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sible, after the line which they had taken before the Hali. the Crown and are now mae the common property of al
fax Commission, for thom to have succes-sfully contended nations. I sked the hon.-gentleman to give an explanation
against us if we chose to stand out against their contention. of Article 5. He did not givo an explanation of the article
Then I call attention to the decision which was given by but ho gave an example of a bay which would core within
the Queen's Bench in England. There was a case of murder the provisions of that article. That is only one case. I
which took place in the Bristol Channel, which is more think Article 5 will core witbin a construction which wiIi
like one of our baye than any other arm of the sea in the limit the provisions contained in Article 3. Lt la negative
United Kingdom. I think it is 20 miles wide at the mouth, in its provisiOns. Lt simply says:
but it was decided by the Court of Qaeen's Bench that it IlNothing in thia treatysah be construel to include within the
was not part of the high seas, but was a part of the counties common waters such any interior portions of any baya, creeka or har-
between which it ran. Then there is a decision of the bora as cannot bu reacbed from the se& without Passing witbin three
Judicial Committee of the Privy Council as to the dispute marine miles mentioned in Article 1 of the Conyention of October 20,
which took place between two cable companies as to Concep-
tion Bay on the east coast of Newfoundland, which is 20 miles Now, the hon. the Ministe 1 gave us an instance where thero
wide. It was beld that that was part of the island and not wore two or three islandscttttered in the mouth of a bay,
part of the high seas. In view of the decision of the Privy and ho said that, where that was more than six miles wide,
Council, in view of the decision of the Queen's Bench in that would be common fishing ground. Bat that doos fot
England, in view of the decision of the Supreme Court of appear in this clause, which says that 4nothing in this
the United States, the district courts and law officers of treaty shah be construed to incinde within the common
the United States,in favor of the contention which we have waters any such interior portions of any bay, &c., as can-
always put forward, I say that it was only necessary to say not ho reached from the sea without passing within the
to the people of the United States or to the negotiators on three marine miles mentioned in Article V' Take the
their behalf: If you dispute our contention, the whole Bay of Mines, that is twenty miles aoross, that bas an on-
question of the bays on your coast ns well as the baya on trance eight mites wide-does the hon, gentleman say that
ours must be referred to some impartial tribunal, and we you conld excinde American fishermen from that bay?
are ready to abide by that ; and I bave no doubt whatever I say that it is as clear as noon day that they are
as to what would have been the result It is utterly im- admitted under the provisions of that article. If a
possible that the American commission ers could have con- bay is more than six miles botween headianda, and
tended for a different rule being applied to Canada if our it widens out into a basin more than ton miles
case lad been fairly put on the impregnable grounds which wido, then it becomes common fishing ground as long as
wore open to those Canadian commissioners, if they hadthe parties keop more than thrce miles from the ooast. It
seen proper to insist upon those grounds. We have beard la clear that under that article, the American contention of
a reference made to the North Sea Treaty, for the the Treaty of 1818, is allowod to operate ln the case of a
purpose of defending the concessions which have been large number of baya upon the coast of Nova Scotia, and
made in this treaty in regard to baya and headlands. upon the coasta of Newfoundhand, Now, that being the case,
There is no analogy between the North Sea Treaty and the hon. gentleman will see that, in the firat place, hoebas
the treaty which is now spread before us. In the North restricted our contention by the surrender of a large number
Sea Treaty there were half a dozon parties concerned. of bays, by far the greater number, that are over ton miles
There were Norway, Denmark, Germany, Holland, Bel- wide, and thon ho his further reatricted it by surrendering
gium, France and the United Kingdom. They were al ail thoso that are more than six miles botween the head-
interested. There were baya extending into the territories lands, if they widen ont into basins more than ton miles
of each of these powers, and there was a provision agreed to wide. I say it is as clear as anything cau be tint that is
that ary bay which was more than ton miles wide at its the construction which will ho put upon that article, and it
mouth should be common property for fiabing purposes. seema to me that muet have been the construction that was
That provision was made because it was a matter of com. intended. With no nogative provisions such as are con-
mon convenience, because each party to the agreement had tained in tint article, it ia quit. impossible tint the hon.
something to concede, and each had sometbing to gain. gentleman and those who advised hlm, could have failed to
The rule which was adopted was one which is not applicable understand the acope of its provisions. I have sometimos
to our case. It was not a treaty made under any rule seen it atated iu the press which supports the ion. gentle-
of international law, but for the convenience of each, and mon, that it wonld b. no use to raise the question as to the
for the benefit of the fishermen of each of the different coun- rights of the Americans to bays upon their cousts, because
tries which were interested. La that our position ? What there are no fial in them. Well, Sir, thiB is not a peddlar's
baya on the other aide have been thrown open to us ? What question, it ia a question of sovreigty; and tiere are
baya more than ten miles wide on the American coast other considerations basides merely the right o? fishing, or
have we obtained any right to enter ? From the first to the usoof those baya for fiahing purposesto ho borne in mmd.
the last this has been a concession on our part. Thome We cannetexpect always to ho at poace, wo cannot expeot
was no analogy botwen this case, this treaty which we have always to ho just in tho circumatanoos in whicliwo are
now before us for consideration, and the treaty which hias placed now, and it is o? the utmost consequence to us tiat
been referred to in regard to the North Sea. I would those large bodies o? water upon Our coata whici we have
like to ask the House for a moment to look at Articles 3, hitherto claimed to be a portion.of Our territory, ahould have
4 and 5. Article 3 declares that all baya less than ton emainedauci tint our sovoreignty ovor thei should ho
miles wide are to romain the exclusive property of Canada, mintained. Why, Sir, if the United States, in baya and
that baya more than ton miles wide are common fishing hatbers in which thore are no fiai, whici have no value for
property until you reach a point where the bay is less than fiahing purposes, so tenaciously upbold their protensiona,
ton miles wîde, and thon the line is drawn. Article 4 of how much greater consequence is it to us Vo uphotd and
specifies certain baya which are more than ton miles wide, maintain our rights in tho baya upon our coasta, when they
which are to romain the exclusive property of Canada, but are valuable for other than maritime purposes, and thos. of
there are many baya which are omitted, such as Placentia defence. Yet, Vie hon, gentleman las fot i» a single
Bay, Hare Bay, Bonaventure Bay, Ocnception Bay, St. instance, so far as we know, raised Vhe question of the pro.
George Bay, and other baya on the shores of Newfoundland tensions of the United States. Sir, wo know what the
which were formerly regarded as the exclusive property of Americans are at tus moment maintainîng wiVh regard VoMt. MILLhe(eBothwhll)e


