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-| Report of the Expert Committee Appoint‘ed |

to Investigate the Affairs of Somerset
County, New Jersey:

" Before Experts appointed by his Honor, Justice Dalrimple.
In the matter of the application of John' Ten Brook and) .

others, Freeholders exceeding 25in number, for a sum- \ On Application

mary investigation into the affairs of Somerset County, ] and Order.

N. J. |
To His Honor, Van Cleve Dalrimple, Justice of the Supreme Court of

New Jersey : ' o ' o C

The undersigned, appointed by your Honor by order dated Sept. 1, 1879,
to make a summary investigation into the affairs of Somerset Couuty, beg
leave respectfully to report: ‘ o o o

That we have patiently performed the, difficult task assigned us to the
best of our ability and with an honest endeavor to ascertain the truth.
While the circumstances of the case and the demands of private business
have prevented that haste an impati-nt public might aatarally expect, yot
perhaps the results will be all the wmore satisfactory because of the time
over which the investigation has extended. Having been sworn in usnal
form we proceeded to business on the 8th day of Septembor last, and have:
been in session forty:five days up $o the date of this Report; and now
submit. the following statement of facts: :

TFirst, as to the Necessity of an Investigation,

The results of “our examination of books and paper; County recordaand
witnesses, together with a personal inspection of County ‘bridges, certuinly
fully justifies the-application, and for the interests of.the -County it was
made none too soon.- Had: the present law existed ten years ago, and been

faithfilly znd honestly pub in force; thousands of dollars. might have been

saved to bhe tax-payers of Somerset County. Ina'géneral way it may be
stated that the proceedings of the Board of Freeholders as a whole for the
past twelve years have been irregular, extravagant, without due regard for
_law, and in some marked instances fraudulent. There ‘have been. great
wastes, improper delegations of power to Committees, want of oversight
by the Board of its officers and appointees, and a generally loose and uan-
systematic mode of doing business that cannot be too strongly condewned.
Tf this investigation shall result on the part of the people in- a. more vigi-
lant oversight in the future of their public servants, -and. greater care in
thieir selection, it will not have been in vain. ° . ST _
" That the investigation has been as thorough as the natuve of the case
permitted. R : : - SO
‘We have examined and carefully compared every voucher with the.County
Oollector's books as to his disbursements of money;ffl'omwMay,:;lB"'{B; to
May, 1878, and ‘also’ from’ May; 1879, to ‘this date, exceptia few packages of
v youehers forthe: Feni 1878 that were stolenr with: blie sother7@ounty. papers.
7 iPen-days of waretul; painstaking labor s devoted bobhis eriticaliexamina

| bofionotdisbarsements o foney up tolOut! 15t ot whicliirhe thesbooksand
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tully measured and a diagram of each made, and located upon a map of
the Township in roaq districts, by N. McOonaughly, engineer, from which
-we have made an 2pproximate estimate of the cost of all the bridges in
Warren Township.

We have also Personally ingpected Several of the bridges in North Plain.
field Township, the Bound Brook bridge, N orth Branch bridge, Washing-
ton Avenue bridge (Plainfield), Ross bridge, Somerville, anqg several other
smaller bridges in the County. The stoue-work of the Boung Brook anq
North Branch bridges has been carefully’ measured by engineerg under our

ed by law, extravagant and wasteful fise of money, and to guch irregular
practices on the Part of the Board of Frecholders ang its individua] ‘mem-
bers as tend to increase the burdens of taxation to an enormous extent.

Payment of Billg Without‘ Ttems.

This is a practice that runs throughout oyr whole examination of County
vouchers. The bills gre drawn in 8ross, without any itemg whatever. Thig
is notably true of the bills for bridges in Warren Township. A large
number of bills, covering thousands of dollars for bridge-building, are drawn

CounTy oF Sommrspr, i ’ ) To Daxrzr, Cory, Dr.
1869, July 15. To baying sundry pridge bills........ [ oM L $123.00
1870, Jan. 18, To paying g mowpoildge bills. L[ 825.00
“ " Feb, 15, To building new bridge in sajd Township .................... 616.18
““ Jan. 29, To baying for materia] and labor for bridges. ..,,.... """ 462.25

prevails in Warren and North Plainfield Townships, of locating bridges
simply by road districts, which, if it be no meant to prevent fixing the-
location and identity of g bridge, then we do not know what it does meap,
In examining both bridge-builders ang Freeholderg in these two Townships,
where one was Supposed to have done the work upon g bridge described in
this manner and the other to have Superinténded ang ordered the Payment
of the money, in very few instances could we get any information o enable
us to find the bridge purported to have been paid for, or to fix itg identity
in any way whatsoever. The practice of making bills, without items, and
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cating bridges that they ean never be found, opens wide the door for
s upon the county treasury. . ‘ .
Useless Bridges. ’

:- go 10
+" fraud

Townships wholly useless. Often times for carrying the water from one side
of the road to the other, a County bridge would be constructed where no
ogsible need existed for a bridge at all. «Many others were found, partic-

have been built by the Road Distriet.

Appropriating Public Money for Private Purposes.

The George C. Owens’ bridge in Warren Township is a palpable case of
appropriation of public money for private gain. It is an immense strue-
ture of solid masonry, 200 feet long and 164 feet high in the middle, com-
pletely spaning a ravine. It has a gate-way at the bottom and a small hole,
about four feet square, as an over-flow. Freeholders Cory, Jones and  Me
Bride began it upon a contract with Mr. Owens for $499, no doubt intend-
ing, by the testimony of Me Bride, to evade the statute requiring the Board
to build the bridge, the ultimate cost being known by them to overreach
$500. Up to this time over $800 has been expended upon this bridge.
That it was built intending to furpish Mr. Owens with a mill-dam is proved
by his own admission. A bridge amply sufficient for the size of the stream,

and just as durable as this conld have been built, if no other interest than.

that of the County was sought after, for $250 at ths outside. It is a frand
upou the County of Somerset. » :
The “Cory dam bridge”is another instance of extravagance and folly npon
a large scale. It has cost the County a large amount of money ; just how
much it is impossible to ascertain ; but every want of the County and the
travelling public could have been met by the expenditure of $300 at the
outside if the County had been building simply a bridge and not a mill-
dam. ’
' : The Purchase of the Turnpike.

to the New Jersey Turnpike Company. for the poor privilege of purchasing
an elephant that would, in the inevitable course of events, have fallen into
its hands to maintain, with all its expensive bridges, is only another evi-
dence of the foolish manner in which the people’s ‘money is squandered.
Not only were the Freeholders who were instrumental by their votes in
fastening this enormous burden upon the tax-payers of the County censur-

able, but also prominent citizens of the County, who were personally inter- -

ested, and who used their inflaence to obtain legislation, and also to con-
trol the action of the Freeholders, not guiltless of their share of censure
from the tax-payers of the County. -

Theft of the Books and Vouchers.

That the theft, or removal of the County Collector’s books and vouchers,
besides frustrating a most impoctant part of our work, can only be explain-
ed on the grotind-that they contained important evidence -of guilt on the
part of somebody connected with County affairs, is only too plain to need
further comment. Immediately after these important documents were
found to be missing, after consultation with our counsel, we dispatched one
of our number, Mr. Potter, to New York for a detective. He procured one
of Pinkerton's operatives, Mr: Hotchkiss, who came immediately to Somer-
ville and. worked for us, as we believe faithfully and honestly, for nine days,
but did not succeed in fastening the guilt of the theft, or removal on any
party to a certainty. He ascertained important facts, the conclusions from
which we must regard as suspicions only. To give those suspicions, would

Quite a number of bridges were found: in Warren and North Plainfield

alarly in Warren Township, built and paid for by the County, that should

The payment by the County in the year 1870 of eight thousand dollars
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not seem to us to be justifiable. Stronger evidence would be required to
convict in a court of justice. , ,

A most singular coincidence and suspicious circumstance in this connec-
tion is the fact, that very soon after the abstraction of the County Collector’s
books and papers from the Bank, certain other valuable County papers, to
wit, manuseript copies of the County Collector’s ledger, which were also cop-
ies of the annual reports as printed in the newspapers for several years past
and the annual statements for the same period of time of the County indebt-
edness in detail, were found to be missing from the office of A. P, Sutphen,
the Clerk of the Board of Freeholders. Mr. Sutphen has admitted in his tes-.
timony before us that thesepapers were filed in his-office. He was requested
early in our sessions to furnish us all the books and papers pertaining to
County affairs in his possession ; and why these papers, so important to this
investigation, and so important to the people of the County in ascertaining
their true financial condition, were not furnished when called for, and -
ghould now be missing from his office, just at this critical time, can, to say
the very least, be chargeable to the most culpable negligence and careless-
ness on the part of a public officer, who has placed in his keeping valuable

" papers which it is his sworn duty to carefully guard. Mr. Sutphen has been

examined by us in re:ard to these missing papers, but gave no satisfactory
account of their loss, nor when they were lost. His evidence was far from
satisfactory, and not given with that apparent candor to have been expected
of him.- The Board of Freeholders have been:in session several times
sinee this occurrence took place. and if they have in any wise censured their
clerk for this gross breach of. trust to the people of the County, the fact has

- not come to our knowledge. ‘

In this connection we would say that the County ought to' furnish a fire-
proof vault in which all County papers and books should be required to be
kept. The expenditare of a sufficient amount of money to place these val-
uable records beyond the reach of danger would be traue economy in the
end to the tax-payers of the County. :

~

Washington Avenue Bridge.

" The Washington Avenue bridge, Plainfield, on the line between Union
and Somerset, built in 1875, was constructed at an extortionate and, as to
the iron work, unjustifiable price. No such expensive bridge was needed
at all. The travel warranted neither the heavy masonry, nor such heavy iron
work. The five lowest bids for the kind of brvidge on which proposals were
sought were : : ’ : '

Watson Manufacturing Co., Paterson........cceeverierivennecn erreenerrenneanaes s $7,000
J. D. Hutchinson (Cincinnati Iron Bridge Co.)..civeeeiieiiiisiiiiniiiiniiin. 8,000
Phillipsburgh Manufacturing Co.....eieieuiersiniieneiinniiiienn veres 8,500
Gagkill & Boller.......c.ceevvvneinnns eieeressnsatanartssassiancnsastasarinierntasosrraertes 9,000

These were all for 100 lb. bridges, and, as between the Watson Manu- -
facturing Company and Gaskill & Boller, upon plans submitted by Engin-
ecer Onderdonk of Plainfield, N. J. The bids were opened in Plainfield,
and, without sny explapation for the motion or vote, it was resolved to ac-
cept the highest bid. Mr. Cory Jf Somerset, voting with the Union County
Committes, made a majority of one, and the motion prevailed. By this one
vote of Daniel Cory, in opposition to every other member of the Somerset:
Qounty Comumittee, the bridge was ordered to be constructed for $9,000,
when equally responsible parties offered to build, it for $7,000. Messrs.
Waker, Van Neste and Dumont, three of the five Somerset Committeemen,
have testified they did not then know, and do not know to this day why.

. the highest instead of the lowest bid was accepted. We give the facts, and.

'

leave the public to draw their own conelusions.

