
REPORT OF COMMISSIONER McQUEEN  ON PATRIOTIC POTATO
INQUIRY, FEBRUARY 8th, 1919.

1 To THE H ONORABLE ROBERT M URRAY, PROVINCIAL SECRETARY OF THE/
PROVINCE OF NEW BRUNSWICK .

SIR,-In pursuance of two separate Commissions to me directed, bearing
date respectively the 30th day of August, and the 5th day of November, 1918,
under the provisions of Chapter 12 of the Consolidated Statutes, 1903, “Re-
specting Investigations by Commission and Departmental Inquiries,” requir-
ing me to investigate and report on the following matters in the public interest:

To investigate and inquire generally into any matters or things pertain-
ing in any way to the purchase and disposal of what is known as the “Patriotic
Potato Gift” for the relief of the Belgian people and the British Empire or.
any part thereof, and of the moneys paid therefor and derived therefrom.

To investigate and inquire respecting the potatoes purchased as afore-
said by and on behalf of the Province, and from whom purchased; the dis-
position of the said potatoes; the person or persons, firm or corporation, to
whom, by whom, or through whose agency and the amounts for which the
said surplus potatoes or any part thereof were sold or delivered; the amounts
of money received by any person or persons, firm or corporation, from the
sale of the said surplus potatoes or any part thereof, and the dates and the
manner in which the said moneys were remitted to any such person or persons,
firm or corporation, by the purchaser or purchasers of any of such surplus
potatoes; the names of persons receiving or remitting any such moneys, and
the disposition of any such moneys bY any such person or persons, firm or
corporation, with full power to trace the said moneys to or through the hands
of any person or persons to whatever extent may be deemed in the public
interest; and, generally, all facts respecting the disposal of the said surplus
potatoes and the moneys received therefor by any person or persons, firm or
corporation.

Respecting the making, indorsing, discounting and payment of a certain
promissory note, signed by A. C. Smith and Company, bearing date the 3rd
day of November, 1915, payable four months after the date thereof, indorsed
by William Cruikshank, then Deputy Provincial Treasurer, and discounted
at the Bank of ,Montreal in Fredericton.

Respecting the manner in which the funds transferred from Moncton
for the payment of the said promissory note were obtained by the person or
persons, firm or corporation, by whom the same were so transferred in pay-
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ment of such note and the sources from \which the person or persons, firm or
corporation, who transferred the said funds for the payment of the said note
was or were recouped for the amounts so transferred.

Notwithstanding any evidence heretofore given in respect thereof, to
investigate the disposal by William B. Tennant, or by any person or persons,
firm or corporation, of the sum of $40,000.00,  or any part thereof withdrawn
out of the Bank on or about the 29th day of May, 1916, with power to trace
said sum of $40,000.00,  or any part thereof, to or through the hands of any
person or persons, firm or corporation to whom the same or any part thereof
may have been paid b.y the said William B. Tennant, and to or through the
hands of any other person or persons, firm or corporation, to whatever extent
may be deemed in the public interest.

Without restriction by reason of the foregoing, to
into all matters and things pertaining in any manner
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the funds used for such

To investigate and inquire into the disposal by George B. Jones, a Member
of the Legislative Assembly, or by any person or persons, firm or corporation,
of the sum of $61,500.00,  or any part ‘thereof, paid by the said William B.
Tennant to the said George B. Jones, or any other part of $100,000.00,  paid
to the said William B. Tennant by the Nova Scotia Construction Company,
Limited, on of about the 29th day of May, 1916, with power to trace the said
sum of $61,500, or of any other part of the said sum of $lOO,COO.OO, or any
part of either of them, or any other sum or sums into which the same may be
converted to or through the hands of any person or persons, firm or corpora-
tion, to whom the same may have been paid by the said George B. Jones or
William B. Tennant, and to or through the hands of any other person or per-
%ons, firm or corporations, to whatever extent may be deemed in the public
interest. v

I now submit for the information of the Government a Report of my
investigation under the said two Commissions with which I was honoured
by His Honour the Lieutenant-Governor and the Executive Council of this
Province. .

The inquiry was commenced at the Court House in the City of Saint
John on the 24th day of September last past, and was adjourned from time to
time until the 28th day of December last past, when the hearing was completed.

During the whole of the inquiry, I was attended by Peter J. Hughes,
Esquire, Barrister, of the City of Fredericton, on behalf of the Government,
and for a portion of the time by F. R. Taylor, K.C., and H. A. Powell, K.C.,
who appeared on behalf of the Honorable J. ‘A. Murray, former Minister of
Agriculture in the late Government.
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The following witnesses attended on said inquiry and were examined:
J. Bolten Daggett, former Secretary for Agriculture in the late Government;
Wilson A. Loudoun, Comptroller General of the Province; Carberry P. Fur-
long, Manager Bank of Nova Scotia, East Florenceville; Giles N. C. Hawkins,
Manager Bank of Montreal, Fredericton; R. C. Elkin of the City of Saint
John; Francis DeLancy Clements, of Kingsclear, County of York; H. Colby
Smith, of the City of Saint John; Harry\ A. Bailey, Manager: of the Bank of
Montreal, Moncton; Frederick W. Sumner, of the City of Moncton; Leslie A.
Slipp, of South Devon, County of York; Jerome A. Morris, Manager of Bank
of Nova Scotia, West St. John; Wm. Cruikshank, late Deputy Provincial
Treasurer; Wm. B. Tennant, of the City of Saint John; Simon B. Donovan,
of Saint John; Geo. B. Jones, of Apohaqui, Member for Kings; Harry H.
Morton, formerly Clerk in the Agricultural Department; Jas. P. Atherton,
of Sussex, Chartered Accountant; Paul F. Blanchet,  of Rothesay, Chartered
Accountant; Wm. S. Thomas, Manager Bank of Nova Scotia, Fredericton;
Hon. B. Frank Smith, of East Florenceville, Member of the Local Legislature

for the County of Carleton; John S. Eagles, of the City of Saint John, Lumber
Broker; Hon. Jas. A. Murray, Sussex, N. B., formerly Minister of Agriculture
and presently Member of the Legislature for the County bof Kings; Jas. H.
Crocket,  Managing Director of The Gleaner, Ltd., Fredericton; Jas. D. Taylor,
of the firm of Taylor Bros., Barrel Manufacturers, City of Saint John; and the
Hon. John B. M. Baxter, formerly Attorney General in the late Government
and presently Member for the County of Saint John. .

A number of these witnesses were recalled before the Commission on
several different. occasions and herewith is filed the official Stenographer’s
transcript’ of the evidence taken and arguments of Counsel, consisting of one
thousand pages and one hundred and 1e even exhibits, as required by said
Chap. 12.

In order that there may be a clear understanding of the matters
to be investigated I shall divide this report under three heads:

sought

The object and purpose for which these potatoes were purchased and
the’manner in which this was accomplished.

The disposition of these potatoes after they were purchased and all tran-
sactions incidental thereto.

My finding on the matters entrusted to me as above related from the
evidence disclosed.

In dealing with this first division, ‘Mr. Daggett, late Secretary of Agricul-
ture, stated in his evidence that by an Order-in-Council under date the 2nd
day of September, 1.9143  the then Government decided to make a contribution
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of 100,000 bushels, or about 40,000 barrels of potatoes, at an estimated cost
of $75,000.00,  to the motherland for the use of the army and navy as a token
of the loyalty and attachment of the people of New Brunswick to the throne
of the British Empire, and provision was made in such Order-in-Council for
the raising of said $75,000 by special warrant. The purchasing and trans-
porting of this contribution was to be carried out under the directions of the
then Minister of Agriculture upon whose order all payments in connection
therewith were to be made; and a provision was further made in this Order
for conveying to his Majesty the King information as to such purpose and
the assurance by reason thereof of the unswerving loyalty and attachment
of the people of New Brunswick to his Majesty’s throne and person. Hence,
we have the phrase “Patriotic Potato Gift.”

Mr. Daggett further disclosed that the granting of $75,000 having been’
found insufficient for the purpose of defraying the expenses of purchasing
and forwarding to the Imperial Government the gift of 100,000 bushels of
potatoes, a further Order-in-Council was passed under date the 27th day
of October, 1914, increasing the said grant by another $75,000, to make up
the said deficiency and ‘also to make a contribution to assist in the relief of
the Belgian people. This last mentioned amount was also raised by special
warrant in the’ manner above indicated. And after these amounts were
expended there was a further expenditure of $3,505.75  which the Auditor-
General of the Province was required to provide for on the personal applica-
tion of the Hon. J. A. Murray. Mr. Murray wrote as follows:

“I desire to say that when our final returns are in the amount of this
expenditure will be reduced so as to be well within our appropriation made
for that purpose.”

When the final returns were in, instead of this last mentioned amount
(being paid off as promised by the Hon. Mr. Murray, there was a floating liability
of $32,861.39  which was taken care of as hereinafter set out, making a total
expenditure of $153,505.75,  after giving full credit for all “final returns” on
the purchase of 68,603 barrels of potatoes, only some 51,000 barrels of which
were required and used for patriotic purposes and to assist in the Great War
struggle. The way in which this Patriotic Gift was handled through the
Hon. J. A. Murray, the late Minister of Agriculture as stated under oath by
his former Secretary is a remarkable disclosure, and if sworn proof and docu-
mentary evidence had not been produced before me in support thereof, would
be almost incredible. I would therefore suggest that the records herein be
bound and preserved as a book of reference for future statesmen not to follow.

The evidence of Mr. Daggett shows that he, as Secretary of Agriculture

1 under the directions of his Minister, the. Hon. J. A. Murray, had the ex-
lclusive control of the expenditure for this Patriotic Gift and the purchase
of all potatoes in connection therewith. He purchased these potatoes from
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various persons, and he mentioned the following as persons from whom he
purchased : Hon. B. F. Smith, S. J. Hatfield, A. A. Rideout,  Leonard Mer-
sereau, Robert Kidney, Strong & Noddin, G. A. Fawcett, Hatfield & Scott, B. C.
MeIsaac,  H. T. Douglas, D. J. Griffiths, Jones Bros., and Mills Eveleigh, Ltd.

Mr. Daggett further stated that he advised these persons to ship in a
certain numberof  cars each and apportioned out the 100,000 bushels to be
contributed in that way. He was unable to give the date when these appor-
tionments were made or when all these orders were given out. The Hon. B. F.
Smith admitted that his total shipment for both Imperial and Belgian con-
signments was 43,631 barrels, and the exhibit filed as No. 6 of the evdence
supports this statement. Mr. Daggett further admitted that the Hon. B. F.
Smith’s supply to the Imperial shipment alone was 31,685 barrels out of a
total of about 40,000.

Mr. Daggett disclosed that the Department of Agriculture had no written
agreement as to the sale and purchase of these potatoes from these difI’erent
parties, and that the verbal agreement had with the Hon. B. F. Smith, on the
15th day of September, 1914, was as follows:

“Mr. Smith was to purchase the potatoes, paying the farmers $1.00 per
barrel, and was to receive 10~. *per barrel commission for buying, loading,
and to stand any shortage which there might be in Saint John.” There
was a special agreement made with the Hon. B. F. Smith to finance
his purchases which did not apply to any of the other shippers. This arrange-
ment Mr. Daggett stated was as follows: “Mr. Smith was to make a draft
on me at the Department for sufficient to pay for the potatoes. The drafts
were not to be paid until his potatoes were racked out and the shortage ascer-
tained and the condition of the potatoes ascertained”; but that the letter
which the Department of Agriculture sent to the Bank of Nova Scotia at
East Florenceville notifying them of such agreement did not contain the.
“last features” of this verbal agreement, namely: that “the drafts were not
to be paid until his potatoes were racked out and shortage ascertained and
the condition of the potatoes ascertained,” and the letter to the Bank of
Nova Scotia under date the 15th day of September, 1914, when placed in
evidence as Exhibit 49, confirms Mr. Daggett’s statement as to this omission.
Mr. Daggett also stated in hisevidence that the rejected potatoes were thrown
back on the shippers hands, and afterwards sold by him as agent for these
shippers through A. C. Smith & Co., and that the receipts for the sales were
remitted to them. If this statement be correct then the Hon. B. F. Smith
was twice paid for these rejected potatoes-once in the manner suggested by
Mr. Daggett, and secondly when his drafts were accepted and paid in the
first instance, as appears by Exhibit 6 received in evidence.

The Hon. B. F. Smith, on the other hand, stated that the agreement he
had with the late Government was not as stated by the Secretary of Agricul-
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ture, but that he simply acted as an agent of the Government under a’com-
mission, and that his duties and responsibility ceased when the cars were
completed and consigned. He, the Hon. B. F. Smith, did not in his evidence
give an explanation as to whether the rejected potatoes in his shipments were
sold for his account and accounted for to him as stated by the late Secretary
of Agriculture and the letter written by him to the Department of Agriculture
under date the 29th day of September, 1914, wherein he asks the Department
“to allow the invoice to be certified to as made and I will see that the Depart-
ment gets barrel for barrel which will pass inspection, if I have to put in an
extra barrel to make it up,” rather disproves his contention in this particular.
(This is in evidence as Exhibit 61.) In addition to this, the evidence of the late
Secretary of Agriculture was supported by the fact sworn to by other Govern-
ment official.s that no returns whatever were filed, entered or made in the books
of any Department of the Government showing the sales ,or accounting in
an.y way for the proceeds of these rejected potatoes. This condition of things
can be accounted for honestly only by accepting Mr. Daggett’s version of the
agreement: for if the Hon. B. Frank Smith’s view of the matter is to be taken
(that the rejected potatoes were to be the property of the Province), then the
Department of Agriculture. and its officials when presided over by the Hon.
J. A. Murray have misappropriated and misapplied the m.oneys of this Province
to th.e amount received by them as the proceeds of the sale of these rejected
PO tatoes, amounting to a very large sum, as same has never been accounted for
to the late *Government by the Department of Agriculture or any of its officials.

