Maxch. 1b

Writes to Walker. ' Pagd Used ﬁorm

15, st wrote H. M. Walkes, stating:| | Q—Has not since 1926 A—No
“You complain that you have in no. Q—Yet his name went through as
having used horses on that highway?

way slandered Mr. Gunning. As Mr.! |
|Gunning thinks most positively that| Someome time during that time he

you have, an case : :

the courts, I m: ?hyhi':re almﬂtg Q—During that time his name
Ibe asked to intervene. The case is went through the dopartment's rec-
now before the courts. and. so far as ords as having owned a tean!?

we are concerned. should take its After counsel’s intervention, the an-
course. . swer was given as “no.”

“This department has not now. and Q—In what way did his name go
never has had, anything to hid~ with  through? A-—As a teamster.
relation to Gunning, Walker, Pife. or R b i aii s s w b

80410 doubt the case told that ncither you nor yuﬁr son

will get a thorough airing O
.dmu: that come ul; before Emu;?mpr?" ever had horses on the highway since

"6. As a result of this
men came from Toronto, Imr' o

heard ncthing {H{‘ther of the Iilﬂtbﬁ'l'].:
“7. In view ot the fact that the de-
partment allowed the said Gunning,
notwithstanding the disclosares, to re-
; main on as foreman and receive public |
' monev therefor, it naturally is the!
subjecy matler of dailv conversation in |
that neighborhood. Pcoople were wone- |
dering, and naturally are still wonder-
ing, in the light of these and subse- !

This was obviously the correct course (11, year 19287  A.—Who told you gyen; developments, why Gunning'
%0 Jewe. It indioates that the de- E;-Wolild you mind telling me . - S JOR
partment was diametrically opposed to  ,=h O B, T e e A Sines |.. 8. Gunning then wrot. a letter to

eny hushing up of the case, but on the
contrary was anxious that it should
have a thorough airing.

At that examination, Gunning was
asked, in the courre of questioning:
“In other words th» truck was in
your name?”

In Sor's Name.

the St. Thomas Times-Journal, under
date of March 16, to which letter I re-
plied on March 17. dmawing to the
attention of the public the very facts
that the Highway Depariment learned
from me, but tock no action on. |
Answer in House.

1928?

Q. —Yes.

A—Well, I can't just tell vyou, but
I think it is a mistake.

Q.—What vear?

A.—Possibly in 1928 or—

Q.—Or carly in 1929? A —Yes.

A.—NCcC.

He replied: “No, the track went in
as team’s time, and right there I did
perhaps what I should not have done,
but I did nothing dishonest. I put
the truck's time in in my son’'s name,
whereas previously the team’'s time
went n in my son's name.

o 1 _ £ Q—EBut not since then? A.—Not “10. In December of 1933 I wrole to |
2_;;:11;'5 sjgt?nfir?:'r}pram a L.am?l with his horses, no. the Prime Minister of Ontario as fol- |
Q'—Did » son have a team? | Q—Or with himself? A--No, I lows: (Then follows what Walker |

. you: | don’t think so. swears is a copy of his letter o |

A.—No, not own it out and out.
Q.—Was your son working at home?
A—When?

Q.—The year ycu are talking about

Q.—But not sine- then?
Nol Sure.

Q—And I am tecld that Fife has
not worked on the highway since 1928
under your foremanszhip? A.—I can't
gay as to that, either, but I think he
did work in the fall of 1928.

_Q.—Why put in the horses? A.—
vall. he used to work with the team.
he examination of Gunninz was

“9. The subject matter of these
cheques and so on, was taken un ~n

April 7, 1933, under question No. 130,
in the Votes and Proceedings of the

Legislative Assembly of the Provinee of

Ontario, scme of the answers to which |

quecstions were not correct.