\
N
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L Black Point Bridge. .
This bridge, that was- originally contracted to be built for the sum of *
$1,000, bas cost the Countyabout $1,500. This has come about hy reason
of giving the contract to an entirely irresponsible and worthless man, -and,
having. then paid him the full amount of his contract price, the balance has
been paid to laborers who worked upon. the job, except about $200, which -
was paid for extra stone work in the north abutment. We can- see no rea-
son why the County should have.suffered loss in. this case, if the Freehold-
ers had used proper precaution in awarding the contract, and with-
holding a part of the contract price until the work was completed.

Bridge Bills with Fraudulent Endorsements.

.In the examination’of Warren Township bridge bills, we find a large
number, 30 at least, and probably many more, drawn in favor of 14 different’
persons, who never have endorsed them, but these endorsements have been
fraudulently made by Daniel Cory. ~ These bills cover thousands of dollars,
‘and have been paid by the County Collector, knowing at the time that they
were not properly endorsed, as is proved by his own testimony. It is alleged,
as we understand, that some of these persons authorized Mr. Cory to sign
their names upon the back of the bills and draw the money. Two of these
persons, John G. Reinmann and Joseph P. Humble, have testified to the
committee that they never authorized Mr. Cory to sign their names. What: .
ever may be the facts as to whether Mr. Cory was authorized or not to -
endorse the other bills, the transaction as a whole bears upon its face the
most unmistakable evidence of fraud. ) ‘

During this same period there are a large number of bills made payable
to and endorsed by J. P. Adams, amounting in the aggregate to $2,960.93: -
Mr. Adams is Mr. Cory’s son-in-law, and these bills have been sued upon
by the County and a judgment on some of them obtained by.the verdict of
a jury but never collected. The tardiness of the Board of Freeholders in' -
not collecting this judgment deserves censure, Mr. Adams was summon-
ed before us to testify whether he had ever furnished the material charged
for in these bills, but declined under advice of counsel to answer any ques-
tions. . )

. Bridges in North Plainfield.

The committee visited North Plainfield and inspected some of the bridges
there. On a road less than a mile in length 12 small bridges were found,
not one of which crosses a rnnning stream of water. Other bridges were
found tbat had been built expensively where there was no apparent need
of them. Some were built 50 feet wide ; notably one on Washington Ave-
nue, of 50 feet span, was also 50 feet up and down the stream. Others were -
found upon roads that gave no indications that they were ever travelled at
all. The bridge built by Freeholder Vandeventer in 1872 was upon a road: -
that had every appearanceof never having beén used, and at this time is -
entirely impassable. It cost $400, and as to the stone-work is a miserable
job. No doubt a foolish and extravagant waste of money upon most .of
these bridges. : '

Iliegal and Improper Practice.. .
 The following irregular, illegal ana improper practices of the Board have .
been found to be in vogue: ‘ : .

Meetings have beer: held not at the Court House, as the law directs (Rev.-
Stat., page 129, Sec. 10) but at different places around the County. Any .
of these meetings, when any business was transacted other than viewing
bridges, is clearly contrary to law. That at most of these meetings mis-
cellaneous business is transacted is clearly proved by the book of minutes. :
of the proceedings of the Board of Freeholders. This practice was-con-,
demned in a presentment of the Grand Jury at the December Term, 1872; -
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still it has been continued,” and no doubt adds greatly to the expenses of
the County, besides violating a plain statute of the State. While all the
members are guilty in this matter, the Director seems specially censurable
for permitting this grossly illegal action. S
At such meetings as these we find by the book of minutes of the Free- -
holders the following Hotel bills prid in 1868, 1869 and 1870 :

L J. Fisher, Middlebrook......
John 8. Doty, Baskingridge.......
John R. Parcells, Chimney Roc
dohn Schomp, Harlingen........... 24.00
Hall - & Bebee, Millstone,

‘Wm. Davis, Bernardsville... v
C.-P. Holcomb, Bound Brook........... vense. 84,45

These bills are for dinners and horse feed for eight wembers and t_h'e
clerk. They are only given as & sample of a large number of others of like
character which have ¢ome to our notice. No law can be found to give the
Freeholders more than $2 per day for their services. If all the Freeholders
who have served during six years past were called upon to refund these

expense bills in addition to the $2, it might seem a hardship, . but would - -

simply be a strict construction of the act.

‘Paying Miscellaneous Bills by Order of a Committee. )

In the year 1876 the Board of Freeholders appointed a Special Commit-
tee to audit sheriffs’, clerks’, surrogates’, justices’, constables’, etc., bills
with power to pay, and a book was procured in which the Clerk of the
Board entered all such bills as were passed and paid upon the order of this
Committee. The total footings of this book amount to the sum of $13,-
758.12 all of which- amount we consider was illegally paid, as the Board -
of Freeholders has no authority whatever to delegate any ‘sach power to a
committee. A bill of items for each of these bills was filed with and re-
tained by the Clerk of the Board, but was 7ot sworn to, and the bill in
-gross paid by the County Colleetor without seeing the bill of items at all.

Other Irregularities of the Board.

The book of minuyes contains some other matters which. seem . to justify
special mention in this report. Nov. 7, 1868, at a meeting held at Peapack
the following resolution was passed : . , -

¢ Resolved, That the Clerk of the Board be authorized to cancel the claim of the Circuit

Court of Somerset County against Daniel Cory of Warren for assault and battery found
against said Cory about the year 1857.” ,

Mr. Cory was a member of the Board and present at this meeting. The
amount was $41.59, and bhad been heretofore paid by the County. Such a
proceeding carries upon its face sufficient condemnation without farther
comment. Also, from same book of minutes, /Oct. 27, 1875, we find the
following entry : ' .

¢‘ Resolved, to deliver J. Todd his bond for stone work, Bound Brook bridge, by his re-

quest. Mr. Cory reported that thefstone work was cempleted and paid for before the
resolution was passed.” ‘ . .

If this was true as to the stone-work, nevertheless the committee paid Mr,

" Todd after the surrender of his bond two bills for work upon this same
bridge, amounting to $1,906.25. Why this haste in delivering up this bond,
or why it should have been delivered up at all, is inexplicable to us, except it -
was to relieve Mr. Todd's securities from responsibility to the County for
any money which might have been paid to him wrongfully or fraudulently,
and for which the County would have a-just claiw sgainst him and his
securities. It is a perfectly plain case that if Mr. Todd had performed his
contract honestly and faithfully, and had received no more money than he
wag honestly entitled to, then his bond was nullfand void. If nulland
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void, why surrenderit? If not null and void, why surrender it? Who
can answer ?
It has been the practice to pay the Clerk of the Board $2 per day for his
" pervices, The law fixes the amount at $1:50 per day. He has received
until the present year extra fees, such as $50 or $60, for making out the
" annual report for publication in the newspapers, treble its real va.lue

Keeping Lunatics in the County.
By a custom of the Board, which originated in 1875, lunatics in some

instances have been mamtamed in their homes at the County expense.

Husbands were paid for the support of their wives, and children for
the support of parents. If these lunatics were paupers, the Township

_ought to maintain them ; if not paupers then their relatives. But not the
County 1n any event, except at the Asylum. The following bills were thus
paid in the total:

In 1875..ccciieninneienne $ 139.00 { In 1878...icieiiiiencencinanneeiens 780.00
178.50 —
645.70 Total........ $1,748.20

To these amounts are also $o be added physicians’ bills for éxamination,
etc. This practice was -admitted to be wrong by the Freeholders them-
selves, as seen by the mlnutes of proceedings of Board of Freeholders,
April 14, 1879.

Illegal Items in Sheriffs’ Bills.

A large amount of money has been paid to the Sheriffs of the County,
to which they are not entitled by law. The bills of ex-Sheriff Totten pass-
ed by the Special Committee are grossly excessive. He followed the ex-
ample of ex-Sheriff Bergen, his predecessor in office, and both may bave
supposed themselves entitled to what they did receive. The present
Sheriff, Van Liew, has also some items in his bills thatare not considered
proper charges. We are credibly informed that ex-Sheriff Codington also
bad some charges.in his bills of an illegal character, similar to the ones
reported in the other cases, but the loss of the books and vouchers pre-
vented our examining this matter.

The following amounts in all as itemized ought to be refunded to the
County as being illegal and in excess of right. We give the gross’ amounts
taken from the different bills, the items of which will be found appended

- to this report, and marked Exhibits A, B, C, ete. :

B. S, Totten B111 No 1 Exhlblt A.

3
.. . B.
13 [T 113 C .
(X3 3 (13 3 D-
X3 13 € 43 E'
(X3 (13 ‘li 13 F-
13 T [T 113 G’.
(X3 (X9 13 (1% H
4 [ X3 113 I:
113 113 X4 13 J.
3 $¢ X3 113 K'
Ce 3 s (X} L'
] .

) Total in Totten’s bills...civiveenrerrnivineirnenienenes $1,849.16 o

James Bergen.......civeeeiieinenn Bill No, 86..c.cceeeeee $416.60.u0000uuenen Exhibit M.
O trireeereeseea e ane LR L ¢ T, 237.97.....0 ereee ¢ N

Total in Bérgen’s bills..eueereeiesivenenn. ereevrerere.s $654.57
Simen Van Liew......... e Bill No. 353.......... $383.00...c0eurunen “ 0.
William Ross, Jr., Co. Clerk.Bill No. 83............  $97.79............ “ P,

The Sbenffs of the County are no doubt entitled to receive reasonable "
janitor’s pay for clea.nmg and caring for the Court House, but all the
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ffcha,rges enumerated in the itemized bills as appended hereto are consider-
ed as illegal and in excess of right.

‘Other money should be paid to the County as follows:

From ex-Clerk William Ross, Jr., $192, upon a note given by him to the
Collector to settle his account with the Cotnty, and which the Collector
has. never even presented for payment. Also from the same $20, allowed
in his account to reimburse him for a counterfeit bill taken in by him in the

_ordinary course of business. The allowance is clearly unbusiness like and
" iliegal.
v Also from the Township of Bernards the sum of $4,920. 33 with eeveial
years’ interest for arrears of taxes for 1875 and 1876. The collection of
- this amount has not been as vigorously pressed as it should have been. It
. was more than two years before the Collector put the claim into the hands
" of the Counsel of the Board, and now the application for a mandamus to
relevy the fax is resisted, and litigation involved, which greatly complicates
the matter. 'Whatever may be the ultimate result, the want of prompt ac-
tion'in collecting this money, upon the part of: the Board of Freeholders,
is very censurable.

* Also from ' John Lmdsley $639.74, from the estate of Hannah Everts,
-; a'lunatic. This money has been in M. Lindsley’s hands for two or three."
- years, and he has wanted to pay it to the County for bher support, but,

strange to say, the County is still paying bills for her, and recently paid a
bill to the counsel of the Board, John Schomp, Esq., for proceedings in-
stituted by him to declare her a lunatic when she had aheady been so de-
clared.

/ The County Debt.