Assuming, therefore, that Mr. Daggett is correct and that there has been
no misappropriation of public moneys in the matter of these rejected potatoes,
the only conclusion to be drawn is that the late Minister of Public Works, the
Hon. B. F. Smith, having been paid by the Government for the full amount
shipped by him by drafts drawn on the Government and accepted at the time
of shipments as per instructions to the Bank by the Department of Agricul-
ture under date the 15th day of September, 1914 (in evidence as Exhibit 49),
is liable to the people of this Province for the amount so over paid, which is
shown in the statement in evidence as Exhibit 6, as $2375.70. Mr. Daggett
stated in his evidence that he had asked the Hon. B. F. Smith for the amount
of this account on several occasions but it had never been paid. The Hon.
B. F. Smith denied Daggett’s statement in this respect, but admitted that
the late Secretary for Agriculture had asked him for a like amount, but stated
that it was for a different reason; the reason given him was: “they were in
a hole and asked me to help them out.” The Hon. Mr. Smith was asked on
the hearing if he had ever paid this money back to the Government and if so
when. His reply was as follows : “I didn’t pay it back, and I do not intend to
pay it back.” He was then confronted with his speech in the Legislative As-
sembly in reference to this matter and which appears in the evidence as follows:

“The result was that out of the total quantity which he shipped they
culled out 1227 barrels of potatoes. Now those culls he admitted under the
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terms of his arrangement it would seem hardly fair that he should pay for.
It was hardly fair that the Department shou.ld be reimbursed because he
was acting in the capacity, as he though.t, of an agent in the purchase of
these potatoes for the sum of 10~. and paying expenses. What happened?
That the Department issued a statement showing 1227 barrels as being culled
o u t .  R ather than stand in the position of havi.ng the Department lose that
quantity of potatoes, that amount was han.ded over to the Department and
that amount represented 5%~. per barrel upon the total shipment. Conse-
quently, if it cost him, as it did, 5~. per barrel to load those potatoes; that if
there was paid to ,the Department 5%~. per barrel on the culled potatoes andI
the way in which they were culled at Saint John, there was only 4%~. left
for himself to pay the expense of loading, so that if it cost him 5~. per barrel,
as it did, he wanted to say that his statement was fully borne out, that instead
of extracting money from the Department unlawfully and unfairly, that
he performed a service to the Department and to the Province without any
recompense whatever. He had shown that there was only 4%~. after the
amount was paid.”

The Hon. Mr. Smith denied that this speech implied that he
had ever paid this money back. He stated he was “placing the matter
before the House in as favorable a light as he Could.” He refused to
swear whether his intention was to intimate to the House that he had ever
paid this money and remarked to the Counsel for the Government “You
notice how carefully it is worded.” In view of this evidence and that of
Mr. Daggett and H. Colby Smith in reference to this particular matter,
there is no doubt in my mind that this money was never paid back to the
Province by the Hon. B. F. Smith and that the entry made in Exhibit 5
(which is the account filed with the Auditor-General)--“Paid by A. C.
Smith & Co. on account of B. F. Smith’s shortage on outturn of cars in
final racking, $2,447.50,”  is absolutely a false entry and wholly untrue. As
to whether this amount is still a liability due the Province from the late
Minister of Public Works is a matter which will be hereafter referred to.

The evidence of Mr. Daggett further shows that within ten days
after the passing of the Order-in-Council for the purpose of the Imperial ship-
ment, the *Department of Agriculture was deluged with applications, either
direct from the shippers themselves or through the then Premier, the Hon. J.
K. Flemming, asking to be permitted to sell potatoes,and out of the numerous
applications made, the Department selected the shippers above named for
the reason Mr. Daggett stated, that they desired to assist their friends. I t
does not appear from the evidence that the Hon. B. F. Smith joined with the
other shippers at this early date in making his application to the Department
of Agriculture, and Exhibit 56 in the evidence discloses that he was only
brought into the matter by a verbal conversation on the 15th day of September,
1914; but from that time on he appears to have been a very active participant,
for on the 21st day of September, six days after this interview with the late



8

Secretary of Agriculture he reports to the Department (as appears from
Exhibit 58) that he had shipped the full complement of his order+35 ears.
Some of the numerous applications to the Department of Agriculture for the
privilege of supplying a portion of these potatoes were filed on the inquiry,
and among them will be found the following:

One from A. A. Rideout under date the 3rd day of September, 1914,
(the day following the Order-in-Council) reads as follows: (Exhibit No. 32.)

“Mr. J. K. Flemming,
Woodstock, N. B.

“Hartland, N. B., September 3rd, 1914.

1

“DEAR SIR:

“I have been thinking of the conversation we had regarding the Province’s
contribution to the Empire on account of the War and remember your men-
tioning potatoes in that connection. Now the merest mention of spuds
always sets me thinking of profits.

“Has the Government taken any action in the matter? If they should
decide to send potatoes I would like to get an order anywhere from’ 5 thou-
sand to 10 thousand bags.

“ Y o u r s  s i n c e r e l y ,

“A. A. RIDEOUT .”

One from G. W. Perry, under date September 5th, 1914 (three days after
the Order-in-Council) placed in evidence as Exhibit 30, reads as follows:

“Hon. J. K. Flemming, s
“Upper Kent, Sept. 5th, 1914.

*
“Woodstock, N. B.

“DEAR SIR:

“I see by the paper that your Government is giving the Old County about d
200 ears of potatoes. I want to say that we do not want to let a Liberal
supply one barrel. Want a chance to supply my share when the time comes.

“Yours truly,

“G. W. PERRY.”
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One from B. C. MeIsaac (in evidence as Exhibit 31) wherein he asks to
be allowed to supply a few ears of these potatoes.

One from I. B. Burley under the same date, which is in evidence as Ex-
hibit 29, asking to be allowed to supply about fifty ears.

And one from Guy G. Porter of Porter, Manzer, Ltd., under date the
8th. day of September, 1914 (six days after the Order-in-Council and seven
days before the verbal agreement with the Hon. B. F. Smith) which is in
evidence as Exhibit 34, asking for permission to handle the whole order,
promising to deliver the best quality and offering to put the same in at the
market price, which was then around 9Oc.  to $1.00 per barrel at a commission
of 5%. Mr. Porter also requested to be informed whether “you propose to
let the matter by public tender or whether it will be handed out to the pat-
ronage holders in the different Counties.” , To this letter of Porter’s, Mr. Daggett
could not remember he had ever made any reply and could not give any
reason for not doing so. He admitted that the same was received by the
Department on the 9th of September, 1914, that the price offered was less
than ‘that paid by the Department of Agriculture to Mr. Smith and that
Porter’s offer was not accepted. The late Secretary of Agriculture attempted
to give as the reason for the non-acceptance of Porter’s offer, that the con-
tract for the purchase of these potatoes was let at that time (September 9th,
1914),  but Exhibit 56 disposes of this as it is therein stated that the contract
with Mr. B. F. Smith originated on the 15th day of September, seven days
later. Although Mr Porter did not receive any reply to his former letter, he
again wrote the Department of Agriculture under date the 15th day of Sep-
tember, 1914, offering to supply tile whole quantity of potatoes required at
$1.10 per barrel and to guarantee the very best quality that New Brunswick
produced. This letter is in evidence as Exhibit 35. The late Secretary for
Agriculture admitted that he replied to this letter under date the 17th of Sep-
tember (Exhibit in evidence No. 36),  wherein he informed Porter, Manzer, Ltd.,
that the order for these potatoes had all been placed with the exception of ten
cars and that the Department “had no difficultyin getting all the potatoes we need
at the right price.” The evidence shows this letter of the late Secretarv for
Agriculture was replied to by Porter, Manzer, Ltd., under date the 19th day of
September (in evidence as Exhibit 37) wherein an offer was made to supply
this ten ears at the actual cost paid to the farmer, which on that date was
$1.00 per barrel, and that this Company would be glad to donate “their
services and expenses in loading’ these ears for the good and benefit of the
Empire.” The late Secretary for Agriculture admitted the receipt of this
letter, acknowledged that it was never answered by his Department, and tha.t
the offer was never accepted and could suggest no reason for not doing so. He
admitted that on the 18th day of September a letter was written by the De-
partment of Agriculture to B. C. MeIsaac (in evidence as Exhibit SO), giving
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1 ture had re-
1 evidence as. 11Exhibit 38),  from Thos. A. Clarke, President of the Society of Agriculture at

Chartersville, requesting to be permitted “to donate a certain number of barrels
of potatoes towards the Patriotic scheme, either as part of the ,Patriotic con-
tribution, or in addition, and that this Society desired to make it as much
as they Could.” The late Secretary for Agriculture declined this offer under
date the 26th September, 1914 (in evidence as Exhibit 39) on the ground

at $1.00 perhim t!ie order for these ten ears of potatoes, 200 barrels per ear,
barrel and 10~. commission for handling the same.

Mr. Daggett also admitted that the Department of Agricu
ceived a letter under date the 24th day of Serjt.ember, 1914 (ir

that the
tribution

Department “had
from the people”

not i
; butI

ntended at
it was adm

a con-the present time to call for
itted by Mr Daggett in th

nection that the Fruit Growers’ Association contributed “quite a
of barrels of apples” free of cost to the Department, and that,

is con-
large n
these

umber
apples

were shipped with the cargo of potatoes sent out to the Imperial Government.
Mr. Daggett further admitted that on the Gth’of  October, 1914, the Depart-
ment of Agriculture had all the potatoes required and more ; and on that date
a letter was written by him (in evidence as Exhibit 40) to Howard
Douglas requesting that arrangements be made for one John A. Humble to
ship in to the Departm.ent 400 barrels on a&ount of Mr. Douglas’ order,
-and that this is one of the eases in which he was anxious to assist his friends.

Mr. Daggett further admitted that the Department of Agriculture ar-
ranged by letter under date the 15th of September, 1914, with the Bank of
Nova Scotia at East Florenceville (in evidence as Exhibit 49) for financing
the purchase of 35 ears of potatoes which Mr. B. F. Smith was to furnish
the Department, a part of which reads as follows: “Will accept drafts made
by B. F. Smith of Florenceville upon this Department for 35 cars of potatoes
when drafts are accompanied with vouchers and Bills of Lading covering
each individual car.” And he further admitted that on the 21st day of Septem-
ber (six days after) when the 35 ears were already furnished the Department of
Agriculture, again wrote the Bank of Nova Scotia at East Florenceville in
reference to further financing the said Mr. Smith in the purchase of more
potatoes in part as follows: “You may continue accepting  invoices when
accompanied by Bills of Lading from Mr. Smith and we will accept the
drafts here until I advise you otherwise.” The financial resources of this
Province were thus placed at the disposal of Mr. B. Frank Smith and, as a
result, he purchased potatoes without limit until about the 6th day of October,
1914, when the Department of Agriculture notified the Bank of Nova Scotia
by letter (in evidence as Exhibit 59) to “cancel arrangements made in my
letter of recent date re drafts for Mr. Smith.” The patriotic endeavours of
of the said Mr. Smith in reference to the purchase of these potatoes
appears to have at once ceased, as the evidence does not disclose a n y
shipment made by him to the Government *direct after that date, but
evidence was produced which disclosed that between the date 21st of Septem-
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ber when the credit instructions was given and the 6th of October when the
same was cancelled not less than 125 ears were shipped in by the said Mr. Smith
and in consequence some. 60 cars remained*.on the track undisposed of
when the patriotic shipments were completed.

Mr. Daggett was not able to disclose with accuracy the exact number
of potatoes purchased and shipped into Saint John for this patriotic purpose,
nor could evidence be found in any department of the Government showing
this exact quantity, but sufficient proof was given to show that at least 68,603
barrels were purchased and paid for by the Government for this purpose and
that thousands of barrels exceeding the required amount arrived at Saint John
and were paid for, and that at least some 16,700 barrels of excess were on the
hands of the late Minister of Agriculture and had to be taken care of somehow
when both the Imperial and Belgian consignments were completed and
shipped. I am, therefore, compelled to rely on the evidence produced
as to the output and disposition of these potatoes although this does not give
the exact quantity so purchased, as these cargoes do not take into account
the culls, refuse, hacked or non-merchantable potatoes of which there appears
to have been a large quantity. One of the consignments at least was not
shipped until the spring of 1915 and during the time the potatoes were
kept they were assorted and picked over a number of times and the reject-
ed potatoes thrown out. Theestimate of the late Secretary of Agricul
of this class of potatoes was about 5,000 barrels, but later developments

ture.
dis-

closed that this estimate was at least 973 barrels less than the correct amount.

