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Law Strietly Enforeed Under the

Lottty of & I .proving’ hature rem
A letter Y as produced. dated April
5th, '99, fr'om witness to Mr. Vincent

Kemned", put giving no names of Wit-
-nesses:, Mr.-Lewis claimed that in-
form ation and names were sent later,
but subsequently he stated that he
comld not swear whether they were
rént before or after that date. He did

Present Inspeetor — Mp. Vineent

Testifies on His Own Behalf.

The investigation into the charges
made against Geo. R. Vingent, Aicense
inspector of St. John cw!_xfty. by . the
citzens of Lancaster and .St. Martins,
accusing him of dereliction of duty
and of knowingly permitting open vio-
lation of the act, was opened by Hon.
L. J. Tweedie in the local government
office, Imperial building, at 10 o’clock
{Wednesday morning. W. H. Trueman
appearing for the petitioners and C.
N. Skinner, Q. C., for the defendant.

The first witness, Counciller A. L.
¥ownes, being sworn, stated that he
had conversations with l(;.. Vincent
concerning- the enforcement of the act
as far back as a year and a half ago.
He then drew his attention to the pre-
vailing dissipation at St. Martins,
mentioned special ocases of drunken-
ness to him, and offered witnesses to
prove his assertions, but nothing had
resulted. Intoxication in St. Manrtins
'was now much more prevalent than
under the last sub-inspector, Lewis,
who had been dismissed by Mr. Vin-
cent. It was particularly noticeable

among the young, especially of the
jaboring class. Witness had com-

plained to oresent Sub-Inspector Mo- '

sher that he was not doing his duty,
told him of places where liquor was
rumored to be sold, and offered to pro-
cure witnesses against Kennedy of
Kennedy’s hotel. Mosher told him
Kennedy had promised to stop sell-
ing. Witness said that under the ad-
ministration of Sub-Inspector Lewis
the village was practically freé from
drunkenness, which had been much
more noticeable since his dismissal
and the appointment of Mosher. Re-
garding the former's displacement, Mr.
Vincent had stated that Lewis was in-
subordinate and acted beyond his
control.

Cross-examined by Mr. Skinner, wit-
ness stated that he was around the
village about half of his time. He
had never investigated personally in-
ptances of liquor selling. Had seen
gréups of young men in a boisterously
intoxicAted condition three or four
times in the past six months. Had no
direct personal khowledge of liquor
selling at Kennedy's. H¢ professed
himself a prohibitiondst, Kndw f no
one in St. Martins who habitually kept
liquors in his house, TIn gomversation
with Mr. Vincent he made no definite
charges against anyone. He had never
sent any names to the inspector of
those seen intoxicated except once,
mentioning @& conversation between
himself and one of his men, who had
told him of procuring liquor at Ken-
nedy’s. Vessels come into St. Mirtins
at all seasons, and it was possible that
liquor was brought in by some of
them. Personally he had no grievance
against Mr. Vincent; he >nly wanted
the law enforced. Mr. Vincent had
often asked him for information con-
cerning temperance affairs in St. Mar-
tins. He had no knowledge of in-
fringements of the act outside St.
Martins, nor of any representations
made to the inspector by anyone but
himself. Mr. Vincent had never asked
him for names of witnesses.

The n=xt witness, Rev. S. H. Corn-
wall, Baptist minister at St. Martins
for the past four years, testified as to
an increase of dissipation in the vill-
age during the past nine months. Had
seen groups of young men, some not
more than 16 vears of age, under alco-
holic influence five or six times during
that time. The law was better enforced
one and a half years ago than at pre-
sent. Liquor was generally supposed
to be sold at Kennady’s hotel. Did
not Xnow that Mosher was unfriend-
ly to the temperance oeople.

Cross-examined, he said he was a
strrong temperance man. During the
rast nine months his meetings had
been disturbed by drunks three or
four times, and on one occasion dis-
turbers had been arrested and sent-
enced to 30 days. It was possible for
privete persons to import liquor. As
a whole St. Martins was a temperate
community. He thought that Sub-
Inspector Mosher lived too far out of
tcwn. Had never handed in any names
of probable witnesses to Mr. Vincent,
and knew it was a difficult thing to
strictly enforce the law, but thought
it was the inspector’s duty to look up
evidence. Reports from other par-
ishes about Mr. Vincent had been con-
flicting, some
was too strict.
him personally, but wanted law en-
forced.