The County indebtedness has been ascertained, as uezuly ag possible, to
be ab least $125,319.70 on May 13, 1879, at the dmte of the last annual re-
port. It is owed to the following persons on County notes:

Com’rs of Surplus Revenue........ $12,268.25 | A. C. Mollison.......cceveeruerrernnnn.
. A H. Brokaw......ccovvniniienininnnns 1,000. | Hetty Van Doren.......cccoevuvvenn.. ‘

* Jacob Ten Eyck.... 600. | Catharine Van Doren.....
Margaret Cannon...... ceeenad 200. |Julia Van Doren...........

. Annie R. Voorhees.... 1,000. Alletta Van Doren...
John T. Grant.....coceveereeennne teee 8,500. | Jane V. Karkuff......
Robert, Van Amburg........covuuen 10,000. Hiram Holcomb......
Eliza C. Stiger........ reereressarenres 380, David Van Dorén.......
Samuel Corle..cvvnenirenriniinnns. . 9,000. James Q. Beekman....

David G, Schomp, estate.
Mary B. Clickener....

1,200. Thomas A. Skillman...
2,000. |John K. Large, estate....

David Mack............. 500. Ann Hall

‘Fred. H. Lane............ s 1,150, Sarah Moore
Catharine S, Doolittle.......: " *500. Wm. O. Ross
Garretson Hageman admr......... *2,100. | Catharine Chundler
Sarah Vosseler.......cceve ceene wee.  1,767.83 | Thos. A. Jewell
Lewis E. Anderson........uovvveeenns ©7,000. | Henrietta Mount
Sylvester Robbins........ceeveernnss 8,700. |Johanna B. Ross..
James BONNey.iieeeeieneinrraesnnens 8,050. Anna S: Ross....... 780.
Peres Bonney.. ; 8,210, John Ross; Sr:.. 1,500,
John Lindsley.... . 2,375, Lillie Ross Petit. . 2,555.
Abraham Quick.....ciceven venvnininn 3,981, Peter L. Sebring......ccvuvvvnn.. .. 443.62
Dime Savings Bank (Somerville) 5,000. | Ellen Camman..........d.oeeeen.. 1,250,

. Wm. N. Hoagland.........c......... . 300. -
Sarah H. McCord....cocuveverenranies 1,000. Total, $125,819.70

The amoiint of indebtedness as reported by the Collector at the afore-.
said date was $123,319.70, a discrepancy of $2,000. We have taken every
means in our power to ascertain the trueindebtedness of the County, and
have reported all that has been reported to us, and all such farther sums
as we can get from the Collector’s accounts, but yet it is impossible for us
" to say whether or not it includes the whole amounb for-which the\Cuunty is
' 11able
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Jt may be_said in this connection that the system of borrowing money

.by a.County from anybody who may happen to have money to lend, and for
.the.purpose of accommodating the lender, as seems to have been frequent-
ly the case in thls County, rather than studying the interests’ of the tax-
payers, is a most pernicious one, and ought not to be allowed. -

One of the most difficult and tedious tasks which the committes have en-
countered-in- this investigation, has been the effort to ascertuin by the.pub-
lished reports for 16 years past, the actual present indebtedness of the
County, and: whether the County Collector has ever Leen charged upon his

:books for all these different amounts of borrowed money ranging from $100
-to $10,000, :and borrowed- from over 150 different persons .and
institutions. - Temporary loans to anticipate taxes should only be madein
* bulk of a Bank, or individual, and promptly repaid when taxes yre due.

"The indebtedness of . the County and its apparent increase and decrease
from yeéar to year, as nearly as it can be ascertained from the published re-
ports in the newspapers, since the year 1863, is as follows :

© Year ending May, 1863............ $10,813.04 Year endmg May, 1872..

(Years 1864 and 1865 not reported.) 1873..
Year endmg Ma.y 1866... 33.593.25

93,819.15
94,699.58

13 13 113

1867 . 44,124.25] ¢« o« . 93,624.74
. < 1868 73,115.35 i “ ‘“ . 147,018.09
m T ‘1869 50,882.95 6 o [0 . 146,984.50
« @ “ 1870... - 37,825.91 ¢ “ ¢ . 135,683.12
“, o« 1871 95,649,78 “ 4 o 1879.. . 125,319.70

" The apparent greatest increase of the debt was during the years 1870
-and 1875 and  reported May, 1871, and May, 1876. This is incorrect, st
least as to the year 1870, for it clearly appears that the indebtedness to the
Surplus Revenue existed at this time, amounting to about- $22,000.
. and would seem to have been suppressed from the amount of the indebted-
ness of that year for the purpose of making a false showing of the real
indebfedness of the County. If so it was dishonest. , .

Bound Brook Bridge.

‘The. Committee have considered that the public demanded a careful and
thorough examlnatlon both as to, the manner of awarding the contw,cbs
and doing. the work upon this bridge, and have therefore spared no pains to
ascertain as nearly.as.possible what are the exact facts relating thereto.

The award of the stone work to J. G. Tood when a lower bid was pat in
has not been satisfactorily explained. Tt might have been that Van Vorst,
the other bidder, was unable to give bonds, but the Director of the Board
of that year, who was also Chairman of the Committee that awarded the
contract, (Mr. Waker) has testified that he was responsible and could have
. §i2van bonds. The difference in price would have saved the Oounty -.a,b'out
- $2,000.

The contract for-the iron work to J, D. Hutchinson for. $30,160 was” to,

92,209.74 -

Y

. all appearances dishonestly obtained. When public bids were asked for by -

the committee = there were at least 12 proposals made -in- writing, and
of these the very highest was that of Hutchinson for $40,110, while the
lowest upon the plans submitted was that of the Watson Manufaetmma
Company of Paterson, N: J., then a- responsible company of this State,
for $26,900, over $13,000 less than-the Hutchinson bid: - No award .of : the
* contract was made at this meeting. After this the. Committee went to El-
miria at Mr:.Hutchinson's.expense-to see a bridge similar to the one he
proposed to build. During this -trip . Hutchinson endeavored to make a

private bargain with the Committee for $84,500. or thereabouts. . Two of .

the Committee, Cory and: Jones, wanted to sign'the contract pllvately at’

that time, but Messrs. Waker and McBride refused to do so,. and . Mr. Gar-
l‘etson, the other member of the Committee, was not plesent and there-
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fore no private bargain was consummated. At this very - time, a8 we un-
derstand, the Committee had the knowledge that the Watson Company
could and would build the bridge for thousands of dollars less. After
this it would seem by the testimony that there was a pretense of advertis-
ing for new bids in a sort of private way, and two were then put in, viz. :

Cincinnati Tron Bridge Co. (per Hatchinson)........... e rrers e $29,500
Kinyon Bros. (for Watson Co.)......... L ST 28,000 . -

Without any apparant reason, without any explanation to the Kinyon
Bros., or the Watson Company for whom they were acting, or opportunity
for them to explain their plans, the Hutchinson bid was accepted, on mo-
tion of Mr. Cory. If this was not a frand upon the County it nevertheless
bas'not been explained away to us. The evidence of Mr. Job Kinyon upon
thie point is distinet that the bridge could have been built for $25,000 ;
that they would have been glad to have taken the contract for that sum ;
and that had they received it that dny for $28,000 they could have sold
. their contract for $3,000. , :

The two contracts of stone and iron-work for this bridge, involving

nearly $60,000, were awaided by a Committee of the Board of Freehold.

ers, and all paid for upon the order of a’ Committee (except about $700)
and all without any legal authority for such action. - '
Some of the items in the bills paid to J..G. Todd, the coutractor, for the
mason-work need especial notice. The item of $862 for 862 cubic yards
" ot rock excavation, according to’ the report of Bngineer MeConanghy. is
certainly in excess of the truth. He says: “The total rock exeavation un.
der all the piers and abutments, wing walls, etc., is 372 cubie yards, which
‘allows 2 feet excavation in rock under each of the piers, and 3 feet under
the south abutment. These last depths are assumed and must certainly
- be in excess of the truth.” "Another item in same bill ig % Cutting ice
breakers, $300.” This item, if allowed at all, is at least $200 in excess of
what would be a round price for doing the work. This was an * extra’
and not in the contract. Another item in same bill “Cutting coping,
$782," seems wholly frandulent. The specifications expressly say : :
‘> All walls, piers and bridge seats to be neatly and substantially coped with stone

suitable for the purpose, and for the class of work supplied. 7%e price of the coping to
‘be. estimaited at the same price per yard as the class of work to which it may belong.”

That it was measured in with the other masonry and paid for at $11.40
per yard, as the specifications clearly indicate, there is scarcely a doubt.
Therefore the payment of $782 for coping was paying for the same work twice
over. Hven admitting there could be a pretense that it was an “extra,”
Engineer McConaughy makes but 1866 square feet of the coping and says :
~ “A man could dress all this coping in sixty days,” which, at $2.50 per day,

would amount to $150, an excess of over $600 from what it is worth.

" Anpother item of same bill: «Allowarce for dack Jilling, $1,556,” seems a
clear fraud. Not one witness from among all the Committee who have been
examined; . ( Jones, McBride, Garretson and Walker,) can explain it as an
honest item. The minutes of the Committee -simply say :

¢ Mr. Cory moved that we pay Mr. Todd for extra stone for filling in the abutment and
*, piers, $1,556. Several amendments were offered, but the motion for $1,556 was carried.”

As near as we can ascertain the truth about this item, it was an allowance
on account of old stones in the former bridge that the contractor supposed
he could ase, but were rejected by the Engineer. But the contract expressly
made the Engineer and Building Commiftee judges of what old stone could
be used, and that $1,556 was simply u private gift of public money without
.any value received for it,—another case of paying for the same work twice

‘over. - - - L
As to the matter of earth filling it may be said in a general way that ex-




11

travagant prices were paid for it ; that no proposals, as far as we can learn,

were sought for upon any part of it, and, by the testimony of competent

witnesses, it is well established that a great saving might have beén made |
to the County if this part of the work had been done in an economical and ™"

business-like wanner. B . . 5
The most important part of Mr. Todd's bill remains yet to. be consid-
ered, viz: 2,256 cubie yards of masonry at $11.40 per yard, amounting

to $25,718.40." The Committée employed Mr. James M. Clark, a Civil |

Engineer in the employ of the New Jersey Central Railroad, to take the

measurements and make the calculations of quantity of masonry in this bridge
and North Branch bridges. Mr. Howell, the Engineer who had charge of -
both bridges, was notified and was present, as also ali the members of our
Committee, on both bridges. Mr. Howell failed to furnish the Engineer or ~
Committee with the figures giving the dimensions and depth of piers and

abutments under ground. He stated that he had made careful and diligen't

search for these papers, but that they were lost, and that he was wholly

unable to produce them. He claimed to give to Mr. Clark the best infor-
mation from memory that he could, and all that eould be ascertained from
driving down bars was done. The resnlt obtaived was as follows: Mr. Clark’s
highest estimate is 2,221 8-10 yards ; lowest, 2,031 8-10 yards, the uncertain-
ty resting with the depth and dimensions of foundations under ground. Mr.
N. McConaughy, a Civil Engineer who has been many years upon railroad

work, has also made careful measurements and calculations upon the same

work and sums up the gross amount of masonry nt 2,076 cubic yards. By
these calculations it will be seen that at Mr. Clark's highest caleulation,

2,221 8-10 yards, there would be an excess of 34 2-10 yards, whieh, at’

$11.40 per yard, would make'a saving of $389.88. At his lowest estimate,

2,031 8-10 yards, there would have been a difference of 224 2-10 yards, or ,
a saving of $2,555.88. By Mr. McCounaughy’s calculations there is a differ- -

erence of 180 yards, or a saving of $2,052. Mr. Clark testifies that Mr.
Howell told him that there was an extra ullowance for yardage and it was

to cover a loss by reason of trouble in making the coffer-dam stone stay in'

place. Whatever was'in excess of the true measurement should certaih-ly
be refunded to the County, as should also all the other excesses named. -

But the incorrectness of measurement is not the chief cause of loss in the
mason work so far as the County, is concerned. The enormous propor--
tions of size in the abutments and wiug walls is without excuse. As nearly’
as can be ascertained the actual dimensions of these walls are as follows, -

for thickness : '

NORTH ABUTMENT.

