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TO HIS EXCELLENCY

THE GOVERNOR GENERAL IN COUNCIL,

May It Please Your Excellency,

I, the undersigned, FREDERIC DORION, Chief Justice

of the Superior Court of the province of Quebec,
appointed Commissioner by order in council P.C. 1964-1819,
in conformity with the Inquiries Act, to inquire into:

1. the truth of certain allegations concerning (a) the
offer of a bribe to a lawyer whom the American government
‘had retained to take action before.the Courts for the
extradition of a certain Lucien Rivard, (b) pressures
brought to bear on himj; 2, the behaviour of the Royal
Canadian Mounted Police and the Minister of Justice

when the said allegations were brought to their

attention,

Beg To Submit To Your Excellency
The Following Report

e
Ut it




I -~ ALLEGATIONS VOICED IN THE HOUSE OF COMMONS,.- .

On November 23, 196h, allegations were voiced in the House

of Comonu 1n t.he following circumstmces: ‘

'On the orders of the day Mr, T.C. Douglas.(Burnaby-Coquitlam)

=
§

put the following question:  (page 10366 of Hansard) =

. V"Hr. Speaker, I vonder whether I may address a queet.ion to
"he Hinieter of Justice and ask him if it is correct that
i"t.wo men, Mr. Leo Rivard and Mr. Charles Groleaux, are

R"being held in Bordeaux prison and that the United States

‘ . "'13 seeking to have them ext.radited to tace a charge of

o "dope smggling. I vant to ask the Miniat.er of Justice

' ﬁ"whet.her any complaint.s have come to him that persons in
"high positions in Ottawa have sought. to bring influence
""to bear by calling on Mr. Pierre Lamontagne, who is a
"lawyer acting for the United States government, in order

"to grant these men bail.*

After some comments by:the honourable Minister of Justice,

Mr. Erik Nielsen stated: (page 10367 of Hansard) -

"-‘A euppleﬁent}u:y qeestion; Mr, Speaker, Would the minister,

‘; "'when vhe 1; supplied with the information which he tells the
"house will be available to him, during the discussion of his

- "estimates make a full statement to the cormittee regarding
"all the circumstances surrounding the allegations which

* "have been adverted to by the hon. member for Burnaby -

"Coquitlam?®

1
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Later, during the sams sitting of the House, Mr, T.C.

Douglas stated as follows: (page 10380 of Hansard) - - ..

"For that reason I should like to ask the minister whether
"any consideration has beeﬁ given by tﬁe éovernment to
"referring this matter to a judicial 1nves£igatioﬁ, .
"turning the material over to a judge, 15 order that it
"might be’ looked into, rather than having names tossed
"out in the house, which might be unfair.‘ At the same time,
"if nothing is eone to press tﬁie matter iy_meyjbe that
"att;mpts to subvert justice will be overlooked, and it
"would be difficult to persuade the public that there were
"not political considerationa 1nvolved in not preesing
"this matter further. I would ask the minieter whether
"any coneideration has been given to a judicial 1nveet1-

s

"gation or inquiry."

On the same occasion Mr. Nielsen stateds ' (page 10380

of Hansard) -

5

"The minister knows as wellfesllldo that the offenders
"in this case, and I do not hesitate to name them,

"were actually employees, one of the minister's office. .
"and one of the office of the Minister of Citizenship
"and Immigration. ﬁoth of fhese emélofeee have now

"left,.”

T

A ninute or so later Mr. Nielsen stated: (page 10382
of Hansard) - . ; ;
"However, certain facts have come to my attention which

"indicate quite strongly that there have been offences



) "comd.tted,\mder ‘the Crininal Code of Canada, offences

mwhich the minister and the commissioner of the R.C.M.F.

mapparently have concluded are not founded upon sufficient
nevidence to warrant bioéecﬁtiohi' Here I differ with the

"pinister because on the basis of uwﬁj;.nfoxinat;ioh'offences

»";"do exist which warraint prosecution under the Criminal Code

. "of Canada.® . . . . . . .,

A while later he added: . (page 10383 of . Hansard) -

»The executive assistant to the minister at that time,

“wMr, Raymond Denis, ‘offered a bribe in the amount of

«««««

"$20,000 to counsel who was acting for the United States

}"government on the bail application with the request that

T "he not oppose t.he bail proceedings which would in effect

”"have a'llowed Mr.” Rivard out on bafl and presumably to

. .;'ygxo. ltl;e W‘a"i o..f‘ millks ) L ] .; .0 ;.'.; .’:'. ."; .‘:.:.";:. .A. . :;; '\. L] . ese " eee

.....It was then that the execut.iVe assistant to the
"Minister of Justice himself, Mr,” Lord, entered the’

Tl

"pictul‘e\ oo.o.‘..o.o.o..o.ro.;oo..0.’....-....:....-..'.

m.. ... He called Mr. Lord, and he called to the same’

" Weounsel and suggested to that counsel that he go easy

" mon the bail application and made representations for

Wthe purpose of having counsel acting in this case for

" phe United States government, not oppose the bail

mapplication, Now, these are the facts, and the

mminister knows these are the £acts eeeseseccscessss
"etooooeooco.oo.ThO fact remins - I C&n fin‘l no other

™way of put.t:lng it - t.hat these tentaclos of th:la

’“intemational cartel deal:lng 1n na.reot.ics extended

"into the very offices of two ministers of the federa.l
"government, This is what surprises me, that it could

"get this Cloz® ceecceccssecescescssscssssccaccsersesns




"T do not. say it was unint.entional because what he did,
"1n ny view = and here the miniater may du'fer wit.h me -
"™was an offence under the Criminal Code, aecti_g? 119
"which makes it an of_I_‘ence to in any way pervert t.t;e

“course ;31' Justice.”

Following discussion and an intervention by the honourable

Minister of Justice, Mr. Nielsen stated: (page 10384 of Hansard) -

"However, again to the best of my information, he did
"gsay that, you know, goyemxflept work, copld a}_l ofJa )
"sudden stop coming your way, unless something were done
"to see that you did not opposs the bail application ......
"The offence of obstructing under the Crimimlt(:odeof
. "Canada is set forth in section _119(1) and I am“x)'egding
"from Tremeear's code, sixth e(_iition,rwlgsp‘_ya‘a p}x‘t..ron
. "he market within the last 12 months or so: f'Everyone
"who wilfully attempta" 1n any manner ut.o,obls@ruc.t; p;grvert
"or defeat the course of justice is guilty o‘f‘_a.nv(_E )
"indictable offence and is lii.a‘b_l_e‘ to impriaonment for
™wo years.! This :la a rather broad section, and the
rminister is aware of the aml:ltcation_of it. 1I guggeat
"o him that section 1s applicable 'cert.ainly t.p_gHr,‘ Denis
"who made the cash offer to counsel and, in all 1%kelihood,
"to Mr. Lord, who made representations with reape.ct. to the
"cutting off of government work unﬂleva_a t}le ball anp'q.ication

"was not opposed." . .

Follow:lné interventions by some oth;r members of the House

and explanations by the honourable Minister of Justice, Mr. Douglu

added this: (page 10389 of Hansani) -

L 1A T




‘wIt is now quite apparent that the basic situation, as I

" mynderstood ‘it’ when' I asked the minister a question earlier,
‘%has been completely substantiated, namely that an individual

* " win lontreal, acting for the government ‘of the United States
“min seeking to~extradite an individual to the United States

"n connection with narcctics irfringements, has claimed to

* " mhave been approached by persons very close to cabinet

“ wpinistérs with (a) some attempt at bribery and (b) some

" mattempt at intimidation.‘ It seems to be clear that these

' “n3)llegations have been made and that the minister has asked

"the R.C.M.P. to investigate them."

The allegations made in the iouse of ()o;z;rr;ons werle " sﬁbm;tted
in evidence to the ngmigsj.op by producing No. 195 of the ['House of
Gommon-s Debates" __£orw‘l.l?jr‘embe»xf 23, 1961;. The _1€sugs for November 24,
25, 26 and 27, 1964, were also produced. Such px;oduct.ioz_t is éuthqﬁzed
under the "Senaté and House of Commons Act", c. 2I.9R.S.C. le.xic}; :
contains the fol?lowing section: |

< T ngpon am]inquixy touchiné the privileges, immunities and
" upowsrs of the Senate and ‘of the House of Commons or of
"a.ny 'membér ‘thereof i-eépectiifély; aﬂy' copy of the joumalsi
“wof the Senate or 'Hél;éem ‘of Commecne, printed or purported
- w0 be printed by the order of the Senate or House of Coumons,
nghall be admitted as evidence of such journals by all courts,
‘wjustices and others, without any proof being given that

*““wsuch ccpies were €0 printed. R.S.; ¢. 147, 8. 6."

.~y < -t - s s

: ,_‘Thi_g,provisign‘m‘sh previously been ruled on in our Courts,
particq}grly in the case of KiX v. McGAVIN BAKERIES LIMITED -
12 C.R. 139, on which the Supreme Court of Alberta handed down

a dgci‘s:lovn: .

oot




" ..A question arose as to the admissibility of 'Hansard!
* m™n a court of law and also as to the relevancy of the
. "material tendered as evidence, 2, Apart from 8.5 of the
"Senate and House of Commons Act, R.3.C. 1927, c. 147, the
"journals of the House of Commons, headed 'Votes and .
"proceedings of the House of Commons' are evidence without
“further proéf, of the facts therein stated and mist be
"received in evidence, if relevant, because f.hey are
"documents of 0 public a nature that they come within the

"Canada Evidence Act R,S.C. 1927, c. 59, especially s. 25."

II - ORDERS IN COUNCIL

Following these allegations the Honourable Paul Martin,
acting Prime Minister, tabled in the House on l‘lovlerﬁb'er;is,' 1964,
order in council P.C. 1964-1819 which 1s reproduced "in extenso® on’

page 10495 of Hansard and reads as follows:

‘ .. "25 November, 1964.
"The comittee of the privy councll, on thé»recomendation
*of the Prime Minister, advise that the Honourable Frédéric
"Dorion, chief justice of the superior court of the province
"of Quebec, be appointed a commissioner under part I of the
“Inquiries Act to inquire fully into allegations about any
“improper inducements having been offered to or improper
"pressures having been brought to bear on counsel acting
"upon an application for the extradition of one Luclen
"Rivard and all the relevant circumstances comnected
“therewith, and in particular but without 1imiting the
"generality of the foregoing to consider fully the reports
f"submitted to the Minister of Justice by the R.C.M,P. and




"the e;idédce laid before him in connection therewith and
"arw'mr;,ﬁrér evidence elicited by or laid before the
"commissioner, to consider such other matters as may
"appear tb’th;e‘ commissioner to be reievant and to report
"whether there_‘ 1s sufficient evidence to warrant any
".prb‘se'éuti‘oh for offences that may bs involved.

"Phe committee further advises

"1, That the commissioner be authorized to exercise all
"the powers conferred upon him by section 11 of the
"Inquiries Act; o

"2, That the cormissioner adopt such procedures and
"nethods as he may from time to time deem expedient for
"the proper conduct of the inquiry and sit at such times
"and at such places as he may decide from time to time;
"3, 'l‘hat: the commissioner be authorized to engage the

"services of such counsel, staff and technical advisers

<.mag h'ekmay require at rates of remneration and reimburse-

"ment approved by the treasury board; and’

n,. That the commissioner report to the governor in council
" myith all reasonable despatch, and file with the dominion
"archivist the papers and records of the commission as soon

“ngy peasonsbly may be after the conclusion of the inquiry.

s o »
R.G. Robertson,
- Clerk of the Privy Council.”

Two days later, on November 27, 1964, following representations

by a numbe:f of members of the Hous'g of Commons, the Honourable Paul

Martin advised the House that the Order in Council of November 25 had

been amended as follows: (page 10598 of Hansard) -




"The committee of the privy council on»t.h‘et recommend;tioq

“of the Prime Minlster advise that order in council

"F.Ce 1964-1819 of 25th November, 1961.,‘ be amended by
"deleting, in the first paragraph thereof, all yorda o
"commencing with t:he words tto inquire fully', and sub-
"stituting therefor the following: ‘to inquire fplly_ 1nt.o
"allegations about any improper inducements having been
"offered to or improper pressures having i?een _bpou;;‘ht to
"bear on counsel acting upon an application fot ythey gy e
"extradition of one Lucien Rivard and all the :elevagtt )
"circumstances connected thereswith, including the manner in
"which the Royal Canadian Founted Police and any officer .
"thereof and the Department of Justice and the Minister of
"Justice dealt with the allegations when they were brought
"o their attention, and in particular but without limiting
"the generality of the foregoing to consider fully the .
"reports submitted to the linister of Justice by .the R.C.H.P.‘
"and the evidence laid before him in connecticn therewith
"and any further evidence ellcited by or laid befors the :
"commissjoner, and, if he considers that there is prima facie
nevidence of an offence in relation to the activities as.
"an emplcyee of the government or an officer of a department
"of any person involved in the allegations, to consider such
“other matters as may appear to the comrissioner to be
"relevant, and to report fully thereon',

: R.G. Roberteon,: -.
Clerk of the Privy Council."
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11 - ALLI'IEATIONS (DNCERNIM} STATEM]:.NTS
BY MR. PIEARE LAMONTAGNE.- -

The allegationa referred to in the Order
in Council were no doubt thoee to which reference had
previously been mads in the Houee of Commone. However,
the inveatigation provided for under that order was to
L'extend to the allegetione contained in tuo statements
made to the RCMP by Mr. Pierro Lemontagne, couneel tor
the Government of the United States in the extradition
caee concerning Lucien Riverd.
' The firet is dated August 12, 196&, and ie
ntained ina report prepared by Inspector Carrildre of |
an interview he had had the previoue day with Mr, Pierre»
Iamontagne. Thie report, addresaed to Superintendent |
Thivierge in Montreal, had immediately been transmitted
by the letter to the Commieeioner of the RCHP, attention
of Supt. Fraeer, in Ottawa. ‘
v ~ on receiving thie report, the Commissioner
directed Insp. Carri!re to seek a further interview with
Mr. Lamontagne in order to obtain additional detaile on
the fecte revealed.

| On Auguet U, Mr. Lamontagne once again met

uith Inep. Carri&ro end eigned a written etatement ‘which
'uae, in turn, sent on to the Ccmmiesioner.

‘ In theee two documente may be found a recitel
of the evente which had taken place between July 14 and
Anguet 11, l96h, in regerd to the extradition case

‘ conceming Lucien Rivard. These may be sunmarized as

follows:
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On July 14, Mr. Lamontagne received a telephone
call from Mr. Raymond Denis, Executive Assistant to the 7
Minister of Citizenship and Immigration, asking him to come
to Ottawa to discuss a matter of great urgency. This
Mr. Lamontagne proceeded to do, that very efe;zing, accompanied
by his wife. He there met Mr. Denis who offered him a sum of
$20,000,00 if he would agree tei have Rivard releaeed on‘bail,
pointing out that the Liberal Party would e'eveei've a substantial
amount should such bail be granted. During the convereatioﬁ;
Mr. Denis mentioned the name of Senator cénn;;, the Liberal
Party Treasurer, as having an interest in the matter, This
offer having met with Mr. Lamontagne's nét refusal, Mr. Denis
1s alleged to have asked him t.o reconsider the matter and to
defer any final decieion on it, He 18 alao alleged to have ‘
stated that Rivard was a Libera.l Pa.rty supporter, that he had
been generous in the past and that there was a poseibilit.y
that an election would be held in the near future. _

Lawyer Lamontagne et.atee that he had not comunicated
Mr. Denis! offer to the RCMP, as Mr, Danie was an 1nt1mate friend
of his and as he had every reason to believe that. there would
be no furt.hex- developments in this respect, Mr. Denie having
asked him to keep this conversation con.fidenti&l.

Insp. Carridre asked Hr. Lamntagne if, 4in the
course of this convereation, any refenence had been mde t.o
any possible personal 1nterest which Denis may have had in the
matter, to which Mr, Denis is supposed to have anewered that
there was something for him in it. He said that he eould'net
remember the exact words used but that he die gain the ﬁnpreeeion,

from what Mr, Denis had esatd, that there might be something in

it for hinm,
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Lawyer Lamontagne also stated that on:the evening
of July 20, while he was holidaying at his parents' home in
Chicoutimi, he received a telephone call from Mr. Daoust,
counsel for Mr, Rivard, asking him when he should put in a‘n '
application for bail on behalf of his client. He understood,
he said, that everything had been fixed in Ottawa, That»samor
evening he received another call from one Gingras who voiced
threats against him in the event that he re'siste.c/l this application,
That same evening he received two other telephone calls, one
from an.individual calling himself Bob, who was presumably the
same person who had already ca-lled, and‘a second call from
Mr, Daoust, -

Towards the end of July and the beginning of August,
he had heard rumours in the Courthouse to the effect that he had
accepted money in return for not opposing an application for
bail made on Rivard's behalf,

Mr. lamontagne had also stated that on July 22,
following the'telephone calls he had feceived in Chicoutimi,
he called Mr, Rafmond Denis to tell himAto ask the latter's
friends to cease bothefing him about that business, The same
day, while he was still in Chicoutimi, he chled his office to
ask his partne; to telephone Sergeant Crevier of the R,C.M,P.-

A 1little later he did receive a c¢all from Sergeant Crevier who,
at that time, was on leave,  He told the Sergeant about the
pressure exerted on him but asked him, for the moment, not to
mention the matter to anyone, - ‘

On his return to his office on July 27, Mr, Lamontagne
took cognizance of the contents of a petition made by Mr, Daoust,
asking the Court permission to examine documents produced in
the Rivard case. He discussed that matter with Mr. Dacust and

the latter told him that, following the conversations he. ~

iy
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had had, over the telephone, on the evening of July 20, he
had decided not to proceed with the application for bail,

On July 28 he met with Mr. Daoust in a restaurant and had an
interview with‘him which lasted from 12,45 p.m. to approximately
5 p.m. In the course of that conversation, the subject under
discussion was largely the Bonnano case, though a good part
of it also dealt with the Rlivard affair. Mr, Daoust is
alleged to have stated at that time that according to.
information received from two people, he (Lamontagne) had
agreed not to oppose the application for bail in the case of
Rivard in return for a sum of $20,000, 310,000 of which had
already been paid and, further, that the offer had been made
by Mr. Denis.

On July 29, Mr. Lamontagne had another meeting
with Mr, Daocust at which there was 8 further discussion of the
Bonnano as well as the Rivard case, Mr, Daoust is alleged
to have repeated that no application for bail would be made.

On July 31, Mr. Dacust told him that he was leaving on his
holidays the next day, ' Since it had been agreed to hear some
witnesses in the Rivard case on August 6, it was agreed that -
nothing would be done on that particular day and that there
would be an adjournment to August 20,

On August 4, an application for bail made by
Mr. Daoust on behalf of Rivard is served to him, and the same
day he receives a telephons call from Mr. Guy lord, Assistant -
to the Minister of Justice, The latter pressed him not to
oppose this application and would have:stated that the Minister
could not understand why he was so opposed to it,

" On August 11, Mr. André Letendre, from Ottawa,
Executive Assistant to the Minister of Justice, telephoned him

and pressed him to agree to bail, Mr, letendre is alleged to




have told him that should he co-operate he would receive more

federal cases and that this would be of considerable benafit

to him. On the same day he received a call from Mr. Guy Rouleau
who attempted to convince him not to oppose the application for
bail.

IV -~ STEPS TAKEN BY THE COMMISSION FOR THE HOLDING OF
THE INVESTIGATION.- ,

Following the adoption of the Order in Council amended
on November 27 and its publication in the newspépers, I prow-
ceeded to appoint those officers whose services were necessary*

for the purpose of the investigation. These were Measrs.

André Desjardins from Quebec City,’ Comnission counsel, Nicol
Henry, also a lawyer, aecretary. and Oscar Boisjoly,'shorthﬁm
reporter.

Through the press, any and all-p.e_raonsi who could be
involved in the inquiry were requested to have themselves re-
presented by counsel at the hearings. They were asked to
acquaint the undersigned, without delay, with their decision
to appear as well as with the name 91‘ théir coupsel.

The undersigned then communicated personally with
the leaders of the various pai'ties represented in the ﬁouse
of Commons. They were asked to appoint a lawyer of their
choice to sttend t.he hea.ring: of the Comnission aon thei behalf. ,

Hhen the names of those lauyers wbo had been appointed
were known, they were invited to a preliminary mesting held
on December 9, 1964.  The procedure to be followed was dis-
cussed and a table prepared in‘ which the extent of the investi-
gation yasrim;lcat_.egl ac;ording tof.hg_terms of reference con-
tained in the Order in Council. This table, often used duringv
the subsequent proceedings, is as follows:
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SCOPE OF THE ORDER IN OOUNCIL.—

lo- TO INVESTIGATE
I = the allegations in respect of:

a) improper inducements;
b) impropsr pressures;

brought to bear on counsel acting upon an
application for the extradition of Rivard;
I1 - all circumstances relevant to the matter;
III - the manner in whichz '
the Royal Canadian Mounted Police;
its officers;
c) the Department of Justice;
d) the Minister of Just.ice;
. dealt with these allegations when these
were brought to their attention;
20~ TO EXAMINE IN DETAIL ‘

I = the reports presented to the Minister of Justice
by the Royal Canadian Mounted Police;

11 - the evidence laid before him in comnection therewith;

- II1 = any further evidence elicited by or laid before
the Coumission;

3o~ TO DETERMINE WHETHER THERE IS ANY PRIMA PACIE EVIDENCE
OF ANY OFFENCE COMMITTED BY A GOVERNMENT OR DEPARTMENTAL
EMPLOYEE;

Lo- TO STUDY ALL OTHER RELEVANT MATTERS.

FHEHEHHHEHHHHHH

I am pleased to say that all counsel, from the out-
set of the investigation until its conclusion, have given
me their full co-operation. All, by the degree of competence
which they brought to the discharge of their duties, have
made the performance of my sometimes arduous duties easier

and have contributed to investing the investigation with due

solemnity and dignity.
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V =~ REQUEST FOR AN INVESTIGATION ON THE IE AKAGE
* OF AN RQMP FILE.-

SR

A For the purpose of a complete’ \investigation b 4
invited, at the very outse_t, all counsclsto_‘provide'mc with a
list of those people vhon therwould like ‘cavlled as witnesses,
and to ind_(ihc_rat._e,els_o) \.n‘hat; the{' fecte _wers on which they,_\jiehe_d

these people to be questioned.

P

3 Following that suggestion, I received a mumber of

requests, inter a.lia one for the celling of witneeeee in order

|
to determine in what vay. the facte revealed by Mr.,  Lamontagne, |
|
in his two etatemente o!‘ Mgust 12 and ll., had come to. the |

knouledge of persons other thAn those membere of the R.C V.P.

P «.s. s 5

or of the depArtmente concerned.

1,\?

RE AL [

When this inveetigation was requested I vondered

whether the terms ot rei‘erence contained in the Order 1n Council

were euch as to ellow me to conduct euch an enquiry., 1 decided

LT RO b B T IR |
to aek for the advice of counse]s on thet point. In consequence,

L

1 called all 1awyere to a conference held in camera on l-‘ebruary 19,
Haﬂ.ng heard and fully considered 311 the argumente

which were then presented to me, I rendered the follmdng

hs

de cieion s

¥

"Having considered argument eubmitted by counsel at the
"meeting held by us last Wedneeday during which I had
"put a queetion which may be euumed up as follows--
"Within the teme of the Order in Council by which we
"ehould be guided, ehould I in preeenting nw report,

"comnent on the circumstances in which the infomation
~ e dt fon : [ R R A R 1 N
"in the hands of the R C M P. and oonetituting the subject
RS T
Yof its file on this matter was brought to the attention

e

¢ ~
sl LR DA LR B St ot L

J \ "of other people?"
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"To find the solution to this probiem we must, of v ée_vir’se .
"take into account the entire Order in Council, as well
"as the whole spirit which animates it and not onZLy the
"words used therein. - R
"Under the Order in Council, I am charged with the task =
"of "faire enquét.e d'une taqon eompl&te sur certainee
"allégations” as well as on Mtoutes le'e' eircbnetanc'ee
"pertinentes i cette affairen, I must aleo investigate
"la manidre selon laquelle 1a Gendarmerie royale et. ses
"officiers ont traité ces allégatione lorsqu'elles ont. été
*portées & leur attent:loh"?and also on’ "]'.a‘niahiare selon
"laquelle le ministdre de la’Justice et le ministre de 1a
"Jhetice ‘lui-‘m.élﬁe’ont. 't.raiié;::ee' e.l..légatr.io‘rie' Finally, B
"I must examine "telles autres’ queet.ione qui peuvent me |
nparaftre pertinentee. ‘ | - * A
" "IN the English text'of the Order in E&:imcii 1t 1s stated
“that I must "inquire felly onall t.l;e relevant. circumst;ancea
""connected with the ellegatione a.nd the manner :ln which the |
"'R.C.H.P., the Departnent of Juetice and the Hinieter of
. "Juetice dealt. with the allegations when t.hey were brougl’rt.
"o their attention" Finally, it 1e my duty to consider "
®*such other matters as may appear to me to be relevant. b ’
"There is no doubt that the epirib of t.hie Order in Oouncil
"is such that all those facts which have any reference, )
"directly or 1ndirect1y to the allegetione, the conduct of
"the R.C M.P, or that of the Depenment of Juetice ruet be
"exa.mined by me so that my report. my be as complet.e a’e‘
"posaible. On t.he other ﬁand, there is no doubt. that t.he (
"terms of t.he Order in Council may be interpret.ed in two

"du‘rerent ways, It. is poseible to assunme, from t.he
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"words "dealt with" in English and "traité" in French that
*I should, indeed, inquire into such'vacts as had been
"performed by the officers of the R.C.M.P., when they were
"made aware of the allegations which constituted the subject
"matter of the reports which had been submitted to them,
"i.6., that I should inquire into the manner in which they
“had acted, the investigation they had carried out, the way
"in which they had proceeded to establish the accuracy or
"truth of the facts reported to t.hem,_ and that I should
*also inquire whether they had followed up, as they should
"have, the reports made to them, if such an examinatjon on
"thelr part had been complete and, finally, if they had
*provided the Minister of Justice with all the information
-"required by him for a decision in this case. That is
"obviously the most logical interpretation which can be
"given to the words.I have just quoted.

"They may also, however, been construed as indicating
"that I should inquire into the physical disposition

fee if I may express myself in this way — made by the
"Mounted Police of the information contained in the reports.
"I have no hesitation, whatever, in stating that, in my.
“view, the provisions of the Order in Council may be
"construed in either one of these ways, . -

-;"Now, to arrive at a solution of this: problem, it is
."™uite proper to refer tov the debates of the House of
' "Commons, more particularly to those which tock place
"betwean the production of the first Order in Couneil and
"that of the second.
"On Tuesday, November 24, the Minister of Justice stated:

"The government has decided ..., that a judicial enquiry
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"should be held. The commissioner will be asked to deal -
*with the following questions:

"l Whe;ther, on the basis of the reports submitted to the
"Minister of Justice by the R.C.M.P., and the evidence laid
"before him in connection therewith, it was a reasonablé
"decision on the part of the Minister that there was not .-
"sufficient evidence to support a successful prosecution, '
%2, Whether any further evidence that may be laid before:
"the commissioner, taken in conjunction with the evide;lco
"that was before the Minister, would Justify prosecution,
"Following this statement, the Leader of the Opposition

"as well as the Leader of the N,D,P, protested that these -
"terms of referencg were not broad enough.

'On Thureday, November 26, 1964, the honourable the HMinister
“of Finance stated the followings - -

"There 1s a second point I wish to make.-:There 1s one

"serious question which 1s not referred to specifically -
"in the order in council and which obviocusly must be

"examined fully in one way or another. This is, how a~ o
"confidential report of the Royal Canadian Mounted Police

"which, I am told, is marked "Top Secret® ... came into the

"hands of the honcurable member for Yukon or into the hands
%of members of the press?

'On that same day, the Secretary of State for &enul Affairs
"informed the House that he had received a commnication from
"the member for Greenwood (Andrew Brewin), in which suggested
"amendments to the Order in Council were put forward.

"On Friday, November 27, 1964, the Secretary of State for
"External Affairs tabled in the House the amended Order in:

“Council,




"On that same day the member for Winnipeg North Centre

“(Mr. Knowles) stated in this connection:

"I note that the revised order in council which the

"Acting Prime Miniat.er has now laid on the table of

“"the house meets the three points the hon. member for

"Greenwood indicated in his letter. From a quick

"reading it strikes me that it has met his first point

"by using verbatim the words proposed by the hon.
"member for Greenwood, and it has met the other two

"points in spirit."