Some evidence was offered in explanation of the unbusinesslike way
which these potatoes were purchased and landed in Saint John with little
or no regard to the object for which they were bought, or for the safeguard-
ing of the revenues of the Province.
Department &as afraid there would

Mr .
not

Daggett gave as a reason
be suffici ent potatoes on

that the
hand to
and the

was ready
make a full cargo (some 40,000 barrels) when the vessel arrived,
Government might. be liable for demurrage. The vessel arrived and
for cargo about the 20th of Oct,ober,  fourteen days after Mr. B. F. Smith sent
in his last shipment consigned to the Government. The late Minister of Public
Works when on the stand gave another reason which was that he was re-
quested by some one (he thought in the office of H. C. Smith, Saint John)
to send the ears in faster than they were then being shipped; this H. C. Smith
denied, not once but several times, in giving his evidence; and stated that if
any ‘phone message was sent to the late Honourable Minister of Public Works
from his office, it was to let up on his shipments as the ears were arriving
much faster than they could be handled. H. C. Smith’s evidence appears
to be supported in this particular by the fact that in one day no less than
24 ears were shipped in to Saint John and that the said Mr. Smith had
completed his whole shipment, of 43,600 barrels in less than 21 days from
the receipt of his order. I cannot accept either of these reasons as
being correct. The Hon. J. A. Murray gave us another reason which
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appears to be more intelligible to me after observing the demeanor of
some of the witnesses on the hearing. This was “business incapacity on the
part of several” and particularly when the letter of credit was given by his
Department to the said Hon. B. F. Smith, The granting of this unlimited
letter of credit and placing the resources of the Province at the disposal of
the Hon. Mr. Smith, I believe to be the prime cause of this surplus purchase
with Provincial funds. I, therefore, agree with the Hon. Mr. Murray that
this shows business incapacity and it is to be regretted that the late Honour-
able Minister of Agri.culture himself 9 if not a party to it, had so little control
over his Department that he was unabl.e to prevent it.

I have detailed in brief why these potatoes were purchased, the manner
in which and the persons from whom they were purchased as related on the
inquiry. I shall now endeavour to disclose how they were disposed of and
all transactions incidental thereto, so far as it has been in my power to get
the facts.

The late Secretary of Agriculture, Mr. Daggett, stated that when these
potatoes arrived at Saint John, A. C. Smith & Co. were employed by the
Agricultural Department to take care of them under the following arrange-
ment: “They were to receive the potatoes pay the freight, look after all work
incidental to the unloading, racking, coopering of barrels, stenciling, packing and
piling, to have general care-the resorting if necessary and repacking and land-
ing at the ship’s side,” and were to receive in payment for this work 20~.  per
package, barrel or bag; that Leslie Slipp was appointed to inspect these pota-
toes and his duties were as follows: “He was to inspect-lookafter racking, in-
spect the packing and everything in connection with the potatoes until they were
aboard ship.” H. Colby Smith of the firm of A, C. Smith & Co., who handled
these cargoes for the Government, stated the vessel which carried the Imperial
cargo arrived at Saint John and was ready for loading about the 20th of October,
1914, and her cargo was completed about the 28th of October. This cargo
consisted of 10,310 barrels and 49,860 bags or in all 37,506 barrels of potatoes.
Mr. H. C. Smith also stated that during the time the Imperial cargo was being
shipped his firm received instructions from the Department of Agriculture
throu.gh Mr. Daggett to prepare a shipment for the Belgian sufferers. This
was done and the same, consisting of 10,835 bags and 8,018 barrels as shown
by Exhibit 15 as evidence, was forwarded by rail to Halifax a week or so before
the Imperial cargo was completed. If 68,603 barrels be the correct total pur-
chased as the evidence appears to disclose, then deducting these two shipments,
the Department of Agriculture had on hand 17,224 barrels to be disposed of and
which will be hereafter referred to as “surplus potatoes.” It also appears
from the evidence that a large portion of these “surplus potatoes” were on
ears at St. John when the two above mentioned patriotic shipments were
made, and remained on ears in the yards for some two or three weeks or more
thereafter, and that even after the two consignments were completed,
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ears of potatoes kept coming in from Hon. B. F. Smith, not consigned to the
Government but to A. C. Smith & Co., who handed these consignments over
to the Government for the purpose of this patriotic shipment. Mr. H. C.
Smith further discloses in his evidence that on the Zlst day of October, 1914,
he wrote the Department of Agriculture in reference to the rejection by the
inspector of seven ears of potatoes received from the Hon. B. Frank Smith.
(This letter is in evidence as Exhibit 2) and from time to time he informed the
Department of the defective condition of these potatoes generally, but that
these seven ears of rejected potatoes were afterwards accepted and placed
with the “surplus potatoes” and that the late Secretary of Agriculture told
him to accept them. Mr. Daggett says he was asked by Mr. B. F. Smith
to overrule the decision of the inspector in the matter of these seven rejected
ears and declined to do so; but admitted that the ruling was changed and
that the ears were accepted as stated by Mr. H. C. Smith, but Mr. Daggett
claimed that he did n.ot know how this was accomplished. Mr. Daggett further
states that in order to dispose of these “surplus potatoes” the late Govern-
ment obtained the services of F. DeL. Clements as a broker. Mr. Clements
when on the stand confirmed this and stated that he was employed
to make these sales in Cuba as “at that particular month” he had “the
largest Cuban potato business in New Brunswick” and the evidence
disclosed that shortly after this in either the month of January or February
H. C. Smith got a letter from Mr. Clements to ship some of these “surplus
potatoes” to Cuba and that he did ship a quantity as per a written list given
him by Mr. Clements. The questions and answers in his evidence in reference
to this shipment ‘are as follows:

“Q. Who did you ship to?

A. A. B. Crosby & Co., Halifax, 100 barrels, at $1.35, $135.00; Llamas
& Ruiz, Havana, 100 sacks, at $2.00, $200.00.

Q. How much would a sack to Cuba contain?

A. 180 Ibs. I think.

Q. Double the size of the other sack, is it?

A. Yes.

Q. Go on. ‘

A . 200 bbls. to A. Perez & Perez, at $2,10,  $420.00; 500 bbls. to Millan
Alonso, at $2.10, $1,050.00;  100 sacks to, Llamas & Ruiz, at $2.00, $200.00;
1983 sacks to J.. C. Manzer, at $1..90,  $3,767.70;  100 sacks to Llamas & Ruiz,
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at $2&00,  $200.00; 1000 sacks t.o J. C. Manzer, at $1.90, $1.,900.00;  125 bbls.
to .Portu & Hnos, at $2.10, $262.50.

Q. Where are they?

A . Havana.

Q. In the list I have it is Caibarien

A . I am giving the list I got from Mr. Clements. After they went to
Havana they might have been shipped somewhere else.

Q. What is the next?

A. 200 bbls. to Romanach & Hijo, at $2.10, $420.00; 200 bbl
& Co., at $2.10, $420.00; 200 bbls. to, Cantera & Co., at $2.10,

s. to Martinez
$420.00; 52%

bbls. to L. D. Maunsell, Saint John, at $1.00, $52.50. Those were picked
large potatoes. 4909 bbls. to R. G. Waite, at $2.30, $11,290.70;  3075 bbls. to
S. DeJ. Roira & A. Bresalu, at $2.10, $6,457.50;  showing a total of $27,195.90.

Making in all 9,561s  barrels and 3,283 bags, or a total number in barrels of
13,142. This left a very large quantity of potatoes still to be disposed of.
Mr. Daggett does this by estimating that at least 5,000 barrelsl were culls and re-
jetted, but he coul,d give no proper explanati.on of what became of the proceeds of
the potatoes so rejected; he disclaimed ever having personally received any re-
turns of this class of potatoes except those accounted for by him to the shippers
up to the time of the completion of the two patriotic cargoes, and that he
had no knowledge what became of such proceeds; H. C. Smith stated he had
no knowledge what became of the culls or rejected potatoes taken out of the
Imperial and Belgian shipments, but admitted he had received $45.30 as
proceeds of sales by him of culls from the “surplus potatoes” for which he
had given no account to the Government. He gave as a reason for not doing
so as follows

“First, the account was in dispute. I felt that it was not necessary to
give an account of these culls at the present time and there was quite a n
expenditure of hauling out and pulling out stuff that was spoiled and the
amount was not large and it didn’t go into the Atherton audit on that account.”

Mr. L. A. Slipp, ‘the potato inspector for the Government, when before
the Commission stated he went on duty on the 19th day of September, 1914, and
continued to act in that capacity until the 22nd or 23rd of November follow-
ing. That the whole quantity of potatoes had arrived at Saint John before the
second patriotic. shipment in his opinion, but that if Mr. H. C. Smith had
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sworn to the contrary, viz. ‘(that a number of these cars came in afterwards),
he would not dispute it and that his work of inspecting these cars as they were
unloaded was not completed until the 23rd day of November. It would
appear from this that a large number of these cars remained on the track
for a number of weeks before they were all placed in the sheds, and this in
the months of October and November. Mr. Slipp further stated that he re-
jected a number of ears as not being merchantable as admitted by Daggett
and H. C. Smith, and that the ears referred to in Exhibit 2 as coming from
Mr. B. Frank Smith were among the number; and he further admitted that
these ears were afterwards accepted and placed in tne sheds as Govern-
ment “surplus potatoes,” but could not give any particular reason therefor.
Mr. Slipp stated that he had collected for the Agricultural Department on
the sale of culled potatoes during the time that he had charge; and that he
personally made a return to the Department of Agriculture showing the
amount as received which was $126.30; and that he paid over the cash to
this amount to H. H. Morton, a bookkeeper in the Agricultural Department
and received a receipt therefor. (This receipt is in evidence as Exhibit 82).
That at the time he made this return he also filed in the Agricultural
Department the book he kept containing an entry of “the number of barrels”
in each ear “and how many Came out of it”. Mr. Slipp also disclosed that in
addition to the sales made by him a large quantity were being sold to a man
by the name of Donovan, but the extent of Donovan’s purchase was unknown
to him. When H. H. Morton the former clerk in the Agricultural Depart-
ment (who gave the receipt to Slipp) was called, he stated on his first exami-
nation that he had no knowledge that he had ever received this money from
Slipp, but if he had received it, he handed it over to the Provincial Treasurer,
Mr. Cruikshank. He was subsequently recalled after Exhibit 82 had been
placed in evidence, and upon this receipt being shown to him he admitted
the receipt of the money, refused to confirm his former statement that he
had paid it over to the Provincial Treasurer, and thought perhaps it was
paid out by way of “an adjustment” to the shippers, and finally wound up
by saying he could not explain what became of it. No entry was made in the
books of the Government in reference to it. S. B. Donovan, the man referred
to by Inspector Slipp as having received a large quantity of these culls was
called in reference to his purchase. He stated that during the fall of 1914 and
during the winter and spring of 1915 he did purchase large quantities of
culled potatoes from the Department of Agriculture through Mr. Daggett,
its Secretary; that under the first arrangement he had with Daggett he was
to pay 25~.  per barrel, but that shortly after, he was informed by the late Sec-
reta,ry for Agriculture that an offer of 5~. higher had been made and he then
agreed to increase the price to that amount. He stated he had on hand
about 200 pigs at that time and purchased in this way from the Department
of Agriculture eight or nine hundred barrels of these culls. When asked if he
had received an account from the Department of Agriculture for these culls,
he admitted that in the latter part of the month of November, 1914, he had
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received. a bill for $280.00 and that this amount had been paid by him about that
time. He also acknowledged that after that date he continued purchasing these
culls for cash, as the barrels were delivered all winter of 1915, but the total
amount paid by him he was unable to state, as his books and papers in con-
nection with this transaction had been  destr0ye.d.  M r . Daggett on the other
hand, as already stated, denied that he had received any returns for the
culled potatoes except those accounted for by him to the shippers before
the patriotic shipments were completed (October 28th, 1914) and admitted
that no amount was credited to the Government as receipts for this class
of potatoes so far as he knew, and that he did not know what had become
of such receipts if any. In view of this evidence I think there can be little
doubt that quite a large sum of money was collected on account of culls by some
one acting for the Agricultural Department, but the actual amount of such col-
lections I am unable to state. It does appear from the disclosures made be-
fore me on the inquiry that H. Colby Smith should be made to account
for $45.30 of this amount; that H. H. Morton should be made to account for
$126.30 as a portion of the amount, and that J. B. Daggett, the late Secretary
for Agriculture is also liable to pay to the Department
these culls, as the evidence points to his having received

some amount for
moneys belonging

to the Government from that source. It will be observed on reference had
to Exhibit 5 (which is an account made up by Mr. Daggett as hereinafter
disclosed) that an item of $863.69 is therein referred to as having been paid by
A. C. Smith & Co. for culls. Mr. H. C. Smith of this firm denied any know-
ledge of any su.ch purchase and repudiated any connection therewith. This
being the case it may be possible that this amount at least was received by the
late Secretary for Agriculture from some persons for these culls, and that
the amount so received by him was running through his mind when he made
up this fictitious statement.