8 feet thickness on top. . PIERS. .
10 ‘¢ thickness at commencement of 104 feet at commencement of cut stone

) cut stone work. work. '
12 ¢ thickness of rough foundation. 74 feet thickness on top.

: SOUTH ABUTMENT. 124 ¢ of rough foundation,
63 feet thickness on top. , WING WALLS. . :
10 ¢ o at commencement of Same size of abutments where they-
cut stone. . join to them. :

According to the testimony of both Engineers, Clark and MeConaughy,"

these proportions'are greatly in excess of what they should be in relation

to the height of the walls, and involve the outldy of a large amount of
money without any real .advantage either to thestrength or durability of'
the work. ‘ ‘ o

One of our Engineers has given us what he says is ample proportidng ‘

and sizes for the masonry of this bridge as follows:
' ABUTMENTS,

9 feet thickness of rough foundation; 8 feet thickness at base of cut stone;
5% feet thickness on top, .

12 feet thickness of rough foundation.' ‘
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) . ) waG  WALLS. ) )

Same thickness of abutments where they join to them, and 6 feet at base, and 4 feet -
on top at the outer énd. } ) : S .

These sizes would give for the abutments and wing walls, building both
.abutments in the shape of the present plan of the north abutment, and al-
lowing them both to have been sunk to a .depth of 8 feet Lelow the cut
work, a content of 1,068 cubic yards for both abutments and wing “walls,
including foundations. The two piers of same thickness of the abutments
both at top and bottom and allowing them to be sunk: to & depth of 6 feet
9 inches under the surface of the water, which was the very greatest depth -
that could be found by sounding in immediate proximity to their base,
would give a content’of 2394 cubic yards each, or 479 cubic, yards'in  both:
piers, including foundations. This, added to the content of the abul-
ments and wing walls would give a total of 1,647 cubic yards of ‘masonry,
which, at $11.40 per yard, amounts to $17,635.80, which would have made
a saving to the County of over $8,000. But admitting that the present’
sizes and - proportions of the two piers are no greater thatl it is necessary
they should be, they contain together at their present sizes 750 yards. of
masonry, which would still make a saving of 438 yards in the abutments ’
and wing walls, amounnting to $4,993.20 saving to the County. )

The printed specifications called for proposals for both first and second
class masonry, and, while there was $3.20 per yard difference in favor of
.second class masonry, yet there was none of this class used or paid for.
Civil engineers of twenty or thirty years’ experience have testified before
the Committee that & large part of the work could have been made equally
as strong with seecond class masonry as with the kind used. Ingineer
Clark says: “ The wing walls could have been made sufficiently strong of

. sgecond class masonry. There iz no difference in the strength if well

made ; more in the appearance of the work than the strength.” Engineer
McConaughy says: 1 should have made the abutments with their wing -
.walls all of second class masonry for this bridge.” '

If then, we grant that the two piers are of no greater dimensions than
they should be and should be constructed of first class masonry, yeb
‘the abutments and wing walls could have been built of second clags ma-
gonry. They contain 1326 cubic yards, which, at $3.20 per yard, the re-
duced price paid for second class masonry, would have made a saving of
$4,243.20 to the County. The last calculation is based upon the content
of these walls as we have ascertained by our measurements, when the
strong probability is that even greater dimensions than these were actually

aid for.
P One other item paid to Hutchinson neéds attention. If-is * extra gas
pipe, $866,66.” By a mistake of somebody, whether intentional or not we
can only surmise, the cattle guards upon the Elmira bridge, consisting of
two or three gas pipes, running the length of the bridge, between the pas-
senger and road way, were omitted from the plans of this bridge. Differ-
ent: members of the Committee distinetly swear they - supposed they were

included, as Hutchinson was to build a bridge * precisely like” ‘the Elmira
one. When the omission was noticed, Hutchinson said he would put on
three lengths of two inch gaspipe for $1,300 on each side of the bridge,with.
two coats of paint. This was opposed by different members of the Com-
mittee; but finally Mr. Waker moved that there be two railing on. each side
_of the bridge for $866,66. « Carried.” Mr. Job Kinyon swears that he
told Mr. Waker previous to this that he could save the Committee at . least
$150 on this matter, perhaps more; and hé has further testified to us that
$350 would be a round price for the work. Tf this be: the fact, of which
we have no doubt, the County was cheated out of about.$500 in this . one.
itom. How Mr. Waker, as an honest man and Director of the ‘Bogrd'and. -

N
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Chairman.of . this Committee,.having.the.. kﬁowledge at the -time of;these-
facts, could be the -mover of this resclution, is mexphcable to.us:.

For:all the w01k on this bridge and payments the Committee i in charge, .

together with. the Board of Freeholders,are in every wise- censurable,
There- is: hardly  a. redeeming feature about the whole -business. Lack.
of business integrity seems to have prevailed both in the. planning and exe.:
cution ef the work, and the bridge stands- to-day a monument of extraya.--
ganee and fraud.
‘A Queer Item.

One.of the.queer things that we have met with in- our. resea.whes is: -4
bill -of Messrs. Berry & Thorn, for articles sold.to Daniel.Cory- in the; . year;
1869. -Berry & Thorn are dealers in hardware, stoves, - ranges; etc. oy
Plainfield, N.. J. In order that the peeple of the ,County may. know what
kind of materials.enter into the matter of brldge bu1ld1ng, we give below -a,
copy -of- the bill :

Mgz. DiNzen Cory. ' 1-set-fixtures......coceeennnere. L.50-
- Bought -of BERRY & THORN, ‘“ 6, 1 hay fork.. . . 80
1869 Oct. 21 1 bed cord (wxfe) o e .40,
May 15, 3 pr 8 in heavy hinges. .60... $1.80 1 broom (wife).......... we BB,
2 pr 10 ‘e " 65... 1.80 | Nov. 1, 1 pair scissors (wife)......... .50
3 thumb latches.........10... .80 | Dec. 17, 40 lbs. spikes (son) .06, 240
*20 hooks and .50 staples..... 1.20 -+ 2 pairs butts:(son)....... 15... %30
4 10CKS.verrrannen .65... 2.60 ~ 2% doz. screws (son).... 08... . .20
2 doz screws “for thumb ‘ 1 lock.................,.. creeaee .76
latches .. .18 11870 B B
" 2'panes-of glass . ...124. .25 |Mch 30, 5 lbs. nails (self).....:.06... = *.30:
2 tubS.cciiinie e 15... .30 2 bits (self)...covve-t 850, 70
8- hooks;.:.u....s «l06... 181 APril22,1axe...iieiiniiiiienen. - 2:00
. June?21, 7 doz screws.. ...08...  .5u|May 14, 1 broom...........ce. "seeeess .50
1 broiler.. ... .BB| ‘720, 6pans (son)......... e 2 10
July.1, 115 lbs. nails (order) 065, 6.90 Ipaili.i.viiiiiiininn. 1.00
¢ 8, 2-scythes......ccoeenit $1.25~... 2.50 1 cream-can. 1.75
3 rifles.ciriiiiiiiiiniinnanns 10... .30 | June 4, 4 lbs. nails.. e 24
- 5% 1bs. chain ...18... 1.04} - 14 100 1bs. splkes (order) - 5.50,
July. 10 1 scythe ......... ceveeenn 1025 1 milk pail....... veareaeas 1.00
1 WhiDeeewreeresiveneennn, veer 75 1 dust pan... ceeneeene. 125
¢4 24, 1 well bucket (order) .50 Tladle.....oove vuvnennn . .20
¢ 29 1 clothes:line- (Wlfe) 40 100 lbs. spikes.to. have... ee. B5:00
4 doz. clothes pins.. W .16 100 1bs “ waes 5200
1 coffée mill......... W75 Tpail......ooooivn.. P 13
1 whisk..oivvineniieninnnn, .20 —
© 12 Ibs. sad iroms.......... 07... .84y “$64.87
Aug.2,174 1bs.grindstones(order)03... 5.22 : ‘

Amounting in all to. $64.87. Not one article.of which bill, except possibly,
some. hails and spikes,could enter into‘the construction of a blldge This bill
was paid’ by a bridge order drawn in favor of Berry & Thorn -for “ materidl
for bridges” and bearing date July, 1870; the same date of the receipt 1 upor.
the bill and testified to. by Mr. Thorn as having been received by them ' in
payment of the bill. We give below a (,opy of the order, as now inour
possession :

: ] N ‘¢ July 1st, A."D. 1870.
‘¢ SomERsET. County; To-BERRY & THORN, Dr.-

““To furmshmg~mater1a1 £Or bridges...ovvvvinrerirriiniinniiniinisiiinsiiinniiad . $64.87
“The Director of the Board of Ohosan Freeholders, of bomerset County, w111 .please or-
der the above bill paid. . Dawien Cory,

. Tromas TERRELL, Commxttee
J. W. UppIke. j .
‘“County Collector will please pay the above bill of ‘sixty-tour. dollars and eighty-seven.
cents. ‘ J. W. UrpIxs,. Director..
Dated July 1st, 1870 '
Endorsed: Borzy & THORN.” Pay J no. V. Veghne Cashier, or order, for col-
lectlon account’ First National Bank; Plainfield. (Slgued by Oashier. )

' North Branch Bridge.
This bridge was erected in 1875. As appears by the minutes, a resolu-
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tion was passed July 20, 1875, to build a wooden bridge. ' This was ‘Lreeoﬁ.- '

sidered, August 17, 1875, and it was decided to build ‘an iron one, what is

called a 70 pound bridge. It has been asserted that it is not of the-

stréngth it was to have been. The Committee in charge, Messrs. Dumont,

McBride, Garretson, Lane and Waker, should have taken some medns of’

ascertaining whether it was in accordance with' the contract. -If one of
less strength at a less cost was palmed off on them, the County must suffer
through their dereliction of duty. The Committee ate eertainly greatly

censurable for the enormous proportions and extravagant sizes of the.