Premier Henry).
“In view of the statement in the
letter of Mr. Henry of Dezc. 16. ‘Thoa

' taken Oct. 3, 1933, and certified by department had an investioatio
- : . | c - r i n and
A'Q?—E‘% ht;i “::;‘ B s A I. D. Cameron, examiner, and Mar- were satisfied that Lhoreahi;d been no
| F‘armlmt s | g.%] Jlﬂllml"n;;gé, 15331;:::,:;3131{?15 H fraud or dishonesty,” I at once asked
. _ ; - n Jan. 26, , Al Lonaon, Henry | myself what state of facts st exist
ﬂ.qiﬂ ghmp was your son's name?| M. Waiker of the hamlet of Talbot- bE}f{}rﬁ the Pr?m.g E:'gﬁnisterg{}?l :lhjg {1‘;1;-
— urne, ! ville, Elgin County, made the follow- .

:

|

| the matter of W. Fife,

Q—I am talking about Howard.
A —Well, Howard.
. Q.—Did Howard own a team?
0.
The questioning then centred on

Q. —F1fe nevwr had a team on the

highway? A.—No.

A—

|
!
|

Q—Didn't work on the highway? |
A.—No.

Q—And Fife signed the cheques?
A.—Endorsed the cheques.
Q—And you oollected the money?

A—Yes, in payment on my truck.

Q. —Now, let's have the story, the

beautiful story, that vou as foreman

ing declaration, sworn before R. J.
Myers, a Commissioner for oaths:

“1. I, as a resident of the County
of Elgin, and a citizen, have for some
time past had my attention drawn to
the condilion existing in so far as the
payrolls were and are concernced of

the Department of Highways, patrol!

numbers 2-16-17-18, being a streteh of

| Provincial highway between the Vil-

lage of Lambeth and the Village of
2ort Stanley, in the Counties of Elgin
and Middlesex.

Charge Is Made.
<. Information came to my atten-

ister of Highways would arrive ai a
conclusion that there was fraud or
dishonesty practices. Is not the falsi-
fving of pay-sheets, inserting therein
the names of men who never worked
on the highway, fraud and dishonesty?

“I, therefore, had the desire of fur-
ther convincing myself of the correct-
ness of the state of affairs and of the
facts which an investigation could not
help but reveal, if indeed, an investi-
gation was had, and, that being so, I
have obtained copies of the payv-sheets
from Jan. 1, 1929, to Dec. 31, 1933.
and in these pay-sheets I find manv
irregularities, a detailed statement of

of this highway department had i " o - ; which, and the names of all witnesses
cheques issued ir the neme of W.| o that are e jounning, foreman  who can bring forth the truth. are
Fife? A.—Yes. +hi°'l s DI‘;I : un ic por- rovine embodied in the said list. which is
Q—You went to Fife and got Pife > 1:"‘33 - D;Em’*lft‘m . had placed ..ceq Exhibit ‘A’ to this my declar-
to endorse the cheques? A .-—Yes. | on 1.1 ma?mly pay sheets names of ,¢500
Q—And Pfe didn't receive any ! = PITHES, :present.ing that the said “I have not had the opportunity
money for it? A —No. F}f‘f““:* performed certain work on  of going into many of the details in
Q—And you collected the money? vhe highway, which sald parties In g onhnection with these lists as is de-

A—Yves, for honest work done.

Q.—And that is the story? A —Yes.
Later, the examination was as fol-

lows:

. gardless of what political party is in “I, however, did have an op-|
our A ed Pay sheets. didnt | | ‘nower.  This s particularly im-| portunity of discussing the mat-|
sheets ‘ - ko portant because I, up to the present| ter with Mr. John Brown, a resi-)

Q.—For cheques made out in Pife's

ﬁ;Yw had him sign them? A —

Yes.

Q—And in so far as the Depart-

fact never did work, vet the cheques
wer: coming tarough covering sald
items.

“3. 1 consider this a matter of very |

sericus public concern, and do 50 re-

time, have always supported Con-
servative Administrations, in fact 1
have yet to cast a Liberal vote.