During the time these potato shipments were being made, the firm of
Taylor & White, Barrel Manufacturers in the City of Saint John, applied
to the lat,e Government through Harry Woods, at that time the Provincial
Organizer of the then Government, for assistance to sell barrels for these
shipments. Mr. J. D. Taylor, a member of the firm disclosed that in an inter-
view which he had with Mr. Woods he had succeeded in receiving a promise
from him to communicate with the Hon. J. A. Murray9 then Minister
of Agriculture in reference to the matter; that he received no infor-
mation from Mr. Woods, but two or three days later John S. Eagles
telephoned him asking from him the price of barrels and gave the
information that he was delegated to place an order for the Govern-
ment. ’ Mr. Taylor says an interview was at once had with Mr. Eagles
and an offer made to him to furnish the barrels at the price of 32%~.  each;
that Eagles stated he wanted a commission on the sales and after consultation
it was arranged at the request of Eagles that the barrels should be invoiced
to the Government at 32Hc., but that all Taylor & White should receive for
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them was 30~. - t h e balance 2%~. paid by the Government was to go to Eagles.
Mr. Taylor said the only reason he could give for this was that Eagles de-
manded a commission for both buying and selling; Mr. Taylor further dis-
closed he sold to the late Government 17,471 barrels under the above arrange-
ment, and that Eagles got as a commission thereon $436.78; that Eagles
never had any dealings of a like nature before and that if the Government
had been willing to deal with his firm direct, the sale might have been made
without Eagles’ assistance. The evidence of Taylor further shows that Taylor
& White sold to the Government in all 32,665 barrels and bought back from
the Government after all shipments were closed, 1,701, leaving 31,964 barrels
supplied by this firm. In addition to this the Government purchased 1,‘500
barrels from the River Valley Lumber Co., Ltd., making a total purchase of 33,464
barrels. The total number of barrels used by the Government in the several
shipments as disclosed by the evidence of the different witnesses was as follows:

British Empire shipment 10,310 barrels
Belgian shipment 89018
A. B. Crosby, Halifax 100
Cuban shipment and Maunsell 9,561

----
Total 27,989

which left on the hands of the Government 5,475 empty barrels to be disposed
of. .Mr. Taylor was unable to explain to what use they were put by the late
Government but admitted that in consequence of what he had heard, his
conclusion was “that there was an awful lot of them knocked down and broken
and lost and they accepted my figures and paid memy money and I know we sup-
plied the barrels.” No former employee of the late Government who appeared be-
fore the Commission could account for the loss of these barrels in any way, nor
was any entry to be found in any of the books disclosing any receipts for the
sale of the same. The broker, Mr. John S. Eagles, was before the Commission
in reference to th.e commission he received and just referred to. He admitted
the receipt of some commission; did not know the amount; believed Taylor &
White were barrel manufacturers but did not know for sure; never was agent
for this firm before; didn’t know whether the commission he received was 2%%
or lOY, and had no knowledge; didn’t know whether Taylor & White appointed
him agent for this particular purchase or not; couldn’t tell how he was brought
into the matter and had no idea what was the amount of the commission he
received; didn’t remember ever receiving a letter from the Department of Agri-
culture under date 14th November, 1914, (in evidence as Exhibit 77),  telling him
of barrels being carried away from the sheds and asking him for a report .on
the same; didn’t make any investigation that he could recollect; “wasn’t
very much interested in it to tell you the truth,” and when asked if all he was
interested in was his commission, he replied “selling as much as I could and
getting my commission.” This short synopsis of the evidence in reference
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to this matter will 1 believe be self explanatory, and throw some light on the
business methods resorted to in connection with this patriotic gift and re-
quires no further comment.

I will now consider i he shipments made by H. C Smith under the direc-
tions of Mr. Clements as set forth above, .and which were referred to on the
inquiry as the Cuban shipment. H. Colby Smith’s statement is that the
amounts due from A. B. Crosby & Co. and W. D. Maunsell, $135.00 and
$52.50 as stated above, were paid9’and J. A. Morris, Manager of the Bank of
Nova Scotia, West Saint John, through which Bank the &ban  business was
transacted, made the following disclosure:

Sight draft was drawn on Perez & Perez for $420.00, paid in full in Havana
February 12th, 1915; draft on Millan Alonzs, $1,050., paid in Havana February
5th, 1915; draft on Llamas & Ruiz, $200.,  paid February 5th, ‘1915; draft
on Portu & Hnos, $262.50, paid February 26th, 1915; draft on Cantera &
Co., $420.00, paid in Havana February 26th,  1915; draft on Romanach &
Hijo, $420.00, paid February 26th, 1915; draft on Martinez & Co., $420.00,
paid February 26th, 1915, as $419.05; draft on J. C. Manzer, $1,900.,  paid
in Havana February 16th, 1915; sight draft on Llamas & Ruiz, $2OO.,  paid
February 23rd, 1915; and another draft on Llamas & Ruiz for $200, due
March 10, paid Februa,ry  23. A draft was drawn on Roira for $2,402.50
which was returned unaccepted; one on Bresalu & Co. for $2,363.75, returned
unaccepted. (These two last names are given in statement of H. Colby Smith
set forth above as Roira and A. Bresalu). That in addition to the draft
paid by Manzer, $1,900., four other drafts ivere drawn on him for the
other consignments mentioned in H. Colby Smith’s statement, nai;;ely, $950.,
$950.,  $950.,  $917.70, and that a payment wa.s made on account of same of
$577.30 and credited to Manzer, but these drafts were returned unaccept-
ed. That two drafts were drawn on R. G. Waite for $3,600. each and re-
turned unaccepted; H. C. Smith says that a further draft for $1,636.20  was
drawn on Waite and was paid and that he received a further amount of
$806.91, on account of these shipments from either the Hon. J. A. Murray
then Minister of Agriculture or his then Secretary ma,king in all $8,699.46
as the remittances received on account of these potatoes. No mention of
these returns is made in the books of any Department of the Government
and Mr. Daggett when first before the Commission claimed that practically
no returns had been received; he afterwards corrected this when the Bank
records and Exhibit 23 (A. C. Smith & Co.‘s account with the Department
of Agriculture) was produced.

From the above statement it will be seen that a>11 the Cuban consignees
except Manzer, Waite and Roira & Bresalu paid for their consignments
in full. That Manzer and Waite each paid a portion and the amount
handed in by the late Minister of Agriculture, Hon. A. J. Murray,
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to A. C. Smith & Co., $806.91, appears to have been received
from Roira  & Bresa lu  Co. Nothing was disclosed as to what became
of the balance of the M.anzer shipment’except H. Colby Smith’s statement
that he was told “it went bad”. But the Waite consignment is a revelation
in itself. This cargo was shipped by the Schooner “Erma Bentley,” consigned
to R. G. Waite; it arrived in Cuba on or about March Qth, 1915, and consisted
of 4,909 barrels of potatoes. Mr. Daggett had been in Cuba previous to this
date and apparently made arrangements for the disposition of this cargo.
On or about the 20th of September, 1915, Waite, the consignee, gave a
statement to Mr. Daggett showing the expenses incurred in handling this
shipment (whch is Exhibit 42). Daggett when on the stand called this
a private document and had it placed on his private files for the reason he
said that he had advanced certain moneys to Waite in connection with the
same. The fact is it is the only return which could be produced as to the
shipment of these “surplus potatoes” owned by the Province and it should
be found on the Government files. This document discloses that the expense
in handling this 4,909 barrels in Cuba was $7,363.04 or $1.50 per barrel.
The total amount Waite claimed to have expended was $8,999.24  ‘and
after all sales were accounted for amounting to the sum of $6,029.70,  a deficit
of $3,077.95  was shown by him against the Government in connection with
this cargo and which Mr. Daggett says the Province was requested to make
UP* After Mr1. Daggett had received this statement, according to his evi-
denee, he paid $400. on th e same as therein stated 9 but did not know where
he got thi s money and he admitted that no entry of such payment appears
in the books of the Government. In this connection he was asked

’ where he got the $25. which he paid the “Erma Bentley” as towing charges,
a letter in reference to which is in evidence as Exhibit 43. He admitted that
this item was in the same position as the other-never entered in the Auditor-
General’s Omce and concluded his explanation as follows: “I don’t remember;
I could not say what I paid that $25.00 from, or how I paid it; whether I paid
it personally and did not get it back---if you were to hang me for it I could
not tell how that $25. was paid.” These last mentioned amounts are only
small but serve as an illustration of the business methods. Such payments
are in absolute disregard of the Audit Act in which is contained the fol-
owing provision : “All disbursements shall be made by the Receiver General
by cheque signed by him or by the Deputy Receiver General and counter-
signed by the Auditor-General and not in any other manner or by any other
person or department .”

Referring to the Cuban shipment Mr. Daggett stated he made a second
trip to Cuba after receiving Waite’s statement and gave as a reason
for this trip the following: “I said to Mr. Murray I am dissatisfied with
Mr. Smith and I will go down to Cuba before a final settlement is made and
the returns here are accepted, and I told Mr. Smith I wanted to go down
and look into this thing myself and see if this loss is genuine and this man
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had this claim, as I do not know whether it is genuine or not. I took the money
with me myself; I didn’t get it from any of the Valley Railway contractors
or any one else, and when I found this man Waite (I tell you the whole story,
I want to tell the whole story), I went down there, found the young man
Waite a very fine young man from New Brunswick and he was up against
it; he had borrowed the money to pay these bills and he had written me’s
letter, marked ‘personal’ and ‘confidential,’ telling me he would likely have to
go into bankruptcy, and I felt so badly for him that I took the money and
went down ; I went over his accounts and went to th.e brokers and saw that
everything was absolutely straight and I paid th.e boy the money--the young
man from Andover, N. B., and I paid the money and have never put in a claim
for it to this day”; “he received his money in full--cash.” Mr. Daggett subsc-
quently stated that he was unable to examine these aecounts when in Cuba at all,
as they were in Spanish and he left the matter entirely in the han.ds of Manzer.
He also subsequently gave as a reason for having Waite’s statement (Exhibit
42) on his private files, that he was holding it for the future to be presented
for paym.ent should the opportunity arise. The evidence above quoted has
been set out by reason of its peculiar character and that there may be no
misinterpretation as to why this Waite account was paid, and for the further
reason I am about to state. Daggett’s  statement is that he did -not receive
this money from “ anybody” and later on it was “my money,’ “the m.oney
that was paid was my own money.”  N o w one would n.aturally suppose that
such statements  as these, made under oath, were correct; that this money was
his own, but he admitted later on in his evidence that he had interviewed the
late Attorney-General, the Honourable Mr. Baxter, and explained the case to
1 .him so that he was conversant with the whole matter and that the ex-Attorney-
Gen.eral on the strength of these representations had advanced him $3,000.
to pay the Waite account; that the money he received from the ex-Attorney-
General he had not paid back; that he had never been asked to pay it back;
that the
am in a

ex-A
etter

ttorney-General said to him when discussing the matter “I
it than you are, ” “never worry about it,” “Ib position to pay

advanced it to you and if we never get it ‘back, that is the end of it.”
He had also at a later stage explained to the ex-Attorney-General the whole
matter in the following manner: “Yes, I came down and I went into the details
with him and he seemed willing to take my word. I said we had this diffi-
culty in Cuba and I want to go down and straighten the thing out and if the
statement I had was correct it would take in the vicinity of $3,000. to clean
it up and I explained to h.im that I felt under moral obligation to the young
man down there and after considerable talk Mr. Baxter in the most generous
spirit said “I will help you” and he went and got the money and when he
handed me the money, he said: “What if you run away with it,” I said: “It
isn’t enough,” anyway I said, “what about returning it, 99 he said,
take it up later sometime”; he said, “ I want to help you out, I am

“we will
forsorry

you in the hard place you are in.” Mr. Daggett further explained that he
had also interviewed his chief, the Hon. J. A. Murray, and set before him
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all the facts in connection with the Waite transaction and that the Hon.
Mr. Murray had full knowledge of the whole matter. If Mr. Dag-
gett’s sworn statement be correct, then the late Minister of L4griculture
had before him Exhibit 42, which shows that at least 1,000 barrels in this
shipment were never accounted for at all.

According to the evidence of the late Secretary of Agriculture this man
Waite had accepted this cargo, assumed full responsibility for the same and made
himself liable for the loss connected therewith, which appears to be $1.50
for handling each barrel. If this be correct, wherein was he placed in any
different position from Manzer who received another shipment or any other
consignee ? Even if the result of his operations were likely to land him into
bankruptcy, why should the ex-Attorney-General, or th.e 1.ate Secretary for
Agriculture feel that the Government of this Province, or they personally,
were placed in such a position ,that the account he presented had to be paid
even to the extent of returning to him $1,630.20  which he had paid to A. C.
Smith & Co. sometime previous for a portion of the cargo actually sold ? Manzer
like Waite had received a consignment of 2,983 sacks, and had paid $1,900,
thereon and refused to accept other drafts, exactly as Waite had done; he
did, however, pay $577.30 on account of the unaccepted drafts but he did
not go as far as Waite in rendering to the late Secretary for Agriculture a
statement of the loss he had made even for private files, so far as the evidence
discloses; and there appears to be no account or statement of any kind in
explanation showing what Manzer’s loss or profit in connection with the sale
of these “surplus potatoes99  ‘was. Had he filed such statement and also written
a letter marked “private and confidential, “the late Secretary for Agriculture
could hardly have excused himself from also making up this loss, even to the
extent of returning him $1,900. paid to A. C. Smith & Co. ; for like reasons that
Manzer “was a young man from Andover” and he felt so “badly for him”.
Mr. Manzer, however, took a different line of action. He filed no account what-
ever if Daggett’s  statement be correct. When appealed to by the present
Premier of the Province he replied that he had never while in Cuba received
a consignment of potatoes from A. C. Smith & Co. (This is in evidence as
Exhibit 21). The manufactured account on file in the Departmental Office
at Fredericton (which is in evidence as Exhibit 5) implied at least that such
consignment hadbeen made by A. C. Smith & Co. and the reply of Manzer
was so “cleverly worded” that it left the impression that no consignment what-
ever of any portion of these “surplus potatoes” had ever been made to him;
whereas as a matter of fact he did receive a consignment through Clements un-
der the name of The Brunswick Brokerage Co. as the consignor and for which
this Brokerage Co. was paid a commission by the Province of $153.65 as well as
commission of $736.35 on the Waite consignment and a commission of $1,260.40
on the total Cuban shipment as it appears by Exhibit 4. Although t h e
consignors were not A. C. Smith & Co., a cargo was shipped by them to Manzer
and there is no doubt he thoroughly understood when the application was
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made to him what the present Premier’s letter asked for. Manzer was sub-
paenaed to appear before this Commission to explain among other things
how he had disposed of the cargoes of potatoes sold or entrusted to him,

. which belonged to the Province and of which no return whatever is on file
and of which the Auditor-General is entirely ignorant. He absolutely declined to
answer the subpcena,  although strongly pressed to do so. I am, therefore, unable
to state what became of the Manzer consignment except to report that no
account of losses were sent in by him which either the Government, the late
Secretary of Agriculture or the ex-Attorney-General was compelled to make
good.