masonry in the walls of this bridge. If the statement to us of Geo. W.
Howell, the engineer in charge, is to be accredited as true, that, before he
was employed upon this bridge, the Committee had determined upon' the

sizes of the walls to be the same as the Bound Brook bridge, then cer-
tainly the Committee will have to bear the responsibility for this, to say the

leaist, expensive blunder to the County. - We do not see how the Commit-
tee can in any way escape the responsibility for this matter,  even by
shifting it upon the engineer. Mr. Howell was in their employ and under
their direction and could have been discharged at any time by them, and
ds practical, common sense business men, endeavoring to study the best, in-
terests of the County, they should have put their foot at once upon’ any
such extravagant and foolish waste of money. The printed specifications
make no mention of the engineer, but expressly leave the matter.in the
hands of the Building Committee. ' :

Mr. Howell failed to'give either our Committee or Mr. Clark, the en-

gineer, any figures or data whatever touching the sizes of these walls. except’ .

from memory, and such plans and drawing as he had in his hands per-

taining to the Bound Brook bridge, stating that he had. followed out, npon .
this bridge, suhstantially the same plans and drawings used in the con--
struction of the masonry of the Bound Brook bridge, déeming it unneces-,
sary to make any new plans and drawings. His failure to give us any fig- -

ures whatever, by which we could ascertain to a certainty the dimensions
of the stone-work nnder ground, was claimed by him-to be on account of
the loss of his papers, as in the case of the Bound Brook bridge. Itis
certainly unfortunate for Mr. Howell, #s it is unfortunate for us in this in-
vestigation, that these papers, so much needed now in throwing light upon
the dark and hidden parts of both these bridges, should be missing.
Engineer Clark, by actual measurements of such' part of the masonry

" as could be seen, and following the best information that ¢ould be obtained -
from Mr. Howell, and, further, such other light as could be obtained by-

digging and soundings with .bars, makes the estimate of stone work as

follows: Highest estimate 735 yards; lowest estimate 718 yards. Engin--

eer McConaughy, after careful measurements, calculations and soundings
has made the whole amount at 561% yards. By these calculations it will
be seen. that at Mr. Clark's highest estimate there would have been a differ-
ence between the amount paid for, 752 yards, and 735 yards, of 17 yards,

which, at $6.40 per yard, would be $108.80. By Clark's lowest estimate

about.double this amonnt would have been saved. By Mr. McConaughy’s
estimate there is a difference of 1903 yards, which, at $6.40 per yard, would
have made a saving of $1,219.20. Mr. McConaughy says in hig report, this
is certainly correct as to the east abutment and wing walls, and to-the west
also dnless iv is claimed they go deeper. Ivery additional foot of depth
will give 29 cubic yards additional. The apparent discrepancy between
Engineers Clark and McConaughy as to the quantity. of -masonry in this
bridge can no doubt be accounted for, mainly, from the fact that Mr. Clark
followed the dimensions as given to him by Mr. Howell, which by Mr.
Dumont’s testimony and memorandum were clearly wrong, at least as to the
east abutment, depth of foundation and dimensions of wing walls. It may,

Y
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therefore, be safely said that Mr. McConaughy's estimate of quantity of

masonry approximates more nearly the truth than Mr. Clark’s. . ‘

Whatever may be the real facts as to the quantity of masonry ‘eontained
in this bridge, which at best is involved in some uncertainty, the fact of the
eriormous proportions of the walls still remains. BothEngineers agree -and
cite standard authoritiesupon the subject that where walls of this kind are

carried up vertically at the back, that one third, 'or at most 35 one-hun-

dredths of the vertical hight is the proper proportion for width or thick-
" ness of base. - The hight of these walls from the top of the rough founda-

tion to the under side of the coping is less than 13 feet ; therefore, a thick-
ness less than 5 feet at bottom, with a batter of one inch to the foot would

‘have been less than four feet at the top. Mr. Clark says it is ruleable to

make the foundation to extend six inches on each side beyoud this, But

from all that we can learn any additional proportions to these last named
_ are unnecessary and cause a useless expenditure of money without. adding

to the strength or durability of the work. The only person benefited would
be the contractor. Hngineer McConaughy says : “Ag a calculation show-

ing the actual amount of masonry necessary for the North Branch Bridge, .

and - presuming its present elevation above the water o be correct, and the

depth of foundations as given by Mr. Dumont for the east abutment, and -
‘as uscertained by soundings for the west to bo correct, the thickness at

base of walls usual for this class of masonry (it being second class) and for
the hight of the wall, 12} feet, would be 5 feet at base of:cut work, and 3

* feet 5 inches on top. Allowing the wings to lie as they now do, and the
longitudinal dimensions the same, the total content of both abutments, with
-a]l their wings and foundations, but excluding the coping, would be 434

cubic yards.” This, at $6.40 per yard, would ‘amount to $2,777.60, or a
saving of over $2,000. It was in evidence that these last mentioned di-
mensions or thereabouts were to be the sizes of the walls. One of the
bridge committee so stated to one of the bidders. If this be so, why they were
afterwards more than doubled in size we cannot understand, unless it was
for the benefit of the contractor. However, it seems clear to your com-
mittee that at least $2,000 could have been saved to the tax payers of the
County, perhaps more, if the Treeholders in charge had exercised the prop-
er carefulness and prudence both as to the dimensions and measurement of
the work. After the appointment of the committee by the Board of Free-

-holders, as far as we can ascertain no report of their action was ever made

to the Board, until Jan. 14, 1876, when it was reported ds completed and
paid for. Thus an expenditure involving over $10,000 was contracted for
and paid out of the County Treasury simply upon the order of a committee
that never had a shadow of authority in law either for making the contracts
or paying out the money. : T
. . f
Per Diems of Preeholders and Expense Bills.

Tt has been found very difficult to report definitely as ‘to these: items. v

The loss of the County vouchers has materially interfered in ascertaining

" just the amount of each freeholder’s per diem and expense bills. We can

say in a general way that the per diems of the freeholders in this County
have been unusually large and that the hotel bills afe by no means low and
have invariably been charged to the County. In some instances car fare has
also been included and in one instance a charge of $1 cash was included in
the hotel bill. The per diem bills as a rule are made out in gross, without any
days, dates; or items and frequently the expense bill and per diems are all

-put in one amount. By a comparison of this item of expense in Somerset

County; with eleven-other counties in the State from which we have had re-
ports, for the year 1878, we find that Somerset is the highest of them all, the
average cost in this County being $440 to each Freeholder, while in Glou-

vl
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cester, the lowest of the counties named the average cost is only about $16

~“per-member. . Nor is this an- exceptlonal year, but throughout our exami-

nation the item of per diems and expense bills of Freeholders has been.one
grea.tly in excess of right. In this case as in the matter of other expense

"bills,entire disregard of the law on the part of the Freeholders in giving days,
' dates and items in their bills, opens the door for extravagance and fraud.

The following amounts show the per.diems and expense bills for Free-

L I 3,791.45 1 18T4. .. oevviiii i ....8,868, 01
1870..... R e 4 696.99 11875, .\ vueerrs s, 4,796.73
B . 1,682.69 | 1876....... e et 3.895.65
1872 e e 2.395.24 | 1877, ..\ ivnien i 4,159.74
£E:1£: F A 2,716.98 i 1878, vt ieiieniee caeiennans 3,963.20
Total for 10 years.....c.cveeurvrrnnieenes rerese$35,962:68

_"'Phe payment in the year 1876 of three hundred: dollars.by the County

* for a historical address is another instance of appropriating the..people’s
:money for: pulposes clearly unwarranted by law.

Warren Township Bridges.
"By & careful and, liberal estimate of all the bridges in this township made

; pmtly from personal inspection and partly by estimates from diagrams con-
" tailling. ‘thé sizes by actual measurement of them, made by an Engineer, we
- make the total cost of building all the bridges in the township new £8,-
*557:00. "This ineludes all the useless bridges madé for carrying water from
“one side of the road. to the other, all such bridges as do not cross a run-
_iing stream of water and all such other siwall bridges as should properly
“ be built by.the road district, together with one half the cost.of all exterior
~aid interior line bridges. By reference to the published reports we find

thé cost per year for bridge building in this Township for the past 7 years,

“'’since the division of the Township, has been as.follows :

) Interior. Exterior.
1872... ....uuus e $ 99816, .. .cviieiennnn.. ... $19.40
1878, ciiineiniinnvann. 3,682.31
1874 1,617.84. . . cooiiiniinan s 25
1875, it 1,585.46 322.50
1876. .. viiiniiiennn 2,994.60
1877 1,595.68
1878 836.57. . iiiiiiiiiiiiiaaaen 317

18,160.12 - . -1688.90
683.90
Total..uveiiveevmrieieerannns $13 844.02

By this statement it will be seen that in 7 years: $13,844.02 - was. spent
for bridges and repairs in this township, $5,000 over and above the whole
cost of bridging the township with new bridges. In the year 1873, $3,-

. 682.31:0or nearly one half the cost of bridging the whole township : was ex-
. pended. Again in the year 1876 we find $2,994.60 or.-about one.third: the
* cost’'of bridging' the whole was spent. 'To . say that the township of War-
- 'ren.could honestly expend upon its bridges and repairs in 7 -years mearly
: double the. cost of all the bridges in.it, when uew, is simply. overtaxing
human .credulity to believe it. By the report of Engineer McConaughy.we
- find out'of 186 bridges of the township 88 .are of 6.feet. span and under,
~-many of them consisting of only one or two planks and " without - founda-
- tions; 43 vave from 6 to 10 feet span and the stone work uader:most.of
:~them:-of a.very.poor character, usually put up without.any wortar. Taken -
- a8.a% whole:. the - bridges . of the Township are of a very inferior character,
- both-asto material ‘used and construction ‘of the: work. To attempt.to
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fasten extortionate or fraudulent bridge bills upon any particular bridge or
bridges other than such as have heretofore been mentioned, has been found
quite impossible to do. . ‘
_The system of locating bridges by road districts, taken in conneetion with
the very bad memory of the Freeholders, and the equally bad memory of
e bridge builders who have been engaged, the one in superintending and
the other in building the bridges, have made it quite out of our power to
fasten extortionate and no doubt offen fraudulent bills upon the particular
bridge to which they belong. However, when we come to sum up the
whole course of procedure in regard to building bridges and paying for
them in this' township, the signing of bridge orders by the Freeholders in
blank amount, to be filled up as occasion might require, as has been tes-
tified to, the making, endorsing and drawing the money upon bridge orders
by the wholesale, in the name of parties, some of whom have never seen
the order in their life and the failure to locate the bridges so that they can
ever be found, all combine to constitute a system of expenditure of public
money, so pernicious, so utterly without any of the ordinary restraints.of
law and fair business methods, that it has scarcely a redeeming feature
about it. ’
The County Collector’s Aecount. N
The most difficult, perplexing and in some respects uncevtain portion of
our labors has been to ascertain the true state of the account: between the
County of Somerset and its Collector, John V. Veghte. ‘
This account we deemed it our duty to investigate thoroughly, because
it has been a continuous a¢count extending over 16 years, and hoth justice
to the Collector and the Counfy seemed to require it. Especially did it ap-
pear necessary when.we learned from evidence before us that the Finance
Oommittee of the Board, who had audited his accounts from year to vear
during this period, had only compared his Ledger with the current year's
vouchers for disbursements of money, and had not compared the items of
credits for County loans claimed to bave been paid off with the correspond-
ing items of loans charged as received in previous years. Further, if any
book containing a separate account for loaned money ‘was kept by the Col-
lector, it was not produced to us. Therefore, the question whether the Col-
lector had ever been charged with-all the borrowed money réceived by him
during these 16 years of his connection with the office,amounting to hundreds
of thousands of‘dallars, and the further question whether the County debt as
reported from year to year truly vepresented the amount of money for
which the County was liable, could not be ascertained from any book' and
was one shrouded in darkness, and could only be answered by a careful