"'It will be noted ’hm‘vever, thét in this revised Order
"in Council no mention whatever is made of t.he problem
"ot which t.he Hinieter of F:l.nance had epoken as being
"serious. Having read t.he debates one may well wondsr
"hou it is that on a qu-etion which appeared to be of
"considerable import.ance, at least to the Hinister of

"Fina.nce, t.he government did not. seeo fit t.o indicate

"quite eimply, in the Order in Council, t.hat. the 1nvesti-

*gation should bear on t.hat point"
- "I have therefore come to the conclusion that I may not

"accept responsibilities which go beyond my terms of

"reference. If the Government wishes mes to examine that
*matter, it would be very easy to make a further amendment
"to the Order in Council so that it would be possible for

"me to carry out this examination, or, alternatively, it

"would be possible to initiate another investigation

"designed to shed 1light on the circumstances surrounding

*the leakage of mfomntion in the hands of the R.C.M.P,

<
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"In either case it was up to the Government to take
“"that decision, I will, today, communicate to the

"Prime' Minister the remarks which I have just made,®

VI - FACTS BALUGHT QUT IN EVIDENCE,—

The facts brought out in the evidence heard by
the Cormission fall within two distinct classes, The central
figure is, obvicusly, in both cases, Mr. Pierre Lamontagne,
The first serles of facts imvolve Kessrs. Raymond Denis,
Guy Vasson, Robert Gignac, Eddy Lechasseur, Mrs. Rivard and
Mr, Raymond Daoust » whereas the second series 1nvolve
Messrs. Raymond Rouleau, Guy Rouleau, Guy Lord and Letendre.

The events which relate to the first aeries of
facts tock place during the period June 18 t.o early August 1964,
Those relating to the second series tcox place from early
August to September 18 the day on which the h.inist.er of
Justice had a last int.erview with the Coumissioner a.nd
Deput,y Commissioner of the R.V.H.P.

FIRST SERIES

Thursday, June 18, 196} -

OUn:this day a complaint was entered into.the
Extradition Court in Montrecal against Lucien Rivard,

On that day, Mr. Jéréme T. Gaspart, Consul General
for the United States in Montreal, in the presence of the
Honourable Hoger OQuimet, a Justice of the Superior Court
and Court of Extradition of the district of Montreal, signed

the following denunciatory statement:




"That between January 1, 1963, and May 27, 1964, the

ngaid LUCIEN RIVARD, within the Laredo Division of the
"Southern District of Texas and elsewhers in the United
wStates of America, together wih Jorge Eduardo Moreno
“Chauver, Paul Mondoloni, Frank James Coppola alias

#James Miller, Roger Beauchemin, Joseph Michel Caron,
njoseph Raymond Jones, Julien Gagnon alias Jerry Massey,
“Charles-Emile alias Frangois Groleau and with other
"persons as yet unknown, unlawfully, willfully, knowingly
vand illegally conspired to commit an offense against the
"inited States of America and the laws thereof, im viclation
nof Section 174, Title 21 U,S5.C., to wit:

»To illegally, unlawfully, knowingly and fraudulently
wimport and smuggle into the United States of America

na narcotic drug to wit: heroin, and to unlawfully, .
nj1legally and knowingly conceal and facilitate the
"tranaportation and concealment of such mrcotic drug
"after the same had been brought into the United States

nof America contrary to the laws of the United States

%of America, knowing the same to have been brought into
®the United States of America contrary to the laws of

“the United States of America.

%2) That on or about October 10, 1963, in the Laredo
"Division of the Southern District of Texas, LUCIEN RIVARD
ndid unlawfully, illegally, fraudulently and knowingly
ncause L0 be brought into the United States of America,

s narcotic drug, to wit: thirty-five (35) kilos (76 pounds)
%of heroin hydrochloride, by causing the same to be
"imported and smuggled into the United States of America
"from the Republic of Mexico, thereby committing an of fense
®against the United States of America and the laws thereof,

"in violation of said Section 174, Title 21, U.S.C.®
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In this denunciatory statement it was indicated
that a warrant had been issued in the City of Houston for the
arrest of Lucien Rivard and that the Government of the United
States was asking for his extradition, the offences mentioned
above being crimes covered by the Extradition Act according
to the provisions of the treaties entered into between Canada

and the United States of America,

Friday, June 19, 1964

Lﬂcien Rivard appeared before the Honourable
Claude Prévost, of }bntreal, on Friday,: June 19, 1964, The
Record of the hearing, produced at tﬁe hearihgs of the
Commission, indicates that after his 1nd:l.c‘ltment,’ on {.hat day,
Lucien Rivard ir;fomed the judge that he wished to oppose
this request i’or extradition. The hehx;ing of the case was
set for June 25 » 19643 bail was refused, Mr. Plerre I;n;nbntagno
appeared for the blsintﬂt and Hessr'a. Dﬁoust a.nd Sali61§

for the accuseﬁ.

Saturday, June 20, 196L

The following day Robert Gignac proceeded to the
Flage Idéale where he met }Gerry Turenne, a partner 91‘ idvard, and
told him: (translation) "If you feel like it, I can have Rivard
released on bail. I hold the government in my hands; I can
fix everything,” |

As was stated above, the first figures involved in
this business were Guy Masson, Robert Gignac, Eddy Lechasseur,
Mrs, Rivard and Mr, Haymond Daoust, In order to provide for
a clearer understanding of the events in which they tock part,
a brief description of each should be introduced Qt this point,
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GUY MASSON

Masson represents himself as a salesman. He resides
at L35 Fontainebleau, Jacques~Cartier. lie is 35 years of age.
At the hearings he stated that he was concerned with various
comnercial ventures, more particularly in the construction field.
He was a political organizer for the Liberal Party. He had
already organized elections in the constituency of Chambly in
1960.  He had also been concerned with elections for municipal
councils and school boards. He is a past president of the
Liberal Association of the County of Chambly. He was a member
of a Commission in the Young liberals (Federal) Organization.
He had been in politics for the past twelve years. He knew
Senator Gélinas as well as his two associates, Messrs. Bernard
Tailleur and Louis Geoffrion. Mr. Naymond Denis had occasionally
worked under his orders in the discharge of their duties as
political organizers. A few months previously, he had attended
a dinner organized by executive assistants to ministers to
which he had been invited by Mr. Denis. These dimners are
held occasionally, but they are, as a rule, attended only by

executive assistants,

ROBERT GIGNAC

Aged 35, general contractor. In June 1964, he was
in tpg houso-fnoving busj.ngs: and concerned also with the
builc\Iing_ofna hospita.l‘. He ha{l kgown' Luc;en Rivard since 1957
ar}d lived in the immediate vicinity of the latter's homs. He
saw him often and went.»a.]n‘:ost every day to Plage Idéale. T!xis
was a resort area in:whit;)‘x,lncien Rivard had a substantial
interest. At the time he appeared ibetqre the Commission he

-
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was held in Bordeaux Jail on a charge of murder, Before
the end of the hearings he was arrest;ed on a charge of
perjury, an offence allegedly comuitted by him when giving

evidence before the Commission,

EDDY LECHASSEUR

An importer. He gives his address as 1252
Joliette Street in Montreal, He 1s 33. He is an intimate
friend of Lucien Rivard. The latter, following his arrest,
asked his wife to consult with him with regard to any
decision she would be called upon to make. He became Mrs,
Rivard's guide and adviser, He 1s at present held in
Bordeaux Jail on several charges of perjury. He has a

somewhat lengthy criminal record,:

MRS, LUCIEN RIVARD

Wﬂ'e of Lucien Rivprd.

MR. RAYMOND DENIS

A lawyer, His address is 5530 Beaucage Street,
Cartierville, 'He is 32, Accofding to the evid;néd given by
him at the investigation, he was called to the Bar in 195§; :
He practised his profession until June 1963 when he was
appuintad special assistant to the Honourable Lionel Chevr:lor,
then Minister of Justice, In February 1964, he becams
Executive Assistant to the Honourable René Tremblay. “He was
invelved in political activity in 1959 and 1960 of behalf of
the Liberal Party, During the genreral elections of 1963 he

worked as a legal adviser to the Honourable Lionel Chevrier,
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He has known Guy Fasson since 1959 and had worked with him
in various political organjzations. After his departure

for Cttawa, jn June 1963, he was in almost constant touch
wi},h haqsqx! \yl?om he introduced to executive assistants or
special gssiqtants. ) Bot.h they and their wives had social

re}ations. Masson visited him in his summer cottage last

\

August.

- In order to analyze the events which took place
. beginning on June 22, it should be stated immediately that
the credibility of witnesses is, in this respect, of consider-
.able importance. Their statements of the facts were at such
varianco that one felt that they were indulging in a competition
to see who could tell the bipgest lie, if nct who could perjure
himself most,

There is no doubt that witness Gignac's testimony,
giyen under ocath, cannot be believed, lirs, Rivard's evidence
is a tissus of 1lies., It is obviocus too that Eddy Lectasseur
wa‘s intent on not telling the truth, There is some element of
truth, on the other hand, in the evidence of Guy Masson though
there is no doubt that he did not tell the whole truth and that

- he concealed things that he knew in the full knowledge of what
he was doing. As for Mr. venis, he gave the impression of one
who, havin; realized the error of his ways, when he atiempted
_proceedings far bLeyond his *lt.tr_ibutions, when he indeed abused
his authority, when he underestimated the gravity of his acts,
a!.t.empts to minimize the seriousness of his deeds by teclling
only part of the truth, animited in some respects by his own

personal interest and, in cthers, by that of his political pariy,

-

=T
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Monday, June 22, 1964

- On June 22, 1964, around noon, Masson, who had
begun his holidays some 'daya previously, bwas passing through .
Montreal., There, he et Gignac who told him that one of l;is
friends, who was also an associate and ne:lghbc;\u; of his, had
been incarcerated over t;he weekend.' He had been involved, he
said, in soms narcotics bﬁairiess in the United States, Gignac,
vho was aware of Masson's political activities, knew that he
had friends in Ottawa, where he went régularly, every fortnight
or so, He asked him if he could inquire of his Ottawa friends
what could be done to help Rivard, According to his information,
Rivard had been arrested to face a demand for extradition,
Gignac told him that if he could lock into the matter immediately,
he would give him $1,000 for his trouble, Gignac then called
Mrs. Rivard who came to the office accompanied by Eddy Lechasseur.
She asked Masson to inquire into the seriousness of the request
for extradition, to find out what was the possible outcome and
if there were any chance of obtaining bail., Masson felt at
that time. that this was a matter coming under the Department
of Citizenship and Immigration, He called Mr, Raymond Denis in
Ottawa and arranged an interview with him for that same evening,
He then told Mrs, Rivard that he was going to Ottawa to meet a
friend who could give him some information on her husband's case,
though it is alleged that he did not, at that time, give Mr. Denis'
hiame, An amount of $1,000 was given to him, Masson states that
it was Gignac who did so, though Gignac states that the money
was actually given by Mrs, Rivard, Following this interview
Masson prepared to leave for Ottawa., He asked Gignac to
accompany him, He was to return after the interview, Should

he be delayed Gignac could retum by plane, It was agreed that




the trip would be made in lMasson's car. Gignac.decided to
leave his car at the airport in Dorval where it would be easier
for him to meet Masson and where, also, he would:find it more
conveniently at hand should he decide to return by plane.

During the trip from Montreal to Ottawa, Gignac
told Masson that if Hivard were not extradited, a sum of $50,000
or $60,000 might be made available for the Liberal Party chest.
Arriving in Hull, around 10 p.m. Masson called Mr, Denis. They
agreed to meet at the Fontaine Bleuo‘ Hotel in Hull around 11 p.m.
When Mr. Denis arrived, introductions were made and Gignac with-
drew to his room,

Mr. Denis' version of -these events differs markedly
from Kasson's,’ Mr. Denis admits that such an interview was held.
He admits also that they discussed the #ivard case and that, in
the course of this conversation Masson told him that Rivard was
a contributor to party funds, that he was faced with a request
for his extradition and that the mtter to be resolved was .
whether or nct he could be released on bail,  He adnits also
telling Masson that he would make investigations to determine
what the chances were for the obtaining of bail, He states,
however ——-and in this respect.his evidence differs from that
-of Masson — that no referece was mide to a sunm of $50,000 or.
$60,000 to be made available for.the campaign fund, .

He admits that Masson told him that Rivard was
a’contributor to those funds, but he addad that he had no
wish to discuss the matter and that he had even taken some

offence at the fact that Masson had spoken to him about the

campaign fund,




It must be borne in mind that Lawyer Denis and
Masson were very close friends and had worksd in election
campaigns together. They very frequently met in Ottawa and
the Hon. René Tremblay had even pointed cut to Lawyer Denis
that he did not want to see Masson in his offices ever again.

Lawyer Denis, in giving evidence, also stated
that, at the time of this ﬁarticular 1nterv1ey he had with
Masson, he was unaware that Iaﬁyer Plerre Lamontagne was
counsel forthe prosecution in the case brought against Rivard,
He even explained that he had come to learﬁ of the fact that .
Lawyer Pierre Lamontagne had been issued instructions . to act .
on behalf of the prosecution from reading a news item in the
"Dimanche-Matin", a ueekly newspaper published in Montreal
which is on sale at newspaper stands from Saturday evening
through Sunday mornings.: He told the Commission that-one ~:
Sunday morning, he had bought a copy of this.newspaper And 
read the news item, However, copies of this particuiar RN
newspaper appearing from June 21 through to July 18 were
filed as exhibits before the Commission and it is only in .
the June 21 issue that mention is made of the arrest of & -
Rivard and of the fact that Lawyer Pierre lamontagne was scting
on behalf of the prosecution., There can be no doultt whatsoever
therefore that, notwithstanding statements repeated again and
apain during the course of his evidence, Lawyer Denis learned
on June 21 that Lawyer Lamontagne was indeed acting on behalf .
of the prosecution in the extradition case brought against
Lucien Rivard, S <

Masson stated that Lawyer Denis took notes and
said "tomorrow, I'll see the proper authorities", adding that
extradition cases did not come within the jurisdiction of the

Department of Citizenship but within the jurisdiction of the
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Departn:entb of .iusf:ice. After Lawyer Denis' departufe,
Masson infcnned Gignac thaﬂ he had told his friend what
the purpose of their visit was, that the (translation)
"bail matter was going ahef'ld all right" and that a meeting
had been arranged for t.he followiny day at noon. The evidence
shows, 5- and we here particularly refer to the checking of
the telephone ca.lls made on that even:lng, that Gignac called
up Mrs. Rivard N‘hile lawyer Denis was in conference with
Masson 1n the adjoining room. He told the Commission that
- he pie.ced f.his cali i.n orden ;tc;a:s‘k Hcs. Rivard to tell
Lecliaseedr io come tc Hullt,o fetch him. This statement is
f&ge, ‘becanse dit Iwastdn].yﬂafter i.awyen Denis’ departure that
1-53566 t.,old:him‘ihat'he wouid not. be fetfu"ning to liontreel
that 'same night. Moreover when he had left HMontreal, he had
decided to ret.urn to lontreal by plane should Hasson be
detained in Hull and indeed it had been to that end that
he had left his automobile parked in the Dorval airport
parking lot.,

The evidence shows, furthermore, that a little later
on, another televhone call was placed to Mrs, Rivard. According
to Mrs, Rivard's evidence, it was Masson who then called her
in order to.let her know that his (translation) "expert in
extradition cases” had told him that any person.involved in
such circumstances as her husband then was, was entitled to
bail and to ssk her to send Lechasseur to Hull. Furthermore,
when Gignac was interviewed by Inspector Drapeau, he told Insp.
Drapeau, and the words are his own: (translation) "Masson told
me he had to see Lechasseur that very night”, l‘ias‘son had gone
to bed and awakened around 3,30 a.m. Lechasseur had already
arrived by that time and was chatting with Gignac; they told

him they were leaving and asked that Masson tell them whatever
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news he might get the next day, in vigw of the fact that »
Lawyer Denis had already said he would be enqu:lrin‘g about
bail possibilities, .
Obviously Eddy Lechasseur d:ldAnot make‘ the trip
up to Hull from Montreal, in the middle of the night, merely
to fetch Gignac and bring him back' to Montreal, Lechasseur
claimed that he didn't remember making aw’enquiries what~
soever about the previous evening's events during the course
of the drive back to Montreal, but this stntemenf; is too
incredible to be believed particularly in view of the fact
that he did admit, at one point, that he was most anxious to
lnow what might have transpired as the result of Masson's ‘.’.r:lp
from Montreal to Hull., While the svidence does nof. indicate,
clearly and p_recisely, what the true reasons for this trip
were, we must inevitably ;:oncludc that the trip was made to
satisfy the demands made by Masson and Gignac, pursuant ‘to

their interview with Lawyer Denis,

Tussday, June 23, 1964

On the following day, June 23, Masson met Lawyer '
Denis and invited him to lunch. This is part of Masson's own
evidence, Lawyer Denis apparently then said that he was very
busy that morning and there were not any new developments in:
the Rivard case, He then would have suggested to Masson that
the latter should himself call Senator Gélinas, When he was
questioned about this incident, Lawyer Denis did not deny that
it had taken place in so many words but stated that, to the -
best of his knowledge, he did not meet Masson on the following
day, On the other hand, Masson's statement, corroborated by

clrcumstantial evidence, leads us to believe that his version
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is the accurate one, In any case, Lawyer Denis admits that
they did have a telephone conversation and Masson apparenfli
told him that he had attempted to see Senator Gélinas and
had failed, _

Having learned that the Senator was not in Ct.tawa,'
Masson called him up in Montreal and spoke to him. He requea‘t.ed
an interview, Senator Gélinas having asked what was the purpose
of the interview replied that he didn't see any purpose ni his
granting it to Masson because he never touched drugs or tax
cases, Masson then called back Lawyer Denis and informed him -
that.the Senator refused to see him., It was then that Lawyer
Denis replied, (translation)."Never mind,  Go back to Mcntreal.‘
I'11 look after it myself.m )

And that was what Masson did. He went back to
kontreal, and from there to Plattsburg where he was holidaying.

It should be noted that on that very sa.me day,
- June 23, - Lucien Rivard once again appeared before the Hon,
Judge Cle.\xde l"ré‘voei:‘ahd the heerihg; accordiug to'thet'Record,
was postponed unt.il June 30, at the request of the prosecution.
The only person whose presence in t.he Court ie m-ntioned in
the Record is the accused. | ﬁ

The attitude of lawyer Denis, during his inter-
rogation in regard to this meeting with Nasson, and more
particulerlj 'ir’i\regardfto the oiscuesion that took place('
between the two men‘ concerning the election fund and Senator
Gélinas should be analyzed in the light of certain facts brought
out before the Comission in regard to whai. };as been designat.ed
as the "Stonehill case", He denied thet'he had su{'-geet-ed. to
¥asson that the latter should see Senator Gélinae, (t.ranslatio'x)
"I was anncyed because he was talking about. Senat.or Gélinas to me",
He also stated that when Masson ment.ioned the elect.ion fund to him,

he refused to 1isteri t.o him and told him never again to mention
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the election f;nd because, as he had already told him, he had
never had anything to do with the election fund.:

On February 5, 1965, "Time" migazine published an
article describirg an interview alleged to have taken plice in
July 1964, the participants being Lawyer Denis, Messrs, Stonehill,
Dornan and Willismson. This occasioned the submission of an
application that the Commission recall lawyer ‘Denis and question
him in regard to the facts related in this article, and so
test his credibility. After taking this application under
advisement, I handed down my decision which I quote "in extenso®
hereunder and‘in which I set forth those reasons which led me
to conclude that interrogation of Lawyer D§n1. should be allowed

anew,

"Tho aixtcent.h day of Fobruary, in the year o;u

"t.housa.nd nino hundred and sixty-fives

"THE ccmxssxom,m |

"Upon applicat.ion made by Lawyer Ross Drouin that. vdtncal
“'Lawyer Raymond Denis b- again c&llod beforo t.he COnmisaion
"so that he might bo quostioned a.nd ovidence brought, out
“tending to af[cct his credibilitn this motion had thc
"support of Lawyers Yves l-ortier and Paul Jolin. ObJectiom
"were raised, however, by Lawyers Mathews, Deschancs, ‘
“Chapados, Godin, Jasmin and Villgneun. As t.q Lawyer
"Guérin, Counsel on behalf of Lawyer Ra,ymond i)enis t;pon
"re~reading the transcript of the evidence, pages l.208
"and following, I find at page 1.208 the following ox-
"pression of his opinionx |
"translation) *I am partly in agreement with Lawyer Drouin
"and partly in disagreement. 1 am in diaagrocment. in tho
"following regard: I do not believe it to be port.inont to
"cross-question Lawyer Dgnis on this part.i‘cular poinf.




"unless all persons involved be called before this
MCommission so.the question may be most fully and
"completely examinedr®,

MFurther along, at page 4210; (translation)

"But having stated this view, I have not the slightest

. "objection to every one being heard, but in all fairness
. "o the witness Denis, every one should be heard so that
.."we may determine exactly who these persons bringing these
"charges are, and so that we may fully and completely
"examine the question, for. these charges are much too
"serious and if we are to embark upon this ground then
"I should like, in all fairness, every one to be heard”,

"He did add, however (translation): ,.. "since this 15 a

-"question of jurisdiction rationae materiae, I_d_q_not
"believe that my cop'u_nt_ can give the Cormission a
»jjuriadiction whigp it haslnot :|.n fac;".

"And he concluded, saying: (translaf.ipn) r

"Once again, I have notobjectfion, on the condition that

~ "all the wit?eqaes be }}oard. This is t:he position I take
"in regard to the reque§t. of I‘;awyer Drouin©,

. “"Counsels Drouin, Fortier andyJolliL.n _stated that their
*application w‘agbein‘g made pursuant to information

N "received recontly, They stressed the Iacj. thait h;d they
; "had this information ‘when t_.hey questioned lLawyer Denis,
‘!"they certainly would have used it to qugstion him about
"the events therein related, This informaticn was more

. "part-icularly to be found in an a;-ticle in "Time" magazine,
"issue or February 5, 1965, at pages 5, 6 and 7 and

. "ammarized as followaz

"Staonehill called on Albert Wi.lliamson who knew Harold
"Dornan, an uaociato policy secretary in the Prime

*Ministort!s office and a Pearson speechwriter,
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"Stonehill and Williamson came to Ottawa in April. -~
"Dornan arranged an interview with Denis in the Chateau
"Laurier who promised to examine the Stonehill file.

"On July 3rd, Williamson came back to Ottawa to request
"information about progress in the Stonehill case. With
"Dornan he met Denis who asked him whether any arrangement
' "had been made between Stonehill and Senstor Louis Gélinas.
"when Williamson spoke about Stonehill's proposed bigtime
‘minvestments Denis said: "it is a pity that he would not
*invest $25,000 or $30,000 in us®, Dornan confirms mueh
"of Williamson's version but says that he did not take
"Denis' remark as anything more than a jest'in rather poor
“taste, -
"Later on, Dornan made a report to the Prime Minister and
"said: “In effect he asked what's in it for'us." Though
munderscoring that he thought it Jjust'a bad joke, which he
"still does, Williamson insists that he did not and does
not consider Denis' remark as a jest. -
"Asked about the words attributed to him by Willfamson and
"Dornan, Denis replied: "I am not saying that I did say
"them or that I did not. I cannot comment on immigration
"cases, which are umatters of professional aoérc:cy".&'

"These so;called statements b'y.lawfrer Denis with regard

"to Senator Gélinas and an investment of $25,0000r $30,000
""in ust have a relation with certain statements made by him
"in the course of his testimony. inde'ed, in re-reading the
"transcript of evidence, I have noted scme extracts from the
"evidence given by Lawyer beniu, noi.ébly- at page 35223
n(translation) A. He told me this was a case ‘{nvolving a

"contributor to the election fund, - of the election fund,
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"and he asked me what a request for extradition was; he was
“also wondering whether it were true that M. Rivard was a
“"contributor toithe election fund,

"] must say that when Monsieur Masson spoke about the
‘nelection fund to me, I said: "Guy, this isn't my business;
"I can find out what the facts in the case you mention are
"but don't talk to me about the election fund, He stopped
"at once, because in another, earlier case where there had
"been mention of the election fund, I had given him the same
"answer, and I had never handled election fund matters at
"gll, whatsoever thelr nature,"

"On page 3524:

n(translation) I heard the statement made before this
" "Commission by, Monsieur Masgon in this regard, and I must
nsay that he never told me there were sixty thousand
ndollars or fifty thousand dollars available, or any other
"sum available, All he mentioned was the word "election
"fund® and I then clearly and irmmediately told him this did
*"not concern me at all,

"Q. Then why?

"A, And there was never any question of discussing the
telection fund with me. I haven't the slightest idea what
"Masson might have been thinking at that precise moment,
"For my part, I sald to Monsieur Masson and I had told him
"previouslj,k,and told him on the strength of my instructions
*from Monsieur Tremblay; Monsieur Tremblay had told me quite
"clearly, in February in fact, that. 1 was not to handle
"election fund matters at all; Masson knew that, He was
maware of that,

"3, Did you mention the name of Monsieur Gélinas, in the

mcourse of that conversation?
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"A. No. I never mentioned the word "Gélinas" either in
"that conversation or later to Monsieur Masson,"
"Pages 3530 or 3531t (translation)
"Q. Did Monsieur Masson call you up? .
"A. Monsieur Masson did call me up, a very brief telephone
"conversation that was, saying he'd tried to see Senator
"Gélinas and hadn't succeeded, I repeated once again, and
"I beg you to believe that I wasn't in too good a humour,
"gs I had already made amply clear to him ... .
Q. It didn't surprise you?
"A. It surprised me a lot.
"Q. That he telephoned you to say he'd called up Senator
"Gélinas?
"A. That's right, . It amazed me and annoyed me that he should
"mention Senator Gélinas to me again whom I knew to be the
"Secretary Treasurer for the Liberal Party in Quebec.
"Q. That he should speak of this to you again? Had he
"spoken of it to you on the previous day?
"A. TYes, when he'd told me that Rivard was a contributor
"to the Liberal Party election fund, I'd said to him,
"from that very moment orwards, I'd told him not to talk
"to me about these questions, just not to discuss them with
"me at all,
"Q. But you suggested: Monsieur Gélinas?
"A. No, I hadn't suggested: Monsieur Gélinas,
"Q. Why do you say that the next morning he spoke to
"you of Senator Gélinas again?
"A. Spoke of the election fund again,
"Q. ALl the same, he did mention the name of Senator Gélinas

"the next day?




38

®A, He mentioned the name "Gélinas"®,

Q. He told you he had called him up?

A, Hg told me he had called him up.

- #q, Now, at that moment, tell us, how did the conversation
ndevelop?

"A, The conversaticn came to an abrupt end, right there,
"because I wasn't in too good a humour with Masson at that
"moment . * -

*Pages 3770 and following: (translation)

wA,. He made representations to me that Rivard was a business
*man who contributed a lot to the election fund: that was
*his approach, and he also said he wanted to check and sees
mwhether this particular fact was true, So I said to him:

. "Guy, you know I don't have anything to do with the election

. wfund, . Please don't discuss it with me.” And that's what
*happened,

%Q. So did you understand from that, at that particular time,
»that Monsieur Masson was talking of a possible contribution,
ng future contribution to the election fund?

wA, I didn't understand. It was because the conversation
nstopped almost immediately.

"Q.. If you didn't understand that, if you'd merely understood
wthat this Monsisur Rivard had already contributed to the
welsction fund, why were you annoyed?

"A, Because I'd already told him I didn't have anything to
"dg with election fund matters.

#Q. But was he asking you to look after election fund matters?
"A, No, but these are not the type of observations I like
"Monsieur Masson to make in my presence. That's all,

"Q, Was he asking you to have anything to do in any way

myhatsoever with election fund matters?
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"A, No, but Monsieur Tremblay, my boss,-at that tims, -
"had told me: ™I don't want you to have anything to do -
"with election fund matters,®. .. ‘. <= o~ - ni el Lu
'Finally, at page 3773t ./(translation) «-: t- (. 4 ., -
"A. Yes., That's to say on June twenty-two (22), he didn't
Yknow it, but I told-him,. v - o ii aesen osar Lo
"Q. *-What. did you tell him, - That you didn't .want to hear
*mention made of the election fund? IERREE
"A. Thatt's true, ~ .. .. :- e N I
"Q. -The 22nd June, Monsieur Masson spoke to you of the -
-"election .fund, and that angered you? - .-+ - oo
»-"A, - It didn't anger me, I just. told I didn't want him to
::"discuss it with me in any manner whatscever, = -1 .

