wharves at Victoria, I have to report that the approximate quantity of rock
as described in the schedule will be very much below the actual quantity
excavated. One dredge had been employed for some time removing the over-
lying mud, silt and underlying material, and later a much more powerful dredge.
The attempts of both dredges to remove the underlying material were not suc-
cessful. A very up-to-date boring machine is now engaged in drilling and
blasting the material which appears to be a conglomerate and in its original state
cannot be removed by a dredge. I, therefore, subject to your approval, classify
same as rock, and hope this will be in accordance with your views. g

Yours obediently,

(Sgd.) J. S. MACLACHLAN,
Resident Engineer.

Now, sir, take into consideration the fact that when the work was only a very
little more than half completed, 15 per cent of rock in excess of the estimated amount
had already been returned, do you still say that that letter was not sufficient to excite
your suspicion that a very much greater proportion of rock was going to be returned
in future?—A. I did not take it to mean that at the time.

Mr. CARVELL: All right.

By the Chatrman :

Q. A report to the 31st August shows that the excess of rock at that time was
14,000 yards, or $130,000 worth. Whose duty was it to take notice of an excess of
that kind when the original estimate was only 4,300 yards? Surely there must be
somebody in your Department who would pay enough attention to this matter to
think there was something wrong there of their own notion and point it out?—A. There
was nobody else in the Department who could call my attention to the matter, ex-
cepting the man I have named, Mr. Chalifour.

Q. You say it was Mr. Chalifour’s duty. Is he the accountant?—A. He is the
accountant.

Q. On noticing such remarkable increase in the estimate of rock it would be his
duty to call attention to it?%—A. Yes, sir. ;

Q. To call your attention to it?%—A. I would say it would be.

Q. You would say that would be his duty?%—A. Yes, sir.

Q. He did not do it?%—A. No, sir.
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By Mr. Barnard:

Q. I understood you to say that after instructing Mr. Valiquet to write a
personal letter you had no reply —A. No, sir, I did not see the reply.

Q. Do you know whether he received a reply or not’—A. I did not see the reply
until the day before yesterday.

Q. Until the day before yesterday ¢—A. No, sir.

Q. How do you account for it not having been shown to you?—A. Well, the
reply was marked, as Mr. Valiquet’s letter was marked, “Personal,” and Mr. Mac-
Lachlan in his reply to Mr. Valiquet, asked him that the reply be kept personal.

Q. Why, was a letter sent personal? Mr. Maclachlan’s letter was official in the
first instance.—A. Yes, but I wanted to ascertain the facts before making my official
reply to Mr. Maclachlan.

Q. Before making your reply to him?—A. Yes.

Q. And then you overlooked the matter, is that it?—A. I beg your pardon?

Q. After you had given instructions to write the letter you did not consider
there was any necessity to make further inquiries, or no further inquiries were
made?—A. No further inquiries were made. If there were any I was not informed
of it. .

Q. Was it not a peculiar position to put Mr. Maclachlan in to write him a per-
sonal letter to give you certain information which you wanted to find out before
you replied officially to his letter, and then not reply to his letter officially —A. Well,
he got the reply through the visit of Mr. Valiquet himself.

Q. Through the visit, of Mr. Valiquet?—A. Yes, through Mr. Valiquet’s visit.
That was after the receipt of the letter from the Auditor General.

Q. No. However, we will get at that later. Anyway, there was a suggestion
that things were not right?%—A. Yes.

Q. He wrote asking for instructions in August?—A. Yes, sir.

Q. Because at that time according to his progress estimates the certificate
showed the excavation of rock greatly in excess even at that time of the original
estimate %—A. Only about 15 per cent. That is the July estimate amounts to about
15 per cent more than the 4,300 yards.

Q. And the work just commenced?

The CHAIRMAN: He said it would be very much in excess, too.

By Mr. Barnard:

Q. He was under the impression it was going to be greatly in excess and he said
s0.—A. That is what he says here.

Q. Now I come back to the same question: Was it a fair position to put the
Resident Engineer in?%—A. I think—

Q. After he made a report to you you wrote him unofficially. He replies un-
officially and gets no instructions in answer to his request, and then when there is
trouble you say that the sending of Mr. Valiquet out was the answer to his request.
Do you think that was fair, remembering in the meantime that two more progress
estimates had come in%—A. No, Mr. Valiquet went there in Oectober.

Q. Well, you had the July progress estimate, and the September and October
progress estimates at that time?%—A. No, not October.

Q. Well, August and September, you had two more in?%—A. Yes.

Q. And at that time you exceeded your original estimate, before you sent Mr,
Valiquet out, by some 19,000 yards?—A. T thought at the time it was a fair way of
treating the letter from Mr. Maclachlan. I may have been mistaken, it may have been
an error of judgment on my part, but I thought it was much the better way of
treating Mr. Maclachlan.

Q. Do you remember now what the reply was?—A. No, I could not tell you w1thout
reading the letter, that is the exact quantity you want to know.
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Q. Did you see Mr. Valiquet’s letter to Maclachlan?%—A. Yes, sir.

Q. Well, do you recollect that in that letter he told him that there was no other
course to take than to return the quantity excavated in the progress estimates?—A.
That is, if the material could not be removed by a dredge.

Q. Now, that letter was written on August 30th.

Mr. Carvern: Mr. Chairman, the hon. member for Victoria is referring to a
letter now—

Mr. BarNARD: From Mr. Valiquet to Mr. Maclachlan. T will read it.

Mr. CARVELL: Tt is marked “personal,” but it now seems to be only right that it
should go on the record.

Myr. BarNArD: It is a letter from Mr. Valiquet to the resident engineer at Victoria,
dated August 80th, 1915, and is as follows: (reads)

Ottawa, August 30th, 1915.

Private.

Sir,—Mr. Lafleur has handed to me your letter of the 20th inst., regarding
the quantity of rock to be excavated over that stated in the schedule for the con-
structions of wharves at Victoria. He does not wish to write you offlcially on
the subject, but wishes to know what the excess will be. He has asked me to get
the information privately, so please let me know what you think it will be.

I see no other course for you to follow but to return the quantity excavated
in the progress estimates, as the contractors must be paid for the work performed.

Hoping you are enjoying your usual good health, I remain,

Yours truly,
U. VALIQUET,
Superintending Engineer.
Mr. J. S. Maclachlan,
Resident Engineer,
Victoria, B.C.
The Cuamrmax: What could he do less in view of that opinion of Mr. Valiquet?
Mr. CArVELL: It is a pretty straight tip.

By Mr. Barnard :

Q. Did you see Mr. Maclachlan’s reply —A. Yes, sir, I read it two days ago.

Q. Is that the first time you had seen it?—A. Yes, sir.

Q. He stated there that he thought the total rock excavation would be 28,000
yards, did he not?

Hon. Mr. Croraers: When was that letter dated?

Mr. BarNArD: September 10, in reply to Mr. Valiquet’s letter of August 30.
Hon. Mr. CroraERS : What does Mr. Maclachlan say?

Mr. BarNarp: He deals with other matters in the letter.

Mr. Carvern: Had you not better read it?

Mr. BarNARD: There is nothing really private; it deals altogether with the contract.
Mr. CarviLL: Let us have the whole letter read.

Mr. BarnarDp: (Reads) .
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Private. » Vicroria, B.C.
September 10, 1915.

Wharves Victoria Harbour.

Dear Sir,— ;

T am exceedingly thankful for your private letter of August 30, relative

to excess of rock excavation, and in reply I intend, if you will allow me, to
make the most of the opportunity.
* 1 would have reported conditions of affairs re the rock much earlier than
T did if T had not been positive all along that the dredges could remove the
material without blasting. I insisted that a more powerful dredge than the first
should be employed, and when this dredge the John A. Lee failed also, I waited
until T had an approximate idea of what the boring would be.

The quantities of rock returned so far have been calculated from the borings
recorded on the plant by two inspectors of the Department who are two careful
men. An approximate estimate of the total rock excavation as at present being
excavated will be insthe neighbourhood of 28,000 cubic yards. I have looked at
the question from every point, and am afraid the Department is compelled to
pay rock price for material, but of course I am very anxious to know what you
advise in view of such enormous additional cost.

May I, with due deference, ask you if you could pay a visit to the works
particularly before the dredging is completed. Conditions in connection with
the other divisions of the contract are most unsatisfactory. I enclose you a
copy of a letter which I sent to the firm recently, and to which I have had no
reply. The main objections are: the construction of the concrete in the cribs,
and the progress generally. According to the present system of pouring con-
crete we cannot get a “worked” face, and there is consequently an enormous
amount of patching and repair work. In last month’s estimate the contractors
asked to have 509, allowed on the last crib which has been constructed, also
50% on cement delivered, both of which I refused until such a time as the two
remaining cribs have been launched, which is expected before the end of the
month. If the launching is not a success I shall send the Chief a full official
report of the present unsatisfactory state of affairs. In the meantime unless
you intend inspecting the works, may I respectfully suggest that this informa-
tion be kept private.

Yours obediently,
Resident Engineer.
U. Valiquet, Esq.,
Superintending Engineer,
Department of Public Works, Canada.
Ottawa, Ontario.

By Mr, Barnard:

Q. Now, what do you think the engineer should have done in the face of that, Mr.
Lafleur 7—A. Ie states there that there will be 25,000

Q. 28,000.—A. 28,000 cu. yds. of excess yardage.

Mr. CarviLL: No, that the rock would aggregate, I think, 28,000 yards.

The CriarMAN : It was only 4,000 yards at first.

Mr. Barxarp: The letter states the total rock will be in the “neighbourhood of
233,000 cubic yards.”

The WiTxEss: That is 24,000 excess yards.

Mr. Brrxarn: Instead of that, it is given as 32,000 yards on his classification.
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The Cuammax: That is 28,000 yards excess. He was under the mark about 4,000
yards. :

The WirtNess: I stated, a few minutes ago, that the dredges which Mr. Maclachlan
used were clamshell dredges. IHe could not ascertain with a clamshell whether it was
rock or any other hard material which could be removed by a dredge. This specification
says “a dredge” and he acknowledges in his declaration to Mr. St. Laurent that one
of our dredges, the Ajax, could have removed the material, which it actually did
remove during Mr. £t. Laurent’s visit there.

Ly Mr, Barnard :

Q. That is not the point. The question I ask is this: He wrote you on the 20th
of August saying that he would have to classify it in this way, that it was going to
greatly éxceed the amount of the estimate; and he asked for instructions. You had
him written to privately on the 30th August, asking him what the amount would be,
and telling him that there was nothing to do apparently but to classify it in that way.
e writes back on the 10th September, and tells you there are 28,000 yards, and asks
you to come out and look at it.—A. He asks Mr. Valiquet, in his letter, to go out,
which he did later on. :

Q. He did go six weeks afterwards, and after two more progress estimates had
come in. That is right?—A. Yes.

Q. Nothing was done until a complaint was made ?—A. Yes.

Q. What did you expect, or what do you think he should have done that he did not
do, from the time he first wrote you on the 20th August until Mr. Valiquet went out?
- —A. He should have employed a dredge. .

Q. He had been employing the dredges. Ile had put on two clamshells and the
dipper dredge.—A. Ile tells me in his letter of August 20th: “ One dredge had been
employed for some time removing the overlying mud, silt and underlying material,
and later a much more powerful dredge. The attempts of both dredges to remove the
wnderlying material were not successful.” 1 say that they could not be sucecessful
because they were clamshell dredges.

Q. You did not, tell him that.—A. No, because T did not know the kind of dredges.
He surely knew he could not remove any kind of hard material with a clamshell dredge.

Q. A dipper dredge was put on, and he said it could not be worked.—A. But Mr.
Maclachlan, in his statement to Mr. St. Laurent, and to myself, I may say, verbally,
stated that the material could have been removed by our dredge Ajax. Then why did
he not ask—was it not his duty—if the Ajex was the only dredge on the coast that
could remove that material, was it not his duty to ack the Department for the use of
the dredge Ajax?

By the Chairman: )

Q. When you sent your engineer Valiquet out in December, he writes as follows:
“With a view of obtaining personal information about the nature of the materials, the
dredge was ordered to the site and placed near the edge of the cut that had been
excavated. After getting a few dippers full of loose material the hard bank of con-
glomerate was struck and a dipper tooth was broken; after repeated trials in my pres-
ence, I was satisfied that the excavation with a dredge was impracticable.”

Now do you blame him when you sent your own man and he also reports that?
—A. I blamed my own man. Not at all.

Q. You say Mr. Valiquet was wrong too, do you?—A. No, I do not say that
Mr. Valiquet was wrong in this way that, being anxious to get the information as
soon as possible, ‘Mr.” Valiquet had to rely upon the information given him.

Q. No, no. Mr. Valiquet says, “I went out there myself, and for my own per-
sonal information I got a dredge there to test the material and saw that it was im-
practicable to remove it with a dredge.”—A. With that dredge.
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Q. With a dipper dredge, not a clam shell dredge—A. And Mr. Maclachlan
gays it could have been done by the dredge Ajax.

Q. Therefore Mr. Valiquet is right or wrong in your opinion? You sent him
out there for the purpose of making a personal examination to see whether Mr. Mac-
lachlan was right, did you not?—A. Yes.

Q. And he comes back and reports that Mr. Maclachlan was right, and that the
amount should be classified as it actually had been, isn’t that right?%—A. Yes.

Q. He made that report after he had seen and examined it, and he found it as
Mr. Maclachlan had reported it?—A. After the examination which he had made,
which was not complete, and the reason was the fact that the Minister and myself
were anxious to get a report as soon as possible so as to rectify the matter.

Q. It must come down to this that Mr. Valiquet was sent out there to make a
personal investigation, he made an investigation, but it was not complete?—A. He
had to rely upon the opportunities he had to get information.

Q. No, excuse me, he says that “ with a view of obtaining personal information
about the nature of the materials, I took that dredge there, and after getting “a few
dippers full of loose material the hard bank of conglomerate was struck and a dipper
tooth was broken; after repeated trials in my presence I was satisfied that the excava-
tion with a dredge was impracticable.”—A. With that dredge.

Q. With a dredge, according to the words of the specification, it was imprac-
ticable, and notwithstanding that you passed this estimate. We just want to know
where the blame lies. We do not want to shift it on one man who doesn’t deserve
it. These are facts.—A. Those are facts, but Mr. Valiquet, in order to satisfy both
the Minister and myself, did take his information, apart from the fact that he used
that dredge, from Mr. Maclachlan.

Q. He went out there with a view of satisfying himself by personal examination
and he tried a dredge, I presume a dredge according to the specifications. Does it
not say in the specification that any material that cannot be removed with a dredge
shall be classified as rock? He went out there to ascertain whether what Mr. Mac-
lachlan had done was right, and he said it was. If Mr. Maclachlan is wrong, Mr.
Valiquet is wrong. V

Mr. CARVELL: And he got a aipper dredge.—A. But the dipper dredge was not
strong enough to move that material.

By Mr. Barnard:

Q. You mean that he should have got a dredge strong enough to move it%—A. A
dredge powerful enough for the work and it would have moved it, such as the Ajaz.

Q. Supposing the Ajaxz was not powerful enough, should he have gone to the
Atlantic coast to get a dredge powerful enough and brought it round—supposing
there were no dredges available on the Pacific coast, would you expect the con-
tractors to come to the Atlantic coast to get a dredge that would be powerful enough
to do it%—A. That would be unreasonable.

Q. You are interpreting the specifications—A. Yes.

Q. Where do you stop on the question of the power which the dredge should have?
—A. At a dredge which could move it, and Mr. Maclachlan says himself that it could
have been removed by the dredge Ajax.

Q. Would you go so far as to say that if there were no dredge available on the
Pacific coast to remove that material that the contractors should go to the Atlantic
coast to get one?—A. Oh, I would not say that.

Q. It is your specification, how do you interpret it?—A. I would not go as far as
that, certainly. .

Q. Where would you stop?—A. Then it would be a question of compromise be-
tween the Department and the contractors.

Q. Supposing there are no dredges on the Pamﬁe coast, except the Government
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dredges, powerful enough to do the work, and supposing the Government dredges were
not available for the purpose, being 2ll filled up with other work, what would you say?
—A. That is all supposition.

Q. Where do your specifications stop?—A. My specifications say that a dredge
could do the work, and it was told me that on the Pacific coast there was a dredge that
could do the work.

Q. That is a Government dredge?—A. Yes, and I consider that it was Mr.
Maclachlan’s duty at the time to tell us that the Ajax could do the work and then we
would have managed to put that dredge on the work.

Q. Mr. Maclachlan had no control over the dredges.—A. *He used a dredge that
could not do the work, and Mr. Valiquet did the same.

Q. And Mr. Valiquet was representing you?—A. Certainly.

By the Chairman :

Q. Why did the engineer, who was supposed to know the terms of the contract,
take a dredge of that kind, make a report that the material could not be removed by it
and then turn around again and say it was not the right kind of dredge to try %—A. It
was the right kind of dredge, as far as the character of the dredge was concerned, but
it was not powerful enough for the work. Mr. Maclachlan declares, and his declara-
tion is made upon the use of two clam shell dredges, used to ascertain whether that
material could be removed.

Q. But this dipper dredge that Mr. Valiquet used, it was the proper kind —A. It
was a proper dredge, as to “kind.”

Q. But as to power, what do you say?—A. As to power it was not.

Q. Then why did he take it at all%—A. That is for Mr. Valiquet to say.

Q. No, it is for you to know. If you say that it was not the right kind of dredge,
what business had your engineer to do that?—A. That is for Mr. Valiquet to answer,
why he took that dredge instead of asking for the Government dredge.

Q. And he made a report to you that that was the proper classification—A. Be-
cause he took a dipper dredge that was not powerful enough.

The Cramramy: It comes back to the same thing every time, does it not ?
By Mr. Barnard :
. Q. The September and August estimates went through your office, I suppose ; they
would be certified by you?—A. Not by me.

Q. Not by you?—A. No. T see practically nothing of the estimates in the Depart-
ment, that go through the Department, until the final estimates come in, and then I
examine them personally, that is the final estimate on every work.

Q. Then the situation, I take it, in the Department is this: First of all you have
the fact that your estimate of rock excavation is going to largely -exceed—that is the
actual excavation is going largely to exceed the estimates. That is the first point.
Next, you have the letter from the engineer on the job telling you that it is going to
largely exceed it; then you have the progress estimates coming into the office, for two
months in succession, showing a very grave excess, over five times the estimated quan-
tities, and yet those estimates are paid. Therefore your office shows no check on them,
nothing is said about it, those estimates were paid without any question. That is the
situation, is it not?%—A. That is the situation.

Q. But at the same time the official whom you sent to get information about this
had information in his possession that the estimated over excess would be something
- like 28,000 cubic yards. That would be the situation, would it not?—A. According
to the information I got from Mr. Davy, yes.

Q. Now about these dates, I just want to straighten that out. I think, in mistake,
you said, two or three times unintentionally that you heard nothing about this matter
after Mr. Maclachlan’s letter to you until you heard from the Auditor General? Did
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you get instructions from the Minister to send Mr. Valiquet out there?—A. Yes, sir.
I sent Mr. Valiquet out under orders from the Minister.

Q. Did he tell you why?—A. Because of certain rumours that things were not
all right.

Q. That was before you had heard anything from the Auditor General, because
Mr. Valiquet went out there before the Auditor General wrote the Department 7—
A. Yes, sir.

Q. I think you also stated that Mr. Valiquet’s report was hot final, that there
was no final report until Mr. St. Laurent’s report.—A. Until Mr. St. Laurent’s report
came in. g

Q. Was Mr. Valiquet’s report not intended to be final?—A. It was at the time,
but the Minister thought it would be better to have that report corroborated by some-
body else.

Q. As a matter of fact, what happened was this: You in the Department accepted
Mr. Valiquet’s report, then the Auditor General wrote the Department, and you
decided to send Mr. St. Laurent out there? Is not that what happened?—A. Yes, 1
suppose that was the sequence of events.

By Mr. Carvell :

Q. Do you know, Mr. Lafleur, of the Auditor General writing to the Premier
and the Premier writing to the Minister of Public Works about this matter?—A. If
T remember aright I saw such a letter as that.

Q. Have you a copy of that letter here %—A. No, sir, I have not.

Mr. Carvirn: Possibly this may be a little irregular, but I have here the Auditor
General’s fyle containing copies of the letters written in regard.to this matter, and
verhaps we had better put them in evidence just now and make the record complete.
Here is the Auditor General’s letter to the Premier, dated 2nd December. That will
be some days before the official letter to the Department. (Reads):

AvviTor GENERAL’S OFFICE,
December 2, 1915.

Sir,—On the 9th March, 1914, a contract was let to Messrs. Grant, Smith
& Co., and McDonnell, Limited, for wharves in Victoria Harbour, amounting
to over two million dollars.

The estimated quantities for earth and rock excavation were as follows:—

Tlarth excavation, 47,600 cubic yards at 52c.

Rock excavation, 4,300 cubic yards at $9.10. )

The progress esti nate for 31st October last, is now before me for payment
and shows as’ follows:—

Earth excavation, 31,940 cubic yards at 52c.

Rock excavation, 25,288 cubic yards at $9.10.
or an excess of rock over estimate of 20,988 cubic yards, which at $9.10, amounts
to $190,990.80.

Serious rumours have been in circulation for some time in connection with
this work, and I understand that Mr. Valiquete, an Engineer in the Public
Works Department, was sent out to Victoria to inquire into the matter.

On November 15th last T wrote the Public Works Department calling their
attention to the excess of rock excavation and asking for a copy of Mr. Vali-
quete’s report, and asking them not to pass any further progress estimates
until the matter was «leared up, but so far have received nothing but an
acknowledgement of my letter.

T have now received an application for payment of a progress estimate for
October amounting to $65,650, but shall have to decline to pass it.
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I see by this estimate that the contractors have commenced filling in the
piles with concrete, which will make an examination of the excavation very
difficult and expensive, and would beg to suggest that this should be stopped
until a test can be made.

I may say that I have seen a statutory declaration by an engineer on the
dredge, who states that up to the 10th August last not more than 600 cubic
yards of rock had been taken out, while the progrees estimate to 31st August
shovu 18,288 cubic yards. S

I am, Sir,
Your obedient servant,

(Sgd.) A. FRASER, .
Auditor General.
Rt. Hon. Sir Roserr Borpex, P.C., G.C.M.G., Prime Minister,

That letter was answered by the Prime Minister at a very late date, “ut he explains

(Reads): - ~
Prive MiNiSTER’s O¥FICE,
Orrawa, OxT:, December 28, 1916.

Sik,—Upon my réturn to Ottawa to-day I find a letter from the Minister of
Public Works respecting the matters alluded to in your communication of 2nd
December. I enclose a copy herewith for your information and for any further
suggestions which you may desire to make on the subject.

Yours faithfully,
(Sgd.) R. L. BORDEN.
Jonx Fraser, Esq.,
Ottawa, Ont.

The Aubitor GENERAL: There is one letter evidently that is not on the fyle. I had
an immediate reply from the Premier to my first letter, stating that he had haunded the
communication to the Minister of Public Worke for a report at once.

Mr.- CarveLL: T was going to read a letter from the Minister of Public Works to
the Premier. :

The Cnamyax: Read the letter from the Minister of Public Works, which is,
enclosed to Mr. Fraser.

Mr. Carvern: That is the enclosure. I will do so. (Reads):

OFFICE oF THE MINISTER OF PUBRIC WeRKs or CANADA,
Orrawa, December 17, 1915.

My DEear Sirk RoBERT,—I have been delayed in answering your letter of the
2nd instant (in which you enclosed a copy of a letter from the Auditor General,
making certain statements with reference to work being carried on at Victoria,
under the contract of Messrs. Grant, Smith & Company, and Macdonnell, Ltd.)
by reason of the fact that, when this matter came to my notice some time ago, I
undertook to have the same thoroughly looked into and ordered Mr. Valiquet,
Superintending Engineer of this Department, to proceed to Vietoria at once’
and make a thorough examination and report upon the same.

I now beg to enclose you herewith copy of Mr. Valiquet’s report, together
with a copy of a report made by Mr. H. M. Davy, the Department’s Engineer in
charge of test borings, and I also beg to enclose a letter of explanation from Mr.
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Angus McDonnell, a member of the firm of contractors, all of which go to explain
the conditions in connection with this contract and supply the answer desired
by the Auditor General.

However, with a view of having the matter more fully looked into, I have
stopped the work and have instructed Mr. Arthur St. Laurent, Assistant Deputy
Minister of Public Works, to proceed to Victoria at once and make a thorough
further investigation and to report to me as soon as possible.

Yours sincerely,
Sgd. R. ROGERS.
Sir RoBERT BORDEN,
Prime Minister of Canada, Ottawa, Ontario.

I will not read Mr. Valiquet’s report because that has already been placed in

evidence, but I will go on to read that of Mr. Davy. (Reads.)

Rerorr or Test Borixgs VicToria HARBOUR,

Orrawa, December 13, 1915.
Hon. R. ROGERS,
Minister of Public Works, Ottawa.

Sir,—Test borings were started at Vietoria, September, 1912, to determine
the materials in the Outer Harbour underlying the proposed wharves and berths
as laid down by Mr. Coste, Consulting Engineer.

From Rithets Pier No. 2 along the water front for 2,000 feet south,
cross sections of borings were made every 100 feet, in all 202 borings were
made, of which 147.showed solid rock at varying depths from 7 to 80 feet below
low water.

The solid rock, which is gneiss or stratified granite, has a very uneven
surface, forming humps or peaks. The slope of the rock was found to be
12 to 20 feet in 100, the 30 foot rock contour being found at about 300 feet
from shore, and the 70 foot contour at 500 feet. At 900 feet from shore no
rock was found at a depth of 130 feet below low water, so these borings were
not continued deeper.

The materials overlying the rock consist mainly of sand, clay, and a mix-
ture of gravel; the top or first material penetrated is the sand which for 600
feet out from shore extends down to within 3 feet of the solid rock. The
borings further out from shore than the above showed about 15 to 20 feet of
loose sand overlying a layer of packed materials (sand, clay, gravel) from
1 to 2 feet in thickness. Below this was found a soft clay which extends almost
to the solid rock. Immediately overlying the rock about 3 feet of packed
sand and gravel was found.

Along the line of the south side of the Breakwater, borings were taken
to 1,500 feet out from shore, which showed the same materials as in the bor-
ings further north.

In this locality the solid rock dips off much slower; the 70 foot  contour
being found about 800 feet out.

Owing to the large quantity of rock located by the borings, the original
location of the piers, ete., were changed. The very irregular formation of the
rock is noticeable on the nnmedlate shore at low tide.

The enclosed plan shows the location of thes Outer Harbour. The areas
coloured show the localities test bored for proposed improvements.

I have the honour to be, sir,
Your obedient servant,

(Sgd.) H. M. DAVY,

Engineer in charge of Test Borings.
Mr. EvGeNE LAFLEUR.
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Now there is a long letter here, that I will not take the time of the Committee to
read, although I think it ought to go on the record, because it is an answer to the
letter to the Prime Minister. It is signed “Angus MecDonnell, for Grant, Smith &
Co., and McDonnell, Limited.”

Mr. Braiv: And it is addressed to whom?

Mr. CarverL: The Chief Engineer of the Department of Public Works, and is
dated December 3.

The Cuamman: That is already in the Auditor General’s Report, at p. V—435.

Mr. CarveLL: The letter is as follows:

.OTTAWA, December 3, 1915.
SIRS,—

With reference to classification of material dredged from the site of the
Victoria piers, for which my firm has a contract, I beg to submit the following
statement :

Prior to June last, with our own clamshells, we had attempted to remove
some of the material to be dredged, and found that our machines could not
handle the material and, in fact, the small amount of material we were able to
move cost us over $2 per cubic yard, for which we were receiving 57c.

The estimated quantities showed approximately 50,000 cubic yards of earth
and 4,000 cubic yards of rock. ,

About the end of May, Mr. C. E. MacDonald, of Vancouver, approached
us with a view to taking a sub-contract for the dredging. We sublet the dredg-
ing to him and he brought the John A. Lee, the biggest clamshell dredge on the
coast, over on the work, which worked there during the months of June, July
and part of August. During the month of June he clammed all over the ground
to be dredged, but was unable to get any quantity of material as it was too hard.
The end of June he made arrangements with Henry, McFee & MecDonald, of
Vancouver, to bring over their drill boat to drill a shoot in the hard material,
and during the month of July and the first-part of August got a certain amount
of the hard material out with the Lee, but as she was even then not handling
the material satisfactorily, he sublet the dredging to the Pacific Coast Dredgmg
Company.

After we had sublet the dredging to Mr. McDonald none of our men paid
any attention to it, as we were very busy getting our marine ways ready for
launching the cribs.

About three months ago Mr. McLachlan came to me saying that he antici-
pated some comments from Ottawa as the quantity of higher priced material
was very largely over-running the preliminary estimate, and suggested that he
should retain 20 per cent of the material he felt he should classify as rock,
pending the decision of the Chief Engineer, his reasons for wishing to do so
being that a large proportion of the material, it was necessary to drill and shoot
to remove was not actually rock, but a conglomerate of boulders and hard
material. T told him at that time, that as none of our own people had paid any
attention to the dredging since it had been sublet, we were not in a position to
judge, but I considered that he had no more right to hold back any ‘material
that according to the specifications should be classified as rock, than to give any
material as rock that should be classified as earth, and that I wanted all
material classified as rock that we were entitled to and no more, and it was
up to him to watch the work done by our sub-contractors and classify the same
according to his own judgment.

Mr. EuGeNE LAFLEUR.
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After Mr. MacDonald had in turn sublet the work to Henry, McFee and
MacDonald, and to the Pacific Dredging Company, on which he was making a
profit, Mr. MacDonald informed me that one morning his bookkeeper, a Mr.
Mallory, came to him and demanded a quarter interest in his contract from us,
stating that if he, C. E. MacDonald, did not do as he demanded he would make
trouble for him. Mr. C. E. MacDonald then discharged him. Mr. Mallory,
I understand, then went to Mr. Barnard, the Dominion member for Victoria,
and made certain allegations to the effect that the contractors were getting over
classification for the material dredged on our work.

Mr. Barnard, I understand, wired the Department requesting an investiga-
tion, and that an engineer be sent out from Ottawa. We received instructions
to suspend dredging operations pending investigation, which we accordingly did.

On Mr. Valiquet’s grrival in Victoria I told him that since the dredging
had been sublet to Mr. MacDonald, our own men had not paid any attention to
the work, but had merely accepted the figures given to us by the Dominion
Government Engineer, on which we were paying our sub-contractor, therefore
we were not in a position to judge, but were quite willing to accept his ruling
on the clgssification whatever it might be.

I made arrangements for the Pacific Coast Dredging Company’s dredge to
be on the site of the work, and Mr. Valiquet had it moved to different places on
the site, and made several tests in the face of the cut already taken out. I may
state this is the most powerful dipper dredge in Canadian waters on the coast.

Mr. Valiquet then went over the records that had been kept in the drill boat
for the Contractor’s own coet sheets. These show that the drills averaged approx-
imately 7 feet per hour after striking hard material. The Government Engineer
had an inspector on the drill boat, and kept a record of each hole drilled and the
depth at which the hard material was encountered, from which records, T under-
stand, the Government Enginecer plotted the cross sections. Mr. MacLachlan
informed me that he had deduected 20 per cent from the total of hard material
thus arrived at in making up the classification of material removed. T may
state that the steam drills employed weigh 4 tons on a 3-inch bit before steam
is turned on.

Mr. Valiquet, after making these tests, informed me prior to his departure,
that he approved of the classification given.

You informed me that a statement has been made that only 600 cubic yards
of rock had been removed un to August 10, while estimates up to August °1
show 18,288 cubic yards. I am unable t6 say during what months the hard
material was removed by our sub-contractor, as our people were not on the
dredees, but would judge the majority of the' soft material which was removed
by the Lee off the top in the first months, but cannot see how the total quantity
of hard material moved to date can be questioned after tests made by Mr. Vali-
auet and cross cections derived from the drilling records.

As the statements of Mr. Mallory, who, I gather, has not a very enviable
record, npon investigation, were unsubstantiated, T think it is working a hard-
<hip on our sub-contractor that he should stand the loss for suspension of the
work during investigation, as set forth in my previous letter to the Department,
and as the classification has been approved by your investicating engineer. |
consider it a very arbitrary and unjustifiable proceeding of the Auditor Gen-
eral’s Department holding back our estimates.

‘ Your truly,
(Sgd.) ANGUS MCDONNELL,
‘ For Grant, Smith and Co., and McDonnell, Lid.
Chief KEngineer,
Public Works Department. Mr. EuGENE LAFLEUR.
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Ly Hon. Mr. Crothers:

Q. How long have you been chief engineer of the Department of Public Works,
Mr. Lafleur %—A. Since 1905.

Q. About eleven years. Has there been any change in your form of specification
for dredging during that time?—A. There have been a number of changes.

Q. Touching classification —A. Yes, the classification for dredging contracts is
not exactly the same as I generally make it for a building contract.

Q. For dredging, what changes have been made%—A. We enumerate in the second
cluss, Class B, a number of materials which are considered as earth. )

Q. When was that change made?—A. That was made, in the dredging contract, it
was made just about the time I became chief engineer.

Q. About eleven years ago. There has been no change during that eleven years?—
A. A change of wording, but not of substance.

Q). These specifications provide for two classes only: one is rock, and the other is
material that can be removed by a dredge?—A. This dredging classification has not
that; it is more explicit than the construction.

Q. In the one we have here, it has just the two classes, rock and A. That is
my ewn specification ; that refers to my own specification in this spécial case.

Q. That is the cace I am speaking of.—A. T explained that in the case of a dredging
contract alone the specification is more explicit.

Q. This is a dredging contract, is it not %—A. No, this is a building contract.

Q. The one you used in this case? I am speaking of the dredging in Victoria{—-
AL T did not consider this a dredging contract, as the bulk of the work is building. 1t
1> a construction contract.

Q. At any rate, touching the dredging part of it, there was just the two classes,
rock and material that could, be removed by a dredge?—A. Yes.

Q. Now, dredges differ very materially in removal power, don’t they?—A. Cer-
tainly.

Q. There are certain dredges that can take a certain kind of materlal and an-
other dredge could not take it?—A. Yes.

Q. Is that not a very loose provision in the specification, and does it not invite
disputes —A. The fact is, as a result of my experience in the Department, we have
this matter of disputes upon classification no matter how the specification is read.

Q. Would it not be an improvement to define the character of the dredge? The
contractor is in a posmon under this specification, as T understand it, to say : “The
specification says ‘a dredge’; my dredge will not remove it, therefore it 'is rock;
therefore I am entitled to $9 a yard instead of 50 cents.” Doesn’t it rather invite
a dispute of that kind?%—A. My experience is that no matter how it reads, you will
still have disputes.

Q. Would it not be wise to attempt to avoid as many disputes as possible?—
A. That is what we try to do every day.

Q. Now you received a letter from Mr. Maclachlan, the resident engineer, which
he wrote on the 20th of August?—A. Yes.

Q. In that letter Mr. Maclachlan says to you, amongst other things, that, “one
dredge has been employed for some time removing the overlying mud, silt and under-
lving material, and later a much more powerful dredge. The attempts of both
dredges to remove the underlying material were not successful. A very up-to-date
boring machine is now engaged in drilling and blasting the material, which appears
to be a conglomerate and in its original state cannot be removed by a dredge. 1,
therefore, subject to your approval, classify same as rock and hope this will be in
accordance with your views.” You got that letter?—A. Yes, sir.

Q. Of course, that asks for instructions as to whether he was right in this classifi-
cation —A. Yes.

Mr. EuGENE LAFLEUR.
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Q. I understand that your only answer to that letter was to send Mr. Valiquet
out?—A. Not the only answer. After referring the matter to Mr. Valiquet to com-
municate to Mr. Maclachlan, I sent Mr. Valiquet out at the request of the Minister.

Q. You told the Minister about it?%—A. Yes.

Q. And you sent Mr. Valiquet out?—A. Yes.

Q. And he reported to you on the 9th of December, that, in substance, every-
thing was all right, and to so classify it?%—A. Yes.

Q. Because he says in his letter, among other things,

“ After obtaining personally this information, I wired you as follows:—

¢ Am satisfied that classification of dredging allowed at Victoria piers is
correct according to specification. Would recommend that removal of blasted
rock, amounting to about six thousand yards, to complete dredging and ordered
to be stopped a few days ago, be authorized to be resumed.’”

It was ordered to be stopped by reason of these complaints?%—A. Yes.

Q. You sent a man out in answer to Maclachlan’s letter. He reports to you
that, after personal examination, he finds the classification that is being made by
Maclachlan to be correct?—A. Yes, sir.

Q. He recommends that the balance be removed of 6,000 yards?—A. Yes.

Q. Is that not a complete justification for Maclachlan to continue to so classify
this material%—A. No, sir.

Q. Maclachlan says in effect: I am in doubt about it. You send a superior
officer out, and he reports to you that it ought to be done. I suppose that that report
was conveyed to Maclachlan, that is Valiquet’s finding?—A. I do not think it was,
sir. .

Q. You do not think it was? Don’t you think that would be a very loose way of
doing it? Here is a resident engineer asking you for instructions, who says: I am
not quite sure about it. You send a superior officer out, who reports to you that Mr.
Maclachlan is doing what is right. And you think that information was not conveyed
to Maclachlan ?—A. Mr. Valiquet may have sent a copy of his report to Maclachlan

. for all T know.

Q. Was it not your duty as chief of the branch to do that?—A. No, because there
was still some doubts about it.

Q. But Valiquet has no doubt?—A. We were in doubt even after Mr. Valiquet’s
report.

Q. Valiquet is sent out in answer to an invitation by Maclachlan for further
instructions. Ile reports that what Maclachlan is doing is right. Did you or some-
body else not communicate that to the resident engineer %—A. Mr. Valiquet may have.

Q. But you do not know whether he did or not?—A. And you must notice, 'sir,
that that investigation was made on the rush.

Q. Yes, but the estimates were not made on the rush.—A. That was decided by
Mr. St. Laurent’s reports; afterwards there were still rumours that this thing ought
to be further looked into.

Q. Then you kept on paying progress estimates while still in doubt. Is that what
you want us to understand?—A. Yes, progress estimates.

Q. At $9 per cubic yard instead of 50 cents, and you kept right on doing that
before determining whether that classification was right or wrong?—A. Yes.

Q. Who was the man, you told us a few minutes ago, who certified concerning
these progress estimates?—A. Mr. Chalifour.

Q. Is he an engineer %—A. No, he is an accountant.

Q. Under you?—A. Under me.

Q. What evidence has he before him when he certifies to these progress estimates,
what does he do?%—A. He goes by the contract.

Q. But the contract would not show him how much had been excavated. What

Mr. EuGENE LAFLEUR.
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information has he before him when he certifies that the contractors are entitled to
so much money under the‘progress estimates’—A. He certifies the estimate that has
been certified by Mr. Maclachlan.

Q. Has he any further evidence than that furnished by Mr. Maclachlan?—A.
Nothing further.

Q. He would have in his possession, or he would have in the orlgmal estimate,
the amount of work to be done on this job?—A. Yes.

Q. As I understand you, he would have control of this job from the beginning
to the end —A. Well, not to the end, the final estimate is made by myself.

Q. But while these progress estimates are going on he would know all the time
that the estimate made by the engineer before the contract was entered into, was
about 4,300 cubic¢ yards, he would know that, would he not?—A. Yes.

Q. And he would also know from the progress estimates coming in that there
were many times that quantity being returned as rock?—A. Well, yes, I should
think so. -

Q. Is not that the case?—A. Yes.

Q. He would not have any evidence before him to determine whether or not
those progress estimates should be paid except that he got the certificate of the resident
engineer —A. The resident engineer is responsible for the classification.

Q. That is not what I am asking. Would he have anything before him at all,
apart from that?—A. Apart from the estimates signed by the resident engineer?

Q. Apart from that he would have no evidence?—A. He would have no evidence.

Q. On the 20th August you became aware of a doubt in Mr. Maclachlan’s mind
as to how this materjal should be classified. Did you tell this man anything about
- that?%—A. I beg pardon.

Q. Did you tell this man who certified to the progress estimates that there was
a doubt about how this should be classified?—A. Yes, if I remember well, I read the
letter to him. But he has to take the figures that the district engineer makes over
his signature.

Q. What is the necessity of bringing it to him at all if he is bound to take the:
engineer’s figures?—A. I would take them myself. I believe every one of my men
means to be honest and true, and I believe they will never put anything over tleir
signature which 1s not absolutely right.

Q. I would not do that when he says, “I am in doubt about that’—A. As to
classification ?

Q. Yes?—A. T cannot say, myself, as to the classification, I am not there.

Q. You would not accept the resident engineer’s statement alone, when he says,
“T do not know” right or wrong, and when he asks you for further instructions.—
A. In this case we did send a man out there.

Q. Was it a proper thing for this man to certify to your progress estimates for
September, October and November, three months, before ascertaining whether his
classification is proper or not?%—A Mr. Chalifour cannot say whether the classification
is right or wrong.

Q. Had you given any instructions to him not to certify to the progress estimates
until it was determined whether the classification were right or wrong?—A. No,
because we always have recourse in the final estimate to adjust anything that may
have been Found wrong during the progress of the work. We have the security of the
deposit, we have the drawback, which is 10 per cent; the Department is amply guar-
anteed in each case until the final estimate is paid.

Q. But would it not be more convenient, more certain, and more satisfactory to
make these inquiries as you go along, especially when attention is called to it?—A.
I would be obliged to do that in each case, and I have not the time to do it.

Q. But you have several officers to asmst you?—A. T have the man who certifies
to it.
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Q. We have had three or four of your officers here?—A. Mr. Valiquet couldn’t
do that.

Q. But if you have not men enough to ascertain the facts when a question of this
kind is raised, you could get more men?—A. That is a matter of opinion.

Q. Have you ever reported that you haven’t officers enough in the Department to
make these inquiries as the progress estimates went along?—A. Yes, I think I have

Q. You have reported that you desired more officers?—A. T have asked for offi-
cers.

Q. And did you get all you asked for—A. Well, no, not up to the present.

Q. When did you make application for additional engineers in your Department.
and they were not provided?—A. I made an application, not a formal written appli-
cation, I just asked the Minister about it and he promised me that I should have
them.

Q. When ?—A. About two years ago.

Q. Did you tell him you hadn’t a sufficient force in your Branch?—A. Yes, and
he told me to look around for the men. I may say I found two men I was willing to
take into the Department, but I could not get any more.

Q. Those two men were appointed?—A. They were appointed.

Q. All that you have asked for you got?—A. No.

Q. You asked for more than two?—A. Yes.

Q. How many more?—A. Two more.

Q. And you haven’t got them?—A. T haven’t got those two.

Q. You haven’t got them because you have not been able to get the men you
wanted —A. Yes.

Q. How long ago was it, when you made application for the four?—A. At the
same time I got the two. N :

Q. And from that time on you have only been able to find two—A. Yes.

Q. And they were appointed %—A. Yes. ;

Q. And you did not, as I understand you, Mzr. Lafleur, inform this man that he
should not certify to these progress estimates until this matter of classification had
been determined?—A. No sir, I. did not.

Q. Had you any communication with Mr. Valiquet after he came back?—A. Yes,
he made his report which is addressed to me.

By the Chairman:

Q. That report was intended to be final?—A. If we had not received further
rumours.

Q. You received this report from Mr. Valiquet. Had you any convresation with
him about it after you received it?%—A. Not that T remember; I received the report.

Q. Did you tell him then to go on and instruct Maclachlan to classify this
material as he has been doing?—A. I do not remember giving any such orders.

Q. What did you say to Valiquet about it 7—A. T thought that the matter was all
right, for the time being at any rate, until we got further rumours in the Department
that there was still a doubt, and that is why Mr. St. Laurent was finally sent.

Q. But you had no doubt when you got this report from Valiquet because he makes
it very definite—A. No, there was no doubt in my mind then.

Q. Did you not give instructions then to notify Mr. Maclachlan to go on as he
had beein going %—A. No.

Q. You did not give him any instructions after you got this report from Mr.
Valiquet?—A. I don’t know what Mr. Valiquet did.

Q. But as the head of the Engineering Branch of the Department was it not your
duty to tell Mr. Valiquet what to do %—A. It might be that it escaped my attention.

Q. It might be that it escaped'your attention, a trifling matter of this kind. So

that no instruetions were given to Maclachlan ?
Mr. EUuGENE LAFLEUR.
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The CuamMAN: He says a copy of Mr. Valiquet’s report might have been sent to
Maclachlan. If so, it would be a corroboration of what he had been doing.

By Hon. Mr. Crothers:

Q. Now, about these personal letters. Is it a practice in your Department for one
official to send a personal letter to another on a public matter of this kind?%—A. I
often do it, sir, so as to avoid official correspondence as much as possible. I want
facts. The only thing I want is facts.

Hon. Mr. CroTHERS: But the public want all the facta too, and they are paying
for them. Iere is a very important question that is raised, and it is dealt w1t11 by
a personal letter. I think that is all T want to ask you.

By Mr. R. A. Pringle, KG.:

Q. I want to ask you one or two questions, with the consent of the Commlttee 1
suppose it is well known among engineers that the term “rock” loses its technical
geological meaning and is used to cover other hard materials which require to be bored
and blasted and treated generally as actual rock —A. Yes.

Q. That is well known among engineers. Now, then, Mr. Maclachlan, being the

Resident Engineer, was the one really who had to classify, subject of course to the
ﬁxwl say so of the Chief Engineer of the Public Works Department? At any rate
that was his responsibility %—A. Certainly.

Q. To make the classification. Then, Mr. Maclachlan having made the classifica-
tion and having written you on the 20th August, you did not tell him not to go on
with that classification?%—A. I did not, sir.

Q. No question was raised about it? The assumption was that Mr. Maclachlan was
acting correctly %—A. The assumption was with myself that there had been some kind
of an agreement between Mr. Valiquet and Mr. Maclachlan when Mr. Valiquet was in
Vietoria.

Q. I am not very much interested after Mr. Valiquet was out there, because I
don’t think anything was paid subsequent to that date. Now, the specification calls
for two prices: one rock, $9, and the other earth, 52 cents. You would not expect that
conglomerate material to be removed at 52 cents a yard, would you?—A. If it was
really a conglomerate, no.

Q. Consequently it had to be classified as something other than earth to be fair
to the contractors. I am advised rightly or wrongly, that it cost more to excavate this
conglomerate than it did to excavate solid rock. That I do not suppose you can speak
of. The Resident Engineer can speak of that when he is called. What I want to get
at is this: your specification unquestionably calls for a dredge, as it reads: “All
materials overlaying the rock that can be removed with a dredge shall be considered
as earth.” Now, who has the selection of the dredge? Has not your Resident Engineer
the selection of the dredge?—A. If there is a more powerful dredge in the locality he
should certainly select it.

Q. Let us see what Mr. Valiquet’s position is. He is the Superintending Engineer
in the Department of Public Works, is that correct?—A. Yes, sir.

Q. Mr. Valiquet is sent out there and he selects a dredge for the Public Works
Department.  He gets the dredge. T understand that he got the dipper dredge. He
made the selection of the dredge that was to make the test. That is correct, is it not?

The CuAmrMAN : He says so in his report.

Q. Yes; he got the dredge. Now, you having got a dredge and having madie the
test, was that not about as far as you could go?—A. As far as we could go at the time,
until further rumours reached us that the thing was not all right. ‘

Q. Then would you say that even if you, as a Department, make the selection of
the dredge, make the test and make the report, that iz not binding on your Depart-
ment—A. Binding until we got further information.
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Q. If you thought the dredge was sufficient and made the test, surely that ought
to be satiefactory? Why did you make the selection of the dredge?—A. Mr. Valiquet
used that dredge, I suppose, because it was the only available dipper dredge at the
time.

Q. Didn’t you know that it was the best dredge on the coast, owned by a private
company, the largest, most capable dredge that could be found on that coast owned by
a private company —A. That may have been the case.

Q. And Mr. Valiquet, going out for the purpose of seeing whether this classifica-
tion as made by Maclachlan was correct or not, selects this dredge, he takes it over,
J:e makes the test, and makes his report. That is all I wanted to ask.

Mr. CARVELL: Just one question. Would Mr. Barnard please tell me the date of
the letter from Maclachlan to Mr. Valiquet?

Mzr. BarNarD: 10th September, I think. -

Mr. Carvern: And Mr. Valiquet’s letter to Maclachlan was dated the 30th August?

Mr. BArRNARD: Maclachlan’s first letter was dated the 20th August, Valiquet’s
reply was sent on the 30th August, and Maclachlan’s answer on the 10th September.

Mr. CarveELL: That answer would be back here on the 16th or 17th September-?

The WiIrTNESS: Yes.

By Mr. Carvell:

Q. You say you never saw the letter, but did Mr. Valiquet tell you anything
about the contents of that letter?—A. As far as my recollection goes, T never saw or
beard anything about that letter until two days ago.

Hon. Mr. Crorners: Which letter are you referring to?

Mr. CARVELL: The answer Mr. Maclachlan sent back to Valiquet, the private
correspondence.

By Mr. Carvell:

Q. Did you say to the Minister (Mr. Crothers) that you had at one time spoken
to the accountant about the letter of the 20th August?—A. Yes, my recollection is
that T showed him the letter. :

Q. The accountant?—A. My own accountant. \

Q. As the chief, did you give any instructions?’—A. Calling his attention to it
in that way was sufficient. I did not give him any absolute instructions.

Q. Well, Mr. Lafleur, let us try and be consistent. You say it excited nc suspicion
in your mind?—A. This letter, as I said before, excited the suspicion in my mind
that there was something about, as I said, from 10, 15 or 20 per cent over the specified
amount of excavation to be done in rock, and the fact is that at the time of that letter
there was only still about that 15 per cent more.

Q. Well, then, for some reason or other, you took it to the accountant. Did you
- tell the accountant the suspicions that had been created in your mind?—A. Not that
I remember, sir. .

Q. Did he tell you what his interpretation of the letter was’—A. Not that I
remember.

Q. So far as you know, was the private correspondence which has been produced
here by the member for Victoria submitted to the accountant?—A. I do not think 80,
sir, that would not be submitted.

Q. It would not be?—A. In the ordinary course of business that would not be
submitted to him.

Q. The accountant was entirely in the dark excepting that you had shown him
the letter of the 20th of August, as far as you know?—A. Yes.

Mr. EvGeNE LAFLEUR.
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By the Chairman :

Q. But he would have on his file the original estimate of 4,000 yards,-while at
this time it was 18,000 yards?—A. I suppose it must be borne in mind that the real
quantity, instead of being 4,000 yards, was 13,000.

Q. He did not know anything about that?—A. He did not know that.

Q. So far as he was concerned, it was 4,000 vards, while 18,000 yards had
actually been taken out. If that did not raise a suspicion—it was increased over 400
per cent—how much do you think it would take to raise a suspicion if 400 per cent
would not do it?%—A. Is that a fair question, Mr. Chairman ?

The CHAIRMAN: Any other questions?

Witness discharged.

Committee adjourned.

House or Comwmons,
Coxyirree Room No. 301,
Fripay, March 31, 1916.

The Select Standing Committee on Public Accounts met at 11 a.m., the Chairman,
Mr. Middlebro, presiding, and resumed the consideration of certain payments to Grant,
Smith & Co., and Macdonell, Limited, in connection with dredging at Victoria, B.C.

An envelope received by registered letter addressed to the Clerk of the Committee
from Victoria, B.C., was handed by the Chairman to Mr. Carvell.

Mr. CarveLL: (After examining contents of envelope) I presume these are the
documents which were asked for. I have not had a chance to examine them. How-
ever, we will leave them with the Clerk of the Committee and will peruse them when
more convenient.

The CuamrMaN: The Clerk will take charge of those documents.