_examination of his accounts running back to the date of his appointment.
“Just here the missing books and vouchers so important in asceftaining the

exach truth about this matter seemed to interpose an almost insurmounta-
ble barrier. Had their removal been planned for the express purpose of
frustrating this part of our investigation, nothing could have been better

arranged to delay and-defeatit. Fortunately, however, we could seek out -

the truth, at least in great part; by the aid of the published annual reports
in the newspapers of the County. That these: reports are in'the main cor-
rect we judge from the fact that in the matter. of loans, at leust, annual
payments of interest act as a check upon any misprinted amount of prin-
cipal ; and further, it is in sworn evidence that the clerk of the Board cave-
fully compared the manuscript copies of the annual report -for .the news-
papers, first with the County Collector’s Liedger and then with the printers
proof, so that there can be very little opportunity for mistakes. T he chief

- difficulty encountered by the use of this secondary evidence was that for

the year ending May, 1869, nostatement in detail was published. It is
alleged that the publication of this statement was suppressed from the
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newspapers at that time by the Board of Freeholders for the purpose of
covering up - from the people of the County the true condition of their
affairs. If so'it was dishonest and now greatly adds to the labor and uncer-
tainty of ascertaining the exact condition of his account. The condensed
report given was of very little use. To' meet this difficulty we advertised
in the newspapers of the County, calling upon all persons who had been

lenders of money to the County to send us a statement of the amounts

loaned at different times with the dates and amounts still due. We also
sent printed circulars to such as did not respond to the public notice.
While the information thus obtained was tardily given and may not be
complete it was no doubt truthful and therefore satisfactory as far as it

went. To carry out without error these various matters, we opened a regu-
lar Ledger account with every party wno had loaned the County money,

about 150 in number, and patiently posted it out for the whole 16 years. As

a result of several weeks labor upon this branch of our investigation, we -

now submit as our result: That there is a discrepancy of at least $11,-
628.73, and possibly of an indefinitely larger amount, between the Col-
lector’s uccounts as we find them and what are the true accounts between
him and the County. In other words, we find the following amounts of

money, which have béen received by Mr. Veghte, have never been charged .

to him upon his boolks :
) Daite when borrowed. Amount.
Com’rs Surplus Revenue, May 1, 1865..ccc. ... ... $2.001.25
“ ‘ “ ¢ 1874.. .3,835.,

Dr. R. 8. Smith E .. .
Ellen Cammann, about 1878. 750,
John Meehan . “ oo

Peter L. Sebring ‘ “l. .
John Ross, Sr., April, 1, 1879.... ,500.

$11,628.73

Mzr. Veghte has been given ample time and opportunity to explain these
various items in his account, but up to this time no satisfactory explanation
of them has been given to the Committee. We may say just here that Mr.
Veghte claims that $1,000 of this amount should be taken off on account
of anitem of $1,000 which he avers was charged to him April 1, 1869, in
the ‘account: of Robert S. Smith, and being the year no report was pub-
lished in the papers, was not found and should now offset the $1,000 of
Robert S. Smith. The $1,500 of John Ross, Sr., was originally a loan
of $2,000; on April 1st, 1879, Mr. Veghte paid Mr. Ross $500 and gave
him a note for $1,500. At that same date he charged up $2,000, which to all
appearances balanced the accounts and we supposed no money was due Mr.
Ross, until'we received his written report claiming $1,500 as still due him.

. Mr, Veghte now claims that he forgot to charge himself with the $1,500

note at the time of the transaction, but that about the 13th of May; when
he made his annual report, he discovered the mistake and has since charged
himself with it and it will appear in his next report. Mr. Veghte also
claims that he charged himself with $4,478.81 of arrears of taxes due from
Bernards Township for 1876, and that he never received the ‘money.

We cannot account why the Collector should charge himself for money
which he never received, unless it was done for the purpose of making a
false showing of the real condition of affairs in the County, and if so it was
dishonest. But if it should be clearly proved that it was a charge against
himself for money which he never received, he would be entitled to a credit
for that amount. Itis but fair to Mr. Veghte to say that, as the amount we
find due from him to the County has been made out from the published ac-
counts in the newspapers, if he shall hereafter prove any inaccuracies in

them which we have overlooked he should have the benefit of the explana-



tion. 'We have found certain errors ourselves, but none which in any wise

-affect the above items. Consequently, and because we have very patiently

sifted all the pros and cons concerning this matter, we are bound to say we
believe that the sum of $11,628.73, as above reported, is due from him to
the County in addition to the balance in his hands as reported in his last
statement.

- 'We may say further that Mr. Veghte has proposed to place in the hands
of this Committee a sum equal to the above deficiency for the. benefit of
the County, subject to a drawback for such amount thereof as may here-
after be satisfactory explained away. Your Committe, have absolutely de-
clined any such proposition, deeming it entirely outside the province of
their appointment. That there must be a loss to the tax-payers of the
County from the condition of the County Collector’s accounts and the al-

. most utter impossibility of arriving at absolute certainty in the absence of
the books must be plain to anyone. That the Collector is himself highly .

censurable for this state of things seems clear to your Committes. To use
a mild term, he. has been grossly negligent and careless in many ways

- He has-paid out thousands of dollars when he knew that bills were not

properly drawn, he has paid other bills knowing that they were not pro-
perly endorsed, and his whole manner of keeping the books has been loose

and unbusiness like. The amount of money borrowed by the County from

year to year, and paying off and cancelling of old loans and making of new

. ones, the question of amount of interest paid out from year to year upon

these various sums of borrowed money, would certainly have siggested to
any ordinary accountant and business man the absolute necesity of keeping
this account entirely separate from the regular yearly account of receipts
and disbursements. : )

To say that Mr. Veghte is highly censurable for this chaotic condition of
the finances of the County, is but stating the simple truth. He had the
reputation of a business man, and the people had confidence in him as
sueh, and he ought not to have abused that confidence. But the burden of

the responsibility after all must fall upon the Board of Freeholders. The

County Collector is the creature of their appointment,; and they can at any
time remove him from office. Tt is their duty to supervise his accounts.
The Finance Committee of the Board should know of themselves just the
condition of County finances at the time of making out each annual
statement, and not simply take the statement of the Collector for it. They
should examine for themselves each year, not simply the current year’s dis-
bursements and vouchers, but they should also take into account the ques-
tion of the County debt, whether during the past year it has been increased
or. diminished,to whom it is owed, what rate of interest is paid, ete., ete. To
do this thoroughly, as it is their duty to do, would make it necessary, as
has been stated before, to have a separate account. Year by year this ac-

-count should be carefully examined by the Finance Committee and report-

ed to the Board, and the exact indebtedness uf the County thus ascertained
should be entered upon the minutes, dnd a -statement in detail should be
made out and carefully filed away. If this had been done, notwithstanding
the stealing of the Collector’s books, a definite result might have been
reached in this very important matter.

The annual balances in the hands of the County Collector, as re-
ported by him from year to year, would clearly indicate that -the County
kept a pretty large account in the Somerset County Bank. We have been
unable for want of time to examine carefully, to asceriain what amount of
money the Collector kept on deposit in the Bank from day to day, but give
below some of the annual balances as indicating his bank account as County

Collgctor : , oo
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‘May, 1863. Balance.......... C$6,421.95 | ¢ 1872, ¢ ......... B,849.35
1L o L. 8,320.04 | © '1873. C . 8,569.82
“ 1865. . -3,100.18 | < 1874 €. 4,027.11
T 1866. C . 625.90 | . ¢ 1875 . 5,630.13
“ 1867 €. 1,877.87| ¢ 1876, .......... 14,000.79
« 1868. i 9,349.62 | “« 1877. C .. 2,487.03
«11869. €l 13,482.43 | ¢ 1878, “ .. 2,189.46
«1870. w0 10,786.87 | ¢ 1879. C - 385.60
¢ 1871 R s P 1.3 B A

Borrowing money and paying interest for it for the purpose of keeping
a large balance in bank is not profitable, either for an individual or a
County. Certainly it does not help to reduce taxes. :
" The bonds of the County Collector, for several years past, including the

_present, are in the possession of your Committee, and have been safely
cared for by us. ‘

In closing our report we regret to have to speak of the lack of interest
and sympathy shown upon the part of the citizens generally in our work.
The instances are rare in which anybody but the counsel for the applicants
volunteered to give us any information whatever. We seemed to have
been regarded rather as intermeddlers in public affairs than as public ser-
vants seeking the general good. We have endeavored honestly, faithfully
and fearlessly to discharge a most difficult and disagreeable duty, ever con-
conscious of our own inability to do justice to a matter of such magni-
tude and importance the people of the County. '

Tt affords us great pleasure to testify to the very great assistance that has
been rendered us throughout our sessions by the counsel of the applicants,
H. M. Gaston, J. D. Bartine, A. V. D. Honeyman and R. V. Linda-
bury, Bsquires. They have ever been ready, cheerfully, promptly and
gratuitously to aid us in every way possible, and at a great sacrifice to their
own private business. The people of the County of Somerset owe these
‘gentlemen a debt of gratitude they cannot well repay. ‘We also make
cheerful mention of the valuable aid and assistance rendered us by the
Clerk of the County, Matt. H. Vanderveer, Esq., whose courtesy and kind-
ness will not soon be forgotten by us. ,

All of which is respectfully submitted. - '

WILLIAM HILLARD,
CALVIN CORLE,
Dated Jan. 9, 1880. WILLIAM S. POTTER.
' Order of the Judge. .
. [The order made by Justice Dalrimple on Monduy, Jan. 12th, is as follows : ]

The foregoing report having been delivered to me on the 9th instant,
and remained in my possession until this day, the same is now, after ex-
amination by me, re-delivered to the said Experts who prosecuted .said in-

. vestigation, And I do crder that this original report do remain in the

possession of the Chairman of said Hxperts, and that a true and correct
copy thereof be made by the said Experts, or their Chairman, and forth-

- with filed by way of publication of said Report in the office of the Clerk of

the said County of Somerset, there to remain as a public file of said office
to be examined and copies thereof taken by all persons who may desire so

" .to do. Other order for further publication of said Report may be made

hereatter if ‘deemed necessary.

. Dated January 1zth, 1880." V. DALRIMPLE, Justice, &.

"
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‘Exhibits attached to the Report.