* "Q.~ On the telephone, as Masson:is speaking.to you, he'tells ‘
Yyou he had tried to get in touch with Senator G‘liﬁu ‘about
"the election fund and you're so angered, you cut the..:
- “"conversation short? - {1+ -.+i fogesebos woy o e
WA, - Thatts Lt.M - - . =i o0 . s mgst e o fpge

"In arguments, the question of the proof of similar acts
- "has been brought forward and as every one knows, this :

"type of evidence is allowable under some circumstances,

Mn a trial., I must then immediately state that in an
Menquiry of this kind, thers can be no question of allowing
"the proof of similar acts. .The fact is that, on looking
*into doctrine and jurisprudence, we find that where this
"type of evidence is allowed, it is only allowed to prove the
" "guilt of a person charged and appearing in a court of -
- "Justice. Now, we are all aware, and this has been repeated
"several times throughout the course of this enquiry, we are
"ot here to conduct the trial of whomsoever it might be,

"There is no plaintiff before us, there is no one requesting




"Justicé, no accused pérty. "However, we hav.e also statetli
"quite frequently that for the pnrpbsea of this en'quiry,'
"we‘ahould follow, in so far as possi.ble',i the rules /6‘f ‘
"evidence in Canada. But there is no doubt that the possi-
"bility of proving simdlar acts must be completely set
"aside, - ’
“Nonetheless, in followihg the rules of evidenca, it is
"quite possible to test the credibility of a witness.
“Now, it has been clear from the very outset of this enquiry,
“and 1 make no attempt to conceal the fact, one of my most
"difficult tasks will be to decide what is the degree of
“credibility to be attached 'togthe'eﬂdeﬁéé‘ ‘of certain
"witnesses heard before this Commissicn.’ In regard to
"several very important points, there are ‘flagrant contra-
"dictions ani I shall have to decide whether to give -
"greater welght to the versions of certain witnesses
“rather than to the versions of other witnesses. °

"It is therefore my duty to take every possible and legal
“means of verifying the credibility of the witnesses. In
"3 recent work, published in 1964, and entitled "An Out-
"line of the law of Evidence™ by Rupert Cross and Nancy
"Wilkins, = Rupert Cross is a lecturer in the law of
ngvidence in the University of Oxford; and Nency Wilkins
"is a barrister-at-law - I noted that this question of
"the credibility of witnesses was deslt with in a clear,
"precise manner and in accordance with the wel1-known -
"rules governing the law of evidence. On page 70, under '
“the heading "Finality of answers in cross-examination
"to credit", the authors write the following:




""The great difference between cross—-examination to

"the issue and grosa-examinat:lon to crgdit is that,
"whereas the witness! answers to the former may always

"be contradicted by other gvidence adduced in due course
"by the crou-exnmincr, answers in cmsswimpion to
“credit are usually finalw, ]
"After f.hia en‘ulnqiation of pxiﬁciples, we find, under
"the heading "Three exceptions”, the followings .
""There are three exceptions to the rule that a witness!.
Panswers to cmsa-@imtion to credit are final, First,
"if hs denies that he has previously made a statement
"inconsistent with his testimony, another witness may be
“called to prove the statementAmxdcrpect.ion L and
"section 5 of the Criminal Procedure Act, 1865.*
"Furthermore, Fopple, in Canadian Criminal Evidence, - .
"second edition, page 363, states:

""The exercise of this right to cross-examine a witness
"as to his credibility often leads to difficult situations
"and before'considering the recent cases on the subject, -
"it might be well to note the general "purpose® and
"principle® underlying the right, The "purpose” is to
"show that the witness 1s not to be believed on oath,
"the "principle” is laid down in Browne v, Dunn (1893),
"Hof L, 67, as follows: "A witness may be cross-examined
"as to his “credibility® but he should have his attention
"drawn to any facts with respect to which it 1s intended
*to impeach his credit by other witnesses so as to glve
"him an opportunity of explanation. In this case Lord
"Herschell, L.C., puts it very ctlearly when he sayss

"I have always understood that if you intend to impeach
"a witness you are bound whilst he is in the witness

"box to give him an opportunity of making any explanation




"which is open to him; and as it seems to me, that it is
“not only a rule of professional practice in the conduct
‘"of a case, but it is essential to fair play and de;:ling
"with witnesses."

"] may add that I have consulted other works where 1
"have found an identical statement of the rule to be.
"followed in cases such as this one.

"] therefore conclude that the application made by
"lawyers Drouin, Fortier and Jolin should be granted .
"and 1 order the following:

"], The Secretary of this Commission shall call lawyer
“Raymond Denis back to the witness box, so that he may
"be questioned in regard to statements attributed to
"him in the circumstances as revealed in the information
_"that was mentioned at the ocutset of my remarks;

"2, It shall only be after Lawyer Denis has been
"questioned that a decision may be reached as to whether
Yother witnesses should be called to give evidence in.
"regard to the incident at issue, and in regard to

"this last point, I must reserve my deciaion.™™

In his evidence in regard to this incident, lawyer
Denis related the following facts. In the course of the
apring of 1964, in April, he said, or a little later, he had
an interview with Messrs. Dornan, Williamson and Stonehill,
an interview which had been requested by Mr. Dornan. There was
a Stonehill file in the Department of Citizenship and Immigratien.
There was aiso a second special file. It( must be remembered
that Stonehill was applying for admittance to Canada as a landed
immigrant. A second interview took place around July 3, again
at the request of Mr. Dornan who, this time, was accompanied
by Mr. Williamson. There had been a preliminary report which had
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been prepared by Mr. Denis himself on Stonehill's application
and which had been forwarded by him to Mr. v‘Dornan and to Senator
G8linas, The records showed that Senator Gélinas wiahed-to be
kept informed of the outcome of Stonehill's application,
(translation) - "I had reached the conclusion", said Denis, in a
preliminary report, "that Stonehill would not be all__c:wedin
"Canada, but I had said to Mr. Dornan not to take my report as
"a final decision, and the only other person to whom I had .
"spoken about the matter was Senator Gélinag because, - I repeat,
"his name appeared on the file." During the second ‘interview,
Mr. Denis asked Williamson if he had eeen Senator Ge":linas,-ahd
the reply was "no". Mr. Denis had been told that Stonehill,
who was in British Columbia, had already made commitments which
involved large expenditures, that he had already invested_‘
substantial sums and that he was ready to make further invest-
ments. It 1s during that conversation that Mr, Denis is alleged
to have said: "Did he think of investing in us? (translation)
"Would there be $25,000 for me; or $25,000 for us or $30,0007
"These remarks were made in a jocular sort of way, and without
"any "malice”," He added that he felt that Senator Gélinas
had the right to be kept informed o( St.onehi}}"_s application
and of confidentisl reports, because hehh‘imsglt had askgd to
be kept informed, 7 ] :

Those developments show obviously t:hat when Guy
Masson discussed with Mr, Denis, in the evening of June 22, t.hve,
matter of election funds, when he spoke of Senatqr Gé;ims, when
he 1nfoﬁned him that substantial sums were available to help
Rivard fight the extradition oroceedings agginst hin or obtain
his release on bail, such a conversation could not have offended
him as he claims; hence, it is more logical to believe Masson's

account of their interviewsof June 22 and 23,
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Thursday, June 25, 1964

- Two days later, on June 25, Notary Claude-Henri
Gratton, of Montreal, was visited by Mrs. Rivard and Gignac,
accompanied by Eddy Lechasseur, Mrs. Rivard had with her the
sun of $60,000 in cash, and the nctary stated that the money
was counted before him, He was asked to draft a deed, which
was duly recorded and a copy of it was filed as an exhibit
before the Commission., In this deed it was acknowledged that
the sum of $60,000 was deposited with the Royal Trust Company,
in a joint account opened Ain the na-me of Mrs. Rivard and
Robort Gignac. The parties aclmowledgx:d that. the money was the
exclusive property of Mrs, Rivard, although it was deposited
in a joint account in the name of Mrs, Rivard and Gignac. It
was also agreed that Mrs. Rivard could draw by herself the
amount deposited. The deed was aiﬁ.gned by Mrs. Rivard, Gignac
and the notary. . |

A digression is in order here in regard to this
$60,000 deposit, First of all, it must be pointed out that
according to witnesses, that sum of money was obtained by
Mrs, Aidvand on June 23 and 24 from a number of persons, The
only source which was actually checked had to do with a sum
of $15,000 which had been loaned by the Provincial Bank of
St. Eustache to Roger Aubin on a note signed by Mrs. Rivard.
With regard to the balance, Mrs. Rivard c.lgimed that she had
received it from other persons whom she named, but after
having heard the witnesses, it is cbvious that the information

ehe gave in regard to the source of those funds was not accurate,
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Yonday, June 29, 1964

The followi;'lg Monday, June 29, Masson returned
to the office where he met Gignac., He made a detailed
report to him in regard to what had taken place on June 22
and 23 during his trip to Hull; he added that he must have
got in touch once more by telephons with Mr.- Denis, but -
the latter told him that he had nothing more to say, -

Tuesday, June 30, 1964

On June 30 Rivard 1ppeared o.ncc; mﬁre bofore
Judge Claude Pr‘vost; the records ahow that. with the eonaent

of the parties, the case was postponed until July 2

Tl'uirsd.a-y, July 2, 19v6l. h

Rivard appeared once more, this time bofc;re _
Judge George Challies, Associate Chief Justice. According
to the records, Mr. Lamontagne was present, as well as .
Mr. Jos. Cbhcn, Counsel for the accused, and with the consent

of the parties, the case was postponed until July 10,

Monday, July 6, 1964

Masson is back in Montreal after his holidays,

He and Gignac are busy moving their office to i’lace Cremazie.
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After calling Mr. Denis, it was agreed. that he would go to
Ottawa to meet him, ar;d he went.>at dinner time. He rented
a room at the Chateau Laurier, and Mr, Denis joined him
around 11 p.m.” They discussed the Rivard affair. Mr, Denis
explained to him the procedurs in extradition cases. He
told him that Rivard!s case was a very serious one and that
he did not think that the Minister of Justice could reverse
the decision of the Court. - He added that he did not see

any possibility of Rivard being released on bail,

Tuesday, July 7, 1964

Masson returned to Montreal the next day, July 7.
He informed Gignac of the result of his trip and the latter

asked him to contime his approaches,

Thursday, July 9, 1964

oA Ju}y 9, Hr._Raymond Daoust, .counsel for a man
named Bomano whom the dovernment wanted to deport to the
.Unilted States, wrote to Mr. Guy Rouleau, ;sking him to intervene
on behalf ‘ot his clien£ and to secure for him an interview with
the Minister of Citizenship and Immigration. Mr. Rouleau got
in touch with the Hon. René Tremblay who suggested that he hand
over the documents to Mr, Denis wﬁo V(;\.l].d-!‘QCGIVG Mr. Daocust.
It was then agreed that the interview would be held on the 15th,

and Mr, Rouleau immediately passed on the information to Mr. Daoust,
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Friday, July 10, 1964

On July 10, before Judge Claude Prévost, Rivard,
the accused, appeared; Mr. Lamontagne was Counsel for the U.S,
government, and Messrs. Cohen and Dacust, Counsel for Rivard,
The hearing proceeded, exhidbits were filed,. admissions were
made by.the defence, and at the end of the day, with the ‘e
consent of the parties and in accordance with a document .. ...
signed by ths accused himself, the case was postponed until

- August 6,

Monday, July 13, 1964

Masson returned to Ottawa where he met Mr.: Denis.
Between the 6th and the 13th, he had seen the receipt t:)r the
$50,000 deposited with the Royal Trust Company., He noticed that
the deposit had been made :jointly by Mrs. Rivard and Gignac, as
the latter wanted to make sure that the money would be available
at any tim. Howcnr, Masson ltat.od that around 11 p.m. on July 13,
he might have uid to Mr. Denis that the sun o{ 360 (X)O had actually
been deposit.ed wlt.h t.he Royal Truat; but. he cert&inl: t,old him

e,

that he had seen t.he recoipt.

l' mosd;y; July ll.; 1961.

On July 14, Masson was in Ottawa and had breakfast
with Mr. Denis. It was on that day that Mr, Lamontagne and
Mr, Denis were in touch with each other for the first time.
Their testimony regarding the events which took place that day
are sometimes in agreement, but very often conflicting. It is
certain that during the afternoon Mr, Denis called Mr, Lamontagne
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asking him to come to Ottawa for an urgent affair, After

hearing from Mr. Guy Rouleau about the letter from Mr. Daocust,

‘Mr. Denis said that he took the matter up with the Hon. R. Tremblay

and asked permission to get in touch with the legal firm of
Geoffrion & al, in order to be brought up to date in regard to
the Bonnano case,

It is interesting to note that Mr, Denis felt
impelled to ask the Ministor'!s permission to get in touch with
the legal firm of Geoffrion & al in connection with the Bannano
affair, whereas he did not deem it necessary to ask for such a
permission from the proper authorities in regard to the Rivard
affair. On the other hand, the Hon, René Tremblay said that
he did not know that Mr. Lamontagne was coming to Ottawa on
that day, and that he had not directed Mr, Denis to ask
Mr, Lamontagne to come to Ottawa in order to discuss the
Bonnano affair, either with himself or with Mr, Denis. He
simply said that Mr. Denis had informed him that he would
inquire about the Bonnano case,

Mr. Denis stated in his testimony that when he
called Mr, Lamontagne asking him to come to Ottawa, he said
to him that the matter was urgent; he stated that inasmuch as he
was to mest Mr. Dacust the next day, the matter was really
urgent, However, Mr, Lamontagne stated that when Mr. Denis
called him, no mention was made of the matter about which he
wanted him to come to Ottawa, They first met in the office of
Mr. Denis, which is next to the Hon. R. Tremblay's office.
During the interview, Mr. Tremblay came into his office;

Mr. Denis introduced Mr. Lamontagne, but the Minister remained
only a short time. While the Minister was present, the Bonnano
case was discussed, and it was after he had left that the

Fivard affair was mentioned, It was then that Mr, Denis
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informed Mr. Lamontagne of an offer of $20,000 if he agreed .
to Rivard's release on bail; the sum of $10,000 would be paid
to hinm the next day at the Queen Elizabeth Hotel, and the .-
balance of $10,000 later on. When Mr. Lamontagne asked him
why this offer was being made, Mr. Denis said that Rivard was
a good friend of the party, that there might be elections
shortly, that Rivard's help would be required in the future,
and that the party would benefit from Rivard's release on-bail,
He added that according to information in his possession, the
R.C.M.P, had trumped up the evidence against Rivard. This
offer alleged by Mr. Lamontagne has been flatly denied by

Mr. Denis.

Around midnight, Mr. Denis and Mr. Lamontagne ' °
left the office together to go to Mr, Lamontagne's room in the
Chateau Laurier, They talked with Mrs, Lamontagne for eome -
time, and then Mrs. Lamontagne retired, They spoke once more of
the Rivard affair. Mr, Denis is alleged to have saidito::

Mr., lamontagne that the offer which he mentioned to him had -
been made at the suggestion of four persons. During the
conversation, he mentioned the name of Mr. Gélinas,

Mr. Denls admitted that he had discussed the irivard
affair while they were in the office of licn. Mr. Tremblay, but
that it was not mentioned in Mr. Lamontagne's room, However,
when Mrs. Lamontagne stated in her teatimony that she had heard
the name Rivard being uttered, Mr. Denis claimed that if the
word Rivard was mentioned, it was when he spoke about his
residence in Montreal, on Rivard Street, of two years earlier,
¥r. Denis also stated that if the name of Mr. Gélinas was
mentioned it is because he claimed having informed Mr. Lamontagne
that the Liberal Party was thinking of replacing its treasurer,
and that Senator Gélinas might be replaced by Mr, Geoffrion,-

Mr. Lamontegne's partner,
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When he interviewed Mr. Denis, on August 25,
Inspector Drapeau claimed that the following took place:
"yhile Mr. Denis was giving his statement, he would stop

"every now and then to refresh his memory and he would think

_"aloud, and at one point he reached where Mr, Masson had met

“him at Central Station, and I asked him, I said: "What did
"he ask you?" "Well, he asked me if there was anything new",

"I paid: "What did you tell him?" *"Well, he says, I told

.. "him Lamontagne thought it was a rotten thing and we shouldn't

"have anyt.ning t,o do with that,"" Mr, ,Denie subsequently
denied having made such a statement, but is it logicsl to
contendv that Inspector Drapeau would have invented it?

What concluaions should be drawn from those
happenings, in the light of the ‘statements of Mr, lLamontagne
and _Hr. Denis?, They are intimate friends who have known each
other for a nunmber of years. Since his meeting with Masson
on June‘22, Mr, Denis had known that a certain Lucien Rivard
Qes being held and that his extradition has been requested by

the U.S. goverrnment for drug trafficking. On June 21 he knew

that Mr. Lamont,agne had been the Counsel for the prosecution.

He knew that Rivard was a contributor to the election fund of
his party. He knew that a sum of 350, O(X) to 360,000 was
eveilable t.o help secure Rivard's release on bail, He knew
that hie friend, Guy Haeson, had been very active in trying
to obtain Rivard'e release on bail. He had been told that the
evidence against Rivard was pure fabrication. He had doubts
about thie information., He thought that if the request for‘
beﬂ iwex"e granted, he might benefit personally as he had
thought he might in‘ the -Stonenill case, He had an opportunity

to meet ¥r. Xaxnont;agne , because he had to familiarize himself

o S LA
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with the file in the Bonnano case, the case of a man who had
been ordered deported to the United States. He asked

Mr. Lamontagne to come and meet him in Cttawa in order to
discuss an urgent matter, without telling ‘Hm what that matter
was, During the meeting with Mr, Lamontagne, he mentioned the
Rivard affair; why, for what purpose? All he knew about that
affair was what his friend Guy Masson had told him, because

he was making representations in order to obtain the release

on bail of the accused. Since June 22, he had received telephone
calls from Masson, he had seen him again on July 6, he had seen
him the day before, on the 13th,and that very morning and each
time Masson had spoken to him about the Rivard affair. There
can, therefore, be no doubt that if Mr, Denis spoke to

Mr. Lamontagne about that affair, it was in order to obtain
his co—operation in regard to the applicatic;n for bail., He
was no doubt under the 1mpreuion, as some attornoya explained
that if the attorney for the prosecution wero not to object to
an application for bail made by an lccused, there was a good
chance that it might be grantod by the Court.

In view of all the cix-cumstancea bx'o{xght out ’dl‘u"ing
the investigation, of the improbability of the explanations
given by ¥r. Denis being true, and ospecially of the vt.estimony
of Inspector Drapeau in regard to both interviews which he had
with Mr. Denie, we must conclude that of the two statementa, it
is that of Mr. Lamontagne which must. be acceptod rather than
Mr, Denis',

There 1s, therefore, no doubt that on t.he evening
of July 14, 1964, Mr, Denis offered Mr, I.amonugne the sum of
$20,000 should he agree not to oppose Rivard's application for

bail,
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Friday, July 17, 1964

On July 17, Mr. L.amonugna 1éft hia home in order
to spend a few days with his Iather, who has a sumer residence

at. Lat.orrﬂro, ubout fiﬂ.een niles from Chicontimi.

" Sunday, July 19, 1964

* On Sunday, July 19, Mrs. Rivard called Mr, Daocust,
at his summer home, about bail for her husbind., She asked him
to return immediately to liontreal, but he refused and he said
that he would be in his office the next day.

Yonday, July 20, 1964

Cn July 20, hasson retumned to Cttawa, Questioned
about the contacts he might have had with Mr. Denis, he said
eha't;‘ 1t was "possible® that he had called him and that it
was "possible® that the livard affair had been mentioned.

The evening of t.he ‘'same day, Gignac, Mrs. Rivard and
Lechasseur met first at the Plage Idéale. In their evidence
before the Commission, the three of them claimed that they met
by chance in the Maxim Loungs restaurant where they spent the
ne'ninls. But before thsy had time to agres on what they were to
aay, Gignac had been quastioned by Inspector Drapeau in Quebec
Cit.y on September 10 and he had told him how the neeting had
been arranged. He claimed that he was at Plage Idéales
Lechasseur came around with his friend, Linda, end told him
that he wanted to speak to him, but that it was necessary for

them to go elsewhere. Then, in agreement with Mrs, Rivard,
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they decided to go to Maxim Lounge, where they probably thousht,

no doubt, that they would be in a better position to carry out

thair proposed activities away I rom prying eyus.

Vidh 60
Be[ore swmnarizing the evidence :l.n regard to the
S 5 I D s wid o Luvs e ot

cvents which took place durlng that evening, 1t. would be of
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some use to note the sequence of the telephone calls which were

made;

B PN PIERSEE

10.30 pem, ~ call by Mrs. Rivard to: Mr. Daoust;
10.45 p.m. ~ call by Mr. Daoust to Mr. Lamontagne;

11,00 p.m.' = call by‘Mr.-Daocust'to' kassonj:i: ¢

11,30 pim. ‘= call by Krs, fivard to Mr,: Daocustj vrnsn sld s

11,50 pem, ="c2ll by Gingras to Mr, -Lamontagne} b oty ol

o

12,10 a.r. - call-by Gighac'to Masson; ir

LI R A T R SO

12.40 a.m, - call by Mascon to Gignac;
1,00 a.m, ~ call by Mr. Daoust. to Hr. Lamon’,agne, .

1,30 a.m. ~ call by Gingras to Mr, Lamontagna, .
Hr. Daoust had an opportunity to apeak to

I
" 4

hr. L.xnontngne, to Mrs. R;lvard, »to kddy Lechasseur, to a

s BSOS

cortain Gingras or G:lgnac, and to hasaon Their testimonies

Tiax. LI R YR S

are conflicting and 1t is necossary to find out. the truth. "

s PO

e Mr. Dacust stated in his 'ev}_:.iﬁngg__t.hn aeveral

aect_ipn; of Inspectorq l?ra_peag' o x_-eport.‘gn, the 1n§9rjvi‘_eyy whigh
he had with him in September were not accurate, However, .

ey

Inupector Drapeau's testimony was confirmed by Sergeant Crevier.
. ey e N DR sl et AL P s )

_But no _doubt.ﬁ ve. should.,‘ take jrnto‘,‘ cons‘idver@t.iog th_at. when ,.h’. -

.spoke to the H,C.M.P, officers, he was not. undor oath, as hs

stated himself in his evidence. . i iyt gy w r e
e T PR IR ST 1 TR LIRS R e ] of
.- Mre .Daoust ‘glira/tl. "".‘.17’,34 a ca}l fr_om Mrt‘a.‘ ang_rd.
She told him that.she was with hr. ;Lechasssur and another parson
whom she did n.t .name, and she asked him to join them in order

to discuss her husband's bail,  He refused, .She added that .
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the man who was with her had a great deal of influence, and
that he knew it would be the right time to make an application
for bail within the next few days, because he was supposed to
have "approached” Mr. Lamontagne, She added: (translation)
"He claims that if he could speak to you, you would better -
understand,®

Mr. Daoust said that following that telephone call,
he was intrigued and that in order to clear the matter up, he
decided to get in touch with Mr. Lamontagne. During his testimony,
he sald and repeated that he was. convinced of the honesty and
integrity of Mr. Lamontagne, but then, if that was the case, is
it not rather strange to note that after his conversation with
Mrs. Rivard, he was, as he said himself, "mystified”, and since
he wanted to clear up ths matter, did he not have some suspicion
in regard to the matter of the alleged meetings between
Mr. Lamontagne and the unknown psrson? He called Mr. Lamontagne
in Chicoutimi.. In regard to what was said during that telephone
conversation, the statements of Mr, Daocust and of Mr. Lamontagne
are at variance, Mr, Daoust is alleged to have said first that
he wanted to know when an application for bail for Rivard could
be made, as he understood that the affair had been arranged., In
this respect, there is not much disference between the two
statements., Indeed, Mr. Dacust claimed that he said: (translation)
*Listen, Plerre, some pecple called me tonight and told me that
'ft.hey, had approached you and had talked to you about the bail and
“they are under the impression that this has been arranged";
he also added in his evidence - and this is significant -
(translation) "I said that those people had informed me that
"they had approached him, but that I did not believe it and that

"] was checking with him "to find out where matters stood®,®

He said that Mr, Lamontagne appeared_ut.oni;hed and that he
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flatly denied that that information was correct. At the end:of
the conversation, Mr. Daoust i1s alleged to have:left his -
telephone number with him so that he might call him back; for
his part, Mr. Daoust claims that it was Mr, Lamontagne who asked
him to call him back,.
As shown on the above-mentioned sequence, the
third call was made by Mr. Dacust to Masson, in Ottawa,
Mre, Rivard had told him that if he wanted confirmation of
the fact that she and her friends had influence,:ell he had- -
to do was to call Masson in Ottawa, He decided to make such-
a call, why? Was it because he was not convinced of -
Mr. Lamontagne's honesty and integrity? Mr. Daoust claims .
~ that Masson told him of meeting Mr, lLamontagne-in Uttawa .
that very morning. - But Masson's version of that conversation
is entirely differsant, He claims that Lawyer Daoust spoke
-to him of Lawyer Lamontagne, asking whether he had seen him
with respect to an application for bail, but he apparently
replied that he did not know Lawyer Lamontagne, addings "~ ’':
(translation) "that took me by ‘surprise, ‘I don't understand
"hat call very well, it was an odd story". 'Who is telling "
the truth,: Masson or Lawyer Daoust? One thing is certain: °
it is true that Masson did not know Lawyer Lamontagne.
 During the course of the fourth telephons call,’
Lawyer Daocust spoke to Madame Rivard, in the Maxim Lounge,
He told her that he had been in touch with Lawyer Lamontagne,
and that the information which she had given him was inexact,
He stated that during the same evening Mr. Lechasseur spoke '
to him over the telephons, He knew the latter well, since
he was one of his clients. '
‘.- A'little later, Lawyer Lamontagne received a

second telephone call, this time from an urknown party., The
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party called himself Gingxfas,during the course of this

conversation, He wanted to know why Lawyer Lamontagne

was being so difficult in regard to bail for Rivard, why

he was not agreeing to the presentation of the application

sor ball the next day or ths day following at the latest as

everything had been arranged. He even voiced certain threats,
) V';awyer Dgousf. then placed another call to Lawyer

Lamontagne, He apparently told him that he was calling from

his office where there were two person$ with him and that

he intended mzking two petitions in the Rivard case: one

was for an expert opinion and the other was for bail.

Lawyer Lanontagne advised him to wait until the following

week because he wanted to complete his holidays in Chicoutimi

and Lawyer Daoust finally agreed. Why did Lawyer Daoust place

this second call when, according te his own evidence, he had

already realized that he had been told a pack of lies and he

himself had already told hrs. Rivard that he had conducted

his own verification and come to the conclusion that she had

been told a pack of 1lies?

A little while later, lawyer Lanontagne
received a fourth telephone call and this came from somebody
calling himself “Bob", Ther‘e cannot be the slightest shred
of doubt, judging from the whole body of evidenice, that this
"Bob™ was tiobert Gignac. Some of his friends, - and this
was particularly so in the case of Rivard, - called to rive
evidence §e£ore thia Coomission, designat:egl quert. Gig;\ac
as "Bob"-, whenever they spoke about him, Vas heﬂ the one who
made the i‘irat é&ll? e cmﬁot be .suré that such was the
case, but one thing ia certain, the call at issue was made
from the taxim Lounge, He then repeated to lMr, Lamcntagne
thut everything had been arranged, he had been paid, and he

asked him why he wasn't co-operating.
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" We draw the following conclusfons from these

4 Y

events of July 20, in the evening:
" ‘There was a méeting in the Haxim Lounge between
Mrs. Rivard, Linda Dumont, Eddy Lechasseur and Robert Gignac.