The evidence given by Mr. Daggett and Exhibit 42 (Waite account)
taken together show clearly that the Provincial Government was under no
legal responsibility to recoup Waite for his loss and when relieved of his lia-
bility, the parties who assisted in this went a long way in rendering him
philanthropic assistance.

That there was a great financial loss to the Province in these Cuban
shipments, there ean be no doubt. As for the money being paid to Waite,
both Mr. Daggett and the Hon. Mr. Baxter confirm this payment and I,
therefore, accept this as a fact. I also believe that the ex-Attorney-General
had sufficient facts before him to enable him to decide that the best that
could be done under the circumstances was to make the advance and trust
to luck for its return; but the reasons given by Daggett for such payment I
cannot accept, and I am further strengthened in this unbelief by this fact
(sworn to by Daggett) that the reasqn the late Premier Clarke did not
want this transaction made public in the way disclosed in this inquiry, was
that the people would not believe it, but would at ohee come to the eon-
elusion the money had been stolen. There were other reasons undisclosed
in this inquiry for the payment of this money outside of sympathy and
citizenship? the truth of which can only be revealed by -examination of the
Cuban parties.

Two cargoes of these Cuban shipments wers insured. The Government
paid the premium for such insurance (the sum being $582.47 as appears by
Exhibit 4). The late Secretary for Agriculture stated- that one reason for the
loss was the “perils of the sea” and the condition in which the potatoes were
from same when they arrived at the port of destination. He did not know
whether or not any protest had been made in eonneetion
He had never made any inquiry into the matter of this in

with the
.suranee

said cargo.
to ascertain

if any demand had been made under it ; h.e didn’t know whether
had been paid on account of the loss bY any Company and in

any moneys
fact had no

knowledge that such insurance had been effected until the matter had been
called to his attention in this inquiry and there are no papers on file in
the Government Department disclosing such information.

Along with these Cuban shipments was a consignment of potatoes by
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W. W. Boyce; this Boyce shipment appears to have arrived in first-class order,
was disposed of and the proceeds turned over to him by the Secretary of
Agriculture himself, so he said; and the evidence disclosed that the Govern-
ment even paid the commission on this Boyce sale as well as the freight
thereon. Daggett says the reason the Boyce shipment arrived in such good
order was that it was on the top of the cargo and was not affected by the perils
of the sea as the remainder of the cargo which belonged to the Province.

When the Cuban shipments werecompleted and the balance of the potatoes
consisting of some 5,000 barrels were disposed of (no witnesses on the inquiry
being able to disclose how) a settlement was sought by the Hon. J. A. Murray
then Minister of Agriculture with A. C. Smith & Co. as to the amount due them
for handling these “surplus potatoes.” The Minister-sent James P. Atherton,,
a Chartered Accountant, to examine the books of this firm and he made a
statement from the entries found and vouchers produced (in evidence as
Exhibit 23). This statement shows a debit side against the Province, $20,889.02,
for handling these “surplus potatoes” alone (some 16,000  barrels) and after
credit is given for amounts received by A. C. Smith & Co. on account of sales,
none of which passed through the books of the Province, a balance is struck
in favor of this firm of $12,902.24;  this was on the 1st of June, 1915. Later
on an understanding was arrived at between the late Secretary for Agriculture
with the consent of the late Minister of Agriculture and H. Colby Smith,
acting on beha.lf of A.. C. Smith & Co., as to a settlement of this account.
Daggett’s version of this settlement is: “Mr. Smith and I had considerable
discussion over the charges and I told him that I considered the handling of
the goods had cost too much and I was going to cut the bill down to what I
thought was right; we had considerable discussion ov& it and finally he said:
Well, he thought I was’ very arbitrary an.d was not using him fair. I cut
the bill down and when I saw him again he thought I had used him not very
well and made the remark that he accepted it because he could not do any
better, but that he hoped some day he would be able to get what he eon-
sidered a fair deal, as far as I was concerned considered it settled, I eon-
sidered it final.” Daggett further said the amount agreed upon was $9,500.
and that he reported this settlement to the Hon. Mr. Murray; H. Colby
Smith’s statement as to the settlement is: “There was some compromise made
on the aeeount--on the matter of the storing of the potatoes-with him and
the account was settled; I presume according to that final settlement of some
nine thousand odd dollars; he was under the impression that the cost was very,
very heavy in connection with them, which it was, and we agreed to reduce
the original amount we had charged and settle with him. I was glad to get it
settled, it was long drawn out.” H. Colby Smith didn’t think the amount agreed
upon was $9,500. as stated by Daggett but that the same was $9,201.95  and
his statement appears to be confirmed by a draft drawn by his firm on the
Department of Agriculture at twenty days for this amount under date June
23rd, 1915, which was accepted by Mr. Daggett  on behalf of the Department
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and is in evidence as Exhibit 68. Mr. H. Colby Smith’s statement is also eon-
firmed by the evidence of the Hon. Mr. Murray himself in reference to the
settlement. Whatever the amount was which was agreed upon, a eheque was
issued by the late Government under date the 27th day of July, 1915 (in evi-
dence as Exhibit 71) on the personal requisition of the Hon. J. A. Murray (in evi-
dence as Exhibit 8) for the sum of $9,53l.P6in  full settlement of A. C. Smith &
Co.‘s claim. This, one would supposeclosed this transaction and relieved this
province of any further expense in the matter; but it will be noticed from
what has just been stated that when this eheque was issued, the Department
of Agriculture had then outstanding against it for the same indebtedness an
accepted draft for $9,201.95. Instead of applying this eheque to the payment
of this draft, or sending the same to A. C. Smith & Co. that they might do
so, Mr. Daggett ‘without consulting A. C. Smith & Co. (to whose
order along with the Bank of Montreal the same .was made ~ payable),
took this Government eheque to the Bank of Montreal, Fredericton, on the
date of its issue and directed that $5,077.60  of this eheque should be applied
in full payment of a note then lying in that Bank overdue, made by the same
J. B. Daggett in favor of Gee, B. Jones and that the balanee of this Govern-
ment eheque, $4,453.56,  was placed to the personal eredit of J. B. Daggett
by his directions. (This is eonfirmed by Exh;bit 72 in evidencej. This eheque
of A. C. Smith & Co. was not endorsed by them and they had never given J. B.
Daggett any authority to dispose of the same. In fact H. Colby Smith
when giving his evidence stated that he never saw the eheque before, nor had
he any knowledge of its existence until it was produced on the inquiry. This
balance, $4,453.65,  which the late Secretary for Agriculture had placed to his
credit was checked out by him as appears by Exhibit 73 in evidence and the
proceeds thereof was paid to A. C: Smith & Co.; this together with $806.91
which this firm had received through Manzer, Hon. J A. Murray and
Bresalu & Co. of Cuba, amount in all to $5,260.47  and was credited by A. C.
Smith & Co. on the Government’s accepted draft for $9201.95 above men-
tioned, leaving with interest a balance due from the Government as H. C. Smith
supposed of $4,003.80, when the whole matter had been wiped off by a Provin-
cial eheque previously issued. On the 30th day of July, 1915, this firm again
drew on the Agricultural Department at thirty days for this balance and the De-
partment of Agriculture accepted this draft of A. C. Smith & Co. with.full knowl-
edge that a eheque to cover the account had been issued some time previous.
When t,his draft fell due, a payment of $1,500. made in Fredericton was ap-
plied by A. C. Smith & Co. to the credit of the same, which left an apparent
indebtedness due this firm of $2,503.80. This last named amount A. C. Smith
& Co. again drew on the Department of Agriculture for (in evidence as Ex-
hibit 69) and the Department again accepted this draft as if the eheque (Ex-
hibit 71) had never been issued. When the draft for $2,503.80  became due the
Government defaulted in payment and the same was charged up to A. C.
Smith & Co.‘s account by the Bank on the 25th day ,of October, 1915, and
this firm of A. C. Smith & Co. still hold an accepted dishbnored  draft of the



Government of this Province for the amount last mentioned on an indebted-
ness which was liquidated by eheque on the 27th day of July, 1915, only a
portion of which ever reached this firm because of the peculiar banking trans-
actions of Mr. Daggett, the late Secretary for Agriculture.

H. C. Smith says his firm made arrangements to meet this indebtedness
in the bank in the following manner: He borrowed $1,250. from Mr. Dag-
gett as a personal accommodation and he also borrowed a like amount from
the ex-Attorney-General Baxter but afterwards returned to the late Seere-
tary the amount borrowed but only returned to the ex-Attorney-General a
portion of. his loan. This seems to ‘be a peculiar way of conducting the
public business of this Province. These transactions were carried on with-
out the knowledge of the Auditor-General and in contravention of the Audit
Act and have all the appearance of being conducted as if Constitutional
Government was suspended “for a season” and as if the public business
was carried on by a few individuals on their personal responsibility and for
their individual benefit.

But what I am about to relate as disclosed from the evidence is still
more remarkable. The $1,500. above referred to as being credited by A. C.
Smith & Co. on one of the accepted drafts, Mr. Daggett says, and Mr. Mur-
ray the late Minister of Agriculture confirms his statement, should never
have been so credited, as this amount was paid in to the Bank to meet a
private indebtedness due from the Hon. J. A. Murray to A. C. Smith & Co.
the then contractors of the Government on account of a loan made by this
firm to that Minister during the time they were doing business with his
Department. H. C. Smith admitted that he made this loan and that this
amount was due him, but he had no knowledge the same was paid back to
him in the manner suggested by the Hon. Mr. Murray and Mr. Daggett
and if such were the ease, then this Province was further indebted to his
firm in this last named amount; and instead of holding a dishonored draft
of this Province of $2,503.80  as he supposed, these drafts were in the viein-
ity of $4,000.00.  Aside from the impropriety of a Minister of the Crown
borrowing money from a person having at that time a contract with the
Government, one would think the provisions of the Criminal Code would be
a restraint against such proceedings. The following provision is applicable:

“Every one is guilty of an indictable offense and liable to a fine of not
less than $100. and not exceeding $1,000. and to imprisonment for a term not
exceeding one year and not less than one month and in default of payment of
such fine, to imprisonment for a further term not exceeding six months who
(g) having dealings of any kind with the Government through any Depart-
ment thereof pays to any employee or any .offieial  of the Government or to
any member of the family of such employee or official or to any person under
his control or for his benefit any commission or reward, etc. (h) being’ an
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employee or official of the Government demands, exacts or receives from such
person directly or indirectly by himself or by or through any other person for
his benefit, or permits or allows any member of his family or any person under
his control to accept or receive (i) any such commission or reward or (ii) within
the said period of one year without the express permission in writing of the head
of the department, etc., accepts or receives any said gift, loan or promise.”

The late Minister of Agriculture and his Secretary both stated
at the inquiry that the note given by Daggett and Jones for $5 ,000 .
above mentioned, (or a note of which this was a renewal) which was
paid out of A. C. Smith & CO.~S  eheque without their knowledge or eon-
sent was given to raise money to be applied to the indebtedness due A. C.
Smith & Co. and should be deducted out of the amount arrived at on the
settlement above stated. It is impossible for me to eome to any such eon-
elusion with the record before me. H. C. Smith admitted that he had on one
occasion received $5,000. on aeeount of Bank Drafts in connection with the
whole of this potato transaction, but he had not received such an amount
on account of his handling the surplus shipment or on that settlement; that
this amount was paid on drafts other than for the “surplus potatoes” and his
statement appears to be borne out by the Bank Manager of the Bank of Nova
Scotia, West Saint John, where this business was transacted. The Manager
of this Bank, Mr.Morris,  says’that on the 30th of April, 1915, the date when
this $5,000. was paid, there were drafts in his Bank accepted and unaccepted
in connection with the Department of Agriculture and A. C. Smith & Co.
in reference to this potato business amounting to the sum of $14,108.90  and-
that of this amount $10,918.50  were drafts accepted by the Department of
Agriculture overdue and unpaid. This fact shows clearly that after the pay-
ment of this $5,000. there would be still due on these drafts the sum of $9,000.
exclusive of other charges in A. C. Smith & Co.‘s account filed as Exhibit
23. Then again the late Secretary for Agriculture as above stated settled with
A. C. Smith & Co. after the Atherton audit which was on the 1st day of June,
more than a month after the date of this payment, and no account was taken
of such payment. The Hon. J. A. Murray says he told ‘Mr. Daggett
to make this deduetion on settlemen.t and if it was n.ot done,
but it will be observed from what is stated herein that th e

t was a mistake,
request for the

issuing of the eheque to wipe off this whole indebtedness was signed by the
then Minister himself and I can hardly think that an item of $5,000. in a
transaction of this kind could so easily escape his notice. Then again if the
contention of the late Minister and his Secretary be correct A. C. Smith &
Co. have been overpaid by a considerable amount and when this was called
to the attention of the Hon. Mr. Murray in giving his evidence he stated he
was unable to say whether A. C. Smith & Co.‘s account was really overpaid
or not and had no knowledge or information to give in the matter.