" Mr. CarveLL: They seem to be the documents we had in mind.

The CHAlrMAN: There is a covering letter there, I do not know whether it is
addressed to me or not. Perhaps I had better read this letter. (Reads.)

County Courr, Vicroria, B.C.
March 24, 1916.
The Clerk of the Public Accounts Committee,
Parliament Buildings,
Ottawa.

MALLORY vs. McDONALD.

Sir,—As requested by your telegram of an even date herein I beg to advise
you that I am enclosing all papers in the above matter deposited in the Court.
These article were sealed up in the presence of Counsel for both parties and are
enclosed in the same condition.

Acting on instructions recently issued T must request you to forward the
sum of 37 cents being the amount of postage.

I have the honour to be, sir,
Your obedient servant,

(Segd.) HARVEY COMBE,
; Registrar per O. B.

-
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Mr. CarverLn: I might state that the document which I have just opened was
covered with seals. I see here the initials “ FL.C.” and something else and “S. F.
Weston.” Anyway, it is evident, Mr. Chairman, these are the originals.

(Documents handed to the Clerk for safe keeping.)

Mr. R. A. Prixcre, K.C.: Mr. Chairman and Gentlemen, before entering on the
examination of witnesses this morning, with the permission of the Committee I would
like to say a word and I will not detain you for more than a minute or two. I appeared
before this Committee on March 6, but, unfortunately, I have not been able to appear
since, except at the last meeting of the Committee. I have gone over the record in
this ecase and there are one or two things that have struck me, which I think the Com-.
mittee should consider. In the first place I do not see that the contract and specifica-
tions have been put in as part of the record. I think it is just as well they should be
put in because I think a great deal will turn on that. It is abundantly evident from
the specification that there are only two classes of material, there is “earth” and
“1ock”. Now a great deal of stress seems to have been laid on the latter portion of
Section 23, which covers excavation, but not very much stress on the first portion. The
first portion reads in this way, “ The matérial to be excavated consists of earth and
rock which shall be removed separately by two operations ordinary dredging and blast-
ing.” Ordinary dredging evidently referred to earth, and blasting to rock. Now,
apart from anything else it is necessary to take all the contract in order to interpret it
and to get at the meaning of the specification. But apart from all that we have Sec-
tion 6 of that contract which specifically sets out how the contract shall be construed,
that is the several parts of this contract shall be taken together to explain each other
and make the whole consistent. It strikes me that the proper interpretation is that the
material is to be removed in the course of ¢ ordirary dredging 7. if T am right in that
then Mr. St. Laurent’s report is not based on that, it is not based on “ordinary
dredging ”. THis report is based on something away beyond ordinary dredging.
What has struck me in regard to the specification is this, the specification only
provides two classes of maferial, “rock ” and “earth”. The engineer said at the last
meeting that no one could expect to get that conglomerate excavated for the same
price as earth. Well, if it cannot be classified as earth then the only other classification
possible is as rock. ' '

Hon. Mr. CrorHERS: It is clear, according to the expert testimony that what is
known generally as conglomerate is rock? . .

Mr. PrivcLe: Well, even supposing it is not conglomerate, but material which was
blasted, the Chief Engineer said that he could not expect that to be moved for 52 cents.

Mr. CarvELL: Pardon me, he said that there were but two classes of material, and

that this could be moved by a dredge. '
Mr. PrixcLE: Mr. Lafleur, when asked a question said that it could not be done.
This specification is a very old one which has been in use by the Department for some
_years. Some years ago the specifications were changed and if the new specification
had been adopted we would not have had this question arise, because in the new speci-
fication the material would be provided for in class A, B, C, ete., but that specification
was not brought into this contract.

Hon. Mr. Croriikrs: T understood Mr. Lafleur to say there had been no change
in the last seven years.

The CHAIRMAN: You mean to say with regard to contracts for dredging.

Mr. Privene: ‘There are different grades now, class A is solid rock requiring
drilling or blasting and boulders containing two cubic yards or more——

Mr. McKexze: Does the counsel mean to say ‘that this committes intends to over-
rule the decision of the engineer? I understand that all these contracts, as to classi-



GRANT, SMITH & CO. ’ 97

APPENDIX No. 1

fication are subject to the final disposition of the chief engineer or some engineer. I
would not suppose that we are callech upon to overrule the finding of that engineer.
I would not feel myself, as one member of this Committee, competent to pass judg-
ment; if the chief engineer says that such and such belongs to a certain classification
I would not feel competent to overrule him. As T understand the learned counsel’s
argument, he seems to say we would overrule him.

The CHARMAN: T think the one thing he did say was that the Chief Engineer
had said that while there are only two hard and fast classifications there they some-
times compromise in their own way by allowing a man something extra for material
which might be classed as earth under this specification but which really costs more
to take out than earth. Mr. Pringle was speaking of it more as a matter of equity
than actual law.

Mr. PriveLE: Mr. McKenzie might understand our position when I tell him
that Grant Smith & Company are not in any way accused of wrong-doing. We sublet
this contract at certain prices, we received the money upon our estimates, and we paid
it over to the sub-contractors. Now there is a difference of somewhere approxinatng
5,000 cubic yards, and if we are to lose that we would lose, approximately, $30,000.
Now"in regard to the point which Mr. McKenzie has raised, and which is a proper
point, when you turn to this specification I notice that section 45 contains this lan-
guage;. “ The engineer shall be the sole judge of the work and materials in respect
both to quality and quantity.” That is quite true. Who is the ¢ engineer ”’? Now
in the interpretation clause we find that it is the Chief Engineer, “ or anybody that he
delegates authority to.” Then it is made clear again in section 18, in which it says,
“the term engineer used throughout the specification means the Chief Engineer of
the Department of Works or his accredited representative.” On the 20th of August
the Engineer notified the Chief Engineer that he proposed to make a certain classi-
fication. A letter is returned practically endorsing that classification and he did just
what Mr. Davy said he would have done under similar circumstances, that if under
ordinary circumstances the dredge could not do it he would report as Mr. Maclachlan
did. Then the Chief Engincer sends his accredited representative in the person of
Mr. Valiquet; Mr. Valiquet makes a report confirming the engineer’s estimate. Now
it may be said that there is a clause in here by which the Chief Engineer could get,
over that at the close of the work. But it is absolutely clear that the Chief Engineer
made Mr. Valiquet his accredited representative, and Mr. Valiquet, as the Chief’
Engineer’s accredited representative goes out there and he certifices that Mr. Mae-
lachlan has made a proper classification. T am just bringing this to the attention of
the Committee becausesit strikes me that these clauses are very important and should
be considered in dealing with this matter. We are the goat, so to speak, we are the
ones who are going to suffer by the loss of this money, because the sub-contractors, as
I understand are not responsible and T do not suppose we can recover it from them.

ith regard to that classification, as it is now, any engineer will say, and T have spoken
to one or two competent engineers, that it would be far better to have some classifica-
tion there under which with such material as this, which is not absolutely rock, there
would be some way of compensating for it at a fair price instead of putting it in all-
together as earth at 52 cents.

The CHAIRMAN: You think there should be an intermediate class of material?

Mr. PrineLE: T think this is a matter of compromise, that a man should be
able to go there and say what this material is worth.

The CuamrMAN: Unfortunately there is nothing providing for that in this con-
tract.

Mr. Prinoue: I say that anything which cannot be removed by an ordinary
dredge should be classified as rock.

1—7
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The CuamrMaN: 1 suppose the specification and contract ought to go on the
reeord.

Mr. CarverL: I thought they were in evidence.
Mr. PrivgLe: They are not in.

Mr. OArvELL: We have been discussing and treating them as part of the record
and I have no objection to making them a part of it. Now, I have just one word to
say in reply to the general comment of my learned friend. He is always interesting
and, I think, always tries to be fair. Of course he is discussing this matter from
the standpoint of his clients who are the main contractors and who may, I can very
well understand, find themselves in an unfortunate position, that is, that they have
received money from the Government, a large proportion of which they have paid
over to their sub-contractors and, should the classification of Mr. St. Laurent stand,
possibly they might not be able to get back a portion of that money from the sub-
contractors. I stated on one previous occasion to-the members of this committee that
we are not here to find fault with the main contractors. ‘I desire to repeat that now,
subjeet to this one qualification: The main contractors evidently knew what was
gaing on in Vietoria. I will be able to furnish proof to the committee that the main
contractors tried to stop it. But they tried to stop it in the wrong place. They went
to the sub-contractors and cautioned them that there was going to be trouble about
this thing, but they should have gone to Ottawa and tried there to stop this'unfair
transaction. I do not wish to make any unfair comments upon the attitude of the
cantractors, but I do say, in view of the evidence I propose to bring out, they were
negligent in that matter and that it would have been more to their credit if they had
tried to stop it at Ottawa instead of at Victoria. In regard to the question of classi-
fication that is as old as the hills, I don’t think there has ever been a public contract
/in my time that there has not been trouble about the classification. My learned
friend will remember that we had a great deal of talk about classification in this
committée and in -Parliament during the construction of the Grand Trunk Pacific
Transcontinental Railway, and there we had three classifications; and it was
threshed out by eminent engineers all over the continent. And so much were some
engineers impressed as to the necessity of having only two classifications that, when
the next big work was undertaken in my province in railway construction, they
dropped down to two classifications, to practically the same as these, only there they
eall it “rock” and other materials.” So you see it is a moot point. Some engin-
neers may say it is best to have two, and others that it is best to have three or four.
I think the trend of the profession has been downward rra.ther than upward. 1
can remember when they had at least four different classifications in railway work.
However, this committee is not in a position to pass judgment upon what is a proper
or improper classification; we can only get at the facts of the case, and it is up to the
Government to take whatever course they think proper in dealing with the con-
tractors in the end. I would ask that Mr. Mallory be called. -

Mr. Barnarp: Before you begin to examine Mr. Mallory, ‘Mr. Carvell, I think
there are some telegrams which passed between the Minister of Public Works and
myself that I would like to put on the record here.

Mr. CarveLL: I have no objections.
Mr. Bagnarp: They are not verified in any way.
Mr. CarverL: We will take your word for that.

Mr. Barnarp: The first one is a code telegram, dated 22nd of October, which is
translated as follows:—
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Vicroria, B.C., October 22, 1915.
Hon. RoBert RogERs,
Winnipeg, Man.

Statements brought to our notice regarding classification on dredge work
connected with pier contract call for immediate investigation. Suggest you
send competent departmental engineer to investigate and that meanwhile Engi-
neer MeLaughlin be instructed to refuse to allow contractor to dump more dredge
material. Information points to serious situation. Omn no account mention
matter to any Western Government official whatsoever.

]
BARNARD AND GREEN.

The next is a telegram from George Buskard to K. G. Spangenberg, Ottawa, dated
Winnipeg, Man., October 23, 1915.

See chief engineer and have him send Valiquet or some other equally
reliable and capable engineer immediately to investigate and report on classi-
fication on dredge work connected with pier contract at Victoria. Also have
him wire Engineer McLaughlin to refuse to allow contractor to dump more
dredge material pending result of investigation.

Mr. CarverL: Will you state again who exchanged that telegram?

Mx. Barnarp: It was from one of Mr. Rogers’ secretaries to the other. It was
from Mr. Buskard, who was with the Minister in ‘W innipeg, to Mr. Spangenberg in
the Minister’s office at Ottawa. The reply from Ottawa was as follows :—

‘ Orrawa, OnT., October 23, 1915.
GEo. BUSKARD,

Royal Alexandra Hotel, Winnipeg, Man.
Message received. Chief engineer will have Valiquet leave on Monday.

KARL SPANGENBERG.

The next telegram is from Winnipeg, dated October 24, 1915, addressed to G. H.
Barnard and R. F. Green, Victoria:—
Your message received. Have taken action in accordance with your
request; McLaughlin has received instructions and Valiquet, one of our best
engineers, is leaving to-morrow for your city to make investigations.

R. ROGERS.

The next telegram is as follows :—

Orrawa, Ont., Nov. 5, 1915.

The Hon. RoBerr RogERs,
Winnipeg, Man.

Chief Engineer has received following telegram from G. H. Barnard, M.P.:
“Valiquet informs me classifications satisfactory as only reason for requesting
stoppage of dredging was that position should not be changed pending his arrival
see 1o object refusal allow them proceed unless you intend further investigation
delay is only adding expense”; stop. Also had telegram from Valiquet con-
firming this. Will he order work to proceed.

G. F. BUSKARD:
113
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The next is a telegram from the Chief Engineer sent from Ottawa to Mr. J. S.
Maclachlan on November 6.

OtTawA, November 6, 1915.
To J. MACLACHLAN,
Resident Engineer,
Public Works of Canada,
Viatoria, B.C.

Work of dredging Victoria may be proceeded with. }
: CHIEF ENGINEER.

I may say, in explanation of those last two telegrams, that the contractors claimed
they were paying, I think they said, $50 an hour hire for the dredge.

Mr. CARVELL: An hour?

Mr. BarNarDp: I think that is what they said, I am not positive. Do you know, Mr.
Maclachlan, what that figure was.

Mr. J. S. MacracHLAN: I do not remember.

Mr. BarNarD: They were laid off for something like a week before Valiquet went
there, and they stated they were being damaged to the extent of $5,000 or $6,000 for
dredge hire during the time she was on the work and could not be used. The object
in wiring down was that if they were not going to make any investigation, they ‘might
let them go ahead, and so stop any question of expense at that time.

Mr. G. E. MaLLory called, sworn and examined.

By Mr. Carvell:

Q. Where do you reside, Mr. Mallory —A. Vancouver. ,

Q. How long have you been there’—A. T have been in the city about a month, in
the province about ten years. .

Q. Where was your home prior to going West?—A. In Colborne, Ontario.

Q. Have you had an engineering experience?—A. I have been resident engineer
on railroad construction work, and had experience of power construction work, for the
last nine years.

Q. Then you have been in the engineering construction business for at least nine
or ten years?—A. Yes.

Q. Did you have any position with reference to the construction works in Vie-
toria harbour in the summer of 1915%—A. 1 was superintendent for C. E. Macdonald.

Q. Who was C. E. Macdonald?—A. C. E. Macdonald was a sub-contractor for
Grant, Smith & Co. and Macdonnell.

Q. When did the work commence 9%—A. On or about June 10, 1915.

Q. Now, did your employer, Macdonald, have anything to do with the construction
of the piers, or was he only interested in the dredging?—A. He had nothing but the
dredging, both rock and earth. . :

Q. Who or what firms were constructing the piers?—A. Grant, Smith & Co. and
Macdonnell, as far as I know.

Q. They were doing it themselves, you think?—A. Yes.

Q. Did they have any person there representing them%—A. Mr. Bassett was the
general manager.

Q. Was Mr. Bassett there?—A. I saw him there nearly all the time, yes.

Q .Did he have anybody under him again %—A. There was an engineer, Mac-
lachlan, who was on the work.

Mr. G. E. MALLORY.
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Q. Are you speaking now of the Maclachlan who was the Government engineer ?
—A. No. )

Q. This is another Maclachlan—A. Yes.

Q. I see. Was there anybody else in there, so far as you know, who swas repre-
senting the main contractors on the work?—A. Well, Mr. Maclachlan used to deal
with me and C. E. Macdonald for Mr. Bassett, but Mr. Bassett was the only one in
direct charge.

Q. What was the nature of the work which was commenced on the 10th of June?
—A. Dredging with the clam shell dredge, John E. Lee.

Q. Just describe this clam shell dredge, give us its capabilities just as well as you
can?—A. Tt was about the largest clam shell dredge in British Columbia, in fact it
was the largest. It had a three-yard dipper; in loose sand or gravel or river silt it
* would dig about 2,000 yards a day, but it would not dig anything in the nature of

packed earth.

Q. Why not?—A. Because it is not made for the purpose.

Q. This clam shell dredge is not intended for that kind of work?—A. No.

Q. A clam shell dredge is one with two dippers which hinge at the back and come

- together, is that the idea?—A. Yes, it just dredges, it has no power to grab.

Q. It has no power to push, is that the idea? There is not power to drive it into
the earth and dig it up?—A. No.

Q. Tell us how they got along and where they started in, where they worked and
all that?%—A. I think they started in section 1, that would be between the breakwater
and what we call pier 2. :

Q. Have you the plan that has been put in evidence? Just refer to it, if you
please “—A. That would be it (indicating on plan). s
Q. You are referring now to the plan that is already in evidence?—A. Yes.

Q. And you are calling it “ section 1.” That would be northeast of pier 1?%—A.
That would be between the breakwater and pier 2%

Q. That is below pier 1?%—A. Pier 1, I would say, is the breakwater itself. =

Q. Then comes a slip, and then pier 2, then a slip, and then pier 3%—A. Yes.

Q. And back of these slips and piers are what you call the bulkheads?—A. The
bulkheads.

Q. Was any dredging done for the foundations of the bulkheads?—A. Yes.

Q. Now, Mr. Mallory, did your duties bring you in contact with this work so that
you would see where they were working, what they were doing and how much was
dredged%—A. I was on the work two months, and I do not think I missed two days.

Q. What do you mean by “ missed ”??%—A. That I was off the work, and could not
see what was going on.

Q. Then you mean to say you were actually on the dredge*and on the work ?—A.
1 was on the work, and for a time on the dredge.

Q. During those two months?—A. Yes.

By Mr. Pringle:
Q. You are speaking of the John E. Lee?—A. The John E. Lee.

By M#. Carvell:

Q. Now, let us see how much of a crew did the John E. Lee have?—A. About five
men, four or five men to the shift. :

Q. And they ran two shifts to the day, did they?%—A. Yes.

Q. That would be, say, ten men ?—A. Yes.

Q. Then there would be some power required, I suppose, how much power did they
require? What was the capacity of the boiler?—A. I do not know, I never inquired
particularly.

Q. Is it a very big affair?—A. Oh, yes, it is a good sized one.

Mr. G. E. MALLORY.
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Q. How much coal would it take?—A. It would burn ten barrels of oil per day,
fully.
Q. Tt is burning ten barrels of oil per day, is that what they call fuel oil?—A.
Yes. ' : .
Q. All right, we can easily figure it out from that. They took ten barrels of fuel
oil a day and they had ten men. How many gallons would there be in a barrel of oil?
—A. T could not answer that.

Q. You are not sure?—A. No.

Q. How much do you pay for the gallon?—A. I think it was $1.10.

Q. Per gallon or barrel %—A. Per barrel. ;

Q. That would be around $11 per day, then, for the fuel%—A. Yes. I might say
that some days it might have run fifteen barrels when running hard.

Q. You think $15 would be the outside cost of fuel%—A. I should think it would. -

Q. What wages did they pay the men?—A. $2.50 per day for the scow hands and
$125 a month for the second engineer, and $150 for the first engineer.

Q. Well, would fifteen -dollars a day cover the shift? That would be about $3
average, would that be fair?—A. About $20.

Q. That is for both shifts or for one?—A. For one shift.

Q. That would be $40 a day wages for both shifts and $50 per day would be the
total cost for operating that dredge?—A. Yes, but there would be the tug and scows.

Q. You would have tug and scows as well %—A. Yes.

Q. How much would be the cost per day of those?—A. It would cost $35 per day.

By the Chairman : : .
Q. For wages?—A. I mean the rent of the tug with the crew included would be
$35 per day.

By Mr. Carvell :

Q. For the use of the tug?—A. Yes, for the use of the tug.

Q. And how much would be the rent for the scows?—A. One was $5 per day and
the other was $7.50. : :

Q. Now what was the cost of the labour employed on the tugs?—A. I do not.
koow, the men from the tugs looked after the scows.

Q. And what about the tugs?—A: They looked after themselves, they were not
employed by C. E. MacDonald. The tug was rented by the day, crew included.

Q. That included the crew?—A. Everything. .

Q. And the fuel and all that?—A. Everything.

By the Chainman :

Q. What did Mr. MacDonald pay for the dredge? I suppose he had to pay some-
thing for that didn’t he?—A. Yes. )
Q. How much?—A. I think it was $500 per month—$500 per month.

By Mr. Carvell:

Q. Now can you tell this Committee how much it would cost a day, week or month,
for running that operation as it was in the month of June?—A. Give you the amount?

Q. Approximately. I do not expect you to get down to $1 or $5, but approximately.
—A. No, I do not think I could, it is among those papers.

Q. These papers here?—A. Those papers you were handling.

Q. Well, we will not take up the time now, but we will look it up later on.

By the Chairman :
Q. You said the dredge was rented for $500 a month, and did he have to keep

it up and make any repairs as well %—A. Oh, yes.
Mr. G. E. MALLORY.

v
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By Mr. Carvell:

Q. Now what success did you hdve with the clam shell dredge around what you
call section 1?2—A. That area was dredged almost entirely, with the exception of solid
rock in place, by the dredge Lee.

Q. By the dredge John E. Lee?—A. Yes.

Q. And how did you make out in the second section %—A. In the second section we
dredged the entire top, probably for a depth of five feet, four or five feet, and made a
cut on the last day that the dredge was on the work, this is the John E. Lee, they made
a cut right through the centre, worked down to grade, the entire way.

Q. With a clam shell dredge?—A. With a clam shell dredge.

Q. Did you have any difficulty in doing it?%—A. It was hard material, but wasn’t
material that would be gripped by a elam shell, but as it was no use going all over the
work trying to get a scow load of material from the loose stuff on top I instructed
the man on the dredge to dig right through the grade and see what he could do with it.

Q. And he did so?—A. He did it.

By the Charrman :
Q. What do you mean when you say “ to grade”?%—A. A depth of 35 feet.

By Mr. Carvell :

Q. Now we come down to the end of June when there was an estimate made up
—before the end of June had there been any drilling done for rock%—A. No.

Q. You are sure of that now?—A. Absolutely.

Q. And was there an estimate made for the month of June at the end of June—
A. Yes.

Q. Now, Mr. Mallory, the Auditor General produced the progress estimates of the
main contractor to the 30th day of June, 1915, and there they claim payment for
17,109 cubic yards of earth at 52 cents a yard, and 864 cubic yards of rock at $9.10 per
cubic yard. How much rock had been excavated by the last day of June?—A. Not
more than 50 yards, and they were boulders that had been brought from the inner
harbour and dumped just a few feet inside the line; it was by accident, however, they
got there.

Q. In connection with the harbour operations ¢—A. Yes.

Q. And who was the resident engineer?—A. J. S. Maclachlan.

Q. You were aware of this condition of affairs?—A. Yes.

Q. Do you know whether there had been any more than fifty yards of rock removed?
—A. There was not, no.

Q. Did you ever talk this over with him?—A. Yes.

Q. How do you account for the fact that an estimate was given for 864 yards of
rock when practically no rock had been removed?—A. Well, it was to assist the
contractor, that is often done for the first two or three months to help him along.

Q. Then to put it in plain language it was not intended to steal from the Govern-
ment, but to get a “ forced loan ”?%—A. I would like to say as far as the first month is
concerned that if anything had not happened in the succeeding months that it is
customary for the engineer to give the contractor a loan in the first month.

Q. A “forced” loan from the Government?—A. Yes, not to any great extent, but
it is customary to give the contractor a boost the first month. "

By Mr. Barnard :
Q. What would be considered a “ great extent ”?%—A. Well, it is always understood
by the engineer who uses. common sense, and not too much theory, that the contractor
has always a lot of unusual expenses, that he cannot expect to receive payment for a

time and that is just to assist him.
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Q. T take it under similar circumstances you would not hesitate to do the same —
A. Under similar circumstances for the first month I would have kept the yardage
down, T might say I would have given a few hundred yards but not much.

Q. You have no fault to find, then %—A. I have no particular fault to find with that
rock yardage for the first month.

By Mr. Carvell: &

Q. But have you any fault to find with the total quantities removed?—A. No.

Q. Well, the total quantities are put at 18,000 yarde%—A. That is the classified
quantity; it is the classified quantity I have objection to.

Q. You think there was 18,000 cubic yards removed in the month —A. No, there
were about 13,000 cubic yards; 13,000 yards is the entire amount removed that month.

By Mr. Barnard:

Q. Out of that 13,000 yards how much was rock ?—A. Fifty yards.
Q. And what was returned —
Myr. CARVELL: 17,109 yards and 864 yarde.

By Mr. Carvell :

Q. Then in other words there was not only an excess of rock returned but an
excess of total quantities to the extent of 5,000 cubic yards?—A. Yes.

Q. Did you have any talk with Mr. Maclachlan about that?—A. No.

Q. Have you any records of what took place during the progress of this work %—
A. Yes.

Q. Have you them before you?—A. Yes.

Q. What is it you have before you?—A. A diary which I keep from day to day.

Q. Is it all in your own handwriting *—A. Yes.

Q. Was every item there put down approximately at the time it occurred %—A.
Yes. ’

Q. What is your method of keeping that diary%—A. Taking notes on small pieces
of paper and transferring them into the diary, and sometimes writing them direct.

Q. How promptly would you enter them up in the diary?—A. First time I went
home, or in case the diary was there I entered it up the same afternoon.

Q. Then day by day it was entered up?—A. Day by day.

Q. Then by referring to this diary can you tell whether you had any conversation
with Mr. Maclachlan about the June estimate?—A. Oh, T was in the office when the
conversation took place with Mr. Maclachlan, T did not take any particular part in it.

Q. Was there any other person removing dredging material on that work except-
ing your principal Mr. MacDonald —A. Not at that time.

Q. So that all the material removed, and all the material in this progress estimate
that had been removed, was removed by MacDonald %—A. Yes.

Q. Now before I go any further with that branch of the case I want you to go
hack aund tell me was there anybody in British Columbia immediately over Mr. Mac-
lachlan —A. In connection with the Department?

Q. With the dredging?—A. Oh, he reported direct to Ottawa, 1 believe so.

Q. That is your understanding %—A. Yes.

Q. What part does Mr. J. L. Nelson play?%—A. He was superintendent of the
Government dredges in Vancouver.

Q. Superintendent of Government dredges, but not of Government dredging?— -
A. Not of any contract work that T know of. He was Superintendent of the Govern- -
ment dredges.

Q. For how long did he occupy that position of Superintendent of the Govern-
ment dredges—A. Mr. Nelson?

Mr. G. E. MALLORY.
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Q. Yes—A. About two years, as far as I know. T do not know really.

Q. What had Mr. Macdonald being doing before he took this contract in Victoria
harbour %—A. He had been a sort of supermtendent under Mr. Nelson in the harbour,
looking after Government dredges and drill boats in the inner harbour at Victoria.

Q. Now, did Mr. Maedonald have a partner in this business?%—A. Yes.

Q. Who was it?%—A. Mr. J. L. Nelson.

Q. That is the Superintendent of Government Dredges —A. Yes.

By the Chatrman :
Q. 'A partner in which business?%—A. His sub-contract from Grant, Smith & Co.

By Mr. Carvell :

Q. Did any other person have an interest in it%—A. Yes, J. S. Maclachlan.

Q. Who was J. S. Maclachlan %—A.—The resident engineer.

Q. So the sub-contractor had the year before been in the employ of the Superin-
tendent of Government dredges, and he had as partners the Superintendent of Govern-
ment Dredges in Vancouver and the resident engineer on the work ¢—A. Yes.

Q. All right, we will go on. Will you go down to the 30th day of

By the Chawrman:

Q. What evidence have you of these partnerships, how do you know about them #—
A. Well, T reported to Mr. Nelson, or obeyed his commands at any and all times in
connection with the contract. And Mr. Macdonald instructed me on very many
different occasions who his partners were. \ g

Q. That is your employer —A. Yes.

Mr. BarNARD: I didn’t catch that last answer.

The CuamrMaN: He said he was instructed by Mr. Macdonald to take instructions
from Nelson.

By Myr. Barnard:

Q. Tell us what evidence you have that Maclachlan and Nelson were partners
with Macdonald —A. Mr. Macdonald told me on many occasions that they were his
partners, and he told me to take any instructions from Mr. Nelson that he might see
fit to give.

Q. Mr. Macdonald told you they were his partners. Is that the only evidence?—
A. No.

Q. What else?—A. He also instructed me to make notes of different moneys that
had gone to both these men. '

Q. To make notes of moneys that had been given? Did you make them ?—A. I did.

Q. Have you got them ¢—A. Yes. ’

Q. Have you got them with you?%—A. I have.

By the Chairman:
Q. Contract moneys—A. That were paid on account, so to speak.

By Mr. Barnard:
Q. That is notes you made in your books?%—A. Yes; and if he produces his books
you will find notes in them.
Q. Was Maclachlan ever present when Macdonald made this statement to you %—
A. Oh, no.
Q. Why not?—A. He was supposed to have been nervous enough without anybody
knowing anything. He did not talk about it in front of Maclachlan at all in connec-

tion with the business. )
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By the Chavrman :

Q. You do not say that you paid Maclachlan or Nelson Government moneys, do
you —A. Oh, no.

Q. Have you ever seen them getting money on account of this contract?—A. No.

Q. But you yourself know they got it?%—A. Well, as an employee of C. E. Mac-
domald, I know by being instructed to make a note of it being paid out in a certain _
way. - .
Q. Have you the note there?—A. This is a copy of the thing here I took from the
books. _

Mr. CARVELL: We want the information too.

The CHAIRMAN: You were passing on without going into the details.

Mr. CarvELL: T have not the faintest objection to these questions in the world.

The CHAIRMAN: We want to know.

Mr. BarNARD: How would it be to let Mr. Carvell ﬁmsh hlS examination and then
cross-examine the witness?

Mr. CARVELL: I would rather like you to go on.

Mr. PRINGLE: There does not appear to be anybody representmg Mr. Maclachlan.
He has spoken to me in regard to this matter. I do not know whether you are gov-
erned by any rules of evidence in this Committee, but hearsay evidence is not admis-
sible as evidence against Maclachlan. Mr. Maclachlan says it is absolutely made out
of whole cloth. It is unfair to him to be under suspicion. He is now under suspen-
sion. We should have some rules of evidence in this matter.

My, CARVELL: You should address your remarks to the hon. member for Victoria.
I am not the offender.

The CHAIRMAN: It is not evidence if a man comes here and says: Another man
told me Maclachlan was guilty.

By Mr. Barnard :

Q. I would like to ask one more question. When you came to see me first about
this matter in Victoria, why did you not produce evidence that Maclachlan was a
partner of Macdonald’s, or did you produce all that you had?—A. I did not produce
evidence that was directly that Maclachlan got it. As I said, I did not see him get it;
and I have no receipt or a thing of that desecription.

Q. That is a surmise on your part?—A. I was working under instructions from
Macdonald to take notes to enable him to trace the disappearance of a considerable
amount of money from his hands.

Q. He told you it had been given to Maclachlan?—A. Yes.

Q. By Macdonald %—A. By himself.

By the Chatrman :
Q. Did you know that when you went to Mr. Barnard?—A. I knew when I went
to Mr. Barnard, and told him so.

By Mr. Carvell :

. You went to Mr. Barnard over this transaction?—A. I did.
. Did you take that book to Mr. Barnard?—A. I did.

. Did you leave it with him?%—A. .No.

. Did he have an opportunity to examine it?—A. No.

. Did you read it to him?%—A. T did.

. What date was that?—A. October 22, I think.

Mr. CARVELL: The same day the telegram was sent to Ottawa.

Mr. G. E. MALLORY.
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The CuHAIRMAN: That is the date of the first telegram.
Myr. CarRVELL: We will have occasion to go back to that again.

By Mr. Carvell:

Q. Just to break in. Do you know anything about Mr. Maclachlan receiving a
motor car?—A. Yes.

Q. From whom did he receive it?—A. C. E. Macdonald.

Q. And what amount was charged up to him?—A. One thousand dollars.

Q. Have you recorded that in that book?—A. Yes. '

Q. You have it there?—A. Yes.

Q. It was in the book when you talked to Mr. Barnard?—A. Yes.

Q. That Mr. Maclachlan got a motor car valued at $1,000 from Mr. Macdonald?
—A. Yes.

Q. Was it wages?—A. On account.

Q. On account of what?—A. His interest.

Q. In the contract?—A. Yes.

Q. That is some evidence. Has he got the car yet, do you know?—A. I do not
know. He had it for quite a while; I saw him with it.

Q. Did you see him drive it?—A. Yes.

Q. Frequently?—A. Yes.

Q. Did you have any talk with Macdonald about it?—A. Lots of jokes about it.

Q. Anyway, Maclachlan had the car?—A. Yes.

By the Chairman: '

Q. What car?—A. I probably cannot describe it; British Columbia hcence, 7914.
Q. Do you know the make of it?—A. Russell, I think.

Mr. Carvern: That is right, a Russell car.

By the Chairman:

Q. One thousand dollars for a Russell car. This is a new car?—A. It was a
big car. ‘

Q. That is pretty cheap. The cheapest Russell car made new is $1,700%—A.
This was an old car, I beliéve, that came from the Public Works. Departmept in
Vancouver.

Q. It was a secondhand car?—A. Yes.

Q. Perhaps it belongs to the Government ?—A. It d1d

Q. Do you know whether it was brought back again yet?—A. No, sir, I do
not know.

By Mr. Carvell:

Q. Let us go to Mr. Nelson. Have you any knowledge of Nelson either furnish-
ing or receiving money on his contract?—A. Yes.

Q. What knowledge have you?—A. There is a recelpt in that package of docu-
ments received from Vietoria for $2,000.

The CHAlRMAN: Excuse me, Mr. Carvell.

By the Chairman:

Q. How did he get hold of that car from the Government?—A Mr. Nelson,
Superintendent of Dredges, traded the car with Mr. Macdonald, who sold the car to
Maclachlan.

Q. Macdonald was the rightful owner of the car when he gave it to Maclachlan?
—A. I think the car was a Department of Public Works car traded by Nelson to
Macdonald. )

Mr. G. E. MALLORY.
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Q. Did he have no right to it when he gave it to Macdonald%—A. Macdonald
may have had a right to the car.

Q. Was he the owner of the car? You do not insinuate he was taking a Govern-
ment car and giving it away to Maclachlan%*—A. I never did think that the car did
belong to anybody but the Government, no matter how many times it was sold, unless
the Government sold it.

Q. Do you think it was really a Government car?—A. Certainly.

By Hon. Mr. Crothers:

Q. Had Macdonald a car of his own?—A. No. He bought one in Victoria and
traded it immediately with Nelson.
Q. Did he own that so far as you know?—A. Yes, he paid for it.

By Mr. Carvell:

Q. That was his then?—A. Oh, yes, the car he traded was his.

Q. And if Nelson owned the other car he could just as well own that?—A. That
is right.

Q. And having possession of.or owning it, he gave it to Maclachlan for an advance
of $1,000%—A. Yes.

The CuarMaN: If he owned the car he could do as he liked with \it.

By Mr. Pringle:

Q. Mr. Mclachlan tells me that he did not keep the car, he only used it four or
five days, and did not keep it. Is that the case?—A. No.

Q. He says he used it only a week?%—A. I do not know, I can look it up.

Q. How long did he have it? He tells me he used the car for a week and returned
it and would not have anything to do with it?%—A. (After consulting diary.) Well,
he received the car on the 19th of September, and on the 15th of October Mr. Mac-
denald arrived from Vancouver in Vietoria and was trying to get Maclachlan to see
if he could borrow the car that morning. :

/
By Mr. Carvell :
Q. He received the car on the 19th of September —A. Yes.
Q. And on the 15th of October he still had it —A. Yes.

By Mr. Davidson :

Q. You say it was a car from the Public Works Department that Mr. Nelson
traded with Mr. Macdonald?%—A. T understood it was a department car. '

Q. What made you so understand it?—A. The license was taken out in the name
of the Public Works Department.

Q. As far as you know this may have been Mr. Nelson’s private car?—A. No,
M. Nelson said it was the department’s car.

Q- That it was owned by the department?—A. Yes, that it was for his use.

Q. When did Mr. Nelson tell you this?—A. When I was over in Vancouver and
Was out running around the city in the car with him. I said, “ You have a pretty nice
" car here,” and he said, “ Yes, it belongs to the department.”

By Mr. Barnard:

Q. When was that?—A. I could not say, exactly.

Q. Did you put that down in your diary #—A. No, sir, the car was in Vancouver,
and the diary in Victoria. :

Q. But you put it down when Maclachlan got it%—A. Because I already knew
then it was a departmental car, and I thought it was funny how it could get to Vie-
toria,

Mr. G. E. MALLORY.
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By the Chaivrman :

Q. What is the entry you have there?—A. “ Mac. sold his auto No. 7914 to Maec-
lachlan, resident engineer, to-day for $1,000, including garage.”

Q. That is all the entry you have?—A. No, sir, there is another one.

Q. “MacDonald sold his car,” you got that information from MacDonald %—A.
Macdonald. He said, “Charge Maclachlan with $1,000,” and there is the marks in
connection with the thousand dollars.

Q. Then the next entry is October 15th. Will you just read that for the benefit
of the Committee?—A. (Reads) “ October 15. Mac. arrived in town this a.m. from
Vancouver he wanted the auto early this morning but I did not get it. Maclachlan
had it. At 10 a.m. Maclachlan phoned me—wanted to know what was the matter with
Mac. I said, I had not seen him—at 10.30 I phoned Maclachlan asking for Mac. He
said I was just talking to him and he will be up to his office in a few minutes. Mac.
came in at 11.30 a.m. looking very worried said very little and went out again

Q. Were you on the detective trail at that time when you made a note whether
a man looked worried or not%—A. T thought he was pretty much worried that morning.

Q. What was your object in keeping that record ?—Because the man was acting
very strangely that morning and others noted it.

Q. Were you on his trail then?%—A. Not at all.

Q. That is the way you keep your dairy, if a man comes down stréet worried you
put it down in this book? * )

By Mr. Barnard :

Q. You say that Mr. Macdonald told you to charge Mr. Maclachlan with a
thousand dollars, did you do it?—A. Yes.

Q. Was it in Mr. MacDonald’s book %—A. Yes.

Q. Did you make the entry yourself?—A. Yes.

Q. Did the entry specify what it was made for?—A. I believe it is “J. S.
Maclachlan, $1,000.”

Q. It does not say what it is for?—A. No.

By Mr. Blain:

Q. T see there are several days for which there are no entries in your diary,
why is it?—A. Because nothing took place. '

Q. Were you not doing anything those days?—A. In October I was not doing
very much.

Q. For instance there'are several days on whicK there is no entry at all. Take
this day (indicating), what about this one?—A. I was in my home on that day.

Q. Perhaps you will give us some explanation how it is there seem to be special
notes on special days?—A. Becars> Mr. MacDonald or some one in connection with
this work was in there.

Q. When did you put these down?—A. I put them down on the day when the
things mentioned took place.

" Q. Can you give us any explanation why there is nothing down on that day
(indicating) %—A. 'Well, T will have to go back again.

Q. There are one, two, three days without any entry at- all%—A. T was in
Victoria.

Q. How do you know?—A. (Reads) “ Left Victoria 11.45 p.m., boat Vancouver.”
MacDonald arrived in Vietoria on the 15th and I was there on the 13th and 14th
alone.

Q. There is another day on which there is no entry, what occurred that time?—
A. That is Sunday, I was at my home. 2

Q. What about that day (indicating)?—That is Sunday, too.

Mr. G. E. MAvLLORY. -
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Q. What about this day (indicating) —A. Mr. MacDonald was away, I was in
Victoria.
Mr. Braix: To my mind it looks as if the book were cooked up for' the purpose.

Mr. Carverr: Now, if my friend takes that ground we are going to interfere.
I want Mr. Blain to withdraw that remark.

Debate followed.

By Mr. Carvell :

Q. I think we had better get on with the evidence. Have you any evidence now
of money being paid by MacDonald or Nelson into this business >—A. From MacDon-
gld to Nelson?

Q. Or from Nelson to MacDonald?—A. Yes, Mr. Nelson financed Mr. MacDon-
ald.

Q. In the very beginning —A. Yes, sir.

Q. How did he do that?—A. He attempted to do it through Camsusu of Victoria.

Q. Vancouver, was it not?—A. No, Victoria; but this man could not raise the
maney for him, could not raise the money for Mr. Nelson.

The Caamrman: Mr. Carvell, would you ask the witness how he comes to get these
entrie: down so finally and explicitly? I* he is unable to give an explanation for it it
is enough to arouse suspicion in one’s mind. )

Mr. CarverL: That is a fair inference and a fair remark. I will now examine the
witness on that point.

By Mr. Carvell :

Q. The Chairman would like to know how it comes that on some days there are
entiries and on other days there are none, and that in some of these entries you make
very specific references to many things. I want you to answer and tell us exactly what
your object was in that.—A. In the éarly part of the work everything was going along
in a way I considered all right.

Q. Yes?—A. In July the estimates began to jump, classified as rock. We had a
clamshell dredge there doing the dredging, and I thought it rather peculiar. It looked
to me as though there would be a scandal over this affair before it got through if it kept
on at the rate at which it started, so I made up my mind I was not going to be in any
scandal if anybody wanted any information from me. As far as the Government
wanted the information, I mean, they would get it.

Q. Yes?—A. So I began to make my notes on what took place, and as the work
progressed the notes got thicker and more detailed.

Q. Yes?—A. Because I considered it was bad enough to keep detailed notes on.

Q. It is true that there are many days at the beginning of the work of which
there are no record %—A. Certainly.

Q. Because nothing of any account occurred *—A. Quite right.

Q. About what time do you say the notes commenced to get thicker?—A. Well,
in July. : ‘

Q. What happened in July to arouse your suspicions—A. Well, Mr. Nelson and
Mr. MacDonald were after Mr. Maclachlan all the time about rock. “Forget there is
dirt out there, we want rock.” They proceeded to give him good talks, as they called
it, at the end of each month, the end of June and the end of July.

By Hon. Mr. Crothers:

Q. Were you present at these talks and did you hear what went on?—A. T was
present at the talks, most of them. They retired to the private office when there ‘was
anything particular.
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By Mr. Blain :
Q. How does it happen you made no entry until the 14th?%—A. Nothing occurred.
The CuARMAN : He says he did not get suspicious until July.

By Mr. Blain:

Q. You were pretending to keep a diary and making entries every day, were you
not%—A. Yes.

Q. Now, give us an explanation why you have no entries until June 14%—A.
The time-book shows the time the work commenced,

Q. I am talking about this diary, why were there no entries at an earlier date %—
A. T had nothing to keep the diary for. I kept the diary afterwards.

Q. After when?—A. After we started the work.

Q. How long after%—A. I could not tell you.

Q. Was it a week after—A. I could not tell you.

Q. Yet you are trying to make us believe that you kept a diary and kept it up
every day.

Mr. CarverLL: He has not said so.

A. T made notes daily on mnotepaper.

Q. You have stated that you kept this diary after work was commenced on the
10th, how many days after—A. I do not know.

Q. You have some idea, haven’t you?—A. No idea.

Q. Would it be a week after?’—A. It might.

Q. Under what conditions were these entries made%—A. I will tell you how it was.
Notes were put down on paper in the office and transferred into that diary daily.

Q. Well?—A. As quickly after the conversation took place as possible.

Q. I understood you to'say you did not keep the diary at all until several days
after you commenced work on the 10th?%—A. I had no suspicion of anything before.

Q. Then you only kept your diary after your suspicions were aroused ?—A. I only
I'ept it when my suspicions were aroused, that is, of any conversations which took place
in the office.

Q For a rather speelal purpose *—A. To protect myself, certainly.

r. OarveLL: Now, suppose we go back and see what is the first entry in the
diary, for the benefit of my friends on the other side of the room. Perhaps you will
let me have it, Mr. Barnard.

Mr. Barnarp: Certainly, Mr. Carvell, T have been trying to get hold of it myself.

By Mr. Carvell:
Q. Give me the first entry in that book ¢—A. (Wltnees consults exhibit.)
Mr. CarverL: I would like it to be understood that if this witness has brought
here a book that is not genuine, I want it exposed.

The Wrirness: This entry was in connection with Mr. Macdonald receiving his
money. 1 put it down on the 14th of June. The entry is: ¢ Camsusu tells Mac the
old yarn—meet me at the club to-night and I will fix you up.”

By Mr. Carvell :

Q. That means furnish the money. Find the next day you have another record —
A. A record of the same transaction ?

By Mr. Blain:
Q. Was that entry put down on a slip of paper and then transcribed at once, or did
you write it in afterwards?—A. Nearly everything in this diary was put down on a
slip of paper.
Mr. G. E. MALLORY.
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Q. And transferred%—A. Yes.
Q. When were they transferred ~—A. The first time when I went home at noon, or

four c’elock in the afternoon or six o’clock.

Q. When you commenced to keep the diary you did not know it was a week or
more before the slips were entered?%—A. I do not know anything about it.

Q. Was it a month?—A. If it was a month, I had my notes there, and put them

down. .
Q. Would it be for three months —A. I was not on the job for three months hardly.

By Mr. Carvell:
Q. The hon. member means: Did you refrain from transferring from the notes
into the book for three months?%—A. Oh, no.

By Mr. Blain:

Q. About how long did you refrain 7—A. T do not know. All I can say is that I
have not the faintest idea of the date I bought that diary.

Q. The diary, as I understand it, is supposed to be an entry taken down every
day. Under the circumetances in the case of this book, anybody who looks at it would
be suspicious, and what I want to know is: You are asking the Committee to believe
that you kept a diary. What T want to get at is: When did you put these entries down,
and you surely have some idea in your mind as to when you bought this diary or got
it ~—A. T have not.

Q. You surely have some idea —A. No, I have not.

Q. How long were you engaged “—A. From the commencement of the contract

to October 22.
Q. That was June 10, was it 7—A. No, I was engaged, I think, from the 1st of

June.
Q. Would it be in June you bought it?—A. It might be June, I think it was

about the 10th of June when that entry comes, but I wen't swear to it.

By Mr. Carvell: .

Q. Then was it your custom every day, or practically so, to transfer from the
notes into the book?—A. When I was in Victoria I transferred it as quickly as
possible. When I was out I transferred the notes as soon as I came back.

Q. Look in that package of papers and see if you find any of these notes. These
are the papers produced here from the records of the Court?—A. Yes.

Mr. Braiy: Did he start on the 10th of June? v

Mr. OarvELL: These notes. These are documents that have been in the hands of
the Court in Victoria, and they have been sent here, and the witness thinks that some
of the memoranda may be there.

The WrrNEss : These are memoranda.

By Mr. Carvell: .

Q. What dates do you have there?—A. (Witness examines one slip.) 1 have not
got the date, but the date appears in there (indicating diary).

Q. I see. You can tell them by comparing them ?2—A. Yes.

Q. Are all the memoranda there that were afterwards transferred to the book #—
A. T co not think so.

Q. Nothing like it?%—A. No.

Q. What became of the memoranda after they were transferred into the book ?—
A. Generally speaking, they were destroyed, just thrown away.

Q. They had answered their purpose, and you had the record then in the book?

—A. Yes.

\
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Q. How do you happen to have some of these” slips?—A. T happened to have
those, they were together in a drawer, and T just had not happened to destroy them, -
opened the drawer and put them in.

Q. When court proceedings started in Victoria, they were taken to court?—A.
1 turned the whole thing over to M. Barnard, and he had them.

Q. I see. He had all those papers then in his possession?—A. All of them.

By Mr. Blain :

Q. Can you take out of that package any one entry you put in this book?—A.
Yes, sir. (Looks through documents.)

Mr. GreeN: Mr. Barnard put those documents into the Court.

Mr. CARVELL: T am aware of that.

Mr. GREEN: T thought you were not.

Mr. CARVELL: T have read this case from beginning to end. I never try to deceive
anybody, and never put a witness on the stand without knowing first what he is going
to say. I have gone over this case with this witness, and I can tell you exactly what
be is going to say, if that is any advantage to you. I have no use for counsel who do
not want to find out their case before they go into it.

The CHAIRMAN: What do you want ? 7

Mr. CARVELL: We will satisfy Mr. Blain. He may take any slip he wants.

Mr. Brav: I would just direct the witness’ attention, because I do not want
any special privileges.

Mr. CARVELL: Then I will satisfy the hon. gentleman’s curiosity (hands slip to
witness).

The WirNEss: Yes, I will find -this one.

By Mr. Carvell: ;

Q. Read that memoranda?—A. The memoranda is: “ Mac phoned Maclachlan
at 10 a.m., Maclachlan said he would come right up with the car and get him. Mac
goes out with Maclachlan at 10.25. Mac says dredge was shut down at Vancouver for

' three days and started it last night.”

By My, Blain:

Q. What is the date?—A. There is no date on that slip. I will find it in a
moment. ’ ‘

Q. You could put it in, T suppose, on any date?—A. If T was dishonest, certainly.

- The CHAIRMAN : He made this up on the same day, after he came home he would

put them in the diary.

Mr. CARVELL: The witness has read a memo. Now he is going to find that entry
in his diary.

Mr. Braiy: What I want to know, Mr. Carvell, T do not think it is fair. How
do you know what date that was taken down ?

The WitNEss: T know by the diary, because it was only taken down to put in that
diary.

By Mr. Blain :

Q. You have not any date there at all%—A. Tt is not necessary.

Q. Why not?—A. Because I put it in my book, when I went home I put it in.

Q. When you take special notes, and put in at no special times, I suppose you
need a date on the original entry?—A. No, there would be no need for a date on there
at all.

Mr. CARVELL: Let him find it in the diary.

1—8 Mr. G. E. MALLORY.



14 PUBLIC ACCOUNTS COMMITTEE

6-7 GEORGE V, A. 1916

By the Chavrman:

Q. The slip you are looking up now, how do you know where to find that?—A. I
know from the conversation where to find it.

Q. You remember now where to look for that entry in the diary, although there
is no date on the memo?—A. Yes.

The CuAIRMAN : That is peculiar to me.

Mr. Bramv: It is peculiar to anybody.

Mr. CARVELL: You won’t help your case by any such insinuations ae these.

The CuamrMAN: T don’t think that remark was justified.

Mr. CARVELL: This witness has told you he made this memo and put it in the
¢iavy. He knows the transactions, he knows what took place.

The CHARMAN: I am very much surprised how a man can take a conversation
that might have happened over a period of two months, and fit it back in the diary..

Mr. CarveLL: He can tell.

Mr. Davipson : We want to test the credibility of the witness.

The CHAIRMAN : Let us see how long it takes him to find the entry.

Mr. DavipsoN: You must not testify and examine at the same time, Mr. Carvell.

The Wirness: It would be impossible for me to say exactly. This is in connection
with the Vancouver work.

The CHARMAN: Tt is taking you quite a while to find out when that conversation
did take place.

Mp. CarvELL: He is going to find out, anyway, Mr. Chairman.

The CHARMAN : T expect he is. v

Mr. Davipson: Mr. Carvell gives this witness a recommendation as to character,
and we must believe him.

The CHAIRMAN : We want to presume this witness to be honest as long as we can,
that is all.

By Mr. Carvell:

Q. Can you not find it?—A. No, not yet.

Q. Well, do you think it is not there?—A. It may not be, but I think it is.

Q. You think it is?—A. Yes. ‘

Q. Have you any recollection what it refers to?—A. Yes, I will read it again.
it refers to the Vancouver work.

Q. It does?—A. Yes.

Q. Has that anything to do with the Victoria work —A. No. -

Q. Will you read it?—A. (Reads) “ Mac phoned Maclachlan.at 10 a.am.; Maclach-
lan said he would come right up with the car and get him. Mac goes out with
Maclachlan at 10.25 (J. A. Lee) for three days, but started up last night.” That
is Mac says the dredge was down at Vancouver for three days but started up last
night that should be about three weeks after the Lee went to Vancouver.

Q. Did Macdonald have anything to do ‘at Vancouver %—A. He had a contract at
Vancouver on Government work.

By Mr. Barnard:

Q. That does not refer to Vancouver work when it says the dredge was shut
down; Maclachlan had nothing to do with Vancouver. The whole memorandum
is in connection with the movements of Macdonald and Maclachlan —A. All right.