There were telephone calls made by Mrs, Rivard, Eddy Lochasseur,

Gignac and Lawyer Daoust. ‘It ‘is possible that Gignac made ' '

his last call from a place other than the Maxim lounge because

the Bell Telephone Company checked on all’ eans made from the -
Maxim Lounge ‘and could cnly verify one c¢all, made that evening '
from the Maxim Lounge to Chicoutimi, Ubviously, Lawyer Dacust
was pressed, in no uncertain terms, to prepare a petition for

bail at once becausc he was piven evcry assurance that Lawyer

G EEREER S

Lanontagne had accepted money not to oppose bail,
" There-can therefore ba no doubt whatsoever that

t

on thzt evening of July 2V, Lawyer' Lamontagne was subjected
to very 'strong and weighty preassures to'induce him to consent '
to tail for Hivard.' His mother was aware the ‘calls were made '
and, although she could not hear what was said on the telephone,’

BN

she tcld the Commission that her son was extremely upset.";i" T

i.ndeed; he was 50 upset that his tension worried har.

. . N St : B T e S SPE N T NI I N

Vednesday, July 22, 1964 * '~

o . . . Gt et ‘,;1.{.(‘" N

Dn Ju.ly 22, Lawyer Lamontagne piace a long-
P R ITRE RIS RS S

distance call to Lawyer Denis in Ottawa. He let. hin Imow
»e LMABAR LA

he had had several telephone calls durinr t.he ni; ht ér the

P
vt e o

20th thmugh to t.he 21st and that one ol‘ t.hese calle had been

% o C e . HP A

from a party claiming t.o be a friend of Lawyer Denie. He t.hen

“ L e

advised Lawyer Denh to (translat.ion) "Ham his boya to 1et.

s
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him alone" and if he didn't do so, he would go to the
R.C.M,P, Llawyer Denis answered that he would lock after
the matter right away and that he was very sorry.

On the same day, Lawyer Lamontagne had an
opﬁortunit.y to teli Sergga.n{ Crevier everything that had ‘
happenéd, and to ask for protection, He told him he had
received four telephone calls, two of which were from |
Lawyer Dacust, one frem somebody calling himself 'Bob" and
the other from a party called Gingras. Sergeant Crevier
suggested that he should call Inspector Carriéi'e if he
was worried about anything because he himself was on

holiday until August 8,

Monday, July 27, 1964

" It was on July 27 that Lawyer Lamontagne
returned to his office. During the ensuing days, he
claims he heard rumours, particularly in the Court-house,

that he had accepted a bribe in the Rivard case.

RUMOURS OF A BRIBE OFFER
TO LAWTER LAMONTAGNE.-

According to evidence, given before this Comission,
there does not seem to be any doubt whatsoever that rumours of
this kind were rife, even outside of the Court-house. 1In giving
evidence, Masson stated that on July 2/, he had learned that
Lawyer Lamontagne had accépted money. Lawyer Joseph Cohen
heard the same story, as did Lawyers Raymond Bernier and Jean-

" Claude Pothier. The R.C.M.P. officers had heard, from early
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July onward, that there was a considerable sum of money -
available for any one w'illing\to lend a ' hand in the "Rivard
case",

Commissioner McClellan had the same rumour
reported to him in August or September and believes he spoke
of it to the Hon, G. Favreau. '

Superintendent Fraser also had heard the story:
"Just a paf'agraph in the file, as I remember, that there was
"3 rumour that there was money available to assist him getting
"bail,"

For his part, Inspector Carrildre confirms this"
rumour was golng around. o :

Sergeant Crevier gives the following answers to
questions put to hm‘_iﬁ‘thia'{-egggdg (page 1204) (t.ranslation)
"Q, Monsieur Crevier, during this telephone conversation,
"(that of August 2Q) you did hear mention of a.possible bribe
"offer by Mr. Raymond Denis to )(r. Pierre la{mgnt,agne? ;Iq
"that true? = . ) Co '

"A, I heard talk, yes, Mr, Lamontagne saying to Mr. Denis .
"to remember the ten thousand dollars ($10,000).

Q. Waa-that. the first time you heard any one refer to a
"poasible offer of money. béing made to Hf. Herre Lamontagne?
"A. The twentieth? (20)

"Q. That day of aAugust 20, 1964%.

"A., No, it wasn't the first time,

"The first time was August 11, when I was in the R.C.H.P, office.”

. Tuesday, July 28, 1964

-On July 28, Lawysr lLamontagne met Lawyer Daocust at

Chez son Fdre restaurant., They lunched tugether and parted
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company around five o'clock in the afternoon. There is no
doubt that the main topic of that sfternoon's conversation
was the Bonnano case, but there is not the slightest doubt
either that mention wae also made of the Rivard case. The
telephone calls of July 20 were mentioned. Laﬁyer Daoust
apparently said that he had been approached by two people
who claimed they had arranged bail for Rivard. These two
persons told him that lawyer Lamontagne had received the sum
of $10,000, which sum they claimed had been paid to lawyer
Lamontagne in Ottawa. When interrogated in regard to this
interview Lawyer Dacust denjed certain of the statements
made by Lawyer Lamontagne but was not very categoric in
his refutal. He made remarks to the effect that: (translation)
9T don't remember in any positive way", for instance, and
(translation) "Lawyer lamontagne may have spoken to me of
"the fact that the person who contacted him in Ottawa had
"offered him money, that's possible. I can't say no". It
should be noted all the same that in the course of the
interview he hgd with the R.C.M,P,, sccording to Inspector
Drapeau's report, he did say that he had heard rumours to
the effect that Lawyer lamontagne had been subject to

pressures exsrcised with a view to secure his consent to bail,

Wednesday, July 29, 1964

On the following day, July 29, lawyer Lamontagne
met Lawyer Daocust in his office and the Rivard case arose

during their conversation,
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End of July, 1964

————— - -

It does seem that Gignac, Masson, lechasseur
and Mrs. Rivard, as well as Lawyer Denis, dropped their

activities at this time. They no doubt realized by this

time that offers made and pressures exercised up to date

had not borne any fruit.

But if we are to shéd further light on the
events that had taken ﬁlac; up to that time, and 1f we are
to properly judge the ;vidence given by the different actors
in this drama, we must study further certain events that
transpired during the months of August and Sept?mber.

On August 4, Laﬁyer Lamontagne returned from
the Courthouse to his office and found ényhis de;k a
petition for bail signed by Lawyers Daoust and Cohen.

This proved a great sufprise to him because lawjer Dédﬁst,
out of town on holidays at thoufime, had told him some days
earlier and repeated on several subsequent occasjons that
he would not be submitting a re~uest for bail for the
moment . 4

Lawyer Lamontagne learned from Lawyer Cohen
that he had received a letter from Lawyer Daocust, who was
ocut of town travelling; the letter was a request that
Lawyer Cohen should present this petition for bail on the
sixth., The hearing was postponed until the 12th and finally,
Lawyer Cohen decided to withdraw it.

On August 19, Lewyer Denis was interrogated
by Insnector Drapeau, Being advised at the outset of the
interview that he was to be questioned on the Rivard cace,
Mr, Denis at once stated that all he knew of this case was

what he had read in the newspapers. After ccnsiderable



hesitation, he did say that, one night, he had had a call

from Mr. Guy Masson, whom he had previously met at political
organizaiion meetings. Masson stated he was accompanied by

a man c@lleci "Bob;' and 8ll he wanted was expiana(ions in

regard to proceedings followed in extradition cases, Lawyer
Denis answered Masson that this was & case handled by the
Department of Justice and thst he might possibly see Mr, Letendre
in this regard. During the course of this interview Lawyer Denis
stated that his participation in the Rivard case had been limited
to this one meeting with Masson.

CnVAugust 20, Lewyer Denls teléphoned to Lawyer

Lamontagne. Sergeant Crevier listened in to this conversation
and repbrf.éd the substance of it. Lawyer Denis denied that

he had Aoffered'any mnei to help secure bail [o-r 'Rivard,

but he did make certain statements which are important and

mist be noted, He did say to Lawyer Lamontagne that this

wae a frightful situation, that on the previous day, he had

been lntermgafed by Inspector Di-apetu: (translation) "You
"promised me," he saild, "that you wouldn't breathe a word to

"a soul, You givé me yo;lr oath you wouldh't." He added:

%I am ruined,” When lawyer Lamontagne reminded him that he

had offered him $10,000 in Ott.aua, he replied, (translation)
"are you sure, Pierré, are ydu sure 1 mentioned money to you?"
Lawyer Lamontagne then asked who was behind the whole affair,
and he replied, (translation) ™I cannot tell you. I am
" mgoing to talk to Minister Favreau about it, and I will tell
him." It was after that, that Lawyer lamontagne reminded him
that on July 22, he had called him from Chicoutimi,
Consequently, when Lawyer Denis made the statements which we

have just quoted, he could not possibly have made them in
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reference to tle telephone conversation of July 22, as he
claimed had been the case, tecause at the tire he did make
them, he did not remembgr this t.elrzphom_.; call at all, He
added: (translation) "I should never‘have rot involved in a
"matter like that." |In spea}d.ng of his interview withy I;lspector
Lrapeau on the pr;eviouslday; he said he had denigd -eyeryt‘,hing,
had, in fact, said nothing. He acded }30 would be xjetl_xgning
to see Inspector Drapeau on the following day and would ‘mke
a complete statement, 7
On August 24, Lawyer DeniA again lhad an

interview with Inspector Drapeau. He stated his readineag
to prepare a st,atement; but before he proceedesd to do =0,
some discussion tcok place as to what had actually been said
in the course of the f1r§t interview. From Inspe:ct{or; D@mau'a
evidence, it is quite kclevar that Lawyer De;lis wa§ Ar:ecalcit,‘rant.
in giving infomation during this aecon& ~int.ervi‘ew, and at,tiempt.ed
to provide a vérsion that cleared him ot; blame“rat.her than a
version that was Vt.ruly in consonance with -t.he 4facts as hg '
knew them to be., Sergeant Kcleod told us, in giving evidence:
"he had all the attributes 6;; a h;:stile. v;itr;ess".

. Un August 31, Lawyer Denis 1n£onned t)‘x; Hon,
René Tremblay, his hinister, of the charge broughg against him
by Lawyer Plerre lampn;agne. The _M{niatep rot in touch with
the Hon, Guy Favreau, Minister of Justice, who~ admittced that.
he was aware of t.hes’e charges and agreed‘ f.c adviise the Prime
Mnister. Lawyer Denis was suspended from the exercise of hia
duties fcr the lifetime of the investigation and, finally, on
September 21, he handed in his resignation, at the requea?7

of the lion, tené Tremblay,
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The evidence cocncerning the events involving
Masson, Gignac, Lechasseur and Mrs, Rivard and in which
Lawyer Denis was involved, lead us to the following con-
clusions. -There can be no doubt that the one who first set
these events in motion was iiobert Gignac, a very close friend
of Lucien Rivard, From the very outset, he was quite
determined in his attempt to use corruption and political
influences in order to secure his friend's liberaticn, He
had been associated with Guy Masson in business enterprises
for some time, He was aware that Masscn visited (ttawa fre-
quently, and that Masson had friends amongst the leaders of
the party in power. He convoked Mrs. Pd.vard, introduced her
to rasson to whom the sum of &»1 000.00 was ha.nded. |

-

Masson came 1nto t.he game perfectly willingly, -
let there be no doubt on this score, - sumising 1n all ‘
probability that he stood to gain a very substantial reward,
He was, as we have seen earlier, on intimate terms with Lawyer
Denis, and decided to exploit this relationship to the full.
He went to meet Lawyer Denis and asked him to help secure the
liberation of Rivard, telling him that $50,000 or $60,000 was
available for that purpose, Unfortunately, Lawyer Denis cid
not perhaps fully realize on what dangerous grounds he was
adventuring by lernding a favourable ear to hasson's represen-
tations., He forgot the warning he had had from his Minister,
the Hon., Hené Tremblay, whoege instructions had been that
Masson should never set foot in his offices again., Denis'
position as Assistant to the Minister of Citizenship and
Imnigration secured advantages that might prove useful in
setting aside obstacles lying in the way of taking the very

steps that Masson was askirg him to take. Wwithout thinking
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over the matter sufficiently, and knowing that his friend

Mr, Pierre Lamontagne was acting on behalf of the prosecution
in the Rivard case, he took advantage of an opoortunity - -
offered to him to have Mr. Lamontagne come to ses him in‘
Ottawa on July 14. He believed that by offering him

$20,000 he could secure his help in achieving the desired

end,

CONCLUSIONS ' - ) T

- - -

There is no doubt that Hrs. Rivard Edciv

Lechassour, Robert. Gignac and qu Hasson consplred to

i

obstruct the course of justice. 'rhere cannot be any doubt.

F

either that Lawyer Denis did ofter t.o Lawyer IAmont.agne a

sum of 820,000 to obstmct. the course of 1ustice.

E




PRIMA FACIE EVIDENCE

- The Order in Council asks me to state whether
an analysis of the facts proves there is "prima facle evidence
%4n relation to the activities of an emnloyee of Goverrment or
nan officer of a department or any person involved in the
vallegations®,

The elements of prima faclie evidence were clearly
set forth by Counsel André Desjardins. "Generally speaking,"
he said, "the Crown must, in criminal cases, establish
"evidence that is not only consistent with the guiit of the
raccused but must equally establish evidence that leaves no
"reasonable doubt as to culpability.

"In other words, not only the accused is never
"obliged to prove his irmocence, but he camot be condemned
"3f the evidence established by the Crown leaves a reasonable
"doubt,

"In these circumstances, prima facie evidence
"would be evidence containing all the factors that constitute
nthe offence and so presented that if no other evidence were
"brought forward in opposition, it would justify the jury to
"hand down a verdict of guilt,

"When the Crown establishes a prima facie case,
"an accused may not be found to be not guilty except by dis-
"charging the burden he now has of proving not his innocence,
"tut that there is reasonable doubt as to whether he was
"guilty or not.

"In this inGuiry, there 1s no accused and, in
"consequence, all persons, including those who might be consldered
nas accused have been questioned. This means that the Commission

n"shall have to ask itself the following question: 4in the face




"of the proven facts, does the Commission have evidence
"that would Justify a jury in handing-dawn a verdict of
*euilty, and would not Justify a jury in handing down a
"verdict of not guilty based not upon evidence that any
"party has proven his innocence, but rather that he has -
nziven rise to a reasonable doubt.” (translation) °

After listening to the evidence concerning
relevant facts both in support of and in contradiction -
to the allegations that brought this inquiry into being,
after having heard the arguments of Counsels for all
interested parties and after, in this first part of my .
report, reaching the conclusions arising from evidence,
I find no difficulty in reaching the conclusion that - .
there is certainly "prima facie™ evidence of an offence
under the Criminal Code, ° e

67
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SECOND SERIES

———— e o o e e e e

Early August 1964

We shall now analyze what has earlier been
described as the second complex of events which led to this
inquiry, events involving Mr. Raymond Rouleau, Lawyer Guy
Houleau, Lawyer Guy lord and Mr, André Letendre.

In giving evidence, Lucien Rivard stated that
his wife, who came to visit him in prison, had told him cof
the steps she was taking to secure the services, to use her
own expression, of an (translation) "expert in extraditions",
but steps as we know, which had no other purpose than to obtain
the release of her husband on bail, On two or thres occasions,
he also was visited by Gignac, He knew that a sum of $1,000
had been handed to lasson and he had been kept informed of
the latter's activities, but he had not been told the name
of the psrson with whom Masson had got in touch with to
sacure that release on bail which he so anxiously desired.

In- the course of one of the visits Gipnac made to
him early in August, w~hen Gignac told him Masson was working
very hard and expected results, Rivard wags under ths impression
that (translation) "Masson had laid hold of the 31,000 but
“wouldn't get very far®, adding: (translation) *I told him
*they were nothing but a gang of fuckers and if he played me
"a dirty trick, I would settle with him", He stated that what
he was concerned about, above all else, was bail, (Translation)
"hen you're in jail," he sald, "you're not anxious about getting
*information, what you want is to get freed on bail, That's all
"you should think about." And he added that at the beginning of
August when he saw that no one was getting anywhere and that
there were no concrete results to all these steps, he asked

his wife to see Mr, Raymond Rouleau,
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When questioned about his relations with Rivard,
and about the steps he had taken, Mr. Raymond Rouleau markedly
gave the impression he was telling the truth and telling all
he knew. He had known Rivard for eight or ten years. In 1960,
he and his brother Lawyer Guy Roulesu had helped Rivard secure
a licence to sell beer at the Plage Ideale., On June 17, 1964,
he had travelled to Ottawa with Rivard, to see Lawyer Guy Rouleau
and secure his help to obtain either the relecase or the transfer
from New Westminster penit.e.ntiary to St. Vince_nt. de Paul peniten-
tiary of Rivard's frie_nd Bob Tremblay.

Early in August, he received a visit from
Mrs, Rivard, accompanied by Eddy Lechasseur, She told him she
wanted to secure the release of her husband on bail. She asked
him to get in touch with his brother, Lawyer Guy Rouleau, in
Ottawa, During the course of this conversation, she mentioned
the services lucien Rivard l.'md already given in election campaigns
and might give in future campaigns. She added she would pay all
the expenses, whatever they might come to.

After this interview, Mr. Raymond Rouleau spoke with
Lawyer Guy Rouleau in Ottawa, He told him of the request made
on behalf of Rivard, spoke of Rivard's past and future services
and asked Lawyer Guy Rouleau to help secure Rivard's release on
bail, Lawyer Cuy Rouleau promised to look after the matter and
keep him informed., At that time, Mr., Raymond Rouleau did not know
Lawyer Pierre Lamontagne, lawyer Denis, lawyer lord, nor did he
know Masson, But he did know Mr, letendre. (translation) "Mrs,
"Rivard called me up frequently,® he told the Commission, and
"I left her under the impression that things were going well be-
"cause I was sorry for her. 1 did speak with Mr, Letendre once
"on the telephone., That was during a telephone conversatinn which
"I had had with my brother. At the outset, my brother told me

"things were going well, things seemed to be going well. Then



he introduced Mr. Letendre bo ma over the.telephone though
"wlt.hout t.elling me uho he was, and 1 didn't. know. Uhat I
"remember Jof this conversation is that Hr. Leten:ire wanted
"to ue me, uith nq brother, 1n Hontreal I.at.er, I asked
"nw brother how it was that Hr. Intendre hadn't. come and he

"u:l.d 1t ‘was nll over.

Tuesday, August 4, 1964

>

Thia was the date on which t.he petition for bail

fox

on behalf of R.hu'd was eervad to lauyer La.rmn’t.agno. This

+

, m a.lao t.he day uhen he received a telephone call Irom
Hr. Guy I,ord, and the converaation \d.t.h the latter ia the
anbject. ot a apecial chapter conceming Hr. Ouy I.ond.

af a1

' Tuesday, Auguetwll, 1964 \

‘rhe hearing in regard t.o the pet.it.ion Ior ba.il

s W

which was to have been on August. 6 was postponed until August

12.( Now, on Auguet 11, Hr. Pierre Imntagne receiVed a tele~

phone eall tm Hr. André Iatendre, Chief Execut.ive Assistant

to the Hinist.er of Justice, and this telephone call is also

the oubjrect of a apechl ehapt.er concerning Mr. André Letendre.
0\ t.he same day, lauyer anontagne also received

a telephone un fronm Hr. Cuy Rouleau, whose part. in t.he Riurd
‘ cuo 13 t.he oubject of the l‘ollo\d.ng chapt.er.

-
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ACTIVITIES OF LAWYER GUY ROULEAU

Lawyer Guy Rou]‘.eali”na’s been M.P,., ‘;for‘ﬁoilgrdj’ .
riding, in Ottawe‘eince 1953. He is a former Secretary for
Canada of the Liberal Youth, was President of the Liberal Youth
of Canada from 1951 to 1951., end up untn the end of November
1964, he was Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime ‘Minister of
Canada,

Early in Auguct 1961., his brother Raymond contacted
him about Rivard We need not here go over the facts already
known, namcly that Raymond Rouleau is very active politically,
and is a cloce friend of Rivard. In 1960 Mr. Ouy Rouleau and
his brother Md helped secure a beer licence for the Plage Ideale
resort. On June 17, Mr. Roulea.u had had an opportunity to meet
Rivard who had esked him to make representations, to the Parole
Board, in respect of securing the liberation of his friend Bod
Tremblay, who uas then held in New Wee.tmineter penitentiary.

And, 1ndeed I.awyer leeau did make these repreeentat:lons as

he had been requested by R.ivard and hc filed as an exhibit

the correspondence exchanged on the eubject; 1’» -
, In fact he had Alreedy, in the fall of 1963. -

made an epplieation 1n reepect of the same 1ndiv1d\iel. On

October 23, 1963, ‘he had written to Lewyer B. codbout, : '

Secretary of the Parole Board edvising him that Gaston

Clermont intended to employ T;en:blay as soon as he ehould be

released, Hs letter was sign-d: Guy Rouleau, H P. for Dolhrd.

On November 6, 1963, Lawyer Godbout wrote to Mr. Rouleau to

state that his representations would be submitted to the Board.

On December 18, 1963, Mr. Godbout again wrote to Mr, Rouleau

to advise him that his request on behalf of Tremblay had been

refused but would com= up for consideratinon again on

October 3, 1964. On July 17, 1964, that is about three months




Mr. Rouleau, writing on paper headed "Prime Ministert's Office",
advised Mr. Godbout that Lucien Rivard, in Montreal, was pre-
pared to offer a job to Tremblay. He concluded this letter in
the following terms: (translation) "Please believe that I
"shall be most grateful for anything you can do in order to
"secure the provisional liberation of monsieur Tremblay®, and
he signed "Guy Rouleau, M.P., Parliamentary Secretary to the
"Prime Minister". On August 17, Mr. Godbout acknowledged receipt
of this letter and on October 5, 1964, writing on behalf of the
Board, Mr. Cook advised Mr. Rouleau that consideration of
Tremblay's request had been postponed until September 23, 1946,

This correspondence ‘18 of no importance to the
present inquiry excent that it indicates that in July 1964,

Mr. Rouleau deemed it advisable to use paper headed "Prime
"Minister's Office” and his own office of Parliamentary Secretary
to the Prime Minister, to intervene on behalf of an individual,
who had been sentenced to t;enty years in the penitentiary,

in 1955.

Fr;m the description supolied him by his brother
Raymond, Mr. Rouleau believed that Hivard lived in his own
riding and it was only, as he stated before the Cormission,
on the very morning of the day when he gave his evidence that
he learned that, in fact, Rivard lived in the riding neighbour-
ing on his own,

When Raymond called him up, early in August, he
told him that Rivard had been arrested and he wanted him to
take steps for the purpose of obtaining his release on bail, He
told Mr, Guy Rouleau that Mrs, Pivard had pald him a visit and
had asked him to intervene on her husband's behalf. She had
told him she had all the money needed to obtain Rivard's re-
lease on bail and that she would help hinm in hias election

organization and business,
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In the course of his interview with the R.C.M.P.,
faymond douleau stated that Mrs, wtivard had given him to
understand that she would contribute any monies needed to the
election fund but in giving evidence before our Commission,
he claimed that the translation of this part of his statement
to the R.C.M.P, had not been accurate,

ipn giving evidence, Mr. Guy Houleau confirms that
it was early in Auguat that his brother Raymond mentioned the
iivard case to him. He added: (translation) "He asked me if
"I could do anything useful; he did tell me that a petition
"for bail had been turned down and that Rivard!s wife was most -
"{nsistent that her husband be releasocd on Lail," adding:
(translation) "I said to my brother, - very well, I'1l enquire .
“at the Department of Justice and find out what the position
"{s in this case, and then, should making representations to
“"the hinister of Justice seem to bev the proper course, will
"make them,"

The first step taken by Mr. Rouleau, lswyer, was to
go and see Mr, Guy Lord, lawyor, and he described this meeting
to us in the following terms: (trans]:ation) "] told him that my
"brother Raymond, in Ste.-Rose, had called me over the 'phone to-
"tell me that Rivard was in Jail and to ask me to enquire into
"the possibilities of securing bail.,” A little later, he repeated:
(translation) "ihen my brother had mentioned the ivard case to-
“me, h2 had asked ms to enquire into.the possibilities of securing
"bail. That was the purpose of my going to see Guy Lord and
"Letendre.” We further noted in his evidence: (translation) "1
"belisve I asked Lord and Letendre for irformation &0 as to be in

"a position to jwige what the possibilities of securing bail nl-‘ht;

e, It was with this purpose in mind that I went to see Guy Lord

"and Letendre,” and a further quotation from the M,P.'s evidence

reads: {translation) 91 believe that I asked iord and letersire to get

"inforuation so as to ascertain what bail possibilities mirht be,



T4

K

~"m!n.ght: be, and then I would have been in a poaition to make
"representations t.o the Hinister of Justice." Aga.in, wa note
‘the following question put. to hi.m: (translation) A
™. Did you think uvthing could be done in Ot.t.a.wa on behalf
"of a man held under arrest in Hontrea.l?
“A. I never realh believed this but on the othor hand, I was
"under the ilmpression that lawyer Iamontay\e was acting on be-
"half of tho Dcpa.rt.mant ot Juatico md 1 anm aware that, in
"casea liko this one, t.ho lawyers do get t.hair inatructions
"gither to raiao an objecuon or t.o allow t.hc defence to peti-;
‘wtfon for ball and then the Judge will decide for himself, and
nit is inore‘ .or less :alon'g £hose iines 'that‘reprosent'at.ién!s ‘m
"be made. It's oneof the Minister's pr&ogdtivis to 1ssue
"precise instruction to counul whom he has appoi.nted and then
nitts up to the Judges to give their decision."
" This clearly describes the state of mind in which
Mr. Rouleau first approached Mr. lord, r. Letendre, and even—
' tim.uy Mr. hmontagni. He took the -teps he did, &8s he left
us to {xrid;ratlm," ‘bocéuie hi's ‘bi'b't.her hﬁ told him t.hat Rivuvd
lived in his riding, had help;d' in election campaigns, was an ;
important businessman from whom help might be expected in the
future. ‘ 4 '
He did go to see lawyer lnrd, asked him to get in
touch with Lawyer lamontagne in order, as he said himself
(translation) "to get information® in regard to bail pobsibliities
for Rivard. | ' h
later in the day of that same August 4, Lawyer Rouleau
again saw lawyer lord, who described the conversation he had had
with lawyer Lamontagne and reported the conclusion which he
had reached, nanely that the position takmin the case by the
R.C.M.P. vas perfectly clear and there would be no point in
seeing the Minister. In giving evid&;cd in regard to this point,
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lawyer iord told us: {translation) "The ppsit.ion was so clear
*cut that that is bwhat. I told lawyer-Roulgau ard he seemgd
"quite satisfiéd".... "'I.reported to Lawyer iiouleau that Lawyer
v"Lamontagne had received a request for bail, but there was
"nothing to be done. I did tell him that, in my view, there
"was no reason to see the Minister and the position of the
"R,C.M.P, was unequivocal."» |

lgwyer ‘Ronleau claims th;at. » notwithstanding the )
.nport he had had from Lawyer Lord, the position wasn't clear
to him, He told ths Commissiont (translation) "I did not
wunderstand what he told me very well®, adding however: (trans-
lation) *he did report the conversation he'd had with Lawyer
"hﬁonhgm to me, aﬁd spoke about the U.S. Government", re-
peating (t.mnslia_tion) "but I didn't understand wh:zt it was
"3l11 about”, l{e‘ even qugat.ionod the veracity of the report
Lawyer lord h_u:l nade to rhim (trnnslat.iqn) L) ¢ ‘yqsn't. convinced
"that he hndighphoned Lﬁyer Lamontagne® he told us,

\\.hon 1nt.orvieved by Inspector Drapeau, he even stated
that hwyer Lord had not reported his convorsation with Mr. Lemcn-
tagne back to him. These and other statements of like nature,
given during the course of his cvider;co, raised certain juestioans
in our mind concerning his credibility, ile claims that certain
of the facts as dot‘:cribed in the rgport which Inspector Urapeau
drafted after Lnt,niwing him on September 17 were mcgmte,
and Lawyer Rouleau attributed these inaccuracies to faulty trans-
lation, After having seen srd heard Inspector Drapeau and Mr.
wuleau we prefer to believe the version of Inapector Drapeau,

In giving evidence about lord's reyort cn his own comgpntion

with Kr. Lawontagne, Kr, Cuy Houleau said: (translation) "what I may
*have underatood of whut he uld, to me was that following the
*telephone call he'& put through to lamontagne, nothing cquln be
“dons and in fact that's what I did gather frum my conversation
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"with him", and he added later: (translation) "after he'c spoken
"with Lawyer Lamontsgne, Lawyer lord reported to me that it
"would be quite impossible to get bajl., He did report, to me.
"The report was precise., There was nothing to be done."
Obviously, it is difficult to reconcile statements such as these
with the earlier statements in which he had described the infor-
mation given him by lord as neither clear nor precise, in fact
as being so vague as to have led him to doubt whether Mr. Lord
really had called up Mr. lamontagne on the telenhone or not.

