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.^ 5" *''".*^ •* Anguit 1905, before any lepresentatioiu in punauiM of
tftt Heiolotion of the Committee of Agriculture of the Canadian>Hoine of
Coni.-aj> , oonld h«ve been made to the Britiah authorities, the Board of Agr-
iculture iddreoRd to Lord Littleton a letter which wa» oommnnicated toThe
Canediii OoTcmment and in which reference was made to the Embarso as
follows .

—

' .Sxpuienee has shown that the existing statutory requirements that
all cattle imported into thii cdnntry shall be slaughtered in wharves pro-
Tided for the purpose at the port of landing is no obstacle to the develop-
ment and maintenanee of a large and valuable trade. In the case of Argen-
tmj^ the number of «ttle imported into Great Britain steadily nm from
4,200 m 1891 to 86,000 in 1899, when the trade was interrupted by the
introdttctian of Foot and Mouth disease in the countay. The value
M^the imports in qnestion was £68,uOO in 1901 and £1,392,000 in 1899
During the whole of that period the requirement of slaughter was in force
The case of the United SUtea shows similar results. The number of cattle
imported in 18?9 was 76,000 with a value of £1,782,000. In 1904 the number
imparted was 401,000 with a value of £7,160,000.

" Slaughter at the port of landing was required for the first time in 1879
Mid has been enforced ever since. The Board are glad to observe that sim-
ilar results are indicated in the case of Canada. The imports durine tha
past two years have been as follows

:

r o —
No. of catUe imported : Declared value i

19^- 190,812 £3,315,762
1904. 146,598 £2;547,451

"The highest figure recorded prior to 1892, when the slaughter at the
'*°

,J^^-T" *"* rviaind, waa in 1890. The imports in that year
were 180,469 with a declared value of £1,892,298. The^dating law does
not cast any stigma or discredit upon Canadian catUe, for it holds good not
only m the case of the United States and other countries, but also in that of
•very BnUah Colony, including both AustraUa and New Zealand whence
iive cattle have m the past been imported into Great Britain. It is in fact
a sanitary law of universal application of great importance to stock-owners
at home as a valuable safeguard against the introduction of disease, but not
at aU mmnsistent with the transaction of a large and growing trade, as
already ahown.
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Argentine in 1900, and more recently of the United
Slates m 1902, has shown how suddenly and unexpectedly Foot and Mouth
Ulaease may make its appearance in a country, quite irrespective of the main-
tenance of an efficient veterinary organization. In the former case diseased
animals were actually imported into this country, and it waa only by dint ofgood fortune and the most strenuous exertions that the infection was keptwithm the lunita of the Foreign Animals Wharves. A similar result mightweU have happened m 1902 in the case ofthe United States, notwithstanding

^m^ ""• "" """"Sfy »' "« Department of AgricnltuM in that country "

*i. , J°f.
^onnoi" losses which British agriculturists have suffered during

the last thirty years, matnly hy reason of tht increased pressun of colonial
ana foretgn compehtton, make it more than ever necessary that every possible
precaution should be taken against the introduction S diseases, consistent
with thereasonable requirements of colonial producer* and the interests of
oonsumers at home. The consequences of the reaurrenee in Great Britain of
epidemics of disease, such as have been experienoed in the past, would now be
^Jsastrons, and conaumera as well as producers would be effected throughout
the country. It u therefore in the general interest that no risk should be
taken which can Be avoided by the maintenance of a law which provides a
ronsiderable measure of security against the introduction of diseaae^ and at