By Mr. Blain:

Q. T asked the witness to take this slip himself and find it in his book. Do 1

understand that he cannot find it there?—A. I will not say that it is not in there.
: Mr. G. E. MALLORY.
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By the Chairman:
Q. You say that your one object in making this memorandum was to protect
yourself under the Victoria contract?—A. Yes.
Q. Would you say this has any connection with that?—A. It is between MacDonald
and Maclachlan. '

- Q. As far as that memorandum goes it does not concern the Victoria work at all
and therefore it cannot be to protect yourself?%—A. I considered that it was. I had
to look after the Vancouver work; the money for the Vancouver work was taken from
the Victoria work and MacDonald said I was to look after it. ‘

Q. Were you superintending that work at Vancouver?—A. No, I took the dredge
over and I placed it, and all the reports from Viancouver came to me.

By Mr. Carvell :

Q. Now I will take another slip at random, see if you can find that (slip handed
to witness) —A. (Reads) “Insurance policy for New Westminster, payment for fuel
oil to New Westminster, fair wages schedule, these things require attention. Dipper
dredge commenced work at 6 a-m. August 18 at 10 a.m. they had loaded half scow load
of material so far the dredge is doing no better than the Lee.”

Q. What have you in the diary about that?—A. “ The dredge Puget Sound started
work this morning at 6 a.m. The dredge is digging farily well” That is all I have
and it is on the 17th. '

By Mr. Blawn:
Q. There is a difference in the date there?—A. Yes.

By Mr. Barnard:

Q. Now if you transcribe some of your notes into the diary, why do you not put
all of them there?—A. All of that note is there, I said the dredge is digging fairly well.

Q. I understood you to tell Mr. Carvell that the notes in the diary are a copy of
the memorandum made by you on slips, that is what you said ¢—A. Yes.

Q- In this instance then that is not the case?—A. Because I made a mistake in
the date. ‘

Q. You have made an entry in your diary that does not correspond with the slips,
do you want to qualify the answer you gave to that question —A. I say that the note
is marked the 18th and it is entered in lere (pointing to diary) on the 17th.

Q. Is there any entry in the diary on the 18th%—A. No.

Q. There is not%—A. No.

Q. Do you intend this entry on the 17th of August in your diary to correspond
with this slip that you have produced %—A. No. I won’t say it does.

Q. You have stated to the committee that the entries contained in that diary
are copies of entries made by you on slips and at a subsequent date written up in the
diary, is that correct?—A. A subsequent date?

Q. At a subsequent date written up in the diary? At a subsequent hour or date
if you want it that way—is that correct?—A. To the best of my knowledge that is
what I did right through. :

Q. You have already told Mr. Carvell that you have an entry there on the 17th
August which corresponds with a elip which you produced to him. But it appears that
slip reads differently to the entry in the diary. Evidently you did not copy that slip

.into the diary, is that right %—A. The elip in its original form is saved, so what would
be my motive in changing that?

Q. Did you enter the &lip in the diary?—A. T entered it in so far as the dredge

‘started to work at 6 a.m.
Q. You did not enter it from the slip?—A. T did, but did not take it all.

1—83 Mr. G. E. MALLORY.
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Q. What was the entry?—A. (Reads) ® The dredge Puget Sound started work
at 6 a.m.”

Q. What did you say on tue slip/—A. There is a little more (reads): “The
dredge is doing fairly well.”

The slip is (reads) :(—
“ Dipper dredge comunconced work at' 6 a.m., August 18. At 10 a.m. they

had loaded one-half scow load of material. So far the dredge is doing no
better than the Lee.

The dipper dredge was placed on because the Lee was a clamshell dredge and was
entircly unsuited for doing the work.

Q. You say the Lee did not.do the work?—A. It could not and did not do the
work.

Q. Therefore they brought a dipper dredge?—A. Certainly.

Q. In your dairy you say the dredge is doing fairly well %—A. Yes.

Q. But your slip says the dredge was doing no better than the Lee.

The CHAIRMAN: In the diary the entry is the dredge was doing fairly well.

By Mr. Davidson :

Q. You say you made these entries for your own protection? What particular
impression would they give?—A. I put them down because in the course of this work
there was going to be rock and lots of it.

By Mr. Blain:
Q. How do you explain the dates being wrong?—A. I changed the date when 1

put it down.
Q. You changed it?—A. Yes.

By Mr. Barnard : :
. Q. Which date is right?—A. I stick to this (indicating).

By the Chairman:
Q. Do you stick to the 17th, although your original entry was the 18th?—A. If
I changed it I changed it for a reason.
Q. You made a change although your original entry is the 18th?—A. I must
have changed it for a good reason at the time.

By Mr. Blain:
Q. What was the reason?—A. Because that other date would be wrong.

By the Chairman:

Q. It could not be wrong if you put it down at the time yourself?—A. I could
easily make a slip putting down the 17th for the 18th. )

Q. Do you think you could trust your memory better afterwards than at the
time?—A. T trusted my memory the same day.

Q. Then do you think you could trust your memory at a time after you made
the notes better than at the time you made them?—A. Not after, it was the same
day.

Q. Your memory is better some time after you made the notes than it was when
you made them, is that right? (No answer.)

Q. T ask you is that right? Was your memory better some time after you made
the note than at the time you made it?—A. No. :

Mr. G. E. MALLORY.
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Q. Then in that case your notes are no good and your memory is the best notes
you have?—A. It might be a clerical error.
Q. Although it was put down the very day it was done?

Mr. CarveLL: Now we will go on again.

By the Chairman :

Q. Wait a minute. On the 14th June you say you made the first entry —A. Yes,
gir.
Q. The 14th June, is that right %—A. Yes.

Q. And you did not make any entries until after you became suspicious ¢—A. Yes.
Q. Yet on 14th June you have this entry (reads) :—

“ Camsusu tells Mac the old yarn—*“ Meet me at the club to-night and /I
wiil fix you up.”

Now, that was on the 14th of J une, and yet you said you were not suspicious until
July—A. T was not suspicious of the change of the rock, but Mr. Nelson was raising
money. .

Q. You have told us clearly and distinctly that you put no entry in your dairy
until you were suspicious. Yet the first entry is on the 14th June and it says: “ Cam-
susu tells Mac the old yarn—* Meet me at the club to-night and I will fix you up.” ’—
A. It was the old story between MacDonald and Nelson.

Q. You had heard it before %—A. Yes. .

Q. You had heard before the old story saying, “ Come to the club and I will fix
you up,” and yet you say you made no entry until you were suspicious. Your first
entry indicates that you had been suspicious and that it was an old story —A. Tt
was an old story in this way: At that time it appeared Camsusu was not going to
raise this money and Mr. Nelson and Mr. MacDonald were getting excited.

Q. At any rate, you were wrong? You were suspicious on the 14th of June?—
A. T had absolutely no reason to be suspicious of the change of classification.

Q. Although you spoke of this as “the old yarn” and somebody was to be “fixed
up”? Now, were you suspicious or were you not before the 14th of June?—A. Not
in connection with the change in classification. )

Q. What was the fixing up about?—A. The money.

Q. Was that a suspicious thing ?—A. Mr. Nelson was raising it.

Q. Was it a suspicious thing to say: “ Come up to the club and I will fix you
up ”#—A. Tt would warrant suspicion.

Q. Because it was suspicious you put it down in the diary %—A. Suspicious as
far as Mr. Nelson was concerned, yes.

Q. Because it was suspicious you put it down in the diary %—A. Yes.

Q. One thing more. You have already told us that up to the 1st June there was
aothing suspicious %—A. Well, I made the statement with the understanding that it
applied to the carrying on of our contract.

Q. And up to the 1st of July there was no suspicion becausé it was a usual thing
to give a classification for a large amount of rock in order to let the contractor out?—
A. It was Nelson being a partner. I did not know at the time Nelson was a partner.

Q. You think it was that created the suspicion?—A. It had nothing to do with
the change in the classification.

* By Mr. Carvell:

Q. Will you take another item please at random, and will you read the memoran-
dum you see there?%—A. (Reads) :—

“Nelson and McDonald came over on the Petrol.” ‘
Mr. G. E. MaLLorY. .
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By Mr. Barnard:
Q. On the what?—A. On the tug Petrol.”” (Reads) :—

“Speaking of engineers, Nelson says: ‘Mallory, if an engineer, treats me
right; he don’t have to ask me anything. T’ll see that he is fixed alright.””

Q. Who said that?%—A. Nelson, to me.
Q. Have you got an entry of that in the diary ?—A. T think so.

" By Mr. Blain:
Q. Is there any date on that?—A. No.

By the Chavrman:
Q. Is there any entry in the diary of what you said in reply %—A. No. Here is the
entry that Mr. Barnard asked for. (Pointing to diary.)
Q. Read it from beginning to end, and read it loudly.—A. (Reads.)

“Qctober 1st.

«J. L. Nelson and Mac came over from Vancouver this a.m. on the Petrol.
They came up to the office at 8 a.m. Phoned me and I arrived at office at 8.20
am. They both asked me to make arrangements with Jamieson whereby Taylor
could get a letter from him showing the amount of Mac’s credit at G. S. & Co’s
(Grant, Smith & Co.) for the August estimate, so that Mac could draw money.
Mae got a certified check for (No. ) amount $1,500. I gave him a signed
check.and later got the amount from the bank ledger. About one hour later I
filled in a check for $2,000, leaving him to make it out in his own or others

 favour. The check number was”;

The cheque number is not there. (Continues reading)

«T don’t think Maclachlan saw Mac or J. L.; he just missed them as they left.
Both Mac and Nelson were in great humour because Aug. est. passed Ottawa.
Nelson was in the office from 8 a.m. till 12 n. except for about 30 minutes when
he went over to Price’s office. Price was at the submarine investigation. F. G.
Walsh was with Nelson in the office from 11.30 to 12 n. Nelson went to lunch
with Walsh.

«“Mac came into the office at 2.30 p.m. Said he had been watching the drill
boat all noon hour. Said: ‘Between you and me, Mallory, that is the first rock
Woolley has drilled since he came over here, or at least;

Q. Read it all, just as you have got it there.—A. I am following the arrow which
continues that subject on the next page (reads):

Tt was his first go at rock out here where he had to drill over three feet,
in fact it was the only rock to mention on the contract. The last thing Mac
said to me at 3.30 p.m. before he left was to see that the September estimate was
a zood one. J. L. and Mac off on Petrol.

By the Chairman:
Q. Read what you put in afterwards%—A. (Reads):
“ The Puget Sound was cleaning up between piers 2 and 3, dredging earth
and laying up repairing something. I was told by Mac to be in Vane. Friday
morning, Oct. 8th.” ;

By Mr. Blain: 2
Q. Will you tell us where in that entry there is a statement by Nelson that if the
engineer treated him well A. 1t is there.

Mr. G. E. MALLORY.
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Q. That entry is not copied from any memoranda?—A. I did not claim to have
memoranda of all conversations.

Q. I thought you did %—A. No.

Q. You made a memo of that conversation?—A. It is there.

Q. That was not entered in the diary ?—A. No.

Mr. Barnarp: That is two. Try another.

Mr. Carvern: That is all right. We are going to put the whole diary in. At least
some things in the diary you won’t want to be there.

By the Chairman :

Q. I suppose you recorded on these slips, Mr. Mallory, anything which you
considered of importance which happened that day? You entered up the most important
things on this slip?%—A. If I were going home, it would be quite unnecessary that I put
it down there, because I would fill it in when I left the office.

Q. You mean to tell us then that these entrles are sometimes made——A. First
hand.

Q. Not using slips at all%—A. Yes.

Q. When you would use that slip, would you be able to do that after hearing the
conversation —A. I was in the office, and put that down when Nelson went out.

Q. You kept that diary in the office%—A. No, sometimes I had it in the office, not
always.

Q. Where did you keep this book, if not in' the office?%—A. At home.

Q. At your house?—A. Yes, sir, this book belongs to me.

Q. You sometimes kept it in the office%—A. Sometimes I did.

Q. I see. So that the entries made on these slips in the office would be those made
the soonest after the conversation took place?—A. Yes.

Q. Always?—A. Not always, because sometimes I had this there and wrote it
right up. I cannot designate the date. '

) Q. We are sure that anything on the shp is more right than anythmg that went
in the book?—A. Not necessarily.

Q. Even if you had carried it home in your mind?—A. I will swear that both
these slips and that book are right.

By Mr. Barnard:

Q. Suppose they do not agree with each other—A. Tt is because something there
ds copied that is not in there.

By Mr. Davidson:
Q. If the shp and diary are not right?—A. They are both records.

By the Chairman:

Q. Tell me this then. Here is a day on which you made a memoranda in the
office ?—A. Yes, sir.

Q. Then you went home and added about five or six times to that in your book?—
A. I was talking to Mr. Nelson all morning.

Q. I just want to draw the circumstances from you. You make an entry on a slip
that is made at the time of the conversation?—A. Not at the time.

Q. Immediately after then—A. Yes.

Q. And then you go home and make an entry in your book that is four or five
times as lengthy as the entry made on that slip%—A. I say now, as I said when we first
started, that there is not a sixteenth part of the slips there. These are some I happened

to have left.
Mr. G. E. MALLORY.
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Q. Do you think you may have another slip%—A. There may be some other in that
package.

Q. You say there may be other slips for this very date?%—A. They may be there.

By Mr. Carvell:

Q. When did you see this last?—A. I just packed them up, because I had them,
and they had a bearing on the thing. I put them in a heap and gave it te Mr. Barnard.

Q. Will you turn to the 5th day of October, I just want to ask one question, will
you read the entry on that date?

(Entry read by witness).
Mr. PRINGLE objeéted to the entry being placed on the record on the ground that it
contained hearsay evidence affecting a third person.

The Cuamman: That is all hearsay evidence, absolutely so, and that should be
struck out of the record.

Mr. CarverLn: If I am not to be allowed to conduct the examination of this wit-
ness as I desire I will try to protect myself.

By Mr. Carvell:

Q. I want to ask this witness one question and let him answer it. Did you not tell
all that story to Mr. Barnard when you went to see him%—A. Yes.

Q. And about Mr. Clements?—A. Yes, and he told me to keep quiet.

Q. Did you not tell it to Mr. Green %—A. Yes.

Mr. GreeN: I can say this that Mr. Mallory did in my presence, and in the pres-
ence of Mr. Barnard, tell this story about Mr. Clements which we said we did not
believe and asked him what proof he had, but we never asked him to keep quiet about
it. I did not and I do not think Mr. Barnard did. ‘

Mr. Barnarp: I also deny that I ever asked this man not to say anything.
Witness retired:
Committee adjourned.

House or ComMmons,
Coummirtee Room No. 301,
, Thursday, April 6, 1916.
The Select Standing Committee on Public Accounts met at 11 a.m., the Chair-

man, Mr. Middlebro, presiding, and resumed the consideration of certain payments to

Grant, Smith & Co., and Macdonell, Limited, in connection with dredging at Victoria,
B.C. '

M= U. Vaniquer called, sworn and examined.

By Mr. Barnard: 7
Q. You are Superintending Engineer of the Department of Public Works, are you
not?—A. Yes.
Q. You were sent, I think, about the end of October to Victoria, B.C.?%—A. Yes.

Q. For what purpose%—A. To examine into the complaints that were made about
the elassification of material that was dredged there in connection with the piers.

Mr. U. VALIQUET.

.



GRANT, SMITH & CO. 121

APPENDIX No. 1

Q. That is the contract that has been under discussion in this examination, of
payments to Grant, Smith & Co., and Macdonell, Limited —A. Yes. :
Q. What date did you arrive in Victoria?—A. 31st October, Saturday afternoon.

Q. Do you remember coming to my office on Monday morning —A. Yes, sir.

Q. Do you remember I submitted to you certain documents?—A. Yes.

Q. That you looked over %—A. Yes.

Q. Do you remember what those documents were?—A. Yes.

Q. What were they?%—A. They were letters from the sub-contractor C. E. Mac-
donald, also from Mr. Nelson. There was a receipt for certain amounts of money.

Q. From whom?%—A. A receipt from Nelson to Macdonald.

Q. Some cheques, were there not?%—A. I do not remember about the cheques.

Q. Some pencilled memorandum with regard to estimates?—A. Yes.

Q. Do you think you could recognize them by looking through these? (Documents
produced and handed to witness)—A. (After examining documents) Yes, I recognize
some of them.

Q. Do you recognize these? (Handing other documents)—A. Yes, I remember
seeing these before. R
Q. That is the bundle of documents that were sent here from Vancouver —A.
Yes. :
- Q. In my office you met Mr. Mallory%—A. Yes.

Q. And discussed this matter with him?—A. Yes.
Q. You remember I suggested to you that you should take Mr. Mallory with you
out there on the ground%—A. Well, T don’t remember that.

Q. You don’t remember that?—A. No, T put a certain number of questions to him
regarding the work as to his experience in dredging.

Q. Well you consequently went out on the ground, Mr. Valiquet%—A. Yes.

Q. How long did you stay in Victoria?—A. T stayed three and a half days.

Q. You made a report as the result of your investigation %—A. Yes.

Q. Is that a copy of it? (Document handed to witness)—A. Yes, that is a copy
of it.

Mr. Kyre: Is that already in the record?

Mr. Barnarp: No, it is not.

The Crammax: Tt is in the Auditor General’s Report at Page V 433,

By Mr. Barnard:

Q. To sum the matter up shortly, Mr. Valiquet, you came to the conclusion that
the classification was all right%—A. Yes, at that time T came to that conclusion.

Q. There has been nothing done since, has there, to alter your opinion?—A. There
has been another investigation.

Q. But at that time you came to that conclusion?—A. At that time I came to the
conclusion that the classification was made all right, from the information that I got.

Q. You thought you had very full information, did you not?—A. Yes, at that
time I thought it was pretty full.

Q. Have you any reason now to change your views %—A. Yes, T have some reason
to change my views now.

Q. What are the reasons?—A. Well, the information that I got at the time 1
find now is not exactly as it should have been. The letter to the chief engineer of the
20th of August from Mr. Maclachlan spoke of certain hard conglomerate that could
not be removed by a dredge, and it has been found since that the dredge had not been
tried on this, but only “clamshells,” which are not considered as efficient dredges.

Q. Let me understand: You found on the first of November that nothing but
clamshells had been tried. Is that what T am to understand t—A. T was not told that;
I understood then that the dredge Puget Sound had been tried on that hard material
‘whereas it is found now it had not been tried.
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Q. You say then you understand now that the dredge Puget Sound had not been
tried or the material prior to the time you went up there. Is that right?—A. That is
‘what I understand now.

Q. You understand that now?—A. Yes. i

Q. Well then, if it is shown to you that you are mistaken, and that the Puget
Sound was tried there on the 17th of August, what would you say? Would you change
your view now ?—A. Tt would not change my views, because the Puget Sound was not
trying to remove the hard ‘material before blasting. It was only tried on the 17th of
‘August to remove material that had been blasted before.

Q. You say it was never tried%—A. On material that had not been blasted.

Q. Well then, if Mr. Mallory had a note in his diary to the effect that the dredge
was put on and was digging about the same as the clamshell dredge that would mean,
in your opinion, that it was digging on blasted ground? Is that right?—A. That is
what I understand now, yes.

Q. Now, why do you say that she was never tried on ground that had not been
blasted?—A. At the time'I was there Mr. Mallory told me he hadn’t seen the Puget
Sound tried on this material. ] .

Q. Who told you?—A. Mr. Mallory. And since it has been found that she was
put at work when she went there on material that had been blasted.

Q. How do you know that?—A. From information which has been gathered since
I was there. ‘

Q. Where did you get the information?—A. From different sources.

Q. Will you tell us some of them?—A. Well, Mr. Davy, who was there.

Q. Mr. Davy was not there at the time?—A. No, but when he got there he found
out that the Puget Sound had not been tried except on blasted material.

Q. Then you make that statement on the faith of Mr. Davy’s statement himself
to you?—A. Yes. ’

Q. Is that the only ground that you have for the statement?—A. Yes, one.

Q. That is the only ground you have for making that statement ?—A. Yes.

Q. That, then, is the only reason you have for changing the view that you had
when you made that report in November: is that right?—A. Yes, that is riht.

Q. You have no other reason?—A. No. .

Q. The only ground you have for changing your report is that the Puget Sound
never tried-to dig that material in its original spot, and the source of information for
that fact is limited to Mr. Davy; that is correct, is it?—A. Well, also the statement
of Mr. Mallory that he had not seen the dredge tried on it.

Q. When did you get that statement from him?—A. When I was there in your
office. . '

Q. But you remember, or perhaps you do not remember, you would not believe Mr.
Mallory when he said that. Why have you changed your views in that respect:—A.
Well, he might be correct in some instances.

Q. But yet you were of the opinion that he was a
expression —A. That he was——

Q. A “sorehead,” to use your own expression?—A. Yes, I believe he was.

Q. And you did not pay much attention to what he said?—A. Not at that time,
I did not pay much attention to what he said at all.

Q. Notwithstanding that it was on his complaint you were sent out to investi-
gate?—A.' Yes, notwithstanding that.

Q. You were then aware of that fact, and were relying solely on him?—A. No,
at that time I relied on Mr. Maclachlan’s information altogether.

Q. At that time?—A. Yes. ;

Q. And now you rely on Mr. Davy, on what he has since told you?—A. Yes.
regarding the time when the Puget Sound was put at work.

“sorehead ” to use your own
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Q. On what he has since told you, or what Mallory told you, you place reliance
on Mallory now?—A. Regarding the time that the Puget Sound was put at work.

Q. Then it is fair to say that, with regard to Mallory you have experienced a
change of heart?—A. No, my opinion has not changed regarding him very much.

Q. It has not changed very much?—A. No.

Q. You give, in your report, to Mr. Maclachlan, a clean bill of health and said
that everything was all right?—A. Yes, I did.

Q. And you recommended that the dredge should be allowed to proceed with the
work —A. T did, exactly, yes.

Q. Do you not think it is a considerable change of opinion to state what you do
now?—A. Yes, it is a considerable change.

Q. Quite a change?—A Yes.

Q. Now, Mr. Valiquet, when you left Victoria you took these documents with
you?—A. Yes.

Q. I requested you to report the facts, the claims in these documents, to the
Minister, did I not?—A. No, you asked me to make an investigation into the truth
of these facts.

Q. That would involve a report, would it not?—A. Not exactly.

Mr. KyTE: What documents are you referring to?

Mr. BarNARD: The documents which Mr. Mallory left with me; the same docu-
ments which are before the Committee now.

By Mr. Barnard :

Q. T also asked you to take the matter up with Mr. Nelson to get his explanation
of this contract?—A. Yes, you did.

Q. And you wrote me from Vancouver returning the documents and saying that
you did not consider it was within the scope of your duty to do that, that you were
sent out to see whether the classification was right, and that was practically all you
had to do with the matter, and did not care to do anything further. That is right, is
it not?—A. That is right. From further information that I got in Vancouver I
understood that an investigation was to be carried on by somebody else and therefore
T had no business to go into it.

Q. From whom did you get that information?—A. From Mr. Stevens, M.P.

Q. What did he tell you?—A. He told me that he had some correspondence by
which he understood that the matter was to be taken up by the minister himself.

Q. This Victoria contract?—A. No, the papers relating to it.

Q. This Victoria contract—was he discussing this Viectoria contract with you ?—
A. Oh, no, not the contract, but the papers in connection with Nelson and Macdonald.
That is what I was speaking of now.

Q. What I am asking you about is the papers which showed Nelson’s econnection
with Macdonald in the Victoria contract?—A. Yes, exactly.

Q. Was that the subject‘ matter of the conversation you had with Mr. Stevens?—
A. Yes. - .

Q. Did you show these papers to Mr. Stevens?—A. No, he would not look at them.

Q. Did you tell him what was in them?—A. Yes.

Q. And he told you that he understood: A. That this matter was being taken
up by the minister himself.

Q. That the matter was being taken up by the minister—A. Yes.

Q. Therefore you thought there was no necessity to make any report on this mat-
ter%—A. No, it would be out of the scope of my business out there to go into that.

Q. Now, Mr. Valiquet, will you tell us why, when the engineer at Viectoria wrote
to you on the 20th of August about the rock you wrote to him privately%-—A. Yes, he
did not mention any quantities in this first letter of 20th August and we wanted to
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know how much there would be. These excess quantities occur very often and at that
timeé there was no reason to think that the excess was very large, and I therefore wrote
to him in order that the quantity in excess might be returned.

Q. Why did you make it a private letter instead of putting it on the file?—A. Just
to get the information.

Q. Did you want it for yourself or for the Department?—A. For the Department,
of course.

Q. Then why would it not go on the file—A. I think it might have gone on the
file. Of course the chief engineer asked me to write him privately and get the infor-
mation first.

Q. Well, you got the information —A. Yes.

Mr. KyTe: Have you a copy of that letter?
Mr. BarNARD: It is in the printed record.

By Mr. Barnard:

Q. You got the information in a letter dated the 10th of September?—A. Yes.

Q. In which he told you that the amount of excavation of rock material would
be 28,000 cubic yards?—A. 27,000 cubic yards.

Q. 28,000 I think.—A. The letter says 27,000.

Q. Did you communicate that information to the chief engineer?—A. Yes, I
think I did.

Q. He says that he never heard of it, what would you say?—A. He must have
forgotten.

Q. He must have forgotten it%—A. Yes. z

Q. None of that correspondence was put on the file%—A. No.

Q. Can you give us any reason for that?—A. Yes.

Q. The correspondence between you and the engineer regarding the amount of the
exeess of hard material to be excavated —A. It was not on the file at the time because
we understood that it would have to be put on later; eventually we would have to get
it and it would be put there on the file.

Q. You have no explanation of that, as a matter of fact%—A. No, no explana-
tien why it was not put on the file at that time.

Q. Is it the usual thing in the Department to get information of that kind?%—A.

/ No, it is not usual, but such information is obtained, and it is communicated privately,

and then if there is any reason later on to have it made official, then it is made official.

Q. Now, in your letter to him you told him that he was right in classifying the
material as he proposed, did you not?—A. Well, I told him that the excess should be
returned in the estimates, as he was so positive as to the classification. I told him
that the contractors must be paid for the work they did.

Q. You said as he was so positive as to the classification%—A. No, I did nouv say
that in the letter.

Q. You do not mean that, do you, because his first letter asked you if he was to
classify it that way, didn’t it%—A. Well, he was asking the question, and in the mean-
time——

Q. He was asking for instructions?—A. He was asking for instructions,

Q. And you gave him the instructions—A. We wanted to get the quantity first..

Q. You gave the instructions first, and asked for the quantity afterwards?—A.
At the same time.

Q. Did you change your instructions after you got the quantity %—A. No.

Q. So he would naturally assume in the ordinary course of events, that the same
instructions stood notwithstanding the quantity? That is a fair position to take?—A.
At the time he was asking for instructions he had already taken upon himself to do a
large amount of work thaghe had not been authorized to do.
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Q. Well, was that a good reason for telling him t> go on and do it?—A. It was
in a way, provided he was so positive as to the classification.

Q. Just turn up that correspondence. (Witness consults record). He says:
{Reads).

In connection with items 1 and 2 in schedule, in the construction of the
wharves at Vietoria, I have to report that the approximate quantity of rock as
described in the schedule will be very much below the actual quantity excavated.
One dredge had been employed for some time removing the overlying
mud, silt and underlying material, and later a much more powerful dredge.
The attempts of both dredges to remove the underlying material were not sue-
cessful. A very up-to-date boring machine is now engaged in drilling and blast-
ing the material which appears to be a conglomerate and in its original state
cannot be removed by a dredge, I therefore, subject to your approval
classify same as rock, and hope this will be in accordance with your views.”

Now, was he not clearly asking instructions?—A. He was simply asking the chief
engineer to ratify what he had been doing for some time, because he says plainly——

Q. Hold on now, Mr. Valiquet. There had only been two estimates come in up
to that time, the 20th August?—A. There had been two, yes.

Q. You had passed three or four subsequently, three anyway?—A. Yes, but the
first;

Q. That explanation is not quite satisfactory, I do not think.—A. At the time
he wrote we only had the July estimate, and there the excess of rock was only about
925 per cent over the estimated quantity, and that was not thought sufficient in view of
the assertion

Q. How much was it then?—A. 25 per cent in the July estimates—in view of
the assertions made by Mr. Maclachlan it was not thought necessary to go into the
matter at that time. :

Q. Well, then, he wrote you on the 10th September in reply to your letter, and he
said: “An approximate estimate of the total rock excavation as at present being exca-
vated will be in the neighborhood of 28,000 cubic yards.” Not 27,000 but 28,000 yards.
Now then, subsequent to that date, 10th September, you passed three or four more
estimates, three more anyway, that is right, isn’t it?%—A. Yes.

Q. And you had full information then?—A. Yes, but all this time the question
of investigation was being discussed in the Department.

Q. Who was discussing it?%—A. The chief engineer and myself.

Q. You and the chief engineer were discussing the question of investigation. In
that letter he asks you if you would send somebody out to look at the work?%—A. Yes.

Q. If you were discussing the question of investigation with the chief engineer,
and }hought it ought to be investigated, why didn’t you follow that suggestion and
send somebody out?—A. Somebody was to go out in a short time.

Q. Why didn’t they go, why did you wait until I telegraphed down here saying
there was a question as to classification?—A. It ‘was all due to the assertions from
Mr. Maclachlan that the material could not be classified in any other way. I beg your
pardon; this letter states 27,000 cu. yards.

Q. The printed copy of the evidence shows the letter as stating 28,000 yards.

By the Chairman:

Q. There may be a mistake.—A. This is the original letter.
Q. Or a copy?—A. No, this is the original signed letter.

The CHARMAN: It must be a mistake in the printed copy. The original letter
_gives 27,000 yards.
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By Mr. Barnard:

Q. You were not suspicious then., were you, that there was anythfng wrong —
A. No, we were not suspicious that there was any -crookedness about it.

Q. Why were you thinking there should be an investigation?—A. It is usual,
when there is such excess quantities, that it must be investigated at some time or other.

Q. In that case, why did you go on passing the estimates when you were talking
about having an investigation?—A. I cannot explain that very well.

By Mr. Kyte:
Q. Mr. Valiquet, have you anything to do with passing estimates?—A. No, sir.
Mr. KyTE: Then you do not pass any estimates.
Mr. BarNarRD: The Department does; I am not speaking of him.
Mr. KyTe: You have it wrong then.
The CHAIRMAN: The witness can answer; he knows the rules of the Department.

By Mr. Barnard:

Q. You gave direct instructions on the 30th August that you saw no other course?
In reply to his previous letter you write: (Reads)

“ Mr. Lafleur has handed to me your letter of the 20th inst., regarding the
quantity of rock to be excavated over that stated in the schedule for the con-
struction of wharves at Victoria. He does not wish to write you officially on the
subject, but wishes to know what the excess will be. He has asked me to get
the information privately, so please let me know what you think it will be.”

Then you go on and say:
“T see no other course for you to follow but to return the quantity exca-

vated in the progress estimates as the contractors must be paid for the work
performed.”

Do you, or do you not, think that was an intimation to him that everything was
all right?%—A. Well, the returning of certain quantities of materials in estimates does
not always constitute the necessity of paying for it.

Q. That is not an answer to the question, Mr., Valiquet. The question I asked
you was, whether or not he was justified in considering, under these circumstances,
that he should so classify the materials?—A. As far as he was concerned he was justi-
fied.

Q. That is your opinion %—A. Yes.

Q. Now, in your report, I notice you state on p. 2 (reads) :

“The earth excavation, amounting to about 82,000 cubic yards, was done
by an ordinary clamshell; this plant could not, however, excavate the harder
conglomerate; a five ton clamshell was brought from Vancouver; after several
dayg’ trial it was sent back and a powerful dipper dredge was tried. After
serious efforts, during which three spuds and several dipper teeth were broken,
the contractors and the resident engineer decided that blasting had to be
resorted to.”

A. That is all from information received _frqxﬁ Mr. Maclachlan.
By My. Kyte:

Q. Who was a partner in the ccntract?—A. Yes.
“Mr. BarNarp: That is not admitted. It is strenuocusly denied.

By Mr. Bamard
Q. Did you say “yes” to Mr. Kyte s question —A. I did not answer Mr Kyte.

(The reporter read Mr. Kyte’s question and the answer of the Wltness thereto.)
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By Mr. Barnard:
Q. You did not say that Mr. Maclachlan was a partner—A. T do not know that
he was; I do not know anything about it.

"By Mr. Kyte:
Q. You heard the evidence the other day?—A. Yes.
Q. You heard evidence to that effect?—A. Oh, yes.

Mr. KyTE: That is why he had it in his mind. There is no use trying to trap
the witness.

"The CHAIRMAN: As a matter of fact, this witness says he knows nothing at 4_111
about it. '

The Wirness: I did not understand Mr. Kyte to say it. I did not understand Mr.
Kyte to ask such a question.

By Mr. Barnard :

Q. Then you do not know that three spuds and several teeth in the dipper were
broken %—A. I was told that.

Q. If they were broken, as a matter of fact, would they break in material that
could be moved by a dredge?—A. Not likely.

Q. Now you took the dredge out on the work, did you not?—A. Yes.

Q. What dredge was it?—A. The Puget Sound.

Q. That is the same dredge that had been employed by the contractor?—A. Yes,
I was told it had been employed by him. ’

Q. I do not think there is any dispute as to that. Mr. Davy said that they took
‘you and put you, with that dredge, digging straight on the face of the rock cut; what
do you say as to that?%—A. It was put there, not at first.

Q. But when you broke the teeth?—A. Yes, it was on the rock, yes.

Q. Did they take you straight to the rock cut?—A. No.

Q. Did they take you to the rock cut and break the teeth of the dipper?—A. No,
no; they tried at first on the material that had been blasted, that is where they tried it
first.

Q. They tried it on material that had been blasted?—A. Yes. I was not satisfied
with that; I wanted them to put the dredge where I could find this hard material.

Q. What happened?—A. They had put it on the bank of the cut afterwards, and
I found that the bucket first struck rock in the bottom and was knocking it, and
also scraped in the bank of the rock for a certain distance, and when it came near the
top it struck what I thought to be this hard material and brought up just a very small
quantity of gravel and small boulders. I took that to be the hard material that had
been described by Mr. Maclachlan. .

Q. Yes, and it was stuff that could not be dredged —A. That stuff I do not think
could have been dredged by any dredge.

Q. And that was the foundation of that report?—A. Yes, from that information.

Q. Now then the suggestion by Mr. Davy that they endeavoured to pull the wool
over your eyes by taking you right direct down there on the edge of the rock cut
instead of the hard material 1 suppose you would not accept —A. Not altogether, no.

Q: You think he is mistaken in regard to that?—A. Yes, in that particular spot,
and Mr. Davy knows himself that he found there at that particular spot some hard
material. Of course it cannot be taken as a sample of the material that was found over
the whole area to be dredged. '

Q. But you'have no reason to doubt that it was all over the ground, have you %—A.
At that particular spot there was some hard material.

Q. Have you any reason to doubt that the same material extended more or less
over the whole of that area?—A. I cannot say anything about it, I was not there when
it was done.
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Q. You have no reason to doubt it%—A. I have, at the present time, yes.
) Q. Why now?—A. Because it has been gone into to a greater extent than I went
into it. *

Q. When you were out there why did you not go into it to a greater extent?—A. T
thought I had got everything I wanted.

Q. You are just as competent, I take it, to form an opinion upon this matter as
Mr. St. Laurent. I do not suppose you take off your hat to him as an engineer, would
you?—A. T took, fortunately, the same way as he did to go into it.
Q. And you came to a different conclusion %—A. Because I was deceived, in a way.
Q. You were deceived %—A. Yes.
Q. Now who deceived you?—A. The information I got out there deceived me.
Q. Who deceived you?—A. Well, Mr. Maclachlan, and the contractors to a certain
extent.

By Mr. Kyte:
Q. Did Mr. Nelson deceive you?—A. No.

By Mr. Barnard:

Q. Now, you got there on a Saturday afternoon?—A. Yes.

Q. And you spent most of Sunday with the contractors, did you not?—A. No,
with Mr. Maclachlan.

Q. Now in what respect did he deceive you?—A. In several respects.

2 d? Let us have them?—A. As to the class of work that had been done by the
redges.

Q. What did he say about that?—A. The class of dredges.

Q. What did he say about the class of work that had been done by the dredges?
—A. T was told that the Puget Sound had been tried on this material as well as the
clamshell.

Q. And now you think she was not?—A. I do now.

Q. If it developed that you are mistaken in that, and that she was tried on it
before it was shot, what would you say as to that? Would it make any difference in
your opinion now%—A. No, not as to classification.

Q. Well, then, that is not the reason for changing your mind?—A. Yes, that is
the reason.

Q. It is the reason for changing your mind?—A. Yes.

Q. Although you say it would not make any difference if it had not been done?
—A. Well— '

By the Chatrman:

Q. It is either one way or the other, it cannot be both—A. I do not understand
exactly what Mr. Barnard says.

By Mr. Barnard.:

Q. You told us that it would not make any difference in your opinion if you dis-
covered that the dredge had been put on there before the material was blasted, is that
right %—A. No, because I believe she could have removed it.

Q. You do?%—A. Yes.

Q. Did you tell us a little while ago that your reason for changing your mind was
that you had been deceived, and that the material had been blasted before the dredge
was put on it? You do not mean that, do you?—A. Oh, yes, it comes to the same
thing.

Q. Oh, it does?—A. Yes.

v

By the Chairman: :
Q. What was the particular way in which they had deceived you? What was the
deceit —A. By asserting that this material could not be removed by any dredge.
Mr. U. VALIQUET.
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By Mr. Barnard:

Q. That was what you went out there to find out?—A. Yes.

Q. Why did you not find it out?—A. I. tried to find it out.

Q. Mr. St. Laurent went out and because he thinks he found out you are willing
to change your view %—A. Not because he found out.

Q. Will you tell us why you changed your mind%—A. Because it has been proved
that the material wasn’t what it was stated to me to be.

Q. Who proved it?—A. Well, Mr. St. Laurent’s investigation.

Q. Now, you are basing all your evidence on Mr. St. Laurent’s report, not on
what you know yourself —A. Well, not on what I found out at the time, of course.

Q. So that he was able to find out things that you could not find out?—A. Yes.

Q. Now, there was no limit given to you as to the time this investigation was to
take?—A. Tt was to be done in as short a time as possible.

Q. Who told you that?—A. I understood that from the Chief Engineer.

Q. The Chief Engineer gave you instructions to do this as quickly as you could ?—
A. Yes.

Q. So you were to go out there and investigate a matter involving some $200,000,
you stayed there three and a half days, and came back and made a report. Do you
think that you did give the matter the amount of attention that it deserved?—A. Yes,
I was satisfied at the time that was right.

Q. And you feel quite easy in your mind as to the method in which you conducted
this investigation and the conclusion at which you arrived. You remember that T sug-
gested you should get a diver to go down and examine the cut?—A. Yes, you did.

Q. And you said A. Tt would be no good.

Q. And you still think that?—A. Yes, when I got there all this material had been
removed. '

Q. And you told me you would go on the dredge yourself, that you had so much
experience that they could not fool you. That was your statement, wasi’t it?—A. I
certainly thought it at the time. ‘

Q. Yet you think now you were wrong, is that right?—A. Not altogether, I was
misinformed. :

Q. Well, if you were not fooled altogether why did you make this report?—A.
From the information that has been received since.

Q. Oh, yes, you are coming to that conclusion now, not on what you know, but
on what somebody else has given evidence, on what somebody else has found since
that time?—A. Some of it, yes. .

Q. Is it not altogether that with regard to the change of your views?—A. Not
altogether. :

Q. Did you hold, when making your report, the same views you are holding now?
—A. No, I did not.

Q. And you are basing it now on what you heard in this Committee, isn’t that
so?—A. To a certain extent, yes.

Q. So that you are judging as to the truth or falsity of this evidence that you
heard here. Supposing there are a dozen witnesses come here and swear there was
hard pan would you change your view again?—A. No.

Q. Now you state here in your report “With a view of obtaining personal infor-
mation about the nature of the materials, the dredge was ordered to the site” selected
by you, “and placed near the edge of the cut that had been excavated. After getting
a few dippers full of loose material the hard bank of conglomerate was struck and a
dipper tooth was broken”; you remember that?—A. Yes.

Q. “After repeated trials in my presence I was satisfied that the excavation with
a dredge was impracticable.” Now, how long did you have the dredge at work?—
A. About two hours. ;

Q. And you made a report on the strength of that?—A. Yes.
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Q. “A sharp-pointed steel rod was then procured and from a row boat repeated
trials were made to penetrate the bottom consisting of the same kind of material.
After going through 15 to 18 inches of soft ground no impression could be made by
repeated blows the sharp point,” that is correct%—A. That is correct.

Q. Do you think they were tapping solid rock with this sharp rod of yours? Do
you think they had put that down on solid rock with the idea that you would not
find it?%—A. No, it was not solid rock.

Q. What was it?%—A. It was some gravel, pebbles, small stones.

Q. It was hard pan, wasn’t it?—A. It was hot hard pan.

Q. It was stuff that could not be dredged?—A. It was stuff that could not be gone
through with a sharp rod.

Q. It was stuff that could not be dredged with a dipper dredge?—A. I would not
say that.

Q. Is not that the only reason you gave for saying that you were satisfied that
excavation by a dredge was not practicable?—A. It is quite possible that at that par-
ticular place this material could not have been dredged.

Q. You did not go out to dredge that particular spot, but to see if there was steal-
ing going on in connection with the classification all over the work #—A. Yes, but the
whole of the material had been removed when I got there.

Q. Yes, but you were satisfied that excavation by a dredge was impracticable,
were you not?—A. Yes.

Q. Then you say that if your sharp pointed steel rod would not go through this
material that was one of your reasons for saying that excavation by a dredge was
impossible ~—A. Yes, that is so. g

Q. And then I asked whether they were pulling your leg there by putting that
rod down on the rock %—A. It was not down on the rock.

Q. It was not?—A. No. '

Q. Would you say that stuff was dredgeable—have you changed your mind on
that all?%—A. Tt is quite possible at that spot it could not be dredgea.

Q. Did you try to find out at any other spot?—A. No, there is not any other spot
to try at.

) Q. And you were satisfied that was sufficient to enable you to base a report upon
it involving the payment of $175,000%—A. Yes, quite satisfied.

Q. Now, Mr. Maclachlan did not deceive you there, did he?—A. Not in that par-

_ticular trial, no.
Q. Did you ask him to make any other trial?—A. No.
Q. Then he did not deceive you very much?—A. No, not in that particular spot.

The CHAIRMAN: What other point did he deceive the witness in?

By Mr. Barnard:
Q. Where else were you deceived?
The CHAIRMAN: By Mr. Maclachlan?
A. Well, T have told you before that as to the trials with the dredges and also—
Q. As to the power of the dredges’—A. As to the trials, and he also told me that
large pieces of this conglomerate had been brought up.
Q. Do you know that they had not been%—A. I could not see them, I wanted to.

By Mr. Kyte:
Q. Do you say you asked him to show you and he could not show you these pieces?
—A. Yes.

By Mr. Barnard:
Q. Where did you expect to find them?—A. On land somewhere, I thought they

would have been kept so as to show.
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Q. Why would he have kept them?—A. So as to prove there was such matemal
there.

Q. Why would he expect or think that the classification was going to be ques-
tioned %—A. He might have thought so, yes. )

Q. He told you three months before what kind of stuff there was going to be and
you said “all right,” now why should he keep the material?—A. To show whoever
would go there at his request.

Q. Nobody would go there at his request?—A. He was asking for somebody to go.

Q. Nobody ever intended to go there because of any request from Mr. Maclachlan.
Ycu did not go there because of his request?—A. Oh, certainly.

Q. Would conglomerate disintegrate in water?—A. To a certain extent it would
be disintegrated by the blasting.

Q. Then it would not disintegrate to such an extent that you could not tell what
it was?—A. Oh, yes.

Q. Then what was the_good of keeping it there after blasting?—A. Some pieces
would remain whole and those pieces could have been kept on shore.

Q. If those pieces were kept whole you would not be able to see them on the dump
itself %—A. Not likely, because at that time they would have been moved and put into
scows and from the scows dumped into the bottom, and that of course would tend to
disintegrate them.

Q. Would it not have been worth trying to ﬁnd them %—A. Yes, if you were sure
they were in a certain place then you would have to look for them.

Q. Have you not a limit where there was a dump made for this material %—
A. There was quite a large area.

Q. Do you think it would have been worth while examining the dump to see if
there was conglomerate there?—A. It might have, yes.

Q. But you would not do it?%—A. I did not do it, no.

Q. I asked you to do it?%—A. I do not know.

Mr. Barnarp: Well, I did.

By the Chavrman :

Q. Did he not ask you to put on divers to go down and see?—A. Yes, he suggested
a diver.

Q. Did you think at the time that in order to determine whether there was con-
glomerate or not, you should have seen these chunks?—A. It would have gone a great
way if they were there.

Q. Why did you not make an examination to find out if there were chunks?—
A. Because I did not think I could find them. I asked Mr. Maclachlan.

Q. The fact you could not find them, would that not have been evidence that there
was conglomerate ?—A. Not necessarily.

By Mr. Pringle:

Q. Mr. Valiquet, how long an experience have you had as an engineer ~—A. Thirty-
five years, in a practical way.

Q. Now, you have read the specifications %—A. Yes.

Q. And the specification reads as follows: ‘ The material to be excavated consist
of earth and rock, which shall be removed separately by two operations, of ordinary
dredging and blasting ”?—A. Yes.

Q. So that your interpretation of the specification would be that all material which
could not be removed by *ordinary dredging ” would be classified as rock?—A. Yes.

Q. Now, I notice in Mr. St. Laurent’s report, that he does not refer to that part
of the specification, but only refers to the portion of the specification which says that
all materials overlying the rock that can be removed with a dredge shall be considered
as earth. But reading the two, together, your interpretation would be that an ordinary
dredge——A. Yes, an ordinary dredge.

1—93 . Mr. U. VALIQUET.
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Q. Now then, Mr. St. Laurent again in his report does not seem to think there were
fair dredges on the coast?—A. The Puget Sound is an ordinary dredge.

Q. An ordinary dredge?—A. Yes.

Q. And if this material could not be removed by the Puget Sound then it should
be classified as rock?—A. Yes.

Q. Under that interpretation %—A. After it has been well tried.

Q. Now, of course, you all can see that the quantity of rock had been very much
underestimated?—A. Yes, in the first estimate.

Q. The total estimate for rock was only some 4,300 yards, and Mr. St. Laurent
finds that there has been excavated up to the present time some 13,600 yards. There
is no question about that?—A. No.

Q. Do you agree with Mr. St. Laurent that the definition of the two eclasses of
materials is too vague and leaves too much of the personal factor?—A. No, I do not
think it is very vague.

Q. You do not think it is vague?—A. No.

Q. 1\c~w, who is the better man to classify, the man who is on the ground every
day and is watching the work, or an outsider who comes on after the completion of
the work?—A. The man on the grOJnd is more competent, if he takes the pains to
ascertain it.

Q. As a matter of fact, according to the specifications, it is set out that the resident
engineer is, at least, in the first place, to be the judge of classification —A. Yes, he is
fo be the judge of classification.

Q. He is to be the judge of classification. Now, I am not going over these letters
again, but on the 20th August, when that letter was written by Mr. Maclachlan, that
was really the first time this question came up, as to the question of classification ?—
A. Yes.

Q. That was the first time Mr. Maclachlan found that the rock was going to
largely over-run the estimate, and submitted it fairly to your Department?—A. Yes.

Q. And you acknowledged the receipt of the letter, and practically agreed with
his classification %—A. Asked him for more information about it.

Q. And you got the information?—A. Yes.

Q. Now, you knew this, didn’t you, that there had been, we will say, an ordinary
dredge on that work prior to your geing out there?—A. I understood there had been.

Q. You understood that, yes. When you went out there arrangements were made
for the Pacific Coast Dredging Co.’s dredge to be on the site of the work. That was
the same dredge?—A. Yes.

Q. Tke Puget Sound. And you had it moved to different places on the site, or
did you only have it moved to one place?—A. It worked in two places.

Q. And your test in those two places confirmed Maclachlan’s report?%—A. The
first trial did not confirm it at all. ‘

Q. What did you say?—A. The first trial with the dredge did not confirm that
at all.

Q. You made no statement of that in your report, did you?—A. Well, I do not
know that I did.

Q. You do not know that you did. I think I have your report here, dated
December 9, 1915. Now, I see Mr. St. Laurent does not impute any dishonesty in
any way to Resident Engineer Maclachlan in his report. He thinks that Mr. Mac-
lachlan was perfectly honest in his opinion, although, he thinks, mistaken. You do
not impute any dishonesty to Mr. Maclachlan, the resident engmeer?—-A Not that
I know of.

Q. It was purely a matter of judgment, exercised by the man who was bound to
exercise his judgment on classification, and he exercised that judgment, and you con-
firmed the judgment that he exercised #—A. At that time, yes.

Q. You do not agree with Mr. St. Laurent that the classification is too vague?
—A. No.
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Q. I see that Mr. St. Laurent says (reads): “ For this reason, convinced of the
sincerity of the Engineer in his decision regarding classification, whether right or
wrong,” ete. Now, you were convinced of the sincerity of the engineer, Mr. Mac-
lachlan, in regard to his classification ~—A. Yes, I was at that time.

Q. Is it now almost an absolute impossibility to say whether Mr. Maclachlan was
in error or not? Is it not almost a physical impossibility to ascertain whether he
was in error or not>—A. Well, no; I do not think it is an impossibility.

Q. Will you tell us how you could ascertain? This material has all been
removed “—A. By the mode of working it. Of course, it can be found by inference.

Q. Have you found that mode yet?—A. I did not find it, no.

Q. You have not found it yet? Let me just go through this shortly again. Mr.
Maclachlan was the man fully charged with the responsibility of making the classifi-
cation, no question about that is there, on the 20th August? On the 20th day of
August he sends in an estimate making a classification and calling the attention of
the Chief Engineer to his difficulty in regard to -classifying this material, and he
asks to have the matter considered; that is correct, is it not?—A. Yes, he did.

Q. And you immediately wrote back to him approving of that classification #—
A No, 1 did not approve of it, only asked for more information.

Q. You did not in any way tell him to hold back hie estimate or his classifica-
tion —A. No. )

. Q. Now did not Mr. Maclachlan tell you that he had tested this material in
different ways, that he had not only tested it with the ordinary dredge, but he had
already dredged with the clamshells and found he could not do anything with it,
that he had tested it with the ordinary dredge and also with the drills%—A. No.

Q. T understood from Mr. Maclachlan that there was a four and a half ton
weight on the top of this drill, and he tested it with that drill. Would not that be
a pretty good test?—A. Yes, it would be, provided the drill did not go down too fast.

Q. But if he found that the drill would not penetrate the material with that
weight on it would you not consider it was pretty hard material?—A. Oh, yes, gravel
will do that, you know, ordinary gravel.

Q. Gravel will do that, will it?—A. Yes.

Q. How many of these estimates did you pase on to the accountant for payment
before Mr. St. Laurent’s report came in%—A. I did not pass any myself.

Q. Who passed them, the Chief Engineer?—A. I understand there were four of
them paseed. -

Q. You were aware of this fact that Grant, Smith and Company and Macdonell
Limited were the original contractors?—A. Yes.

Q. And you were aware that they had sublet this work —A. Yes.

Q. And you were aware that they were paying their sub-contractors just as they
received the money from the Department?—A. Well, I was not aware of it, but they
are supposed to do it.

Q. They are supposed to do that?—A. Yes.

Q. Would it not have been fair to the original contractors, Grant, Smith and Com-
pany and Macdonell Limited, to have notified them that there was some difficulty in
regard to the classification, and that it would be better for them not to pay their sub-
contractors instead of allowing them to pay $40,000 or $50,000 on estimates which
were passed by your Chief Engineer? Instead of that no notice was sent to them, was
it?—A. I suppose it would have been fair to do it.

