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with any of the officials of Besco or of
any of its subsidiaries?
A-—The question of elimination of

that he was told by Mr. Miller you
desired him ‘to go to Montreal in
1923—did you at any time tell Mr.

certain clauses and modification of Miller you desired Meaney to go to

contract was the subject/ol some Cor-
respondence and discussion at vari-
ous times.

Q—In the summer of 1923?

A——Not in the summer of 1923,

COMMISSIONER — It was ‘earlier
than that?

A—Yes.

Q.—Almost as soon as the coantract
was ratified by the Legislature?

A, —The first was a letter-of ‘Decem-
ber 14th from Mr. McDougall, Dec.
1920.

Q.—That was even before it was
ratified?

A ~—Yes. :

Q.—To me it seemed.that the mo-
ment it was ratified they began ask-
ing for modification, and elimination
of clauses?

A—Not for - the . elimination of
clauses., The letter of December 14th
will be put in ‘evidence. It states
that Mr. McDougall was not quite
‘sure that the Besco amalgamation
was going through, and the contract
was with the two oomptnhi jointly.

Q—When did the tdea of . altera-
tion of the coniract first come np"

A—In the ‘Spring of 1921 :

Q.—Even ‘before the contract was

Montreal?

A.—No.

Q.—Did you ever suggest to Miller
or Miss Miller that he or she arrange

for Meaney to go to Montreal: at that | Other representatives of.  the

time?
A.~—No.

i
:

RAS. 18
Nova Scotia Steel & Coal Co., Lid,,
New Glasgow, N8,

nemmlm.mn.

Personal and Confidential. ~

Dear Mr. Squires.—As two or three
rather serious questions have occur-.
red to' me with respect to the New-
foundland ore royalty arrangement 1.
thought it ‘advisable fo write you im
this connection.

As you are aware Mr, Wolvin vis-
ited Newfoundland -in October 'and
whilst there entered into an agree-
ment with the Acting  Prémier

foundland Government covering &
twenty years period. When this agree-.

Q--Did . you :authorige ‘at any time |Mment was being negotiated it looked

either Mr. Meaney or Mr. Miller to
carry ‘6n negotiations as to the elim-
ination of the clause objectionable to
Besco in' the years 1921-1922?

A.—No.

Q.—Did you while at Montreal in
Janpary or February, 1923, discuss
with (any of the officials of Besco or
its subsidiaries the elimination of]
objectionable clauses in consideration
of a payment to you or for your
benefit? Y

A.—No.

Q—Wag the matter of the elim-
ination of these clauses the subject
of discussion between 'you and any
of the officials at the time you were
in Montreal Jannary to = February,
]9337 : 3 k- : Al‘ ',-

Q@ —Do you recall what- was safd
on the subject?

o

as if the merger which had then beo_n‘
under consideration for a number ot
months was likely to be concluded at’
an early date but I regret to say the
situation does not sSeem so clear &t
the present time, In fact the indica~
tions at the moment are thati mergo:
‘may pot go through. -

The joint agreement as betww the'
two companies and the Newfoundland
Government has been submitted to us
and we teel ourselves in honour bound
to complete it. In the event of thé
merger not taking place however, it is
quite possible that.several very ser-
. jous guestions will develop with re-!
fererice to the respective = responsi- j

mitted to the thhm at ts nm
session. The date of the g(ﬁn
next session ‘has not 'yet been finally
determined, bntlhepoltu;; ‘be pos-
sible to have business sufficiently

- |'hand to open earlier than:last year..

-With ‘sincere. regards, Fam; - o
: » Nery. tyuly yours, - =
- R. A SQUIRBES.
. H. McDougall; Hsq,, - @~ *
*Nova Scotia Steel & Coal Go
‘New:Glasgow, TN
Nova Scotia. b
Q.-+~+Is that the lcttar you sent?
* A—~It'is'a ‘copy of the-letter: . .
MR. LEWIS--Is.the original of this
letter in your possession, Mr. Jenks?
MR. JENKS-I don't know. &
COMMISSIONER~I ‘don’t- quite ‘see

¢ | what thfs had o do with the-matter,

but I shall take it as part-of the hia-
tory. Nobody suggests . at ' this:’
there was any suggestion of a ment
-in ‘respeet of ‘alterations; -

MR. LEWIS-~Did" you receive from
Mr: McDougall' any further -letter ‘on

i
b

- QDo you. huw “Who . mtroduced
tmm into: the Honu of Assem-
bly?

A.——I did:

Q-—~Can you tell me about what
time it . was introduced?

“A~I think it was in the month of
April, 1921,

. Q—Will._you . tell
course was in the House? Just give a
history of what\ happened.