Edwin Lewis, constable and late
sub-inspector, was then called and
sworn. Said he had acted under Mr.
Vincent about five years, and had been
dismissed about May, 1899. While in
office had laid several informations,
about half of which had gesulted in
convictioa. There was less drunken-
.ness in St. Martins then than now.
Shortly after laying these informa-
tions against Kennedy in April a year
ago he was dismissed and left the
cases in the hands of the inspector.
He had never heard that anything
further had been done with them. In
conversation with Mr. Vincent since
he had told him that the act was
viclated in St. Martias, and that he
knewv or could prove that- Kennedy

sold liquor. He had never been given
any reason for his dismissal. As far

complaining that he !}
Had nothing against !

‘not remember getting any letter from
the inspector asking for further in-
formation in the cases. Had never
tried to act out of the control of the
inspector, mor had he asked anyone
to prosecute the cases ° without con-
sulting him. Once when Mr., Vincent
was away and the people were com-
plaining of laxity in enforcing the
law, he had asked the late clerk of the
county court if it was his duty to pro-
secute, and on hearing the law in the
matter froru Mr. Currey he had not
moved again in the matter.

" Re-examined, he stated that Mr.
Vimcent had never comwlained per-
sonally to him. There was no friction
between them, and Mr. Vincent had
never complained of lack of informa-
tion. Once Mr. Currey had written
for names of witnesses in a certain
case, which he did not furnish, as he
doubted his right to do s0.| Had
never been directed not to proceed
with the enforcement of the act. Had
never been asked for further inform-
ation about the three charges he had
made against Kennedy before being
dismissed.

Cross-examined again, he said that
Mr. Vincent early in his term had or-
dered’ him to see that the law was
! strictly carried out. Between 1887 and
1894, when there was a licensed saloon
in St. Martins, he remembered of no
prosecutions, although liquor was
openly sold without license.

! Jacob S. Titus, the next witness, tes-
i tified to the growing prevalence of
‘ drunkenness among the young men of
' St, Martins during the past year or 59,
and stated that the temperance reople
' were dissatisfied with the way the law
was being enforced at present.
! H. B. Allingham, J. P, of Fairville,
being then called and sworn, said that
| he had conversed with Mr. Vincent
| last September concerning the prose-
{ cutions under the act. He had dbject-
i ed especially to the place kept by
! Mary Morris, and the inspector had
{ answered in an offhand manner that
' he didn’t think she was doing much
:ha.rm. and had taken no acti)n. He
! 4id not know personally of her selling
!liqwor, but had seen those whom he
: knew to be drinking men going in and
:out. He started to relate a conversa-
| tion with John Barnavt, policeman cf
Fairville, congerning Mr, Viacent, but
! the commiseioners objected, and Bar-
. nett himself was called.

He testified that Mary bforris, who
 kept a saloon in Falrvili2, had no li-
. cense to sell liquors. JI2 had acred

-us Swb-inspector for a year and a half,

(HBA a sonversation with Mr, Vincent !
' regarding Mazry. Morris <%,y after his |
_atppointment, in the course -f which
, the inspector told the witness to leave
her case with him. At this time he
had actual knowledge of liquor being
xke-pt at this place, and never heard of
any information laid by Mr. Vincent
‘against her. He did hot remember cof
. Mr. Vincent stating his reluctance of
_sending her to jail was his .eason for
i not proceeding. Had some crouble
:with the inspector concerning some