By the Chairman:

Q. You said, Mr. Valiquet, that you thought Mr. Mallory was a sorehead, you had
some reason for that, I suppose. Will you tell us what your reasons were?—A. T was
informed just as soon as I got there that he had been dismissed by his employer.

Mr. U. VALIQUET.



134 PUBLIC ACCOUNTS COMMITTEE

6-7 GEORGE V, A. 1916

Mr. KvTE: I object to that statement of hearsay about Mr. Mallory being accepted
‘ag evide_pce.

Q. You were sent out there to make investigation?—A. Yes.

Q. And among other things you investigated this question about his being a sore-
head?—A. Well, on that question, from the information that I got I believe that he
was a sorehead and I relied entirely, or almost entirely on Mr. Maclachlan’s informa-
tion for that reason.

Q. Now you say that he was a sorehead; with whom did he seem to be sore?—A.
He seemed to be sore on the sub-contractors.

Q. Were they his employers?—A. With C. E. MacDonald, his employer.

Q. He seemed to be sore with his employer and he was then in his employ?—A.
Not at that time, when I saw him, because he had been dismissed, or had left, and from
the fact that he had taken some papers from C. E. MacDonald’s office it showed that
he must have made some report.

Q. And that was the reason that, knowing that he and his employers were “out”
you did not feel justified in relying much on these statements that he made?—A. Ex-
actly.

Q. You wanted to get independent evidence?—A. Yes.

By Mr. Barnard:

Q. You said that you did rely altogether on Mr. Maclachlan ?—A. Yes.

Q. And it was on account of what he told you that you thought Mallory was a
sorchead ?

The CuHAIRMAN: No, he said on aecount of what Mallory told him.

By Mr. Barnard:

Q. Now you had information and documents placed before you which showed you
that Mallory was accusing Mr. Maclachlan of very grave irregularities, didn’t you?—
A. Yes.

Q. And at that time you were quite prepared to accept Mr. Maclachlan’s word for
everything that he told you notwithstanding Mr. Mallory’s statement?—A. Mr. Mac-
$achlan, from those papers, is not in there at all, these papers concerned C. E. Mac-
Donald, Nelson and somebody else. At that time I did not know that Mr. Maclachlan
was concerned in them at all,

Q. Here is a letter from C. E. MacDonald to Nelson telling Nelson to go down and
give Maclachlan a good talking to about estimates. Did I call that particularly to
your attention?—A. Yes, you did. ’

Q. You appreciate what that meant, did you not?—A. No, because it did not
mean much. It might mean a great deal to these contractors, but it might not mean
anything as far as Maclachlan was concerned.

* Q. Then there was a slip in there which Mallory alleged that MacDonald had
dictated to him giving instructions to make up a certain estimate for the month and
telling him to charge 33% per cent over and above all expenses, you saw that slip %—A.
I do not remember seeing it.

Q. You don’t remember?—A. No.

Q. Tt was in the papers and was before you. Would you consider that was any-
thmg which would throw suspicion upon Maclachlan in your mind %—A. You would
have to consider what relation Maclachlan had with the others,

Q. He was resident engineer on the work and here was the contractor telling
his bookkeeper A. But he was not supposed to be any connection.

Q. Here was the contractor telling the bookkeeper to make out an estimate for 33%
per cent over and above all work that had been done. Would not that be sufficient to
throw suspicion upon Maclachlan?%—A. It would.

Q. That was all before you?—A. I did not see that particular slip.
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Q. It was there?—A. T did not see it at the time; it might be there I did not go
over them all, there were so many of them.

Q. Well, will you look at that slip? (Document handed to witness.) You had

that in your possession for three days—A. I never opened them after leaving your

" office, because I never intended to use them. (After examining slip.) I don’t remem-
ber seeing that at the time. :

Q. You don’t remember seeing that?—A. No.

Q. You had these documents with you for three days?—A. Yes, I had them, but
I never looked at them any more than I did in your office.

Q. You didn’t?%—A. No. )

Q. Well then, you threw yourself into the hands of Maclachlan?—A. Practi-
cally yes. i

Q. Were you not there to see whether Maclachlan was straight or not?—A. I never
heard any accusation about Maclachlan being a partner in the contract when I was in
Victoria. ,

Q. Not even from Mallory %—A. Not from Mallory, no.

By the Chatrman:
Q. Didn’t he mention it to you?—A. He did not mention it.
Q. Did he not have his diary %—A. No.

By Mr. Barnard: g

Q. To be perfectly just to Mallory, did you give him a chance?—A. I don’t sup-
pose I did. No, I don’t think I did.

By Mr. Kyte:

Q. You had no authority to make any investigation except as an engineer ¢—A.
That is all, yes.

Q. And as to classification—A. Yes, sir.

Q. The first intimation you had that there was anything wrong was when Mac-
lachlan demanded the extra classification of rock on the 20th August?—A. Yes.

Q. There was still a considerable portion of the work to do?%—A. When this letter
reached us about the 25th August there was a large quantity, I should say more than
50 per cent, of the work done.

Q. So that if they were overpaid on the August estimates you had lots of chance
to catch them up on the subsequent payments?—A. Yes.

Q. So it was not necessary, as & matter of fact, to stop work on the 20th of August
in order to save the Department?—A. No, there was no necessity for that.

Q. When you went out to Victoria you quite naturally went to the Resident
Engineer %—A. Yes.

Q. You had no suspicion of anything improper at that time ?%—A. No.

Q. You had no suspicion that his interests were adverse to the interests of the
Department —A. No.

Q. The information contained in your report as to what was done to_test the
classification was based upon information obtained from Maclachlan?—A. Yes.

Q. You state in your report (reads) :

“The earth excavation, amounting to about 82,000 cubic yards, was done by
an ordinary clamshell; this plant could not, however, excavate the harder con-
glomerate; a five-ton clamshell was brought from Vancouver; after several
days’ trial it was sent back and a powerful dipper dredge was tried. After
serious efforts, during which three spuds and several dipper teeth were broken,
the contractors and the Resident Engineer decided that blasting had to be
resorted to.”

That was information you obtained entirely from Maclachlan?—A. Yes.
Mr. U. VALIQUET.
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Q. You had no knowledge at the time as to whether it was correct%—A. I had not.

Q. And you had no ground for suspecting that Maclachlan would tell anything
but the truth?—A. That is so. I told Mr. Maclachlan at the time that I would men-
tion that all this was from his information.

Q. There was a discrepancy as to the quantity of rock reported on from the
first survey and the survey made after. The first referred to 4,000 yards, I think.—A.
It was all the same survey.

Q. But the area was extended afterwards?—A. Yes.

Q. Which accounted for the increase from 4,000 to 13,000 yards?—A. The plan
at first was not very clear as to the extent over which the rock had to be excavated.

Q. Yes?—A. And it was after a further examination of the plan that it was found
that the rock did extend over what we had considered first.

Q. That accounts for the difference’—A. Exactly.

Q. In the yardage of the rock?—A. Yes.

By the Chairman:

Q. It accounts for the difference between the 4,000 and the 13,000 yards?—A. Yes,
that is what it does.

By Mr. Kyte: :

Q. You referred to having conceived the impression that Mallory was dissatisfied,
in other werds, that he was a “sore head.” Who gave you this impression>—A. Both
the contractors and Maclachlan.

Q. Did you go to see Mr. Barnard when you went to Victoria?—A. I saw Mr.
Barnard, yes.

Q. Did you meet the contractors in his office?—A. No, I met Mr. Mallory there.

Q. Did Mr. Barnard think at the time that Mallory was a sorehead %—A. Well, he
gave me that impression himself.

Q. So then you got the impression from Mr. Barnard that Mr. Mallory was a sore
head%—A. He did not use that very word.

Q. T understand, but he gave you that impression?—A. I got the impression then.

Q. So you got the impression from Mr. Barnard and the sub-contractors —A. Not
the sub-contractors but the main contractors.

Q. The main contractors?—A. Yes.

By the Chairman:

Q. You also said you got it from Mallory himself, is that right?—A. Yes, also
from Mallory.

By Mr. Kyte:

Q. You knew that Mallory and the sub-contractors had had a disagreement ’—
A. Yes.

Q. And in view of the information you got from Mr, Barnard that Mallory was a
sore head you thought Mallory’s own statement confirmed it?%—A. Yes.

Q. When you went out there to make this examination as to classification, who
told you where to place the dredge?—A. Well, they placed the dredge themselves.

Q. Who?—A. The contractors or Mr. Maclachlan——

Q. Mr. Maclachlan%—A. Yes, at the suggestion of the contractors placed the
dredge. Afterwards I suggested that it be put against the bank of the cut. It was
there we found that after the dipper had come up a certain distance from the rock
it did strike a certain face of hard material which I thought was the material which
could not have been dredged by any dredge.

Q. At that particular place?—A. Just at that particular place.

Q. Did you know at the time of the large amount which had- been dredged for
rock by the sub-contractors?—A. Oh, yes, the work had been completed when I got:

Mr. U. VALIQUET.

.



GRANT, SMITH & CO. o 137

APPENDIX No. 1

there. That is what I was told, that all the material that had to be excavated had been
removed by blasting and by dredging.

Q. You did not know at the time that they had taken a lot of the material without
blasting —A. Oh, yes, it was the same material I spoke of, the 30,000 yards.

Q. Here is what your report says (reads):

“ A sharp-pointed steel rod was then procured and from a rowboat repeated
trials were made to penetrate the bottom, consisting of the same kind of
material. After going through 15 to 18 inches of soft ground, no impression
could be made by repeated blows of the sharp point.”

Q. From what information did you base your statement in that report?—A. I got
it myself.

Q. That has reference to a test you made yourself%—A. Yes.

Q. When you went out there the second time?—A. Yes.

Q. In endeavouring to penetrate this material with the rod, I suppose if the rod
came in contact with a boulder it could not get any further?—A. No, no, of course.

Q. Then this investigation was not a final one as to the quality of the material?
—A. My impression was at the time, after making the trial, that there was some hard
material there which possibly could not have been removed by a dredge, but that was
only a short distance from where Mr. Davy had reported from his borings that he had
met some hard material there.

Q. This might have been just a pocket between the pinnacles of the rock?—A.
Of course it was only a small area that was tried.

Q. What was the substance of the conversation you had with Mallory when you
went out there?—A. Well, he first made these accusations and T put him

Q. What accusations?—A. That this material could have been dredged, removed
by a dredge.

Q. Yes?—A. Afterwards, I asked him what experience he had had in dredging.

Q. Yes?—A. He told me that he had had no experience at all in dredging, that all
his experience in excavation consisted in steam-shovel work on railways.

Q. Did you ask Mr. Mallory to come and assist you in making your examination ?
—A. No, I did not.

Q. Or to assist you in making your report?—A. No.

Q. Well were you encouraged to invite Mr. Mallory’s co-operation by Mr. Barnard
and the sub-contractors?—A. Not that T know of.

Q. Did Mr. Mallory give you any hint as to how your investigation should be con-
ducted —A. No.

Q. Did he offer any suggestions to you?—A. No.

Q. And you did not encourage him to make any suggestions?—A. No.

By Mr. Barnard:

Q. Did you not tell us a little while ago that I suggested to you that Mallory
should go out with you?%—A. I do not think it.

Q. I think when you see this record in print you will find you did #—A. T do not
think you did suggest it.

Q. Well, I did?—A. I hardly think you did.

By the Chairman :
Q. Would you have taken him out if he had suggested it%—A. I do not think_ it.
Mr. Barnarp: He said he did not want him.

By Mr. Pringle:
Q. You were unquestionably put on your guard by Mallory, that is he intimated to

you that there was a possibility that there was something wrong in that classification ¢
—A. Oh, yes.
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Q. No doubt about that. Having that intimation, and also having had Mr.
Barnard explain the position to you, you went on and made your inspection, you were
satisfied that the classification of dredging allowed for Victoria piers is correct accord-
ing to specification ?

By Mr. Ky.te:

Q. And you were thrown off your guard on the suggestion of Mr. Barnard and the
contractors that Mallory was a sorehead.

The CuamrMAaN: You cannot ask the witness two questions. He has not answered
Mr. Pringle’s question. ’

By Mr. Kyte:
Q. Is that not true, Mr. Valiquet?
The CHaRMAN: Let him answer the first question. He may say yes or no, I do
not know. _
Mr. PringLE: 1 thought he did myself.

The WiTness: At that time, I was satisfied that the classification was correct.

By Mr. Pringle:

Q. Was correct%—A. At that time.

Q. And you were on your guard because you had been warned, and consequently
you made a careful inspection, and you were satisfied the classification was correct.

By Mr. Kyte:

Q. Is it not true you were thrown off your guard as to the disinterestedness of
Mallory by the suggestion that he was a sorehead?—A. Well, I was partly thrown off
my guard, yes.

Q. And the suggestion came from Mr. Barnard and the sub-contractors?—A.
Although I did not pay much attention, I paid no attention to that so far as the inves-
tigation was concerned; it did not affect my finding of it in any way.

Q. No. It discounted your confidence in Mr. Mallory’s statement?—A. Yes.

By Mr. Barnard:

- Q. Now, Mr. Valiquet, will you tell me what I said to you that indicated that I did
not want you to make a full and complete investigation?

The CnamMaN: I do not think he suggests that.

By Mr. Barnard:

Q. Did I say anything to you that indicated that I did not want a full and com-
piete investigation?—A. No, you never said anything.

Q. Did I, or did I not, show dissatisfaction with you for making what I con-
sidered was a very sketchy investigation?—A. You certainly impressed on me the
idea that the investigation should be full.

Q. When you came to my office—you arrived in Victoria on Saturday, and came
to see me on Monday—you had been with either the contractors or the engineers the
day before?—A. Yes.

Q. The first thing you said to me was “ This man, Mallory, is a sorehead.” TIs
that right?’—A.-T may have said that from the information I got.

Q. What reply did I make?—A. T do not know that you made any reply. You
said that he had been to see you before that, and told——

Q. Of course he had. It was on his information that I sent the telegram.
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By Mr. Carvell:
Q. And told what?—you were going to add something?—A. He had told me
that certain things had happened between the contractors and Mallory which made
me think he was a sorehead.

By Mr. Barnard:

Q. I do not remember that. I may have. Didn’t I produce to you all those
documents ?—A. Yes.

Q. And was not the effect of the conversation, that even if he is, to look at the
documents? Was I not basing the suggestion that there was anything wrong on these
documents? not on what Mallory eaid%—A. You said

Q. You never looked at them again?—A. Not after leaving your office, because
T did not intend, from the time you spoke about it, to go into—to investigate it at all.

By the Chaiwrman:

Q. He produced the documents to endeavour to make a full investigation?—A.
That is what he wanted, because I did not want to go into it because I had no instruc-
tions. That was the first time I had ever heard anything about it, when I got to
Vancouver, and after I saw Mr. Stevens, he knew all about it; he told me that the
Minister intended to go into this matter, and that decided me not to look into it at
all, so I returned the documents to Mr. Barnard.

By Hon. Mr. Crothers:

Q. Do you know who made the estimate of the material to b2 removed before
the contract was entered into?—A. It was made by the man who prepared the plans,
yes. ,
Q. Do you know who he was?—A. Mr. Miles.

Q. 1s he a competent engineer?—A. Yes, very.

Q. And it would be his duty to make a sufficient examination of this material
to enable him to state approximately the quantities of earth and rock respectively?
—A. Well, he could not make an examination of the material itself; he was working
on the plans only.

Q. Who made the examination out there then?—A. Mr Davy took the borings
at first.

Q. Is he a competent engineer—A. Yes.

Q. In trying to ascertain the quantities of rock and other material, should he
make such an ,investigation as to enable him to reach approximately the quantities
of the various materials?—A. Yes, and he did, too.

Q. And he reported 4,300 cubic yards?—A. Not he—— Mr. Davy did not
report thalt.

Q. Who did? That is what I am trying to get at?—A. The man who prepared
the amount?

Q. The man who prepared the plans in Ottawa would- not report the quantity of
rock in Victoria Harbour. There must have been somebody to investigate it there.
—A. The plans were first.

Q. Never mind the plans. Who investigated the conditions of the work to be
done there as to the quantity of rock and other material to be removed? Who did
that work on the ground?—A. Mr. Davy did.

Q. He is a competent engineer?—A. Yes.

Q. Was it his duty then to make such an examination as to enable him to report
to the Government approximately the quantity of these different kinds of material —
A. He did not report on the quantities.

Q. What did he go out there for?—A. Just to find out and show on the plan where

the rock was.
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Q. Who made the calculation as to the quantity of rock %—A. Miles did, from the
plans. -
Q. And the plans would enable him to do that if they were properly prepared by
Davy?—A. Yes.

Q. He reported 4,300 cubic yards?—A. Yes.

Q. How much rock had been allowed for in the progress estimates up until the
time you wrote this report on the 9th December ?—A. There had been, well, T cannot
say how much.

Q. Somewhere about 82,000 cubic yards?—A. Yes, likely.

Q. About 32,000 cubic yards? Is it possible that the man who made the investiga-
tion out there could be as far out in the actual condition as the difference between
4,300 yards and 32,000 yards, if he was an honest man and a skilled man?%—A. Well,
the man who first made the borings, took the borings, ascertained the level of the rock,
and the level of the earth. )

Q. Just to make it sure: Your officers reported 4,300 cubic yards of rock to be
removed “—A. Yes.

Q. And another officer, Maclachlan, reported that there were 32,000 cubic yards
which had been removed. TIs that right?—A. The first estimate was not right.

Q. Never mind about that. Is it so, that your officer reported first that there were
4,300 cubic yards to be removed, and another officer reported that. there were 32,000
cubic yards, and upon his report the progress estimates were allowed, that is so, is it
not?—A. Yes.

Q. TIs it possible that all these officers could be skilful and honest and there be such
a spread as that between 4,300 and 32,000 cubic yards? Some of them must have been
wrong —A. Surely.

Q. There must have been some incompetence or dishonesty somewhere?—A. Yes,
or error.

Q. In your report of the 9th of December you refer to the letter from Mr. Mac-
lachlan as stating that there were 30,000 cubic yards, and you knew at that time that
the estimate was 4,300 cubic yards?—A. Yes.

Q. Did that arouse any suspicion in your mind as to Mr. Maclachlan’s competence
or honesty, one or the other%—A. Well it did, not as to his dishonesty but—

Q. One or the other, he was incompetent or dishonest?—A. Well, it might have
been an error.

Q. An error to the extent of the difference between 4,300 and 80,000 cubic yards?
Well, you went out to Victoria to get this information, to make an inquiry why there
was such a difference between the estimate and the actual amount; you had sufficient
suspicion to cause you to do that?—A. Yes.

Q. Well then, do you mean to say that having that information before you that
the engineer who made the estimate reported there was 4,300 cubic yards and Mr. Mac-
lachlan had returned up to that time 30,000 cubic yards, was it a proper thing to
accept Mr. Maclachlan’s statement as to the facts?%—A. No, not necessarily.

Q. A man has rather substantial cause for assuming either one of two things—
incompetence or dishonesty—you went out to find the truth and you would not accept
the statement of a man who, in a sense, was under a cloud like that, would you?—A.
No, no, of course not.

Q. Did you make your report on what he said to you or on what you found out
from other sources?—A. Partly from what he said and partly from what I found
myself.

Q. But according to your report you based a very material part of it upon what
he told you?—A. Yes.

Q. The man who was under a cloud?—A. He was not under a cloud at that time.

Q. T thought you admitted that he was; that the difference between the 4,300
cubic yards estimated and the 80,000 cubic yards reported by him ciused you to have
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suspicion of either his competency or his honesty 2—A. Not necessarily, it might have
been an error in the plan.

Q. So that this might be, and everybody come out of it competent and honest, that
there should be the difference between 4,300 and 32,000, and yet all be honest and
competent with such a spread as that between the estimate and the actual quantity ~—
A. Errors in plans for such a thing have been shown before.

Q. Nothing dishonest had been shown before, but would a man, competent and fit
for his position, make such errors as that?%—A. Oh, yes, an honest man could make an
error. ‘

Q. And a competent man?—A. Yes.

By the Chairman :
Q. How great an error could be made before he was incompetent?

By Hon. Mr. Crothers:

Q. Could he make error to the extent of the difference between 4,300 and 30,000¢
—A. Yes, errors have been made.

By Mr. Bennett (Simcoe) :

Q. Is it not in Mr. St. Laurent’s evidence that it is an actual fact that he found
there were 13,000 yards of rock?—A. Yes, that was an error.

By Hon. Mr. Crothers:

Q. Now, speaking about “ conglomerates” referred to here, Mr. Valiquet, is not
that an expression well understood by engineers to be rock?—A. Yes. ;

Q. So that if it is conglomerate there is no question about whether a dredge could
remove it or not, it ought to be reported as rock—A. Yes.

Q. But you raised the question here about conglomerates in your report. You
say that “ the earth excavation amounting to about 82,000 cubic yards was done by an
ordinary clamshell; this plant could not, however, excavate the harder conglomerate.”
You never expected any kind of dredge to remove conglomerate which you say is just
the same as rock?—A. No.

Q. Why then bring it in there at all?—A. This expression in Mr. Maclachlan S
letter  conglomerate ” does not convey the idea that it was solid rock.

Q. No, no, what is known as conglomerate?—A. As a'rule what is known as con-
glomerate goes in as rock.

Q. I think it is only fair to point out to you, Mr. Valiquet, the statement contained
in your letter of December 9 as Mr. Maclachlan’s letter of August 20 does not bear out
those statements at all. In your statement of the 9th of Decémber you say: “In a
letter dated August 20, the resident engineer, Mr. Maclachlan, reported that a large
quantity of hard material, consisting of a conglomeration of cemented stone, gravel
and clay, “ there is not a word of that kind in his letter about “ cemented stone, gravel
or clay,” that could not be removed by dredges, and amounting, together with rock, to
about 30,000 cubic yards.” There is not a word of that kind in his letter about “ 30,000
cubic yards ” that you are referring to here.—A. There is about 27,000.

Q. No, not in his letter?—A. It is in his letter of the 10th September—I was
mixing the two, probably.

Q. So that it is your opinion, Mr. Valiquet, that a man might be a skilful and
honest engineer, and still have a spread of the difference between 4,300 and 32,000
cubic yards in his figures?—A. Yes.

Q. So there is not much assurance for the Government when' they are trying to
find out how much material has to be removed in getting a report from an engineer.

By Mr. Kyte:

Q. You stated that a mistake in the amount of rock to be removed might often be
made. Now in the first instance in reference to the error in the plan there was no error
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in this plan, as a matter of fact, as was subsequently shown?—A. Not so far as the
borings were concerned.

Q. No, then as to the difference between 4,000 cubic yards and 13,000 cubic yards
actually taken out, was not that increase due to the fact that the area of dredging was
increased as regards the pier heads and the bulk heads?—A. Well, it was not exactly
that. The plan did not show very clearly to what extent the excavation was to be made.

Q. There is the plan (plan handed to witness)—A. The original plan only showed
here, the length of the bulkhead.

Q. That is at the bottom of what section %—A. Section 1, they call it. The plan
only showed this as 75 feet to be excavated, whereas the whole bulkhead was 150 feet
long, and therefore the rock had to be excavated over the whole length.

Q. So that is due to the fact that actually more excavation had to be made than
was at first thought necessary? It was not due then to any incompetency on the part
of the men who made the survey %—A. Oh no, that is what T have been trying to say.

Q. Did you have any communication with the Minister with regard to what your
duties were to be when you reached Victoria?—A. Oh no, I did not meet him.

Q. Did you meet him at Winnipeg?—A. No, sir.

Q. Did you have any conversation with Nelson, the Inspector of Dredging ?—A.
No sir, never met him. .

Q. That is, you did not meet him on that trip %—A. Oh no. not on the whole trip.

Q. How did you come to go to Mr. Barnard’s office——A. Because I had—

Q. Tmmediately on your arrival at Victoria?—A. Because I had to see him
regarding the investigation. 1 ‘

Q. And it was there you met the sub-contractors *—A. No.

Q. The contractors, rather.—A. No, not there, just Mallory.

Q. You met Mallory there?—A. Yes.

By Mr. Pringle, K.C.:

Q. There is a little mix-up I want to make clear. According to Mr. St. Laurent’s
report the total quantity of material up to 31st October was 95,286 cubic yards, but of
that quantity only 18,164 yards were paid for?—A. Yes.

Q. You said some 30 odd thousand?—A. Well, the 27,000 yards mentioned in
Maclachlan’s report, which he gives us to understand is the excess, added to four thou-
sand three hundred and something would make up the 32,000 yards.

Q. But in the estimates which were returned, the total quantity returned was
95,286 cubic yards, of which 18,164 yards had been paid for. Then Mr. St. Laurent, as
I understand it, allows 13,060 cubic yards, leaving an excess of 5,104 yards in dispute
up to the present time as having been paid for. Nothing has been paid for over the
18,164 yards?%—A. I don’t know as to that, I could not say.

Mr. CARVELL: But according to my recollection about 5,000 yards had been
blasted and not dredged, in addition to the 25,000.

The Wirxess: That is in the August estimate.

By Mr. Pringle, K.C.:
" Q. You tried a steam drill, did you not?—A. Oh no, I never tried a steam drill

out there.

Q. You say you examined by means of a sharp-pointed steel rod —A. Yes.

Q. You tried that?—A. Yes.

Q. Do you think that was a good test?—A. It is in some cases.

Q. If it is not a good test why did you try it?—A. T thought it was a pretty fair
test.

Q. You thought it was a good test and that you were using the proper instrument.

to make the test?—A. Yes.
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Q. You made that test with this steel rod and you found you could make no
impression by repeated blows, that is correct, is it not?—A. Yes.

Q. T will not say whether this report of yours is any good or whether it is not,
but you say in it that you used the steel rod, that you made repeated blows and that
they produced no impression, consequently that tended to confirm your opinion
that Maclachlan was right, did it not?—A. Oh, yes.

Q. Why certainly.—A. But it just happened to strike a place where it was rock.

Q. Why did you not strike some other places?—A. Because there were no other
places.

Q. There were no other places?—A. The material had all been removed.

Q. The material had all been removed ?—A. Yes.

Q. So where the material had all been removed you could not say whether Mac-
lachlan was right or wrong?—A. Except by examining the drilling records.

Q. Well then, you examined the drilling records to see whether Maclachlan was
right %—A. Yes. :

Q. And having examined all the drilling records you came to the conclusion that
Maclachlan was right?—A. I didn’t examine them all.

Q. Why did you say you did%—A. I didn’t say I did.

Q. Here is what you say in your report (Reads) :

“I also examined the very detailed records of the steam drill work kept
by the contractors from measurements taken on the drilling rods from the drill
scow in the presence of the Government inspectors.”

- £
First you made your test with the pointed steel rod, then you made your test with the
dredge and then you examined all the records, and having examined everything you
could find you came to the conclusion Maclachlan’s report was right and you certihed
that to the Minister. Is that right or wrong?—A. The drilling records were not all
examined, I examined a large proportion of them, probably 20 per cent of them.

Q. And after making all that examination you thought you had made sutticient
examination —A. T thought so, yes.

Q. And having made sufficient examination you reported that Maclachlan’s classi-
fication was right%—A. T thought it was right at the time.

Q. You thought it was right at the time?—A. Yes.

Q. Do you agree with Mr. St. Laurent when he says (Reads):

“ After the most careful inspection of the office records, discussion with
the engineer and inspectors, I must absolutely reject any suggestion of collu-
sion or dishonesty.” .

Do you agree with Mr. St. Laurent in that?—A. Yes.

Q. Do you agree that there has been no collusion and no dishonesty on the part
of this engineer or on the part of the contractors?—A. T eannot say as to that.

Q. Do you, or do you not, agree with Mr. St. Laurent?—A. T would not say any-
thing about that.

By Mr. Kyte:

Q. Who was with you when you were operating that steel rod —A. Mr. Maclachlan
and three of the dredge men.

Q. Three of the dredge men?—A. Yes, two rowing and one holding the rod.

Q. Who do you say held the rod%—A. One of the dredge men,

Q. Who held the hammer ?—A. There was no hammer.

Q. How was the steel rod forced down?—A. By striking like that (illustrating)
hand drilling, like.

Q. Who did that?—A. One of the men.

Q. You did not do that at all?%—A. T did not do that myself.
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Q. One of the men employed on the dredge did that?—A. Yes.

Q. And he told you he could not get down any further %—A. Well I could see he
could not get down any further.

Q. In that matter you depended on the work done by these other men also?—
A. Well, T was there to see it.

Q. Well, T understand that, but you did not force the rod down yourself ?—A. No.

Q. Tt was a man selected by Maclachlan to assist you?—A. No, not by him.

Q. Who selected these men ?—A. Well, T do not know who selected them, they were
sent from the dredge.

Q. They were sent from the dredge to assist you?—A. Yes.

Q. Who sent them?—A. T could not say.

Q. Did you ask for them?—A. I asked Mr. Maclachlan or probably the contractor.

Q. You asked Mr. Maclachlan for men and these men came to assist you?—A. Yes.

Q. And it was one of these men who held the rod and endeavoured to get it
through the material —A. Yes. _

Q. Where was it you examined the dredging records?—A. Oh, it was in Mr. Mac-
lachlan’s office.

Q. T mean the drilling records 9—A. Yes, the drilling records in Mr. Maclachlan’s
office. They were brought there by the contractor’s engineer.

Q. Who was that?—A. Mr. Woolley. :

Q. Were all the drilling records there 9—A. He brought them there in book form.

Q. Yes?—A. There were probably 250 or 300 of these.

Q. And you examined, you say, about 20 per cent?—A. Yes.

Q. Who selected the ones to be examined?—A. Oh, well, they were just turned over
Tlike that (illustrating) by Mr. Woolley.

Q. Mr. Maclachlan was there too ?2—A. Yes.

Q. And Mr. Woolley %—A. Yes.

Q. And Mr. Woolley turned over the records you were to examine —A. Yes.

Q. And you examined these he put before you?—A. Yes.

Q. And no more?—A. No.

-

By Mr. Barnard:
Q. Do you think, Mr. Valiquet, that when they were using this steel rod, they
were pulling your leg —A. I beg your pardon ?

Q. Do you think, as Mr. Kyte suggests, they were pulling your leg?—A. No, I do
not think it. I did not understand that he meant that.

By the Chawrman:

Q. Is that the usual way of making a test with a rod—the other man strikes the
blow? Are you supposed to strike the blow yourself “—A. I would not say it is a
very usual way, but that is the only way when you have nothing else on hand.

Q. Mr. Kyte suggests that you should have struck all the blows yourself. Is
there anything in that?—A. No.

Q. The usual way is to have somebody else do that?*—A. Yes, and you can see
what happens.

By Mr. Pringle:

Q. Mr. Valiquet, about this book of records, these things that you examined
were not selected, you took them right out of the page on the record; they were not
- picked out by anybody ?—A. No, they were just turned over.
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By Mr. Kyte: ’ .
Q. By Wooley—A. By Wooley.
An Hon. MemBER: Who was Wooley ?
Mr. Kyte: The contractor’s engineer.

Witness discharged.

Mr. CARVELL: Before we adjourn, I wish to make reference to an incident that
occurred here on Friday last. While our investigations here are, to some extent, in
the nature of contests, I always feel that they should not be any more unpleasant
than is necessary. And I had an idea during the progress of the examination of the
witness, Mallory, that an attempt was being made—at least I won’t say was being
made—to block the investigation; and T went so far in my own mind as to conclude
that it was an organized attempt. I may have been right or I may have been wrong.
However, just before the close of the session, reference was made to Mr. Clements,
who was not present at the time. And I wish now to publicly state that I was not
justified in doing so, and I wish to offer to this Committee and to Mr. Clements my
sincere regret for the incident.

The CuamrMAN: T think that is a very manly statement for Mr. Carvell to make.
So far as T can see, both parties seemed to be anxious to get to the bottom of this
investigation.

Mr. CLEMENTS: T want to say that I appreciate the statement of the hon. member
for Carleton, and I want also to say that it is ragrettable that a witness like Mr.
Mallory should come down here, without the facts, and attempt to make insinuations
against a member of this Committee and a member of the House, in the way he did.
In future, it should be a lesson to us.

Committee adjourned.

House or CoMMoONS,
Room No. 301,
Fripay, April 7, 19186,

The Select Standing Committee on Public Accounts met at 11 a.m., the Chairman,
Mr. Middlebro, presiding, and resumed the consideration of certain payments to
Grant, Smith & Co., and Macdonell, Limited, in connection with dredging at Victoria,
B.C. ’

The examination of Mr. G. E. MALLORY resumad.

By Mr, Carvell:

Q. When you were examined at a former sitting I think you had got down o the
June estimates, had you not?—A. Yes. :

Q. Had you given evidence as to the June estimates?—A. I believe so.

Q. The Auditor General has produced the progress estimates for the month of
July, dated July 31. Look at these and say how much earth was returned up to the
end of July according to these estimates (handing estimates to witness) ?%—-A. After
referring to estimates), 24,940 cubic yards.

Q. How much rock —A. 3,183 cubic yards of rock.

1—10
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Q. Removed?—A. Removed. . '

Q. Yes?—A. “Rock blasted but not excavated of 50 per cent value, 1,600 yards.”

Q. What do you mean by that 50 per cent value?-A. There would be 1,600 cubic
yards of solid rock drilled and blasted but not dredged, for which they would receive
the full price of $9.10 for 800 yards.

Q. Then you gave them 50 per cent of the total quantity moved? That would
mean then a total of 4,683 cubic yards?—A. No, 4,700 cubic yards.

Q. Yes, 4,783 cubic yards up to that time. Now, Mr. Mallory, did you have any-
thing to do with making up that estimate?—A. I handled a memorandum, 1 made up
a mpmorandum of that estimate, before that estimate was made out by the resident
engineer. !

Q. To whom did you give it%—A. To J. S. Maclachlan.

Q. That is the resident engineer?—A. Yes.

Q. When you gave Mr. Maclachlan that estimate of between three and four
thousand cubic yards of rock did you believe there had been four or five thousand cubie
yards removed or blasted “—A. No.

Q. You did not?—A. No.

Q. I would like to know how you justify your conduct then?—A. My conduct
was—I was working under instructions from C. E. Macdonald.

Q. Anybody else?—A. And J. L. Nelson.

Q. Will you now swear this estimate was made up by you under the instruction
of your employers, MacDonald and Ne'son?—A. Yes. sir.

Q. Did you give this to Mr. Maclachlan personally “—A. T beg your pardon?

Q. Did you give this statement to Mr. Maclachlan personally *—A. T think I did.

Q. You are not positive?—A. No.

Hon. Mr. CroTHERS: The witness says he was employed by Nelson and Mac-
Donald, is that correct?

Mr. OARvELL: That is what he said.

Hon. Mr. CrotaERS: T understood he was in the employ of MacDonald only.

Mr. CarverL: He says he was employed by Nelson and MacDonald. ' (To the
witness; did Mr. Nelson have anything to do with employing you) ?

The WitNess: He was consulted as to whether I would be acceptable or not.

By Mr. Carvell:

Q. By whom?—A. By Mr. MacDonald.
Q. You know that?—A. Yes.

By Mr. Bennett (Simcoe):

Q. Were you present at the interview ¢—A. No, but I was not employed until it
was found out, and then T was told I was acceptable and could go on.

Q. Can you state that of your own knowledge ?—A. No, sir.

Q. You don’t know whether they ever talked about it?—A. No.

By Mr. Carvell:

Q. Did you ever receive instructions regarding the work from Nelson?—A. Yes.

Q. You did?—A. Yes.

Q. Tell the Committee what would be the nature of the instructions you received
from Nelson?—A. Well, the instructions were mostly to talk rock to Mr. Maclachlan.

Q. To talk rock to Mr. Maclachlan?—A. Yes.

Q. Did you ever give money or cheques or other documents to Nelson 7—A. Yes.

Q. Which of the three did you give, or did you give them all?—A. I handed him
statements showing the state of the work, rough statements.

Mr. G. E. MALLORY.
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Q. How frequently %—A. Well, once T was taken or told to go to Vancouver and
I went over to Vancouver and gave him one, gave him a statement. Other times 1
gave him statements in the office in Victoria and gave him letters to take over to
Vancouver.

Q. Well, then, in a general way you treated him as a principal did you?—A. I
considered I was taking orders from him.

Q. Have you any receipts for money from him?—A. Yes, there is one in a package
of papers here.

Q. See if you can find it, please.

Witness makes search for receipts amongst papers.

By Mr. Carvell:

Q. Have you seen the receipt since these papers came to Ottawa?—A. No, but
I think it is in them.
Q. You think it is there?—A. Yes.

By the Chairman:

Q. Is that it? (Handing document to witness.)—A. (After examining document.)
That is it.

By Mr. Carvell:

. Q. What is it?%—A. That is a receipt from J. L. Nelson to C. E. MacDonald dated
August 12, 1915, for $2,000.

Q. Signed by J. L. Nelson?—A. Signed by J. L. Nelson.

Q. You have seen his signature?—A. Yes.

Q. You know the signature when you see it?%—A. Yes.

The CHalRMAN: This receipt is on the letter paper of C. E. MacDonald, dated
August 12th, 1915, and reads: “ Received from C. E. MacDonald, the sum of $2,000.”
Signed, “J. L. Nelson”.

Mr. Carvern: And it is just written out ir longhand (showing to Mr. Bennett,
Simcoe).

By Mr. Carvell:

Q. Now, I come back to this estimate of 81s: July, 1915, which you said you pre-
pared and gae Mr. Maclachlan, or gave him, at least, the material for it. What
amounts were you to include in this estimate, and how much profit%—A. There are
instructions to me in these papers also in connection with that.

The CHAIRMAN: That is the July estimate?
Mr. CArvELL: The July estimate.
The WirNess: (Producing slips.) Here they are.

By Mr. Carvell:
Q. Read them. In the first place from whom do they come?—A. From Mr
Macdonald to Mallory is marked on it.
By the Chatrman :
Q. In whose handwriting —A. Macdonald’s handwriting.

By Mr. Carvell:

Q. That is the sub- contractor7—A C E. Macdonald. _
1103 Mr. G. E. MALLORY.
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By the Chairman:

Q. Read it exactly as it is there?—A. (Reads) :—
MeD.
Mallory
Get out estimate for July.
Maclachlan wants it in at once.
Allow 1 foot all over work for earth.

Q. It is not signed ?—A. No.
Q. Do you swear that is his handwriting?—A. Yes.

By Mr. Carvell :
Q. Have you anything else other than that?—A. Another one (reads):—

Get amount of pay rolls for July.

Get estimate for July made up that will show at least 33% per cent profit
for the month. Including insurance, rentals, repairs, pay-rolls, automobile
notes, etc. ’

(There is $3,500 to be paid on notes, money borrowed in Vancouver).

Contract with Henry McFee has to be attended too.

Q. Does that last sentence refer to another contract?—A. Yes.
Q. Then we do not care about that.

By Mr. Barnard:

Q. Any date on that memoranda?—A. No. I have written on the back of it
(reads) :—
“T got this from Mac on the 31st day of July.”

By Mr. Carvell:
Q. Would anything of that be in your diary as well?—A. T think so.

/

By the Chairman:

Q. Is that in the handwriting of Mr. Macdonald?—A. Yes.
Q. The whole of it?—A. All of what I have read.

By Mr. Carvell:

Q. Having received those instructions from your principal, you did prepare a
progress estimate to cover the amount which he wanted covered?—A. I used that
amount in dollars and cents.

Q. It was made?—A. It was made in quantities that looked fairly well bal-
anced to make that amount. .

Q. And you say you either took that to Mr. Maclachlan or told him what the
amount was?—A. Yes.

Q. Tell us your best judgment now—that you gave it in writing or simply by
word of mouth?—A. I think I gave it to him on a small piece of paper, the same
as that under the classification, showing under its different headings.

Q. If you did put it in writing, would you keep a copy of it?—A. Not necessarily;
it was of no value. I expected to see it on the estimate.

Q. That is your recollection of what took place in July?—A. Yes.

Q. You also notice that at that time you had specified more rock than the total
original estimate gave?—A. Yes.

Q. That is right. Now, had you ever come to the conclusion, from any informa-
tion that you received, that the completed work would show more rock than the
original estimate of 4,300 yards?—A. Yes, I had. _

Mr. G. E. MALLORY.
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Q. Tell me when and how you got the idea?—A. When I first—it was before T
was on the work at all—I had the plan at my house in Victoria, that is the plan of the:
soundings or for this excavation.

Q. Yes.—A. And I had been told the number of lineal feet and direction of the
gquared area, we will say, that the dredging would be done in." I took the soundings
and made a very rough estimate—in fact; I think it took me fifteen or twenty minutes
or half an hour—and I figured there were about ten thousand yards or a little over,
10,100 is the estimate I made at that time.

Q. Do you say now, in the month of July you had an idea that the finals would
total out more than 4,300 yards?—A. Yes, but I had not heard it mentioned any other
place. ,

Q. That was your own impression?—A. That was.

Q. Now, from being on the work during the month of July, how much rock do
you say had been removed by the end of July?—A. Not more than 500 yards.

Mr. Barnarp: Mr. Carvell do you speak of solid rock or rock in hard material?

Mr. Carvern: I am using the word rock as referred to here by the engineer, that
is solid rock or conglomerate.

Mr. BarNarp: Or conglomerate?

Mr. Carvern: I understand the engineers have treated conglomerate as rock.

Mr. BarNarp: There seems tc be some confusion in the terms as between the
engineers: One man speaks of hard‘material not being conglomerate as rock in so
far as the classification is concerned and the others say conglomerate and rack are
the same.

Mr. CarverL: There may be evidence of that, but I have not heard any along
that line yet. I imagine we will hear evidence of that kind.

Mr. BarNarD: There has been some.

Mr. CarverL: I did not have thé pleasure of listening to Mr. Valiquet during the
first hour and a quarter of his examination yesterday.

Mr. DavipsoN: He told us conglomerate was a very hard kind of rock.

Mr. CarveELL: In my mind, and, I think, in that of the witness when the word
“rock ” is used, it is intended to mean rock in its natural sense. If it can be shown
that there is any other material which ought to have been classified as'rock, I do not
think it is material I am talking about now.

Mr. Barnarp: What I want to get at is, is the witness speaking of rock?

Mr. CarveLn: We will have that cleared up.

By Mr. Carvell:
Q. When you say that not more than 500 yards of rock had been removed at the
end of July, what do you include in the term “rock?’—A. Boulders over 3 cubie
feet, or solid rock in place that had been blasted so it could be dredged.

By the Chairman:
Q. Do you mean rock according to the specifications as you understand them ?—
A. Yes.
Q. In other words, there should not have been an estimate for more than 500
yards of rock according to the specifications as you interpret them?—A. Yes.

Mr. Carverr: I thought that was his idea.
By Mr. Carvell :

Q. Do you know when the June estimate was paid. because T am going now to
the previous estimate, the June estimate?—A. I think it was paid about the 31st of
July, or between the 28th of June—— '

Mzr. G. E. MaLLORY.
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Q. Between the 28th of July, you mean. Anyway, the latter part of July?—A.
Yes.

Q. Do you know anything about making out the August estimate?—A. Yes.

Q. What do you know about that?—A. I was working on the same instructions.

Q. Did you have any positive instructions from the contractor for the August
estimate?—A. I have nothing in writing.

Q. What instructions did you receive verbally?—A. Under the same principle as
these (indieating slips).

. Is this all you have referring to the records for July?—A. Yes.

. Well now, did you make up a statement for Mr. Maclachlan?—A. Yes.

. Do you remember whether that was in writing or verbal%—A. In writing.

. You are sure of that, are you?—A. Quite sure.

. Did you give it to him?%—A. Yes.

. Do you remember where you gave it to him?—A. T think it was in his office
on the Dallas road, Victoria.

Q. When?—A. T cannot give you the date.

Q. Would your diary show it?—A. I think so.

Q. Suppose you look it up and see, in order to satisfy yourself. Look up the 2nd
of September, and see if that will show it, or around that date?—A. (After consult-
ing diary.) It was on the 2nd day of September.

Q. Did you have any conversation with Mr. Maclachlan that day about the esti-
mate?—A. Yes.

Q. Generally speaking, what was it?—A. Well, the estimate was fairly large and
there was a question as to just how the rock should be accounted for, and the Puget
Sound, of the Pacific Dredging Company, had moved on the work and was doing dredg-
ing, and they were to receive a certain quantity that month for their work; they had
excavated a great many yards of earth which could not be put in the earth yardage,
because it would have taken up nearly all the yardage of the contract, the total yar-
dage would have been accounted for if they had been paid for the actual yardage
removed. So we talked over how the figures should be juggled around.

Q. That is you and Maclachlan talked it over?—A. Yes, how to give the Pacific
Dredging Company enough to keep them quiet, to satisfy C. E. McDonald, and to keep
this man Wooley of Henry, McFee and McDonald, from coming down on Maclachlan’s
head.

Q. Who was Wooley %—A. He was manager, as far as I know, for McFee, Henry
and McDonald in Vietoria, they had a sub-contract for drilling and blasting.

Q. Did you caution Mr. Maclachlan or use any words that could be taken as a
caution%—A. I do not believe I did then, I think I did on the 31st of July.

Q. What was the nature of your caution?—A. I just mentioned that he had better
bebe pretty careful about these things when we knew that 4,300 yards was all that there
was in the work. b

Q. What reply did he make?—A. He said I haven’t had any trouble with Oftaswa
so far, and I think this will go through all right. Those may not be the exact words,
but it is as near as I can remember.

Q. And they did go through all right?—A. Yes.

Q. Because the August estimate was paid, was it not%—A. Oh, yes.

Q. That would be paid in the month of September?—A. Oh, yes.

Q. Now what was the August estimate—I showed you the figures—give the earth
in the first place—here it is (indicating).—A. That would not be right.

Q. That is the total>—A. The total quantities to the end of August 31 would be
26,940 cubic yards of earth and 13,183 cubic yards of rock.

Q. That is in blasted, or removed, or both?—A. Both, it is supposed to be; rock
blasted but not excavated, 50 per cent 5,105 cubic yards.

ORODOL
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Q. That would make a total of how many yards of solid rock accounted for up to
that time —A. 18,288.

By the Chairman:
Q. That is up to the end of what?—A. August 31.

By Mr. Carvell:

Q. How much did that total out in dollars?—A. Tt would be about $157,000, do
you want it exactly ?

Q. That is practically near enough, it would be around $157 ,0002—A. Yes. I
might say that that carries a liability with it for more rockage, for more money, for
that 50 per cent; it shows that the rock is there but has not been removed.

Q. But after it would be removed it would show 2—A. 2,500 yards more.

Q. At how much, $4.50 a yard?—A. No. $9.10.

Q. But you would add on $4.55%—A. That would be about $20,000.

Q. That would show $157,000 earned, and practically $20,000 more when that
rock was removed?—A. Yes.

Q. Now, at the end of August, how much actual rock, as you have referred to
heretofore, had been removed or blasted, all put together%—A. Section 1, referred to
on the plan—Sections 1 and 2 had been excavated completely as far as the rock was
concerned. :

Q. And how much rock approximately, do you say, would be found in those sec-
tions?—A. T think, in my preliminary estimate for that, according to the figuring that
I did in my house before I came on the work, there was something like 2,200 yards
in those two sections.

Q. Do you still think your preliminary estimates of those areas 1 and 2, was
correct ?—A. Yes.

Q. So that you would say then, according to your judgment, about 2,200 yards of
actual rock had been removed?—A. Yes.

Mr. Barnarp: What did you say that amount of the preliminary estimate was®
Myr. CarveLr: He said about 10,000 yards. ‘

—A. T figured that out for my own information.

Q. As T understood you, you said that you had the plans before the work began
and you figured it up for yourself at about 10,100 yards?—A. Yes.

Q. Do you mean to say that is the accurate figure?—A. Oh, no.

Q. It was merely an estimate?—A. A very, very rough one.

Q. The engineers say there were somewhere around 13,000 yards?—A. They
figured closely and there probably is. /

Q. You said on a former occasion that at one time you started the clamshell
dredge over area No. 29%—A. Yes. ,

Q. And that the clamshell dredge was able to take one cut through to the bulk-
head line on grade?—A. Yes.

Q. That is correct, is it?—A. What I mean by “ grade” is to within a few inches
of grade, because there was a few inches of rock there.

Q. About five or six inches?—A. Yes.

Q. Was that afterwards removed?—A. It was all down to grade by the sound-
ings.

Q. It was?—A. Yes.

Q. Now, Mr. Mallory, as I understand it, you are now speaking about the August
estimate%—A. Yes.

Q. And a big dipper dredge had been put on the work on the 16th or 17th of
August, called the Puget Sound?—A. Yes. ’
Mr. G. E. MaLLORY.
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Q. Will you describe this dredge, Puget Sound? Generally give the Committee an
idea of what it was.—A. I could not describe it. A description has been given to the
Committee of the dredge Ajax, the Government dredge.

Q. Yes.—A. It is claimed, I have found from talking to the men operating this
Puget Sound, that it is more powerful than the 4jax.

Q. Then speaking generally, in your judgment is it a good dredge?—A. Yes., .

Q. No doubt about it?%—A. A proper dredge for the work.

Q. Where did the Puget Sound work from the time it came on the operations
about the 16th or 17th August down to the 31st August?—A. While they were getting
the machmery lined up on the dredge, which was a few hours, or part of a day, they
worked in section 3. To the best of my knowledge they worked in sections 1 and 2 °
from then until the end of August.

Q. But would the contractors’ sheets and the inspectors’ sheets show the actual
location of the dredge durlnrr every day?—A. The Resident Engineer, Mr. Maclach-
lan’s sheets might.

Q. T should have used resident engineer instead of inspector?—A. I don’t know.

Q. They ought to, anyway ?—A. They should.

Q. So if any question should arise as to the exact location of this dredge, it could
be verified from the documents of the contractors and the resident engineer 7—A I am
not relying on their statements.

Q. You are not relying on them?—A. Not in this.

Q. Why not?—A. Because I know the dredge was in a certain place one day and
I know that it moved out before——

Q. Yes?—A. It worked in thesc other two areas behind the drill boat.

Q. Yes, and do these sheets show something different from that?—A. I don’t
know, I have never seen them.

Q. I wonder if you were taking accurate daily sheets?’—A. T am not vouching
for them.

Q. I am not asking you that, T am asking you whether if a member of the Com-
mittee wished to absolutely verify the location of the dredge any day during the
month of August, these sheets would not be pretty good evidence?—A. They should be.

Q. You will go that far?%—A. Yes.

Q. Now, did that dredge find any rock in areas 1 and 2, anything she could not .
dredge?—A. Yes.

. In what portions did she find it?%—A. On the inner portion of section 1.

That was actually drilled, blasted and removed %—A. Yes.

. Did she find any rock in section 2?—A. I would not say positively.

. What is your judgment?—A. I think it found a little.

. In a portion of section 2?%—A. In the bulkhead portion of the south side.

. On the south side of the bulkhead portion?—A. Yes.

. I think that is shown on the plan?—A. I don’t know.

. Here is the plan (producing plan). Yes, the south portion along the bulkhead
and it seems to me also along the side they found some rock.—A. (After exammmg
plan.) They would not find rock there. It is rock at 37-6.

Q. I see. They would not find rock there, but they found a little rock down in
that corner, the southwest, is it?—A. I would call it south.

Q. And they evidently found more rock in section 1 than in section 27%—A. Yes,
there is a considerable quantity of rock in section 1.

Q. That would be in the upper part of section 1?%—A. The bulkhead portion.

Q. So the substance of it in your judgment is, there would be 2,200 cubic yards
of rock found, and returns were made at the end of August for something around
18,000 cubic yards. Now, did Mr. Maclachlan make any reference to you when this
enormous quantity of rock was put in? You said on one occasion he said he had had

Mr. G. E. MALLORY.
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no trouble at Ottawa yet and that he thought this thing would go through? Now did
you discuss with him whether this as a matter of fact was honest and right?