It is common knowledge that Lawyer Cuy Lord was
only the Special Assistant to the Minister of Justice, whereas
Mr. Ancré Letendre is Executive Assistant, Obviously, Mr. Le-
tendre holds a superior position within the departmental hierarchy
then did Lawyer lord. Now, having failed to achieve satisfactory
results through the intermedisry of Lawyer Lord, lawyer Cuy Rouleau
waited until Mr, Letendre had returned to his office on August 11,
to speak to him about the Rivard case. He gave the sare ex-
planations to Mr, Letendre that he had already given to Mr. Lord,
namely, that he had received representations from his brother
Raymond, and he requested Mr, Letendre to call Mr. lLamontagne,
In his own evidence, Mr. letendre told us that M,P, Rouleau had
advised him the case involved narcotics, that he wanted to see
the Minister and wanted Mr. Letendre to get fuller informatien and
find out what the bail possibilities were, The meeting here re-
ferred to, between M.P, Houleau and ¥r, letendre, was around 12,390
pem. It should here be pointed out thut Mr. Letendre was also
under the impreesion that the Counsel for the Government receives
his instructions from the Attorney General of Canada and he gave
the Commission the following explanation: (translation) "...if
“the Attorney General states that, in a gliven case, bail may be

“granted, 1 am well aware, of courte, that the decisions of a
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"Court must never be interfered with, but I suppose that before
"giving his decision, a Judge listens to the defence and to the
"Crewn,® There cannot be any doubt, therefore, that both Lawyer
Roulsau and Mr. André Letendre were convinced that instructions
could be issued by the Minister to the Crown Prosecutor, advising
him either to agree to granting or to oppose granting of bail,

Mr. Letendre and M,P, Rouleau met several times during
the course of that day. In giving evidence, both men agreed
that towards the end of the afternoon, Kr. Letendre told lawyer
Rouleau thit he had put a call through to lLawyer Lamontagne and
there were no chances of getting bail for Rivard. It is at that
moment thst Lawyer [louleau apparently said: (translation) I
*know because I've been in touch with Lamontagns myself™,

Now, according to the whole of the evidence, this-
is not what happened, The evidence Lawyer lLamontagne gave amd
the statement given by Lawyer iouleau to Inspector Drapeau on -
September 17 clearly indicates that Mr, Letendre had time to make
his report to Lawyer houlesu before the latter him.elf called vp
lawyer Lamontagne. Inspector Drapesu was most explicit in re-
rorting hia interview with hr. Guy rouleau: (trznslation) “He
ncertainly tolu me th.t he had called up Luviontane after Lete:rdre
*had reported to him on the conversiation ha himself kad had with
"Lamontagne,” l'urthurmore, the evidence given before this Com-
mission certainly shows that the telephone calls were made in
the order in which lawyer Rouleau described in talking with In-
spector Drapoiu; Lhis evidence also shows that lLawyer Houleau saw
Mr. Letendre after the latter's call to lawyer Lamontagne ani before
his own call to Lawyer Lamontagne, and comequently he could nct
have said himself, at that time: (Lranslation) "I've already been

™in touch with Lamontagne.,”
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There is no mirked difference in the versions pgiven
respectively by Lawyer Lamontagne and Lawyer itouleau about this
particular telephone conversation of theirs. Mr. Lamontarne
says that Mr. douleau prefaced his remarks by asking whether hs
liked working for the Departmant of Justice, He reminded him
that he has been well treated by the party, and spoke to him of
the cases entrusted to him by the Federal Goverrment. The
evidence reads as follows: (translation)

"Qe To summarize, you asked him whether he was satisfied with
"the cases he was receiving from the Federal Government?

"A. Well, whether he were pleased about the cases he was
"receiving from the Federal Government, - the exact tams used
"in that conversation, I do not recall.

"Q. I quote .,..

"A, He asked me, for instance, if I were happy in my new duties
"and 1 enquired as to how things were in his office, and 1 knew
"quite well of course that the Geoffrion & Frud'homme law fimm
"were quite {requently called upon to act on behalf of the Covern-
"went; I spoke cf that, Uut the exact Lerns that wers used,
"four lordship, I don't remember them."

lie then spoke of the Hiverd case and bail possibilities,
He utked who the Julge was handling the case., He stated that he
and hi_s brother iaymond were prepared to guarantee that Rivard
would remain available to the Court if he were freed on bail.
Lawvyer Lamontagne's version of the conversation wac that Lawyer
#ouleau l!;lded that the Party was dissatisfied with his attitude
in the Hivard case, but Lawyer :ouleau denies having said that,
However, he did close the conversation with the remark thit he
would be calling up again around 8 o'clock in the evening, No
doubt, this was to see whit lawyer Lamontasne's reaction would be
after he had had a few lours to think over what he had just told
him, lawyer lamontagne then arransed with the A,C.¥.P. to have

the propored tslephone call tape-reccrded, but it was never made.
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The next day, August 12, Lawyer Rouleau once
again called up lLawyer Lanontagne and asked him what had .
happened when the petition for baiil had been submitted in
Court during the forenoon of phat day; Lawyer lamontagne
replied that Lawyer Cohen had withdrawn the application and
this put an end to the conversaticn,

Hr. Rouleau subsequently had a meeting with his
brother Haymond at the Dagwood restaurant and advised him
that the Minister of Justice had counselled him to have
nothing to do with that case,

In his statement to Inspector Drapeau on .?eptembgr 9,
Mr. Raymond llouleau stated that his brother Guy had told him he
would be receiving a visit from the R.C.H.l". about the itivard case,
On the other hand, when Mr. Guy Rouleau was interviewed by the
same Inspef:t.or on September 17, he was asked whether he was aware
of the reason why the i{.C.K.P. wers quest_ioning hinm and he anewered
that he supposed it must be about a traffic violation and in
giving evidence, he repeated that it was only on the day of the
interview itself that he learned that an H.C.M.P. irvestigation.

into the tlvard case was under way,

QURCLUSIONS o=

These facts clearly indicate that hr. Cuy douleau tiis=d
to use his influence as Parliarentary Assistant to the Prime
Hinister to secure the release of Lucicn itdvard on’bail. .

He Tirst asked Mr. Lord, the cxecutivae Assistant Lo
the hinister of Justice, to telephone to Mr. Lamcntapgne, S.i‘n.c'e
this did not yicld satiefactory results, he t‘héll went to
¥r. A. ietendre, .xecutive Assistant to the sams Hinister, -
the man responsille, as he thought, for issulng instructions to
Mr. lamontagne. tinally, not satisfied with wr. Letendrn's
report, he himsalf used the prestige attendant upon his fosition

]

as Farliamentary Cecretary to the Prime Finister.



There is no doubt at all ;,hat Mr., Rouleau
attempted to influence Mr. Lamontagne, with a view to securing
Lucien ivard's release on bail,
An intervention of this sort, particularly coming
from a person in authority, certainly constitutes a reprehensible
“ act, because it comes into conflict w_it.h the normal course of
Justice; but it does not constitute an act within which are
to be found the elements essentisl in the perpetration of a
-ceriminal act,

“«

LAWYER GUY LORD -

Lauyﬁr Gi.q lord is ;1 lawyer; aged 25, .I.[n Augus:t. 1964,
i\o was Speeial Auiatant.‘ to Lh; Minister of Justice. He is now
vatu‘lying at. Oxford, 111 l:‘ngland. He was ndmittod to the practice
of law 1n June 1963. He then decided to request. admission to
‘Murrield Coilégé, at Oxford. Ho obtained a grant from the
VCa.mda Councn. At thc aw;bestion of Mr. Maximillien Caron.
) Dom‘of the Faculty of uw at. the University of Mont.real , he
.decided to work in Ottawu for awhuo, in order to acquire some
txperienco 1n the utainiatrative Iiold, before going to Oxford
_to pursuo hia ctudin.

It wae nr.’hxinillien Caron who approached the
Dopu-tmnt of Justice in ordor to secure the position which Mr,
lord held 1n Auguat 1984, Frcm the very outset of his duties
\dth the Deparunent of Juauce, it had been u.ndarstood that
» vould be luving in Sept.ember 196&. should his requeat for
admiuion to Oxford be grmt.od. A letter dated May 6, 1964,
ldviaed M.n that he had bun accepted, At the time he entered
‘upon Hi}n duucs with the Minister of Juatice, Hr, Raymond Denis
m1d an 1dentical position with the same Minister and introduced

N
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him to Mr. Lamontagne, whom he did not know, &nd did not have
occasion to meet again. He seems never to have been engaged
in any political activities, . : R

During the 1961 summer holidays, he had worked at
the Domaine ldéal, in Ste,-Rose. The proprietor naa then a
Mr, Trudel, It was during the month of July of that year that
Rivard became the owner. lord left that job early in August.
By then, he had had an opportunity to know something about
Lucien Rivard, and in giving evidence, he stated that Rivsrd was
anvthing but a sympathetic person. Some months prior to the
events that have been examined by this inquiry, in chatting
with André Ietendre about the Jobs hc had had during his summer
holidays, he had mentioned that he had had occasion to work for
Lucien Rivard at the Domaine Ideal 1n Ste.—Rose. ﬁ

From the atatement given by Mr. Guy Rouleau to the
R, C.H.P., nccording to Inspector Drapenu'a report, dated
September 18, 196L, Lawyer Guy Iord hnd told Inspcctor Drnpesu
that he had known Rivard and had uorked for hin nt the Plape
Ideale, but did not believe that Rivard could have been 1nvolved
in a case like the one with which he wne charged. Cueetioned about
this statement at t.hc timo he was giving evidencc beforo our
Commission, Mr, Guy Rouleau did not deny it, but etated he did
not recall having made 1t. ‘ ‘

At thc outaet of his tcatlmorv, Mr. Lord described
his duties, His uork consisted of hnndllng relations between
the Minister and the depnrtmental utnfr, -ecinp, for instance,
that a file reach the Minister on time together with a memo
surmarizing the contents of the said file for the Hiniater'e
informatien, He had also been aaked to handle the Kininter'e
correepondence, to read it, and dintribute it to the diffcrent

offices within the Department. Quite frequently, he ulao dratted



82

acknowledgement ‘of receipt of letters, He added that all files
going to the Kinister were handed to him beforehand, so that
he could check and see that they were complete and 4n order,
His main office was in the Centre Block of the Parliament
Buildings but he also had an office in the departmental of{ices
but only used the latter very irregularly,

tarly in the afternoon of Angust L, Lﬁwyer Cuy Lord
received a visit from Lawyer Guy Rouleau, The latter told him
he wanted to speak to the !Minister of Justice, with regard to
a case involving contraband narcotics s & case involving one of
his electors, - Lucien Rivard. In his statement of September
18 to the R.C.M.F., Lawyer Guy Rculeau had stated that his
brother Raymond had ‘called him up to ask him to enquire into
the possibilities of securing the release cf Rivard on bail, and
added that in discussing this with Guy Lord, he enquired into

the chances of Rivard being released on bail,

In giving evidence before this Comaission, ¥Nr. Guy Lord
detuiled the manner in which he made his statement to the R.C.M.F.
The first interview teok place on August 25, in the late after-
roon, in an R.C.M.P, office on Wellington Street in Cttawa. He
was questioned at some length, on diverse subjects, but no written
notes were taken, The second interview was held the following
day during the forencon, Questions and answers were taken down
in writing, After the notes had been typed out, they were handed
tc thim in their entirety; he read and signed these notes, He made
a few corrections and even had a whole page rewritten, Thia state-
mert was sisned on August 26, on page 3, he pave an answer to
Inspector Drapeau which reads as follows: "From what I heard
*frcm Mr. Houleau, I pathered that he was interested in VMr, Rivaid
"obtainin: a bail, but he did not make a representaticn to me",
and in the following roply, he states that he said to Mr,

Lamontagne:= *I just asked him if the R.C.M.P. pcsition
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"was very clear in opposing to bail", .In giving evidence, . he
stated that 1t was only during the course of the conversation
that he haa had with kr. Lamontagne that he learned, - from .
kr. Lamontagne, -~ that a request for bail had been made on
bohalf of Rivard, It should be remembered, however, that - )
before signing his statement, he read and re-read it, and
even corrected it quite substantially, 50 that we are led to
the conclusion tha_t he was in error in giv:lpg evidence, . .
Furthermore, Mr. Guy Rouleau stated that when he spoke to
Mre. Guy Lord and agked him to get information on the RMvard
case, he qpoke about the possibilities of getting‘bail and
repeated ;".hi’ on two occasions, L )

At the time of his interview with Mr. Rouleau,
‘ the Jatter informed him that Counsel handling the case was
Mr. Lamontagne and t.hat au the necessary information could
be secured from the 1atter aource. Mr. lord was under the
impression that Mr. Rouleau would be seeing tho‘“mnister in
f.hc course of the same afternoon, Hg t.riod_tp speak to Deputy
Minister MacDonald, but could not reach him, . . \

Cbviously, to him this was the normal and .

v

lozical way of pgoing about getting infcermation in rerard to

a file in the Department of Justice,

Cn the other hand, as he knew that lir. Lamontagne
usually acted on behalf of the Covernment, in narcotic cases,
he considered it perfectly natural th:at Kr. fouleau should ask
him to speak to .ir, umont;lgne. He told us that after his
interview with Mr. Rouleau, and his unsuccesstil attempt to
contact Deputy Kinister liacDonald, he decided to put a call
through to Mr, Lamontagne; he could not get 1p touch with
him imnediately and left a message roqucstim;‘ that Mr, Lamontagne
call him back,
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Why, after unsuccessfully trying to contact
Deputy Minister llacDonald, did he not try to re-contact the
latter or leave a message requesting the Deputy Minister to
call him up as he had done in handling his call to Mr, Lamontagne?
It was later in the course of the afternoon that he got the
call he had requested from Mr. Lamontagne.

In the versions which Lawyers Lamontagne and Lord have
given us in regard to this telephone conversation, there are
some very remarkable differences, Mr. Lamcntagne's version is
that Mr. Guy Lord, at the very outset of this conversation, stated
he was calling in the name of the Minister of Justice. Mr. Lord's
version 1s that he introduced himself as being Mr. Guy Lord,
Spucial Assistant in the Department of Justice, and that he
reported to Mr. Lamontagne that on that very same day, an M.P.
wished to see the Minister to discuss a narcotics smuggling
case involving Rivard, one of the vcters of Mr. Guy Rouleau,
(bviously, Mr. Lamcntagne concluded that the M,P. interested
in the case must be none othar than Mr. Guy Rouleau, It was
at that point, Acconding to Mr. Lord, that kr. Lamontagne really
gave the fullest possible information; Mr, lLamontagne stated this
was a case which caused him a great deal of concern, that it
had caused him no end of annoyance during his holidays because
he'd been subjected to repsated telsphone calls and threats
and Mr, Lord added: (translation) "He really seemed exasperated®,
Mr, Lumontagne explained that he had just receivod a petition
for bail frum Rivard'!s lawyers., He then went into the details
on the ﬁ.C.H.P. file on Rivard -« a very extensive file indeed
and stuated that this Rivard was a very wealthy man who certainly
would escape if he had a chance. Hs then added that the Canadian
Government was not involved, -~ it was the U,S. Government which

was interested in pursuing the case, Mr., lord said that he concluded
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from this conversation that there would be no point in M.P,
dculeau seeing the Minister because the position was very

clear indeed.
Aftor this conversation with Mr, Lamontagne, he

saw the Finister who was leaving the office in a great
hurry, (translation) "I Just had thpe to tell him that an
"M,P, wanted to ses him about a case involving a certain
"Rivard, and I added that the position of the R.C.M.P. was
"unequivocal.” He did not have time to explain the whole
matter to the Kinister, Contrary to whart. Mr. Lamont.agnel
has stated, Mr. lord states that there was never any question,
during that telerhone conversation, of thg lezal work en~
trusted to Mr. Lamontagne by the Depsrtment of Justice at
all. There was never any question either of the Kinister
being aatiafiqd or not being satisfigd with his services
as counssl, o

In giving ovidencs, hf. samontagno ldmitlt that on
that day, August 4, he was quite upset, He Vhadireceived
the telephone calls of July 20 in Chicoutimi, he had seen
¥r, Daoust on July 22; he had heard certain runours in the
Courthouse that he misht have been paid a bribe to apgree to
Rivard's being released on ball, and on that very same day
he had been served with the petiticn for ball vhigh he cer-
tainly had not oxpeqted to recelve, _'l'hf! petition was to
be heard on August 6, although Mr. Daoust, in their conversa-
tions together, had given him to undqrs\:gnd tmt no such
petition would be presented, Indeed, Fr. ‘ngmord Daocust
admits that he said to Mr, Lamontagne, in the course cf
their telejhione conversation cf July 201 (translation) "I
"am going to subtmit ay request for an expert opinion, but

"I think I will delay my petition for bail,"
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Mr. Lamontagne recognizes that when Mr, Guy Lord
called him up, he identified himself as being Guy Lord,

Special Assistant to the Minister of Justice, but he adds

that lawyer lord told him he was calling on behalf of the
Kinister of Justice, He repeated this on several occasions,
As he didn't remember the exact words used by Mr., lord, he gave
three versions: (translation) "Guy Lord called me up in the
"name of the Minister,” he told the Commission, (translation)
"I'm calling on behalf of the Minister", or again, (trans-
lation) "he identified himself as being Ouy lord, Special
"Assistant to the Minister of Justice and added, the Minister
"wants to know®, In his evidence, Mr. Lamontagne pointed out
that his conversation with Mr. Lord about the Rivard case
was the first (translation) "of political nature". It is
quite possible that in his own mind, he reached the conclusion,
" as he stated in his evidencs, that 4f he didn't co-operate
with the Department of Justice he might not receive so many
cases but the main evidence does indicate that Mr, Lord did
not use any such terms.
) In all fairness to the two interested parties, we
may summarize the circumstances in which the telephone call of
August 4 was made as follows: Mr. Guy Rouleau, P:rliainenury
Assistant to the Prime Minister, told Mr, Cuy lord that he
wanted to see the Minister of Justice to discuss the cass
of Rivard, arrested on a narcotics charge in Montreal, He
wvanted some information from the file and to know what the
pouibi‘litics of obtaining bail were, Mr, Rouleau did indicate
to Mr, Lord that Counsel for the Government was Mr, Lamontagne,
Mr, Roulesu particularly asked Mr, lord to call Mr, Lamontagne.
Why did he make this request if he himself were under the irpression,

as ¥r. Lord was, that this was a case belng handled by the Department
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of Justice, and it would therefore be very easy to find out
everything he wanted to know in Ottawa? No doubt Mr, Lord
realized this when, instead of calling up Mr. Lamontagne at
once as Mr, Rouleau had asked him, he first of all put a call
through to try to reach Deputy Minister MacDonald,

Why didn't he persist in trying to reach Deputy
Minister MacDonald? No explanation was given for this,

As he hadn't succeeded in speaking to Mr, MacDonald,
Mr. Lord decided.to call Mr. Lamontagne as Mr. Rouleau had
requested,

It should be stated that in giving evidence before
our Conmission Mr. Lord certainly gave every indication of
speaking in all sincerity, and even though he may have cormitted
some errors, he did not attempt to mislead the Commission. We
should not attach too ‘grelt an importance to the divergence in
the versions given by Mr, Lord and Mr, lamontagne as to whether
the former said he had called up on behalf of the Minister or
not, or as to whether he had stated the Department were satisfied
with Mr, Lamontagne's work or not. The fact seems to be that
Mr. lord did not express himself as clearly as this, while on the
other hand, receiving a telephone call from the Executive Assistant
to the Minister of Justice might have led to VMr. lamontagne's inter-
preting the call as he did, given his state of mind at the time,

These facts show that Mr. Guy Rouleau wanted the
Executive Assistant to the Minister of Justice tq speak to
Mr. Lamontagne, Counsel for the Department in marcotics cases
in Yontreal, in order to find out what bail possibilities were.
It was a case of the spokesman of the mandator speaking to the
person responsible for carrying out those instructions.

After his telephone call with Mr, vhmor_ﬂ,lgnre, ¥r. Lord,
as we have just seen, met the Hinister and briefly related what

had happened, A little later he saw Mr, Roulesu and told
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him what information he had had and more particularly that
the case for the prosecution was very clear indeed and that

nothing could be done to secure bail. Even though full

Ve . R

explenatione may not have been given him, even if the tele-

- - Dt oy - ] 4w Ve et ma e

phone convereation had not been repeated to him, word for '
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word it ie rather odd that Mr. Rouleau, in giving evidence,

w e N

stated that he had not fully understood what Mr. Lord had

L -~

eaid to him! If he had not understood he could have aeked
L w N -

ror fuller exolenations, but hr. Lord's roport was clear '

enough to enable us to conclude that if he did not understand,

v

it was beceuse he did not vnnt to underatand.

‘ After that telephone call to Mr. Lamontazne, Mr.

Lord met Andre Letendre. It might have been the next day or

two daye later, he told the Commission. (In fect it was
Ce g

the llth of Auguet nnmely, seven daye later). "He asked

“me," he told the Commission (transletion) “whether Mr. Rou-

Lt
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“leau hed come to see me about a case involving RiV¢rd. 1

o « = + - 4 s -

"eeid yes, and briefly outlined the 1nformetion I had had
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"from Iamontagne. I told him thie was a clear-cut coee, and

.=

”nothinz could be done about it. I told him I had spoken to

Y : M =

"Lhe Minieter (thie 1s confimed by André Let.endre) end Le~

“tendre answered: 'that'e fine. I'll handle the matter' "

S v

The only other incident involving Hr. Guy Lord took

R S T N

plece on Auguet ll. Hr. Letendre hed told Hr. Lamontagne

“ Fox B -

thnt he night call him a eecond time that day. Nhen he left
his office, not having received that csll, Hr. lamontegne

phoned and Hr. Lord eneuered beceuee Hr. letendre was absent

- e - -

and Mr, Lamontagne told him uhere Hr. Letendre could reech him,

] should he come back to his office.




To fully analysze the role played by Lawyer lord
in il:h whole business, we need to be in possession of wmore
details than those at our command. It has not, been proven,
daring the course of our inquiry, that there exists a set of
rules defining the duties of an Executive Assistant to a
Minister of the Crovn. It was said, however, that an Executive
Assistant is an officer responsible directly to the Minister and
not a civil servant. Explanations were given us on this point
by Messrs. Raywond Denis, Guy Lord and André Letendre.

Ml&.dwhmlmbmghtllr.&ulordmmh
web of events, he believed that the case was one coming under the
Jurisdiction of the Devartment of Justice - was it proper, was
it logical or within the realm of the dutiea of an Executive
Assistant to a Minister that without the Minister's knowing,

» he should directly contact the hﬁer beliaved to represent the
Government, and discuss with him what were the bail possibilities
in the case of a person charged with trafficking in narcotics?

. The lawyer, in a case such as this, may reasonably
sxpect to receive instructions and representations from Ministers,
sither directly or through the intersediary of a person speaking
in the name of or on behalf of the Minister, When an Executive
Assistant to a Minister deems it gdviuble to make representations
to a lawyer in respect of a case which has been entrusted te
that lawyer by the Minister in question, it is gquite normal that
the lawyer should conclude that these representations have been

authorised by the Minister himself.




It would be wiser, more prudent if the ixecutive

Assistant, before intervening in a similar case, by approaching

L R

the Crown Counsel, were to get the information needed from the

officials of his own Department. He would then be in 8 position

to know the nature of the case and would not run the danger of £
giving the lawyer acting in the case the impression that he is
trying to exert pressure on him., In the circumstances described
in the evidence, throughout this inmquiry, it was not illogical
for Mr. Lamontagne to reach the conclusiona and make the

deductions which he did. i §

e T

It should not be forgotten either that not only ,
did Guy Lord identify himself as being the Special Assistant to
the Minister of Justice, but he further told Mr. Lamontagne
that he was making the call in order to help Mr. Guy Rouleau,
Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime Minister and this, obviously,
lent much greater weight to the telephone c¢sll.

On the other hand, it is clear that Mr. Guy lord
did not wilfully e’nt a reprehensible act, but it is certain
that he acted imprudently.

The worries he has had subsequent to his inter-
vention, the disagresable consequences of his act should be a
lesson to all Executive Assistants to Ministers and should
incite them not to intervene in judicial matters whether for
the purposes of seeking bail or for other erds.

When he has been advised that representations are to
be made to a Minister by a Member of Parliament, or by any other
person, the Executive Assistant, if he wants to bs truly useful
to the Minister, should examine the Minister's file in order to 2
locate all the information that may be of use to the Minister.
But when he finds there is no file in the Department, or that the
case is not one in which the Canadian Govermment is directly
involved, as was the case in the instance of Rivard, he must
advise the interested Member and refrain from intervening in any

way for such intervention may be interpreted as improper pressure. o




9

MR. ANDRE LETENDRE

Mr. Andre letendre is Executive Asaistant to the
Hon, Guy Favrean, Minister of Justice. He knows very well
Mr. Guy Rouleau, the Prime Minister's former Parliamentary
Secretary, with whom he has frequently wcrkgd in political
organizations and he has known Guy Masson for about a year.

. Sqme months .before the events which led to this
inquiry, he had had occasion to talk with Mr. Guy lord about
the work the latter had had during his summer holideys, while
still a university student; Mr. Lord had told him that he
had worked for Lucien rﬁivan‘i at the Domaine Ideal,

When giving evidence to the Commission, Mr. Letendre
contradicted certain of Mr. Lamontagne's statements, Some of
his replies were also not in agreement with the statement he
gave to the R.C,M.P, on August 19,

We must therefore seek to eatgb}rish the truth,

On August 11, 1964, he met Mr., Guy Rouleau the first
time in the early afternoon, The latter enquired whether Mr, lord
had spoken of the Rivard case to him, ¥r, Rouleau then explained
that his brother Raymond Rouleau had telephoned him seyeral times
to enquire whether there were any possibilities 'of‘aecxixring bail
for Rivard, Furthermore, Raymond had told hin that Rivard
had helped in earlier election umpaigns and that he, Cuy Rouleau,
wanted to ses the Minister but prior to seeing the‘Hmiater, he
wanted to know what "there was %ngthe filgf‘. ~ He asked him to get
soms details for him and tell him whether thare was any chance of
securing bail, He told hin }Mt lAwy_ex}‘vPie‘r:;e Lamontagne was
Counsel for the prosecution, At t.b.ﬂ. .ume,‘they were to!.{n in
the office of Mr. Rouleau, It was about ~2.3‘0‘;).»\. 'rney:fu‘-gea
to get in touch with Raymond Rouleau but, did not.au:cveed.' In

[
L
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reading the statement made to the R.C.M.P. by Mr. Lsaterdrs,

we note one rather strange passage: (translation) "so as to
"tell the whole story, Guy suggested I call his brother. I
"know he tried to reach him in Montreal, but we couldn't reach
"him, I couldn't say whether half an hour later we succeeded
"*in speaking with his brother Raymond or not. It seems to me
"we did talk with him, but I'm not sure. In any case, it
"doesn't alter matters". In his evidence, he added: (trans-
lation) *"When I mat Guy Rouleau on August 11, around 12.30,
"what was wanted was to know whether Lucien Rivard might be
“released on bail."

Mr. Letendre then returned to the Minister's office,
met Mr. lord who was on his way to the House of Commons and
spoke to him of the Rivard case, Mr. lord told him that he
did not think it would be possible to secure bail because Ri-

" vard was a chap with bank accounts in Mexico and in Switzerlard.
He asked Mr. lord, despite that, whether he would have time to
look into the file but the latter replied that he would not
have the time. Then Mr. Letendre said to him: (translation)
"never mind. I'11 look after it". He added that in view of

" 'the fact that Mr. Rouleau wanted to see the Minister, he

wanted to (translation) "glance over the file so as to submit
wit to the Minister". He went to his office, called Mr. lamon-
tagno but did not succeed in making the telephone contact.

In his evidence, he explained that in his view, in
a Canadian Coverrmont case, the Attormey General can issue
instructions to the lawyer representing the Coverrment to
- either agree to or to refuse bail. And, it was with this
thought in mind that he called up Mr. lamontagne to discuss
ball for Rivard. He made the call without the Minister's
authorization. Although Mr. lord had advised him that it
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would be dangerous, 'judging from the information he had secured,
to let Rivard out on bajl, he nonetheless decided to call up lir.
Lamontagne to enquire into the possibilities of bail for ivard.

