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ments to the Bill. Lt seems to me that,.
under this Bill, not merely $75,000, as my
hon. friend says, but a great dca! more will
be expended, because if there are to, be
fifty inspectors, at $1,200 a year, there
will bave to be cicrical officers em-
ployed as well. At any rate tbe in-
crease iu tbe trade, consequcut upon the
falling into disrepute off Affiericaii goods,
justifies us in assumiug'tbat our own trade
w!!! soon double itself, and wc shaîl be tbus
launchiug ont into an expenditure whicb is
bound to attain the sum of $200,000 or $300,-
000 before long. And thîs inspection, wbicb
we are to, provide at this great expeuse, is
not going to benefit us in uny way. Lt is
mcerely to apply to meats intended for ex-
port. You may bave five or ten establisb-
meuts in any one province, canning goods
for export and for home consumption, aud
this large sum we are goiug to spend is to
be spent merely on the inspection of the
food for export. Why sbould it be limited
te food for export or intcnded to be sent
from one province to another ? Why sbould
it not apply equaliy to food for consumption
witbiu the province ? Tbe reason is not far
to, seek. This legisiation is copiei *from.
thaï: of tbc United States. But Iu the United
States the federal cougress bas no rigbt to
legisiate regardlng the inspection of meats
canned within the state for consumption
within that àtate. It can oufly legisiate
with regard to the inspection of meats ln-
tended for export or inter-state commerce.
But here we are not limited lu our legis-
lation in that respect, and can provide for
the inspection of canued goods for usé witb-
in the province as well as otxtside. Lt secms
to me therefore that we ought to, give the
people witbin the province the benefit of
that inspection as well as the people out-
side. Tbere is another point to wbicb 1
wou!d cal! my bon. friend's attention, by
the amecnents be proposus, making any
attempt to concillute the wiorking of tbe
legislation, at present iii existence, witb
this new leg-islation ?

There Is an impression that wc have no
Inspection laws bore. Is that true or is it
not ratber the case thit this ncw law, this
Bill iatroduced by my bion. frieud. Is going f0
bave for its effect to, bring into confliet the
Department of Illsuf Revenue sud bis own
departmcnt. We have in Inspection law
perfectly adequate to aIl the purposes whicb
my bion. friend thue minister bas been dis-
cussiug so lengtbily. I refer to the Adulter-
ation Act, chapter 107, Revised Statutes of
Canndi, an Act rcspecting the adulteration
of food produets, commercial fertilizers.
That Act witb its Many amendments -Ives
an almost perfect law of Inspection nt the
present moment, belng administered by the
Department of Inlanfi Revenue, with a sys-
tem 0f inspectors, reports sud analyses,
with large powers conferred uipon the offi-
cors of that department, and ail thie mach-
lnery neccssary, witb pcrhaps some ad-
ditions, to fulfil ail the objecte wbicb
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~this Bill has ln view. To take a concrete
case. the minister by this Bill provides for
a certificate which the officer acting under
this Act respecting the Inspection of meats
and canned goods -wil! deliver, and which
before nny court of law will be absolute
proof of everything stated in that certi-
ficate. Weil, supposinig an officer of the
Department of Inland Revenue, with the
pou-crs which he possesses under present
legislation goes iuto a c.-nning establishment
inspected by one of my lion. friend's officers,
tlie officer of the Minister of Agriculture bas
delivered a certificate that: the eanned goods
.ire in perfect order. fit for export and in
conformity witb the law. But the officer of
the inlanci Revenue Department goes in
tiiere. taikes out one of these samples of
canned goods, submits it to the Dominion
analyst and that Dominion iitnalyst, after
exnmining it, finds It defective sud delivers
a certificate. as be can under the leg-isiation
ut preSent in existence, that that canned
meut is unsafe and defective. Wbo is go-
ing to reconcile these two certificates before
a court of 15w ? Lu other words I do flot
think that: this legisiation is necessary even
as ancillaTY to chapter 107 of the Act Re-
spectlng the Adulteration of P3ood.

One word on the exlsting law, which 1
thlnk with a small additions! expense and
perbsps some amending legislation would
absolutely fulfil ail the purposes of this
Bill. ýLet the members of the Commons
read section 2 of the Adulteration Act.
Section 2 defines what adulterated food is. it
covers nearly three pages of the statutes,
and among other enumerations is the one
contained in sub-paragraph 5 of subsection
E :'_

(Fooýd is adulterated) if it cousists wholly or
in part off a diseased, or decomposed. or put-
rid or rotten animal or vegetable substance,
whether manufactured or not, or in t-he case
of milk or butter, If it is the produce of a
diseased animal, or off an animal fed upon un-
whoIesome food.

And then as 1 said before there are two
pages of the stntute enumerating wbnt con-
stitutes adulterated foodi, covering almost
ivery imaginable article of food to sncb an
extent that to-day with the amendments
that ha-ve since been introduced, the food
which Is fed to, bees before It Is converted
by them into honey is defined by the statute
to be adullterated food. Look at the whole
text of the Adulteration Act. Section 3 pro-
vides for tbe appointment of analysts ; sec-
tion () provîdes for the appointment of lu-
spectors and defines their powers ;section
7 provîdes how samples may be obtaînefi,
snd legisla tes In the broadest possible wsy
that any officer may procure simples of food
products or agricultural fertilizers, which
liave been heretofore exempt from the pro-
visions of the Act, from any person wbo has
such articles in his possession, and submit
them to the snalyst ;section 10 provides for
the certificates, how they are to be issued ;
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