The handling of this business in the manner diselosed in the evidence as
briefly recited, would naturally result in financial difficulties and losses and as
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a consequence of these operations, the Province was placed in this po-ition: it
had expended the whole amount of the two appropriations under the warrants
and had also overdrawn to the amount of $3,505.75, and was placed in such
a position that a further sum of $32,861.39  had to be especially taken care of;
all caused by a patriotic endeavour to send some 51,000 barrels of potatoes to
the Imperial Government and Belgian sufferers. With no explanation to make
for this condition of affairs except the one given by Mr. Daggett which he
stated the late Premier Clarke told him no one would believe, the Hon. Mr.
Clarke and the Hon. Mr. Murray undertook to work out a plan with the
assistance of this Minister’s Secretary, Mr. Daggett. Mr. Daggett says thelate
Premier suggested that this last named amount should be raised by subscription
or “party funds.” The Hon. Mr. Murray says the same and Mr. Daggett further
says that an attempt was made in that direction but with no response. It was
t.hen suggested that Mr. Daggett should ‘see H. Colby Smith of the firm of
A. C. Smith & Co., the Government contractors; that Mr. Daggett called on
this party and the Hon. J. A. Murray was present at the interview. A
proposition was made to H. C. Smith that he give the Government a note
dated November 3rd, 1915, for four months to cover this $32,861.39  payable
at the Bank of Montreal, Fredericton; H. C. Smith admitted this was done
(this note is in evidence as Exhibit 24). H. C. Smith further says this note
was only given on the assurance of both the Hon. J. A. Murray and Mr. Daggett
that he would never be Galled upon to pay the same; and Wm. Cruikshank,
the then Deputy Provincial Treasurer, in his evidence stated that the books
in his Department were kept open for a longer time than provided by law
for the purpose of having this indebtedness arranged in some way; that the
late Secretary for Agriculture interviewed him in reference to his taking a
note, having it cashed and using the proceeds to settle this indebtedness.
That in consequence of this interview he saw the Manager of the Bank
of Montreal, Fredericton, who consented to discount the same; that he
had also an interview with the late Premier and his Minister Dr. Landry,
the late Provincial Secretary, in reference to the same subject and which
he related as follows: “I immediately consulted Mr. Clarke the Premier
and asked him if a note would be satisfactory in settlement of the potato ,
matter and, he said it would, he thought so, if my memory is correct;
then I also -consulted the head of our Department;, Dr. Landry, as to whether
I should take the note, to which he said I should.” The late Deputy Pro-
vincial Treasurer further said that he got the note from Mr. Daggett, took
the same to the Bank, discounted it (the deposit slip is in evidence as Exhibit
46) and entered the proceeeds  as of a date previous to the 1st of November,
1915, although these proceeds were not in his hands until the 22nd day of
December, 1915, nearly two months after the books in the Provincial Seere-
tary’s office should be closed; that he discounted the note on the day he re-
ceived it from the late Secretary for Agriculture and had no knowledge where
it was held from the date of making November 3rd until that time. He
admitted that on the day he received the note he gave the late Secretary for
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Agriculture a receipt dated 31st of October, 1915, which receipt on its face
indicated that he received $32,861.39  in cash on that date from Mr. Daggett,
which was not correct and did not disclose the real transaction. (This document
is in evidence as Exhibit 47). The late Deputy Provincial Treasurer further
admitted that in the “great Ledger” of the Province this note transaction
is entered as cash; that it was not a eorreet entry under the eireumstan.ces
and that this entry would not be made without instructions from its chief
the then Provincial Secretary, Dr. Landry, late Member of the Local Legisla-
ture for the County of Kent. This note was renewed, H. C. Smith says, a few
days before it became due by Mr. Daggett calling on him and getting him
to sign the same (This renewal is in evidenceas Exhibit 25) The evidence dis-
closes that the late Secretary for Agriculture took this renewal away with him;
and H. C. Smith says a short time after he became so worried over the matter
that he went to Fredericton and saw the Hon. Mr. Murray. His statement in
reference to this is as follows: “Well, I got worried over the note not being paid
the first time-the original note that was given-and I went to Frederieton-
the House was in session-I do not know the exact date-went up on the morning
train-and went and saw Mr. Murray; told him I was very much worried over
the matter of this note and he sent me to Mr. Daggett; I *went to Mr. Daggett
and got the note, the renewal note; I had the other previous to that time.” Mr.
Daggett when first on the stand denied any knowledge of this renewal note and
questioned whether a renewal had ever been given for the original note, but
when called later, after 1~. C. Smith’s statement had been made headmitted that
he knew all about it. This renewal note was never used for the purpose for which
it was issued and was apparently taken by way of precaution. The reason
th.is renewal note was not so used as appears by the evidenee of two Bank Man-
agers and the late Secretary for Agriculture is that on the due date of the original
note the amount due thereon was sent by F. W. Sumner to the Bank of Montreal,
Frederieton, through the Bank of Montreal, Moneton ($33,251.64). This
amount under instructions was placed to the credit of the then Deputy Seeretary-
Treasurer, Wm. Cruikshank for one day and one day only. This was the exact
amount due, and on that day Mr. Cruikshank checked out the whole amount
of his account and paid the original note. Mr. Sumner in giving his evidence gave
as a reason for advancing this money, that Premier Clarke requested him to do
so; tha,t he had no knowledge that it was to pay a note and had no knowledge
what it was for; thought it was $33,000; could not tell the exact amount, kept
no record but remembered the Premier promising to return the same after the
Session ; that the same was returned to him he thought some time in May, 1916;
didn’t know the exact date nor the exact amount he received in return.

Now Mr. Cruikshank, the late Deputy Provincial Treasurer, in his evidence
says that Mr. Sumner had knowledge of the amount required from him and which
he advanced, and that he also knew when the note would be due. His evidence
in reference to this is as follows: “I met Mr. Sumner on the street either in Saint
John or Fredericton and he asked me when I would require that $32,000. or
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$33,000. payment. I think these were the words he used; I told him on the 6th of
March. How long that was before the note came due I do not know.” When
asked if Mr. Sumner brought up the subject himself Mr. Cruikshank replied
“yes, it was news to me that Mr. Sumner was interested.” Later on in his
evidence Mr. Cruikshank said, “the first thing I heard was a telephone mes-
sage from the Bank of Montreal, saying that there was $33,251.64  to my
credit transferred from Moneton. I simply put one and one together-
th.e conversation I had with Mr. Sumner and thought where it came from,
but I had no evidence.” The evidence of Cruikshank and Sumner flatly
contradiet each other a,nd Cruikshank h.as to his credit the fact that Sumner
remitted the exact amount even to the cent. I will make no further comment.

I have already mentioned that Mr. Sumner had no recollection of the
amount returned to him or the exact date. The Manager of the Bank of
Montreal in Fredericton. gave that informa.tion. He said that on the 30th of
May, 1916, there was transferred to Moneton for F. W. Sumner $33,900.
and Exhibit 47 in evidence confirms this statement. This being the ease
Mr. Sumner received $648.36, the amount allowed him apparently for the use
of this money for two months and twenty-four days when the original loan
was returned. The note of H. C. Smith and the loan of Mr. Sumner as has
been seen were only temporary and formed only- part of a system to get clear
of the $32,861.39,  which kept constantly growing. The way and manner
in which money to meet this indebtedness was raised together with a much
arger amount as disclosed at the inquiry will now be referred to.

The note of A. C. Smith & Co. waq taken on the 3rd day of November,
1915, as already stated. Mr W. B. Tennant when on the stand stated that
in the fall of 191-5  he had an interview with the late Premier Clarke concerning
this liability which was as follows: “The late Premier told me that the Govern-
ment had purchased a great ma,ny more potatoes than they had figured no
for the contribution to the British Empire and a great many of the potatoes
had rotted and they were facing a very serious loss, and he wanted to know
if I and a few friends eould help then1 out temporarily.” What Mr. Clarke
really wanted him to assist in doing was to put up this amount of money that
apparently was lost. Mr. Tennant says he “turned the proposition down.
It did not appeal to me as being very businesslike,” and that ended this inter- s
view. That he had a seeond interview with the late Premier Clarke and in
reference to this last interview his statement is as follows: “I think at that
interview I stated to him that I- was associated with a construction company
and that we intended when he called for tenders for the Valley Railroad to
tender and perhaps I might be able to a.rrange if we succeeded in getting it;
that “I told him I think, in so many words, that if we got it I would pay
back to the Provincial Treasurer this potato loss out of my profits.”

Mr. Tennant further says that the reply he received from the late Premier
was “Well, if it works that way all right, if not, we will just have to tell the
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story to the country.” Mr. Tennant at a later stage in his evidence said:
“Mr. Clarke in one of my interviews told me that Mr. Geo. B. Jones would
further advise me and I would pay over the money to him and he would take
it to Fredericton, and that the amount required was between $30,000. and
$60,000.; that after these interviews two calls for tenders by the Saint John
& Quebec Railway in connection with the construction of the Valley Road
were made, one in the fall of 1915 and one in May, 1916; that the contracting
company in which Tennant was interested -tendered on both and it was before
the tender in the fall of 1915 that he had the talk with the late Premier Clarke
about the same; that the tenders called for in the fall were on a mileage basis
and were not accepted, but the tender put in by his company on a unit basis
was accepted in the spring of 1916 and that as soon as his company’s tender
was accepted and he received his advanced profits, he made arrangements
to carry out his promise to the late Premier Clarke and paid Geo. B. Jones
$61,500. out of the cheque of $100,000. which he reeeived from his company.
A large portion of the $61,500. was paid on Geo. B. Jones’ application
on the day the eheque was cashed and the eheque was issued to him on the
day the contract was signed. Mr. Tennant further says he then supposed,
in paying this amount, he was only paying the loss on the potatoes as he had
suggested and promised the late Premier he would do.

Mr. Powell, K. C., contended before t.he Commission that the Saint John
& Quebec Railway was a distinct and separate corporation and one over which
the Government would have no control? and consequently that any contracts
arranged by them, or arranged or awarded to them could not be influenced by
anything any Member of the then Government would do or say. This sugges-
tion rather impressed me at the time, for if this company was not- likely to be
influenced by the Government, then the understanding between Tennant and

’ the late Premier Clarke would be of no effect. I, therefore, gave this view of the
matter some particular attention and I find upon referring to Commissioner
Stevens’ Report, which I had before me on this inquiry, that Mr. Stevens
refers to the relationship existing between the Government and this Con-
struction Company at page 13 of his report, and in speaking -of the notice
for tenders on the first call said: “It will be observed that this notice is dated
December POth,  three days before the meeting of the Directors, so that the
matter of calling for tenders on a mileage basis must have been the subject
of discussion before this meeting. Edward Girouard, one of the Directors?
in his evidence said that if his memory served him right it was the Premier
who had called for tenders on a mileage basis and that this meeting of the
directors on December 13th was called to ratify and eonfirm what the Premier
had done: if this be so, or not, there is evidence from other witnesses to the,
effect that the Premier had been soliciting tenders on a mileage basis before
the Directors met for that purpose.” On pages 28 and 29 of the same report
it is again referred to in this manner: “This new contract of the Nova Scotia
Construction Co., Ltd., for the Centreville-Andover section was signed
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on the 8th of February, 1917, and Mr. Girouard, one of the Directors of the
Railway Company stated in his evidence that he presumed the contract was
entered into at that time because the elections were coming on, and I think
in this he was correct; and Mr. Sumner in his evidence said, the contract was
entered into because the Government wanted it.” In view of evidence such
as this given by one of the Directors and the Secretary of the Saint John &
Quebec Railway Co., I am unable to agree with Mr. Powell’s contention,
but believe that the Government and this company were working in unison
and what the late Government suggested, this company carried out.

Mr. Geo. B. Jones above referred to admitted in his evidence that he re-
ceived the $61,500 as detailed by Mr. Tennant on the instructions of the late
Premier Clarke and that at that time he was a Member of the Legislature of the
County of Kings; that he called on Tennant for this particular purpose and
that he carried $33,900 of this amount to Fredericton, and delivered the same
in an envelope to Mr. Daggett the then Secretary for Agriculture under
the same instructions. He stated that he had no knowledge either directly
or indirectly what this money was for and did not explain to the Secretary
anything about it; that he distributed the balance as he was directed;
had no knowledge he was receiving money only to cover potato losses
as stated by Tennant and he declined to state how this distribution
was made. On his second appearance before the commission, however,
he disclosed the manner of this distribution and the same is hereinafter
set forth under my findings herein. He also said these different distributions
were under the directions of the late Premier Clarke and under his instructions.
When asked if he as a Member of the Public Accounts Committee in the
Session of 1916 signed the following as part of his report: “Our attention was
called to some insinuating criticisms which appeared in the public press re-
garding transactions in connection with the gift of potatoes to the Empire
and the Belgian Relief; at our request Mr. Daggett, Secretary of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture and the Auditor-General appeared before us and explained
to our satisfaction every transaction in connection with this business. All
bills and vouchers pertaining to this very important transaction were produced
and examined minutely and our finding is that the matter was transacted in
a prudent and businesslike manner, having in view the safeguarding of the
interests of the Province,” he admitted he did, but stated that he believed now
the same was incorrect from information he received from the late Minister
of Agriculture. He could not tell the exact date when the Minister so informed
him. He admitted that on a former occasion before a Commission of In-
quiry he had been asked and answered the following questions:

“Q. It has been sworn to here that on February 12th,  1917, I think it
was, you were handed some money by Mr. W. B. Tennant.

66 A . Yes; I received some money from Mr. Tennant. I don’t know
whether that is the date exactly or not.
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“Q. It would be during the general election campaign?

“A. Before the election, I think.

“Q. After the writs

“A. Yes, I think it

“Q. You were then

“A. Yes.