Lills which he could not get paid, but
! admitted in cross-examination that
gbhey were not properly made out and
}’t’nat Mr. Vincent offered to pay them

if he would get them certified by a
‘magistrate. Outside of the Morris case
' the inspector had expressed a strong
1d-isposttion to enforce the law, and all
: the witnesses’ informations had been
;la.id at his special direction. With this
: one exception the law in Liancaster is

strictly enforced. He gave two or
three names of citizens of Fairville
who had expressed themselves as dis-
;atisﬁed with Mr. Vincent’s proceed-
tings.
i Albert Taylor, Fairville,
' sworn, stated he was sub-inspector
Iduring the winter of ’98-'99. In a
; conversation with reference to Mary
Morris shortly after his appointment
the inspectur had stated that she had
just teen fined; that he would see her
himself in a few days, as he did not
want to send her to jail. Twice after-
ward he had made the same state-
munt, but no action had been taken.
Mary Malone, another elderly woman,
had been convicted and fined mean-
while. Excepting the Morris case, he
thought Mr. Vincent had enforced the
act in Fairville faithfully and well,
aud that nothing more could be done
that he did not do.

Re-examined, he said he did not
know to whom Mary Morris’ fine men-
tioned above had been paid.
| Mr. Allingham asked for subpoenas
! for Mary Morris, Fred Appleby, Fred
Kimball, W. A. Reid, W. A. Smith,
Cyrus Kingston, Charles Quinton and
Justice Cheeseman.

being

i  The commission investigating the
! charges against Inspector Vincent re-
! sumed @t 10 o’clock Thursday morning.

Alliston Bentley, lumberman, of St.
Mantins, was called and sworn. Said
he employed a large number of men.
Had lived in the village three years.
He was a member of the plebiscite
committee which had waited wupon
Mr. Mosher and discussed the ques-
tion of the illicit sale of liquor in St.
Martins. Mr. Fownes, also on the
committee at this time, told the sub-
inspector he could produce witnesses
that liquor was sold at Xennedy’s.
The matter of sending the memorial
to the government was discussed and
Mr. Mosher made no objection, but stat-
ed he was willing to enforce the act if
' he could procure csnvicting evidence.
Witness said act was not properly
enforced in the parish, nor had it been
for a year or so. He testified to the

as he knew Kennedy’s was the only ! prevalence of drinkin
$ ing and to the gen-
place in St. Martins where liquor Was | eral complaint among the temperance

procurable, He had not seen Mr. | people of the laxity in the enf
Vincent in St. Martins for over tW0 of the law. o 8 e emanine

years. While he was inspector he had

Cross-examined—Was personally ac-

personal knowledge of only one ves-: quainted with about one-quarter of

sel landing liquor at St. Martins.
Cross-examined, ~he said it
difficult to obtain

! the people

1

in the parish, most of

was ‘ whom were temperance men. He could
information con- ! not say that some of them did not

cerning secret violations of the act,! keep liquor in their houses. Did not
and that liquor could be brought in ' think that all the liquor drunk in St.

by vessels without

discovery. He Martins

was procured at the drug

had never bought liquor at Kennedy's store, but some of it might. He did
nor had he seen any sold there. ‘When not think the inspector was energetic

Mr. Vincent was away L. A. Currey enough.

If he could see the officers

had taken charge of prosecutions when agtive in laying information he would
the witness was sub-inspector., He did say the act was being enforced, even

not remember making charges with-

if he still saw evidence of drinking.

and spea’sing of information againstj

| pointment Fairville was in

otlid be willing to pay hisshare of | ki

the cests. He did not personally know
of .any represeatations being made di-
rectly to Mr. Vincent. ; i

b MARY, MORRIS ;
of Fairville, the next witness, said she;
owned a saloon at Fairville. a,
liquor'license up to two years ago, when
a renewal was refused. Had a beer li-
cense since then. Did not know why the
liquor license was refused. When the
license was discontinued had quite a
stock of liquors on hand, which L/
continued to sell without a license. §ii¢
was panticular to whom she gd*

liquor and never sold to anyone unde:
the infiuence.
and soft beer than anything else.

The commission here ‘adjourned wa- |

tilt 2 p. m.
AFPTER RECESS

resumed. She waid she kept very lit-
tle’ brandy or whisky in ‘stock. ' On
expiration of her license she had it ex-
tended for six months, three months
at a time, and applied no further for
liquor licemse. Mr. Vincent told her
twice to stop selling liquor while she
had no lcense. Durng the intermis-
sion batween the expiration "of her
yearly license and the first extension
for thfee months she sold no liquor.
She ‘saw Mr. Vincent very seldom.
Had last talked with him 'over three
months ago, when he warned her to
stop selling lMquor until she could pro-
cure & license. Had seen him once
before this year concerning ‘her li-
cense. Had given him $25 for her last
three months’ liquor license and
thought she got a receipt for it.