Mr. BENNETT (Simcoe): Let him answer himself.
Mr. CARVELL: T will.
The WirNess: T told him I thought he should be very careful.

By Mr. Carvell :
Q. Did he give you any answer other than what you have given us?—A. Not to
my knowledge.
By the Chairman :
Q. You were trying to help him out?—A. Yes.

By Mr. Carvell :

Q. Did he say anything about having written a letter to the chief engineer?—
A. T don’t remember anything about the chief engineer, but he said he had taken the

matter up with Ottawa. -
Q. He intimated to you he had referred the matter to Ottawa in some way?—
A. Yes. <

Q. Did you ever, until it appeared in Valiquet’s report, see a copy of the letter he
had written to the chief engineer 'some time in the month of August?—A. T have not
seen it yet that I remember. )

Q. I mean the letter where he notified the chief engineer that there would be a
lot more rock than he estimated in the beginning?—A. I have read Mr. Valiquet’s
report since I came here. Yes, I did.

Q. Have you ever seen that letter or a copy of it?—A. No. )

Q. Did Mr. Maclachlan ever tell you about receiving an answer to a letter he had
sent to Ottawa?—A. Yes.

Q. What did he tell you?—A. He said that the engineer had told him in this
letter that what the contractors did they must be paid for. It was to that effect, that
was the very words he used I think.

Q. That the engineer had told him:
must be paid for. '

Q. Did he say who signed that letter?—A. Well, he did at the time but I had
never heard the name before and could not remember it. I thought it was French.

Q. It was a French name?—A. I think so.

Q. It is in the evidence now, and so I may tell you that Mr. Valiquet wrote a
letter in reply to the one the resident engineer wrote. Do you think that was the
name he mentioned —A. I thought it was something like Lafleur, but I know it was
not that.- I could not tell the name.

Q. It sounded like that?%—A. That is what it seemed to me.

Q. Now, I want you to go down a little further in the month of September. Turn
to the 3rd September in your diary.—A. ((Referring to diary.) What is it you want.

Q. Do you find any reference there to a cheque for $2,500 marked “sundries”?
I don't want you to go farther, but give the substance of what was said and done
about that between you and Mr. MeDonald, what instructions were received. T
might add to that that I do not want you to tell anything that Mr. McDonald told
you about anybody- else.

The CuamrMAN: Just what you know of your own knowledge.
The Wirness: Mr. McDonald told me: “I drew $2,500 in cash, and got a
marked cheque for $5,500.” There is a note similar to this showing that.

Mr. G. E. MALLORY.
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By Mr. Carvell:

Q. There is a note you say to that effect?—A. In his handwriting.

Q. Where did you find that note?—A. On the desk.

Q. What did the note tell you to do?—A. I don’t remember.

Q. Didn’t it tell you to make that up as sundries?—A. It has “sundries” marked
on it.

Mr. Barnarp: We had better turn up the notes.

Mr. CarverL: I think so. I don’t want him to read the whole memoranda in
the diary where there is reference to another party. I don’t want to put that in,
otherwise, I would ask him to read the whole diary.

The Wirness: (Producing slip.) Yes, it is here.

By Mr. Barnard:
Q. Is it in your handwriting or McDonald’s?—A. McDonald’s.

By the Chairman:
Q. Read it exactly as it is?—A. At the top it is marked “ Bank Aect.”
Amount taken to Vancouver in—

Cheek .. v v vt ve e ee e e e ee .. $5,500
Cash. . v ve ot e ve e et e e et ee ee we 2,500 Sundries
$8,000

By Mr. Carvell:
Q. Did you ever have any talk to him about that, about the word ‘sundries,”
not about anything else, but what he said about the meaning of “‘sundries”?—A.
He said this; “ T used this $2,500 to further the work.”

By Hon. Mr. Crothers:
Q. What?—A. To further the work.

By Mr. Carvell:

Q. Will you now turn to September 23rd in your diary?

Mr. Carvern: Mr. Chairman, I might ask general questions, but I think if you
would read over the memoranda in that diary you would see that it would not all be
proper evidence.

The CHAlRMAN: Ask the witness what you think would be proper.

Mr. CarveLL: Otherwise I would ask him to read the diary.

The WirNess: I can answer without it.

By Mr. Carvell:

Q. All right. Please bear in mind that I do not want you to tell anything that
Mr. McDonald might have told you about anybody else. But you can tell—at least
I want you to tell—all that took place between McDonald, Nelson and yourself —
A. On that date? |

Q. Yes.—A. I could not tell it on the date and swear to it.

Q. I asked you to refer to September 23rd%—A. I would have to make the refer-
ence to a specific date.

Q. That is A. Generally speaking, I can go through the thing without any
diary.

Q. T would like you to look at September 23rd.

By the Chatrman:

Q. That will show you what took place. Does that satisfy you it was on that
date?—A. Yes.
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Q. Perhaps you can tell me now generally what the conversation was about?—
A. Nelson came in to McDonald’s office in the Pemberton building in the afternoon.
I believe he did say he had been in Victoria a day or so. He asked some questions
in connection with the work and McDonald’s accounts, and, if I remember correctly,
I showed him the books and explained things to him. He asked me the amount of
the estimate; I told him.

Q. How much?—A. Approximately $28,000, I think.

Q. $28,000. Was that the total amount of the estimate or the profits?—A.
$80,000 was the amount of the estimate. .

Q. Yes. And you spoke about $28,000 profit. Would that be up to date, or for
the month of September?—A. If I remember correctly, it was not September, it was
the August estimate, I think, paid in September.

Q. I see, the August estimate paid in September.—A. T think so.

Q. Quite likely that is what it would be. You can easily tell. The rock went
from 4,000 up to 18,000 yards, that is 14,000 yards at $9—A. 1t went up ahout 10,000
yards in the solid rock, 3,500 yards in the 50 per cent, 2,000 yards earth.

Q. Did he make any reference to the August estimate?—A. Yes, he said it was
a dandy. :

Q. Did he say anything else?—A. Well, he started to tell me how long he had
been looking for the work; he had been figuring on getting it for the last year or so.
I told him that I had heard he was figuring on it.

Q. Now, did you tell him what were the approximate profits on the work up to
the end of August?—A. Up to the end of August?

Q. Yes.—A. $30,000, I think, approximately.

Q. Approximately. Suppose you look at the diary and get the exact amount if
the diary will show it?—A. (Consults diary.) It says $30,000 there.

Q. Now, that brings us down to the end of September. Did you have anything
to do with making up the estimate at the end of September?—A. No.

Q. You did not%—A. No.

Q. Why not?—A. I was out of the city, away from the work.

Q. Did you see the estimate before it was sent to Ottawa?—A. A memorandum
of it. \

Q. He left the memorandum?—A. Nobody left it; McDonald showed it to me.

Q. TIs it among the papers?—A. Not that I know.

Q. Generally speaking, do you remember what there was in it?—A. T think so; I
think it was 7,000 yards of solid rock, 5,000 yards of earth. I have never seen that
estimate.

Q. Well, let us look at it now, or, at least, we will see the real estimate. (Con-
sults Auditor General’s file.) There it is, the 30th day of September. Now, give us
the totals of the estimate at the end of September?—A. 31,940 cubic yards earth
excavation,

Q. Yes.—A. 20,183 cubic yards rock excavation. )

Q. That is rock removed?—A. 5,105 yards rock blasted but not removed, 50 per
cent.

Q. That will make a total of rock up to the end of September of how much —A.
Of 52,000 yards.

Q. No, no, not that much rock?—A. 25,288 yards.

Q. And around 5,000 of that had been blasted and not removed, according to the
estimate —A. Yes.

Q. What would you say, now, was the actual amount of rock removed down to
the end of September?—A. The quantities contained in sections 1 and 2.

Mr. G. E. MALLdRY.
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Q. You have given that before, you have said that was around 2,200 yards.—A.
And possibly 50 per cent of section 3.

Q. How is that?%—A. One-half of section 3.

Q. I would like to have that, according to your best judgment, the amount of
yards in section 3 that had been removed up to that date?—A. 4,000 yards.

Q. In section 3%—A. Yes.

Q. And the other 2,000, that would be over 6,000 yards removed altogether up to
the end of September —A. Yes. )

Q. In what part of section 3 did they find this rock, because, as you say, it must
have been increased considerably, if they have taken out 4,000 cubic yards?—A. In
that portion of the section (indicating).

Q. What portion?—A. In the inner portion, the bulkhead.

Q. Would there be any rock blasted and not removed at the end of September ¢—
A. Very little.

Q. It was pretty well all out?—A. Yes.

Q. Well then, as you did not make that up, you know nothing of what took
place, how it was made up, on what basis, or anything at all about it?—A. No.

Q. Did you receive any instructions from either MeDonald or Nelson about mak-
ing up that estimate?—A. I believe I had been told to make it up but, on account of
my being out of town, I could not do it.

Q. Did you at any time, in the month of September or October, I think it was
September, have a talk with the representative of the main contractors about this
rock—that is the main contractors are Grant, Smith and Company and MacDonell
Limited %—A. Yes.

Q. Did you have any talk with either of them or with whom’—A. With Mr.
Jamieson.

Q. Who is Mr. Jamieson *—A. The accountant of Grant, Smith and Company.

Q. Where is he located ?—A. He was in their office on the work in Victoria.

Q. Now will you tell me the date?—A. No, sir, I cannot.

Q. Will you look up your diary on the 18th of September and see if you can tind
any reference to it%—A. Yes (after consulting diary).

Q. What do you find? I do not want you to read exactly what you have in your
diary, but tell me about what happened %—A. Mr. Jamieson and I were talking ahout,
the work and he said, as nearly as I can remember, It is very funny that these men
would try to pull off a deal like this at a time 2

By Mr. Barnard:

Q. Who was he referring to by “these men”?%—A. McDonald and Nelson. )

Q. To McDonald and Nelson “—A. He referred to what was generally considered
the MeDonald firm, and he said,

Q. He meant the sub-contractors? Ie was not referring to Grant, Smith and
Company —A. No.

By Mr. Carvell:

Q. Well, what did he say now?—A. He said, “It is a wonder these men would
try and pull off a‘deal like that when they know investigations are going on on every
hand.*

Q. Did you and he discuss the amount of the excess in rock %—A. Oh, yes, and I
said, “ Well, it is funny,” and T said, “ I suppose you know about how many yards of
rock there are,” and he said, “ Yes, I understood about 5,000 yards.” He used round
figures.

Q. He said he understood there were about 5,000 yards?—A. Yes.
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Q. Was anything more said about it?—A. If I remember correctly he asked me
who the partners were, and I just answered, “ I do not know,” because it was none of
his business.

Q. Did you have a suspicion he was trying to get information?—A. Well, I
thought he was asking something that didn’t particularly have anything to do with
his business.

Q. Do you know a man by the name of Hasket?—A. Yes.

Q.- Who is he?—A. An employee of the Public Works Department in Vlctorm,
they call him “ the Swede,” that is a nickname. .

Q. What is his name?—A. I do not know his correct name, but I thmk it is
Haskett.

Mr. MacracHLAN: It is Halkett.

By Mr. Carvell :

Q. Did you have any conversation with him about it?—A. Yes.
Q. Who is this man?—A. He was at the time an employee in the Public Works
Department, with an office in the Belmont Block at Victoria.

Br Mr. Barnard:
Q. He is in the office of the Resident Engineer of the Public Works Department
for the Dominion %—A. That is the idea, for the Department.
Q. He assisted Mr. Davy in making the borings?—A. I never heard of it.

By Mr. Carvell:

Q. What was your conversation?—A. It was on the Dredge John E. Lee in the
outer harbour on C. E. MacDonald’s contract, he came out in a little launch, he came -
up alongside and came aboard and said, “ T hear there is to be an increase in the
classification here.” T said, “Is that so.” He said, “ Yes,” and he rambled along and
then finally he said, “ Well, T want it understood I took these soundings, and no man
is going to put it over on me, they are right, and if there is a change in the classifi-
cation out here I want it understood that my work is right.

Q. Was Mr. MacDonald there?—A. No.

Q. Did Mr. MacDonald give you any instructions as to what you were to do or
‘not to do?—A. He gave me instructions if this man came on the dredge again to
throw him off.

By Mr. Bennett (Simcoe) :
Q. That was no place for an honest man?—A. That is the idea.

By Mr. Carvell :

Q. Did you have any conversation with Mr. Maclachlan or Mr. Nelson or either
of them on the 29th of September. The 29th September. Probably if you look at
your diary it will help you.—A. (After referring to diary.) I don’t believe I had a
talk with MacDonald.

Q. Did T say MacDonald? I meant Maclachlan?%—A. (After referring to diary.)
Yes. .

Q. And what was your conversation with Maclachlan?—A. T think it was over
the ‘phone.

Q. What was it?—A. If T remember correctly he was asking if the previous month’s
estimates had been paid.

Q). Yes.—A. And the expression I think was “1 am beginning to be rather chary
of the whole business.”

Q. Was that your comment or his?—A. His.
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By Mr. Barnard :
Q. What date was this?—A. 29th September.

By Mr. Carvell :

Q. That gets us over the September estimate, and I don’t know that anything very
much more important occurred until we come down to the 22nd day of October.

Q. Had you ever seen MacDonald between the 29th Septeniber and the 22nd Octo-
ber ?—A. Yes.

Q. Had you seen Mr. Nelson ?—A. I don’t remember. Yes, I think I had seen him
in Vancouver, yes.

Q. You had been in Vancouver?—A. Yes.

Q. What day were you in Vancouver, do you remember?—A. No, but it was along
in the beginning of October.

Q. Would your diary show?—A. I think so.

Q. Well, T am not going into that part of it at all. Now, coming down to the
middle of October, did you have any trouble with MacDonald or Nelson abo 1t that
time—A. Well, I had trouble—not particularly trouble. But I made a request to
Mr. MacDonald and it was refused. Then I raised a little trouble myself.

Q. What was the request?—A. It was for an increase in wages he had promised
me when I went on the work in the first place. He said in the early stages of the work:
“ You know I have not any money,” he said, “ You know I am going to have it, though.”
I said, ““ All right.” “ Will you work for so much, say $125 a month, say the first month
or s0” I think that is the way he put it. I said “Sure, certainly.” I continued to
work for that amount until I asked him

By the Chairman :
Q. $125 a month —A. Yes.

By Mr. Carvell :

Q. Yes?—A. In the meantime, I had hinted that he might live up to his promise,

but he usually slipped out about that time.
Q. You say he slipped out, that is the expression you used?—A. Yes. I saw the
way MacDonald felt about the thing and I mentioned it to Nelson and asked him to
take it up with MacDonald. If I remember he said, “ Yes.” I think it was. the first
time I saw MacDonald after I had mentioned it to Nelson, I took it up with him again.
After a little talk and working backwards and forwards he decided I would not get
any more. ’

Q. You say he decided /—A. Yes.

Q. Did Nelson make any propositions to you?—A. Well, Nelson in a way, yes.

Q. What were they %—A. He said: “ You are going all right.” He said “ You are
satisfied. You have been looking after the interests pretty well on this job out here.”
That is the way he put it up to me. He said “ Go ahead.” I have been looking out
for you for later.”

By Mr. Barnard:

Q. For what?—A. Something later coming up. I said “Yes, what is that”?
“Well,” he said, “we will go in together on the dry dock contract that is going to be
let in Esquimalt.”

By Mr. Carvell:
Q. Did it ever get any further than that?—A. That is as far as it got.

By Mr. Barnard:

Q. Is that all that occurred at that time in this particular matter, prior to the
22nd October?—A. Well, the day I asked Mr. MacDonald and he refused me. T pro-
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ceeded to tell him what I thought of the whole outfit in language that was not fit to
print. I told him what I thought of his actions, told him what I thought of his partners’
actions. I told him they should have used common sense any way and not put Mach-
lachlan into the position he was in. I told him it was common report of the street that
there was crooked work on the water-front, and that it was high time for me to get out.

By Mr. Bennett (Simcoe) :

Q. It was high time for you to do what?—A. High time for me to get out of the
office, because when it came to the finish if anything was said it would simply be put
up: “ Mallory is the man, we left him in charge, he did everything, I don’t know any-
thing, never saw anything or paid any attention to it.” So I asked for my cheque,
which T didn’t get.

By Mr. Carvell :

Q. You mean your cheque up to that date?—A. For whatever was coming to me
in the line of wages. '

Q. Up to.the time you had your conversation%—A. Up to the time I had my con-
versation.

Q. Do you know what day that would be?—A. Not off-hand. I can look it upin
here (indicating diary). ) '

Q. It was some time prior to the 22nd day of October?—A. Oh yes, it was in
October. About the 15th, isn’t it?

The CuHAIRMAN: Yes, about the 15th.

The Wirness: Some time around the 15th.

By Mr. Carvell:

Q. Would you go so far as to say that you and Mr. Macdonald had a stormy inter-
view —A. Yes, we had.

Q. You would also go so far as to say you notified him you were going to leave his
employ —A. I not only notified him but asked him for my cheque.

Q. What happened on the 22nd of October?—A. I think that is the day he came
over from Vancouver with a couple of gentlemen friends of his and threw me out of the
office. :
Q. I want you to describe what took place, what was said and what was done ¢—
A. Well, he came up to the office—he was in the office before I got there. I came in
about eight o’clock and he said: “ You have been hanging round here quite a while.”
“I tell you I shall stay here until I get my money,” because there was no use in going
to any other place, “ and if You will give me my cheque, I will write it and if you will
sign it I will go.” “No.” I said, “ Well, I tell you I want $25 anyway.” I had a
cheque written out; and all he had to do was to sign it. He talked along and then he
jumped up and went to the door; there was not anybody there. About ten o’clock
there were two men came to the door, I could see their shadows through the door. 1
went and opened the door because it happened to be locked. These men stepped in and
one of them who represented himself as a Mr. Brooks, said ¢ You are Mallory ¢’ I said,
“Yes, sir” “Step into the other room, I want to talk to you.” I stepped in there.
He said, “ You and MacDonald are having some trouble here?’ I said, “ What about
it% He pulled some documents out of his pocket and he said, “ Read these.” So I
sat down on a chair and read them. They were affidavits charging me with having
received moneys on the Canadian Northern Pacific railway.

Q. Not the Canadian Northern?—A. Yes.

Mr. BENNETT (Simcoe) : That is why they are short.

The Wirness: Probably. Charging me with receiving moneys from Canadian
Northern Pacific railway in British Columbia, and he intimated that the Canadian
Northern Railway were going to prosecute me if I did not sign a statement that his
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partner had, clearing MacDonald about wrongdoing in connectibn with the contract of
Grant, Smith & Co., and the Government.

By the Chairman:

Q. Was the affidavit made up?—A. I really could not tell you. I told the man
at the time

Q. An official of the C.N.R.?—A. I could not tell you.

Q. It would be somebody that would know something about it?%—A. I told the
man distinetly they were-fakes and forgeries. He told me: “ You see the peculia:
predicament you are in, and which you are up against.” I said: “I am up against it
all right, but the best thing you fellows can do is to go ahead and fight it out. These
things are forgeries. You never got them from anybody; you made them up; you are
hired to do it.” “ Well,” he said, “there you are.” I said: “I would like to go to
the ’phone and call up Mr. Barnard, as a lawyer, and ask him to lock into this
matter.” MacDonald took up the ’phone, and one or two of the other fellows shoved
me and told me: “You don’t use any ’phone here; you sign that document.” 1 said:
“ Nothing doing, I was not going to sign any document.” So at that time some
general shuffling and juggling around commenced, a sort of wrestling match.

By Mr. Carvell:

Q. Did they lay hold of your person?—A. They grabbed hold of me, and I was
shoved backwards and forwards here and there and the other place, and after the thing
had gone plenty far enough to suit me, I said: “I will tell you, I see how far you
fellows are willing to go with this thing. Give me those three documents and allow
me to take them out of here. It looks to me as if I had to sign these anyway, so 1
will have to sign it this time all right.” He handed me the document. In the mean-
time I had the opportunity of reading this document or letter I was to sign.

Q. Generally, what were the contents of that document you were to sign, and
did sign?—A. I should presume in the form of an affidavit: I, G. E. Mallory, had been
bookkeeper and superintendent of C. E. MacDonald, contractor in the outer harbour
works of Victoria, British Columbia, and that I knew that all his dealings with any
official of the Government, with the contractors, or anything and everybody, so to
speak, had been exactly what should be; and that I was to take back all remarks that
I had made in connection with this work. It was as near as I remember, and I read
it pretty carefully. It was an apology from myself swearing that Mr. MacDonald
was a saint, that is the size of the document. .

Q. Not sv.earing—because they did not propose to administer an oath?—A.
Yes, one of the gentlemen who was there—I was supposed to sign it there—was either
a.lawyer or a notary, and the other was a Thiel detective, one by the name of “ Nye”
or something like that, and the other by the name of ‘ Brooks.”

Q. Go on.—A. After I signed these things—I had these thre~ affidavits in my hip
pocket—I got up. One of them said: “ Give the key to MacDonald” He said:
“TFirst give me those papers. I said “ No, sir, nothing doing.” I did not get much
chance to put up any scrap then, I was nailed against the wall before much could
happen, and they took the papers away from me, and I saw them tear two up—whether
they tore three I do not know—and thrown in the waste paper basket; and then they
told me to get out, and I said I would when T got some stuff T had there picked up.
They said: “All right.” So I walked up and picked up the different things I had that
were my own, and incidentally some of these (indicating slips).

Q. Did you gather some of the stuff you have there?—A. I gathered up all writ-
ings of McDonald’s. Some of these memoranda were the only things at my house.
These were in the office, I took it along with me.

Q. Did you go to your house and get the memoranda at your house?—A. When

Mr. G. E. MALLORY.



GRANT, SUITH & CO. i 161

APPENDIX No. 1

Mr. Barnard asked me about all papers in connection with that thing I had 1n|my
hands, I asked him to have alsearch of the office made.

Q. In the first place you took only the things you had in the office?—A. Yes.

Q. Did you take them direct to your house?—A. After leaving the office?

Q. Yes.—A. I put them in a desk in an office in the Jones Building, in a friend’s
office. .
Q. I sée. Then, where did you go?—A. To the police court.

Q. What happened there?—A. T asked for warrants for C. E. MacDonald and two
unknown. But they laughed at that, they could not issue a warrant for people they
did not know or I did not know. And I said: Well, will you just either shadow thewn
or detain them until we can find out their names? They asked what was the charge.
I said it was for blackmail. T was referred to the city prosecutor, I believe Mr.
Mitchell. I went upstairs in the court house, and asked for him, but he was not in.
I was informed he was at the Court of Revision or around town. I came right back
to the police court, and I met H. C. Hall, whom I know by sight or name; I do not
know whether he knew who I was. I introduced myself to him. I said: “ Hall, T am
trying to get some warrants here.” He said: “ Who for?” I told him as closely as
I knew, and he said: “Well, explain the whole thing to me.” I said: “No, I will
explain what happened to you.” He said: “Is there any political significance?’ I
said: “Yes” He said: “ Explain the whole thing, come up to the office and talk it
over first.”

Q. You might as well admit that Hall is a very active Liberal lawyer in Victoria,
and wanted information.—A. That is what he wanted, “information,” and he did
not get it, o he said, “ Well, you can go in and try to get them, but I don’t think you
can get them.” T said: “Why?” He said: “If that is politics, I don’t think you
will get them.” T tried again to the clerk, and Magistrate Jay was there at the police
court and several other men; and I asked in a quiet way, in what I considered a
proper way to ask, and before I had got through asking they were hostile enough that
- they would like to throw me out of the police court. I did not lose five minutes going
to Mr. Barnard’s office. ;

Q. Did you get the warrants?—A. No, sir.

Q. And you went to Mr. Barnard’s office %—A. Yes, sir.

Q. Why did you go there?—A. Because I knew in a way Mr. Barnard’s firm.
Mzr. Barnard was a lawyer, and I considered that although the matter at the moment
was a personal matter between myself and those men, Mr. Barnard, as a member of
the Government, would have a little more interest in the thing and get quicker action
for me than any other lawyer in the city. I went to Mr. Barnard’s office and explained
what had taken place that day.

Q. To whom?—A. Mr. Barnard. He said to me, I asked him, I said, “Mr.
Barnard, T want these men arrested and I want them arrested quickly because they
can get out on an automobile or at the latest they can get out on the three o’clock
boat,” and, I said, “ The goods are on them and I want them caught right now.”
“Well,” he said, “is there anything in politics in connection with the thing, or may
it affect politics?” And I said, “Yes,” that I thought so. He said, “ Explain it to
me,” and I gave him a very short sketch of the thing. He called up Mr. Green on
the 'phone immediately and made an appointment.

Q. With what Mr. Green?—A. With Mr. Green, the M.P., who lives in Victoria,
I believe, and he said, “ We will go right down to Mr. Green’s office. I said, “ All
right.” And I said, “I do not want to go into politics, into the political business, I
want these men arrested. Well, “we had better see Mr. Green.” So we went and
saw Mr. Green and I was introduced to Mr. Green as a man who hadn’t any political
pull to get the position I had been holding, that I had held it on my ability and he
also mentioned some relationship.
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Q. Relationship between you and the member of the firm?—A. No, a Mr.
Robertson, a member of the law firm.

Q. Are you a relative of Mr, Barnard’s law partner?—A. T am a second cousin.

Q. Of Mr. Barnard’s law partner?—A. Mr. B. H. Robertson.

By the Chairman : .
Q. What relation are you to Mr. Barnard —A. None whatever.

By Mr. Carvell:

Q. And what took place?—A. He said to Mr. Green, “ Mallory has got quite a
story to tell.” And Mr. Green said, “Is that so, what is the matter?’ So I did not
go any farther than to repeat what had just happened; I told him what had just
»happened on that day and I said, I asked to have these men arrested before it goes
any farther. I said, “They have that document on them that I signed; their
affidavit is in the waste paper basket in MacDonald’s office; this matter can be cleaned
up right here and now and it affects me,” and I said, “ You seem to want the details
of the thing so as to see what its effect is politically, but I am not sacrificing myself
for anybody’s politics and there is nothing in politics for me.” But it was just
pushed aside. Mr. Barnard told me, “ They will look after that document all right;
they will ‘keep it.” T said then, “I presume they would, but I would just as lieve
catech them with it on them and clear this thing up.” However, nothing happened.
I was asked to go ahead and give my story of the whole thing. So I went into it
anyway and explained it to Mr. Green.

Q. Had you your diary there?—A. I do not remember whether I had this diary or
not at the time. I left Mr. Barnard and Mr. Green at noon or somewhere about noon
and the last thing I asked them was to get these men or to help me get these men—
I did not expect them to get them but to help me to do so. I was to meet them at
7 o’clock. T came back and met them at 3 o’clock. .

Q. Where?—A. At Mr. Green’s office and before there was any conversation in
connection with this dredging contract at all I said, “ Now gentlemen, these men can
get out of town on that boat—and I ask you to have them arrested or help me to get
them arrested or help me to get warrants to have them arrested.” Nothing doing,
I could not get any assistance in any shape or form. Then I went into the thing as
thoroughly as I could, I had the diary and kept reading from it these cheques were
there. Later Mr. Barnard asked me would I give him these documents and I said,
“No.” “Well,” he said, “Will you leave them with me?’ “No.” Then he said “Will
you leave them with Harold Robertson in trust?’ and I said, “ Yes.” He said, “ Well »
bring them down this afternoon,” and I said I would and did. About three days
afterwards these men, thesé friends of Mr. Macdonald appeared in Victoria again,
called at my house about 9 o’clock in the morning, or a quarter to nine, and asked me
where MacDonald was. T said T did not know and I made pretty fast tracks for Mr.
Green’s office, I was at Mr. Green’s office 10 or 15 minutes after 9 o’clock and stayed
there until he got down whick was in the neighbourhood of half past ten. I put it up
to him either to have these men arrested, to get me police protection or to have them
ordered out of town. He called up Mr. Barnard and Mr. Barnard came down to Mr.
Green’s office. They had a long talk and eventually during the course of the talk Mr.
Green and Mr. Barnard decided they would go to Mayor Stewart and lay the whole
thing before him and get him to have the police order these men out of town. Then
they considered that Mayor Stewart was not just right for some reason or other and
Mr. Green suggested Mr. Perdu, who was the chief detective at the time. They called
up on the ’phone to see if they get him but he was not around and Mr. Green told
Mr. Barnard eventually to go to the Chief of Police and lay the whole thing before him
and tell him we wanted these men put out of town. So Mr. Barnard and I went and
interviewed the Chief of Police and the' Chief of Police said, “Well here we can’t do
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this; we can’t do this; we haven’t any authority to order these fellows out of town.
Why don’t you lay a charge against them and have them arrested; even if it is polit-
ical.” Mr. Barnard said, “Chief, I explained to you that this matter is purely political
and we don’t want it to get out,” and the Chief said, “ What about this man?’ T said,
“You see the position I am in with Mr. Barnard ” T said “T tried to get them arrested
the other day,” and I said “ I am not particularly pleased about being chased around
this town by such men as these. If you cannot order them out of town you have got
to arrest them.” Well, the Chief said, “ That would be the proper thing to do.” Mr.
~ Barnard explained in detail how it was purely and simply a political matter. - Then
it was decided by the Chief of Police and the Chief of Detectives that they would
interview the men. They said that was all they eould do. They did interview them
about five or ten minutes after the conversation was over. -

By Mr. Carvell :

Q. And what happened%—A. I happened to be going down Douglas street, I think
it is, from the Police station towards Fort. I saw them in the distance standing read-
ing the “ Times” bulletin. At the same time I met a friend and stopped and spoke to
him. T said, “Do you see those two men?” He said “ Yes.” I said “ Shadow them
and don’t leave them until T come back. I will be back in a few minutes.” I went to
the Department and came, back with two detectives. The men had moved two blocks
in the meantime and as we came up turned their backs and were looking into a win-
dow. The Chief of Detectives said to me “ Why, any man would know they were
after you when they turn their backs when they see you coming. They are easy, these
fellows.” So he interviewed them. Ie said “ What are you doing over here?” They
said “ Nothing in particular.” The Chief of Detectives said “ Are you over here
on a case?’” The men answered “ Yes, we are over on a case for Macdonald.” ¢ Well,”
he said, “ Why did you not report at Police Headquarters when you came in here?”’
One of the men said to the Chief “I saw you this morning and spoke to you at 9
o’clock on the corner down here.” The Chief then said “ Now, my young fellow, we
will have no more of this talk. I don’t get down until half past ten. I don’t want any
nonsense from you. The best thing you fellows can do is move along. I understand
you are interfering with Mallory. You had a row with him in the past, and you are
after him again, chasing him around.” They denied that and said they were on their’
own business. Well, at noon that same day I saw these two fellows up near my house.
I went to the ’phone and called the police up. 1 told Mr. Perdu that the two fellows
were up round there and he had better come up and get them. They came up with
this big van, but of course that would scare any bird.

Mr. Kyre: A band wagon?

The Wirngss: The chief explained to me when he got there: “ There is no use
coming up here because we have to use this bus, and we cannot get anybody. If they
would supply us with an automobile I would get them all right.” I was going to have
them arrested anyway but they had said to the detectives that they would not have
anything to do with me again. They left town and I never saw anything of them
again,

By My, Carvell:

Q. Do you know who they were?—A. I could indentify one, I have seen him in
Vancouver a dozen, yes, two dozen times. The other one I am not so sure about.

Q. From your present knowledge are they detectives or thugs brought over?—A.
I understand they belong to the Thiel Detective Agency. Mr. MacDonald had been
referred to the Thiel Detective Agency by the President, or somebody, of the Pacific
Dredging Company.

Q. You do not know that yourself%—A. That is in his sworn statement.
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Q. Did you ever get a warrant?—A. No, there was no use in my trying to get a
warrant.

Q. Now come back to the documents. You said a while ago that you had left
them in the hands of Mr. Robertson, Mr. Barnard’s partner, in trust.—A. Yes,

Q. Did you go back with the ‘documents?—A. After Mr. Valiquet’s report had
been turned in, although I did not know it had been turned in at the time, I ’phoned
Mr. Barnard. :

Q. We will come to that later on, in the meantime I want to follow this matter
up.—A' These documents were in the possession of Mr. Barnard all the time from
the day I left Mr. MacDonald’s employment.

Q. How do you know that?—A. I mean to say I complied with Mr. Barnard’s
request in connection with the papers. I waited until Mr. Barnard—Mr. Barnard
told me he had asked to have an investigation, or that he had wired Ottawa to have a
man sent out. ’

Q. Yes?—A. T really let the matter drop, because that was satisfactory to me.

Q. Now, skip over the matter of the investigation, although we will come back
to it. I want to follow up the question of the papers.—A. All right; after Mr. Valiquet
had been out and gone I ’phoned Mr. Barnard to find out the report. He told me
there was absolutely nothing the matter out there, that Valiquet was going to report
to Ottawa that things were all right. I don’t remember the exact words. I started
to laugh, T think, over the ’phone, and said “ What a joke,” or something like that, and
hung up the receiver. I went down to Mr. Barnard’s office, if I remember correctly,
that day, and asked for the documents. He said “I gave them to Mr. Valiquet.,” I
was taken off my guard completely that anything Jike that had happened to them, and
T said to Mr. Barnard “Surely T must have come in here and misunderstood this thing
from start to finish. I left them in trust with Harold Robertson, and certainly did
not expect anybody would go off with them, or that you would give them to anybody;
in fact, I was a little surprised that you had opened them, and that you and Mr.
Valiquet were looking over them when I came up here the other morning to meet Mr.
Valiquet” “Now,” I said, “I want them.” “Well,” he said, “ Valiquet has taken
them away with him. I don’t know how you can get them unless you write to Ottawa.”
T said “T guess I will have to write; you had better write, too.” So then I told Mr.
Barnard: ¢ Why,” I said, “ Mr. Valiquet is an engineer of the Public Works Depart-
ment, and as far as T can see had no right in any shape or form, or no authority to
investigate anything in connection with these papers outside of an engineering investi-
gation on the water front,” and that I didn’t see why those papers were let out of his
hands to a man in the position Mr. Valiquet held. However, I left the office and I
wrote Mr. Barnard and demanded the documents. Two days later, I think it was, I
got a telephone message, or a message was received in my house, telling me that the
. documents had been returned, and-that I was to come down and pick out mine, and

. Mr. MacDonald was to be given his.

By Mr. Kyte:

Q. Had Mr. Valiquet left for Ottawa when you were asking Mr. Barnard for the
papers?—A. Yes, I don’t think I went down to look for the papers at all that day; I
didn’t know just what to do, but the next day, if I remember correctly, Mr. Barnard
’phoned me to come down and pick out my papers and the rest would be given back.
Incidentally, Mr. Barnard mentioned that these other people, I prestme he meant Mr.
0. E. MacDonald, and so forth, were threatening action if they did not get those
papers back, so I thought: “ Well, if they want to threaten action so will I,” and I
went to Mr. H. C. Hall.

' By Mr. Carvell:
Q. What day?—A. Really, I don’t know. It would be possibly two or three days,

three days after Mr. Valiquet left, I think. :
Mr. G. E. MALLORY.
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Q. T might tell you it was round the 9th of November, but we will prove it in
another way later on. It was some time after the papers were given to Mr. Robertson?
—A. Oh, yes; I should say some weeks.

Q. Then what did you do?—A. Well, another letter was written to Mr. Barnard. °

Q. Did you go to see Mr. Barnard?—A. I went to see Mr. Barnard with a lawyer
‘and asked for the papers. :

By the Chavrman :
Q. With what lawyer?—A. A Mr. Stackpoole.

By Mr. Carvell:

Q. A partner of Mr. Hall?—A. No, another lawyer entirely. I went up with this
Mr. Stackpoole, and Mr. Stackpoole asked for the papers. Mr. Barnard said: “I have
not got them any where nearer than 100 or 200 feet from here.” .

By Mr. Kyte:

Q. Valiquet had not taken the papers to Ottawa at all%—A. Mr. Valiquet, in his
evidence, said that he had taken them to Vancouver and returned them. '
Q. But not to Ottawa ?—A. Not so far as I know.

By Mr. Carvell:

Q. You did not get them anyway?—Mr. Stackpoole interviewed Mr. Barnard;
I do not think I said anything. Mr. Barnard refused to let Mr. Stackpoole look at the
papers under any consideration, and I only privately, and Mr. Barnard would not
produce them at all, let alone give them up, so a letter was written to him.

Mr. Carvern: Now, Mr. Barnard, I suppose I should ask you to produce the
original letter. What I have is a copy.

‘My. BArNARD: Let me have a look at it. (Looks over copies.)

Mr. CarveLs: Is it necessary, Mr. Chairman, that I should ask him to identify it?
The CuamrMAN: I think not.

Mr. CarverL: Then I will read it. (Reads) :—

: Vicroria, B.C., Nov. 9, 1915.
G. H. Barxarp, Esq., M.P., \
Messrs. Barnard, Robertson, Heisterman & Tait,
Barristers, ete., Victoria, B.C.

Dear Sik,—Having become aware of the fact that grafting on an enormous
scale has been taking place for some time in connection with dredging opera-
tions in Vietoria Harbour, whereby the country has been and is being defrauded
of sums of money in the neighbourhood of probably $150,000, I some little time
ago laid the facts before you as one who should be interested in having the
fraud exposed and obtaining restitution of the moneys from the guilty parties,
and you then professed readiness to have the matter properly investigated, but
stipulated that certain documentary evidence which I then had in my possession
should be placed in charge of your law firm as a guarantee that this evidence
would be available on such investigation taking place, and I thereupon, on or
about the 23rd day of October, 1915, handed to your partner, Mr. Harold B.
Robertson, a sealed envelope containing certain documents.

No open or satisfactory investigation has taken place, and it now appears

* evident that it is not the intention of yourself or the Government to see that a
full investigation is to be held into the matter of this grafting. The evident
desire is to hush the matter up, but I am resolved to see that the facts are looked
into and the fraud exposed. I therefore made demand upon you for the return
to me of these documents, so that they shall be preserved and available for pur-
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pose of evidence, but you failed to accede to my demand, and yesterday I
repeated this demand upon you in the presence of a responsible witness, and you
again refused to hand over these papers so entrusted to you for safe-keeping
for me.

I now for the third time and finally, hereby demand return to me of all the
papers and evidence of the fraudulent transactions in connection with the
MacDonald contract for dredging at the outer wharf, Victoria harbour, entered
with the Government of Canada, and unless the same are forthwith returned to
me, I shall be compelled to take legal steps to ensure their return. I shall once
more have my representative attend upon you at 4.30 o’clock this day to receive
these papers.

Yours truly,
G. E. MALLORY.

Then there is a memo:

T delivered the original, of which this is a copy, to Mr. Barnard on this
date, Nov. 9, 1915, at 3.30 p.m. e
“E. S. WOODWARD.”

By Mr. Barnard:

Q. Who is Woodward?—A. I only know him by sight.

Q. Where does he come from?—A. He lives in Victoria.

Q. How did he come to get the letter %—A. He was given it.

Q. By whom?—A. I do not know whether I handed it to him or not.

Mr. CARVELL: Anyway, he was a messenger.

Mzx. BarNARD: T wanted to get at whether Mr. Mallory knows who he is or what
his employment is. :

The Wirness: I do not. '

By Mr. Barnard:
Q. Was the letter written in Mr. Hall’s office?—A. I do not remember.

By Mr. Carvell :

Q. There is no doubt it was dictated by the lawyer %—A. Yes. But I do not know
where it was written.

Q. Anyway, did you receive a reply from Mr. Barnard%—A. Yes.

Q. Have you got it with you?—A. No.

By the Chatrman:

Q. Was that letter written after the Government had been telegraphed to, and
after Mr. Valiquet made his investigation%—A. After Mr. Valiquet’s investigation.

Q. From that letter it would appear that no investigation had been made?—A. 1
told Mr. Barnard it was unsatisfactory in any way, shape or form.

Mr. BarNARD: I thought so myself.

Mr. CarviELL; I am coming back to that point. I want to follow up the letters in
this part of the case first, and then I intend to go back to what this witness knows about
this investigation.

Mr. Bexyerr (Simcoe) : The Department was wired on the 22nd October.

Mcr. CarverLL: This correspondence is dated the 9th November.

The CramrMan: Have you Mr. Barnard’s reply? g
Mr. G. E. MaLLory.
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Mr. Carvers: I have a copy. It was written on House of Commons paper, and is
as follows (reads) :—
House orF CoMMONS,
OTTAWA.

Vicroria, B.C., November 9, 1915.
G. E. Maurory, Esq.,
1129 Leonard St., Vietoria.

Dear Sik—I have to acknowledge the receipt of your letter of this date.
T wish at once to emphatically deny that there is any desire upon my part
to hush up the matter you refer to, or to in any way prevent a full and com-
plete investigation being made. <

T cannot return the documents to you for the reason that a demand on
me has been made for them by the solicitors for C. E..MacDonald & Company,
whose property as you are well aware I haye the best of reasons for believing
some of them to be. I am not in a position to state what are your documents
and which of them belong to C. E. MacDonald & Company.

What I propose to do is, as I told you yesterday, to place the documents
in court upon any proceedings being taken by either yourselves or MacDonald
& Company to enforce their return, when the title to them can be properly
decided.

Yours truly,

“@. H. BARNARD.”

By Mr. Carvell:

Q. Now, did you start a suit against MacDonald, or did he start one against
you?—A. Mr. Barnard, I believe, entered an inter pleader action that brought the
thing to the Court, when we had each threatened him with action to recover the
papers.

Q. By some process the matter got into Court. Before whom ¢

Mr. Barvarp: The Judge of the County Court, Judge Lampman.

By Mr. Carvell:

Q. An investigation was held?—A. There was a preliminary investigation.

Q. It was on discovery, I presume?—A. An examination for discovery.

Q. And a finding was made deciding that some belonged to you and some to
MacDonald, that is the substance of it%—A. Yes.

Mr. CARVELL: Unless some others member of the Committee follows that up,
1 do not propose to take up time with it, because it is not of very much importance.

Witness retired.

It being one o’clock, the committee adjourned until 3.30 o’clock.

¢ - Mr. G. E. MALLORY.
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House or ComMoNs,
Commrrree Room No. 301, :
Frmay, April 7, 1916.

The Gommittee resumed at 3.30 p.m., the Chairman, Mr. Middlebro, presiding.

Mr. G. E. MALLORY, recalled and his examination resumed.

By Mr. Carvell:

Q. Well, Mr. Mallory, before lunch we had heard, I think, that portion of your
story that referred to the books and documents. Now I want you to go back to the
meeting in Mr. Barnard’s or Mr. Green’s office, I am not sure which; was there any-
thing said by either you or they, or either of them, with referemce to an investi-
gation?—A. There was nothing said in Mr. Barnard’s office at the first meeting.

Mg. Barnarp: Which office are you speaking of or which meeting?

By Mr. Carvell: .

Q. I am putting it generally, we will say on the 22nd or 23rd of October, I think
you were there on both of those days?—A. The first time I was in Mr. Barnard’s
office nothing was said about an investigation.

Q. Now about the second time?—A. The second time Mr. Barnard said he had
sent a telegram, I do not know whether it was to the Minister or to the Public Works

. Department. - E

Q. To Ottawa, to some official at Ottawa?—A. Yes.

Q. Did he tell you what the telegram contained?—A. No, he said he asked for
a man to be sent out to look into the matter.

Q. Did he state whether or not he had received a reply —A. I believe he said
ke had received a reply and that a man was being sent. _

Q. Now do you know anything that took place regarding this investigation up
to the time Mr. Valiquet got there? And if so, what it was, and if not I want you
to tell what first happened after Mr. Valiquet arrived—A. There was nothing took
place, as far as I know, in the way of investigating the thing until Mr. Valiquet got
there. Oh yes, a telegram was received by Mr. Maclachlan, I cannot give you the
date, anyway it was the day following the day these men came back from Vancouver.

Q. You said this morning that would be about three days after the 22nd?—
A. That might be about it. .

Q. That would be about the 25th or 26th of October?—A. Yes.

Q. What was in the telegram to Mr. Maclachlan, as far as you know?—A. I have
the information from Mr. Barnard only, he told me it instructed Maclachlan to have
no further dredging done nor material dumped until further notice. Then he took
the telegram to Mr. Barnard and wanted to know what was the matter. I do not
know what he was told. .

Q. Of course that would only be hearsay, I do not want you to give me that. But
now, getting down to the conversation with Mr. Valiquet what happened then ?—
A. I saw Mr. Valiquet, I was introduced to him in Mr. Barnard’s office about eleven
o’clock, I think.

Q. I want you to tell the whole conversation between you and Mr. Valiquet or
Mr. Barnard regarding this investigation.—A. Mr. Valiquet asked me if these were
the papers I had given to Mr. Barnard and I said, “ Yes.” “Well,” he said, “there
was mnothing very much in them.” And he asked me several questions about my
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" experience in connection with dredging. I told him that I had not-had any, I had
been a good deal on construction work where they used steam shovels, in which the
principle was the same, and I did not see it was necessary to have such a great deal
of experience where the man was connected with a work, that is particularly dredging
experience. He said, or Mr. Barnard said, ““What do you think about investigating
this thing. What do you think would be the way of investigating it.” I said,
“T understand the change in classification was claimed to be rock instead of dirt,
and personally I would like to see the bottom of the cut excavation as it stands
sounded for solid rock and if it was considered a cemented gravel that we shot it
would break in chunks and I would like to have the sill sounded and we would surely
pick up some of these chunks in it, and you could tell from the quantity of rock in
the sill whether there was anything taken from the cut like what was claimed should
be.” Well, objection was raised to that, that this hard material would all be dis-
solved or disintegrated by the action of the water, that is insofar as it was not rock,
and I said I did not think so.

Q. Did you subseribe to that doctrine or not?—A. Oh, no.

Q. You say you do not think so?—A. No, I claimed they would find it there if
they went there that way, but there was objection to it, Mr. Barnard said something
ebout putting a diver down and Mr. Valiquet objected to that. I do not know that I
said anything about doing that, but I would object to it because the bottom would be
broken up, and although it was rock there would be a certain amount of sand, gravel
and other material carried backwards and forwards in some of the great storms and
the diver could not tell, except where the pinnacle ssicks up, whether it was rock or not.

Q. Yau agreed with Mr. Valiquet that it would not be a satisfactory investigation ?
—A. Yes, but at that time Mr. Valiquet said he had 25 or 30 years of experience,
probably more, and he would take the dredge right out into the harbour and dredge
and make a practical test of it. They did not name the dredge. I said, “That is all
right, that is the scheme,” and I went away. I was there about ten minutes. i
watched the waterfront to see if the dredge Ajax, the Government dredge,—I do mnot
remember whether it was mentioned that time or not, or whether it was later that the
dredge was to be used. I watched the waterfront to see whether the dredge Ajax was
used, T had not been given any invitation to take part in it, and I thought the best
thing T could do was to watch from the shore. I did not see the dredge Ajax at all
and I concluded that no practical test had been made; I did not even know that the
Puget Sound had been used.

Q. Do you know whether it was used or not?—A. Except the statement of Mr.
Valiquet. i

Q. And what did he say?—A. He said he had used the dredge Puget Sound on a
certain area.

Q. Of course you were not present and therefore you do not know what took
place?—A. No. I was not watching the dredge Puget Sound at all, I was watching
the dredge Ajax, and I had further reason for watching for it when I found Mr.
Barnard, after Mr. Valiquet had left, I asked him: ‘“How did they make out?’ But I
could not get a report of anything. I asked Mr. Barnard, “How did Mr. Valiquet
make out in his test, what did they use?’ “Well,” he said, “they used the dredge
Ajax.” T said, “It is funny,” T watched for that dredge and didn’t see it out there,
and I have reason to believe it wasn’t in the city at all, or along the coast there at all,
it was up the coast, I understand. However, I did not see Mr. Valiquet again.

Q. You did not see him again —A. No. :

Q. Did Mr. Valiquet ask you anything about the nature of the material dredged
from the bottom, whether it was rock, cemented material, earth or anything else?—
A. Not that I remember of. ’ '

Q. Have you now told practically the whole ofi the conversation between you and
Mr. Valiquet?—A. Yes.
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Q. Did you have any conversation with Mr. Valiquet alone or was it all in
the presence of Mr. Barnard?—A. I never saw Mr. Valiquet except that once in the
presence of Mr. Barnard.

Q. Did you go back to Mr. Barnard to find out what was the result of the in-
vestigation ?—A. No, I waited some time and thought I should have been told, and
then I ’phoned and asked him on the ’phone.

Q. What information did you get from him?—A. That Mr. Valiquet had found
everything all right. T asked what dredge they had out there, and he said the Ajax,
and they could not raise anything. I believe this was his conversation, “ I believe he
has reported to Ottawa to that effect.”

Q. And it was after that you asked him for the return of the papers ’-—A Yes.

Mr. Carvern: That is all T have to ask, Mr. Chairman.

By the Chairman:

Q. Just a few questions before Mr. Barnard starts. Was the original agreement
with them in writing?—A. In what connection ?

Q. Giving you the wages, or whatever it was? Was there a wage contract?—
A. NO.

Q. It was not in writing%—A. No.

. Q. To pay you $125 a month?—A. No, it was not for $125 a month, it was $150,
but I was supposed to take the $125 for the first month.

Q. But the agreement was/not in writing >—A. No.

Q. For how long did you take the $125%—A. I was there for several months.

Q. You commenced on the 10th of June?—A. I could’ not say when I com-
menced.

. You have already given evidence of that.—A. I think it was the 1st of June.
I think it was the 10th you said%—A. No.

Well, then, the 1st of June—A. That is when I started I think.

You worked during June?—A. Yes.

July ?—A. Yes.

. August?—A. Yes.

September ?—A. Yes.

. Before you asked for any raise?—A. In the meantime I hinted at it several
times, and Mr. McDonald had gone out of the place. The plain hint was sufficient.

Q. You worked for four and a half months until you made up your mind to
ask for a raise?—A. I made up my mind T would ask for it openly.

Q. And in the meantime you took $125?—A. Yes, sir.

Q. How much did you ask for in the middle of October?—A. I asked for the
balgnce, or the difference between the amount I was getting and the amount 1 was
promised.

Q. VVhy did you ask for an increase in your Wages?—A I did not ask for an
increase in wages, I asked for what was due me.

Q. When did you last ask for the increase before the 15th Oectober?—A. It was
before the 15th.

Q. Was it the first of the month?%—A. I cannot say, I had spoken to Nelson about
it before that, and so far as Mr. McDonald was concerned I had spoken about it
directly. He had been talking about the salaries of the men on the dredge. I was
in charge of the dredge and over the head, and giving instructions to all the men on
the dredge and the foreman that was on the dredge, several of whom were getting
more than I was. That is, they were getting $150 a month and right then and
there, I said to McDonald—

Q. Well, but the time you were asking ﬁor an increase in your salary you knew
things were crooked there according to the entries in your diary?—A. Of course I
knew things were crooked.

==L -Y-r-Y-Y-Y>
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Q. And you were willing to remain on if you got an increase in salary —A. 1
did not say I would remain on.

Q. Did you ask for the increase in salary for the purpose of remaining on?—A.
No. .

Q. You did not ask for that purpose?—A. No.

Q. Did you intend to leave as soon as you got the increase?—A. I did not—I do
not think I had any thoughts of any:

Q. As a matter of fact you intended to remain if you got the increase in salary?
—A. Well, as a matter of fact I was not going to stay because Mr. Nelson and Mr.
MacDonald had one continual round after round of row after row, and things were
getting too unpleasant.