B. S. TOTTEN’S BILLS.
- Exhibit A.--Bill No. 1.

‘The following items we report as illegal :

1876,
. ‘May 18, Opening court house, Vandeventer v. Doughty case, before Vice Chlr. and
A I AL e tet ittt ittt ere et ettt et et e ee s e eaeeerentasentntn taeteararannenas - $3-.~75
¢ 17, Trial of right of property before Judge Garretson............. . 8.
* 29, 81, June 1, 2 and 8, Cleaning court house, etc., 5 days, $3. wee o185,
Doughty v. Vandevente1 case, 1 day..cccveeieiviniiniiininnninnns . 8.
June 12, 18, 14, 15 and 16, Five days cletmmg court house, etec.. 15:
v 24, Opemng court house for judges on road case.............. v 8,
July 10, Orphans’ Court...... veeeverruueerunerrenererneennnenn, . '3
‘ 12 Opening court house, bridge cas 8.
¢ 20, Ref. case before Judges............ 3.
¢ 22, Opening court house for court........ - 8.
¢ 9 Opemng comt housé for freeholders........ 3.
v “ “ Orphans’ Court . vee 8.
“0 1 Cleaning jail of VEIMIN.....vvuiiiiiisiniieniiiinereri e eriiiecreresscserenieesaeessns on 10.
$70.75"
Exhibit B.--Bill No. 12. i
The following items we report as illegal : .
1875 ' !
Nov 29, Drawing and summonmg 72 Julvmen for Dec. Term of Court 85C..cuiians $25.20
Dec. —, 15 days building firés and cleaning C. HOUSE .. veveieeereeirerediares e . 45,
o 29 Taking recognizance of C. L. Ames to appear Dec. 81. . 187
‘o 51 Recognizance of C. T. Ames to appear JaN'Y 4...eveeeeriiiieeeerineeieinenineans 1.87
Jan. 3, . ¢ ‘ Abm anhart.....................1. . . 187
ST ‘ B - R Y Y 1.87
‘12 and 18, Opening and cleaning O. House and fires, Vandeventer & Doughty
case before Vice Chancellor, 3......cccvvuviiiiiiiiiiinniiancinn, .
-** 14, Orphans’ Court.. e . 8.
. Feb. 1, REFETOES’ COULL... .. 100 oo isiosstesees i oo oo e B
o 7 Drawing bail bond and recognizance ot John Miner.. 1.87
w Capias and Arrest.........oovieieiiiiiiieniibinieniceiinien e, e D41
¢ 8, Court before Vice Chancellor.......c.cvevuvreernreennniennnnene . 8.
--Mch, 8 and 9, Vandeventer v. Doughty, before Ohanee]lor 3..... . 6.
Basmrd case in court house, Torrelle.. ‘3

¢ 81, Colored trial in'C. house.........ccc......... 3.
April, Cleaning court house for April term court.

10 days cleaning and bulldmg Hres, B..iiieiiiiiiiiiie e e . 80.
Drawing and summoning 72 jurymen for April Term of Oourt 35¢.. - 25:20'
May 3, Vandéventer and Douglity case before Chancellor.. e 8.
Capms and arrest of C, 'L\ Ames...........cceeneenns e 2,12
o i, 2.2
S e ‘“ Peter R. Stryker.... e 2,12
“ ‘¥ Abraham Burnhart...........c.civeieininnnn. e . 2.12
' : T L $199.64
- Exhibit C.-—Bﬂl.No.‘Qé&. .
‘1876 -
. Aug, —, Serving-72 ]urymen for Sept. term 1876, 8t 85C...iiciiiniiii e ieenennn 0. $25.20
‘e 95 Orphans’ Court in Court House.....iveeererrarns ueeene . 3.75
Sept. 4, Court house for-board of assessors. - 3.
s 13 Board of ‘Freeholders, court house. 3.
General ‘cleaning of court house Sept. term... v 21
* Oct. 11, Board of Freeholders, Ort-house...... .- 8.
Olea,mng court house- 11- dys; $3 «.i38.
- Democratic meetmg in-crt house.. - 3.50
ok 21 X3 X3 [ & Ceees ver 3.50
4¢ 28, Rep:-Cong: Con............ e re ettt e et ar s e bea et ea ban anashes . - 3.50
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Democratic do.....ccvevenenens ... 8.50
District Convention... . .. 38.50
Democratic meeting.. 3 50
¢ 21, Democratic meeting.. 3.50
Nov. 3, do do 3,50
“ 6, do do . 3.50
¢ 8, Board of Freeholdels 3.
e 10 ¢ ‘¢ Canvassers.. . 3.
“ 27, Ref. CABC.cvirivrertcnearieiaanianns T RN eererieneceseiineeneraraens 8.
$132.45

Exhibit D.—Bill No. 28. N
The following items in bill No. 28 we repoﬁ: as illegal :

1874.

‘Nov. 24, To drawing and serving 72 jurors......... riieeeerrereesetaeriserereaeaare e
Ma,kmg fires and cleaning court room for Dec. Term, 24 days at $3... ... .
Cleaning Court house for Apl Term 1875, and door yard....... e 18.
Building fires and cleaning for Orp’s Court Ref. Courts and Cory case

19 days, 2.50.cucverronns ereteeres e erear et et ateabesbeterearaentesa e eeteneas 47.50

The following for keeping lunaties :
William Appleton, 2 days ; Golpheid Ja.hm, 85 days ; John Bunby, 66 days—153

For this he charges....c.cceveeunene [ PSRN $153.
Tiess 150 days 86 210...cccerreerierroriesiseniensiriniioiiiei. .. 87.50—$115.50 -
At most he should only have 50 ‘cents per<day, which amounts to.iieninns 76.50
‘Excess...... YR PPN eesitiseseresaties s erarineanrnnns e 89..
$201.70
Exhibit E.—Bill No. 29. s
The following items in Bill No. 29 are illegal :
1875.
May —, . 18 days bmldmg fires and attendance, $3..... reveeerane P TR ceees.. $89.
Summoning 72 jurymen for Sept. term............ .. 25.20
v 24 struck jurymen...... e . 8.40
« 9 and 10. Ref. crt., building fire, ete., &B3 " 6.
14, Van Nest will case in crt_house.. 3.
woely prisoners in and out......... .. L84
June 3, Opening court house and fires..........oouc.ns .2,
+¢ 7, Ref. Court B. B. Smith and Hall 4 days, $ 12,
« <« 5 days in Ort house, Gates lunacy case...... 15. -
¢ 98, Court house (PArt).....cervrerreesiesrunsesiiianesnres 2.50
July 2, Ref. court, 2 days opemng and cleaning, 2.50. v B
e 14 Opemng Crt house for Chlr Van Fleet: .......... oo 2,50
s019, S “ . . 2,50
¢ 16, Court house (Part)....ccceveeriniiriniienenes ' 2.50
Aug 6, Court House (part)..ccccovers nanee ereerereenereeaatrane 2.50
Appeal case, Rockafellow v. Johnson, C. house. 2.50
7, Court house (PATE)....cvcimrviimreniiiiinniiniiiiiinn, . 250
Sept. 6 Opening court house for assessors .2.50
+¢ 15, Vannest will case.......covieniniiiiiinenns cererieaeens 6.
. Regular cleaning of Ort house for Sept. term.. 20.
. Oct‘, 4, Court houise (PATE)....cervevviirniiins ] wonipeneennaens . 2.50
‘Summoning 72 Jurors, ebe.......cceviririeriinieiienn TP T . 25.20
$191.64
Exhibit F.—Blll No. 43 or 36.
The following items we report as illegal : .
1877. : .
Ma.y 8 and 9, Court house for freeholders; 3............ P S $6.
10 and 11 ‘ Chancery Examination, will.. T
fo G0 g0 e Two days attendance, 3 75.. v . 7.50
- ¢ 15 and 16, Court house, Chancery Exammatlon Wlll 3 .. 6.
C e s e 16 Tyo days attendance, 8.75..ceiiiiiiiiniiiininien . 71.50
¢ 18, Court house, to appoint surveyors of highways.. e 8.
_u 22 24, 25 and 26, Ap’] Term of Court, ¢. house, 3.. 12,

29 and 30, Reference case, Van Nest and Hedden, 3 .
¢ 81, Will case before Judges, attendance..............., .. 8.75
June 1, Continuance of Apl Term Court, c. house.. .

« 4 5, 6,7, C. house will case before Judges, 3. 12.
' Attenda.nce, 4 days, .75, uuievienirrnrenninnsan . ... 15,
¢ .19 or 20, Freeholders, c. ROUBE.cerere v rerrasesneninninnnss coe. e 8.
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© 19 and 21, Will case before Judges, C. House............ ersrerereitiateetertesenenats 8.
2 days attendance, 8.75.......... ereresareniaeas e 7.50 -
't 26, 27, Will case before Judges, C. House, 3... . 6.00
-~ 0.2 days attendance, 8.75.......cccevveennn ceveees 150
July 3 and 10, Will case,. C. HOUSE, B..vvreieeriveeiersiiins ceeerereessnnseessessos doiorn on . 6.
2 days attendance, 8.75...... . 7.50
¢ 11, Freeholders.......ccoosverierinnnnnrrennnnnersnneenns . 8.
Aug. 6 and 7, 2 days April term Court, C. house 3.. 6.
*t 8, FreeholderB. . uuiiiiiiiriiieniiieieeieiin et e ee e eeeeeeaee s orasaeeans veeens 3.
’ $148.25
Exhibit G.—Bill No. 45.
The following items we report as illegal :
1878. . Co
May 7, Court HOuse £0r Freeholders. ... ueeverereereenerereeesreesssresssoessrssessessssnns $3.
g, e - . : .. -8
June 12, * ¢ “ o 3
July 10, ¢ o ¢ e 8.
*¢ 26, Cleaning C. House............ . 3.
Aug. 9, ¢ O .. 3.
" 14, Board of Frecholders, C. house..........ccecerervvnvvnnrer.n. e T
Cleaning and attendance on jail for 3 months and ten days...coiiieiinninn i, 45.50
. : $66.50
: Exhibit H.—Bill No. 48.
The following items we report as illegal :
1878. - . :
Jan. 19, 1 day court house (Dece Term). . o vt ittt et e e et i e inaren $3.
‘. 26, Opening C. house for JUAZES. ot ettt i e e, 3.
Feb. 18, C. house for Freeholders. .. ... e e e et 3.
‘‘ 16, Agricultural meeting........... e e - X
Mech. 2, Court house for jury, lunacy, Hannah Evarts. .. .... B - X
Summoning 24 JUrors, 850 .. ..euveiuiiiit it . 8.40
: Opening Courb HOUSe. . . ..o ovv ety iie s iee e eaee e 3.
18, C. hoase, Freeholders............oooueeunsoninoron 3.
¢ 19, Drawing and summoning 60 jurors, Apl. Term court, 35¢.............. 21,
¢ Opening C. HOUSE. ... vuuvvneeaeisae e e R 3.
‘¢ 29, County judges. opening ¢. house...................... Cireeeieaaea 3.
: WILL ase. . .o e e e 3.
Apl. —, Cleaning C. house for AplL Term Court......oovivieneee e, 17.
16, 17, 18, 19, 4 days court house, Apl: Term, 8..u.oiinieeviinrennninn., 12.
‘92,28 24,24 4 ¢« o« S 1e.
May 2 and 3, 2 ¢« ¢ R 6.
Attendance on jail from Jan, 19, ’78 to May 8,1878. .. ...oiiiiininn, 52.50
- $158.: 0
: Exhibit I.—Bill No. 70.
The following items we report as illegal : '
1877. . ' : - :
Sept. 3, Board of Assessors, . houSe. ..\, .. .ive s sr st PO, $3. -
o012, ¢ < Fresholders  ““ ... LN 3.
Aug.’ 21, Drawing and summoning 60 jurymen Sept. Term Court, 35c........... 21.
Sept. 10-17, Cleaning Court House......,... e e, .. 91,1
©¢Y18-22, 5 days - ¢f B T e 15.
Cf24-28,5 ¢ ¢ B e e e aee e . 15,
Oct. 10, Board of Freeholders. . . .......u.uueerer e 0 3.
¢ 17, Will case before Judges, C. HOUSE. . v .vv'eneurenernnarnrnn e 6.75
20, o ‘ S S N 6.75
‘¢ 22, Case of lunacy, Joachim Hall................... et eereeeiiiee e 3.
‘¢ 28, County Convention................oounonnonn.. e PN 3.
¢ 23, Will case before Judges, at ¢. house. ...........o.ovseorrnnnne 6.75
Coe2r, e t ¢ e e e 6.75
Oct. 20-31, Nov. 1 and 3, 5 days Sept. Term, Ct. house, 8......ovevernurenennns 15.
Nov. 8, Will case before Judges at ¢. HOUSE. . v verrerssns s 6.75
8, o “ e e 6.75
‘14, Freeholders......... Vel e, e e et e e, 3.
19, Road case in C. House. .. vuueevnurenrernsn ! e 3
¢ 20, Will case betore Judges, at C. hOUSE. .. ....eveerrnn s, 6.75
¢ Drawing and summoning 60 jurymen, 85......c........osiieeenennn.. 21