Mr. Vincent stated that $26 was the
price of a three months’ extension of
a liquor license in Fairville. Witness
said ihis was the last she had paid
him. She had had no conversation
with Mr. Vincent since the morning
session.

Cross-2xamined—She kept , whae
liquors she had out of the public view.

Here the prosecution rested their
case.

THE DEFENCE

called David Burgess of Fairville as,
their first witness. He testified that
he was sub-inspector for that district
for two years, up to end of 1895, under
Mr. Vincent, who had always direct-
ed him to see strictly to the enforce-
ment of the act in all its particulars.
When he was appointed there were
thirteen unlicensed saloons, and when
he left there were only three, the pro-
prietors of which had often been fined
but still persisted in the business. In}
all of his instructions from the in~
pector no reserve was made for any
case. Had often received information
from the inspector himself. After his
rasignation as sub-inspector he per-
formed some of the duties while act-
{ng as constable, and during this time
acted under the {pgtruction of Mr.
Vincent. Thought ths Iaspector was
too strict, if anythiiig, in eénforcing
tké 'aW. Before Mr. Vincent’s ap-
such a
state that life and Broperty wete not
safe, which ‘condition was entirely
changed under his administration.
Cross-examined—Said he ceased to’
be inspector four years ago.

GEORGE E. MOSHER,

called and sworn, said he was sub-in-
spector for St. Martins. Was appoint-
ed in May, 1899. At the time of his
appointment he received a letter from
Mr. Vincent directing him to firmly
carry out the law. The letter was
produced, iogether with another from
the inspector to the witness .repri-
manading him for negligence in the
discharge of his duty. He had twice
searched Xennedy’s premises and
looked for evidence as to his violation
of the law with no avail. His official
report to Mr. Vincent for 1899 was
produced and read, stating that there
was comparatively little drunkenness
in St. Martins at that time, and in the
few cases where suspicion pointed to
violation of the law he had been un-
able to obtain any evidence sufficient
to convict. As far as he could ascer-
tain most of the intoxication noticed |
was due to liquor procured at the drug
store and brought in by vessels. The
report he sent was written, but it was
returned to him by the inspector in
typewritten form for signing. After-
wards he said he could not swear that
the report had been sent m 1its origi-
nal form to Mr. Vincent, as it was
written at his dictation and mailed by
another party. Had tried to do his
duty and investigated cases reported
to him. concerning the committee
that waited on him he said that Coun.
Fownes has declared that he could
bring proof against Kennedy. He had
a previous conversation with Mr.
Fownes on the street to the same ef-
fect, when a man was mentioned as
a probable witness. He saw this man,
who said he could not swear to any
violation. Another man whom Mr.
Fownes had mentioned was ten miles
out of the village at the time, and he
did not see him. A short time ago
Mr. Vincent had asked hime to return
all the letters he had written to him,
and he had done so.

Some of these letters from Mr. Vin-
cent to the witness were produced and
read, strongly urging hm to stamp out
the nuisance by every legitimate
means. Had never received any in-
structions of a contrary nature from
‘Mr. Vincent.

Cross-examined—Said he lived out
of the town about one and a half miles.
If anyone sold liquor in St. Martins he
would think it was Kennedy. Was in
the village about once a day, but not
so often in the neighborhood of Ken-
nedy’s. Mr. Vincent had not been in
St. Martins for some time. Witness
had made efforts to enforce the law,
but could get no evidence. Cases had
been reported to him, but investiga-
tion showed no positive ground for
the reports. He never was given the
name of a person as a witness except
in the once case mentioned above. Had
occasionally seen persons the worse
of liquor and had tried to find out
where it had been procured, but could
not obtain convicting proof. Had af-
ter watched outside Kennedy’'s at
night, but never saw anyone go in or
out in an intoxicated condition. He
had asked somerof those whom he saw
intoxicated where they got their
liquor, but never got any satisfactory
information against anyone. He was
generally told that it was brought in
by the stage or otherwise. Had nev-
er seen any liquor in Kennedy’'s and
never drank any intoxicating ligquor
there. He had never any idea of

out informing the inspector or getting If prosezutions were made and failed

signing the memorial against Mr. Vin-
cent. Coun. Fownes never stated to

1e*.hr-wfgilg\h ‘search of Kennedy's hotel,
i Ll found no trace of’ liquor.