' This is a rather stranze way of "glancing over the
file" — calling Mr. Lamontagne instead of trying to find out
frum an official of the Justice Department of which he was
himself a member.

Towards $5.15 p.m. the same day, Mr. Letendre left
his office to meet Mr, Cuy Rouleau for thoy were both to meet
a delegation from Western Canada, interested in Canadair. Belore
leaving his office however, he called up Deputy Commissioner
Lemieux of the R.C.M,P. to discuss the Rivard case with him but
was unable to reach him because the lines was busy, He then
returned to Hr. Rouleau's office in the House of Commons. Tho
latter wae not in and he decided to call up Mr. lLamontagne again,

¥hy did he not see fit to call Deputy Commissioner
Lemieux again?

Thie time he succceded in reaching Mr. Lamontagne
and as they did nct know each other, Mr. Letendre identified
himself as being the Chief Executive -Assistant to tks Kinlster
of Justice and told him he was calling up.in the kivard case,
Ko added that representations had been made to the Yinister's
office and before brinring the matter up with the linister, he
vanted fuller information,

What file did he intend sutmitting as he had not
even enquired into the existence of any such file either within
his ovn Tepartment or within the .C.H.P.?

He told Mr., Lamontazne he hadn't had the pleasure
of makinz his acquaintance, but he had heard of him f{rom
Mr. MacDonald, Deputy Minister of Justice, who held him in

Kipgh esteem, (It should be noted that the second time the
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Deputy Minister gave evidence the following question and anawer
were recorded: - "Q, Did you ever comment to Mr. André Letendre
"about Pierre Lamontagnet!s ability as a lawyer? ‘A, I have no
"recollection of comenting and further along: " I did not know
"Mr.” Lamontagne sufficiently well to make a positive comment about
"him";) He even congratulated him about the work he was doing for
the Department, After making thesQ congratulatory remarks, he
asked him what were the developments in the Rivard case. It
should be recalled that by this time he knew that Mr. Lord had
already spoken to Mr. Lamontagne and ‘the latter had said that

it would not be possible to let Rivard out on bail,

" 77" Mr, Lamontagne then gave him the fullest explanations
concerning the charge that had been laid against Rivard, and
particularly underscored the fact that the charge had been signed
by the Consul for the United States in Montreal, and that he
was himself acting on instructions received from the Government
of the United States. It was following these explanations that
the name of Hobert Kennedy arose, Kr, Letendre told lr. Lamontagne
that the Minister (the Hon. G. Favreau) had met Robert Kermedy
and that hs himself was getling ready to attend the Democratic
Party convention in Atlantic City. He added that on his way
back from the Convention, he would be going through Washington,
where he intended to call at the Departiment of the Attorney
General and there » he would let them know they had an excellent
lawyer in Montreal, Ha said he only made this remark (translation)
a5 & 30ke,'t.'o round off a sentence",

This is a very odd sort of joke, coming from the
lips of the Executive Assistant to the Mnister of Justice
for Canada, when he is talking to a lawyer who he does not
know and with when he is diécussing the ball ﬁosaibilitiéi for
a narcotics trafficker, who the Government 'of the United States

wants to extradite,




lawyer Lamontagne's version of this telephone
conversation is that Mr. letendre asked him why, though .
Stindin(, Counsel -for the Ninister of Justice, he wen ot -
following instructions from Ottawa, He aprarently said tﬁat
the Minister definitaly wanted to know why Mr. Lamontagne
persisted in opposing the request for bail on behalf of .
Rivard,

At the end of the conversation, Mr. letendre ..
asked at what time he could contact him, because ha wi;heé
to make a complete report to the Minister snd to ca)l him
back in ordar to let him know what the Minister®s observatiens
were. Kr. Ltmm'atagne sald he would be in his offjce until
eight o'clock in the evening tut, since Mr. latendre visﬁgd
to cgpt»ct him after that hour, Lawyer Lamontagne replied
that he would himself phone back to Mr, Latendre's office
before leaving his own office in Montreal, and would then
leave A mirber nt:vhich ha could bcrreaghed duqip:zghn‘h,v‘
evening. And this was what happened:s sround eirht otelock
in the evening, Mr. Lamontagne put a call through to the
.office of ¥r, Letendre but found that the latter was not in,
Hr;'lord answered that telephona call and Mr. Lamontagre
informed the Speecial Asaistant_ot tpe tqlcphqno nunyerynt_
which Mr, Letendre would be sbla to reach hin during the
course of Lthat evening; however, thera was nq.furghcrhpa}1¢
fron ¥r. lLstendre, e e

Our Commissinn of Ipquiryjuas,to)d that it jsf!
.customary practice for a Hininterfa ;:ycutlva‘taaintnnt to
intervens in the‘way ¥r. Letendre did thpélth’hja'npprgmgh:,
to Mr. Lamontagne, If such ba the care, wn feel not the
slightest hesitation in stating that it im now hirh time

that this practice cevre, Wwe should not overlock the fact



96

that Counsel for the Federal Goverrment may naturally
expect to receive instructions from the Minister because,
in the final analysis, he i1s the Minister's agent; Counsel
for the Federal Government may expect the Minister's
instructions to be conveyed to him not by the Minister in
person, but through the intermsdiary of a senior official
in the Department concerned, Does it not logically follow
that an intervention coming from an Executive Assistant may
be interpreted as an intervention coming from the Minister
himself, or, at the very least as an intervention taken with
the Minister's full approval?

Both Mr. Letendrs and M.P. Rouleau stats that
when they met again, around six o'clock in the evening,
¥r. Letendre wished to report the substance of his earlier
conversation with Mr. Lamontagne to Mr. Rouleau but the
latter said: (translation) "I know how matters stand because
*1 called him up myself”, These statements do not seem true
as a careful analysis of this part of the evidence and of
the differsnt testimonies bearing on this fact, point to the
conclusion that, beyond any shadow of doubt, Mr. Letendre
after he had talked to Mr, Lamontagns reported his conversa-
tion to Mr. Rouleau, and then the latter himself called Mr,
Lamontagne, that is to say, called Mr, Lamontagne after he
had heard Mr, Letendre's report on his own earlier telephone
conversation with Mr, Lamontagne,

This comes primarily to light 4n Mr. lamontagne's
evidence. On the other hand, Mr. Letendrs did not mention
this conversation between himself and Mr. Guy Rouleau in his
statement to the R,C.M.P. Finally, Mr. Guy Rouleau in his owm
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statement to the R.C.M.P., mentions first of all Mr, Letendre's
telephone call and says that after that call, he put a call .-
through to Mr. Lamontagne. It is true that, in the witness
box, he claimed that Inspector Drapeau has misinterpreted.the o
statement which he made to him but our analysis of the
circumstances obliges us to lend greater weight to the version.
given by Mr, Lamontagne and to the report by Inspector Drapeau,

That same evening, while Mr. Guy Rouleau and
Mr, Letendre were at the Cercle Universitaire in Ottawa, the .
former put a long-distance call through to his brother Raymond
and theu asked Mr, Letendre to speak to Raymond and assure him
that he had looked after the Rivard case,

It must not be forgotten that the calls put through
to Mr. Lamontagne by Mr, Rouleau and Mr. Letendre both were
placed at the end of the afternoon of August 11, in other .
words on the eve of the day when the petition for bail on
behalf of lucien Hivard was scheduled for hearing before the =
Court looking into the aoplication for the extradition of this
same Rivard. We may well put the following question to - - ..
ourselves: was there any relation between the timing of these
calls and the petition for bail? . ] Y

Mr., Letendre made an amazing resmark towards the
close of his evidence.. It was to the effect that after he had:
informed Mr. Rouleau of the information he had secured in. . :
calling Lawyer lamontagne, Mr. Rouleau asked him to check . .
with the Department of Justice on the fono\dng cday, and see
whether the stand taken by Mr. laxontagne was the proper and .
correct interpretation of the (translation) "stand taken by .- .-
"the Department of Justice®, R

That same evening, as we have seen, there was a
telephone conversation between lawyer Cuy Rouleau, Mr, Lstendre,
on the one hand and ¥r, Raymond Rouleau, at the other end of

the 11“.
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In moking his statemant to the RGN, Mr, Guy
Rouleay admitted Lhat Mr, letendre sfooke to hia brother bmt
denied the statement civen by Raymond dmilean to Inspector.
Lrapeau, Wa refer Lovﬂarmnd Rouleau's evidence that
Mr. letendre was to sea Reymond Houleau in Montreal with a
view to recuring additiona) fnformatinn, Raymond Rouleant's
verajon in the following: (translation) "My brother said
"to me: 'I'm going to introdyce You to Avdré Letendr in
"rerard to the rivard case.! The imdression I was left with
“was that. latendre wanted to se= ma in Montreal alongs with mv
“brother Cuy. Afterwards 1 atked bow it was that Letendre
“hadn't showed up and then he said: . ttha matter's not 7olng

*throuch now?, »

CoNCLUS IS

e ee s oo

Dearing 1n mind his dutirs as Exscutive Assistant
to the Minister nf Justice, Mr. André Letendre xust have knewn
that his call to'a lawyer whow he thmirht Lo be the Crunse)
for the Attormey faneral of Canada weild be considered of
rreat immortanca. S o

In nrder to nleass the Parliamentary Secretary to
the Prlm.ﬂlnhter, A man with whfmvha was on closé, friemndly
terms, and with wh~m he had warked for a very lons time {n
Political orsanizations; he decided te Mt the exll through
tn l’.r; i‘l'fre lamsntirne with the obvinua purnose of
facilitating the relaane of lucien Rivard ~n bail,

) If 1L were true Lhat he tosk thia step malely to
rat lnfor;n?.lf;n enncarnine the Rivard case, ha could éarll,v have

FOL thin {nformalinn free tie lepartwrnt whers he war wrkire,

or frem the R,C K, F,




If, when he phohed Hr. Lamontagne, he wanted
only to secure inlformation, why did he tell him that ™"~ ™"
beputy Minister MacDonald had bad hirh praist for his work
a statement which 'is not in accordance with the Tacts; ™ ' '

When he told laymond “toulean’ in the telephone
conversation of -August 11, that he would ‘be meeting him ‘¥h ¥
Yontreal; certainly he wasn't intending to m=et’ him just to
get information.' Does not this planned meeting indicate °

rather that he wanted to'enquire into other means of 'seciring

- g v dbomr, gy owmbiaaiai f Pova

the desired end? ' ¢’
©* " It was certainly 'not with a view of getting "'

‘fnformation that he spoke to Mr.'lamontagne of his trip to

attand the convention of the Democratic Taﬂ.y" of the Unit‘;d”

States, and of his intention to let the officials in tha

Attomey General's Depart{r!-nﬂt _in ilta;,hington know thay had

a good lawyer in liontreal,

et ey Ve found 1t extraordinary, in the conduct of cur

Jinquiry, t.hat. s0 man! per*qnz came to assure us t.hcy had t.a‘«'n

steps of one sort or another merely to ret information,
ops ol UG SorL O AN es. 7 L

oyt
o There is np‘do.ubt: that H{,‘l..g'tengya"gsgn!.gl;vggt'.ion
was reprehensible, btut bearing the ci rcznstances 1n nind,
this step was taken without malicious intent, i\\dth the icia
jurjosa og‘,fbeini;ﬁ agrge;blg tg pi'sﬁfz"igngl, Guy ??“%eﬂ“y, for,,
‘dmhswant'dtodoafavour.“r._‘ e ey

‘ .1t nonetheleu becumes rerfect.ly clear Lhat. this
intervention by Me. Letendre greatly contrituted to heighten
the i.mpresz'tion cn “"'ﬂ@‘,"':i‘ﬂ"'r‘", m%rxgl‘t{u:t }_qtlusgnti_:\a)v.“”_'
_persons resporsible fer the povermment of this.country, were

concerting their efforts to lead hlu to agree ¢ Lie ‘l;evlea.z:q

of Lucien Rivard on batl, : . T
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THE ROYAL CANADIAN MOUNTED POLICE.-

.In order mny te comply with the terms of the man-
date ‘entrustod to our Comi.as:lon under the instit\;tivo
Order in <Council, it wvas :lnc@bent upon us that we should
inquire inte the "manner in which the Royal Wim Mount ed
"Policcr and its efficers, the Department ef Justice and the
"Hiniatof ofrJustice dealt with these allegations yﬂhcn they
Twere drawn tfo their attention and more particularly, without
"restricting ’tho generality ;::f the foregoing, te fully examine
"the reports submitted to the Minister of Justice by the Royal
"Canadian Mounted Police and the evidvence relevant thereto
"submitted to him."

The Commission's duty was therefore to examine the
conduct of the Royal Canadian Mounted Police, solely in regard
to the allegations made in the House of Commons and the alle-
gations contained in the revelations made by Mr. lamontagne.

"It is important to note that the terms of reference
of our mandate were clearly delimited and it was therefore
not within our terms of reference that we should examine the
usual activities of this police force whose efficiency is be-
yond question,

We should net overlook the fact, however, that the
officers of this police force are human beings who cannot
claim to be infallible and who sometimes commit errors.

- The Act setting up the R.C.M.P. is to be found in
Chapter 54, Statutes 7-8 Elizabeth II and came into effect
on July 18, 1959.

The R.C.M.P. officers who played a part in the case

investigated by the Commission wers the following:
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George B, McClellan Comnissioner Cttawa

Je. ilodolphe Lemieux Deputy Couinis;sioner Ottawa

W.G. Fraser Superintendent Cttaya

J. Adrien Thivierge FSup‘erint.end‘ent >Mont.vreal

Je. Faul Drapeau Inape‘c’t.or N ‘Ot;t,a;la ) o
J. itaoul Cnrri&reA Inspeétof iuont.real b
George Valter tleed 'Inspe(‘:tur | iQ;.t.’awa o
arcel Sauvé staff Sérgé;n;. | : (.)_t.'tawa‘
Ronald Crevier berg.eanf. A }bnt;-:sal

J. HcLeod Sargeant »(')tt;wa |
Jules Poissant ‘Cénst;glo ‘ Méntfeal

On July 23, while Mr. [Herre Lamontagne was in Chicoutimi,

he telerhoned his associate, Mr. Lalonde, asking him to contact

Sargeant Crevier to whem he want,ed to speak,  The latter, who

wa3 on his holidays from July 14 to August 8, received Mr. La-

londe's call and telephoned hr. Lamontasne who informed him that

during the course of the night of July 20 to July 21, he had re-

ceived telsphone calls from hr,. Dacust and from another person

sinply designating himself as "Dob", ccncerning the admission on

bail of Lucien Kivard, Mr. Lamontagne told Sergeant Crevier that

he was worried b7 these calls and that he was most decidedly opposed
to bail being granted; he asked Sergeant Crevier not to mention the
matter to any one for the time being however, - Sergeant Crevier

then told him that if anything worried him, he should-call Inspector

acridre, Ulergeant Crevier added that he did not report this .-
phona conversation to Lis senior officers, "

(n August 10, Hr, lamontarne contacted Inspector Car-

ridre by telephono and it was agreed they should mest on the
following day, This interview is related in a report drafted

by Insjector Carrilre, dated August 12, and addressed to the
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Commanding Officer in Montreal, Superintendent Thivierge.

This report was subsequently forwarded to the Commissioner

in Ottawa, through the intermediary of Superintendent Fraser.
It was this same report which was shown to the Minister of
Justice en the morning of August 14, in the presence of Deputy
Commmissioner Lemieux, and Commissioner Hcélellan. At the
time of this particular interview, after the Minister had taken
cognizance of the report, he said to them: (translation) "you
"will haye to ses lord and Letendre as soon as possible and
"econduct a full investigation”.

During the evening of August 13, Inspector Carridre
received a telephone call from the Commissioner who, realizing
the seriousness of the allegations contained in the report which
he had Just received, immediately do;:ided, on his own initiative,
to ul;: I'nspoctor Carriére to again see Mr. lamontagne and so
get a more conmplete report. The Inspector contacted Mr. la-
montagne a‘t once and :1t was agreed that a second interview
should take place on the‘ following day. This interview was
conduct.od' in "question and answer" form and the text, t.yped
by a secretary, was signed by Mr. lamontagne on the same day.
This statement of August 14 was irmediately forwarded to the
Cormissioner together with certain other documents which had
been seized in Rivard's property at the time of his arrest.
The covering letter from Inspector Carridre, dated Friday,
August 14, enclosing the report and documents, has a hand-
writtep inscription dated Monday, August 17, indicating that
the file was discussed by the Commissioner and Superintendent
Fraser on that day. The inscription likewise indicates that
Minister Favreau had been advised of the matter and we know
that he went to the R.C.M.P. office to take cognizance of this
report.

After thelr interview of August 14 with the Minister of

Justice, the Comissioner and Deputy Comissioner returned to
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their office, This was the mcoment when Deputy Commissioner
{emieux, 3as he stated in giving evidence, decided - and his
was the decision -- that Inspector Drareau shouid be appointed
tc head the investigation. It should be noted that Superinten-
dent Fraser, after having been advised by Deputy Commissioner
Lamieux that an investigation was to be undertaken, had al-
ready decided to appoint S-rgeant lcleod to conduct this in-
vestigation,

For his part, Deputy Commissioner Lemieux states that
Sergeant McLeod was never officially appointed and that he,
as the senior officer, was responsible fur deciding who should
head this investigation.

The evidence shows that Sergeant Mcleod was appoirnted
to assist Inspector Drapeau. This appointment was the subject
of representations during the course ¢of our inquiry, and
equally of comments by Counsel representing diverse partiea
in their final arguments. Superintendent Fraser was asked
whether, at the time he decided to appoint Sergeant kicLeod to
conduct the investigation and later to assist Inspector Drapeau,
he would not have thought it wiser to have appointed a bi-
lingual cfficer since most of the persons to be interrogated
were French-speaking. His reply is worth noting: "I never
“gave it a thourht", Not only the reply itself, but the manner
in which it was given shows an offhand attitude which is cer-
tainly not to be expected from a s?nior oificer of the Royal
Canadian Founted Police, He certainly gave the impression
that he was a man to whom the French-speaking population of
Canada are a negligible factor. It was not surprising there-
fore that some lawyers pleading before our Commission should
have raised protests against such an attitude of mind in a man
holding one of the most highly responsible positions within
the Royal Canadian Nounted Police,

Deputy Commissicner Lemieux rightly decided hot, to take

into account the appointment. made by Superintendent Fraser, and



appointed Inspector Drapeau. This was an excellent choice for

it has been shown that Inspactor Drapeau had all the qualifica-
tions needed for the post he holds, and there is no doubt that
had he had complete freedom of action, as we shall see later,
the results would have been quite different.

The subsequent decision to appoint Sargeant McLeod as
assistant to Inspector Drepeau was not a fortunate decision either.
How could Sergeant Mcleod have corroborated statements, made by
French-spesking persons to Inspector Drapeau in the course of an
interview if he did not understand french? The fact he is uni-
lingual does not in any way affect Sergsant Mcleod's sfficiency,
but since s decision was being taken to appoint an assistant to
the Inspector, obvicusly the person appointed had to be able to
understand what was stated in the course of the interrogations.
Moreover, Commissioner McClellan frankly admitted that Sergeant
McLeod could not have given evidence in a Court because he doss
not speak French. —

It was on August 19 mtmqumt Superin-
tendent Fraser and Sergeant Mcleod. He received instructions to
interrogate three persons: Mr. Guy lord, Mr. Letendre and Mr.
Raymond Denis. He clearly stated, in giving evidence, that he
was not forbidden to interview other persons but repested that
b:llimtmetimmtomthuothmwmmly, and then
to draft his report. In giving his evidence, the Commissioner
stated that the instructions given to Inspector Drapeau were
directive and not restrictive but addeds "I would have antici-
“pated that Inapector Drapeau would at various times during the
"interrogation of any or all of those people, if anything inte~
"resting came to light, have commnicated with his headquarters,

“let us know what the developments were, and when he had cop-

“cluded that stage of the investigation he would have undoubtedly 7
nasked for instructions as to whers to go next or for considera~

ftion",
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The Cummissioner explicitly stated, in giving evidg:nce
before our Comnission that Drapeau waa|not fres to undertake
Just any step on his own initiative. Thc Ir__xspector had received
directive instructions to see certain persons design;teq to him,_
and the case was to be handled, to quote the Comnissioner_ himself,
“step by step". Ws, explained Comaissioner McClellan, wanted to
have the reports of the first interviews and then to decide on
the next step to be taken, "Q. . Now, hr.‘comniuioner, ir 1.
"understood your teatimony corroctly, you> have stated that
"Inspector Drapeau was given directive orders and not restrictive
"orders; is that right? A, That is right, ..Qe  Therefors he was
"completely fres to t.akg whatever initfative he deexmed appropriate?
"As No, that assumption does not. roll!ov..,hHe was giyen directive
"orders as to whom he should ses, As I said this rporning, arising
“out of his inquiries, had he came on to some -information which

"required immediate investigation, I would have expected hin, as a
"responsible and capsble police officer, to be dealt with in .
"stages. We wanted reports back on the first three interviews
"With Denis ~ which was the important. one of that time - Lord
"and Letendre, and then we would decide at headquarters what P
"further steps were to be taken,®

Inspector Drapeau told our Commission that under ordinary
circumstances, when an of ficer is charged with the conduct of an
investigation, he plans his interviews and his interrogations on
his own initiative, But in this cass, he said (translation) »I.
"went nowhers without first requesting permission from Ottawa .- -
"because this was not an ordinary case.... My superior officers
"felt 4t wiser to docide who should be interrogated firat. -They: -
"indicated this to me and I followed their instructions, Super=— -
"intendent Fraser gave me these instructions. :He told me to see -
"the three people just mentioned first of all because the Minister
"wanted these people interrcgated. Those were my instructions, - -

"and that's what I did=", TR




Inspoctor Drapeau alao related t.hat » after interrogating

Gignac in Quaboc C:lty, he put. a telephone call through to Super-
intendent Fraser 1n Ottawn but, due to the latter's absence,

, spoko with Deputy Comisaioner lzmieux instead. The Inspector
auggcsted that Madame Rivard a.nd Iochaaseur bo questioncd at

once. 'I‘hc Deputy Commissioner replied that he should proceed

to chtroal immediately, see Magson again, then come back to
Ottawa to drart his report and informed him that a decision

would be roachod la.tcr in regard to the adviub:ll:lty of quea-r
tioning hchaauur and Hadamo Rivard.

There are occuioml contradictions between the evidence
given by Doputy Coumiuioncr Lemieux and that given by Inspector
Drapeau, but there cannot be the alightost. doubt that , after
cxmining the documents we have in the R.C.M.P, file, that
Inspector Drapeau's veraion is t.ho ons to which we should lend
grutor \uight. When the latter concludes his report on the
noto thnt he has done \that he had beon asked to do and 1a await-
ing new instructiom betoro !’urthcr procesding, even though the
Deputy Oomiuioner my claim that the Inspector was not limited
in the scope to be given to the investigation, clearly the
Dopuf.y Cormissionerts lt&hﬁwnt ias incorrect. Furthermore, the
Deputy couniuiomr admittod thay he himselr issued the instruce
tions; he uld, in apetking of Inspector Drapeau "he could question
"any one™ but sdded at once: "Q. But he was quite unrestricted.
"He could question anmybody? A. Yes. Q. Isn't it true that at
"that time he suggested that he should qQuestion Mrs. Rivard?

"A.  He asked me what I thought of it and I ruled against it,
"because I thought it was not the proper thing to do. I don't
"call tint a restriction. Q. He called his superior officer?
"A‘. !Qs. Q. You are 'hia superjor officer? A. 1 am. Q. And
"you ruled against 1t? A. I ruled against Mrs. Rivard being
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“geen, Qe And lechasseur? A. And Lechasseur; and Mrs, La~-

"montsgne. Q. You ruled against her too? A. Mrs. Lamon-
"tagne, the mother. Q. Why? A, First of all I didn't uum;
"{t could add anything; it would have been hearsay of hearsay."

These statements show that Inspector Drapean did not
receive orders to conduct a complete mvostigauon but that after
interrogating thoaé persons whom he had beevn :lnst.ructe;d to
1ntorrogata, he was to await Mstmctions tmn his superiors
before pnuing his research further afiold. He himsolt nid,
and there was considerable truth in his oburution, tr'at. he 7
had got his firsf. Matmqtions, namely ;.o que?t.icn Hu;n. Denris,
Letendre and Iérd and to pr@p&ri a report Addingz “I had no
"further instructions a§. that tim".r ‘ V ‘_

After he had interviewed Mr, Denis on August 19,
Inspecbor Drapeau told Inspcctor Carriéro in Hontr;al, that. '
Mr. Denis would be tclephonlng Mr. hmntagm and aaked him to
cover thil tolophonc comcrntion. Inspector Cu'riiro thon v
gave instructions to Sergunt Cmior to go to the office of A

Lunonugm and lilten in on the converuuon through an

extension._ Questioned at lcngth about the method used,
Inspector Carridre oxpliimd hc rgad rbt hﬁged instructions
to have the tolephom connrslunn tape recorded. His ex=~ |
planations were not comincing and we m1 to see why recording
the telephone conversation on mgmtgc tape wmlq not have
been the surest, most vcm‘plcto And objective method of
nsuning in to this connrnuon. , |

Serp,unt Crevhr was lcconpaniod by Connublo
Poissant, who was in Mr, Llnonugm's office at tho tiu t.ho
conversation took phco; the Censtable took sore noul on a bit

of paper during the eome:ution but later destxjond these notes.
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Cn august 28, Inspector Drapeau made a lengthy report
to Che Comﬁisaimer for the attention of Superintendent Fraser,
This report describes the three interviews he had had with kr.
Latendre, iir. Le=nis and kr. lord, ami the research he had made
into the visits to Ottawa by Masson, iiivard, Gignac and into
the telephone calls made on the occasion of these visits, le
attached to his report the originals of the statements of the
persons whom he had interrogated., The conclusions of his report
are very interesting, and more particularly paragraph 38 with
which he ended the said report, and which we reproduce hereunder:

*38.~ In onier to cumplete the investigation, it would

*now be necessary to interview MHessrs, Masson, Gignae,

“iingras, Raymond Rculeau and Guy Rouleau, M.P. In com-

"rliance with your instructions no action in the latter
- “respect 13 being, taken by the writer and consequently

*this matter will be considered closed unleas otherwise

*instructed "

Soma days before September 3, Suparinte;)dnnt l-‘rlxser
se;kod Inspector Reed t.o oxamiﬁe the fhe and then prépare a
cummary of it in order to det?mine whether the evidence would
Jusqu !.im layinz of charges, In this file there was Inspeactor
Carridreta first report, Mr. Lamontagnets statemeni and l;ln-. state-
wnt by Krs, Lamontsgne, thﬂ’ rerort by Sargeant Urevier, and
br. lamontagne's report on his telerhone conversation with Mr.
Drits on Aur,u;.t\ 7V, Inspactor Lrapeau's report dated August 28
on his interviews with ¥r, be',em;rs, Hr, lord and kr. Denis,
There were ulsé the atatements by Mcssrs, Letendire, iord and
Denic, Ingpector Reed drafted a memorandum dated Septenher )
wr.;uumt to examination of all documents in this file,

e have studied thisa memorandun and nave comre to the
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following conclusions. . The events described in paragraphs

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 are in conformity with the documents in @
the file. Paragraph 7 embodies a conclusion that is open-to ' -
question and which reads as follows: . "There is-nothing to +: 1+,
ncorroborate lamontagne's’ statement that.Denis offered him . - !
"money or that political pressure was applied to him by lord,- i
vletendre and Rouleau™.’ Inspector Reed seems.to have for- -: ‘s
gotten a ruls of evidence which we are obliged to apply-daily
in the Courts;’ where the version given by one witness:is con- -.;
tradicted by the version given -by another witness,- obviously,:-
we must have recourse to circumstantial evidence to determine
where the truth lles and frequently that circumstantial-evi-
dence constitutes ' a much more convincing proof of what ectuslly
occurred than are.testimonies given by witnesses;iparticularly
whare the witnesses have an interest.at stake in the litigation,
Hunting for corroborstive evidence sufficient to incriminate,

in the statements of the psrsons who may be incrimdnated: rarely

leada to utishctory resulu.