Q. You said in the first part of your evidence you suspected there was something
wrong before you went on the job at all%—A. No, I said I did not particularly relish
the idea

Q. You did not particularly relish the idea?—A. Of Mr. Nelson’s financing Mr.
MecDonald.

Q. So you thought there was something wrong before you went on the job?—A.
Insofar as the change of classification was concerned I did not have the faintest
suspicion. )

Q. I ask you again. You thought there was something wrong before you went
on the job?—A. Insofar as Mr. Nelson financing Mr. McDonald.

Q. And your first entry was on the 14th June?—A. T think so.

Q. And that indicates that something had been going wrong for some time, “The
same old game” as ygu put it.—A. That is the financing.

Q. But as a matter of fact you seem to have gone there with mind made up
that there was going to be something wrong?—A. Not insofar as the estimates were
concerned, no.

Q. As far as what, then?%—A. All I suspected, or had any suspicion of was that
an employee of the Department of Public Works was raising money to finance the
contractor for Government work. ‘

Q. You knew that was wrong?—A. Well, I was not financing the man.

Q. But you knew it was wrong?—A. I didn’t think it was right.

Q. If you did not think it was right T suppose it was wrong? Then you made
entries in your diary from time to time such as this. At one time you accused Mac-
lachlan of “having filthy stuff in his grip”?%—A. No., I did not accuse him, that was
just in my mind. ’

Q. Just floating in your mind? But you put it down in your diary.—A. Yes.

Q. But you did not accuse him of that?—A. The grip was in there.

Q. And you put down in your diary it was filled with filthy stuff?—A. Well, T
call money that.

Q. You call money filthy stuff?—A. Yes.

By Mr. Bennett (Simcoe) :

Q. Did you not mean by that it was dishonest money?—A. I meant that it was
dishonestly used.

By the Chairman:

Q. Did you not mean that $2,500 had been paid to this man and you thought it
was graft?—A. T thought it was graft, yes.

Q. And did you not also write this down in your diary as “rotten robbery?’—A.
Yes, sir.

Q. And notwithstanding that you remained in the employ of these men and gave
in estimates which you knew were deliberately wrong?—A. T gave in estimates up to
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the point where it was just on the turn of wrong, or right or wrong, and the estimates
were stopped at that time through my action.

Q. You gave the estimates to the 81st August, which showed the contractor had
to get 18,000 yards of rock when you yourself say you did not think it was more than
how many?—A. I said in my estimate for my own information I had made, about
10,000 yards or a little over.

Q. I have taken a note of it. The very first estimate you made you said you
thought it should not have been more than 500 yards when as a matter of fact there
were 4,783 7—A. T was doing exactly

Q. Just answer the question, is that right?—A. What is it?

Q. You said there should not have been more than 500 yards when as a matter
of fact you returned 4,783, a difference of $38,000 over and above what you say should
have been returned—A. I did not return it.

Q. You knew it was being returned.—A. T had an idea.

Q. Then you gave the slip upon which to make the return?—A. By written
instructions.

Q. I don’t care whether it was written or not. Do you think you had any right to
do it?—A. I was under salary.’

By Mr. Bennett (Simcoe) :

Q. Just one question. Your object in asking for an increase in salary was simply
to secure it and then leave?—A. My object in asking for an increase of salary was
simply a matter of principle. The man told me he would give me a certain amount
and he need not have paid it out of the contractors’ moneys, he could have given it out
of the $3,000 money Nelson raised for him or the $2,000 money got from this man
Weeks.

Q. Your intention was to leave him because of these dishoriest goings on?—A. I
do not think I had any particular idea of leaving at that time.

Q. You would have stayed if you had got the increase?—A. I am not saying I
would or would not have.

Q. Were you not trying to work a little blackmail?—A. No, I was not.

Q. You knew there had been something crooked and you took advantage of that
to try and get an increase of salary, was that not your reason?—A. No, I had no idea
of any such thing.

By Mr. Barnard:

Q. Mr. Mallory, you began your employment with C. E. Macdonald when?—A. I
think it was the 1st of June.

Q. The first of June?—A. I think so.

Q. Had you given up any other position to take this one?—A. You had offered
me a position, and the same day I was employed by Mr. Macdonald.

Q. You were in pretty hard circumstances, were you not, up to that time, you had
been out of employment for a long time?—A. Yes..

Q. And you had come to me on two or three occasions with an idea of getting
something under the Government?—A. Yes, sir.

Q. And just at this time, about the 1st of June, while I told you we had nothing
for an engmeer there was somethmg that would buy bread and butter for the kids¢—
A. Yes, sir.

Q. And I agreed that, so far as my influence was concerned, you should have
that position out at the Government docks, that is right?—A. Yes.

Q. Then, when Mr. Macdonald offered you this position, you gave up the other
and took this?—A. Yes.

Q. At that time you thought I was a pretty good fellow, didn’t you?—A. I dldn’t
give any particular thought about it. I thought you had done me a favour.
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Q. You remember that you came to me to explain about taking the new position
instead of the one I offered you?—A. I came to you and tried to explain it.

Q. And I told you, I had not the slightest objection, there were plenty of men
getting the position you were not taking?—A. That is right.

Q. So that, as a matter of fact, up to the 22nd October, that is the day you came
to me and first told me about these irregularities, you had every reason, so far as I was
concerned, to consider that I was friendly towards you, certainly not unfriendly —A.
Yes, I think so.

Q. In fact, you never had any intercourse with me since the time you first went
on this position, I think that is right. I don’t think we ever spoke to each other?—
A. No, I do not think so.

Q. Now, when did you first begin to think things were going wrong there?—A.
Well, so far as Mr. Maclachlan’s opinion of the yardage was concerned, it would be in
July.

Q. In July?—A. Yes.

Q. Well, when did you think that things were crooked?—A. Well, I thought that

they were beyond all reason when it came to the August estimate.
: Q. Until the August estimate you thought that you had no real grounds for
suspicion#—A. T felt if I took the matter up with anybody, there was a greater
chance, this was just a slight error of judgment, that is all there would have been
said. :

Q. Of course, you remember the other day when you were being examined, the
first June estimate was under discussion, and at that time you said that it was not
an unusual thing—and you did not shy off at it very much—for an engineer to give
the contractor some leeway in respect to the first estimate in order to get his plant
together ?—A. All right.

Q. You told us that the other day?—A. Yes.

Q..So then, at that time, then, I should say that you were not altogether dis-
satisfied with the conditions, or were you?—A. Well, that amount of rock was not
given from the engineering leniency standpoint at all. It was given by pressure.

Q. At that time, when that estimate went in, were you not beginning to get
suspicious —A. Well, there had been a lot of—

Q. You see, Mr. Mallory, you went on so long ‘after this that I would like to
know when you first began to think that things were not right, because I would like
to know how long you persisted in what was clearly wrongdoing on your part just
as much as on theirs. The sooner you started being suspicious, the longer you were
doing wrong. What I wanted to get at was when you thought your part in this
wrongdoing started?—A. My part of the wrongdoing?

Q. Yes, in assisting to make out wrong estimates?%—A. I said that the August
estimate was the first one that had gotten out of reason.

Q. I see—A. And the September estimate was stopped, I believe.

Q. Was what?—A. Stopped; it was not paid.

Q. Then, in your mind, at that time everything was all right up to the time the
August estimate was put in?—A. No, it was not all right, but it was protected by
the amount of yardage that could be gotten out of the work.

Q. Then there was no occasion for any great apprehension up to that time?—A.
Well, T could not say that a man could prove anything in particular if he tried ever
so_hard, because the yardage, even if it had not been there, it was to be excavated.

Q. The entries in your book, you told us the other day, they were all made on
the day of the occurence or the succeeding day. How long an interval would be the
longest that would elapse between the time you would make your entry in the diary
and the date of its occurrence?—A. I could not exactly say. I entered it up as soon
as I could.

Q. Would it be a day or two, or a week?—A. I tried to keep it up right along.

Mr. G. E. MALLORY.



174 PUBLIC ACCOUNTS COMMITTEE

6-7 GEORGE V, A. 1916

Q. What did you do?—A. T think I succeeded in keeping it up pretty well.
Q. You do not think more than a day passed before you made an entry of ‘the
previous day’s work?—A. I tried the best I could to enter it up each evening.
Q. Now, if everything was all right until the August estimate went in, will you
tell us why you made this entry on the 29th June? (Reads):—
“When Nelson is leaving he steps back from the other two and tells me to
make up a good estimate for Maclachlan and he will copy it O.K.”

That is, Machlachlan will copy it, I suppose?—A. Yes.

Q. (Reads) :—

“T added $2,000 to the approx. liability on instructions from Maecdonald
after Nelson had left.”
A. Yes. ;

Q. Did you think that was all right%—A. Well, that was

Q. That was in June?—A. That was in June, and a liberal allowance, as T said,/
is always—not always, generally—made by an engineer that has had a great deal of
experience in order to help him the first month.

Q. As a matter of fact then, that was not too bad #—A. Tt was a thing that might -
have been done by another contractor, and would be done by the engineer as far as
the excess

Q. Tt did not shock your sense of morality then?—A. Not particularly.

Q. If it did not, why did you go on and say this? (Reads) :—

“Have been thinking over Nelson’s talk to Maclachlan, Res. Eng. He will
get the Res. Eng. in trouble before this business is finished.”
A. That is the way he had started out. He had not gone that way.

Q. Your sense of morality was not shocked?—A. He had not gone far enough to

shock anything.
. Q. I see. Why did you go on and say this: (Reads) :-—
“Tf Bob Rogers is a grafter I think Nelson an out-and-out robber.”

A. T will explain the conversation I had with Mr. Nelson in that connection.

Q. At that time your sense of morality was not shocked ?——A. Mr. Nelson and T
had a conversation on entirely another thing. It did not touch Mr. Macdonald’s con-
tract.

Q. Notwithstanding the fact that you had Nelson’s request that day to add $2,000
to the amount that you had previously intended to put in, you say that the rest of this
entry had nothing to do with it, that is where you are calling it “an out-and-out rob-
bery,” in writing down that Nelson is “an out-and-out robber,” you did not have in
mind: A. T had in mind that Nelson was using influence that finally would run
Maclachlan into trouble, but at that time he had not gone beyond the limit.

Q. But you thought everything was all right up to that time?—A. Mr. Maclachlan
was as safe as could be as far as the engineer on the work was concerned.

Q. Everything was all right. You didn’t by any chance put that little last line
in that entry subsequently?—A. No, it was when I was thinking it over, I thought
of this conversation that we had.

Q. What was the reference to Mr. Nelson, how did it happen to come in about
him %—A. Because Mr. Nelson has always posed as a very great friend of the Minis-
ter of Public Works. I understood from Mr. Nelson that he had been sent out to
British Columbia by Mr. Rogers.

Q. Now, Mr. Mallory, you made some mention here the other day about a motor
car?—A. Yes.

Q. You stated that Mr. Nelson had a Government car which he sold to Mr.
Maclachlan —A. That is the way Mr. Nelson informed me.

Q. You stated quite positively that it was a Government car? Do you stick to
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that?—A. T stick to it, for the simple reason that I was told so by the official who
was riding in it.

Q. Do you say now it was a Government car?—A. ‘Well, I will say this that the
license was in the name of the Department of Public Works.

Q. When?—A. The one that was transferred when it came to Victoria, and
it appeared on the records in Viectoria.

Q. As what?—A. As being transferred from the Public Works Department to
C. E. Macdonald, that is the license, that is as I remember it. .

Q. Do you know when it was registered in the name of the Public Works Depart-
ment?%—A. No, I do not, the registration slip was typewritten.

Q. Do you know when it was transferred?—A. No, I do not know when it was
transferred.

Q. You say it was transferred when it was brought to Victoria?—A. Yes.

Q. Was that before you were on the job or after you were on the job?—A. T
cannot say that, I do not remember when the car was brought over.

Q. Did you search the records for that?—A. No, Mr. Hall did that for the
examination for discovery. ‘

Q. Mr. H. G. Hall%—A. Yes.

Q. You will not swear now that at the time Nelson transferred that car to Mac-
donald it was not his own car, will you?’—A. I would swear that my information
came from the man.that used it all the time.

Q. But will you swear that it was a Government car or would you say that you
do not know anything about it?—A. I would say that I was not told by the Govern-
ment that they owned the car.

Q. You were not told by the Government?—A. No.

Q. You do not know whether it was a Government car or not?—A. I have not
first hand information, I haven’t seen the bill of sale, I could not say positively about
that, no.

Q. And so your information then is to the effect that that car was transferred,
or that the registration of the car was put in Nelson’s name when it was transferred
to Vietoria?—A. No, it was put in the name of C. E. MacDonald.

Q. In the name of C. E. MacDonald?—A. By Thomas Plimley, the automobile
agent.

Q. Who was it transferred from?—A. The slip that came over to be used for the
transfer was typewritten, with the license nmumber on, it came from the Provincial
Office in Vancouver, Department of Public Works, described the car and transferred
to so and so.

Q. Transferred to whom?—A. To C. E. MacDonald.

Q. Did you see that?—A. Yes, I believe I did see it, the certificate or whatever
you call it, was brought up to the office, and I saw this there, a typewritten copy, to
the Department of Public Works.

Q. And you say the Department of Public Works transferred that to MacDonald?
—A. T say it would be transferred from

Q. The Department of Public Works to MacDonald?%—A. Insofar as that docu-
. ment was concerned.

Q. Where did you see that document?—A. It was in Mr. MacDonald’s office, he
has it yet, I believe.

Q. Would you be surprised to know that the ear was transferred four months or
six months before you had anything to do with it%—A. T would be surprised because
I saw it myself. :

Q. Would you be surprised to see a telegram from Colin S. Campbell to that
effect, would you accept that?—A. If Mr. Campbell says it was registered in thav par-
ticular one.
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Q. The telegram is dated on the 6th of January, 1915, which is four months before
you ever had anything to do with MacDonald?%—A. That may be so, but I based my
opinion upon a written document I saw in MacDonald’s office; that is what I base it
on.

Q. You are making a statement altogether on hearsay—A. I am making it on
what I saw in writing.

Q. As a matter of fact would you be surprised to hear that the Department of
Public Works never owned a car; would that surprise you?—A. Well then, Mr. Nelson
was just leading me to think that he was some great person who was handed a car or
something like that.

Q. He may have had some object in doing that, I do not know about that. You
told us, Mr. Mallory, this morning, I think before you commenced working for the
sub-contractors that you conducted an estimate of your own?—A. Yes.

Q. How did you come to do that?—A. I got the plans from Mr. McDonald and
told him I would like to have a look over the work.

Q. Did you know you were going to be employed by him? Or did you do this
simply out of curiosity%—A. No, I did not know I was going to be employed exactly,
because McDonald did not know he was going to get the contract. I knew him and
he said he thought he was going to get it, that he had been expecting to get it and
had: been expecting it for six or eight months.

Q. About when was this?—A. It was just a short time before I came up to see you
in connection with the work when you offered me a position.

Q. And you worked it out at 10,100 yards?—A. Something like that.

Q. Why then on your examination for discovery did you make the statement there
was not more than 7,000 yards on the whole work #—A. Because Mr. Maclachlan had
figured it out and said, and the other officials too, that 4,300 was the quantity. Well
7000 yards according to their basis of figuring had cut off a big piece of the area
from what I had figured, and 7,000 yards was a liberal estimate for the area to be
covered.

Q. And you changed your figures?—A. I did not change any figures, I simply -
changed my idea of the number of yards, the total number of cubic yards in the work,
and it would naturally affect the rock.

Q. Then you say that statement is not made with any desire to minimize the
quantity of rock that was there ?%—A. No, in no way at all.

The CHARMAN: In what action did this examination for discovery take place?

Mr. Barnarp: In the examination for discovery in the action of Mallory vs.
MacDonald. The papers were sent down to the House.

By Mr. Barnard:

Q. At the examination for discovery you were speaking of the August estimates,
and the question was put to you: “ Have you any complaint to make about that 700%”
That is the 700 yards of rock. Your reply was: “A. I say there was not, 7,000 yards
of rock was not dredged that month. I say 7,000 yards of rock is more than there
was in the entire work.” A. That is right.

Q. You say now that i right?—A. That was right at that time. As far as that .
piece of work goes it is right yet——

Q. What do you say to Mr. St. Laurent’s estimate?—A. Unless Mr. St. Laurent
had drawn Mr. Maclachlan’s attention to it long before that time so that he knew the
yardage was legitimately increased from 4,300 to 13,000.

Q. Then your estimate of 10,000 yards is wrong?—A. My estimate of 10,000 I
took from figures that were given me, as I said. I was told that the work to be
dredged ran in certain directions—so many feet in certain directions and so many
feot in other directions, and so on—which gave me the squared area. I worked off
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that and the soundings that were there to get the yardage, but I found that the area
was not that large, or what I supposed it to be. It was almost half again, almost cut
in two in the area where the rock was the deepest, or where there was the most in
quantity, which reduced the estimate, and I made the estimate instead of 4,300 yards
I allowed very liLerally for going round the outside, which gives more rock per foot
for cach foot you go out in the case of these contours.

Q. You did not allow enough then?—A. I allowed quite sufficient in my esti-
mate of 4,300 yards, I am rot talking about my estimate of 10,000.

Q. Mr. St. Laurent says there was 15,000 %—A. That is with the extended area
I am talking of the contracted area. I made an allowance on the contracted area
of 10 feet with a slope all 'the round on the area, which increased the yardage to
approximately 7,000 yards.

Q. Now will you tell us, Mr. Mallory, why, when as early as the 20th of June
you had commenced suspecting fraud and stealing and dishonesty you continued
to be a party to putting in these false estimates?—A. There was no fraud and no
proof of fraud in any way, shape or form, in connection with that work in June.

Q. Notwithstanding the entry in your diary of the 28th June that Nelson had
stepped back and told you to add $3,000 to the progress estimates%—A. That is quite
true. It was for the assistance of the contractor for the first month, which I believe
even your departmental engineers will agree is warranted in every case.

Q. And notwithstanding the statement you made as to what Nelson was doing?
—-A. T said that because Nelson was running Mr. Maclachlan into a hole.

. Q. You made up the estimate for August?—A. I did.

Q. That shocked your conscience, did it not?—A. I thought it stretched the
point to the breaking point.

Q. Is that all you thought?

The CHAIRMAN: It was shown that there was eight times as much rock as the
witness himself estimated. ‘

The WirNEss: I am not saying there was eight times as much rock certified to.

- By Mr. Barnard:

Q. Were the progress estimates all right to the end of July?—A. The July
estimates didn’t overtake the original quantity in the work as I had figured it out
with an allowance for overbreak around the area in which rock was found.

Q. You thought you were all right in July?—A. I do not think I was all right.
What I am saying is it did not exceed the total quantity if a decent allowance was
made for overbreak all round it.

By the Chairman:

Q. Right there, that makes two statements you have made. You swore that on
the 31st July, although the estimate showed 4,783 cubic yards of rock, you did not
believe there was more than 500 yards?—A. Dredged.

Q. That is a difference of 4,283%—A. I grant that.

Q. And that is a difference of $38,000 at $9 a cubic yard, the estimates 4,283
yards when you did not think there was more than 500 cubic yards. That is eight
times as much. Do you mean to say that does not affect your conscience to certify
to 8 times as much rock as there should be?—A. I am not saying there was 8 times
ag much rock.

Q. And putting in estimates for 4,783 cubic yards of rock on July 31, whereas
you had sworn there were only 500 cubic yards, does not that strike you as anything
wrong —A. I am not saying it did not strike me as anything wrong, I have not said
that. What I want to say and do say was that that quantity could be overtaken in
the work. '
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Q. Keep on admitting that and it will soon take you a long time to overtake it.—
A. T am not saying how long it would take to overtake it, but that it could be over-
taken, and that there was protection in that way.

By Mr. Barnard:

Q. You knew, Mr. Mallory that Nelson had made up his mind he was going to
get 30,000 cubic yards out of the contract.—A. No, sir. I did at one time but not
zll the time.

Q. When did you know that?—A. I could not tell you that.

Q. Did he say so more than once?—A. I don’t remember, but there was one occa-
sion.

Q. You don’t remember whether he said so on more than one occasion?—A. There
was one occasion when they were going to get 15,000, then 20,000, then 25,000,
then 30,000 yards.

Q. They must have started with a small quantity at the beginning, they did not
reduce the amount?—A. I don’t remember when they did start. At first I do not
remember any definite yardage being set by them.

Q. You knew that he expected to get 80,000 yards of rock out of this?—A. I will
say I did not know.

Q. You will say you didn’t know?—A. Yes.

Q. But you came to know it when?—A. Along in—I could not say the date.

Q. You remember the question was put to you on the examination for discovery:—

Q. He managed to get their classification changed from earth to rock?—
A. Yes, he told me and I heard him expound on it a good many times that they
were going to get 30,000 yards of solid rock on that contract

A. So he had, but I do not remember
Q. (Reads) :—

and he impressed on Maclachlan that 30,000 was to be the total quantity
and I heard Maclachlan say I don’t see where you get 80,000 because there is
only 4,400 or 4,800 in the whole thing, and Nelson was over here every month
to go after Maclaehlan to raise the rock every month.

That started in J une, or July or August?—A. He was there in July.
Q. And August?—A. I think so.
Q. And I think he missed September, didn’t he?—A. I think so.
Q. It would be about those times he told you he was going to get the 30,0007— |
A. T don’t remember when he made the remark. I remember it was made.
Q. Then there is a further question. (Reads) :—

Q. Did the sub-contractors render their estimate to Grant, Smith & Com-
pany *—A. I made out an estimate in McDonald’s office and gave it to Maclach-
lan who in nearly every instance copied it exactly on his Department sheets and
sent it to Ottawa, then he would call up Grant, Smith and say: Your estimate
is so and so, then Mr. Jameson, the bookkeeper, would make up his estimate
and phone up and I would go down and get it that is it on the same sort of
sheets. Then when the cheque came through from Ottawa Mr. Jameson as
bookkeeper for Grant, Smith and Company was liable to the men that did this
work for the amount shown on the estimate, whether it was Mr. Macdonald or
the subcontractor. No subcontractor could have the contract from Macdonald
without consent of Grant, Smith and Company.

Q. You made out the estimates, that is the figures of rock and earth moved
durlng the preceding month?—A. I knew that there was approximately 60,000
yards in the contract.

Q. You say you made out the monthly estimates?—A. I did.

Q. That would be the figure of earth and rock moved during the period
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you made out the estimate for %—A. No, the estimate I made out was taking the
total quantity and dividing it into the number of months that I thought it
would take to do the work and working on such instructions as I had from
Mr. Macdonald to make the estimate in such shape that it would pay all the
bills for the month and then doubled it.

Q. TIs that what you were doing all those months? First, that you found out what
it took to make up the expenses, and divided it into the number of months, and then
doubled it. Was that answer true?’—A. T do not remember that I said “ doubled it.”

Q. Do you deny it?—A. I do not remember having made that remark.

Q. That is your evidence. Do you want to take it back now?—A. No, I was
working under instructions.

Q. You were willing to do anything then. It did not matter how the Govern-
ment came out?—A. I think T stopped just in the right time.

Q. That was when all the mischief was done?—A. All done? There had been put
in about three or four thousand yards more than the actual quantity on the contract on
a careful estimate. :

Q. Three or four thousand is quite a bit?—A. It is coming as close as you can
come to it without calling it no steal at all without an investigation. If it came down
to one thousand yards it would probably be near enough.

The CHARMAN: What would he think the total quantity would be then? He made
an estimate of the number of months they would likely be on the contract, and divided
the contract by the number of months, and certified the estimate for that quantity.

* Mr. Carvern: He did not do any certifying.

Mr. BarNarD: I am not defending it. Do you think it was a proper thing for him®
to do, you gentlemen over there?

Mr. Carvers: He did just what nine out of ten men would have done. He was
employed by Macdonald.

Mr. BarnNarp: Do you think it was a proper thing?

Mr. Carvern: I am not under cross-examination by you. You had better direct
your attention to the man who certified for these things. This witness has confessed
and told you the whole story. It is none of your business what my opinion would be.

The CHAIRMAN: That is what this witness swore to on oath—how long ago?

Mr. BarNARD: This was on the 1st December, 1915, less than two months after.

The CHaRMAN: Let us hear that answer again.

Mr. Bawvarp: (Reads) :—

A. No, the estimate I made out was taking the total quantity and dividing
it into the number of months that I thought it would take to do the work and
working on such instructions as I had from Mr. McDonald to make the esti-

mate in such shape that it would pay all the bills for the month and then
doubled it.

By Mr. Barnard:

Q. That is the answer you gave, you do not dispute it?%—A. There is one thing
that is misleading in it. I never made any estimate at all in so far as it being an
estimate of any kind or form. I made a statement to the contractor.

Q. For the purpose of being handed to the engineer?

The CHAmRMAN: That is Maclachlan.

By Mr. Barnard:

Q. Maclachlan, on which he would base an estimate to the Department 7—A.
“ Well, I did not—
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Q. That is what you told us the other day?—A. I knew when I saw the estimate
that it had been done.

Q. Didn’t you know before you saw that? Is it your evidence?—A. I knew 1
was making a statement to the engineer, yes.

Q. To be submitted to the Department on a statement you were making out ?—
A. I made up the statement for Mr. Macdonald.

. For what purpose%—A. On his request.

. For what purpose?—A. As he told me, for Mr. Maclachlan.

. For Maclachlan %—A. Yes.

To do what with?%—A. So that Maclachlan could make up his estimate.

. To be sent to Ottawa?—A. So Maclachlan could make up his estimate.

. On which Mr. Macdonald was to be paid%—A. He expected to be paid.
And you knew he expected to be paid?—A. (Certainly I did.

Then, you knew it was fraudulent and dishonest. Is that right or not?—
A. tht is it?

Q. You knew it was a fraudulent statement and a dishonest statement?—A. A
statement ?

Q. The statement you made up? You knew that the statements that you were
submitting to the engineers’ office—A. No, sir.

Q. —of the work being done were not correct—A. But I knew what the state-
ment came up to in dollars and cents, what Macdonald said I was to make it.
Macdonald told me to take a certain number of dollars and cents and make it into
yardage to come up to that dollars and cents, and I did it. Tt was for Macdonald.

Q. On the basis of the statement you made you knew the contractor expected
to be paid?—A. He expected to be paid about that.

Q. And was paid in several instances?

Mr. CarveLL: If he succeeded in getting it through the engineer’s hands.
The Wirngss: If he succeeded in getting it through.

Sooooo000

By Mr. Barnard:

Q. However, as a matter of fact, Macdonald was using you to help him get the
money —A. No.

By the Chavrman:

Q. That is quite fair. As a matter of fact they did go through, dldnt they —
A. Some of the estimates are rendered the same.

Q. They went through, and after they went through you performed the same oper-
ation the next month, and two, went through —A. I performed the same operation for
Mr. MacDonald.

Q. I don’t care who you did it for.

By Mr. Blain:
Q. Mr. Mallory, suppose you had been told to make that up three times as large
would you have carried out his instructions?—A. I was not told that.
Q. Where was your limit?%—A. I did what I was told.
Q. Then, I say that if he had told you to double it or treble it would you have
done it, acting under his instructions?—A. I cannot say.

By Mr. Barnard: A
Q. Who classified this into rock and earth, you or the engineer%—A. I had nothing
to do with classification.
Q. Can you tell us then why you made this statement on your examination for

discovery at p. 27 (reads) :(—
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Q. You had the total figure of material given you to start with?—A. I
figured that out myself.
Q. From what?—A. From the original plan.
Q. That is approximately 60,000 yards material %—A. Yes.
. Q. Then who classified it into rock and earth?—A. The engineer was sup-
posed to do that. :
Q. Did he?—A. T classified it on those little slips that I made out.

A. For Mr. MacDonald.

Q. To work it out to the amount and you made it to cover all%—A. That is what
I did.

Q. You made out this classification, you know you had to get a certain amount
of money, first of all all your expenses and then double up that amount, so you
made out a classification slip with rock in it to cover the amount for MacDonald, that
is right %—A. Yes.

Q. Did you give it to MacDonald or Maclachlan always?—A. Onece or twice
MacDonald took it to Maclachlan direct and once I took. it myself.

Q. Sometimes you took it?%—A. Once, if I remember aright.

Q. I notice on the last page of your diary there is an account?—A. Yes.

Q. When was that put there?—A. I do not remember when it was put in.

Q. Was that written up all at once or transeribed from time to time?—A. No,
that was written up at once.

Q. And it is a copy of what?—A. I won’t say; this was put in right here for the
advantage of Mr. Carvell because I did not know that it was to be put in here at all.

Mr. CarverL: This was put in here for my information. Put a ring around it
(indicating).

(Witness complied with Mr. Carvell’s request.)

By Mr. Barnard:

Q. Was this all written at once, or from time to time as the transactions took
place%—A. T think it was done at once, I do not remember much about it. (Examines
diary.) This (indicating) is an account of moneys transferred to the Vancouver
work, MacDonald’s work, and it is supposed to be the profit of the August estimate,
and this (indicating) is a summary down here.

Q. It was all written down at the same time?—A. I think so.

Q. Can you tell me under what circumstances you put that in there?—A. Mr.
MacDonald had finished his work in Vancouver.

Q. Mr. MacDonald had finished his work in Vancouver—A. Yes.

Q. But these entries at the bottom are for Viectoria?—A. Yes, every month I
made out something like that for him, that shows the amount, if I remember.

Q. But did you make it out in this book every month?—A. Oh, no.

Q. Where are the other books?—A. MacDonald has them.

Q. How did this come into your diary, what ie the reason of its coming there —
A. I put it in there in connection, I know the first part of it was put in there in
connection with the Vancouver work, and I told you how it was put in, it was put in
from a sheet of paper; I had the sheet of paper and I thought “I will copy it right
here;” that sheet of paper is now in Mr. Hall’s possession.

Q. When did you put it there?—A. I cannot tell you that.

Q. It was done after you had the trouble?—A. No, I do not think so, I do not
remember; I will not swear to it.

Q. Why did you copy the entries out of MacDonald’s books on a eheet of fools-
cap paper —A. T would give a copy to Nelson and have a copy there for MacDonald
to put in his pocket, and I thought it was just as easy when doing it to make a copy
for myself.

Mr. G. E. MALLORY.
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Q. If Mr. MacDonald was carrying the sheet around in his pocket how could
vou make a copy of it in your diary%—A. It was an extra sheet, I think T could get
you the original sheet from which I put this down.

By Mr. Bennett (Simcoe) :

Q. You mean the sheet of paper from which you took this memorandum?—A. It
was a sheet of paper, I think it is in Mr. Hall’s office now.

By Mr. Barnard:

Q. These memoranda (indicating) have certain initials beside them. I take it
it is Nelson’s and MacDonald’s initials, and you say those initials have nothing to do
with the account, they are merely memoranda?—A. I put those initials there for the
information of Mr. Carvell and Mr. Kyte.

Q. The object in putting them there is not to make any particular charge against
them, but to explain to Mr. Carvell and Mr. Kyte what items refer to certain moneys
that you think were paid to them. You do not rely on this account with regard to
moneys paid to Maclachlan and Nelson?—A. I say that if that same thing were
looked up in MacDonald’s books I think you will find it explains itself.

Mr. Carvern: I will not raise any objection to this explanation, but I am not
putting this diary forward to prove anything. This witness is a stranger to me, he
brings me what he calls a diary and I was perfectly willing that you should examine
this diary, which, instead of the witness taking away as he might have done, he has
left with the Committee, but do not say that we are putting it forward to jprove
anything. I simply put it forward now as a proof of the entry respecting the auto-
mobile.

By Mr. Barnard:

Q. I want to find out whether these entries refer to any particular transactions
of which entries were made at the time, and I understand that they were not, as far
as the entries were concerned?—A. I did not put this in there to make any’ capital
out of it or anything like that.

Q. You mentioned, this morning, Mr. Mallory, & man named Halkett. Will
you tell us again about that incident?—A. He came out on the dredge, looked around
for a few minutes, and asked what was the matter, that he had heard there was going
to be a change of classification, and he gave me distinctly to understand that he had
taken the soundings, that he knew them to be correct, and he was not going to have
anybody make his work out to be wrong.

Q. You said that his idea was that the new classification was wrong and he
objected to it?%—A. He objected to a change in the classification.

Q. Did he discuss the question of hard material?—A. He said he knew there was
a crust at the top of nearly the whole area.

Q. Did he say how big a crust?%—A. Yes, he said it was either from three to five
or four to five feet.

Q. Over the whole area of hardpan?—A. He did not say hardpan, he said crust.

Q. Crust of what?%—A. That is as I recollect. He did not use any expression
like hardpan, he said crust. I knew there was a crust on it myself. We went through
it with the dredge later. ’

Q. According to the entry in your diary of the 23rd of June, you spoke to Hal-
kett %—A. I don’t know the man at all. I always had his name mixed up.

Q. He said “He had heard there was some fault found with the contours as
made by him on the plan of August 27, 1913, signed by Lafleur. Scale 100 to the
inch. Marked 1 (in circle) in the upper right hand corner. He said he sounded the
whole area and knew positively the work was right?”’—A. Yes, that is what he said.
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Q. “He said there was a hardpan crust from three to five feet thlck on top of
nearly the whole area to be dredged, but there was very little rock above 36 feet low
water at any point?’—A. I put that down as I believe it was said.

Q. Then he did not say there was a crust of hardpan from three to five feet thick?
—A. If T have it there I believe he said it.

Q. Now, coming down to the occurrences of the 22nd of October. When you
came to see me you were pretty excited, were you not?—A. Well, T was a little bit
excited, yes.

Q. You were almost wildly excited, were you mnot?—A. Not exactly. I was
excited enough and overstepped myself in one remark, if that is what you mean.

Q. You were excited enough to make the entry that you “should have kept your
head this morning ?’—A. That is about one of my remarks. I lost my head when
T made the statement about Mr. Maclachlan.

Q. When you came in you did make the statement that you would prove by a
dheque that Mr. Maclachlan had received $2,500 from Mr. McDonald?—A. No, I did
not make that statement.

Q. What did you say?—A. I said T had a receipt, I did not say I would prove
anything, and immediately I turned to you and apologized to you for the remark and
said——

Q. Did you not on a second occasion say “I lied this morning, I could not prove
that, I was excited”?—A. No, sir, I did not say that. T said I was very excited and
should not have made that remark.

By Mr. Carvell:

Q. What remark should you not have made?—A. That I had a receipt for $2,500
by J. S. Maclachlan. During the description of the thing I had made that remark
and I apologized for it at once, because I did not mean to make it and never thought
of making it, but I was excited and did make it.

By Mr. Barnard:

Q. You made that statement to me in the morning, then you went down to Mr.
Green’s office and made it again there?—A. No, sir.

Q. You swear you did not?/ You went to get the papers and came back in the
afternoon and said you could not produce that particular paper and then you retracted
your remark?—A. I did not try to produce anything. The minute I came in I said
“T made a remark this morning I am sorry for. I did not mean to make the remark
at all.”

Q. Do you recollect me telling you that owing to this being a political matter my
firm would not act for you or advise you?—A. Yes, you told me that in Mr. Green’s
office but you did not even intimate that up at your office.

Q. Do you remember our discussing the question of employing some solicitor to
look after your interests —A. No, sir.

Q. Do you not recollect that?—A. I came to you as a solicitor, not as member of
the Government.

Q. I told you I could not act for you. Do you remember my suggestion that you
should speak to Harold Robertson, my partner and consult with him as to who you
should get to act for you?—A. No, you asked me to have a talk with Harold Robert-
son, and intimated that he was in the office at that time and that I had better go right
away, which I did.

Q. Did I not advise you to consult with him as to who was a suitable man?%—A.
You did not make any remark in connection with that.

Q. You deny that?—A. I deny you made any statement that Harold Robertson
would tell me anything. You said “See Harold Rabertson.”

'Q. You did see him?—A. T did.
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Q. Do you remember stating to Mr. Green and to me that if you had asked
McDonald for money and he had given it to you you would not have said anything %—
A. No.

Q. You deny that?—A. I absolutely deny it.

Q. You have no recollection of ever having made such a statement?—A. I never
made the statement.

Q. You never made the statement?—A. No.

By the Chavrman: .
Q. Did you tell them you had asked for more money —A. I said exactly the same

thing I said here.

Q. Did you tell them you had asked for more money —A. I told them I had had
a disturbance with Mr. McDonald over more money.

Q. Did you tell them you had asked for more money ?—A. I did not ask for more
money but something that was coming to me.

Q. Something you could not get?—A. I had asked for what was due to me and
it was not given to me.

By Mr. Barnard:
Q. Did you consider there was any disposition on our part not to help you in this
matter ~—A. Well, Mr. Barnard, I won’t say I did on your part.
Q. You won’t say on my part?—A. No.
Q. Did you on the part of Mr. Green %—A. Well, T thought he was slightly tricky.
Q. You thought he was slightly tricky?—A. Yes.

By the Chawman:

Q. Mr. Mallory, what do you mean by this? “1I can also notice by Mr. Barnard’s
actions and talk that he” and then what follows (handing diary to witness) %—A.
(Reading). “He would have been much more pleased if I had kept my mouth shut.”

Mr. BarNarD: “ And let them steal.” Is not that the rest of it?

By the Chawrman:
Q. Although you now say he was trying to help you out?—A. I don’t say that,
no, sir.

By Mr. Barnard:

Q. You were very much afraid of these men, were you not?—A. I was not
afraid of them except in this way: That I was not going to be insulted and was not
going to have my family insulted for any particular purpose at all. I had gone as
far as I could to get the two members in Victoria to have them arrested. That is,
if any fear was shown it was shown there.

Q. Our business was to get the investigation, was it not?%—A. No, sir. I
appealed to you to assist me, not as a member of any Government or anything else,
but to have those men arrested.

- Q. Your solicitor was the man to do that?%—A. I did not have a solicitor, I went
to Mr. Barnard, who did not tell me he would act as one.

Q. Why did you not get one?—A. I did. I got Mr. Barnard. That is what I
went to him for. _

Q. And he declined to act?%—A. I did not know it.

By the Chairman:
Q. Did you ever pay Mr. Barnard anything for acting as solicitor for you?—

A. No.
Mr. G. E. MALLORY.
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By Mr. Barnard:

Q. There was never any suggestion of my being employed as a solicitor in con-
nection with you?—A. No, I went to you, Mr. Barnard, because I considered I knew
you well enough and that I could lay the matter before you, and you could get me
instant action. i

Q. From the standpoint of the Government, and the fraud on the Government,
what difference would it have made if these men were arrested or not?—A. Well, a
certain operation had been gone through a little while previous, and it was something
that never happened to me before, and is not going to happen again if T could help it,
and I wanted to have it cleaned up right there and then.

Q. Let us get the answer to the question. What difference would it have made
in the result of this enquiry whether they had been arrested or not?—A. It would
have helped a lot. It would have been aired in the courts. You kept me from having
them arrested.

Q. If they had been, it would not have helped the thing at all, it would not have
saved any money to anybody?—A. Well, justice would have been gotten in the
matter a great deal quicker.

Q. For whom?—A. The facts of the case and the whole thing would have come
out. If there had been any guilty parties, they would have got their proof.

Q. You could have given all the facts out you liked?—A. I considered that I
had done the correct thing.

Mr. CarverL: I did not know British Columbia justice was like that.

¢ * . L) g

Mr. BarNarp: Try New Brunswick justice.

Debate followed.

By Mr. Barnard:

Q. As a matter of fact, Mr. Mallory, you were very much excited that day, as
you said in your diary. That is right?%—A. I was excited. .

Q. You were very much worried, and rather nervous about these men?—A. My
nervousness—and you could not see any other nervousness about it—was to get these
men behind the bars while I had the chance.

Q. You have in your diary that you told “ Barnard and Harold ”—that is Robert-
son—‘that Nelson and Macdonald would do anything in their power to persecute,
prosecute or put me out.of the road, and that I (you) was nervous about it?’—A. I
considered it that way. I had been sent to Harold Robertson. But these men were
on the boat. They had gone with the documents. That was all that I considered
either politically or any other way.

Q. Well, in your conversation, you and I and Mr. Green,—we all agreed that it
was extremely desirable, if an investigation was to be had, that the pepole on the work
should not know it was going to be held, that is the contractor and the engineer?—
A. No, you did not say the contractor, sir, you said the engineer.

Q. The engineer?—A. Yes. '

Q. I did not say the contractor?—A. Not to my knowledge.

Q. I see. Is your theory that I was standing in with the contractor?—A. I
am not making any such assertion in any shape or form.

Q. You say we did not want the engineer?—A. No, you mentioned at the time
you did not want the engineer to know.

Q. If there was anything wrong we did not want it covered up before the inves-
tigator could get here?—A. I do not remember you making that statement. You
said: We will go on quietly and not disturb Mr. Maclachlan. The conversation was
to that effect. '

Q. Explain what you -mean by not “disturbing” him?%—A. That you could not
take any action in connection with Mr. Maclachlan’s suspension or anything like
that.
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186 PUBLIC ACCOUNTS COMMITTEE

6-7 GEORGE V, A. 1916

Q. Because you had no evidence against him?—A. Yes.

Q. But that we did not want him to know there was anyone coming out to investi-
gate for fear they would cover their tracks?—A. When you made a statement like
that in connection with Mr. Maclachlan, I told you if you did not prove the thing by
investigation, or if the man from Ottawa did not prove it, I would prove it to you
by afidavit; and you said: “ Where would you get these affidavits ”—A. I said: “ From
the men on the dredge” You said: “For heaven’s sake, Mallory, don’t take any
notice of that class of men, you cannot do anything with them, I could fix them
myself.” That is the statement you made in connection with it.

Q. As a matter of fact, is there anything, or can you recall anything, which
would make you think that we considered at that time it was of importance that it
should not be known, that there was somebody coming out to Victoria to investigate?
__A. T considered that you thought it was important enough to see to it, in so far
as influence was concerned, your influence with me was concerned, that I keep clear
of the police court, because then the thing would have come out.

Q. You say that was not stated. Do you deny that our position, that the position
we took there was, that it was of great importance that C. E. Macdonald and Mac-
lachlan should not know there was someone coming out to investigate?—A. I remem-
ber one thing that was mentioned. I said: “ They can keep on dumping material
in a certain spot,” something like that. '

Q. Did you agree to that condition ?—A. If T remember correctly there was some
conversation between us.

Q. Along this line 7—A. And you considered that it should be kept very quiet
until Maclachlan was told to shut down the work.

Q. That there was some one coming out?—A. Yes.

Q. Isn’t that what I told the chief of police in your presence?—A. Mr. Barnard,
the interview—Mr. Maclachlan had the orders in his pocket, or the order, to close
down that work before you ever saw the chief of police.

Q. I know he did, but he did not know anybody was coming from Ottawa —A.
Tt was quite plain that somebody was coming out or something. You told me your-
self that they had got wind of it through that telegram.

Q. Isn’t that what I stated to the chief of police, that we did not want these
men to know some one was coming from Ottawa ?—A. No, sir.

The CHAIRMAN: You said in the telegram that you sent to the Minister, Mr.
Barnard, “ On no account mention matter to any Western Government official what-
soever.” Your telegram said that.

Mr. Carvern: Is there any evidence that that telegram was shown to the wit-
ness? 8 :

The CHARMAN: On the same date that this interview took place, this telegram
was sent, and it corroborates what Mr. Barnard said about the matter being kept from
the knowledge of the officials.

Mr. CarveLL: That does not corroborate that he said that to this witness.

The CHAIRMAN: He sent this telegram to the Department of Public Works telling
them to keep it quiet.

Mr. CARvELL: And this witness says they did.

The CuAmRMAN: He wired the Minister of Public Works on the very date that
this information was given him.

Mr. CarVELL: This witness is talking about what took place four or five days after
that, when he went to.the chief of police with Mr. Barnard, which was after a tele-
gram had come to close down the work.

Mr. G. E. MALLORY.
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By Mr. Bennett (Simcoe): i
Q. Did you suspect that Mr. Barnard was a partner in this contract?—A. 1 have
never made such an assertion.
Q. You do not now either?—A. No, sir.

By Mr. Barnard:

Q. You were pretty dissatisfied about salary away back in September, weren’t
you?—A. Well, T had been dissatisfied enough to intimate it once or twice, and, as I
said, the man just would slip in the other room and close the door, or have business
down street some place.

Q. You positively said you did not tell Mr. Green, or both, or either of us, that
if you had been given more money by Maecdonald you would not have told any one
that there was anything wrong?—A. I never made any statement in any way, shape or
form that would even lead you to believe that.

By Mr. Bennett (Simcoe) :

Q. Are all the entries in this book in your handwriting?—A. I think they are.

Q. You think they are?—A. Any of the entries are, I write both backhand and
print,

Q. T was looking at that, is that in your handwriting on the 17th (indicating) ?
—A. Yes.

Q. This was in print; you had lots of leisure at that
suppose?—A. I can print nearly as fast as I can write.

Mcr. BarNarp: I think those are all the questions I want to ask Mr. Mallory, but
I think Mr. Pringle will want to ask him some, and he will be here on Monday or
Tuesday.

Mr. Carver: T am not objecting, Mr. Pringle has a perfect right to cross-
examine the witness. I have only this to say, that T would like the witness to remain
here as long as the Committee will pay his bills, because if Mr. MacDonald is
coming here I think this witness should be allowed to remain.

Mr. BarNARD: T have no objection to that.

time and printed it, I

Witness retired.

Mr. J. B. Honter, called, sworn and examined.

By Mr. Barnard:

Q. You are the Deputy Minister of Public Works?—A. Yes.

Q. The suggestion has been made here that the Department of Public Works
owned a motor car on the Pacific Coast in connection with the office of the dredging
superintendent, is that the case?—A. No, it is not correct.

Q. There was never any car belonging to the Public Works Department or paid
for by it?—A. The Department has never had a car on the Pacific Coast that I am
aware of.

By Mr. Blain:

Q. When Mr. Mallory made the statement that the Public Works Department
owned a car at Vancouver, he is wrong in that respect ?

Mr. CARVELL: Just a moment, Mr. Mallory has not made that statement; he
says he was informed they owned the car.
By the Chavrman:

Q. Anyway, you say the Department never did own a car there?—A. The De-
partment never did own a car on the Pacific Coast.

Mr. J. B. HUNTER.
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Ey Mr. Blain:
Q. And the Department does not own one now at Victoria or at Vancouver —
A. At either place.
Q. And therefore any official who told anybody that he was running a car owned
by the Government was telling what is not true?—A. Yes.

Witness discharged.

Mr. R. F. Greex, M.P., called, sworn, and examined.

Mr. CarvELL: It is not necessary, Mr. Chairman, to swear a member of Parlia-
ment.

By Mr. Barnard:

Q. You are member of Parliament for Kootenay ¢—A. T am.

Q. Do you remember Mr. Mallory coming to your office with me one day in
October —A. I remember your bringing him there, yes. .

Q. Do you remember what occurred—A. I was in my office and received a tele-
phone message from you asking me if I would be there for some time as you had a
matter of some importance that you wished to discuss with me. I said, “Yes,” and you
came down bringing Mr. Mallory. You told me what Mr. Mallory had said to you, in
your office, in his presence, and we asked him to repeat the story over. He told us the
story generally, commencing with the fact that he had been attacked by these men
and that it was because he had interviewed McDonald, telling him that certain irregu-
larities in his opinion were being carried on on the works, and that he and MecDonald
had had a quarrel, he had asked McDonald for more money, and that these men then
attacked him, and the rest of his story is practically the same story as he told you and
me as far as the documents were concerned. We asked for and got from him a large
number of documents at that particular time, we examined and discussed them, and
asked him further questions as to what he knew and what he did not know in connec-
tion with the matter and what proofs he had. I remember distinctly one statement he
made was that he had receipts showing that both J. L. Nelson and J. S. Maclachlan had
received moneys from McDonald. We asked him to produce the receipts and he said
he had them at some other place and would get them for us. We discussed the situa-
tion with him in a way that to my mind would demonstrate to Mr. Mallory, or any-
body else, that we had but one object in view, and that object was to get at the bottom
of the situation as it existed there, and report it to the Public Works Department. We
all went home for lunch, and he was back in the afternoon at 3 or 3.30. When Mr.
Mallory came in he produced some further papers and then made the statement that
_ he had not the receipt from Maclachlan, that he had made the statement in the morn-
ing that he hadn’t any right to make, that he had not any receipts from Maclachlan
to McDonald, and that he had lied when he said it. He said that he did it in the
excitement under which he was labouring in the morning. We discussed the matter
very fully with him, and in the discussion we naturally questioned him as to the
demand he had made upon McDonald for more money. He admitted he had made
the demand and, I think, it was in answer to a question by yourself, asking him, T
think what you said to him was, “Would you not have gone on with your work and
said nothing about this if you had got what you asked McDonald for?’ His answer
was, “1 would”. He said that very plainly and very clearly. We even went further
than that and discussed the question with him if he did not know that was blackmail,
and that he was liable to be punished for blackmail under circumstances of that kind.
I do not know I can say anything more.

Q. Do you recollect any discussion as to the desirability of mnot letting this be
known to the contractors and the engineer on the work until such time as the investi-
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gation came up?—A. Yes, we not only suggested but said that in our opinion as this
material, according to his own story, was conglomerate, there might be some possi-
bility of the work, as he said it was, being covered up if it was known generally there,
known to these people, that investigation was about to be made; and the only question
of any secrecy in the matter was from that particular point of view—so that the
Department should have somebody on the ground before any possibility of a change
in the situation could be bruited about.

Q. Do you recollect anything being said about his having a legal adviser and dis-
cussing the names of one or two people?—A. Yes, you told him that under the circum-
stances it would be impossible for you, being the member, to advise him or to take
his case as a solicitor, or to advise him legally in the matter. You suggested that he
should go up and see Mr. Robertson and confer with him, that Mr. Robertson would
be glad to advise him as to who it would be best for him to employ as counsel. It
was suggested that he go up at once and you telephoned to Mr. Robertson and found
he was in the office. Then Mallory went out, presumably to go to Robertson’s office.

Mr. CARVELL: I have no questions to ask.

Witness discharged.

Mr. BarNarp, M.P., having been called and sworn, made the following state-
ment :(—

When Mr. Mallory came to me on the 22nd of October he outlined the story of
his having been mishandled by these different men. He was in quite a state of excite-
ment. T took him down to Mr. Green’s office and Mr. Mallory distinctly stated something
to the effect—I am not positive as to the exact words—that the trouble between him
and MacDonald was that he had asked for more money, that MacDonald would not
give it to him, that if he had given it to him he would not have said anything about
this matter. He also discussed the desirability of keeping this matter quiet, pending
the investigation, on the ground that the contractors and engineers might try to cover
their tracks. Two or three days later, whenever it was, T went with Mr. Mallory to
the chief of police, and we called in the detectives. Mr. Mallory was at that time
afraid of being done away with by these men. I went with Mallory to the office of
the chief of police in order to see that he was properly protected, and I explained to:
the chief that it was undesirable to have publicity in this matter until tl}e investiga-
tion took place. That is all there was to that.

By Mr. Carvell:

Q. Did the chief suggest laying information, or anything like that?—A. I think
one difficulty was that Mallory did not know who the men were.

Q. Yes, but did the chief suggest that he should lay information and have a war-
rant issued?—A. Yes, I imagine that was discussed. It naturally would be.

Mr. CarvELL: That is all T want to ask.

By Mr. Green:

Q. Did you and I, or you, prior to your visit to the chief of police—I think it
was the 23rd—call up the chief of the detectives, and make an arrangement with him to
looK after Mr. Mallory and see that he was not injured?—A. I do not remember.

Q. Did I do so?—A. I do not remember. I would like to say further with regard
to these papers, that they were not in trust, so far as I know. I made it quite plain
that T was not going to take the responsibility of stopping the work on a large contract
like that and bringing a man all the way out from Ottawa to investigate, unless I
knew that when he got there the documents would be forthcoming. Therefore the
papers were held.