Sold much more &i"

directly that: ome McLeod got

stood thas her lcensé Was not renew-

liquor at Kennedy’s or that he was "td because she ‘was 0 old.

prepared to swear to it, although he :
had mentioned the fact of him having

liquor. He did not follow itrup be--i
ause he did mot think McLeod was a |
reliable man. = His opinion was. that |
there was as much liquor jn St. Mar- |
tins under the inspectorship of Mr. |
Lewis ‘as his' own. A delegation of :
women had ‘waited at his house, but |
he was away, ‘and outside of the com-
mittes’ mentioned above he had heard
voare 'little complaint.. He made a

Could
-4y whether the annual report
stionéd above was signed by him
4 before it was first sent to Mr.
isent. x
‘dg-examined—He talked with Mr. |

; /4 Wmcont only once since May last, and |
the examination of®Mary Morris was {

tiien the inspector had inquired about i
the conditions in St. Martns. He had
often searched for evidence against
those suspected. TUnder the 1 he
thought that he had done all that he
could possibly do,*as he did not want
to lay complaints without proof suf- .
ficent for. conviction. Mr. Skinner
then reﬁl the list of names signed to
the memorial against . Mr.
and with two or three exceptions the
witness said none of these had com-
plained to him personally. Numbers
of people went into Kennedy’s to use :
the telephone, which was the only one |
in the village. The stage also goes |
and comes from this place, and brings |
a good many' parcels of the nature of |

which he could not be sure. !

: at Mr. Vincent’s

)

Robert Hennessy, constable, called
and sworn, said : He was sub-inspec-
tor under Mr. Vincent for two years
and had been instructed by ‘him
to enforce the law rigidly. Mentioned
several places he had been the means
of breaking up. He did not know of;
any unlicensed ' places in the parish at
present.
was taken away; he had warned /her,
instruction to stop
selling and she told him she had done

Cross-examined:—Had seen liquor in

'.Mary Morris’s place since; her license

was taken away. - Inspector had di-
rected him to find out if Mary Morris
sold and asked him to get evidence,
but he had told the inspector he
could not do so. He was friendly to
Miss Morris and did not want to get
her into tropble.

William os of the Bay shore
police; called and:/sworn, said that Mr.
Vincent ‘held- him responsible for

the protection of the shore from un- :

licensed selling. He had fulfilled his
duties and had stopped all violations.
Had never been directed by the inspec-

Vineent, tor to make any exceptions in. the

prosecution of his duty.
The . commission here adjourned till
2.30 p. m.

AFTERNOON SESSION.

The first witness after recess was
Joshua Xnight of Musguash. He
said he had been a member of the
iicense board for four years. There

After. Miss Morris's license"

Soap—a little Surprise Soap and still
fess Tabor—are not only clean but ua-

\HW- ; s

" You want the mazimum wear out

 of your clothes. Don’t have them'
ruined by poor soap—use pure 80ap.
SURPRISE is a pure hard Soap,

Bt

" had been a great improvement in his |

The Vincent investigation commis- |
sion sat again Friday at 10 o’clock.

Capt. R. Rawlings, the first witness |
called, said he was special police at:
the Bay shore from 1894 to 1898 inclu-
sive. Had searched places in collu-"
sion with Mr. Vincent, and in some
cases had found liquor and secured
convictions. He was appointed short-
ly after Mr, Vincent, and then liquor
selling along the Bay shore was very
common. The inspector always in-.
structed him to vigorously carry out
the law. Xe had done so to the best
of his ability, and as a result had
known of no selling there since 1898.
Had been sent by Mr. Vincent on
several special expeditions.