“Q. You remember

“A. Yes.

had been issued?

would be.

a candidate yourself, in Kings?

receiving money at that time from Mr. Tennant?

“Q. Was there any other occasion on which you had received money
from Mr. Tennant?

“A.  No.

“Q. So there would be only the one occasion?

“A. Yes. u

“Q. How much money did you receive from Mr. Tennant at that time?

“ A .  $ZO,OOO.OO.

“Q. Even $20,000.00?

“A. Yes. That is what I supposed it to be. I didn’t count it.”

He further admitted he was also asked on that inquiry the following ques-
tions and answers:

“Q. It appears that Mr. Tennant according to the evidence got a eheque
for $100,000. the same day the contract was signed. The eheque was from
the Nova Scotia Construction Co. and he took $40,000. of that money out of
the bank that day in cash. Do you know anything about what beeama of
t h a t ?  A .  N o . ”

He declined to say whether these answers were untrue or not or whether he
received $20,000. on another occasion from Tennant on the ground that “that
inquiry is past.” He also said that the note he endorsed and which was paid
by Daggett out of the proceeds of a Provincial eheque to A. C. Smith & Co.
he knew nothing about; that he simply endorsed it for Daggett as an aeeom-
modation and “In fact I had forgotten all about the note altogether until
Mr. Hawkins mentioned it.”

It is impossible to reconcile the evidence given by Mr. Jones before
this Commission with’ that given by him, as he admits, on a former
occasion. Both cannot be correct; and as the evidence given before me is
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supported by Tennant and there is no evidence before me to show the
contrary I am bound to conclude that a portion of the evidence given by Geo.
B. Jones before Commissioner Stevens in a regular Court of Inquiry on a
previous occasion and as set forth above is absolutely false and untrue. I
know this is a harsh conclusion to arrive at and one which requires serious
consideration and honest reflection in any ease, more especially when the
party accused is a Member of the Legislature of this Province; but the facts
are so glaringly placed before me that I believe I would be recreant to my
duty and the trust reposed in me were I to shirk my responsibility in this ease.

When the late Secretary for Agriculture, Mr. Daggett, was first called as
a witness at this inquiry he denied any knowledge of the amount delivered
to him by Geo. B. Jones as above stated and professed to know little or
nothing about it aside from the fact that a parcel was left with him which
he supposed the clerk in his office had subsequently disposed of. He
afterwards returned when further information had been disclosed and ad-
mitted that he had full knowledge, even to the extent of making out the
deposit slip for this $33,900. and sending it to the Bank of Montreal, Freder-
ieton, and depositing it there on the 30th of May, 1916, under the name of
“Wm. Tompson.” Why he used the name “Wm. Tompson” in making out
the deposit slip on this occasion instead of his own name, he was unable to
say and no evidence was given by any witness before the inquiry to explain
this fact. (This deposit slip is in evidence as Exhibit 74.)

Tennant was examined in reference to certain moneys returned to him
and the evid.ence h
nouneed on that

e gave on
occasion

the Stevens inquiry.
that he would never

a commission until the amount he advanced Jon
that it was returned to him before the Aud itor

He stated that he had an-
give evidence before such

.es was returned to him, and
appointed by Commissioner

inquiry
.e Steven

if this m
s inquiry

.oney was
he would

Stevens looked at his books.
returned to him, so that when

When
he gave

asked on th
evidence on

is
th

be able to say the money was in his business, he answered “Yes”; and that
when the Auditor did examine his books he not only said it “seemed” to be
there, but found it “was” there. Tennant further said this money was re-
turned to him in the following manner: “I received $25,000. from two personal
friends and a loan of $35,000. was arranged from the Bank, which was $60,000.
which was put back into the business.” When asked if these“persona1 friends”
were any of the persons to whom he had said he would not give evidence until
the money was put back in his business, he replied “One of them I think.”
He didn’t remember when the money was put back but thought it was long
before “Stevens Investigation.” When asked if it was just a temporary deposit,
his reply was “You can define that as well as I can.” Later on in his evidence
and after making a vigorous protest against disclosing the names of these
parties, he admitted that $20,000. was obtained from Mr. Geo. B. Jones
above mentioned, $5,000. from ex-Attorney-General Baxter, and Mr. Baxter
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assisted him in arranging a loan from the Bank of $35,000.; that he had paid
off the loan from the Bank but he had not returned the money received from
the other two. When asked if he had not been requested by either of these
two parties to return this money, his answer was “No, they probably knew
better.” He did not know whether the $2O,OOO.  he gave Mr. Bell was also
out of this $100,000 which he received from his eompany, and when asked what
beeame of the balance of this $lOO,OOO.,  his reply was “One day I think I
have it and the next I think I have not.” “When this thing is all over I will
get you to probe into it and find out where it is.” He finally admitted, how-
ever, he had paid a note which he and Geo. B. Jones had discounted for $20,-
OOO., thus disposing of $81,500. of the $100,000. and the balance he still had.
Ex-Attorney-General Baxter also gave evidence before this inquiry in reference
to the matter last above mentioned as well as others. He differed in some
respects from the last mentioned witness Tennant, and he also differed in
some measure from Mr. Daggett as to the loan of $3,000. He agreed
with H. Colby Smith’s evidence as to the loan of $1,250. He admitted
Tennant told him at the time of the Stevens’ Inquiry that he had put. up
$61,500. but he denied that Tennant told him he would not give evidence
until this amount was placed back in his business, or that he knew at the
time of borrowing, that such money was to be used for that purpose and he
concluded : “It is absolutely absurd to me that if Mr. Tennant made‘sueh a
statement, that any reasonable man would put up money from my stand-
point in order to get Mr. Tennant to give testimony.” He admitted that on
the 18th day of June (the day before the Stevens Inquiry was to be held),
Tennant got from him and through him $40,000. in cash, but he differed
from Tennant as to the manner in which this money was raised. He said,
“I gave my eheque for $5,000. and I raised money by hypotheeation amount-
ing to $35,000.,  that was the $40,000., Mr. Tennant was not liable to the
Bank for a single cent of it;” that he did not receive any note from Tennant
but did receive the following document:

“St. John, N. B., 18th June, 1917.

“To Caroline M. Tennant, Alexander P. Barnhill  and Eastern Trust Co., my
Executors:

“In ease of my death this will certify to you that I am indebted to John
B. M. Baxter in the sum of $40,000. for which I have agreed to give him as
security 330 shares United States Steel and 100 shares American Car & Foundry
c o .

“(Signed) W. B. TENNANT.”

As Tennant’s evidence shows, the ex-Attorney-General knew the purpose
for which he sought assistance from him and there appears to be a material
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difference between these two witnesses, I give the evidence of the ex-
Attorney-General on this point in full. Y When asked if this document was the
only security he held he said:

“Nothing but what you have seen. Of course it is quite right that I
should tell you that Mr. Tennant came to me and said that owing to the Stevens’
Inquiry he was placed *in a very awkward position with the Banks; that he
was no longer able to obtain the credit that he had previously enjoyed and
that was necessary for his business; that he had been reduced to this situation
because of his political activities, participating in this matter, and that it
was necessary’ for him to .be tided over for a few days with a loan of $40,000.
and, as I remember it, that the stocks mentioned in the document I have
shown you, that he would have to get their release. Now he told me that
he wanted me to absolutely trust him; that it would only be a matter of a
very few days. I said to him that if he proposed going on the market and
trading on margin I wasn’t at all inclined to get into such a financial operation.
He assured me that was a thing he hadn’t done for years; that he wouldn’t
do it; that there wasn’t the slightest danger; that it would only be a matter
of a few days when I would have my money returned; and it was on the strength
of that-and we had been very good personal friends-it was on the strength
of that that I gave him this assistance. I have a memorandum given me
by the bank which I believe to be absolutely correct; this was raised by my
note on the 18th of June, for $35,000. for one month, at six per cent; that
on the due date that was renewed at call-practically my demand note-and
on the 31st of October the interest on it was paid; I paid that. On 10th

1 November $20,000. was paid. That I never handled, but Mr. Tennant paid
that direct to the bank.

“Paid it on’my liability. Then on the 15th November there was $10,000.
paid-that was paid by myself-and on the 29th April, 1918, I cleaned out
the last of it-the remaining $5,000. and then there had been my $5,000. in
cash before that, so that the ten and the two fives make the $20,000. Mr.
Tennant still owes me.”

The ex-Attorney-General further stated that when Tennant made the
loan from him he said he required it for a few days and in explanation as to
why Tennant had not returned the loan as promised, he said Tennant came
to him and told him “it was absolutely impossible to carry out his original
promise.99 He said, “He would not undertake to pay it during the pendeney
of the inquiry.” Mr. Baxter further stated- he had no knowledge at the time
of the loan, that any audit was about to be made; he thought such informa-
tion came to him later and concluded, “Of course it was very evident to me
when I knew of the audit and when he came back with the statement that he
would not pay it till the end of the inquiry-it was evident why I was not
getting my money.”
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Mr. Geo. B. Jones, the other lender, made no statement as to this branch
of the inquiry, nor was he asked anyquestions in reference to it. Tennant’s
evidence, therefore, remains uncontradicted. .The discrepancy in the evidence
of these two witnesses in reference to this particular matter can be easily
discerned.
he is in the position of an innocent lender.

If the statements made by the ex-Attorney-General are correct
On the other hand if the dis-

closures made by Mr. Tennant are truthful, the ex:Attorney-General  and
Geo. B. Jones were knowingly parties to a transaction which resulted in
deceiving the Auditor and preventing him reporting. the true conditions
of affairs to Commissioner Stevens, as was his duty to do under an order of
the Commissioner; in other words of manufacturing evidence. What are
the facts as they now appear ? The amount of money was received from
Sumner as a temporary loan, Mr. Sumner says “until after the Session,” to
retire a note given by A. C. Smith & Co. without consideration for another
temporary purpose.

Tennant’s Company was awarded their contract on the 19th of May,
1916. On that date he had received on account of his unearned profits
$100,000 and he paid Jones according to his promise to the late Premier Clarke,
$61,500. out of this amount. Jones took $33,900. of this amount to Frederic-
ton, delivered to the Secretary for Agriculture, to return the temporary loan
by Sumner on the 6th of March, 1916. An inquiry was ordered into this
whole matter under a royal commission; Tennant was an important witness
and was summoned as such. A sitting of this inquiry was to be held on the
19th of June, 1917, and Tenna&‘s  books were likely to be examined by a
COKI.petent Auditor appointed by the Commissioner. On the day before
this inquiry was to be resumed Tennant with the assistance of the ex-Attorney-
General raised $40,000. and with the amount received from Jones, $20,000.,
was enabled to go on the stand in that inquiry at a later date and truthfully
declare the $61,500. given to Jones was then in his business, and the official
auditor confirms these statements. Daggett says he was so distressed over this
whole matter that he “sweat blood” at times and that he discussed the matter
almost daily with either the Premier or his Minister for Agriculture. Other
witnesses declared the late Premier Clarke was very much worried and as
already stated Tennant says the late Premier told him if the money could
be raised to pay the potato loss in the manner he suggested, it would be all
right, otherwise, the people would have to know it. Mr. Baxter says the
late Premier discussed the matter with him and in referring to this particular
conversation stated as follows:

“Well, I advised him-in fact, I think I put it in this way: I said, with
all the trouble that his Government has fallen heir to I think this thing will
be the last straw that will break our political back, but at the same time I
think it better to come out to the public and tell them what has happened, and
trust to it that an honest statement will be believed and that time will help
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us; and I may say that Mr. Clarke agreed, and I am satisfied-of course I
have seen, from the testimony given here that he took a different course later:
but I am satisfied he was convinced that was the proper Course.” When
asked if he knew who was responsible for these unbusinesslike transactions
Mr. Baxter said, “Well, I have tried to find out, or did when I was a Member
of the Government and since-tried to find out in my own way and never
could get two stories that agreed.” Jones received no security for the $20,000.
he advanced so far as the evidence shows and the ex-Attorney-General only
got the document above set out; Mr. Baxter admitted he never made a de-
mand on Tennant to return him the amount advanced, of which $20,000.
he claimed was still due him. Tennant confirmed this and says no demand
was ever made on him by Jones either, and that they knew better than to
ask him to
to whether
he had not.

return it, or words to this effect‘, and in answer tg Mr. Powell as
he had borrowed these different amounts, Tennant distinctly said

With this array of facts before me I am asked to believe Mr. Tennant’s
statement in this regard “absolutely absurd” on the ground as the ex-Attorney-
General states that no “reasonable man would put up money from my
standpoint in order to get Tennant to give testimony.” If I had only the
evidence of the ex-Attorney-General and Tennant before me, I might easily
arrive at that conclusion, but what of the facts which support Tennant’s
contention ? I must also conclude that a reasonable man, as a business
proposition would loan $40,000. and $20,000. without any security being
taken, without any time limit as to its payment; without any understanding
as to the payment of interest and without any demand being made for the
return of $40,000. of this loan or any part of it since the 18th day of June,
1917, to the date the evidence was given; and that the loan being made on
the day previous to the sitting of the inquiry at which Tennant’s books were
to be examined, was simply a coincidence. I am unable to do this, nor can
I make any such finding.

The indebtedness of $32,861.39  being wiped out in manner above men-
tioned, it then became necessary to file with the Auditor-General of the
Province, some financial statement of this Patriotic Potato transaction, and
the evidence of Mr. Daggett as well as Exhibits 5, 7, 8 and 23, enable me to
report how this was done.