Mr. BARNARD.
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Q. In connection with these papers, did Mr. Mallory display any hesitation at
any time, from the moment he entered my office until he left it, in showing the docu-
ments and discussing them with us?—A. Not the slightest.

Q. At any time?—A. At any time.

By the Chairman:

Q. Tt was on the 22nd, the same day he came to your office, and you suggested to
him to keep it quiet, that you sent the telegram to Mr. Rogers in which you said:
“On no account mention the matter to any Western Government official whatever.”
—A. I did. And the further reason for that fact was this: I think that telegram is
addressed to Mr. Rogers at Winnipeg.

Q. Yes—A. I was aware of the fact that Nelson had gone to Winnipeg under
instructions from the Minister in connection with his Departmental work and I did
not want anything said to Nelson about this matter for fear he would send out word.
I thought possibly in the course of conversation between him and the Minister the
matter might be mentioned. Furthermore I want to say this: Before I put these
documents into court, I made copies of the ones which I considered incriminated
Nelson and sent them down to the Minister. Subsequently the Minister was in
- Victoria. But he never saw the copies, for when he was in Vietoria and I produced
the originals to him. As a result Mr. Nelson’s resignation was demanded and he is
now out of the service.

-

Witness discharged.

Mr. Kyre: Before we adjourn, I would like to ask if the Clerk has received any
word from Mr. Thompson regarding Colonel Allison.

The CLErk: I called up the office of Mr. Thompson, and a lady answered. She
said that Mr. Thompson was at Peterboro. I did not ask anything more about Mr.
Thompson.

Mr. CarveLL: I would like to ask the Clerk if he has any word from Mr. C. E.
MeDonald or Mr. Woolley ?

The CLerk : They are on the way here. I have a telegram.

Mr. Barnarp: They ought to be here by Monday.

Committee adjourned.
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House or CoMMoONS,
CommiTTee Room No. 801,
Moxpay, April 10, 1916.

The Select Standing Committee on Public Aceounts met at 11 o’clock a.m.,
Mr. Blain presiding. '

Hon. Dr. Rem: I would like to say that it has been brought to my attention
that Mr. Kyte suggested that copies of the telgrams announcing the proposed return
of Mr. Wesley Allison be asked for. I may say that I have a copy of the telegram,
which was telephoned to me, and which I will read to the Committee. It was tele-
phoned to me by Mr. John Thompson. It is as follows:—

SaLisBUrRY, NorTH CAroLINA, April 3, 1916.
To JouN THOMPSON
Ottawa.
Received message to-night advising that you wanted to see me. I expect
to be abke to go to Ottawa next week and attend all meetings desired. Please

advise Dr. Reid.
ALLISON.

This message was telephoned to my secretary by Mr. Thompson. I do not know
why Allison asked him to advise me, unless it was on account of statements made
by me in the Public Accounts Committee and which have been given wide publicity.
I said in the committee some time ago—

“ Ag far as I am concerned I do not know where he is to be found, I have
not heard any one say where he is, but it seems to me it is up to the committee
to get him here, and if there is any way of getting him here I would be glad
to see him brought before the committee. I am not sure what we can do
to secure his attendance.”

and so on. Probably he saw that in the papers, and that is his reason for asking that
I be advised.

Mr. CarveLi: I suppose it is pretty fair to assume that he will not be here until
after Wednesday ? i

Hon. Mr. Rem: I do not know anything about it, that is all the information I
have had. You know it was in the newspapers, and well circulated, that we were
trying to get him, and as a member of the Public Accounts Committee I suppose
he wished to notify me that he would be here. I may say if 1 get any further infor-
mation as to where he is, or when he will be here, I will advise the committee.

Mr. CarverL: That is very satisfactory.

The committee resumed consideration of certain payments to Grant, Smith &
Co., and McDonald Limited, in connection with dredging at Victoria, B.C.

The examination of Mr. G. E. Mallory was resumed.

By Mr. Pringle, K.C.:
Q. Mr. Mallory, where do you come from?—A. Warkworth, Ont., I was born at

Warkworth, Ont.
Q. What is your profession?—A. I have been practising as an engineer.
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Q. Are you a member of the Canadian Association of Civil Engineers?—A. No,
of no engineering society whatever.

Q. Are you a graduate of any of the universities?—A. No, I have a college
education.

Q. Did you take a science course?—A. Not particularly.

Q. Then you have been practising as an engineer simply from the experience
you have had as an engineer?—A. It might be put that way.

Q. Now, then I have had an opportunity of reading your evidence. When did
you start this conspiracy to defraud the Government?—A. I never started it at all.

Q. You did not?—A. No, sir.

Q. Why, you have said in your evidence, that you were a party to putting in
false estimates?—A. Under instructions from my employers.

Q. I do not care under what instructions you acted, you were a party to putting
in false estimates to this Government. You knew the estimates to be wrong, and you
were a party to getting them in?—A. I knew that the estimates could not be proved
wrong to the Government.

Q. You knew they could not be proved wrong to the Government, but you knew
in your mind that the estimates were wrong ?—A. I never made out an estimate.

Q. But you assisted to get the resident engineer to make out an estimate that you
knew was wrong —A. I made out an estimate, not an estxmate, but a statement, for
Mr. McDonald.

Q. They were to be the basis of estimates —A. I did not know that they would be
accepted as an estimate.

Q. But you do know that they went in and that your people got the money?—
A. T found out;

Q. You can say, yes or no, just as you like?—A. T found out afterwards that the
estimates proved the same as the figures I had given Mr. McDonald.

. Q. And that they were wrong estimates?—A. They were rlght according to what
Mr. McDonald told me to make up.

Q. I am not asking you that. Were they right according to your knowledge of the
quantities that had been taken out?—A. They were protected by the total quantity in
both rock and earth.

Q. They were protected. Then there were no false estimates put in by this
engineer —A. 1 would say

Q. Maclachlan?—A. Yes, there was, these estimates put in by Maclachlan, in
my opinion:

Q. But you are not prepared to swear it?—-A. I say that they exceeded the total
quantities of rock.

Q. They exceeded. Then the statement that you prepared for Maclachlan upon
which he based his estimate, you knew exceeded the total quantities of rock ?%—A. I pre-
pared that statement for Mr. McDonald.

Q. I do not care who you prepared it for. You had a knowledge that it was
wrong when you prepared it?—A. I stated to Mr. McDonald at that time, and also to
Maclachlan on one oceasion, that there was

Q. Mr. Mallory, why can you not answer me a straight question as to whether you
had a knowledge that these estimates were wrong, at the time you handed them over to
Mr. Maclachlan%—A. I thought at that time that the estimates could not be proved
wrong to the Government.

Q. Then you thought they were right?—A. As far as the Government was con-
cerned, it would have been suicide to try to prove that they were wrong.

Q. Were they, in your mind, right or wrong, not what the Government could prove?
—A. In my mind, T made out the statement that Mr. McDonald had asked.

Q. Was that statement right or wrong?—A. That statement was right for what
I was asked.

Mr. G. E. MALLORY.
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Q. Now,-you are taking the position that the statements you put in were right?
Mr. CarvierLL: He has not said that. He says they were right as.far as McDonald
wanted them.

By Mr. Pringle:

Q. Then they were wrong as far as the Government was concerned ?—A. I d1d not
make them up for the Government.

Q. But you made them up for the engineer %—A. For Mr. McDonald.

Q. And you made them up for the purpose of getting Maclachlan to put in a
wrong estimate?—A. That was probably Mr. McDonald’s purpose but not mine. My
purpose was to do what Mr. McDonald told me, to make up a statement for him.

Q. Then you knew, the moment you made out that statement—we start at first of
page 105—you knew the quantities were wrong. You knew that there had not been more
than 50 yards removed and that a statement was put in for a very much larger quan-
tity #—A. I explained

Q. Never mind your explanation, did you or did you not know that?

Mr. CarverL: I object to Mr. Pringle trying to browbeat the witness.

Mr. Privgrg, K.C.: T am not trying to browbeat the witness. He must answer
the question yes, or no. If he wants to make an explanation afterwards he can do so.

By Mr. Pringle, K.C.:

Q. You say you prepared a statement for Mr. Maclachlan?—A. I said I prepared
a statement for Mr. McDonald.

Q. And that statement was handed to Maclachlan?—A. No. Mr. McDonald took
it out of my office but I later saw it in Mr. Maclachlan’s office.

Q. You later saw it in Mr. Maclachlan’s office?—A. Yes, sir,

Q. Then that statement was for the purpose of assisting the contractors?—A.
Mr. McDonald took the statement and how he used it I don’t know.

Q. Didn’t you answer the other day and say that the statement was for the purpose
of assisting the contractors?%—A. The statement was made out to assist the contractors
because I was employed to assist them.

Q. What do you say?—A. I say I was in his employ.

Q. Now, that statement I am going to pass over for the reason that you have told
the honourablé member for Carleton that while you assisted in its preparation and
got an excessive quantity in it, you looked upon it as a sort of forced loan, that it
was usual at the first to give an advance in quantity. That is the way it was done
in the statement of June, wasn’t it?—A. That was a customary proceeding.

Q. You say that was a customary proceeding ?—A. Yes.

Q. Well, we will pass over that and come down to where you first considered things
were going wrong. In July you came to the conclusion that thmgs were going
wrong, didn’t you? (No answer).

Q. Did you or did you not?—A. I thought that the contractors were going with
Mr. Maclachlan in such a shape that it would lead him into trouble.

Q. That they might lead him into trouble?—A. Yes, sir.

Q. How far were they going wrong?—A. When they were using their influence
with him.

Q. You never heard any conversation between McDonald and Maclachlan?—A.
Yes, sir.

Q. Where?—A. In the office of McDonald.

Q. In the office of McDonald?—A. Yes.

Q. When was that conversation?—A. If T remember correctly, on the 31st day
of July.

Q. In what year was the conversation?—A. 1915.

1—13 Mr. G. E. MALLORY.
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Q. Now, you say that in July you saw things going wrong? This is the question
which was put to you and this is your answer to is (Reads):

“Q. When did you first begin to think things were going wrong?—A.
Well, in so far as Mr. Maclachlan’s opinion of the yardage was concerned, it
would be in July.

Q. In July?—A. Yes.”

Q. When it came to the August estimate you prepared that statement for Mr.
Maeclachlan —A. I did not.

Q. For whom did you prepare it?—A. I prepared the statement for Mr.
McDonald.

Q. Well, you prepared it for Mr. McDonald and it was given to Mr. Maclachlan.
We will put it that way.—A. Well, the way he put it to me, Mr. McDonald put it
to me, was, make up a statement similar to last month, and I had an idea what the
last month meant.
- Q. Now, sir, you were examined for discovery in certain legal proceedings?—A.

es, sir.
Q. nge is what you said on that occasion. (Reads)

“T made out an estimate in McDonald’s office and gave it to Maclachlan,
and in nearly every instance he copied it exactly on his departmental sheet and
sént it to Ottawa.”

—A. T believe I was instructed to give Mr. Maclachlan the estimate I had made up in
the office of Mr. McDonald on the 31st of July. '

Q. Is, or is it not true, that in nearly every instance you handed Mr. Maclachlan
this statement and he simply copied your statement and sent it to Ottawa?—A. Tt
turned out later to be true that the quantities given were nearly agreeing with what T
had made out.

Q. Why can’t you answer me a straight question “—A. Because I am not a party
to this business. '

Q. You are not a party to it?—A. No, sir.

Q. Why can you not answer me a straight question when I ask you if what you
said when being examined for discovery is true or not. (Reads)

“T made out an estimate in McDonald’s office and gave it to Maclachlan and
in mearly every instance he copied it exactly on his departmental sheet and
sent it to Ottawa.”

Now is that true or is it not? (No answer.)

Q. That is a simple question calling for an answer of yes or no.—A. Just read it
again please.

Q. Here is the question (reads).

“Q. Did the subcontractors render their estimates to Grant, Smith & Co.?
—A. No. I made out an estimate in McDonald’s office and gave it to Maclach-
lan, and in nearly every instance he copied it on his departmental sheet and sent
it to Ottawa.”

—A. T think that is as nearly correct as can be.
Q. That is nearly correct?—A. Yes.
Q. Now, in nearly every instance you made up the statement?—A. I made up the
statement as it was, based: _
Q. And you handed these statements to Maclachlan?—A. No, I did not mean it
in that light, not every time. There was once or twice I did not hand it to Maclachlan.
The first month Mr. McDonald took it out of the office.
Q. And if Maclachlan copied your statements and Maclachlan’s statements are
wrong your statements would be Wrong.—A. My statement was not made up in quan-

Mr. G. E. MALLORY."
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tities on the work, it was made up in quantities in dollars and cents that McDonald
had given me.

Q. Do we understand that you never made up any quantities?—A. I made up
quantities to equal the quantity of dollars and cents that were put before me for Mr.
. McDonald.

* Q. Then you did make up quantities and you did make up a value?—A. For Mr.
McDonald.

Q. Which were handed to Maclachlan?—A. Well, if T was directed later to hand
it to Maclachlan I did so.

Q. If both statements to Mr. Maclachlan were wrong then his estimates, if your
statements were the foundation for them were wrong also?—A. No, my statements
were not the foundation of it, because he had no business to pay any attention to me.

Q. But you say they were exact copies?—A. That was his fault, not mine.

Mr. Carvern: He did not say they were exact copies.
Mr. PriNgLE: “ Copied it exactly on his departmental sheet.”
Mr. CarveLn: Read the whole statement.

Mr. PriNGLE: “In nearly every instance he copied it exactly on his departmental
sheet.”

By Mr. Pringle:

Q. Now then, if Mr. Maclachlan in nearly every instance copied your statement
exactly, if his estimate was wrong your statement was wrong.—A. My statement was
exactly what Mr. C. E. McDonald asked for.

Q. T am not asking you that.—A. My statement had nothing to do with the
estimate.

Q. But you say it was a copy of your statement?—A. I cannot help that, I did
not see him copy it.

Q. Was Mr. Maclachlan’s estimate wrong?—A. I say he has overestlmated the
work.

Q. Then your statement, which you gave to Maclachlan, and thch was copied
exactly on his departmental sheets, must have been wrong?—A. That statement was
not based on any yardage basis in connection with the work from an engineering
standpoint.

Q. But you say it was based on yardage and money?—A. Not from an engineer-
ing standpoint; it was not based on any estimate made from the plans.

Q. Do you know anything about these quantities? Were you ever on the work?
—A. Yes.

Q. Do you know anything about the quantities —A. I figured from the plan in
the first place.

Q. But do you know anything about the quantities since that time?—A. I know
from the estimates I have seen them.

Q. Did you make any actual measurement of these quantities?—A. No, and, I
might say, neither did the resident engineer.

Q. Well we will come.to the resident engineer, but you yourself never made any
measurement of these quantities and, consequently cannot swear to them?—A. For
the first two months I kept pretty good track of the scow loads and would have a
fairly good idea.

Q. But this was not scow measurement, but place measurement.—A. Well, scow
measurements give a pretty good idea.

Q. But you have no experience, you know nothing about dredging?—A. I have
said this was my first experience in dredging.

Q. You have already stated, I have it here, that you knew nothing whatever
with regard to dredging. Heére is your own statement that when Mr. Valiquet got

1—13% Mr. G. E. MALLORY.
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there you told him you had no experience in dredging, you had some on construction
work where they used steam shovels, but you had no experience of dredging.—A.
When I made that statement I had been on the Lee.

Q. You have never made any measurements in regard to the quantities excavated?
—A. No.

Q. So that if there has been excess in excavation it is only a surmise on your
part as to the quantity%—A. I have never made any statement that there was yet
any excess in excavation.

Q. You have never made any statement that there was any rock excavation?—A.
I said there was over-classification.

Q. Then as far as over-classification is concerned it is a pure surmise on your
part%—A. No, it is not.

Q. But you never made any measurements?—A. Well, T can take as my authority
the engineers who have given evidence.

@. Then you are basmg your statement in regard to over-classification on the evi-
dence of the other engineers?—A. Not exactly.

Q. Then what are you basing it on?—A. The Lee was on the work for a coup]e of
months or two and a half months. :

Q. The Lee was a good dredge ?—A. T think she was very fair of her kind.

Q. An ordinary dredge?—A. No, not an ordinary dredge, a clamshell.

Q. But as far as you are personally concerned you never made any measurements
with regard to quantities >—A. I kept track of the scow measurements.

@. But that is all, you never made any other measurements?—A. No.

Q. Then in regard to classification, you say there was over-classification in rock
and you base your opinion on what the other engineers have said?—A. Not entirely.

Q. To a large extent?—A. Not at all, as far as the first two or three months are
concerned.

Q. What about the first two or three months? You are the one who put in the
statement 2—A. I made out the statement for Mr. C. E. McDonald.

Q. Do you not know that every day’s work was reported? Have you ever seen one
of these sheets?—A. I do mnot think so; I kept away from Maclachlan’s office, it
was not my business to be there.

Q. Can you now take one of these sheets and compute the quantities of rock and
earth?—A. I do not know whose sheet this is.

Q. I tell you this (presenting document to witness) is Mr. Maclachlan’s sheet of
daily work, as it progresses from day to day.—A. I would not particularly accept his
daily progress sheets from day to day, I would take it with the standard plan and figure
it out.

Q. Do they not have to be drilling there, and does it not show where they struck
rock and where they got earth—A. The daily reports as far as rock is concerned, would
not. h

Q. You are not able to figure it out?—A. I would not depend upon that, I would
not accept that.

Q. Can you figure it out from this¢—A. T could look it over and I think probably
I could.

Q. That would take too much time.

Mr. Carvern: Why do you not produce the daily reports?

Mr. PringLE: I will produce them, we have them here.

By Mr. Pringle:
Q. Now then, you say in August everything was going all wrong?—A. I do not
think so.
Q. You did not?—A. No.
Q. You did not? Well, you said it was all crooked.—A. I said it was out of reason.
Mr. G. E. MALLORY.
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Q. “Out of reason,” is that as strong as you would put it?—A. T would not put it
any stronger, because even in August if I had brought it to the attention of the Gov-
ernment an investigation would have been held and I would have been wound up .as a
political football.

By Mr. Carvell:
Q. You came pretty nearly ending that way in October ?%—A. Pretty close.

By Mr. Pringle:

Q. Do you know a man named James Harvey of Vancouver or Victoria—A. I do
not think so.

Q. Do you know Fraser or McDonald?—A. I do not think so, if I were to see
the men I might know them, but I do not know the names.

Q. You did not tell thess gentlemen -that you were here fighting the British
Columbia members, that it was purely political and you were getting paid for it?%—A.
If any statement of that kind was made it is a déliberate falsehood.

Q. You are getting paid?%—A. Four dollars a day.

Q. You are getting more than that?—A. Not one cent, to my knowledge.

Q. Did you not get something from the Liberal Executive in Vietoria, did you
not say that you were getting well looked after?—A. Only as far as Mr. Hall was
my lawyer.

Q. Did not the Liberal Executive in Victoria provide a lawyer for you?—A. As
far as I know the Liberals did not do one single thing for me except that Mr. Hall
is a Liberal, and he acted as my counsel, he just happened to be a Liberal.

Q. Now then, I want to get along, about this dredge, the dredge Puget Sound

-was a good dredge?—A. I would say so.

Q. Almost equal to the Ajax?—A. From my conversation with the officers of the
dredge it was a better one.

Q. It was a better one?—A. Certainly.

Q. Then you, as an engineer interpreted these specifications, that any dredging
that could not be done with an ordinary dredge would have to be classified as rock?%—A.
My opinion of an ordinary dredge might differ from:

Q. We will come to the ordinary dredge part of it. But any material that could
not be dredged with an ordinary dredge would have to be classified as rock. Did you
ever read this specification %—A. Yes.

Q. Isn’t that your interpretation of the specification, don’t you agree with Mr.
Valiquet and the other engineers on that?—A. I agree in so far as——

Q. Let me read that specification. .

Mr. CarveELL: Let the witness answer the question.

By Mr. Carvell:

Q. You agree, what?—A. If the dredge was an ordinary dredge, according to my
views of an ordinary dredge, the material could be dug.

By Mr. Pringle:

Q. I am not asking you that question. I am asking about the mterpretatlon of the
specification, the interpretation of section 23, as an engineer, which reads as follows:
—“The materials to be excavated consist ot earth and rock which shall be removed
separately by two operations of ordinary dredging and blasting.” Is that your inter-
pretation? It was earth and rock, and what could not be removed by an ordinary
dredge, then it was to be classified as rock.—A. Isunderstand that and approve of it,
subject to my impression of an ordinary dredge.

. Q. The Puget Sound would meet the requirements of that specification 4—-A.
Yes. ,
Mr. G. E. MALLORY.
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Q. And any work the Puget Sound could not do should be classified as rock?
—A. That is providing the contract was made, and the Puget Sound could do it.

Q. We are not asking about the particular work. I asked, if the Puget Sound
is not able to remove it, it should be classified as rock ?—A. Yes.

Q. Now, I want to come to this. You know Grant, Smith & Co., and Macdonell?
—A. Yes.

Q. They have nothing whatever to do with this matter in any shape or fiorm %—
A. They were, and did, as far as to protect themselves.

Q. Didn’t you feel that this would all come out at some time?—A. I didn’t think
that after the August estimate had been accepted at Ottawa it could be carried on
very much further, and it didn’t.

Q. Now then, you laid quiet until the 22nd October %—A. I'knew that the depart-
ment had been notified, and taken no action.

Q. Yes. But you knew this thing could not go on very much further, and you
knew Grant, Smith and Macdonell were paying their good money to the subcontrac-
tors?—A. No, sir, they were paying over the money they got from the Government.

Q. And if this work was subsequently deducted, Grant Smith & Co. would be the
losers, that is correct, isn’t it%—A. Well, I didn’t think much about Grant, Smith &
Co. at that time.

Q. Didn’t you think it was your duty to notlfy them and protect them, and that
you were getting them in a hole?—A. I was not getting anybody in a hole.

Q. When you saw the Government were paying excessive amounts to the contrac-
tors, wasn’t that getting Grant, Smith & Co., in a hole? They never knew about
this matter?—A. I say they did.

Q. You tell us in a breath they didn’t know anything about it——A. I didn’t
make that statement.

Q. You tell us here you went to Jameson in October to talk about it, and they

were surprised about it.
Mr. Carvern: He did not say that.

The WitNess: Mr. Jameson told me he knew there was not more than five
thousand yards in that work.

By Mr. Pringle:

Q. When this contract was being entered into with Mr. Woolley and some others,
you were then acting for McDonald. and they were trying to induce Mr. Woolley to
go into this contract for the drilling. Didn’t you say there was 47,000 yards of rock
there%—A. Not to my knowledge, never remember such a thing.

Q. Now, about this conversation with Mr. Jameson, I do not interpret it the
way you do. By the way, when did you first steal these documents out of your
employer’s office?—A. I did not steal them.

Q. When did you take them?—A. T took them out the day that Mr. MeDonald
had these gentlemen interview me in the office.

Q. Did you have any authority to take them?—A. As a citizen of the country I
had every authority.

Q. And you do not call that theft but as a public service you stole the documents ?
—A. The case has been in the courts

Q. They were not 1n the courts at that time?—A. They were put in to prove the

. case later.
Q. You took them without authority ?—A. Authority as a subject of the country
Q. As a subject of the country?—A. Yes.

Mr. Carvern: It seems to have produced results.
Mr. PriNGLE: I do not know that it has myself.

Mr. G. E. MALLORY.
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By Mr. Pringle:

Q. Tt was the 18th day of September you first spoke to Mr. Jameson. That is
according to your evidence. Look up this very valuable diary of yours, and probably
you can refresh your memory that the 18th day of September was the first intimation
that Jameson had from you about this work?—A. I would like to read the diary.
(Diary handed to witness and consulted).

Q. That is the date you first spoke to Jameson?—A. We were in a general con-
versation when Mr. Jameson mentioned the thing to me I think.

Q. Having a general conversation?—A. Yes.

Q. And you say Mr. Jameson thought these men had nerve in trying to pull off
a deal like this at this time?—A. Yes.

Q. Then you must have told Mr. Jameson. they were trying to pull off a deal?—
A. T think we were talking about investigations. ) . :

Q. I see. Then you were——A. Not with reference to Mr. McDonald’s work,
but another contract; but it wound up that way.

Q. I may be in error, but I have read your evidence carefully, that it was not -
until the 22nd October that you made up your mind to quarrel with your employers
and come out and publish your knowledge?—A. If T made the date the 22nd, I made
a mistake.

Q. When was it you quarrelled with your employers?—A. A week or ten days
before this.

Mr. CarveLn: That is the evidence.

By Mr. Pringle:

‘Q. Up to the time you quarrelled with your employers you never intended to
intimate there was any wrong doing?—A. I intimated to Mr. McDonald, Mr. Nelson
and Mr. Maclachlan—to Maclachlan that I thought he should be careful.

Q. Did not Mr. Maclachlan have a number of inspectors on that work who were
watching it daily —A. I believe so.

Q. And didn’t he have in his office men who were computing these quantities every
day?—A. I don’t know.

Q. You don’t know about that?%—A. No.

Q. Do you mean to say that all these men from the inspectors to Maclachlan are
crooked?—A. When the August estimate was made out, or being made out, by Mr.
Maclachlan, he made a statement, or he said out loud, he didn’t know how he would
change the reports and he said “ 1 have got it.”

Q. Who said that?—A. Mr. Maclachlan.

Q. He said he had got it?—A. Yes.

Q. That was the August estimate?—A. I think it was at the end of August. I am
not quite sure but I think so.

Q. Then was he going to change that report for the benefit of your people?—A.
He was not talking to me he was sitting at his desk and said it out loud.

Q. Well, do you know what his ideas were—A. He was thinking over the estimates
at the time. ‘

Q. And did you think he was going to change that for the benefit of your people?—
A. T didn’t know what he was going to do. That is the statement he made, or not
exactly a statement.

Q. Then you were willing to do anything up to a certain time no matter how the
Government came out, to help your employers —A. I say now that the matter came to
the attention of tne authorities at the only time, or the nearest possible time, to getting
them to take any notice of it whatever.

Q. I see. But up to that time you were willing to do anything to help your em-
ployers?—A. T don’t say that I did anything in connection with these little slips T
made out, willingly.

: Mr. G. E. MALLORY.
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Q. Willingly?- You did it under pressure?—A. I did it under instructions.

Q. Under instructions, but you knew the statements were wrong >—A. I knew the
statements were correct exactly with what Mr. McDonald told me to make up in dollars
and cents.

' Q. You knew they were not correct —A. They were correct according to what I
was asked to do.

Q. What you were asked to do?—A. Yes.

Q. Do you think you stopped just at the right time—A. I think I stopped about
the right time.

Q. About the right time?—A. Yes, sir.

Q. Don’t you think it would have been better when you first got on to this distate-
ful work %—A. I think it would have been biting my nose off to spite my face, that’s
all.

Q. That is your reason? All the mischief was done, was it %—A. No, sir.

Q. The mischief was done, was it not?—A. No, sir.

Q. Why only the other day you were asked the question (Reads) ¢ That was when
all the mischief was done.” You said “ All done.”.—A. Up to that point.

Q. But up to that point the mischief had been done by these estimates which had
gone in up to September showing this excessive quantity of rock.—A. The September
estimate was not passed.

Q. Tt was not passed at that time?—A. No.

Q. What was done was to put in three or four thousand yards more than was in
the actual contract at that time?—A. Well, if there was not some allowance made for
the figures to run a little over what I thought would be the estimate I would have
been—nobody would have paid any attention to me. I would have been simply dis-
charged and the work would have gone on merrily just the same.

Q. Do you not think McDonald has been a good friend of yours?—A. I have
nothing to say against McDonald particularly.

Q. He advanced you money to get food when you were out of employment —A.
I did that for him at one time.

Q. That was quite brotherly. At any rate, he did that for you?—A. Yes.

Q. He advanced you money %—A. Possibly $100.

Q. Possibly it was $150?%—A. No, I don’t think so.

Q. Possibly ‘it was $150 he advanced and he never deducted it from your salary #—
A. Well, if you put it at $150, the first $50 he owed me, and he told me to stay in Vie-
toria. That was one of the reasons that assisted in events. He said he wanted me to
stay there.

Q. That way you made up your estimate'was this: You took the total quantity
and divided it into the number of months you thought it would take to do the work,
and working on instructions you had from Mr. McDonald, you made your estimate in
such a shape and then doubled it? That is the way you did it under McDonald’s
instructions —A. I had a certain number of dollars and cents to make out a statement
to and I made out the statement according to the dollars and cents.

Q. According to the dollars and cents?—A. Yes.

Q. And then you doubled it?—A. No, I didn’t, it came up to that.

Q. I see, it came up to that. Now, you never made an estimate at all for the
engineer, did you?—A. No estimate, sir.

Q. You never made an estimate at all for the engineer, and when you made this
incorrect statement it was to reach the engineer?—A. I didn’t make a statement for
the engineer but for McDonald.

Q. Then you made a statement that was to reach the engineer —A. If it reached
him from myself I was instructed to take this thing to Mr. Maclachlan.

Q. And you took it to him?—A. Yes.

Mr. G. E. MALLORY.
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Q. You made out the classification, did you not?—A. My classification was not
known to him month by month.

Q. But you made out a classification—A. When told to make up a certain
amount of yardage to equal dollars and cents.

Q. Quite so, and you made a yardage of earth and a yardage of rock?—A. Yes, sir.

Q. When you put in, we won’t call it an estimate, but a classification of so many
yards of earth and so many yards of rock, which was equal to so many dollars, you
put it in at the request of McDonald knowing it to be untrue?—A. I didn’t. T put it
——1 gave it to Mr. McDonald, T made it out for him at his request and said “There
you are”.

Q. Was it true or untrue?—A. It was absolutely true to the point of making it
out to the dollars and cents McDonald asked.

Q. Was it true as to the classification and the quantity of the material?—A. T
have nothing to do with the classification of the work.

Q. But you made up the classification?%—A. I made up the classification for Mr.
McDonald to an equivalent of dollars and cents.

Q. And where did you get the information for this classification, out of your head?
—A. Both Mr. McDonald and I knew the approximate number of yards in the work.

Mr. CarverL: He got it off the multiplication table.

Mr. Pringre, K.C.: I think so too. I want him to tell us that honestly instead of
hedging.

By Mr. Pringle, K.C.:

Q. Now then, where did you get the classification?—A. T was instructed to make
the classification with the idea in view that 60,000 yards was the yardage to work on.

Q. And to realize so much money *—A. To make it up to a certain number of
dollars and cents I had been given:as a basis.

Q. Now, this is the way you made it out: You made the classification to get a
certain amount of money first of all for your expenses and then doubled up that
amount. So you made up a classification slip with rock in it to cover the amount to
MecDonald, is that right%—A. I made up the statement to cover the amount of money
he wanted.

Q. Say yes or no, why do you hedge?

Mr. CarverLL: He has said so.

By Mr. Pringle: !

Q. You were asked a question the other day and you said you had to get first of
all a certain amount of money for your expenses and then doubled that amount, so you
made up a classification slip with rock in it to cover the amount for McDonald. Your
answer was “ Yes.” Now, are you going to change that answer?%—A. No, sir, that is
the answer I have just given.

Q. When you did make up the classification and put that quantity of rock in it you
knew it to be untrue?—A. It was ndt untrue. It came up to the dollars and cents
McDonald asked for. That is what I say there.

Q. But it did not come out of the excavation?—A. It did not have anything to do
with the excavation, the statement made by McDonald.

Q. How did you make up this classification for so many yards of earth and so many
yards of rock?—A. I was told to make—

Q. Where did it come out of %—A. It was to come out of my head.

Q. Out of your head?—A. Yes.

Q. And Maclachlan was to put it in as coming out of the Harbour contract?—
A. T did not know Maclachlan was to put it in.

Q. Oh yes, you did. And he did put it in?—A. I did not know who he was getting
it for.

Mr. G. E. MALLORY. ,
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Q. But you saw afterwards that he did put it in and you were a party to it?—
A. No, I was not.

Q. Were you not a party to it? You make that classification for Maclachlan ?—
A. T did not make 1t for Maclachlan.

Q. However, you make a classification which did reach McDonald; you made it so
that it would reach Maclachlan%—A. I made a classification for McDonald, T made a
statement of dollars and cents.

Q. Now then you had quite a nice meeting on the 22nd of October when you were
met by a lawyer and two detectives. Do you remember that? I should not think you
would very soon forget it?—A. I do not think I will. .

Q. And you made an affidavit?—A. What?

Q. You made a declaration %—A. No, I did not.

Q. Well, you signed a statement?—A. I did, I had to.

Q. Well, we will put it that way, you had to. Then these two gentlemen had two
affidavits made which set out certain frauds that you were connected with in connection
with the Canadian Northern, and they read these affidavits to you and you said, “ I'm
caught.”—A. If anybody says that it is a falsehood.

Q. Well, they will say it?%—A. That is what I expect.

Q. Did they read the two affidavits to you?—A. No.

Q. Did they read neither of the affidavits to you?—A. No.

Q. Did they tell you in regard to the Canadian Northern matter?—A. Yes. They
said these are——

Q. Did you say to them, “ I'm caught?—A. No, sir, I said directly the opposite.

By Hon. Mr. Reid:

Q. What did you say?%—A. T told them they were fakes and forgeries, and I would
not stand for them.

By Mr. Pringle, K.C.:

Q. Then you did have them read to you?—A. I read them.

Q. And you said they were fakes and forgeries?—A. Yes.

Q. However, you wanted to get possession of them?—A. I should think I did.

Q. And you said, “ Give me those affidavits and I will sign the statement.”—A.
After T had been tossed around considerably, yes.

Q. We vill ccme to the toseing around, that is a little pipe dream. You wanted
to get the affidavits and you would give them the statement.—A. I didn’t give it,
I was forced to give it. .

Q. Well, we will put it that way. And now this statement you say

Mr. CarvELL: Have you the statement there?

Mr. PrivoLE: I have not the original. Mr. McDonald’s trunk is probably coming
over the American roads and there is an element of delay, but we expect it here this
afternoon.

Mr. CarveLL: It is not fair to read a portion of the statement and question this
witness upon it, I think it should be put in.

Mr. PriNgLE: Oh, yes, I will put it in if, after the witness has read it, he is
satisfied it is a copy.

By Myr. Pringle:
Q. Will you read this over and see whether it is a copy of the statement you
signed? (Document handed to witness, who' reads it.)

Q. What do you say, is that your statement?—A. I will read it over again.
(Reads.)

Mr. G. E. MALLORY.



GRANT, SMITH & CO. 203

APPENDIX No. 1

Q. If you will rather wait and see the original I will postpone the cross-examin-
ation until the original comes?—A. I think that is it, I have read it as closely as I
can.

Q. Well, we will see what you say. (Reads):

N
“ Dominion of Canada, In the matter of sub-Clontractor Charles
Province of British Columbia, E. McDonald, with Grant, Smith & McDonald,
City of Victoria, original contractors with Canadian Govern-
to Wit: ment.

I, G. E. Mallory, of the City of Victoria, in the Province of British
Columbia, do solemnly declare that for more than five months I have been
bookkeeper for Charles E. McDonald, who is a sub-contractor under contract,
with Grant Smith and McDonald, who are original contractors with the
Oanadian Government in the matter of excavations for piers for the Govern-
ment wharf at Victoria, B.C., Outer harbour; that as said bookkeeper of the
said Charles E. McDonald, I have been and am now conversant fully with the
conduct of said contract, sub-contract and work thereon; that the dealings of
the said Charles E. McDonald with said sub-contract and work thereunder,
and with the Canadian Government, its officers and agents have been honest
and fair; that the accounts and estimates presented for payment have been
for work actually done and performed and have been in no wise unfair, exorbit-
" ant or excessive.

And I further solemnly declare that there is and can be no truth in a
statement, or the statement, that the said Charles E. McDonald is or has been
in league with or had any understanding with the Canadian Government
Engineer or other agent of the Canadian Government, or any person or persons
whomsoever whereby false estimates exceeding the yardage or work actually
done were, have been, or are furnished to the Canadian Government by means
of which it is or has been sought to collect more than has been or is actually
due the said Charles E. McDonald, by him or by any person for him, or in
his behalf thereunto instructed or authorized.

“ Further declarant sayeth not. :

And T make this solemn declaration, conscientiously believing it to be true
and knowing it to be of the same force and effect as if made under oath and
by virtue of the Canada Evidence Act, Revised Statutes of Canada, 1906, Chap.
145, Sec. 89. v '

(Signed) G. E. MALLORY.

Declared before me at the city of Viectoria in the province of British
Columbia, this day of October, A.D. 1915.

Witness: (Sgd.) Ebp C. Hypg,
A. G. Apamson.”

Mr. Kyre: Who is the commissioner before whom that statement was declared?
Mr. PrivcLE: A. G. Adamson.

Mr. Kyre: Where is it dated?

Mr. PrixgLE: At Victoria.

Mr. Kyre: What is the date?

Mr. PriNgLE: The date is left blank. (Reads) ¢ Declared before me at the city
of Viectoria in the province of British Columbia this day of October,
A.D. 19157

Mr. Kyre: It may not have been a declaration at all, judging from this copy.

Mr. G. E. MaALLORY.
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Mr. PringLE: There seem to have been two witnesses and there does not seem
to have been a commissioner—I am not quite sure that it was declared, but_it may
have been declared before a commissioner, because I do not know who these men
were.

Mr. CarvELL: In any case the witness says it was obtained from him by duress,
\and he has given a pretty accurate statement of its contents.

By Mr. Pringle:

Q. Now, then, Mr. Mallory, when you signed this they handed you over these
documents that they had?%—A. Yes.

Q. And you destroyed them?—A. I did not.

Q. What did you do with them?—A. They were taken away from me.

Q. “ They were taken away from me”?%—A. Yes.

Q. Well, I am told you were very anxious to get the documents, that you got
them and destroyed them right in their presence.

Mr. Carvern: That is hardly credible in view of the fact that this witness
within fifteen minutes went to the police and then to the members of Parliament in
an effort to get these men arrested.

_Mr. PringLe: I am told that these men sat down carefully and quietly to dis-
cuss the situation in Mr. McDonald’s office, that Mr. McDonald had been advised that
some one was taking papers out of his safe and circulating stories which were abso-
lutely untrue, that he employed a lawyer and a detective and that this witness when
faced by them threw up the sponge and confessed it.

Myr. CarveLL: This is not the time to discuss that question, but the facts are
as the witness relates them that he went to the police court and failing to get satis-
faction there he went to his member, and this is corroborated by Mr. Green and
Mr. Barnard.

By Mr. Pringle :

Q. Did you take these papers—I won’t say steal them—out of McDonald’s safe
prior to your signing these documents?—A. They were in McDonald’s office the morn-
ing of the occurrence.

Q. You took them out immediately after?—A. I walked out with them at that
time.

Q. Did McDonald know that you had them?—A. I don’t think so.

Q. How did you get into his safe after you signed this document to get those
papers?—A. I do not remember getting into his safe.

Q. Where did you get the papers?—A. In the office.

Q. Had you got the papers prior to your signing this document or subsequently *—
A. T took them afterwards.

Q. Where were they ~—A. In his office.

Q. In his office. Then, you were left in his office after you had signed this docu-

ment

Q. Long enough to get these papers?—A. Five or ten minutes.

Q. Where you left there alone—A. No, sir.

Q. Who was with you?—A. The same crowd.

Q. How did you get these papers?—A. Took them.

Q. Did they see you taking them?—A. Yes.

Q. Didn’t they ask you to hand them back %—A. They did not know what they
were.

Q. Did you ever think of sorting them out?—A. They were in the drawer.

Q. Did you ever sort them in the drawer so you could take them away at any

time ?—A. No, I had been looking over them, and had just thrown them in the drawer.
Mr. G. E. MALLORY.
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Q. And you thought Mr. McDonald’s receipt, or Nelson’s receipt, would be a good
document to have?—A. Well, it was among the papers when I picked them up.

Q. You knew that McDonald had made a loan to Nelson, didn’t you ?—A. No, sir.

Q. And had a promissory note?—A. No, sir.

Q. Did you ever see this note, in the nature of a security he had for this $2,000?
—A. He never had a note in that vault, not while I was there.

Q. Did you search through the vault?—A. He did not know what was in the vault,
and I did.

Mr. CaArvELL: Paper won’t refuse ink.
Mr. PrinGLE: T don’t think you are making that accusation against McDonald.

By Mr. Pringle:

Q. Did you ever see that note dated Vancouver, B.C., August 14 (exhibiting) ¢—
A. No, sir.

Q. Never saw it%—A. No, sir.

Q. Made in favour of Mr. McDonald.

Mr. BENNETT (Simcoe): What year?

Mh. PRINGLE: 1915.

Mr. CARVELL: An easy proposition.

Mr. PRINGLE: Oh, well, Mr. Carvell, I do not see why you are insinuating. I
have known Mr. McDonald for many years, he is an old Glenganan

By Mr. Pringle:

Q. Now, you tell me you did not take them out until after the 22nd October %—
A. T took them on the 22nd.

Q. When you were leaving there, after having torn them up, you did tear them up
which reflected on you, wasn’t the last thing you said: I am going to put the whole
thing in the papers —A. No, sir.

Q. Or that you were going to give it to the Liberal press ?—A. No, sir.

Q. If Mr. McDonald says that he will be saying what is untrue?—A. Yes, sir.

Q. Did you have any talk then about your accounts ?%—A. While those men were
there?

Q. Yes.—A. No, sir.

Q. Was the talk before these men were there?—A. There was very little talk that
morning about accounts of any description.

Q. When was the talk about accounts?—A. About ten days previous.

Q. You wanted a quarter interest in the contract?—A. No.

Q. What did you want, an increase of salary’—A. No, sir.

Q. What did you want?—A. McDonald promised me $150 a month when I went
with him.

Q. When he did not give you that, you told him——A. Just give me my cheque
and I will get out.

Q. There was no cheque coming to you, you were still owing him a hundred
dollars %—A. He took that up later, at the time I did not think of it and neither did
he.

Q. What was your cheque?—A. Tt would be up until the 14th or 15th.

Q. A month’s pay?—A. Half a month.

Q. Then he did not owe you anything?—A. If he was going to give me what he
promised, and that month’s salary, of course he owed me something.

Q. How much did he owe you? You commenced on the 1st June, and this was
in October.—A. Half of $125 would be about $65, about a hundred dollars.

Q. That would be about offset by what you owed?

Mr. G. E. MaLLoRry.
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Mr. CarvELL: In addition to that.
The WrirNess: I did not ask him for a cheque for $150 a month to get out.

By Mr. Pringle: )

Q. You commenced on the 1st June? The 1st July, you say, there would be $25,
August 1st, $50, 1st September, $75, 1let October, $100. So it would just about offset
what you owed?—A. I had some salary for the month. '

Q. ¥or the half month?—A. Yes, and also for incidental expenses.

Q. Now, do you mean to tell us that you did not conspire with these people to
defraud the Government?—A. That is what I mean.

Q. You never entered into any conspiracy with McDonald or anybody else to
defraud the Government?—A. Not to the best of my knowledge.

Q. And that any statements that you gave in regard to quantities were given
entirely out of your head, and with no knowledge of the actual quantities?—A. Not
from what yards of rock were on that work. But it did not affect the statement I
made for MecDonald.

Q. At the time you made these statements you had no actual knowledge of the
actual quantities removed? You were making the statement simply out of your head,
not from any knowledge of the quantities%—A. I made no reference to classified
quantities on the work when I was making them out.

Q. You classified earth and rock at certain prices?—A. With a statement of
dollars and cents as a basis.

Q. Quite s0. You made a classification of rock and earth, and that classifica-
tion was made entirely out of your head?—A. I made up the classification out of my
head, figuring it up from the dollars and cents.

Q. You never had any talk with Maclachlan about putting in wrong quant1t1es9
—A. T mentioned to Maclachlan that he should be careful.

Q. That is the only talk you ever had with him? You never suggested to Mac-
Jachlan to put in wrong quantities either directly or in any way?—A. No, sir, not
to the best of my knowledge.

Q. Now, then, did Maclachlan receive a dollar in any shape, manner or form
from these contractors, to your knowledge?—A. Direct knowledge of seeing  the
transaction, I do not know.

Q. Are you going to now insinuate that he did?—A. I was instructed by Mr.
MecDonald on several occasions that he——

Q. Have you not already sworn here that you know nothing against Mr. Mac-
lachlan %—A. No, sir.

Q. Well, T think you have. You never saw a dollar paid to Maclachlan? You
do not know of a dollar that was ever paid to him of your own knowledge%—A. Only
from Mr. McDonald

Q. Never mind, T am asking you from your own knowledge?—A. T never saw it.

Q. You never saw it?%—A. No sir.

Q. Then anything jyou did with regard to excessive quantities was done for
MecDonald%—A. It was on instructions from Mr. McDonald.

Q. Tt was instructions from Mr. McDonald? Now then, you wrote this letter on
November 9, when you were getting mad: “ Having become aware of the fact that
grafting on an enormous scale was taking place”. When did you become aware of
that fact’—A. On an enormous scale? T mean that T understood at that time that the
estimate was to be boosted to 80,000 yards in solid rock.

Q. When did you become aware of this grafting on an enormous scale, subsequent
to the 22nd of October when you left McDonald employ or before?—A. I was leaving
Mr. McDonald’s service on the 15th of the month.

Q. The 15th of the month?%—A. I think it was the 15th.
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Q. When was it you became aware of this grafting on an enormous scale’—A. I
objected to the August estimate. Rather, I did not object to it but thought it was
not right. .

Q. Now let us see if we can pin you down to something. In August you were
satisfied there was grafting%—A. In August I was satisfied that the estimate had
about reached the total yardage that could be got out of that work for solid rock.

Q. Then anything after August was grafting?—A. If an estimate was rendered
after August.

Q. Now knowing excessive quantities were being charged for
know until the Government had accepted it.

Q. You knew before you left McDonald’s employment?—A. T don’t think T knew
that the estimate had been sent in, I don’t remember. -

Q. Then when did you learn of this enormous grafting?—A. Any rock yardage
estimate that would be turned in after August would naturally be excessive, in my
opinion.

Q. Let us get down to the excess in some shape. When did you find this enorm-
ous grafting ¢—A. When I understood from Mr. Maclachlan, or through Mr. Maclach-
lan, that the total yardage was to be 30,000 yards solid rock.

Q. When did you find that out?—A. I don’t remember the date.

Mr. Carvern (Handing diary to witness and pointing to a date): See if you
cannot find something there to assist your memory.

The Wirness (After consulting diary): This is the 26th Septerﬁber.

A. I did not

By Mr. Pringle, K.C.:

Q. Was that the time you began to be suspicious of the grafting? Now, turn back
to the 2nd September.—A. Yes, sir. ‘

Q. You prepared a statement for Mr. Maclachlan for the August estimate, didn’t
you?—A. T made up a statement for Mr. McDonald on the 2nd September.

Q. How much rock did you put in that statement?—A. I don’t remember.

Q. Was it not the same quantity Mr. Maclachlan put in his estimate?—A. I
cannot say exactly.

Q. You already told us that your statements were copied exactly.—A.. No.

Q. Where did you give him that statement, the one of the September 2nd ?—A.
In his office on Dallas Road. ‘

Q. Did he prepare his estimate there and then in your presence?—A. No.

Q. It was'not so prepared ’—A. No.

Q. That statement was very large, wasn’t it, that you gave him on the 2nd Sept-
ember ?—A. T don’t know.

Q. You talked over how the figures could be juggled around, did you not? I
want to see if you were in this juggling business, if there was any juggling?—A. On
what day ?

Q. On the 2nd September.—A. T said to Mr. Maclachlan that T thought he should
be careful. ‘

Q. Yes, but here is what you said. There was a question as to how the rock
should be accounted for and “ We talked over how the figures should be j uggled round.”
What do you mean by “ juggling round ?’—A. T had a slip. Mr. Maclachlan said, “ I
think we will have to fix it this way, then we will try that.”

Q. Did he discuss with you how you could juggle the figures round so you could
get the money #—A. T had nothing to do with getting any money from anybody.

Q. What do you mean when you use the word “ juggling ”%—A. That he was
wondering how to juggle the figures around to suit him.

Q. “So we talked over how the figures should be juggled round.” Were you
not talking of how you and he could juggle the figures round —A. Well. T took the
statement in the office. He just simply talked over the statement with Mr.
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Q. You were asked about this previously, as to whether you and Maclachlan
talked it over, and your answer was “ yes.”—A. That is what I say, that I did.

Q. You talked over how you could juggle the figures?—A. Not so that I could
juggle them.

Q. Well, how the figures could be juggled?—A. I didn’t give any information as
to how they .should be juggled.

Q. You were not concerned with how they could be juggled?—A. No.

MK By Mr. Carvell :

Q. You wanted so much money —A. I didn’t want any money:

Q. But your employer did?—A. The statement was based on the amount of money
he wanted.

By Mr. Pringle, K.C.

Q. Why did these figures that you put in the statement require juggling —A.
Mr. Maclachlan could answer that, I couldn’t.

Q. Why did they %—A. I don’t knows

Q. Were they changed from your statement?—A. I don’t know that.

Q. You put in the classification of rock and the classification of earth. At any
rate you say the Resident Engineer signed them exactly as you gave them ?—A. No, I
didn’t.

Q. Did you not say the statements were exactly the same?—A. I don’t think I
said that.

Q. Yes, you did—A. I don’t think so. :

Q. You said he copied the statements exactly.—A. No, sir.

Q. All right. You are going back on that now, are you?—A. I said in nearly
every instance.

Q. Will you tell us one instance where he copied exactly your statement ?—A. L
cannot.

Q. You cannot tell’—A. No, sir.

Q. Well now we haven’t yet had from you an answer as to the date you discovered
this big steal that you refer to in your letter of November 9, this graftson an enormous
scale; can you give us the date?—A. The 26th of September, I believe, was the start
when I knew the quantity was to be in excess of the 16,000 yards.

Q. That was the first time you knew there was to be this enormous grafting ?—A.
That is that the figures were to be placed at 27,000 cubic yards as McDonald told me.

Q. And you saw Mr. Valiquet when he got out there?—A. Yes. ’

Q. And Mr, Valiquet went over the work %—A. T do not know very much about
what he did.

Q. You told him all your story, didn’t you?—A. I was simply asked a few ques-
tions and, possibly, I asked a few. .

Q. And you watched to see him do the work, didn’t you?—A. I watched for the
dredge Ajax, and I didn’t see it.

Q. And he did it with the Puget Sound?—A. So he said.

Q. And you consider that the Puget Sound was a good dredge?—A. Yes.

Q. Did you tell Mr. Valiquet anything about these suspicions that you had? (No
answer).

Q. You told Mr. Valiquet about the suspicions you had about the excess quantity
of rock, didn’t you?—A. I do not remember exactly.

Q. Did you ever read the specifications yourself?—A. I read portions of them.

Q. And you are aware that the contractors were to furnish all plant, ete., etc.,
under section 21 of the specification, that the plant had to be suitable in the opinion
of the Resident Engineer? You knew that, and you understood that the plant that
was put on there was suitable according to the opinion of the Resident Engineer ¢—A.
The Puget Sound dredge you mean?
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Q. Yes?—A. Yes.

Q. Tt was a good dredge?—A. Yes.

Q. There was never any question raised by the Resident Engineer that the plant
was not satisfactory?—A. As far as the Puget Sound dredge was concerned I believe
it was.

By Mr. Carvell:
Q. When did the Puget Sound come on the work?—A. On the 16th or 17th of

August, if I remember correctly.
Q. And there were clamshell dredges prior to that?>—A. One to my knowledge.

By Mr. Pringle:

Q. They could not remove all the material reported up to that time with a clam-
shell?%—A. The yardage papers, or the estimates, prove that they took out practically
the whole quantity removed, they got credit for 4,000 or 5,000 yards of solid rock.