Cross-examined—-During his admin-
istration liquor on the Bay shore was
practically stamped out. He did not
find it extraordinarily difficult to en-,
forcé the law. Could not say whether '
every case he reported to the inspec-'
tor was prosecuted or not. In some
cases which he had reported he had'
not been called upon to testify, but!
could not say they were mnot pro-'
secuted.

Mr. Skinner here stated that all
these cases were prosecuted, and at!
the proper time he would produce the.
records.to that effact. Had had no
official trcuble with Mr. Vincent, Had !
not been sent to Bt Martins since!
1898. Had navér been censured by
Mr. Vineent for criticising his admin-,
istration and had never laid any in-
formation before Mr. Allingham
against Mr. Vincent. He went to Mr.
Allingham once to inquire if proceed-
ings against certain parties were be-
ing pushed by Mr. Vincent, and found
that they had.

Dr. J. H. Grey of Fairville, called
and sworn, testified to the condition
of intemperance and rowdyism pre-
vailing there when Mr. Vincent was
first appointed and to the change
evident now. Had no personal knowl-
edge of recent violations and had,
heard no great dissatisfaction ex-
pressed concerning Mr. Vincent.

Cross-examined—Had heard occa-:
sional rumors of liquor selling in’
Fairville.

Re-examined—Had never given Mr.
Vincent any information that would
lead him to discover who the viol-
ators were.

Joseph Lee, councillor for Simonds,
was the next witness. Had no com-
plaint, nor had he heard of any in his |
parish concerning the enforcement of
the act by Mr. Vincent. Was a de-
cided temperance man, and thought
the law was well administered. Knew
of no one selling without license.

Cross-examined—Knew! nothingt of
the condition of St. Martins or Lan-
caster.

Wm. Skillen, J. P., of St. Martins,
being examined, said he had exten-
sive knowledge of the whole parish.
During the last five years there had
been less liquor sold in St. Martins
than ever Gtefore, judging by the
amount brought in in cases, etc. Was
at Kennedy’s hotel a good part of the
time. Had never seen any evidence :
of liquor there, nor did he know of
any being sold. A clause in Ken- |
nedy’'s lease prohibited the sale of
liquor on the premises. Mentioned
several cases of violators who had
been driven out under Mr. Vincent.
People frequently brought liquor in
for private use by the stage, etc. St.
Martins was substantially a sober
town. Had seen nothing during the
past year which could warrant an in-
spector laying a complaint.

Cross - examined : — Sub-Inspector
Lewis had ofter lodged information in
cases where he had no evidence, but
had sometimes obtained convictions.
Had often seen packages of liquor on
the stage, but never saw a whole
case. Had only seen two men intoxi-
cated in St. Martins in the past year
or two, but had seen these men drunk
several times. Thought that those*
who signed the memorial stating that
the law was not enforced were either
mistaken or had not read the memori-
al. Considerable liquor was procured
at the drug store.

Re-examined:—Had no knowiledge of
any liquor sold in St. Martins. A
number of the names on the memovrial
were employes of Coun. Fownes. One
man told him he had never read the
memorial before he signed it.

Cross-examined again:—Could not
say that more than four or five on the
list were employes of Coun. Fownes.

The report of Mr. Mosher, spoken of
yesterday, . he had taken at Mr.
Mosher’s dictation, and had it type-
written and sent it to Mr. Vincent.

James Ready, brewer, of Fairville,
was called as the next witness and
testified to the great improvement in
the condition of the town under the
inspectorship of Mr. Vincent. Did  not
personally know" of any unlicensed
selling at the present. Did not think
the law could be better enforced by
anybody. Policeman Barnett had not
told him that the inspector instructed
to let Mary Morris alone.

Cross-examined:—Said Mary Morris
kept a very orderly place and under-

. was brought in from outside.

| of handling liquor cases.

rarish since the appointment of Mr.
Vincent, Only liquor now used there

Thought he had
performed his duties thoroughly out-

side of the Morris case, of which he !

had no personal knowledge.

Cross-examined:—There was no sub- |

inspector in Musquash. Mr. Vincegt
hz_id not been.in Musquash for a year.
Thought inspector ‘should visit out-

lying districts in the discharge of his |

duty.