s drrt g by i u PV R - S T '
A conclusion in pangnph 8 li.kﬂdn drcv our attention
Syt pomadd AN PI Y WS Y S R A L B DO LR

and tho t.ext. is rcproduced hmunder: ®]lt would appear utendro,
"on:d An:l Denh were m;p%a'::r:ea ;y )’txg'. &'Rauluu, K.P., -
"to nalfo rcpresenuum on blhdf of Ri;u'daotho h:t;rilc;\’xid;
"be r;lea;; on bau.r I;h;p;n:rs Rouluu:; 51;;&)1;;‘;::';\&:; "

EEET . kmi d

"approached hin!to see 1!‘ he (thc H.P.) could i.nnucnc. my
"persons in t;:o gﬁverrnent. Vil;l ;e;;);ct to tha rcleuo or !uurd
"on bau. On thc buiu of our onqu.lries to dlte. we can on.l} T
"shov thls, and such An npproAc;; ;; not fum;;ual injo'lluc;ll‘ "
e mbit atg o f, wras mie

"circlos" xr it is t.r;n that. rcpfescnutiona such as those

nade to Hr. hmntagm Aro not excopt.ioml in poliuul circln,

B

1t is impouible t,o adnlt. t.hat uhon -nch rcprosenut.lom m

r.\de wi'.h a vhv bo obstructthe couru ot Jusuce. ‘they should

be either permitted or tolerated. !
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Finally, the conclusions in paraprawh 12 are also

open Lo qunst1on. In sub-paragraph A, Inspccbor Reed seems
to nueslion the truth of the story that a bribe offer was'
made to Mr. lﬂmontagne° "Why was the approach made to-Lamontagne
"who was onl& Counsel for the U.,5.7" Tt must be remembered,
and this was repeated on several occasions in the course of
the inquiry, that the judge before whom a petition for bail
is made must cﬂrtain)y consider representations submttted to

him by the Counsels rep"esentlng both parties. If, 1n the
Rivard case, the Government of the United States, through ito '
Counsel, Mr, Lamontagne, had informed the Judge called upon
to decide whether bail should be granted or not that there
ﬁas'no obJeotion to baiivbelng grantéd, very probably the
Judge would have allowed bail., Obviously this was iﬁe reason
for ihe representitibns made to Mr. Lémontagne and Inspector ﬁeed
should have known this; In his report, the Inspector commented:
"The £20,000 seems a fantastic sum to pay lamontagne for the

"part he could play" ... This remirk is not one that carries
mich weight uhere the person charged has adequate financlal
resources, The report continued: ”es;ecialiy when notwith-~
“staniing his fallure to oppose bail, the judge would in all
'probobifity refusc the application owing to the fact a preé
“vious appl]cation kad alreody been refused bty the Chief Jusiice.
"Those connected with Lhe bail application would realize any
"other judge wil) be influenced by the former decision”.
But 4f the previous potition for bail had been turned down
owing to stroni objccticna from Counsél Lamoniagns,vand at a
second hcarlng in respect of the same petition for bafl, Counsel
anoﬁtaﬁna had no longor expressad the same strcﬁz objections

as on the firat occaslon, would not the Court, in all probability,

have handed down a dacision quite different from the earlier




gecision? And finally: "If Rivard wanted to ensure his re-

Wlease on ball, it sezms logical that a judge, who can guarantee
"the release would be the most logical person to approach",
Surely Inspector Reed is not claiming that had $20,000 been
offered to a judge, the bfibery attempt would have met with
greater success] V

The memorandum drafted by Inspector Reed was studied
on September 3, at a meeting At:tended by Deputy Comisshiomr
Lemieux, Supsrintendent Fraser, lpspgctor Reed and étaff .:Sergeant
Logan. Deputy Commissioner Lemieux issued new instructions th:at
sames day, A )

Inspector Drapeau was asked to lnterrogaﬁ‘mssrs.‘(}uy
Hasson,. Robert Gignae, mmm Rouleau, lRaynond Daoust and Madame
Lamontagne senior. On September ‘8, Drapeau proceedéd to hontreal
to conduct these interviews, On September 9, he saw Mr, Cohen,
All these interviews were described in a report dated Septem!;or
16, 1964, in which Inspector Drapeau relates how he tried to
contact Nr. Guy Rouleau but failed. At the end of this report,
he ;tntes it might be necessary to check the bank account,; ot

aannl of the peraons interrogﬂ.cd, adds O.hat. Hadm Rinrd

might be ablo to give useful information, particulnrly 1n regard,

to Masson lnd Glgmc and possibly in regard to othor nau.ors not.
known up to t.hc time he drafted his rcport; h- concludu uylng
he cniu mrthcr instruct.‘lom concern!ng future intervlews,
with the exc-puon of the lntenlev to be held with ¥r, Cuy
Rouleau, barrhterl *Unless othenrhe instructcd. no further
"action will be taken in tMa case by the writer, other than
“the proposed im.crvicv wﬂ.h Guy luu, M.P,"

Finally on Sept.eaber 18, he rcported on thc lnurvlw
he had had that very day vu.h Mr. Guy Ro.lluu.

The R.C.H.P. invosu;luon -ight have been cond*.lcted

with a great deal more celerity. Hor- '.han a month elapsed -




between August 14 and September 18, in completing the interro~
gations of several of Lhe parties involved, IL is obvious that
all of these interviews could have been conductad mich more
swiftly and with a higher degree of security, Ooviously, this
delay enabled some parties $nvolved to fet in touch with one
another before they were interrogated,

It would seem that one of the reasons for the slow
pace of the i{nvestigation was that Inspector Drapeau had to draft
reports at eaqh staze of his investigation and await 1nstructi§ns
betorg contimiing his work,

We shall now look further into the conduct of the Com-
. missioner and Deputy Commlssioner, at the interview of Septcember
18 with the Minister of Justice and with the Hon. René Tremblay,

On this occaslon, the full R.C.M.P. file was handed to Lhe Mi-

P

nister, The only missiny element in the file at that time was ;
_the report on Lhe interview with Mr, Guy Houlean, which had been

held on the day previous, bul the Commissicrer gave the Kinister

a sudbstantial summary of |t.

The Kinlster read the whole of the Commissioner's
report, dated September 18, and tonk cognizance of the rvport on the
telephone conversation of Aujuat 20 betwe:n ¥r. Haymon} Dunis amd
Mr. Plerre Lamonta-ne,

It do=s not seem that his attention wis drawn to certain
documents which, nonctheless, contafned most valuable informition,
particularly in recard to Lhe reports drafted by Inspector Drapeau
on the diveras intervicws he had had, The Commissioner should
have asked the Minlstor tn take coznizance of the Inspector's
rerort on his first interview with Mr, Ienis and of the comments
by the lnspectar on the sceond fnterview with the same party,

This was a resretlable omission because the Minister might then
have realized that the ercdibility of Mr, Dents was markedly

weakened In rez2and to i'r, Lamontasne’s staterents,

44---llllllllllllllllllllIlIlIlIlllllllllllIlllIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII
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The Hipnister himse el told uz that his attention aantred
veinelpally upon the Commisszionsvds copoert.. This report de:s,
it 53 trus, contain o substontia) suwweary of tha facts as thay
wars then khowm Lo dhs RGP, bul, they likedize contuin cer-

tain assertions that should havs been verified.

In the second paragraph on pagzzs L, for instance, mentinn

i3 made that it is on th> Hinister's instructions that Hr. Denjs
211ad lr. Lamontame on July 14, asking him to come to Ottawa
to discuss the Bonnano cnse. HNow if this statament had besn
checkod by ashing Mr. Tremblay, whether this had been tho case
or not, it would have been r2alized that this was not trus. In
the transcript of evidenca :ziven to our Comnaission by the Neo.
it:n€é Tromolay, we find the followin; statemrmt: "y, Did ymu,
%on or Lafer: July lhth instruct Mr. Denis to raxmest hr.
"Lamontane to come to Ottawa to discuss f.hc Ponnano ;.‘nsta, sithar
"with you or with him? A, Ho." ‘

In his conclusions, the Commissionar stated Cirst Yof
all that it was dicfficult to concaive hrw Mr. lamontagns, who
hau reprassnt=d tha Department of Justice in a 5riat m"uv im=

portant cases, could have made such allegations, had they besn

bassless, He noted that lir. Lamentagne had had no hesitation in ’

putting his allogations into writing and signing thom. Thera )
wa3s no doult, he concludad, that repres3entations had been nads
in view of cltaining bail on bshalf oi Rivanl and that hr. Dmia
had had hias part to play in these rapresentationa. The Comals-
3ien:r Jurther indicated that tho people invelvad in this cus:
itwd L2on in touch with ons another ajnes the K.C..F. hw firat
cob iba investijition wndir way,  Ha concludad by pointing cut
that thy intervies uith kr, Guy iloulsan had not yot tak-n placs,
and awdia that othor facts rerudnad Lo bo enquirad into and the

sosults would be weda bnowm as cujel 3 as posssble.



114

Thg Commissioner concluded his letter as follows: .
"essunless further channels 'of' invea_tigatign open up we can
"see at th;s mou;e-nf. littie “hope of obtaining Lthe noceesary
")egal corroboration ot Hr. Iamontagne'a atatement to prefer

"charges againat Mr. Denia" This obeeg’uti_on was not quiﬁ.o

exact and we shall consider its merits later.
. After the Minister read this report, the Minister of
Justice, the 4xinintefvof,_ Citizenship and Immigration, the .

Comissioqgr and Deputy Commissioner exchanged views. The
Coumirae)s’ioner‘vtolid u{ that he‘had his ‘opnfx rgmaj‘x'ka'to, wake, and
they were t‘.h_e” ’folltow_i.ng:: ‘ "I }‘“9”""?,’”-,”."{ it quite plgar.
"that I,ppmng_ly suspected tha_p Dgpics was gtrxilty,‘; and){_r‘.‘ Trem~-
"blay kept c_oming biacklyto “tha/ poAint; ;nq_pgying_:( "But you have

"no proo{; you carmot prove this in court®, vaeVstiq‘ned by ..
Commission Counsel André Desjardins: "Q, And you agreed with
"that?" he answered: "I egreed that st the time we could not.

"This was said a rumber of times and repeated”, This was also

the opinion hold by thc Hjniater of Justice, o )

It. nust ‘be remembered that according t,o Dcputy Commis-
sioner lemieux, Minister Favreau expressed his opinion, at the
conclusion or‘thg interview, in the rquowing,'termu‘ A, 1.
"remecber Mr, Favreau talking to the Commissioner. He sald:
"Are yoututist;ed thgt t)zere‘ j.s sufficient evidence to pro-

"secute Dgni:?" ,'Th’en the Cormissioner expressed an cpinion, .
"Q. Mr. Favreau asked ¥r, McClellan? A, Yes. Q. If he
"na,sftisfiefi ir there was‘enoughAevide_nce to lay a charge?
"A. TYes, t‘hat‘is right. Q. And ¥r, McClellan answered:
"No, I don't thirk so at this time"-~ is that right? A, That
*is correct,” ) o o

In one of his replies, the Commissioner explained why,
in his view, proceeqinga could ndt be taken to lay s charge

parsuant to the denunclations formulated by Mr, Lemontagne:

———— e




"A. Without corroboration of that mesting in the

®office of the Minister of Citizenship & Immigration
“on the night of July 14, with nobody who sew it, who
*heard it, who was there; which no one who Denis has,
"so far as we still know, admitted that he offered that
"ribe, or that he had the money to offer the bribe;
®ithout any of that; we were left with owr main wdt-
“ness, against Mr. Denis, had we procesded = Mr. La-
"montagne had acted as counsel for this Percs for &
®considersble time. He was on the Department of Justice
"list. As we read his statement, on that particular
"night Nr. Lamontagne was called up here from Moutreal,
“he was offered a bribs of twenty thousand dollars by
“r. Dends, a senior official, Executive Assistant to
"a Minister of the Cromm, and having turned that bribe
“down, Mr. lamontagne, & mesber of the Bar and our own
"counsel, took Denis to his motsl, drank with him until
%a very early hour of the morning, proceeded back to
"lMontreal, said nothing to the police for nearly three-
“and-a~half weeks and this only after it had becoms
“gossip among his colleagues that he had taken a bribe,
"only when he is receiving threatening phone calls from
"fringe reacketeers, only vhen he has come to the con~
"clusion that Rivard may think he has taken the bribe
"and he will suffer for it, them and only then does he
“coms to the Mounted Police. I do not think, in my huwble
%gpinion, Mr. Drouin, that that man would stand up as a
"witness for one minute. lu-cr.dibmtywlrépoct-
®fully suggest, as a police-man — was ruined with that
"procedure. If he had come to us on the night of July
"1ik, we could have covered that pay-off, if there was to

"be one, at the Queen Kliszabeth Hotel the following morning,

%“and we could probably have solved that case.
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"It was my opinién, and this was in my mind, and it has
"quite a bit to do with the opinion which I expressed
Mand gave my Minister, that Mr. Lamontagne had destroyed
"himself as a witness against Mr. Denis.

"Q. That was your opinion?

"A. That was my opinion.®

Was ths Commisaion right in submitting these arguments
to the Minister?

The Minister and Comnissiorer have both told our Coumis-
sion that, at the time of the interview on September 18, they
had attached great importance to the fact there was no corro-
boration of the version given by Mr. Lamontagne. OCbviously,
as the Minister has explained, the problem was not to find
the corroboration required under the Criminal Code in certain
specific cases, but rather to decide if some facts could be
proven before the Courts which would support Mr. Lamontagne's
evidence,

The Minister of Justice and Commissioner were no doubt
aware that such corroboration is not necessarily to be found
sither in the version or evidence given by another person but
may arise from circumstances that will indicate shich of two
versions is likely to be the trus version. For instance,
the senior officers of the R.C.M.P, had learned (although
they had no proof of the fact) that a considerable sum of
money was available to help Rivard. The Commissioner stated
that he was under the impression he had mentioned that to the
Minister. However, they made no attempt to check the veracity
of that information which, it would seem to me, is important
in analyzing the facts in this case.

The Commissioner should not have attached so much im-
portance to the delay brought by lamontagne in sutmitting
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his denunciation, or, if he considered this delay an im-
portant, factor,'theh he skould have asceftajned from

Mr. Lamontagne why the latter had delayed so lﬁng‘in submitting
his denunciatioﬁ. Had he donz so he would have ]egrned several
facts, namely that Mr, Lamontagne and Mr. Denis had been friends
since their boyhood, had practised law with the séme legal
firm, were close friends, ehjoyed social relations, and their
wives met from time to time, The Commissioner would have
learned that at the meeting of July 14, Mr. Lamontagne cate-
gorically rofused the bribe offer so that nobody could hope
that he would ever change his mind, Under these circumstances,
it was inconceivable that Mr. Lsmontagne would simply walk

out of his room to the R.C.M,P. offices and there formulate

a denunciation against his friend Mr, Denis. Such a step would

. have been inhuman and illogical, and so much more so as Mr,

Lamontagne never expected to hear the matter brought up azain,
The Commissioner and kinister have also alluded to the
fact that during the night of July 14, Mr. Denis and Mr. Lamontacne
had a few drinks, There is no need to comment on this observation]
The Minister and Commissloner were both aware that the
Par{ilmentary Secretary to the Prime Minister, the Lxecutive
Assistant and Special Assistant to the Minister of Justice
had approached Mr. lamontagne to induce him not to oppose
bail for Lucien Rivard, - They knew that Guy Fasson was a
well-known figure in Montreal political circles, and Mr. Guy
Rouleau's brother and several other persons had also taken
steps to secure the same end, They knew that on the evening
of July 20, telephone calls had been put through to ¥r. lamon-
tagne while he was holidaying in Chicoutimi, They knew that
Rivard's Counsel had toldiﬁr. lamontagne that persons with whom
he had been {n touch had informed him that ¥r. Lamontagne had

accepted money and everything was set for the granting of bail




to Rivard. Was this not a complex of circumstances which lent
weight to Mr. Lamontagne's version?

At that time, the R.C.M.P. officers had two versioms
between which to choose; one was the version of Mr. Lamontagne and
the other was the version of Mr. Denis; each of these two versions
was an absolute contradiction of the other in regard to the main
allegation, namely that a sum of $20,000 had been offered, but
agreed on a good many other points. o

If, on the other hand, reasons were found to question
the credibility of Mr. Lamontagne, there seems to have been no
concern as to whether Mr. Denis's credibility were impregnable

or not.
FHHHHHHHHHHHHHH

Mngthocmeofaurinqnirythonnoofpoliq
usually followed by the R.C.M.P. in conducting a full investiga~
tion into demmciations of the sort formulated by Mr. Pierre La-
montagne was not explained. It seems to us that it would have
bm.norclogialpo]icy,amnomldochiontomt
full and complete responsibility for the entire investigation to
an experienced investigator of the calibre of Inspector Drapean,
leaving him complete freedom of action in interrogating the people
he wanted to, -ithoutobligin;hhtohanmtmtmow

his senior officers for instructions.
SHHEHHHBHRHEBHH
I do not balieve it to be the responsibility of the
R.C.M.P. officers, no matter how groat their experience, to ad-
vise the Minister of Justice in regard to the decision he should
take in respect to a demunciation, nor in regard to the probable

results of a charge laid before a Court. Their duty is rather to
seek out all the facts and leave the decision to the Minister.
FHEHHHHRHEHHHRE
Another question arose before our Commission and was
the subject of mmerous comments. This was the question of

the use of the French language in R.C.M.P. investigstions.
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It is quite inconceivable, for instanco, that a unilingual
officer should be charged \dth conduct.ing &n mvestigatim‘ .
amongst people who do not apoak his hnguage. It. was not
difficult to grasp tho fnct., apparent tmm tho very out-et »
of the 1nvutign.tion ordered by the Hiniater, that t.ho great
mjority of pereona to bo queltioned were h'ench-lpuking
The appointment by a aenior ofticcr of an hmaatigtbor, or !

an asnistant, 1s mgliah-apodd.ng and doea not lpu.k

French, to work on an fmvut.igation amngst French-apuking
people is so extraordinary t.hat it 1: hnrd to bolicvo 1t .
has happened in our times.

D\xﬂ:lg the course of our inquiry, we also took noto-
of a method used in their work by the R.C.M.P. which leaves
much to be deaired Pnnch-apeaking inapectora quost.ion
people 1n h'ench md then han to drd't thcir rvpom, for
language. ‘l‘his uthod may have very urioua oomequonc;o. .
Firstorall, umtoundduringthecmootthoinquiry
the method loads to errors trcu shich the person Lntomgatod
suffers; this method enables any one who has boon quosticnod

~in French by the R.C.M.P. to ch.in, when an at.tempt 19 mde

to point out contrldiction.s when ho 1: agun intcmgatad,
that what he said to the R.C.M.P. was not properly t.rl.nahted.
The third consequence, and it is a great deal more serious

~ than the rirst. two, 1s that men a file 13 submitted to the

Minister for his dechion, the Minister ﬁnda himolf emining
reports drafted in English about comoruuons held 1n French,
and this leads toa rddo mr;in of error. It h ;bsolutely
essential that the report of an mtcmgauon be drdtod 1n
the languags in which the interrogation was held. It tnns-
lation must be supplied for ug!nlnistntivo purposes, the
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translating can be doné iétér.
It .is only fair, in this regard, to point out a
statement made by Commissioner McClellan at the end of
his testimony:
‘"A, There is no directive that I know of but -- and
"] want to be quite clear on this so that there will
"be no misunderstanding —- the working language of
"the Force is English,
. 41 would be very glad to see the day come -~ and 1
- "have only been Commissioner for a little over a year--
"when it would be possible for any member of the Force

"to subnit his reports in either language;”.



THE HONOURABLE THE MINISTER OF JUSTICE.~

The Commission also had to inquire into the manner
in which the Minister of Justice and his Department dealt with
“the allegations about any improper inducements having been
"offered to or improper pressures having been brought to bear
"on counsel acting upon an application for the extradition of
"one luclen Rivard™ when they were brought to their attention.

The evidence has brought out the following facts:

On August 14, the Commissioner of the R.C.M.P. and the Deputy
Commmissionsr met the Minister, in the latter's office, amd
submitted to him the report which they had just received from
Inspector Carridre, relating his first interview with Mr.

Pierre lamontagne. After reading this report, the Minister

said to them: (tranahu?n) "you will have to see Lord and
"letemxire as soon as possible, and conduct a full inveatigation™,

Thess instructions show that the Minister was most
decided that the fullest possible light should be thrown on
tho.flcta revealed by Mr. lLamontagne to the R.C.M.P. He
issued no special directives and set no restrictions. The
R.C.'M.P. 's job was therefore to act as quickly as possible
and to leavs no stone unturned in the search for truth.

A few days later, the Minister went to the Comis-
sioner's office and took cognizance of the statement that MNr.
lanontagne had made on August 14 to Inspector Carridre. It
was then agreed that he should discuss the matter with Hinister
Tremblay, whose Executive Assistant was Mr. Denis, as the
Comissioner had told him that he would have to interrogate Mr.
Denis. He then issued instructions to the Comissioner to
advise the Deputy Minister of Citizenship and Immigration to
see that Mr. Denis would have no access to certain depart=-

mental files.
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A few days later, th: report of Inspeclor Carrilre
on the telephone conversation of August, 20 betw:ien Mr. Danis
and Mr. Larontagne was comnunicated to him verbally.

Meanwhile, the linistsr had rsceived soms telaphone
calls from R.C.M.P., officers, ke:xping him posted on the prograss
ol the 1nvos.tication that he had ordered on August 14.

It was on August 31 that the Hon., . Tremblay
first learned, = from his own Exccutiva Assistant, Mr, Raymond
Denis, = of the denunciation formulated by Hr., Lamentagne,

The Minister of Justice had not mentioned the matter to the
Hon. . Tremblay oven after ho had receivsd the visit of

Hr. Donis on August 20, who had asked Mim to lct his Minister
know of these allepations,

Ths Hinister of Citizenship and Imeigration at once
contactod the Minister of Justice and went to his office., It
wag decided thut Mr. Denis should immediately be suspendad in
the exarcise of hia duties,

It was lats in Auzust that the Commissionsr advissd
the Hon. G, I-‘avren.u that he wanted Mr, Guy Roulcau interrogated
and asked him whother the Prime Minister should riot be inforaad.
His evidence wi3: %It was also obvicus we were going to have to
*interviaw Deni3s, Litendre, Lord and Guy Rouleau. I had no
"intention of having my officers interrogats govarmment officials
®of that 3sniority or a membar of parliame~nt Wh;a was Parliamentary
*Sscrstary to tha Prims Minister without giving ny Minister the
"opportunity to advise his colleasuas who wers dirsctly concernad.
*I have Just had the axparience of letting the law tale it3 ncrual
"ccurse in conneetion with an N.P."

It was only on Seoptember 2, during ths plans trip

froa Charlottstown to Cttawa, that the Hinistsr of Justice inforued
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the Prime Minister that his Parliamentary Sacretary was
involved in the Rivard case and supposed to have brought
pressures on to the Counsel for the United States Govern-
ment to incite him to agres to bail being granted to

Lucien Rivard,

- This delay, on the part of the Minister, in
advising Minister Tremblay md the Prime Minister may have
its importance from an administrative viewpoint, and may not
be in conformity with the rules governing relations among
members of the Cabinet, but this is not a factor which in = '
any way affects the solution of the problem submitted to our -
Commission nor does it'come within ths terms of reference '
as expressed in the Order in Council. ,

On September 18, in the'afternoon, the Commissioner
went to see the Minister, with the complete file in hand, '
Minister Tremblay and Deputy Commissioner lemieux also attended
this meeting. The Minister of Justice read the seven page’ ‘
¥emorandum which although signed by the Commissinner, had,
except the last two paragraphs, been drafted by Inspector Reed’
of the R.C.M.P.3 he read the report on the telephone conversation
of August 20 between Mr, Denis and Mr, Lamontagne; he also read
the statements given to the R.C.M.,P, by Mr, Lord -and Mr, Letendre.
At the close of this meeting, Minister Favreau stated that the '
R.C.M.P, had discharged their responsibilities, expressing
himself in the following terms, according to Minister Tremblay:
(translation) "It is certain we do not have any corroboration
"of the charge brought by Lawyer Lamontagne and there are no
"grounds for laying charges against Lawyer Denis. On the other
"hand, it is certain that you yourself, as Minister, as his
"enployer, as Minister responsible for his work, for his em-’
"ployment, must judge Vr, Denis' sttitude in this whole affair.”
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The Hon. G. Favrean himself states that
at the close of that meeting, he reached the con-
clusion, based on the facts that had been disclosed
at that time, that there were no grounds for a criminal
charge being 1aid and he said to Minister Tremblays
(translation) "I think this matter now becomes one
for your immediate administrative deciston.®

Before reaching this decision nonethe-
less, the Minister of Justice discussed the problem
with his colleague, with the Commissioner and Deputy
Cormissioner. The Commissioner stated that he
strongly suspected that Mr, Denis was guilty but that
Minister Tremblay kept saying: (translation) "You've
no proof. TYou can't prove that in a Court", and the
Commissioner concluded: "I realized at that time that
he was right, That was the opinion of Minister Favreau
too,"

At the time of this meeting, the
Commissioner did not have in hand the report on
the interview with Mr, Guy Rouleau, which had taken
place the day before, but he knew what the substance
of that interview had been and reported its purport
to the Minister. Some days latar, when the report
becama part of the file, the Comissioner showed the
report to the Minister but this did not alter the

Hinister's opinion,



In giving evidence before our Commissicn of Inquiry,
Commissioner McClellan told us that he had been inclined to
coinisider as true the greater purt of Mr. Lamontagne's statement
for he could not conceive how a man could have told such a story,
had there not been some basis of .truth™in the charges, and he
added: "I certainly made it quite clear .to Mr. Favreau and :
"Mr, 'I:rgnbl‘ay that in my opinion there was a bribery offer of
Ysome sort on that night of July 14 when Mr, Denis met Mr., La-
"montagne in the Minister of Citizenship's office.* + - -
Was the Minister's decision, as reported earlier,
Justified? Was he in possession of all the:elements essential
in reaching a valid conclusion a}t. that: time?.: - " «if o oal
There cannot be the slightest doubt;’as the Counsel
for the Government stated.in his final argument before-us; that
the liinister had full and complete discretion.to decide for "
himself, without assistarnce from any one, whether one or:!-
'*--i several charges_c}iould be laid against the persons involved: -
in the denunciation formulated by Mr. Lamontagne, - That the '
kinister doas have this discretionary power has been .- =!
mco@ized on a great many occasions, particularly"‘in enzland,
Authorities quoted by Counsel for:the Covernment are most
explicit in this regard; quoting some extracts from his final
sutmation will enlighten ue on.his thesis:’ (translation) - -
"before laying a charge," he said, "the Minister of Justice ..
"need not refer the case %o any one or more particularly =~ '-
"to what has been called the Criminal Law Section of the Depart-
"ment of Justice, He is not under any legal obligation to do so;
"there is no law binding the Minister tu follow any such course,
"shen the Attormey General is called upon to make a decision, °
"he must act in quasi-judiclal fashion, and what hs has to decide
"at that moment is whether there 1s cause, whether the intecest

"ls sutficient to lodge & complaint. It is only in regard to an
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"eventual trial, when he is personally convinced, in all
"conscience, that the trial will most probably close with a

"condemnation that the Attorney General is justified in laying

"a charge against a suspect. Not only did the Minister have
"before him the evidence that the Crown expected to bring for-
"ward, but he also had the testimonies of the persons concerned.
"He was aware of geveral of the elements of an eventual defence
"against the charges. The Attorney General's duty was to examine
“the file as a whole. The Attorney General must act with com-
"plete independence. He can hear and weigih representations in-
"order to better understand the case, ard he miy take upon him-
"self the final responsibility lor the necessary decision.
*This is his absolute right. He musi act in quasi-judicial
"fashion. In judging the conduct and decision of the Minister
“we must set aside all that has taken place before this inquiry
"and go back to examining the file as it stood on September 18.
"The conduct and decision of the Minister should be evaluated
"solely in the light of the written file that was placed before -
"him on September 18 by the Commlssioner... But the queation
"arises, in reaching this decision, did the Minister do all he
"ghould have? Did he examine the file as a Judge of the Court -
"of Appeal would have done?™:

There cannot be any doubt that the Minister had full
and entire discretion to decide whether proceedings should be
instituted -againat the persons involved by the denunciation of-
Mr. lamontagne. What we must look into is, as the Court of
Appeal does when it decides on a case where the judge of the
first instance has full discretion, the manner in which he
exercised this discretion. In that type of re-cxamination,
the Court of Appeal looks into whether or not the Judge of the:

Court of first instance took all relevant facts into account,

whether he had had all the information he necded and, in a word,:
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Since the Minister was called upon to hand down
a quasi-judicial decision, he had to know all the facts in
order to make the analysis that would form the basis of his
decision,

On ths one hand, he had before him the R,C.M.P.
file but did not read it in its entirety.  He had already taken:
cognizance of the statements made by Mr. Lamontagne, He had
read the report of Sergeant Crevier on the telephons conversa-
tion of August 20 between Mr, Denis and Mr. lamontagne. He had
received a verbal report on the interview between Mr, Guy Rouleau
and the R.C.M.P. He had read the letter of Commissioner McClellan,
dated September 18, He had had an interview with Mr. Denis. He
had the opinions of the Commissioner and Deputy Commissioner of
the R.C.M.P,

On the other hand, he had not read Mrs. Pierre
Iamontagne®s statement, Neither had he read the highly important
reports of Inspector Drepeau on his interviews with ¥r, Denis,
He had not seen the reports on the interrogations of Masson, -
Gignac, Mr. Raymond Rouleau, Lawyers Daoust and Cohen.  Nor had
he read another most important report, dated September 3,
prepared by Inspector Reed,

Consequently, on Septewber 18, the Minister did
not have sufficient knowledge of the file to reach the proper
decision and he was under the impression that the R.C.M.P,
officers had explained to him all the facts that were relevant .
to the case., It should be added that even had he been familiar -
with the full contents of the file, he still would not have been -
in possession of all the facts for these facts could only have
been brought to light by further research even if he had been
told that Mr. Guy Rouleau, interrogated the day before, was . '
the last witness likely to provide useful evidence. Furthermore,
he was not in a position enabling him to hand down an absolutely

objective decision,
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His first reaction, he said, on learning of the
denun;:iations tormulated by Mr. Lamontagne was: “Why did he not
‘"pl'ay Aléng with him?n v;lheﬁ Mr. Denls made the bribe oifer con
July 14, ‘And he continued: (translation) "I remember, that was
"y fi1st reaction, it Qould have been the normal reaction of any
Yone to whom a bribe was offereci eee That's one of the factors
"that a Judge would have had to take into consideration, necessari-
"1y, he should‘have aaid, all right ,.. tomorrow, I'll see, and then
"have gone to the R.C.M..P. that same night or the next morning."

| "Secondly I had a statement that had been made,
"I thj.nk, three weeks after July 14." The Minister mentioned
the fact that Lawyer L.;montazne only spoke of the tribe offer
three weeks raft.er it had been made and added: "But I put myself
"in the position of the Attorney General who must ask himself
"whether, yea or no, a charge lzid will eventually lgad tov a
"verdict of guilty, vell‘ these are factors that I had to take
"into cqnsiderapion, and I also had to take into consideration

"certain aspscts of the version given by Lamcatagae in regard

_ "to telephona calls that would certainly be contradicted, and

"contradicted to oy satiefac?.icn, by Lord and Letendre, so that
"taking the matter as a whole, unless there could be found, -
"the word fcorroboration! has been used, - it never occurred to
"me, for my purt, that there was need for corroboration in the
"technical sense of the word, as in a case for perjury, or in
"the case of offences, secual crimes, In my mind in any case,
"whatever the word used, what was meant was confirmation,"

Yurther along, he said: (translation)

“At that time, I remewber, the question arose of

"the tize when it was said and we kow that Lamontagne, after

"ths interview during the course of which the offer was mds,

*{nvited him to his roum, That was another factor. It's rather
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*difficult for me to ropéat the words used on the spur of
"the moment like that, but as you refre?h 'm murbry on this
"point, that's another factor I considered, cbviously. The
"fact is that a jury would have to take into consideration
"ard a Jﬁdge would have to take into consideration in reaching
"some kind of an idea with fegard to reasonable don;bt. ard the
"choice to be made between two contradictory versions beyond
"any shred of doubt. The fact Lamontagne imited Den‘is‘t.o-
mards, - I don't know whether it was eleven ofclock or mide
"night, ~ in any case, to his room in the hotel to meet his
"wife, where they had a few drinks, 1 think it was a bottle,
"in the bottom of which there still remained a few ounces,
"if I remember aright." I

We have alreadyr wnighed the value of these arguments
in examining the condict of the R.C.M.P., and particularly
that of the Commissioner and Deputy Cormissioner, = so we
shall not go over this ground again. The fact remains that
our examination of the validity of these arguments in weighing
the conclusions reached by the R.C.M.P. lapplics equally'in our
examination of the Minister's decision.

It seems to us that the Minister attached too great
an importance to the oplnions expressed by the Comissioner and
Deputy Commissioner who are axcellent police officers but most
assuredly have not sufficient legal knowledge to be in a posi-
tion to counsel the Minister with regard to the advisability of
laying or not laying a charge before the courts. (Translation) "I
"do not exactly remember”, he told our Comzission, "but I know
"that it was quite clear, in the course of the interview, amd Mr.
"lemieux was also in agreement, and 1 beg you to believe me, those
"who like me have worked with the R.C.M.P. for close to twonty
"years know they're men of great experience, particularly the Comis
"sionar and Deputy Commissioner Lemieux, they were both of the opinion
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“that as to facts, and as police officers ™ws could not make
"a convictio.n stick" on the basis..."

Would it have been preferabls for the Minister to
request the advice of>the "1egal advisers within his Department?
In his evidence he stated: (translation) - '
nQ. 1Is it not trus, sir, that you could, if you deem advisable,
nrequest legal sdvice from experts in the Criminal law Section
nof your Department? '

“A., Thatts obvious.

nQ, One final question, Mr. Favreaus did Mr. lamontagne ...
nA, I could follow that course in all the decisions where the
nDirector of Investigation and Research and I reach a decision
"in concert, he and I. I could choose to refer every case, ifr
"ihat wers the rule to be followed, to the Criminal Law Section
wand if I thought it necessary in a particular case, cbviously,
#1 would do it."

" The Minister explained that at the time when the eventa
that gave rise to the inquiry took place, he was very busy.
Apart from his duties as Minister of Justice for Canada, he was
Goverrment leader in the House of Comons, leader of the Quebec
Liberals, and looking after the Quebec section of the National
Liberal Federation of Canada, To sum up, he told us, he was
working from eight otclock in the morning until one ofclock
the following morning.

Did he have the time necessary to bring all the con-
centration required in examining an affair of this nature, to
studying this case that could Jead to the laying of serious
charges in the criminal courts? This would seem to us to have
been sufficient reason for him to request the advice of the
legal advisers of his Department,



Another _reason which would have Justified his
handing the case ovar to his legal advisera :ls that the very
circumstances of thie case shculd have le_cl him _to\refrai‘n
from expressing any view at all, aince his dociaion was to
bas of quasi-Judicialkmture. What he was beiny c;li];ed‘gpon
to do was to examine t.he eonduct. and stcpe t,aken by hik.a‘own
Executive Assistant, his Spoci&l Aaaisunt, the Executive
Assistant to a colleague cf his and by thep?a'rliax‘nentary
Secretary to the Frime Minister, o X R

It should not be forgotten that a{)_:‘inister, as
a Judge, all his competence notwith.;;tanding, all hil-. honést.y
and integrity notwithstanding, is a}uays a_htmn»beini;‘_e}nd
his view of a case may. be unccnscipusly distorted byr the
relations existing betwcen himself and the pereon or pe‘_xtsons
concerned. ‘ . L

In 1932, in cngland, a comittop.q:mpx:isgfl of .
jurists and eminent political personalities examined the powers
of ¥inisters of the Crown and more especially the 'Stat‘utgry
*powors of judicial or quasi-judicial decision against, which
"thero is no appeal®, - The report of this comuittes, mgig.led
"Committee on binisters® Powers Report® was tabled in the
British House of Commons in April 1932, The report gont.a_l.m
etatements of the principles that should govern the conduct
of the Ministers of the Crown, We qucte from page 75t

wAs we have already pointed out, & judicial element

"is involved in quasi-judicisl as well as judicial .. .
"functiors; and it has been truly said that, hovever
“much a Minister in exercising such functions may ., ..
"depart from the usual forms of legal procedure or .. .
"fron the common law rules of evidence, he ought not . -

"to depart from or offend againet 'natural Justice'..



. page T7:
"But disqualifying interest is not confined to
"pecuniary interest. 'In Reg. v. iand (1866)
"L.Re 1 Q.B, 230 the Court of Queen's Bench laid
it down that wherever there was a real likelihood
"that a Judge would, from kindred or any cther
mcause have a bias in favour of one of the parties,
"{t would be very wrong in him to act,'"

page 783
“Indeed we think it is clear that biss from strong
"and sincere conviction as to public policy may
"operate as a more serious disqualificaticn than
"pecuniary interest. But the bias to which a
"bublic-spirited man is subjected if he adjudicates
*in uw “caae in which he is interested on public
mgrounds is more subtle and less easy for him to
"detect and resist, |
"We are hers considering questions of public policy
"and from the public point of view it is important
“to remember that the principle underlying all the
ndecisionsin regard to disqualification by reason
Hof bias is that the mind of the judge ougt to be
nfree to decide on purely judicial grounds and should
"ot be directly or indirectly influenced by, or
"exposed to the influence of, either motives of self-
"{nterest or opinions abtout policy or any other
"considerations not relevant to the issue,
Ve are of the opinion that in comsidering the
rassigmment of Jjudicial functions to Ministers
*Farliament should keep clearly in view the maxim

"that no man is to be judge in a cause in which he
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"has an interest. We think that in any case in
"which the Minister's Lepartment would patux:al}y
"approach the ;asuo to be determined with 1_4 desire
"that tfhe dcci/aion should go one way rather than e
"ancther, the Minister ahpuld be regarded as hajhxg
"an interest in the cause, Farliament would do
"well in such a cass to provide that the Minister
"himself should not be the judge, but that the
"case should be decided by an independent tribunal,
page 95’ . . .
"shere a problem has a atrong)y‘ marked Jmuch.lla
"side, but it is difficult to dot}ch the non-judicial
i "side ~ be it administrative or legislative -
‘ “Parliament may in some cases be well advised to
§ “sentrust the whole to a Court of law, If the .
~ _ "particular task 1s not suited to _t.ho ordinary,
*Courts of law, it may properly be assigned to
"some special tribunal droad‘y,omum,.or ‘to_t;o .
Mnewly-created for the purpose, which is better
"adapted in perscnnel or procedure.® B
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CUNCLUSIONS .-

Considering that on September 18, 1964, he did not
have all the information that wouid have enabled himhﬁo decide,
with less possibility of error, whether the denunciations formu-
lated by Lawjer lékwntagne>wera false or not; »

Considering that it had been impossible for him to

take cognizance of all the doﬁumenta‘contained 1h thé file

that had been submitted to him by the R.C.M.P.:

Considering that this file did not indicate all the
facts, a knowledge of which would have enabied him to exercise
his discretionary powers Judiciously;

Considering that the opinions expressed by the
Commissioner and Deputy Commissioner of the H,C.M.F, were such
as to create a doubt in his mind;

The Honourable the hinister of Justice was Justified,
at that tine, in believing that a charge laid against a person
or persons involved would have been difficult to prove before
the Courts, .

Considering that in the month of September 194L,
apart from his duties as Minister of Justice, he held several
offices that absorbed a great deal of his time and energy and
prevented him from givirg the file all the attention it required;

Considering that he did not require the R.C.M.P. to
hunt for other facts that would have completed the information
obtained up to that date;

Considering that he was placed in a position of being

influenced by the relations that existed between himcelf and the persons
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mentioned in the denunciation i‘onmlated by Mr, Lamontagne;
Conaidex_‘ing that he was called upon to hand down
a quasi-judicial decision; ' |
The Honourable the Minister of Just.icc, betore
reaching a decision, should have stbnigted the caae toutho
legal advisers within his Department with instructions to
complete the search for facts if necessary md secured their
views upon the possible perpetraticn of a er:lm.ml oftenco

by one or several of the persons involved.
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THE HONOURABLE RENE TREMBLAY,~

The Order in Council which set up this Commission
does not concern the Honourable René Tremblay but the Counsel
for the Government requested that comments in regard to his
ccnduct in this case be included in this report.

This request was justified because the name of
the Honourable R, Tremblay has been mentioned in the House of
Comrons and in the newspapers in regard to the allegations
that led to this iiquiry since Mr. Denis was his Executive
Assistant,

tvidence shows that the conduct of Mr. Tremblay
is absolutely Leyond reproach, As soon as he learned of the
accusations mide against Mr. Denis, he suspended him in the
exercise of his duties and after the conference of September 18
with the Kinister of Justice and the officers of the R,C.M.P,
he requested his resignation., Prior to the events that have
been examined throughout the lifetime of this inquiry, he
had warned Mr. Denis that he did not like to ses Guy Masson
in his office, because he had had certain information
about him,

If the KHonourable R, Tremblay has sulfered
consequences from statements or certain published comments,
it is to be hoped that the perscns responsible will now
reccgnize his honesty and integrity,
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SUGGESTION

In the course of this inquiry 1 have realized
that the Judgs, presiding a Royal Commission set up under
the "Inquiries Act™, does not have all ths powers which are
ordinarily his in thes exercise of his judicial duties.

He cannot decide whethsr there has been
contempt of Court either in hie preaence, or outside his
presence. This lack of powers, as 1 found on several
occasions, leads to ullt.u;tiono that are most embarrassing
to the Judge and which prevents the normal conduct of the
inquiry,

In consequence the Act should be amended by

the addition of a Section meeting this deficlency.

SHE I SR

WWW‘” ,

Commissioner

Counsel of the Commission ;

Secretary
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APPENDIX A

e o

LIST OF COUNSEL

Mr, André Desjardins
Commission Counsel

Mr. Jules Deschénes, Q.C. Canadian Government

Mr. Ross Drouin, Q,C, Progressive Conservative Party

Mr, Paul Jolin New Democratic Party

Mr. Gérard Chapdelaine Social Credit Par/ty

Mr, Frangols Even Raliment des créditistes

Mr, Norman Mathews, Q.C. R.C.M.P,

Mr. L.Y, Fortier Mr, Pierre Lamontagne

Mr, Cuy Guérin Mr. Raymond Denis

Mr, André Villeneuve, Q.C. Mr, Guy Rouleau

Mr, Gilles Godin, Q.C, Mr, André Letendre

Mr. Bernard Deschénes Mr. André Letendre

Mr, Yvon Gasmin, Q.C. Mr. Guy Lord

Mr, F, Chapados Mr, Guy Masson

Mr, Simon Venne Mr, Guy Masson

Mr. Yves Myrand Mr. Robert Gignac

Mr, N, Legault Mr. Robert Gignac

Mr, Raymond Daoust, Q.C. Mr, Lucien Rivard

Mr. Dollard Dansereau, Q.C. Mrs, Lucien Rivard

Mr. L.R. Maranda Mr, Eddy Lechasseur and
Miss Linda Dumont

Kr. Roland Blais Mr. Raymond Daoust

Mr. R.A, Bell, Q.C. Mr. Eric Nielsen

Mr, G.F, Coyne, Q.C. Department of Clitizenship and
Immigration

Mr, Caspard C8té Department of Justice

Mr. Roger Tassé Department of Justice




7 -
8 -
9 -
10 -
1 -

12 -

13 -

L -

15 -

16 -

21 -

22 -

23 -

139

AFPERDIX B

LIST OF EXHIBITS
Order in Council appointing the Honourable Chief Justice Frederic Dorion
Conmissioner, 17-7-64.
House of Commons Debates, (French), 11-23-64.
House of Commons Debstes, 11-23-64.
House of Cormons Debates, (French), 11-2/-64,
House of Commons Debates, 11-24-64.
House of Cormons Debates, (French), 11-25-64.
House of Comons Debates, 11-25-64.
ilouse of Commons Debates, (French), 11-26-6L4.
Louse of Coumons Debates, 11-20-6L4.
House of Comnons Debates, (French), 11-27-64.
House of Commons Debates, 11-27-Gh.

The information and camplaint of Jerome T. Gaspard, dated 6-18-64,
re. Lucien Rivard.

Petition for bail file Ho. 146, Superior Court (Extradition), Uniled
States of America vs Lucien Rivard, 8-3-64.

Record of file No. 146, Superior Court (Extraditiom). .

Copy of a letter from Mr. Haymond Daoust Lo kr. Joseph Cohen, dated
$=li-6bhs

Lebter from ir. D.N. Chesler to Mr. Guy Lord, daled 4-30-64 and letter
from Mr. Guy Lord to Mr. D.N. Chester, dated 5-6-64.

Copy of Time Magazine (Canadian Edition), Vol. &5, Ho. 1, dated
January 1, 1965.

Photocopy of a conl.ract between Guy Masson and les Enbreprensurs
Samson Inc., daled 7-23-64. )

Telephone bill re: Hochelaga lolding lnc., 7-22-64.

Ihobocopy of an act notarized before Mr. Clauie lienri Gratton, dated
6=-25-6l. :
Receipt of the Royal Trust Company for an amount of $60,000.00, dated
9—1‘)"6160

Criminal record of Adrien Zdouard Eddy Lechasseur.

petition for Lail re: file No. 146 of the Superior Court (Extradition),
dated 11"10‘61’{0 .

Government of Canaaa felephone Directory, Cltawa, June 1904,

Safety deposit box lease 2nd rentzl record re: Mrs, iarie Harthe ijnrd,'
9-16=b6l, ~ lease and rules and regulations in connection therewith, 91590l
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Record relsating visils of Mrs. Lucien Rivard to her safety deposit box.

Draft. of Lhe Provincial Bank of Canada for 4l15,000.00, payable to the
order of Roger Aubin, 6-25-64.

Receipt to the Provincial Bank of Canada, signed by Roger Aubin, for
$15,000.00, dated 6-25-64.

Loan record of Lhe Provincial Bank of Canada re: Roger Aubin,

Fhotocopy of a letter from Mr. Dacust Lo Mr. Cohen, dated 8-4-6i.

Death certificzte of Ovide Gagnon, dated 12~7-64.,

Crinminal record of Lucien Rivard,

Criminal record of Bill Lamy.

Record of transfer of Robert Tremblay from B.C. to Quebec.

Letter from Mr. R. Denis Lo the llonourable René Tremblay, dated G-27-6l.
Letter from Mr. R. Denis to the Honourable René Tremblay, dated 10-1-64.
Letter from the Honourable Hené Tremblay to Mr. R. Denis, dated 10-9-64.

Draft of a letter from Mr. K. Denis to the lionourable René Tremblay,
dated 8-31-64,

Letter from Mr. R. Denis to the Honourable René Tremblay, dated 8-31-64.,
Statemenl of Mr., R. Denis, dnted 8-24-6i.

Several copies of "Dimanche Matin®,

Letter from the Departuent of Justice to Mr. P. Lamontagne, dated 6-12-64.
Telephone bills of Hochelaga Holding Inc., from June Lo August 1964.
Record of a telephone call from Montreal to Chicoutimi, dated 7-20-64.
Detailed telephone bill of Hochelaga Holding Inc,

Letter from Mr. R. Daoust to Mr, G. Rouleau, dated 7-9-6i.

Letter from Hr. Guy Rouleau to Mr. Benoit Godbout, dated 7-7-64.

Letter from Mr, Benoit Godbout to Mr. Guy Rouleau, dated 8-17-64.
Letter from Hr. Benoit Godbout to Kr. Guy Rouleau, dated 10-5-64.
Letter from Mr. Guy Rouleau Lo Mr. B. Godboui, dated 10-23-63,

Letter from Mr. B. Godbout to Mr. Guy Roulezu, dated 11-6~-63,

Letter from Mr. B, Godbout to Mr, Guy Rouleau, dated 12-18-63,

Petition for Habezs Corpus in file No. 1210-64, Court of Queen'!s bench,
Montreal,

Notice of Appeal in file No. 1210-G4, Court of Queen's bench, Montreal.

Petition for bail in file 2922, Court of Lueen's bench, iontreal,
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55 — Authorities of Petitioner in case No.1210-64, Court of Queen's Bench,
Montreal,

56 - Letter from Mr, Jean Caron to Mr., A, Desjardins, dated 2-1-65.

57 - Lett;f from A. Guﬁhman to Mr. A, Letendre, dated 7-16-64.

58 — Letter from Mr. Joseph E. Luberman to Mr, A, Letendre, dated 8-12-6L.
59 - letter from Mr. Jean Caron to Mr, A. Desjardins, dated 2-8-65.

60 - Records of the Bell Telephone Company re: calls made from the Maxim's
Lounge and from the Chateau Laurier - July 1964.

61 - Registration card of J.G. Masson at the Chateau Laurier on 7-7-614,

62 - Record of registration of J,G, Fasson at the Chateau Laurier on 7-13-6L,
63 - Record of registration of J,G. Masson at the Chateau Laurier on 7-20-64.
64 - Bill of Mr. Plerre Lamontagne to the Minister of Justice, dated July 196k,

65 - Bill of Mr, Lamontagne to the Department of Citizenship and Immigration,
dated 8-17-64.,

66 - Record of registration of J.G. Masson at the Motel Fontaine Bleue,
dated 6-22°6Lo

67 - Record of registration of Robert Gignac at the Motel Fontaine Bleue,
dated 6-22-6&.

68 - Chart describing the chain of ﬁommand of the R,C.M.P,

69 - Personal notes taken by Inspector J.R.R. Carridre, 11-8-6L.
70 - Report signed by Inspector J.R.R. Carrilre, dated 8-12-6i.
71 - Statement given by Lawyer Pierre Lamontagne, dated 8-14-64,

72 - Photocopies of T.C.A. tickets, two letters:from Bob Tremblay to L. Rivard,
and part of an unfinished letter addressed to Bob Tremblay,.

73 - Report by Inspector J.R.R. Carrilre, dated 8-18-6L.
7L - Statement of Krs, Plerre Lamontagne, 8-18-64.

75 - Letter from Inspector J.R.R. Carridre to Commissioner McClellan,
dated B8-22-64,

76 - Statement of Mr, Pierre Lamontagne, dated 8-21-64.

77 - Statement of Sergeant i, Crevier, dated R-22-64.

78 - Keport signed by Inspector J.H.R. Carrilre, dated 8-20-64.,
79 - Report signed by Inspector J.R.R. Carridre, dated 9-1-64.
80 - Repulations Act (R,S.C. 1952, c. 235).

a1 - Repulations unier Section 9 of the Act. P.C. 1954-1787,
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82 - Personal notes taken by Inspector Drapeau re: R. Denis, 8-19-6L.
83 - Statement of IMr, André Letendre, 8-19-64.

8L - Personal notes taken by Inspeclor Drapeau re: A. Letendre, 8-9-6L.
85 -~ Statement of Raymond Denis, dated 8-24-6lL.

86 ~ Personal notes taken by Inspector Drapeau re: R. Denis, 8-24-6l4.
87 - Personal notes taken by Inspector Drapeau re: Guy Lord, 8-24-6L.
88 ~ Personal notes taken by Inspector Drapeau re: R. Denis, 8-24-6k4.
89 - Statement of Mr. Guy Lord, dated 8-26-64.

90 - Report sirned by Inspector Drapeau, dated 8-28-Hl.

91 -~ Personal notes taken by Inspector Draveau re: R. Denis, 9-8-64.
92 - Personal notes taken by Inspector Drapeau re:s J. Cohen, 9-9-64.
93 ~ Personal notes taken by Inspector Drapeau re: Guy Masson, 9-9-6l.
9), ~ Personal notes taken by Inspector Drapeau re: R. Rouleau, 9—9—610.-
95 — Statement of Robert E. Gignac, dated 9-10-6i.

95a~ Statement of Robert E., Gignac as translated by Inspector J.P. Drapeau.

96 - Personal notes taken by Inspector Drapeaun re: Robert E. Gignac,
9=10-654 ¢

97 - Personal notes taken by Inspector Drapeau re:s Guy Masson, 9-11-6k.

98 - Report from Inspector J.P. Drapesu to the. Commissioner, dated 9-16—64.

99 — Personal notes taken by Inspector Drapesu re: Guy Rouleau, 9-17-6l.
100 = Report signed by Inspector Drapeau re: Guy Rouleau, dated 9-18-64,
101 - Telegram from Mr. A, Desjardins to Mr. Joseph Weixel, dated 2-5-65. v

102 - Letter from Aurélien Chassé to the Honourable Chief Justice F, Dorionm,
dated 2-9-65,

103 - Copy of & letter from Mr. A. Desjardins to Mr. Aurélien Chassé,
dated 2-8-65,

104 - Letter from Mr. Joseph Welxel to the Honourable Chief Justice F. Dorion,
dated 2-19-65,

105 - Letter from Superintendent W.G. Fraser to the C.O. "A" Division,
R.C.M.P., Ottawa, dated 9-3-6i.

106 ~ Memorandum from Inspector G.W. Reed to the A/D C.I., dated 9-3-6Le

107 - Heport from Commissioner McClellan to the Honourable Guy Favreau,
dated 9-9-6L.,

108 - Memorandum for file signed by Deputy Commissioner lemieux, dated
9-22-61,,

109 - Oririnal R.C.M.P. file "63HQ-189-C-17".
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Letter from Mr. A. Desjardins to Mr. R.A. Bell, dated 3-17-65.
House of Commons Debates, 3-19-65.

House of Commons Debates, (French), 3-22-45.

Cony of "Dimanche Matin®, dated 6-21-6i.

Certified copy of an Order in Council, dated 4-5-62, re: Royal
Canadian Mounted Police,

Letter from Mr., Raymond Dacust to Mr, Haymond Denis, dated 7-16-6l.
Report sirned by Sergeant J.G. Dansereau, dated 3-19-65.

House of Commons Debates, 9-18-6lL.

llouse of Commons Debates, 3-23-65.

Votes and Proceedings of the House of Commons of Canada, 3-23-65
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SPECIAL PUBLIC INQUIRY 1964 .0, 30K 1508

Portol Stotion '8

ENQUETE PUBLIQUE SPECIALE 1964 . Ovows

C.r. 1503 .
Suceursale postate D"
Otawa

TO HIS EXCELLENCY
THE GOVERNOR GENERAL IN COUNCIL.-

May it Please Your Excellency,

1. beg to submit to Your Excellency,
an additional report about the Special Public Inquiry
1964, which is a modification of the original that 1
gubmitted on Monday, June 28, 1965.

On Page 122 of the Report (English
version), I stated:

"It was only on September 2, during the plane trip
nfrom Charlottetown to Ottawa, that the Minister
wof Justice informed the Prime Minister that his
. Wparlismentary Secretary '""was jnvolved in the Rivard
‘Ncase and supposed to have brought pressures on to
®the Counsel for the United States Covernment to
#incite him to agree to bail being granted to Lucien
“Rivard """

After the Report had been tabled, the
Honourable Guy Favreau realized that an answer that he
had given before the Commission to a question asked of
him and which is reported on Page 7308 of the Transcript
of Evidence, did not express exactly what he meant to
say. On Saturday, July 3, he consequently sent me' the
following statements ‘

uThe Prime Minister has made me aware of your telegram
nof July 2nd Stop Concerning my answer to Mr, Drouin,
nas reported on Page 7308 of the Transcript of Evidence
#and in which I intended to refer exclusively to the
wExecutive Assistant of the Minister of Citizenship

0....0....02
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tand Immigration, I would Jike to clarity it so
wthat its meaning could leave no doubt Stop I
myould like to do it by agserting that I did not
pention the name of Mr. Rouleau to the Prime
"Minister, in our conversation of September 2,

n 96l Stop I would like this clarification of my
wanswer to be considered as being part of the record,
a3 you had the kindness to suggest." (s. GUY

“FAVREAU)

I have no hesitation in accepting
this statement, as an addition to the answer that he
had given and 1 wish consequently, that my report be
modified by deleting the words “his Parliamentary
n5ecretary® on the first line of Page 123, and to re=
place them. by the words "the Executive Assistant of
“wthe Minister of Citizenship and . Inmigration®, and I
give instruction that this modification appear on all

" copies of the Report so that the last paragraph of

Page 122 (English version) read as followsi=

"It was only on September 2, during the plans trip
nfrom Charlottetown to Ottawa, that the Minister
Wof Justiceninformed the Prime Minister that the

wand Inmigration was involved in the Rivard case and
#aupposed to have brought pressures on to the
#Connsel for the United States Government to ine
neite him to agree to bail being granted to Lucien
"Rivard."" oo AR

| AND I HAVE SIGNID, at Quobos City, ‘this 6th July, 1965.=

FREDERIC DORION,