Q. With a clamshell %—A. Yes.

Q. I do not understand it that way %—A. I know they did, it is on the estimates.

By Mr. Bennett (Simcoe) :

Q. Now all your part in this matter was simply that you would give Mr. McDonald
a piece of paper, and he would go up and hold conversations with Mr. Maclachlan and
arrange the estimate?—A. I had no prior conversations with Mr. Maclachlan about
the estimates that I remember of.

Q. You never had any discussion with Mr. Maclachlan about the estimates at all?
—A. T could not help but meet him

Q. But not to fix up estimates, you never had conversations with him?—A. I
told him I thought he was going a little too far.

Q. But it was not until this big estimate came in that you were suspicious there
was anything wrong?—A. I could easily be suspicious, but I couldn’t prove anything.

Q. How soon were you suspicious *—A. I think I spoke to Maclachlan about the
July estimate if I remember correctly.

Q. That was when?—A. I think that was about the July estimate.

Q. The July estimate, and you told him you were suspicious of that?—A. No.
I said, “T think you should be careful, Mr. Maclachlan, about passing quantities of
solid rock.”

Q. Now did you hear any conversations between McDonald and Maclachlan?
—A. McDonald and Nelson were talking up good estimates to Maclachlan.

Q. You didn’t happen to hear the conversations?—A. I was in the office.

Q. Well, then, all the way through this your position was simply this: You were
told by your employer, McDonald, to give certain statements, and you gave them:
you had nothing directly to do with Maclachlan in getting this estimate through the
Department —A. I was told by McDonald to make out a statement based on the
amount of dollars and cents, to give him.

Q. And all that you say is that any estimates that were sent out were based on
that basis, that you would give McDonald the statement and he would go off and
see Maclachlan, and you would hdve nothing to do with Maclachlan?—A. I went to
Maclachlan once or twice.

Q. Tell us how that was.—A. I think that was on the 26th of September, I was
looking up the diary.

Q. Up till the 26th of September that would be the first time you had conversa-
tion with him?—A. McDonald delivered the first one I gave him, and I think I
delivered the others, or Mr. Maclachlan came up to the office and picked it up; I
think one was taken out of the office, one that T had left on the desk.

Q. You never had a discussion with Maclachlan, but you handed the statements
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to MecDonald, and if there was anything wrong——?—A. I made the statement in
this sense, it was not that it was wrong: 3

Q. You did not do that with Maclachlan, it was with McDonald?—A. T haven’t
said that . '

Q. What have you said?%—A. I delivered some of these.

Q. But that was just as a messenger “—A. That is all T was.

Q. This is in the evidence at page 112 =

Q. What happened in July to arouse your suspicions?—A. Well, Mr.
Nelson and Mr. McDonald were after Mr. Maclachlan all the time about
rock. ‘Forget there is dirt out there, we want rock” They proceeded to give
him good talks, as they called it, at the end of each month, the end of June
and the end of July.

Q. Were you present at these talks, and did you hear what went on?%—A.
I was present at the talks, most of them. They retired to the private office
when there was anything particular.” »

Now, then, as early as in July you knew it was all crooked—A. In July I knew they
were bringing pressure on Maclachlan to get quite a bit of rock, but it did not
exhaust the total quantity. And I took. it that the contractors were quite able to
stand for it.

Q. What was the pressure, to substitute rock for earth?—A. They were talking
for rock. '

Q. Was it to get rock substituted for earth?—A. I do not know about that particu-
larly; it was rock they wanted.

Q. What do you think they meant when they eaid, “ Forget there is dirt out
there, we want rock,” did they mean to substitute rock for earth?—A. That is ‘the
statement they made.

Q. What did you understand they meant by that, that there was a fraud to be
perpetrated ?—A. It might be, it all depended upon how they could get it.

Q. And they wanted one to be perpetrated “—A. They were working and trying
to use their influence on the engineer to get solid rock.

Q. To perpetrate a fraud?—A. I could not say that at that time, because the
Government was entirely protected by the quantities.

Q. What was your honest impression regarding that expression, “ Forget there
ig dirt out there, we want rock,” what did it mean %—A. It meant that they were after
solid rock.

Q. And they wanted earth called rock?—A. There was more rock in the quantities
as taken from the plans than 4,300 yards.

Q. You did not understand there was anything improper about that?—A. Sup-
posing I did, there was more rock there, lots of it.

Q. Then with regard to the expression, “Forget there is dirt out there we want
rock,” your honest impression now is that what they meant was that they were not
taking out as much rock as there was to be taken out, now honestly, was that your
impression —A. No.

Q. And do you understand that not one man out of a thousand but would take
out of it a different impression to your explanation?%—A. My explanation of it is this
that Mr. Maclachlan was working under the impression that 4,300 cubic yards was
the total under the contract; I was not under that impression and it did not make
any difference to me what amount of influence they used with Maclachlan up to a
certain point so long as it did not exceed the total quantity in the contract.

Q. And when they said: “Forget there is dirt out there, we want rock,” your idea
of that was that there was nothing improper meant?—A. They could say what they
liked. They could not make up that it was a fraud because they did not exceed the
quantity.
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By Mr. Pringle:

Q. You were under the impression there was over 10,000 yards?—A. I made up
an estimate in a few minutes, and as a contractor’s estimate, I made it very conser-
vative.

Q. The others estimated it absolutely wrong, there is no question about that, in
your opinion #—A. I did not question it, because Mr. Maclachlan still persisted. But
I did not change my views.

By Mr. Bennett (Simcoe) : "
Q. Why did they make that statement: “ Forget there is dirt out there, we want
rock ”?—A. They were wanting as large an estimate as they could get.
Mr. CarveLn: Rock was $9.10 a yard, and earth 52 cents.

By Mr. Bennett (Simcoe) :

Q. Your idea was that as the rock was so many dollars per yard, and the earth
only 52 cents, that they wanted earth called rock for the reason you have just given,
that the rock was a higher price than earth?—A. They were wanting all the rock they
could get. .

" Q. Even if it was dirt?—A. I cannot say that, because I knew what the rock
was.

Q. Now listen to this: I will give you a question or two from your evidence the
last day you were here:—

Q. Yes, 4,788 cubic yards up to that time. Now, Mr. Mallory, did you have
anything to do with making up-that estimate?—A. I handled a memoranda,
I made up a memoranda of that estimate, before that estimate was made out
by the resident engineer.

Q. To whom did you give it?—A. To J. S..Maclachlan.

That is correct is it?%—A. Yes, sir.

Q. You prepared that and handed it to Mr. Maclachlan?—A. I prepared a state-
ment based on dollars and cents, and MeDonald took it, and gave me his approval, and
gaid: “ Take it to Maclachlan.” :

Q. And you discussed that with Maclachlan>—A. That may have been the time
I made the comment about being careful.

Q. Going back to that other question, about not finding dirt, but rock, did you
at any time receive instructions from Nelson to talk rock to Maclachlan; in other
words, to substitute rock for earth»—A. No, that would not be it; I think I did receive
instructions from Mr. Maclachlan, talk rock.

Q. You received instructions from whom?—A. Nelson may probably have told me
to talk rock.

Q. Did you talk rock to Machlachlan?—A. No, sir.

Q. It is only about the 2nd of September when you gave Maclachlan an estimate,
did you discuss the estimate with Machlachlan —A. Yes, sir, if I remember correctly,
I will look at my diary for that. i

Q. Did you tell him the estimate was too much for rock %—A. T would like to have
the diary. (Diary handed to witness).

Q. Did you tell him the estimate was too much for rock on the 2nd September ?

Mr. CarverL: 2nd September or 2nd October ?

Mr. BENNETT (Simcoe): That is the date here, 2nd September.

The Wirness: What is the question ?

By Mr. Bennett (Simcoe) :

Q. Did you and Maclachlan on that date discuss the question that the quantity of
rock in the original estimate was not as high as actually was being returned up to that
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time?—A. No, I made the statement that Maclachlan should be very careful about
estimating so much solid rock, when the original estimate was only 4,300 yards. I
increased it 500 yards at that time to make it safe. -

Q. Did you ever caution Maclachlan before about being careful about estimates?
—A. I do not remember.

Q. Why were you cautioning him, because they were not honest estimates or that
there was a chance of being caught on them?—A. T cautioned him at that time because
he was working on the understanding that 4,300 yards was the total quantity, and in
the estimate for July we had about come up to that quantity. If I remember correctly,
with the 50 per cent rock taken as 100 per cent rock, which would reduce the quantity
of that item half, it nearly amounted to about 4,300 yards. |

Q. But as a matter of fact, did you not know there had been no such quantity
of rock put out at that time?—A. I knew that that quantity had not been put out at
that time, but I knew that quantity was there to come out.

Q. But you knew it had not come out at that time, yet it was put in the estimate
as having been taken out?—A. Yes. .

Q. When the estimates were put in for July did you not know at that time the
estimated quantity of rock had not been taken out?—A. I have said in my affidavit
there were not over 500 yards. :

By Mr. Barnard:

Q. Did you say just now that on the 2nd September you knew they had just about
reached the total quantity of rock there was there?—A. No, sir.

Q. What did you say?—A. I said as far as Mr. Maclachlan was concerned he was
working on the basis of 4,300 yards of rock in the contract, and that I mentioned to
him, said to him, that I thought he should be careful, because the July estimate, as T
said, making that deduction for the 50 per cent——

Q. But you were talking about the September estimate?—A. No, the August
estimate. There was an August estimate rendered about the 1st of September, or
thereabouts. The July estimate was the only one which had been paid, and the August
estimate would not be paid until September.

Q. And then what?—A. I said the total quantity was only about 4,300—4,800
as T used it, and that he had better be pretty careful.

Q. Did you know anything about the August estimate then?—A. I didn’t know
what the August estimate was going to be, but I might have an idea.

Q. What do you think it was?—A. Mr. Maclachlan was taking—it was going to
be 10,000 yards of solid rock, if I remember rightly, I am not sure.

By Mr. Bennett (Simcoe) :

Q. You knew that the estimates were dishonest?—A. It is the only comment I
made to Mr. Maclachlan that T remember making.

Q. You were asked, did you caution Mr. Maclachlan or use any words that could
be taken as a caution. You replied that you did not believe you did then, but you
thought you did on the 31st of July. You were asked what was the nature of the
caution and you replied that you told him you thought he should be very careful about
estimating too much solid rock when you knew that 4,800 cubic yards was all the solid
roek there was on the work. When asked what reply he made to that you give this
version of what he said: “I have never had any trouble with Ottawa and I think this
will go through all right.”—A. That is a mistake in the date.

Q. And at this time you suspected Maclachlan had an interest in the contract?
—A. At what time? :

Q. On the 2nd of September or whatever date it was, this conversation took place.
Did you not suspect Maclachlan then of having an interest in the contract ?%—A. No,
sir, I do not think so. '
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Q. When did you suspect he had an interest in the contract?—A. On the 3rd
September.

Q. I see. There is a difference of one day—A. Yes, sir. ‘

Q. When you did not know of it on the 2nd September, what happened on the
3rd of September to make you think that Mr. Maclachlan had an interest in the con-
tract %—A. It was the rather peculiar explanation, the rather flimsy explanation of the
disappearance of $2,500.

Q. The disappearance of what?—A. Of $2,500.

Q. Has that been explained in the evidence?—A. Yes, sir.

Q. What was the reference, was it a payment to Maclachlan of $2,5007%—A. Yes.

Q. By whom?—A. By McDonald.

Q. So that was the first time you had any idea that Maclachlan had any interest
in the contract?—A. Well, T might have guessed before that, but I don’t know.

Q. Then down to the 8rd September you had no suspicion that on Maclachlan’s
part there was anything dishonest at all%—A. Well, up to the 3rd, up to the 4th
September, T could see influences being brought to bear on Mr. Maclachlan to get
rock in the estimates early, but no man could call him ecrooked.

By Mr. Davidson :

. Where did you get that book you kept your diary in?—A. Victoria.

From whom?—A. The Macey Office Equipment Company, I think. I am not
sure :
What time did you buy it?—A. I don’t know.

. You cannot give us any idea about that?—A. No, sir, I cannot.

Was it immediately before you used it as a diary?—A. I do not know.
You cannot tell?—A. No, sir, I don’t remember.

By Hon. Mr. Crothers:

Q. Had McDonald anyone in his employ whose duty it was to keep track of the
amount of material removed from day to day?—A. The engineers on the dredge were
instructed to keep reports which were turned in, showing the number of scow loads
turned out every day, and the capacity of the scows.

Q. Was this work being done by scow loads or measurement —A. It is usual for
the contractor to keep track of the place measurement, because it is generally under-
stood there are certain cases——.

Q. So McDonald had a man whose duty it was to keep track of the quantity
removed from day to day?—A. Yes, the quantity removed from day to day.

Q. Who was that man%—A. There was not any one man. One engineer might
send one report and another engineer another report. They were steam engineers.

Q. Were you one of them?—A. No, they were steam engineers.

Q. When.they made out these reports did they come to you?—A. Yes, I received
them in the office. One or two were lost, I think.

Q. When you say there was less than 500 cubic yards of earth taken out, what
do you mean?—A. That included two estimates.

Q. Two estimates?—A. Yes, sir.

Q. When was that?—A. That was in July.

Q. You knew there was not 500 cubic yards of rock left?%—A. Yes, sir.

Q. T thought you reported?—A. I did not report anything.

Q. Somebody said you reported, who was it reported—Maclachlan *—A. He sent
in the estimate, I didn’t.

Q. I think you told us how much was sent in?%—A. I just got it from the state-
ment received by the Engineer at the Department at Ottawa.

Q. You did not send any report to the Public Works Department here, it was the
Resident Engineer who did it?%—A. I believe so.

00O OO
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Q. What had you to do in making up the reports that were sent in by the engi-
neer?—A. Nothing.

Q. Do I understand you to say that your employer wanted so much money, and
he wanted you to make up a report of what had been removed so as to produce that
mueh money?—A. No sir.

Q. What was it he said?—A. He said, make up a statement that would represent
‘that amount. K

Q. That is just what I asked you?—A. No sir.

Q. What you say is that the statement was to be made up to produce so much
money ?—A. It was a statement of “earth and rock” at McDonald’s prices to make
up that much money.

Q. That is the very thing I said?%—A. No, you did not.

Q. That is what I meant, if I did not say it. Your statement is that he asked
you to make out a statement for whom?—A. For him.

Q. Showing the quantities of earth and rock removed which would produce so
much money %—A. Not earth and rock removed.

Q. What was it—to make up so much money?—A. He asked me to make up the
quantity.

Q. Quantity of what?—A. Earth and rock.

Q. That is just what I said?%—A. There was nothing said about removing it.

Q. To make up the quantities of earth and rock making so much money?—A.
Yes.

Q. Did you not understand that- that was to be what had been removed? Tt
could not be put in the progress estimates except that had been removed?—A. I was
not making up a progress estimate.

Q. You made up a statement for your employer which he wanted for the Govern-
ment Engineer?—A. No sir, I did not.

Q. Didn’t ypou know that it was for the Government? You understood that?—
A. No, the Government didn’t have anything to do with it, as far as I know.

Q. Then who was this statement for?—A. For McDonald.

Q. A statement by which he was to get so much money. Where was that money
to come from?—A. That was up to him. '

Q. You understood it was for payment for work done?—A. Tt was not for work
done, because that was for the engineer’s office, he knew how much was taken out.

Q. What was he to do with the statement you made up for him?—A. Anything
he liked.

Q. You didn’t know how he would use that statement?—A. He would usually
look it over and take it to Maclachlan. He had the facts of it before him.

Q. Never mind about that, do you know what he wanted to do with that statement?
—A. In some instances he told me to take it to Maclachlan.

Q. Do you know what he proposed to do with the Statement that he asked you to
make out—A. He told me to make out a statement for so much money, that is all T
know about it.

Q. Had you any suspicion in your mind what he wanted to do with that state-
ment?—A. I knew the estimates were coming up.

Q. You knew that he wanted the statement to get so much money, didn’t you?—
A. He was trying to get so much money.

Q. Did you not know that he wanted the statement to enable him to receive the
sum of money he mentioned to you?—A. He might have been going over the statement.

Q. T am not asking you what he “might” but what you know?—A. I cannot say
that I knew he was going to do anything with it.

Q. And you did not suspect what he was going to do with it?—A. T might sus-
pect but I didn’t know anything.

Q. What did you suppose he asked you for the statement for?—A. He was—
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Q. What do you say about that?—A. I would find out later when he said, ¢ Go to
Maclachlan with it.”

Q. You want us to understand you did not know what he wanted that statement
for?—A. After it was made out I knew because he said, “ Go to Maclachlan.”

Q. Do you want us to understand that you did not know what he wanted it for?
__A. After it was made out I knew ,because he said, “ Go to Maclachlan.”

Q. Didn’t you know in your own mind why he asked you for that statement?—
A. He asked me for a statement for so much money. ’

Q. And you understood that he wanted that statement to enable him to get the
money, didn’t you?—A. Well

Q. “Yes” or “mno,” now?—A. He might have.

Q. “He might have,” yes, that is not the question I am asking you. I am asking
you whether you knew what he wanted it for ?2—A. He didn’t tell me right out.

Q. That is not the question. Did you understand %—A. I understood that I made
up that statement for McDonald.

Q. To enable him to get so much money?—A. To represent so many dollars and
cents.
. Q. To enable him to get so many dollars and cents? Answer the question,
please, it was to enable him to get so many’dollars and cents, “yes” or “no.” —A.
No, I did not make it up to enable him to get anything. I made it up as he told me,
and he could use it as he liked. .

Q. Then you knew that statement was not founded on engineering facts?—A. It
was founded on a statement of dollars and cents in front of which were the facts.

Q. The facts were in front of you?—A. Certainly and the facts were dollars and

s

v

cents.
Q. You were making out quantities?—A. To represent dollars and cents.

Q. Were these quantities known to you?—A. In dollars and cents, yes.

Q. You knew dollars and cents were there. He asked you to make up a statement
that would produce this sum, and that was a statement of quantities of earth and
rock, wasn’t it?—A. Yes. .

Q. Very well, that is the statement that you made up and handed to him. Those
are the facts to your knowledge?—A. All the facts were in front of him.

Q. What were the facts in front of him?—A. So many dollars and cents.

Q. He wanted a statement from you of quantities and you made out a statement
of quantities, did you not?—A. Yes.

Q. What you mean to say is that the statement of quantities was made up from
facts known to you%—A. Yes, facts right in front of me.

Q. And what were those facts?—A. Dollars and cents.

Q. That is all the answer you can give?—A. That is the only answer.

Q. You told my learned friend, Mr. Pringle, that you made up the quantities out
of your head2—A. They were made up out of my head to represent the dollars and
cents.

Q. Then it was a statement of quantities made up out of your head, and not based
on facts?—A. Out of my head, how else was I to make it.

Q. When was that, at what time?—A. Nearly every month.

Q. What month was it?—A. Nearly every month.

Q. Nearly every month, it happened always?—A. Yes.

Q. What time did Valiquet go out there, Mr. Mallory?%—A. About the 1st Nov-
ember, I think. :

Q. The letter that moved him from the resident engineer, if T remember correctly,
was dated the 20th August?—A. No, the letter that brought him out there was a wire
to Mr. Rogers to have him sent out.

Mr. OarviErn: The telegram was sent on the 22nd day of October, and Mr. Vali-
quet arrived there on,T think it was, the 4th or 5th of November, I am not just positive.
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Hon. Mr. Croruers: There was no reply to Maclachlan’s letter of the 20th August
until the 22nd October ?

Mr. CarveLn: I will explain to the hon. Minister. On the 20th August a letter
was sent from Mr. Maclachlan to the Chief Engineer, and a few days afterwards the
Chief Engineer handed the matter over to Mr. Valiquet and asked him to reply. Mr.
Valiquet did reply a day or two afterwards, I think around the 1st September.

Hon. Mr. CrorHERs: One of these letters?

Mr. CarveLL: Yes, they are all in evidence, and Mr. Maclachlan replied to Mr.
Valiquet’s letter. The Chief Engineer says he never heard of those letters until just
a few days ago.

By Hon. Mr. Crothérs:

Q. When Valiquet went out, you had a chat with him?—A. T saw him in Mr.
Barnard’s office.
" Q. And had some talk with him?%—A. Yes.

Q. You knew he had come out to find if everything was all right in connection
with this work %—A. I knew that was the request.

Q. Did you tell him what you knew, or put him on his guard?—A. No, the atmos-
phere was too icy, too freezy. He had been warned to keep away from me.

By Mr. Bénnett, (Simcoe) :

Q. If the amount placed by McDonald on the paper had been double the amount,
you would have given just twice as many yards?—A. I could not answer, the thing
did not happen.

Q. Following along your line of doing business, you would have just doubled the
amount?—A. I would have done as I did up to the point that I stopped, and if the
vardage had reached that point two months before I would have been out two months
before.

Q. If he had given twice that amount in dollars, you would have given twice that
amonnt in yards?—A. Up to the extent of what I knew was in the contract. '

Q. The reason you gave that estimate of yards was because you knew, in your own
mind, that that quantity had been taken out?—A. That had nothing to do with it at.
all. '

Q. It is fair to assume if there had been a double amount of money required by
MecDonald, you would have to take double the quantities?—A. I would have figured
out what would have made that double amount of figures.

By Mr. Carvell:
Q. Up to about 16,000 yards?—A. 14,000 or 15,000 yards.
Q. Of rock?%—A. Yes.

By Mr. Pringle:

Q. You were attending to the office. You do not pretend to swear what the actual
quantities of material were. That is a matter entirely for other people. You have
no aecurate knowledge as to that?—A. I have knowledge from the plan I figured from.

Q. According to that plan you make it 10,000 yards?—A. Roughly, I said I made
it that. I have knowledge from being on the dredge “ Lee” and also watching the
“ Puget Sound.”

Witness retired.
Committee adjourned to 8.15 p.m.

Mr. G. E. MALLORY.
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House or ConMons, y
Roowm 301,
Moxpay, April 10, 1916.

The Select Standing Committee on Public Accounts met at 8 o’clock, p.m., Mr.
Bennett, Simcoe, presiding in the absence of the Chairman, and resumed the consider-
ation of certain payments to Grant, Smith & Co., and Macdonnell, Limited, in connec-
tion with dredging at Victoria, B.C.

Mr. J N SINCLAIR MACLACHLAN called, sworn and examined.

By Mr. Pringle, K.C.:

Q. You live in the city of Victoria, Province of British Columbia —A. Yes, sir.

Q. And you are a Civil Engineer?—A. Yes, sir.

Q. Are you a member of any engineering associations?—Yes, I am associate
member of the Institute of Civil Engineers in London, and full member of the Institute
of Civil Engineers in Canada.

Q. How many years experience have you had in connection with harbour and
dredging work *—A. In harbour and dredging work I have had over 11 years’ experience
alone.

Q. Before we go into any of the details in connection with this work, it has been
insinuated that you have received moneys from the sub-contractors or from Grant,
Smith & Co. and Macdonnell, Limited. Have you ever received a dollar from any of
them ?—A. No, sir.

Q. Neither from sub-contractors or from contractors or anybody in connection
with this work —A. Never from a contractor in my life.

Q. When this work started had you before you the specifications and contracts —
A. Always.

Q. You had them in this case?—A. In this case.

Q. And you studied out the contract and specifications%—A. That was my duty.

Q. Have you got the specifications before you?—A. Yes, sir. (Producing speci-
fications.)

Q. Look at Section 23 of the specifications. What was your interpretation of that
section —A. Which particular portion?

Q. The whole of it—A. My idea is that you have got to read the whole of Clause
23 to understand any particular portion.

Q. Well then, reading the whole clause, what do you say is the meaning of that
section.

Mr. Kvre: If the clause is not too long perhaps you would not mind reading it.
‘—A. (Reads):

“ Excavation—The materials to be excavated, consist of earth and rock
which shall be removed separately by two operations of ordinary dredging and
blasting. All the earth overlaying the rock must be removed first; any quantity
of earth which is supposed to be sand and clay that may be removed at the same
time as the rock, shall be paid as earth. Over the ecrib sites, the rock excavation
shall be carried to a depth of 36 feet below datum; in the slips on each side of
the wharf, a depth of 35 feet shall be obtained. Wherever no rock is found for
the crib sites at elevation 86.0 the dredging will be carried down to elevation
36.0 or lower if found necessary, and rubble stone will be deposited and levelled
as a foundation for the cribs. All materials overlaying the rock that can be
removed with a dredge shall be considered as earth.

Mr. J. S. MACLACHLAN.
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The volume of all excavated material for which the Contractor will be paid,
will be that occupied by the material before its removal and will be determined
by measurements, taken before and after its removal. Cross-sections will be
taken over the surface of the rock and these measurements will determine the
classification of materials.

Any excavation performed deeper than one foot below the preseribed grade
shell not be paid for."

Q. Then there were two classes of excavation, earth and rock, and anything that
could be removed by ordinary dredging was to be classified as earth and anything
requiring blasting as rock.—A. That was my interpretation.

Q. That is your interpretation and that is the reading of the section. Now, you
started to inspect all the drilling in connection with this work?—A. Yes, on' the ‘day
that the drill plant started boring.

Q. And on the 20th August you came to certain conclusions in regard to classi-
fication %—A. Not suddenly.

Q. You say not suddenly2—A. Not suddenly, but due to my; observations up to
that time.

Q. Then you wrote the letter which has been referred to, and which is dated the
20th day of August, stgting that you proposed to classify as rock material in the found-
ation which could not be removed by dredges, and which therefore under the terms
of the contract was decided to be classified as rock?—A. Yes.

Q. You got a reply to that letter?—A. Not an official reply.

Q. Well, you got a letter in reply?—A. A private letter.

Q. And what was the date of that letter?—A. I really forget the date. .

Q. Have you got the letter with you?—A. The letter is included in the evidence
here.

Mr. Kyre: What letter is that?

Mr. PrinaLE: The letter in reply to Mr. Maclachlan’s communication of the 20th
August.

Mr. Kyte: A letter from whom?
The Wirness: From Mr. Valiquet.

By Mr. Pringle, K.C.:

Q. Now, your staff consisted of whom?—A. In connection with the dredging.

Q. In connection with the dredging.—A. In all there were four inspectors em-
ployed.

Q. There were four inspectors employed ?—A. And the junior assistant engineer,
who also dealt with the matter, and the clerk in the office.

Q. Have the inspectors kept an accurate record of each day’s work?—A. I per-
sonally saw to it.

Q. You personally saw to it? Have you got a record of every day’s work?—A.
Yes, on the drill plan.

Q. Will you produce those records? You might explain to the Committee how the
records are kept.—A. It would be much better to explain any particular day, sir.

Q. Well, take any day, take this date for instance (pointing to documents).. That
is the 6th day of August, 1915. Now that was evidently a record of R. M. Smith?—
A. R. M. Smith was an inspector.

Q. Just explain how that record is kept?—A. For example, his reading there is"
19.4 elevation of surface of rock below low water. This was taken on the drill plant.
The drill plant consists of a three-inch drill on which rests a four and one-half ton
weight. Tt is lowered through any soft material—being more or less of the shape of a
pencil with the weight on top—until it strikes hard material. The whistle is blown
and the depth of this drill plant from low water is observed by the inspector in charge
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and by the contractors themselves and the record is kept here (indicating records).
When the drill has gone down to the proper depth another whistle is blown and the
elevation of the drill is taken.

Q. Then you say that a daily record was kept?—A. A daily record. This (indi-
cating documents) was the daily record sent in each day by the inspector.

Q. Then that daily record having been sent in by the inspector, who figured out
the quantities?—A. The junior inspector, or whoever was in the office, plotted from
these on a map. 4

Q. Have you got the maps?—A. The maps are here. These lines represent the
work done. He would plot on this map the corresponding depths mentioned here
(indicating drill records) showing the top of the elevation of the hole. Each day’s
work was plotted as the work went on. .

Q. I notice on this map different colours. One is pink, for instance, and the other
is, I should say—A. Chrome yellow. .

Q. What do these colours represent?—A. The pink colour on the map represents
the work done in the month of August as shown on the map.

Q. And the chrome colour represents the work done in the month of September #—
A. In the month of September.

Q. Now, having this all plotted who would make the computation as to the quari-
tity of excavation?—A. It was done by the junior engineer assisted by the clerk.

Q. Tt was been said here by Mr. Mallory that he handed you from time to time
statements and that you made estimates in accordance with those statements and sent
them in. Is there anything in that?—A. It is perfectly untrue.

Q. Would it be possible for you to do anything of that sort, unless your whole
staff were in the scheme?—A. My whole staff would have to figure out according to
his figures. It is perfectly impossible that the two should coincide.

Q. T notice that all these inspectors have made afidavits as to the correctness of
their work. For instance, Herbert Irvine. Was he one of the inspectors 7—A. He
was one of the inspectors.

Q. T have noticed that he has made an affidavit in which he says (Reads) :(—

“TI, Herbert Irvine, of the City of Victoria, in the Province of British
Columbia, do solemnly declare as follows:—

“On the 7th, 8th, 12th, 13th, 14th and 15th days of October, 1915, T was in
the service of the Government of Canada as an Inspector of the drilling opera-
tions at the new ocean Docks which are being constructed at Ogden Point in
the said City of Victoria.

“The work of inspecting the said drilling operations was performed by
Mr. Frederick Jones, Mr. Robert Marshall Smith and myself. '

“Each day reports in writing of said drilling operations were sent in by
the Inspectors on duty to the office of John Sinclair Maclachlan, Esq., Dominion
Government Resident Engineer in charge of said work.

“I hereby solemnly declare that all the said reports sent in by me, and
which were duly signed by me were made out from figures which were actually
and conscientiously taken by me during the actual progress of the work, and
that the said records show independent reading by me which were found to
agree with similar and independent readings taken by the representatives of the
contractors for said work.

“And I make this solemn declaration conscientiously believing the same to
be true and knowing that it is of the same force and effect as if made under
oath and by virtue of the Canada Evidence Act.”

And in support of this there are declarations also from Frederick John Jones and
Robert M. Smith. Were these the three inspectors %—A. Those are the three, they
were the three inspectors, there was a fourth but he has gone to the front, he was only
employed for a short time. '

Mr. J. S. MACLACHLAN.
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Q. But he made returns just the same as the other three inspectors?—A. As the
other inspectors.

Q. You have told us that the inspectors having made their returns those returns
were taken by your assistant and they were plotted on this map, each day’s work?—
A. Yes.

Q. Each month’s work was?—A. Each day’s work was plotted.

Q. And at the end of the month?—A. At the end of the month the calculations
were made.

Q. The calculations were taken from these plans and the estimates were based on
that?—A. Yes.

Q. And Mr. Maclachlan you say that you wrote this letter of the 20th of August
and you got'a reply, which is on file here, practically authorizing you to classify this
hard material as rock. Have you tested that hard material with a dredge?—A. There
were two dredges applied on it at first.

Q. What were the two dredges?—A. Two clamshell dredges.

Q. Was there a dipper dredge tried?—A. Not at that time.

Q. Was there subsequently %—A. Subsequently a dipper dredge was tried on it.

Q. What dipper dredge?—A. The Puget Sound.

Q. And we have been told that the Puget Sound was an ordinary dredge, quite
equal to any dredge on the coast, Mr. Mallory says quite equal to the Government
dredge Ajax. Was the dipper dredge able to excavate this material —A. No, the dip-
per dredge tried it at several places, and even after blasting the dipper dredge could
not remove portions of it. :

Q. Tt could not remove this hard material —A. Even after blasting it could mnot.

Q. Now had the dipper dredge been tried before you wrote that letter on the
20th of August?—A. No.

Q. When was it tried?—A. I could not give the exact date, it was tried after the
dredge had come off the work on the drilled site.

Q. Now then, in the affidavit which you have made, you make the statement that
“the records as indicated in the contract drawings, taken from the original ‘borings to
estimate rock surface, and shown in parallel lines which are 100 feet apart, are no eri-
terion in any form of what material cannot be removed by a dredge without blasting,
and what is therefore entitled to be classified as rock or otherwise,” why do you say
these borings are no criterion in any form of what material cannot be removed by a
dredge without blasting?—A. I can explain that better by using a similie. We might
just as well take the temperature in Ottawa and at Vancouver and assume that the
temperature between is on a gradation. They are taken too far apart, not showing
the material intervening.

Q. Is there any other reason?—A. Another reason is I considered the plant for
the testing for the original hard material not a fair test.

Q. Why?—A. In my opinion that machine will penetrate through material which
cannot be removed by a dredge. Mr. St. Laurent admitted as much to me when in
Vancouver. .

By Mr. Carvell :

Q. Is that the drilling test?—A. No, no, the original plant for testing the rock
surface, the boring test.

By Mr. Pringle:

Q. And you say in your affidavit, “the plan of 100 feet to an inch, showing the
original test bearings and soundings, is altogether inadequate for calculating even
approximately the amount either of solid rock or hard material overlying same, both
because the test borings are too far apart to give a sufficiently detailed contour, and
because the drill used in these tests would pass through material which could not be
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removed by a dredge, and would therefore in the course of actual operations have to
be blasted and classified as “rock”;
Your adhere to that?—A. I adhere to that.

Q. Then you say: “ When excavating, measurements were taken by this office
corresponding to borings records in approximate squares of 4 feet from a plant which
had 4} tons resting on a 3-inch steel rod worked under steam pressure; obviously,
such a close boring test, if properly carried out, must be correct.”—A. Yes.

Q. Did you make that test?—A. I consider that this boring test gives an ideal
testing machine for any hard material.

Q. Did you use the boring plant for testing this material apart from the dredge!
—A. Exactly, I based my calculations on that as well.

Q. Well, the contract and specification only called for you to ascertain whether
the material could be removed by an ordinary dredge. and if it could not be removed
by an ordinary dredge you were entitled to classify it as rock, but you also made the
test with this boring machine, or what de you call it?—A. A drill plant.

Q. You made the test with a drill plant, and you say that if that drill plant
with four and a half tons resting on a three-inch steel rod worked under steam
pressure would not penetrate this material you were entitled to classify it as rock?—
A. My plans here will show that as well, where the drill penetrates the material no
rock is allowed, it is shown on the plans.

Q. Then you did not allow any rock except for material which this drill would
not penetrate?—A. To the best of my knowledge.

Q. To the best of your knowledge. Then you say, ¢ Careful and exact plans at
a scale of 10 feet to an inch were made by this office daily showing the exact work
carried out from day to day ”?%—A. Yes.

Q. Would you put these plans in here, we will get them on the record —A. They
are all here.

Q. Well, T would like to have them on file. Does this show the whole work up
to date?—A. That is one portion, there are three maps which show the amount of
material drilled.

Q. Well, we will have the three maps?—A. It shows here where the drill could
penetrate the material there is no rock shown; (indicating on map) the drill machine
penetrated that stuff and consequently I did not include it as rock.

Q. You did not include it as rock?—A. No, and the same thing here (indicating
on plan). '

Q. Now do not let us get mixed on these plans. We will number these, which is
the earlier one?—A. This (indicating) is the first one.

Q. Then we will call that No. 1 A. This will be the east and the west slip
(indicating).

Q. The East slip will be No. 1, the Middle slip No. 2 and the West slip No. 3.—
A. Yes.

Q. Now let us deal first with the soundings for the rock surface. On the East slip,
that is on a scale of 10 feet to the inch, and you have your maps showing in June, 1915,
in a light yellowish colour, and for July, 1915, in a greenish colour %—A. Yes.

Q. Does that show your borings for the two months —A. There is the portion car-
ried on here. For example, we finished this portion before the end of July was finished,
and carried on here (indicating other plan).

Q. That would be carried on to No. 2. Then July would be finished in No. 2, and
August was continued on in No. 22—A. August was continued in No. 2.

Q. Then August, you say, was carried on to No. 2, and was that carried on again
to No. 3%—A. As shown here by the colours.

Q. Now, does that cover all the excavation done up to date?—A. Yes.

Mr. CArRvELL: No.
Mr. PriNGLE: I mean all the borings.

Mr. J. S. MACLACHLAN.
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Mr. Carvern: That cannot be. There was boring done in September I think.
The Wirness: That is all in there, September is here (indicating on plan).

By Mr. Pringle:

Q. Then September is also shown on Exhibit 3, and that covers all the borings
done to date? Is that correct?—A. That is quite correct.

Q. So then, you got an absolutely correct record from the first day you started
these borings down to the last day that any boring was done?—A. As far as I know. 1
do not know of any better method of keeping a record.

Q. Now, have you any reason to suspect that your inspectors were not honest —
A. My inspectors were always recommended to me as being the best men in practical
experience available.

Q. And are your calculations made from your inspectors’ returns to your office ¢—
A. Altogether. You are referring to the rock, of course?

Q. I am referring to the rock. In connection with the rock, your calculations are
made absolutely upon the returns of your inspectors?—A. Yes.

Q. Now, did you personally make these calculations, or were they made by your
assistant engineer —A. I have never made a calculation, only supervised the carrying
out of the work.

Q. The calculations were really made by the officer under you?—A. Yes.

Q. You were there as a superintending engineer who supervised the work?—A.
Yes.

Q. Now, then, you stated:

“ When on the dredge with A. St. Laurent, Esq., Assistant Deputy Minister
of Public Works, on the 4th of January, 1916, I pointed out the methods adopted
in boring to make the special test under observation, when the material could
scarcely be pierced even when one man had all his weight on the pipe, and the
remaining two men could not force the water through. If my assumption is
correct the pressure on the material at the base of the pipe must have been 250
pounds per square inch.

“This pressure has to be overcome before any dredge can successfully
operate, and I have yet to discover a dredge on this Coast, apart from Govern-
ment dredges, which will overcome this pressure, particularly working with an
arm length of 46" and at an inclined angle. The original borings also were
taken in parallel lines at 100" apart, and bearing this in mind, I poivred out to
Mr. St. Laurent several indentations in the contour through which, 1f the lines
of borings had been taken, an enormous amount of hard material overlying rock
would be missed in calculating the quantities. These irregular contour lines are
also an indication that the hard material overlying rock is also irregular in
horizontal and vertical planes, and this I would carefully draw attention to in

* reply to the statement that the present borings and tests have not shown any

very hard stratum overlying rock except in a few locations. I do not know what
material is outside the lines dredged, nor does it decide the issue but I have a
very clear recollection of the work which has been carried out within the speci-
fied lines. This is not the only instance which proves this system of estimating
hard and soft material to be deficient.”

Now, were you out on the work constantly yourself%—A. Every day.

Q. And you saw these borings being made ?—A. Yes.

Q. And are you quite satisfied they were properly and correctly made from your
own actual experience?—A. Whenever I was there I consider yes, and I have no rea-
son to believe it was otherwise when I was not.

Q. Then you say again in your declaration: N

“The original plan from which the works had to be set out is drawn on a
scale of 100" to an inch. On it there is not a single line or angle by which the
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proposed piers may be located with reference to any existing works save by
scaling. A considerable knowledge of mathematics and experience in harbour
works was consequently necessary correctly to lay out the work, which was done
without assistance from the Department. Acting on the instructions of the
Department, Mr. Worsfold, District Engineer, visited the works on December
3, 1915, and found the location of the piers to be in accordance with the original
plans. Since Mr. St. Laurent arrived here, and acting under his instructions,
an endeavour has been made by my staff to calculate from the drawings accom-
panying the original estimates the quantities of rock to be estimated. Conclu-
sive proof has been given that no hard material other than actual rock was
included in these estimates, although it is a matter of common knowledge that
in all excavation contracts the term ‘rock’ loses its technical geological mean-
ing and is used to cover other hard materials which require to be bored and
blasted and treated generally as actual rock. On the contrary, in order to
arrive approximately at the schedule figures, it has been found necessary to
make assumptions which no practical engineer would entertain. The first
assumption is, that the material, hard and soft, at the back of the cribs is to
be excavated only for a distance of 2’ from the back with a vertical face. The
drawings show a 10’ space with a slope of 1 to 1. Even on land it is impossible
to excavate to a vertical face, and I certainly know of no type of dredge which
can perform that feat.”

A. T adhere to that.

Q. You reiterafe that statement now?—A. Yes.

Q. Now, Mr. Maclachlan, you have told us that all these calculations were mad.
by your assistant and made on the data furnished by the inspectors?%—A. Yes.

Q. And that was plotted, you say, from day to day on these maps. Were al
these estimates based on that and nothing else?—A. All the rock estimates were based
purely and simply on the returns taken from these and calculated from the plans pre
pared daily.

Q. It would appear that the first estimates that went in showed a greater quantity
of rock——A. I omitted to state that.

Q. than really was excavated. Will you explaln that?%—A. For the firs{
month’s estimate, the contractor had a long tale of woe as to expenses that had been
incurred, and that he had to work for two months before receiving any payment
from the Department, and asked for an extra amount to be returned, which I con-
sidered customary.

Q. I see you and Mr. St. Laurent agree as to that, that it is often done and you
returned a larger amount than was actually excavated?—A. Yes.

Q. Was that deducted from the subsequent estimates?—A. The total excess given
in the first month was deducted in the second month’s estimate.

Mr. Kyre: Do you mean to say that Mr. St. Laurent agreed with that propo-
sition ?

Mr. PringLE: He says it is the usual thing to be done.

Mr. Carvern: I think you will find it was Mallory said that.

Mr. PringLE: Mr. St. Laurent says it. I will find it in a moment.

By Mr. Pringle, K.C.:

Q. You made an affidavit in connection with this matter in which you set out all
the facts in so far as you knew them?—A. Yes.
Q. I notice that in paragraph 12 you say (reads):

“The comparison between the results from the original boring records
taken in parallel lines which are 100 feet apart and those taken by this office in
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squares of about 4 feet apart while the work was being actually carried out is
a complete reply to the paragraphs in Mr. St. Laurent’s letter referring to the
different material met with”;

Now, tell us what you did in regard to that? Did you make deductions wherc you
observed there was soft material>—A. Where I considered the drill plant penetrated
the material too rapidly I made deductions to the best of my judgment, and on con-
sultation with the inspectors as to what we considered the right amount from each
bole drilled.

Q. How far did those deductions go?—A. Well, we took an average for each slip
—one for the East slip, another for the middle slip, and another for the West slip. The
deductions on the East slip were one foot per hole; those on the middle slip approxim-
ately 6 feet per hole, and the deductions on the West slip two feet per hole. The
deductions would vary in a day’s work and amount to approximately 83 per cent, on
July 29th, 50 per cent on July 30th, and on August 4th—those are deductions taken
at random on the central slip—84 per cent deduction.

Q. Now, Mr. St. Laurent says in the next paragraph of his letter (reads):

“This can only be approximately correct, but I recognize there is no other
way to arrive at more correct results.”

Was there any way of arriving at more correct results, or do you agree with Mr. St.
Laurent?—A. I know of no other method of doing so.
Q. Now, what do you say to this statement in Mr. St. Laurent’s letter (reads):

“I have to ask you, however, to give again weighty consideration to the
records, with the inspectors, to see if in the case, especially of the heaviest sec-
tions where a deduction of two feet only is made, whether the percentage of
reduction of soft material found is not underestimated.”

A. I discussed that with the inspectors in Mr. St. Laurent’s presence after he had
written me that letter, and Inspector Jones stated distinetly and definitely that he con-
sidered two feet was too much to deduct off the contractors’ record.

Q. And two feet was deducted —A. Two feet was deducted.

Q. And you considered that ample?—A. I considered that ample.

Q. I see in section 13 of your affidavit the following statement is made (reads) :—

“The plant used in drilling the material during excavation may be con-
sidered as a perfect type of machine for recording hard surfaces. On it there
are five drills, the weight of each point of which, exclusive of steam pressure,
is about 4% tons. This weight rests on a three-inch bit and with the steam
pressure forces the point through all soft material, and when suddenly brought
to a standstill by hard material a whistle for the inspector in charge is blown
and a record of the height of the steel agreed on by him and the contractor’s
representative is made before operations are recommended. These records give
the surface of hard material which has been classified as material which cannot
be removed by a dredge, and therefore for the purposes of the contract to be
regarded as ‘rock.” The system of using machinery for finding hard surface
entirely eliminates the personal equation which cannot fail to enter the systems
of borings taken by men using a force pump and pipe as in the case of the
original estimates. In all cases the material between the hard surface thus
found and three or four feet below grade was drilled and blasted.”

You adhere to that opinion that that was a thoroughly good test?—A. I certainly do.
Q. And no other material was allowed as rock that did not stand that test?—A.
Not that I am aware of.
Mr. J. S. MACLACHLAN.
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Q. Then you say in paragraph 14 (reads) :—

“TIn some cases before grade was reached the layer of hard material gave out
and a layer of soft material was struck, which in my opinion could be removed
by a dredge. It is extremely difficult to observe exactly the height at which the
drill commenced to penetrate this soft material owing to the drill and heavy
superincumbent weight rushing quickly through the soft material after boring
the hard. Fersonal observations were made by me and continual conferences on
the classification were held between the inspectors and myself at the time, and
on the information obtained T made certain deductions which to the best of my
knowledge are correct. Incidentally it may be observed that the contractors have
made vigorous protest against the amount of the deduction.”

Now, those were the deductions that were referred to?—A: Those were the deduc-
tions.

Q. And you think you were on the safe side?—A. I consider I was very much on
the safe side.
Then at 16 you say (reads) :—

“Since Mr. St. Laurent’s letter was received, ITnspector Jones, one of these
in charge, was brought before Mr. St. Laurent and the matter of the two feet
deduction in the western slip, mentioned in said letter, was discussed. He then,
as previously to me, stated emphatically that the deduction of two feet was in
excess of what he considered fair and just, as in the greater portion of this area
the drill had to work every foot. In this connection it is fitting that I should

. state that the Inspectors, Messrs. Jones and Smith, are men of age and respecta-
bility, residents in Victoria for many years, and both employed by the municipal
council as inspectors on important city contracts. They gave entire satisfaction
in that position, and were specially recommended to me on that account by Mr.
G. H. Barnard, M.P. The other inspector, Mr. Irvine, is also a competent man,
but he was engaged on this work but a short time;”

Then at 16 you say (reads) i —

“ Other features in connection with the hardness of the material drilled
which will probably throw light on the subject are the rates at which the holes
were bored—approximately eight feet per hour which will be considerably less
if the reductions made for classification are taken into account—the quantity of
gelignite used, viz.: 47,000 pounds, and the closeness of holes—four feet apart
on an-average. The crudest calculations will show that 47,000 pounds of gelig-
nite which is a high explosive could not be used under any circumstances to
excavate 4,300 yards of rock the original quantity estimated. On the other hand,
while not furnishing an exact check the quantity of gelignite would allow 1%
pounds per cubic yard of the hard material actually excavated and classified as
‘rock’ which is at least an average quantity for actual rock.”

That is correct, is it not?%—A. Yes, that is correct.
Q. How do you know that 47,000 pounds of gelignite was used %—A. I had to take
the statement of the contractors to that effect. I kept no record on my drill record

of the amount of powder used.
Q. Then you say in 17:—

“T would draw attention to an important fact, that even with the amount
of powder used the dipper dredge employed could not complete the excavation
of the cut even aflter blasting, and on three distinet occasivrg it was found
necessary to go over the ground and re-drill and re-blast”:

A. That is true.
1—15 ' Mr. J. S. MACLACHT:AM,
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Q. Thas is true, that the dipper dredge could not excavate this material on three
distinct ozcasions, and had to go over it again and re-drill and re-blast?%—A. Yes.
Q. In 18 you say:

“ Another comparison which I suggest is that between the original plans
drawn at 100 feet to an inch and those made by this office, drawn 10 feet to an
inea from records while the work was actually being carried on, and which
are consequently much more accurate and reliable. I am more than proud of
the methods employed in preparing all plans and records of the work under my
control, and I am more than keen to prove that they followed a concise, com-
preaensive and accurate system of showing what work was actually done. The
mezhods adopted are those derived from eleven years’ varied experience in
different countries in dredging and harbour works generally.”

Now, whet harbour works have you been on in the last eleven years?—A. I was
engaged with Messrs. G. Pearson & Sons in Brazil on about three and a half miles
of dock, and the excavation of a channel through about four miles in dredging.

Q. Are there any other harbours you have worked on?—A. On the west coast of
Ireland on the excavation of material by dredges and on the construction of dock
work, on contract, and on the excavation of rock, gravel and sand under different
contracts.

Mr. Prinere: Now, Mr. Kyte, I think perhaps I was in error in regard to M.
St. Laurent’s report. What he said was this that the amount certified is beneath
the actual amount of the work done. Then he said that he was making no complaint
in regard to Mr. Maclachlan having sent in that estimate for June.

Mr. Kyte: Probably he thought he wasn’t called upon to make any observation
about it.

By Mr. Pringle:

Q. T understood Mr. Mallory to say that it was the proper thing to do; it was a
sort of fcrced loan, so to speak, in order to give a little advance to the contractor
which he was not entitled to. Now, what did he do, ought he to have taken the state-
ment, sueh as Mr. Mallory told us this morning, given by him where a certain amount.
of money was stated by the contractor to be obtained, as he said, and he made up the
calculation on rock and earth to meet the requirements of that money, would it have
been possible for you to send in any such estimate as that?%—A. It could not possibly
tally with the drill record or the drill plan in the office from the records sent in daily;
it would be perfectly impossible.

Q. Then are you in a position to say, Mr. Maclachlan, that the estimates sent in
for rock tally exactly with the reports which you have produced —A. They tally, but
they are always less than the quantities taken from these plans; the plans are there,
and the quantities can be taken from them at any time.

Q. I suppose any engineer can go to those plans to-day and make a computation?
—A. Any harbour engineer should be able to take it from these records as entered there,
and calculate the quantities from the maps.

Q. Any engineer could take the records, compare them with the maps, and from
the maps could make a calculation as to the quantity %—A. I should have said any man
with experience as a harbour engineer.

Q. Now then, something has been said here with respect to an automobile, what.
about this automobile?—A. Mr. McDonald, the sub-contractor, endeavoured to sell the
car to me, and I took the car on trial, I was not satisfied with it, and I returned the
car afterwards. C ) =

Q. Then you were never made a present of the car?—A. Certainly not.

Q. And you never, as a matter of fact, bought the car?—A. I never bought the car.

Mr. J. S. MACLACHLAN.
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Q. Mr. McDonald tried to sell you the car for & thousand dollars and you would
not take it, you were not satisfied.—A. I was not satisfied.

Q. And the car was returned —A. Yes.

Q. I suppose you were in a position to buy this thousand dollar car if you wanted
to?—A. Yes, I hope so.

Q. You have been working for a long time now as an engineer, you have not only
been eleven years on different harbour works but you have been on other work, you
are an unmarried man, and you always received a pretty good salary?—A. Yes.

By the acting Chairman: _
Q. What was your pay on this work %—A. $3,000 a year.

By Mr. Pringle:

Q. Now, Mr. Mallory said that this estimate, referring to the first estimate, was
made by you after he furnished you with the quantities. He puts it in this way. He
is asked this question: “ Well now, will you swear this estimate was made up by you
under instructions of your employers McDonald and Nelson,” and he says, “Yes.”
And then he is asked: “ Did you give this to Maclachlan personally ” and his reply is,
“T beg pardon.” And the next question is: “Did you give this statement to Mac-
Jachlan personally ?” and the answer is, “I think I did,” that is the first estimate; did
he ever give you a statement >—A. Mr. Mallory presented records of what material had
been dredged as represented by the number of scows each month. I asked him to do
so, all the contractors did the same. I make a custom of it that each month’s records
be sent in to be compared with my inspector’s reports in the office. °

Q. I understand Mr. Mallory wanted your position %—A. That is pretty well known
in Viectoria. :

Q. And he set out to try to get it, didn’t he? Now, you heard Mr. Mallory’s evi-
dence this morning, and I do not wish to go over it all. He says that from time to
time he made out these statements under the direction of McDonald, and they reached
you, and that you made your estimates as exact copies of them. Is there anything in
that®—A. T have alread