Alexander Johnson of Simonds, call- |

ed and sworn, said he was sub-inspec-

tor under Mr. Vincent’s predecessor. |
Affairs were then in a very bad state !

and during that time there was Snly
one conviction made. He continued
in office two years under Mr. Vincent,
and during the present inspector’s
first year of office there were seven
convictions. The {inspector gave him
every assistance and always urged
him to enforce the law. Knew per-
sonally of no. illicit selling at present
in the parish of 8imonds and had only
heard of one man being suspected.
Thought Mr. Vincent had carried out
his duty conscientiously.
Cross-examined:—Did not think Mr.
Vincent’s duties outside the inspec-
torgchip hindered him in the discharge

6f thosae duties. Had heard no com- !

plaints fromt St. Marting people nof
from apyone else.

In the absence o? oM@ of the other l

witnesses for the d¢femce Mr. Vincent
himself was called, and being sworn
said: He was inspector, for St. John
Co. under the Liqudt ¥.icense Act of
1896. At the time &t his appointment
in 1894 he found a %rge amount of
illicit sale of liquor ‘in St. Martins,
and under his instr¥ctions several in-
formations were lai® and convictions

secured .n three of the cases during .
' 1894.
ing this year there was considerable |

He enumerated the cases. Dur-

complaint in St. Martins, and he had

. spent much time there and done all;
_that lay in his power to put down the
' traffic.

He had continued to do the
same ever since. With reference to
the three informations Mr. Lewis said

' he had handed in before his dismissal, |
he claimed he had written to him for :
more information on the subject and '

! received none.

These were the only
informations ever sent him by Lewis,
who never would act under his direc-
tions but was insubordinate. Lewis
told him, once after his dismissal he
thought Kennedy was selling liquor,
but offered no satisfactory evidence.
Immediately after this witness had
written to Sub-Inspector Mosher to
thoroughly investigate the matter. He
constantly enquired of persons from
that district concerning conditions
there. Coun. Fownes never mentioned
the matter of enforcement to him ex-
cept on being questioned. Once in re-
sponse to a request Mr. Fownes said

he suspected Kennedy and offered a |

man named McLeod, whom he stated
might be got to give eviderce, as he
used to work there, and had told him
Mr. Fownes
did not say that McLeod could prove
the sale of liquor. To illustrate to Mr.
Fownes the difficulty of obtaining
convictions he mentioned to him a
case which was brought before him
before Justice Allingham when the
witness he had relied on had decamp-
ed and others he had summoned
would swear to nothing of a convict-
ing nature, so he was unable to prove
his case, and in spite of protest Al-
lingham had given jydgment against
him with costs. He was now defend-
ing a case brought by the defendant
in this case against him for malicious
prosecution. In view of this, he told
Mr. Fownes that he would prosecute
if he could get reliable information,
but would not do so on rumor, as
prosecutions in St. Martins were very
expensive and@ he must be reasonably
sure of his case. In another conver-
sation Mr. Fownes had mentioned
that thers was strong suspicion
against Kennedy, but offered no wit-
nesses.

Witness had often received anony-
mous letters from all over the coun-
try, but the case mentioned in evid-
ence yesterday was the only one he
had taken any notice of.

In the parish of Simonds at the
time of his appointment a large
amount of liquor was sold. Had
.done all he could to remedy this con-
dition, and thought he had succeed-
ed. During the first year of his in-
spectorship he had secured 28 convic-
tions, during the second 45, and dur-
ing the last year 25. In the parish og
Musquash in 1894 and 1895 there was
much disorder and many complaints.
He sent officers there and brought
prosecutions, and today there i{s no
liquor being sold there as far as he
knew.

In the parish of Lancaster at his
appointment drunkenness was. very
apparent and the streets were danger-
ous. Took vigorous steps to enforce
the act, and in this one parish farced

Had
heard no complaint against Mr., Vin- '
. cent in his district.