Attend.upon the jail and cleanmg same from Aug. 15 to Név.. 27,97 days 48:50

' | $159.50 :
‘Exhibit L.—Blll No. 35 L L
“The followmg items we report-as illegal : - )
1877, July 31, 1-day attendance before: Vice Ghancellor ................ reereere e 8.75
Producmg 10 ‘witnesses-before Court-46¢.......... ieeeeeereerrarenren e 4.60
Aug 3, -Attendance on Vice-Chancellor’s -Court..... ... 8.75
N Producmg 13 -prisoners before-Court 4()0 5.98
- $18.08

24 : '
¢« 21, Will-case before Judges;-at-C. house.......... R R A P Y 51
5 Freeholders in case of Isaac Hall...... w3
'Dé"c:‘ 8, Will case. before J udges at c. house, . . 6.75
T2l e o S . e BT
“ "12 Freeholders,....‘..‘..‘ ................. crivereseses . P
18~21 4 days-Dec; Term- Ceurt; C House 8. 12.
1878‘ Jan, 2—4 g et ‘3. 9.
Jan"8—12 B R T PPy P P T e T .. 15
N Ga.re and- clea.mng of jail- from Sept 1, 1877 to Jany A8 T8 eeiiniii, 280
’ $269.75
Exhibit J.—Bill No. 79 :
The following 1tems we report as legal : . - T
1876, To cleaning Ct. house for Dec. Court,.......cceevvunry creaseniepaeaseaarane TP N
. Drawing and ret. 60 jurors-for--Dec. Court, 35c: y . 2L
Deci: 18; Court -house for freeholders, ... v ewrrrrsvasrenss e 8
' 19 days Dec, Term, cleaning-c. room, 3, . 57,
Feb: 7-8; 2-days in C.- House, -attendance on Vice Chlr. .. 7 50 13
s -2-days- CleaniNg. cicviveie e iiierieniiine i e e
¢ 13,418, 15, 16:- Ad]oumed term Deec: Oourt 4 days cleanmg. . 12
‘14, ‘Oourt House £or Freeholders, 8,.......isueerivsierresessernssas 3. -
.« 21, Opening ©, House Chancellor’s order Amelm Veghte...... v 8,75
. ¢ ¢ 1 day cleaning...iiieeneleniniinini Creetrereeereeannanens vee 8,
Mehi14, Board of Freeholders...ccoivrereririaiiriieiieeiinaeniansarennne . R
¢ 20, Drawing and summoning 60: jurors for- Apnl term, . 35c ..... v 21
« 97, Opening C. Housé for Judges on willcase, and attendance 6.75
“ 8, Court for Hartwich case....ic...ccoviivenns ceeersiraieeereennantans 3.
Apl: 11 Board of Freeholders......ccoeeeuneuesres 8.
“ Cleanmg C. House for Apl term Conrt 24.-
o O grounds, ...epeeeeenes . . 8.
«17-20, 23-28, 10 days cleaning C. House, 3. deeerenenies veer 80:-
t « 30, Opemng C..House for trial before I. N. Dilts....... ST PPN PR : X
$237.
Exhlblt K.—Blll No. 81.,
The following® 1tems we report as 111eca1
1878, ‘ : .
Sept 2, Courﬁ house, board of ‘ASSESSOIS...uuuiviinsiresniiriininainns . ' 3.
5‘ Co lunacy ‘case, ‘Miss Sheppard e v 3.
o «¢ Attendance on the Court, 1 ‘ABY, everanennen ceens . 8.76
* &« Court-house, Freeholders:...cc.cociiiiaineinns . 8.
Aug."20, Dra,wmg a.nd summonmg 60 JUrors, 85C..cieerieannes PR .. 21,
: 15 for Sept Oourt B5C.iereeiinrnrnrerrnieans © 5.25
Sept 17-21, 5 days Sept.: term Court $3 ............. . 15,
24-27,5 ¢ . 15.
Oct. 16; Democratic Conventlon C H - 5.
Greenback R eeee LB
Oct. 21-23, 25-26, 5 days Sept. term Court ceonsane o 150
Nov. 8, Board of Canvassers, C. H....cvvvneen rerrers areees veene R
¢« .9, 1 day Sept. term Court.... 3.
13 Board of Freeholders, . H. 3.
¢ 19, Opening C. House for Judges ¢ 3.
B Republican Convention, C. H. 5

' jAMES BERGEN'S: BILLS
Exhibit M. 7.

The fo]lowmg items we report-as illegal : . "
178, Aug. To summoning 72 Jurors Sept. Term, 1873 et ey 25200

’




., ) !
25
Sept., ‘To cleaning court housé.................... P . 25,
““ care of court house and cleaning, Sept. Term, 14 days, .3... 42.
. Oct. 18, To cleaning court house Rep. conevntion..................... _10.
113 21’ 3 Lk e I3 Dem. « . ‘ 10‘

Nov. — « summoning 72 jurors Dec. Term 1873, w. 25,20

o L cleaning court house for Dec. Term 6 T rerenas e 25,

1874, Feb. 19, To fires and care court house, for Dee, Term, 23 days, 3., 69. .

- Mch. 29, To Summoning 72 jurors. Apl. 1874........ eeen reresnenes Ceteerierea. . 25.20
o April, e cleaning court house for Apl Term, 1874, . 25
S ‘ fires and. care court house, 11 days, 3, TS ST 33,
.. fires and care court house, J. V. Voorhees € iz ; . ) :
May 21, 29 and June Bieiinneieini s N . . 8 days
. Vice Chancellor June 18 and 14........ e, oo P A
., Oyer & Terminer and Common Pleas, May 12, June 16, 21, 80,
t ... July 16 and August 16 & 30, Oct. 13, 21, and 29.ceiiiiiiiin 10
[ ,Orphans"Oourt, viz: Nov. 3.7, .11, 14, 24, 28, 29... LT
2o Dec. 8, 11,19, 13 and 20.........0 eberrenens .5
- 1874. Jan. 22 24, 98 and 23 R
ol Febly 87,17, 18, 19, 21, 57, 58T e g «
. ‘" March 2, 4,5,86,17, 13, 28, 27, 28, 30 and 31... O & A
“ April 11............ creediereniann, Cevrenn. L. veerene e .1«
51 days at 3—102.
: o o $416.60
Exhibit N.—Bill No. 9.
The following items we report as illegal : C

To fires and care of Court House, Orphang’ Court, Barcalow trial, Mareh, 16, 17,

*“ eare court house for court, May 18, 29, 18, 28, 4 days...... . 12,
** care court house for court June aud July, 1 and 3, 3 days........... .9,
* eare court house for Orphans’ Court, July 10 and 11, Cireuit. .., .......... 6.
July 15, To care court house, 1 da . 8.
. ou « for Cory trial, July 20, 21, 22 and 24, 3............ vrerens 12.
27 “care C. house . 3.,
Aug. 7, ‘1 day care C, BOUSE. .00 ot T eees 8.
17, *“ care court house for referee to report case D. Cory, &c............00] 3.
‘“ summoning 72 jurors for Sept. Term, 1874, 85¢.... .. ... .0 . 25.20 -
¢“ Sheriff’s fees for going to Moxristown before Judge Dalrimple to strike
jury in case of appeal by E. & Amboy K. R. v. Lane, in case, and sum- .
monmg ................. 28.77
** cleaning C. house for Sept. Term............ 00011 © 25,
.Sept. 26, Cleaning C. House after Rep. Convention. . e i, ... 10.
Oct. 6, “ o u ““ Dem. “ el el e veol 10,
To keeping . in order 18 ays, 8. ...l 39
Oect. 14, To opening Court House and fires, built to try insanity case of Misg Stud- .
diford,................ 0.0 e e, ceeae 3.
Nov. 7, « taking up and putting down carpets and cleaning C, house afterelection 25,
14, *‘ fires in court house, Dalrimple, court... ............. e, 3.
) . $237.97
SHERIFF SIMON VAN LIEW'’S BILLS.
Exhibit 0.—No. 353.

1879. The following items we report illegal : ‘

Mch 12, Opening Conrt House for Freeholders. ............. .. ... e, 8.
‘18, “ ‘ oodudges..... LT R X
‘28, ‘ ‘ . Orphans’ Court. ... ... .00 P oo 8.

Apl 15, . S " fires, &e.uu, ...l e, .. 8.
“16-26 < ¢ days court, opening room and fires at $3........... e, 18,

May 5, Opening C. H. and fires for court........ ... ... TN eeenisie. 8.



5126
....... WM. ROSS, JR’S BILL., . = .
S Bxhibit P.—No. 83. .o
'l‘he fo]lowmg 1tems we report 1llega,1
1"‘]843 . ..
A\pvh ~1<1111,g bounty papers of. 1872. e R P S A IS . $8.32
. .18 Surveyors oaths.. e eereens cee e 144
ERSEES .. Justices’. bonds, B0 timeranrsrrnrensrasananeres . w7
Nov Prepanng Sheriff’s bond -and:filing......ccocceevvnniaiad . (125 .
.Clerk, 1.day.Co.. Canvassers,. $2: charged .50
12 certificates of election.......ve.: Jewes 12.
Filing-Surveyors. oaths. i 1.44
Filing Justices’. bond............ecves .40
Issuing 15 subpcehas. agamst hcenses | 7.20,
Swearing 20-witnesses.. Coeebrene -80
Filing Co. papers for 187 8.32
72 cert;lﬁcat:e 7 5 : 54,
$97.79