‘4. I naturally became more in-

I
 }
¥

sirable, all of which can be gone into
from the witnesses enumerated, ap-
proximating about twenty.

Matter Discussed.

dent of Talbotville,e and a man of
great reputation, and he informed me
that if his name appears on these

pay-sheets, as it does, as having work-

ment of Highways know, these . od he highw vl
- : . - terested in the matter from time ana on the highway in any capacity
;;uegﬂ}'wa II‘:I‘E A.a:m'd lflfir work done | approached one party whose name Whatsoever during this time, that the
Q__:Pm dOIi'l'. &8 .b}; H‘?' Dld e I was Ialsel}r put_ on me pay Eheet.s‘ same ‘15 fﬂlRE.. a” 'Df WhiCh 1S CIE&I']}'

: POssiDIY. yoi and in whose name cheques came established by the declaration hereto

rci*ve them any other explamtion:;
| A—No. I did not.

Still later in the examination:

Made Explanation.

or dishonest.

through from the department, and 1
learned from him that such was the
case, and that he did not receive
these mon-ys, but that James R. Gun-

which letter I substantially read as |

attached taken by Mr. Brown and
ﬁlarked Exhihit ‘B’ to this my declara-
on.”

The [following is a declaration of

examining pay sheet No. 65,655, dated

l

Q—These cheques for work he ning, the fo an as aforementioned, John Brown, Talbotville, in the County
never did? A.—I asked Mr. Fife be- h:::f rcmix'eﬂw moneys therefor. of Elgin, retired farmer, sworn at Lon-
|| fore T ever put his name on. I went| | 5. In the face of the foregoing -’jﬂﬁ-_P"t«- Jan. 25, _1934. hefﬂI‘F:r R. J.
/| to Mr, Fife and told him Howard was | facts, I considered it my duty, and “l}’_fl‘lm Commissioner for Oaths:
.| going away from home to work, and| | most assurcedly do yet, to notify the T lbcaml a res-ldent of the Hamlet m:
| that the truck’s time had to go in as| | department which had jurisdiction bao rt? le, having resided therein for|
|| team’s time, and I asked him would | |over the highways, whereupon, in the 7 g-' C‘“-L“?l?“ vears, having b
| it be all right to put his name in in| |fal! of 1932, I directed a letter to él been a farmer In the County of!
' payment of my truck. I said the work the Superintendent of Highways At || S, |
| had to go in as team's time, and he| |Toronto, advising of the conditions Examines Pay Sheets. .
||said: “I don't think you are doing| |cXisting as hereinbefore mentioned,! “I have had an opportunity of

I think
. follows: _

Padding Alleged. 1
“*On one of your divis.ons, you have |
a foreman who has been padding pay

sheets for a number of years. Is there|
any possible method you can use 10!

April 2, 1929, and covering the period
between March 16, 1929, and March
31, 1929, and on said pay sheet I
find my name appears as a teamster
and as having worked ten (10) hours
as such cn March 2, 1929, earning

anything wrong

it s all right” So he knew the|

‘| cheques were all right.
At a later period:
Q—Why didn't you put that item !

there in your own name? A —That is

what I should have done. ;

—Why not? A.—Because I was| |bring this man to justice. I have ;thr:rﬂfnr the sum of five dollars ($5)

tu?.otmt. I guess. put an accomplice of his on his oath. I have had an opportunity of

The following questions and answers| | He swears he signed a numbt;r tl? :’;ﬁginﬁg g:g mf‘ahfebtétNﬂ. 69,4):?3. ﬁtlllté-

3 cheques, but did not get any o e ' wean ov. ,
- SR e SEASNEANOn omtred . &= v 1929, and Nov. 30, 1929, and I find

m Howard Gunning: ' | money.’ |
—Well, Howard, your son, doesn't

2 truck at all? A.—No.

my name appears thereon as having

' werked ten (10) hours as a teamster
' on the first day of November, 1929, .
' earning therefor the sum of $5.50.