.- A~—In accordance with the uaunl
jpractice, the Bill was given notice of,
and . was sublequently read a first
{iime, subsequently = read a sgecond

time.. Later it was referred to a sel-:

ect Committee of the House for con-
‘ ho were the members of thut

A.—Mr. Coaker, Mr, Warren and
myspelf, I think, representing the
Government.
£ COMMISSIONER—What has this to
do with. it?

L MR. LEWIS-—I regard it as a matter
nt» very . considerable importance, if
yan.r Henor | pleas 2 especially  in

bilities of the two companies under this subject prior to the introduction view. of the allega,t ois that negotia-

the ‘contract. It may be that the com~
panlip may have to requeu Gur Gov:
‘ernment t6. make se rate contncﬁ’
witheach company in Tieu of the joint |
contract and to ask you to use your

AT den’t rembqr

tion ‘of the agreement a little later
than this. We want to show that the'!

Q—Did you have any. conmunle:« History of the Bill was thie ustal his-

tion from any of the officials

of . the t.ory of every Bﬂl

' COMMISSIONER - That is* already

us . what it.sj

|

(Whole
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WITNESS—T tmnk the other mem-
bers “of the Conmmittes were o

COMMISSIONER--It does not mnt-' the
ter to mé who the members of the | p
! Committee were.. Nobody suggested’
that anything took place before thl.t, on
other than the purely normal course
of any Bill.

MR. LEWIS—After the Bill was in-

“i ot the ‘Bill ‘into;the House' 6!‘ Ane thna were going on for the modiﬂca- troduced did’ you discuss' the matter
sembly? o ey L

,With any of the cflicials of the C.om-"
pany? -
A-—Yes. | Mr: Gillis, who  was ln}'

town at that time.
" Q.~~Do you 'recall what the inter-.

4 Mine at Wabana.

- 6O cents

m Ifarvey & Co., Ltd.)

PELELLLLLLELELELILELEEEETE Y

of t cover . the peints- raised in. questls
der of the day” April 15th, Iio. 6, . but if any further informatis
g ia suhmitted: i8 necessary I will be glad to suppl
to your inferview in Syd-}it.: I may say that our Wabana p
our intention 'to operate ; gramme during the past winter
After | not justified by the industrial outlo
e with you in December.|ands was followed to prevent hardsiiy
vestigating = conditions at | among our employees. The work
Was, decided .to ' increase | divided as our management consif
mme to Include operating | ered most advisable to prevent wai
ﬂlfog dnyu per week. "y the head of the larger families recls
3 Toriginal proposal Wel ed as 4 rule the more days work e
ployed 380 to 400 men | week.
“Dr 2280 to 2400 'days per
or the  present operating

Yours very truly,
(Sgd.) HUGH B. G!LLXS

I ust

¢ official an

T m'!.ono

J
good offices ‘to bring about an amica- | DotcO OF of its subsldh.rles .
ble and satisfactory arrangement. T 'lubjtct" b *{..assumed in the ebsence of anything. views were about? ;
do:not wish you to feel that this is in | A~1 may have receivad AL leher to the contrnry ! 'A.—The Company tock the position
fluancial - burdens

n‘éﬂed?
Supt. Mines & Quarries D.I. & 8.08 0py.)

Sir Richard Examined by Mr, Lew

AT had conversations in 1923~
in January—with Mr. Welvin, and
he ‘submitted a memorandum of " the

sc! -employ 380 to 400 men
k per week; or 1140 to 1200
2k; plus 6560 'meén for 3

‘from” Mr, 'Wolvln An cmnctun Yuca

A~—~Not the enmlnadon of clauses.
There were three sets of ideas. The
first was the idea of McDougall in
the letter of December, 1920;  the
second was the statement .of facts
which came before & Select Commit-

tee of the House when the Bill was |

before the Committee in the Spring
of 1921, and then subsequently there
was correspondence with regard to
entire change of confract.

Q. ~—That is not an answer to my
guestion. 1 want to know the date
on which you say the question ‘of
elimination of the clauses first arose.

A.—1I think it is either late” 1921,
or early 1922,

Q~—Then as soon as the eontuct
was ratified negotiations “began” -for
its alteration?

MR. LEWIS—Yes, if it came in
1922. If the contract was ratified in
the summer of 1921.

COMMISSIONER—In Auxust. it is
stated here.

MR. LEWIS—Did you at any time

; —you heard Mr, Meaney’'s m

changes, it 1 remember rightly, hich
he desired to have made.
COKHISSIONERr-Dfd you see Mr

‘MeDougall?

A~1 saw him  casually at Mr,
Wolvin’s office, but did not have much
conversation with ' him.

Q--Did yon see Mr. McInnis?

A.—No, I don’t think.

Q.—You saw Mr. McDougall  but
had no conversation on this topic?