Mr. Daggett, under the instructions of the Hon. J. A. Murray, undertook
to make up an account, showing what ought to have been received from the
sale of these surplus potatoes. He did prepare such a statement, and delivered
it to the Auditor-General as showing the true state of affairs. It is in evidence
as No. 5. It is a false and untruthful document intended to deceive the
Auditor-General, and which did deceive him.

I have already referred to Exhibit 23, as an account between the late
$overnment and A. C. Smith & Co. of the receipts and expenditures of this



38

firm in connection with the surplus potatoes, and I have also related that
the receipts and vouchers in connection therewith, were given by H. C. Smith
to Atherton, a chartered accountant, at the instance of the Hon. J. A. Murray.
This account apparently was afterwards divided by Mr. Daggett with the
assistance of his Minister, into two parts. One portion was made up and filed
as the foundation of the application for the eheque for $9,531.16,  to A. C.
Smith & Co. hereinbefore referred to, as having been cashed by Mr. Daggett,
and only part of the proceeds of which went to A. C. Smith & Co. This is
in evidence as Exhibit 8. The other’ portion was made up and filed by Mr.
Daggett with the Auditor-General, as a representation that A. C. Smith &
Co. had abandoned a certain portion of their account. This is in evidence
as Exhibit 7.

Neither Exhibit 5 nor 7 as made, was true or correct nothwithstanding
that Mr. Daggett says that when he was preparing them he was in eonsulta-
tion with the Hon. Mr. Murray.

Mr. Daggett says the item $11,290.70  in Exhibit 5 as representing
the amount received by the Province from R. G. Waite was purely imagin-
ary; that no such amount was ever received from Waite but that if the
potatoes had been sold for this amount, this is what the Government
expected to get. I have already gone into this Waite shipment and
it would seem to me that it requires a man of extraordinary imaginative
powers to make an entry of this character in view of what has been disclosed.
He imagined that Manzer had paid $3,767.70. The remarks made in reference
to Waite apply equally to this item. He imagined that S. DeJ. Roira and
A. Bresalu & Co had paid $6,457.50  to the Province, although he admitted
there was no foundation for this imagination whatever. He imagined that
A. C. Smith & Co. paid the Province $6,500. for 5000 barrels of potatoesat
$1.30 each and that the same firm purchased culls for $863.69. ’ Both these
items H. C. Smith repudiated and Daggett admitted Smith was correct.
But in ease it may be assumed that by reason of Smith’s statement and Dag-
gett’s admission, both of these last named items were founded on fiction
I will say that a large quantity of culls were sold, the proceeds of which were
never turned in to the Province and evidence was produced pointing very
directly to Daggett getting them and for which he should account. The
late Secretary for Agriculture imagined that this same firm paid in for the
late Minister of Public Works, the Hon. B. F. Smith, $2,447.55  cash “for
shortage on outturn of ears in final racking.” Both H. C. Smith and the late
Minister of Public Works denied any such payment, and Daggett admitted
the truth ‘of these statements. The Auditor had no record of any such
payments except this statement and by reason of its receipt there was placed
in the cash book of this Province the following entry: “Department of Agrieul-
ture-received from sales of surplus potatoes from Imperial and Belgian
contribution $32,861.39,”  an absolutely false entry and this Exhibit 5 was
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supposed to furnish the Auditor-General with the necessary information
to enable him to publish in the public records a trtie and correct statement
of the transaction.

The statement in evidence as Exhibit 7 was also a document almost as
ridiculous. H. C. Smith stated he never abandoned the items set out in this
exhibit and further stated it would be absurd to think he would, seeing that
such items were cash actually paid out, and Daggett admitted he was
unable to explain why he filed the statement with the Auditor-General.

The amount $32,861.39  having been returned to the *Province in the
manner above mentioned, the question arises- Is the Hon. B. F. Smith, the
late Minister of Public Works still liable to the Province for “shortage ‘on
outturn of ears on final racking”? Or has there been a bona fide and honest

This Ireturn of this money to the Province to relieve him of such liability?
will now attempt to answer.

If the statement made by Tennant in reference to his promise to the late
Premier Clarke be correct, then it can reasonably be assumed that any moneys
added to his tender by reason of such promise would never have been so placed
but for the promise so made; and if this assumption be correct, and I believe it
is, seeing that no evidence was adduced before this inquiry to the contrary,
then the money which Tennant paid Jones was Province money and would
have remained such only for the promise made by Tennant and which he
fulfilled, although under no legal obligation to do so. The Province, being
relieved of some $33,900. under such conditions as these, would have fared
far better financially if the sum of $32,861.39  had been paid in the first instance.
And if this Provincial money was used in a round abbut way to pay a debt
of $2,447.55  which was a liability of the Hon. B. F. Smith, I see no reason why
the amount of his indebtedness should not be returned to the Province.

In addition to the conclusions arrived at as set forth above, the following
facts stand out in bold outline and constitute my finding:

The Province purchased in the year 1914 68,603 barrels of New Bruns-
wick potatoes in order that a patriotic shipment of 51,379 barrels might be
sent to the Army and Navy of the Imperial Government and to the relief
of Belgian sufferers.

The amount expended for this purpose was $153,505.75.

No tenders were called for but names of certain persons were selected
and these given a preference over all others. The names disclosed above
are the persons referred to.
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Within this circle still another preference was extended, this time to the
Hon. B. F. Smith, afterward Minister of Public, Works in the late Govern-
ment, and one of the present Members for the County of Carleton; this
privilege (as set out above), never should have been granted, was shamefully
abused, and is one of the chief causes for the loss sustained.

The number of barrels of potatoes whieh’the Province had on hand after
the two shipments were completed according to the quantity purchased
should have been 17,224.

Of this quantity 13,142 barrels were sent to Cuba, 52% barrels sold to
W. D. Mannsell, and 100 barrels sold to A. B. Crosby & Co.

That all these consignments were paid for except those to Waite, Manzer,
S. DeJ. Roira and A. Bresalu & Co. and these consignees each made some
payments on their shipments; the amounts and nature of which are above
set forth.

The balance of these potatoes were not accounted for, and outside of
the culls, which were traeed to some extent, appear to be a total loss to the
Provinee. A large number of these were sold by Mr. Daggett to parties in
Saint John and were never credited to the Province. These he should be
made to account for.

The returns for the’potatoes so sold (amounting to $8,499.46)  never passed
through the books of any of the Departments of the Province. This amount
was swallowed up in the expenditures and an attempt made to induce the public
to believe that at least $32,861.39  had been received by the Province on
account of such sales.

The accommodation  note given by A. C. Smith & Co. for this amount
above stated was the first move in that direction.

The cash advanced by F. W. Sumner was the second and the return to
the Province through W. B. Tennant as above outlined, was the final and last
attempt which closed out this indebtedness.

The arrangement made with Tennant by which this money was to be
taken out of the Province as above disclosed, is one which the late Govern-
ment never should have consented or agreed to and is censurable from every
standpoint, as it was obtained by Tennant under an illegal agreement and
paid by him for an illegal and improper purpose and should be returned to
the Province.

.
his

That at the time Tennant handed over the amount provided for in
contract $61,500., he then believed from representations made to him
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that the whole of this amount was required to pay the potato indebtedness,
whereas only a portion of the same was so used. The balance was disposed
of in the following manner:

To Harry Woods as salary for organizer, $1,000.

To the same party as expenses while such organizer, $687.83.

To Raleigh Trites of Saekville about the time of the by-election in West-
morland $l.O,OOO.,  of which amount $2,000. was paid by Geo. B. Jones per-
sonally, and the balance through the organizer Harry Woods.

To James Croeket, Managing Director of The Gleaner newspaper, Fred-
erieton,  $10,000. before the by-election in Carleton County. This was paid
by Jones to organizer Woods and through him to Croeket, and Croeket got
it for the reason that “‘it was a matter of put up or shut up,” as he described
it; to Wallace Gibson, $6,000. for organization purposes at a by-election in
Carleton County through John S. Eagles as a messenger. This!  money given
to Jones and distributed by him was Province money and should be returned
by the parties who received it without value or consideration, or by Jones
and Tennant the original distributors for the reasons above set forth.

The barrels purchased cost the Province 32se.  each. J. S. Eagles a
middleman, received a rakeoff of $436.78, and the manufacturers were unable
to sell except through this process.

The statement set out in the rep&t of the Provincial Auditor-General
for the year 1915, page 202, in reference to this potato transaction is entirely
erroneous and incorrect, no “receipts from sales of potatoes” as therein in-
dicated ever took place.

That Exhibit 5, a eopy of the account filed with the Auditor-General
by the Department of Agriculture as a true statement of the account sales
and disbursements of potatoes was falsely made up, has no relation to the
true conditions and was so made up and filed for the purpose of misleading
and deceiving the Auditor-General and the people of this Province. That
brokers commissions were charged and paid by the Province on sales of
potatoes never made as appears by the reeord; marine insurance was paid for
but no attempt ever made to recover such insurance by reason of losses oc-
casioned by “perils of the sea9’ according to Daggett’s evidence.

That the $61,500. above mentioned was returned and placed in Tennant’s
business in the manner above described, so that the Auditor appointed to
examine his books could not make a discovery of its displacement and to
afford Tennant an opportuni,ty  to go on the stand before the royal corn--
mission and declare the same was still there.
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That both Geo. B. Jones and ex-Attorney-General Baxter assisted Ten-
nant in accomplishing this and if Tennant’s evidence is to be believed, both
knew the purpose he had in view when he obtained from them such assistance.

That certain statements made by the said Geo. B. Jones under oath
on the Stevens’ inquiry were in direct contradiction to those made by him
on this inquiry and the sworn evidence given by him on the Stevens’ inquiry
that he had no knowledge of what became of the $40,000. in cash which Ten-
nant took out of the Bank as part of the proceeds of a eheque for $100,000.
was false and untrue.

That the late Minister of Agriculture, Hon. J. A. Murray, was constantly
consulted by his Secretary as to the manner and method in which this potato
transaction was being carried on and is largely responsible for the loss incurred
in connection therewith, either through neglect of duty or incapacity.

That the disposition made by Tennant of the $100,000. above referred
to is as follows: He paid Geo. B. Jones $61,500.; he paid a note on which he
was liable with Jones $20,000.; the Nova Scotia Construction Co. owed him
an old bill of $5,000. This he deducted; this company owed him three years’
salary at $5,000. This he considered should be deducted. In this way the
whole amount has been absorbed; in fact the difference between $81,500.
and $100,000. Tennant still has in his business.

The exact moneys lost to the Province could not be definitely ascertained
but sufficient was disclosed to show that at least $32,861.39  (the amount
attempted to be concealed) was so lost and as $61,500. was the amount
taken out of the Province and set aside by Tennant to meet this loss, it may
reasonably be supposed that the Province is out this last amount by re’ason of
this potatb transaction, although a portion of the same was expended for an-
other purpose.

The return made by Waite for his Cuban shipment (above described)
was never filed with the Agricultural Department or any other Department
of the Province but was kept and preserved by the late Secretary for Agrieul-
ture ‘as a private document and produced from his private files.

That no returns were filed in any Department of the Government. as to
the consignment to Manzer, and the 1at.e Secretary for Agriculture had not
.even a private record of this transaction to produce.

The consignments to Manzer and Waite and the proceeds derived there-
from were not explained or accounted for in an intelligent manner, and the
reason given by Daggett for paying $3,000. of the ex-Attorney-General’s
money was not satisfactory. I am, therefore unable to disclose the true_ 9
inwardness of this transaction from the evidence before me.

That H. H. Morton, a former Clerk in the Department of Agriculture,
received from L. A. Slipp $126.30 of Province ‘money  for which no account
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was entered “,:I the books of the Province.
with the same and should account therefor.

He failed to explain what he did

That the Hon. B. F. Smith, was advanced by the late Government
$2,375.70  on the purchase of potatoes which the Province never received,
and the Province also paid $71.85 as interest on his drafts in connection
with this potato transaction which he should have paid. He is, therefore,
indebted to the Province in these two amounts.

That the late Minister of Agriculture, the Hon. J. A. Murray, borrowed
money from A. C. Smith & Co., contractors with his Department during
the time the shipping and handling of these potatoes were being carried
on, and this loan is so mixed up with the public business of the Province,
that I am unable to report whether the $1,500. returned to Smith was this
private loan or money which belonged to the Province.

The Audit Act was wholly ignored; drafts were accepted without legal
authority and payments were made without legal permission. In short the
financial business of the Province was taken out of the hands of the Auditor
General and placed under the control of a few individuals, so far at least as
the same relates to the purchase and disposition of this patriotic gift, and
to a great financial loss to the Province.

I do not think it would be out of place in closing this report if some brief
reference at least were made to a matter which appeared to me during the
inquiry to be unfair and unjust. I refer to the numerous attempts on the
part of the colleagues and associates of the late Premier Clarke to make it
appear that he was the prime mover and person solely responsible for the
whole of this unbusinesslike transaction. That he was mixed up in the same
to some extent, there can be no doubt; but that he was the one and only one
who knew anything about what was going on (including the Minister presiding
over the Department in which it took place) I do not believe, and it occurred
to me during the time this inquiry was pending and these accusations were
being constantly made, that if the late lamented. Premier Clarke were still
living, it might be that his name would appear less prominently in this inquiry.
An eminent Canadian statesman once said, “It is the custom in civilized
countries to perpetuate the memory and record the virtues of those who
have rendered eminent service to the state and even among barbarous nations
some rude cairn marks, the spot where sleeps the warrior whose voice was
respected at the Council.” So may it be with us.

All of which ,is respectfully submitted.

Given under my hand at Shediac, N. B., February 8th, 1919.

JAMES MCQUEEN,
Commissioner.