! strictly enforce the act. With refer-
ence to Mary Morris, he said she had
a license when he was appointed. In
1898 the board refused to grant her a
{ license but gave her dan extension for
three months. She had asked for an-
; other, but he would not grant it, and
threatened her with prosecution it
i she did not stop selling. She said she
was poor and could not live without
y the business. Still he told her he
would have to prosecute her if she did
not stop. She promised to do so.
In November of the same year he
! received informaticn that she stil
continued. He visited her and told
{ her he was going to make an inform-
ation and that she must stop. He
made out the information, and before
he handed it in she came to him and
paid the fifty dollars filne and begged
not to be taken into court. Upon Mr.
Allingham’s rec>mmendation he ap-
pointed Albert Taylor sub-inspcetor.
He gave him a list of liquor and beer
licenses, and gave him strict instruc-
i tions to prosecute all violators, and
made no exception. The assertion
. that he excepted Mary Morris was
absolutely untrue. He told Taylor he
" wanted to stop her selling, but would
" rather do it without putting her in
jail. Taylor never reported Mary
Morris 4during his term of effige
About a week ago, In conséyuence of
a rumor, he called on Mary Morris
and asked her if she had ever paid
| Taylor any hush money. She said she
, did. Had paild him $19 altogether.
, During 1899 he heard no complaint
against her till fall, when Officer - Bar-.
nett expressed a suspicion that she.
" was selling, but could offer no proof.
| He then told Barnett to wait until he
himself could see Miss Morris and
' talk with her. JHad told him nothing
more concerning her.
days after he went again to Mary
Morris and accused her of selling.
. She denied the allegation at first, but
finally admitted it. e then made out
an information against her and got
summonses ready, when she came OVel
. next day weeping bitterly and plead-
ing not to be dragged into court.
She then paid him a finc of $60. In
November next he went over again
and saw liquor and rroceeded to
make out information, but this time
again she pleaded with him so piti-
fully that he had not the heart to
bring her befere the court, so he fined
her $60 again, $30 of whieh she. paid
a few days later, the balance being
still owing. All these fines had been
deposited to the credit of the govern-
ment. During September last Bar-
nett produced a bill for services. in the
case mentioned above, which had-been
dismissed by Allingham. He asked
him to return it to the magistrate to
! pe certified, but Barnett refused, and
{ also refused to have anything morec
. to do with the enforcement of-the-act.
Witness pointed out to him his duty
to do so, but he said he would not, as
his salary as inspector had- not been
paid. Afterwards the biHs. were paid
by witness without certificates. The
next winter Hennessy was appointed
policeman for Fairville when Barnett
was ill, and witness ipstructed him
to report to him every violation of the
act, especially mentioning Miss Mor-
ris. Hennessy never reported any
violations. Later, about 1last April,
witness personally searched Mary
Morris’ place, but found no intoxicat-
ing liquor. Afterwards -Hennessy
searched the place, and witness did
so again, all with no avail. He had

upon her to stop.

His instructions to the Bay shore
police officers were also very strict.
When he was away Mr. Currey acted
for him with the san>tion of the
council. In taking fines from Mary
Morris there was noO understanding
that these fines sufficed for a license.

Mr. Skillen was here recalled and
said some of those who had signed
the petition had asked him if it was
contrary to law for the mail driver to
carry liquor, and he had replied in the
negative, which decision was con-
firmed by the post office inspector.
The mail driver was. Jas. Kennedy of
Kennedy’s hotel

A GALLANT DEED.

Ccrrespondent Robinsén of the London
Deaily Telegraph relates the following as in
his opinion ome of the finest instances Of
courage and readiness shown in the Soutd
African war: ]

“It happened this way. A pariy of Rim-
ingten scouts were gailloping.. back, ho'ly
pursued by a large body of Boers, when
they came to a fence of stout wire. They
had not a wire-cutter among them, and S?
turned and galloped along, roring to cqme
to some opening. Far from this, howevel
they came to a second fence running at
right angles to the first. It seemed th3~
they must be al shot down or capturd
when a trooper—Fraser Wwas, I.thmk, hlf
name—took his feet from the stirrups, ralie
med in his spurs, and went straight at t

tremendous, Kkilling
the man some twen-
but

His comrades

through the gap, and picking. up his sense-
. Jess body, escaped. By a miracle h
dead, and recovered. 1 think such

beat,
12 or 14 persons out of the business.|as that, dome in cold blood, is hard to M .

He always instructed his officers to

for, a§ all horsemen know by a

! of the game, he rode to. verfain death.”
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