A~—~The conversation in Mr.
vin's office was in connection with
labor matters; this may have been

‘referred to, but I have no recollec-

tion of it. I don’t think that Mr, Mc-
Innie was in Montreal at that time.

MR. LEWIS—There was a 'time
when there was discussion .of the
proposition at or about the time of
the introduction of the Bill into-the
House—of some changes in the con-
tract?

lettd‘ from Mr. D. H. KcDoullll dn

| connection with ‘the matter. -

" (Witness shown ‘-?ﬁ“"’f £

Wol=

any way a protest against the contract |
that has been made, but on the other
hand I am anxious that you should

know the position is causing me ¢on- |

siderable worry as I am afraid an at-

the mgtt,ar, Imt ¥

tempt may be-made to make ns joint- |

Iy responsible for conditions which we
never would have dgreed fo for our
own company and which we are at
best only fractionally w tog ;
Yours very truly, - ¥
(Sgd.) D.' M, McDOUGALL. -

Hon. R. A, Squires,”

Prime Minister of Newfoundland,

St. John’s, Nfid.

Q—TIs that the letter you. received?

A—Yes. §

(Letter produced to Commiuloner.)

COMMISSIONER—This letter 1is
from-D, H.McDougall, and k dated:
December 14th, 1920.

(Letter marked- in evidence R.A.B
18, copy of which is attached thnto.)

It looks to me as if there must have|
A—In December, 1920, 1 recelved a | jbeen some merger in contemplation,

othee we vonl have expécted the
two Companies would’insist on hav-

ing their. respective Nintiou nt B

torth more decidedly. :
MR. LEWIS—Did you reply to tm
letter?
. A~—Yed. !
(Docmm shovn to witnm)

thi MR. LEWIS—I had finished at that' they were under

and difficulties, and my recollection
1is that they desired.sufficient time in .
which they would make expenditure,
possibly also some change in it, H

COMMISSIONER—When was. that?

A-—While the Bill was before the
i Committee.

Q.—Gillis ‘was in. town while the '
i Bill was before the Committee?

A.—Yes. . He told me . that

Company ~wanted practically an ' ex-
tension of time. I think the time, was tioh
five years, and my recollection is thntl ;
they wanted , eight : perhaps. -

Q-—They wanted time in which to

would put upon them?

A—Yes; -

MR, LEWIS—Did Mr. . Gillis sn.yl
anything abhout the elimination of any | °
particuiar clause?

A~No.. 1 think he referred solely
to such changes as-I have indicated.

Q-—Durlng its progress through the

' Housge was there any suggestion ask- It

7bySkldichulGuhlninconnecﬁon

‘ed? You have a question . calendar, |'T

.{-have you not, somethingotthatgind?g

ANotice of question was ﬂun,

| with the matter, and I wrote to Mr, | Ce8
-1 Gillis for information which he sup- | ?
4-plied me ln thll letter uad.t date of: 4

lhoqld Mvo
- that: mmld

in [the past winter, ‘and the

tions 4

ik, or 1950 days per week.
ork per week, 3090 to MR. LEWIS—What, if any, kmom
ledge had you while you were abroig
roximately thirty per;about the Coaker-Wolvin agreement§
work than - the original‘ A.—None whatever.

ed ‘for. Q-—Had you any information {hil

tions  on an enlarged ; an agreement was in course of P
ﬁgpend lal-gely on market | paration at all?

The curtailment at Syd- A-—T heard while I was in Eu-_
land that Wolvin and (« wer
' decrease in the consump- | here in connection with
' at the furnace lemves a | &t that lime; zlso E. M. McDougli

of iron in the Sydney | one of the Solicitors for the BES(
The tonnage stocked gt! Company was here; but I had M

jater than /eyer in the | knowledge of the details or of the i
{ ture of the negotiations.

Q. —Were you ccnsul
official of the Company
A ~No. i
Q.—Did you reccive at
.cation on the subject w
A.—No.
Q—When did you first
terms of the agreement
{A—~1 first learned d
the agreément had been c
-y arrival in Montreal
onE for: press of France. e
% ) L COMMISSIONER—You
WRb:Pe < Minister at the tim d
; ‘not ‘Kept’ in touch w
in vlew ot the un- matlers?
at Wabana have | . no g william
-Port‘au Port’ quarries acting Prime Minister cduring my 94
i Mk&mts 4t o sence,

ta Q-—-And as sichy T assume he med
JOII aware of ‘what was going ™
Did k@ not tell you what was bell

Comgany has _ap-
,000 tons and the Sco-
0.000 toms.

1 sales have been ar-
ations' will be cosni-

up‘ the 'wastage in
~account of these sales. '

1 sales can be .ar-

le abroad!

!\rom present indica-
that the pr,
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