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though at the same time they are gentlemen of
high personal character, and have shown unusual
ability in dealing with this subject—maude a state-
ment which I presume tt.e Minister is fumiliar
with ; and in order { . piace it on record as part of
the literature on this subject, I will read it to the
House :

**There is another and much more important letter
beuring oun the navigation of La Have, to which we do not
notice any reference in your communication. ¥ rctc_r to
that of Capt. Cushon of the tughoat La [are, who from
the nature of his business would naturally he watehful of
the movements of suwdust in_the channel. Ag¢ your
attention may not have been called tv it, we herewith re-
produce it :

“ BRIDGEWATER, 2nd Nov., 1888,
“C. H. Davisoyx, Bridgewuter:

* Sir,—I am in receipt of yours of 20th inst. You wishe
me to inform you by letter how the depth of water in the
channel of the I.a Have compares now with the time [
first took charge of the tugboat; also if I ean or cannot
now bring aslarge vessels to the wharves as I could years
ago”? Xu reply, I may say that I have been towing on
the La Have every season since 1878, and have noticed
but little variation in the depth of be channel daring
that time, and I find no more diffieulty in bringing large
vessels to, or taking them from the wharves now, than L
did when I first took charge of the tughoat. I took the
burque Montreal, from the whart this senson drawing
-over 17} feet, the greatest draught I have taken down the
channel since I have had charge of the tugbouj.

“Yours truly,
““VW. H. CASHON.

* As Captain Cashon may well he considered an author-
ity on the subject, and besides is deeply interested in
having the channel kept pertectly clear, he being an
owner and manager of the tugbont, we think his state-
ment is suflicient to show that the °prevalent feeling
that the harbour was being ruined,’ to which Mr. Rogers
refers was and is entirely groundless.”

Mr. TCUPPER. Mvr. Rogers, of whom the hon.
gentleman has spoken, said with reference to the
Messrs. Davisons that they admitted that vesselshad
been stopped by this sawdust of which there were
several feet in the Medway River.

Mr. FLINT. I did not refer to the fact that the
largest vessel that ever took cargo in the La Have
River, a vessel drawing 17 feet 8 inches of
water, loaded at Davison's mill, I think, in the
year 1888 where, for a great many years previously,
vessels of her tonnage were obliged to load partially
and then drop down the river to complete their
load. Every gentleman familiar with the subject
must know that fron: the nature of things sawdust of
itself cannot offer any obstacletonavigation, because
it is very light and easily moved. With regard to the
steamer grounding and a disagreeable odour being
stirred up by her screw on the occasion referreﬁ
to, this would occur in any harbour or river,
because all those at all familiar with that subject
are aware that the bhottoms of harbours and
rivers always do create a very unpleasant odour if
they are stirred up by screw steamers or padille
wheel steamers, and the fact that there happened
to be a certainquantity of sawdust there had nothing
to do with the odour. Iam going to read a few quo-
tations from the report of a former inspector of
fisheries, Mr. Rogers, not giving his opinion, because
that might be received, under the circumstances,
with a certain amount of suspicion, but he quotes
from persons of undoubted stunding in connection
with the subject of fisheries, whose opinions are
diametrically opposed to those given in the very
able address we have had from the hon. Minister
this evening. Dr. James S. Miller, overseer of
fisheries, at Canning, King’s County, says :
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‘“In regard to the question of snwdust and its effects on
fish, in my opinion in eannot be poisonous. It it was,the
fish would be tound in numbers. dead or dying, flouting
on the surfuce of the water in rivers where sawdust in
large quantitiesis allowed to run. But 1 have never heard
of any reliable person having seen such a state of things.
I have seen shad on more than one occasion opened in
which was found sawdust, but whether the shad swallowed
the snwdust in the ordinary way asz fool, or whether it
wits swallowed in the death struggles, I am not prepared
to say. This, however, I do know. that in no way did
these fish appear different from their fellows., They were
asfat, as large and as plump as any. Now if the sawdust
wis poisonous, one would expect to see some effeet from
it. Sawdust being woody fibre ecould not hecome poisonons
without decomposition or fermentation. The cool spring
waters that form our rivers, as well as the motion ot the
water, the currents, would prevent anything like ferment-
ation, as the water at any given place is constantly being
renewed. I take it, theretore, that decomposition would
he about impossible under these circumstances, and [
believe the idea of sawdust poisoniag fish will have to be
abandoned when the question is more fully understoosd,
From what I have seen and read, [ am satistied that saw-
dust does not kill fish.”

Mr. Rogers, further in his report, says :

“The following from a paper by Prof, H. Rasch. of
Norway, published in the United States Fishery Reports
for 1880, page 517, gives an iden of how the sawdust
question 13 viewed in a country where they have had a
much more extended experience than we could have in a
country so young: That the rivers on which there is
considerable cutting of timber gradually become more
and more destitute of salmon is an undeniable fact, but
while it i3 asserted that the sawdust introduced into the
river from the saw mills causes the salmon coming trom
the sea cither to forsake irs toster stream beciuuse of
meeting the sawdust to seck another river not polluted,
orelse when the fish attempt to pass through t‘;c areas
quite filled with sawdust, then this by fixing itselfinto the
gill opening or between the gills causes its death,yvet later
experience seems to entitle us to the assumption that
sawdust neither causes the salmon to forsake its native
stream nor producs any great mortality among the ns-
cending fishes.”

He then proceeds to give a large number of
statistics with which I will not trouble the House
at present. I may say this is a report made tothe
Minister of Marine and Fisheries, and probably he
may explain on a future occasion why it was not pub-
lished among the other reports of his Department.
Mr. Rogers proceeds to state :

** I beg next to cull attention to the state of the river
fisheries in many parts of Nova Seotin where there is
abundance of sawdust, and also to the river fisheries of
Cape Breton where there is substantially no sawdust at
all. LI'he Maurgaree River, in Inverness County, Cupe
Breton, which has neither mill-dams nor sawdust to in-
terfere with its fisheries, and which used to be one of the
most prolific fish-producing streams in Nova Scotin, has
given a yield of salmon during the ten years, 1870-79, of
67,927 1bs. per annum, and for the eight years from 1380-
87 of 36,991 lbs.. an average yearly deeline of neurly fifty
per cent.  The cateh of alewives on the sameriver during
the former period was 1,431 brls. per annum, and duaring
the latter only 82 bris., a decrease of 35 brls. per annumn.
Should there hiave been a few saw-mills on this river, the
decline would have, of course, heen attributed to sawdust.
und demands that the law be enforced would be mude,
The, four counties of Cape Breton, whose rivers are com-
paratively clear of sawdust, produced of salmon per
annumn, from 1870-79, 284.792 lbs., and from 1880-87 but
125,202 1bs., n decrease of 159,400 1bs, per annum. The
following.table shows the catch of salmon in the rivers of
Nova Scotin proper where sawdust generally abounds, and
also in the rivers of Cape Breton where the opposite is the
case :—

Catch of Salmon Catch of Salmon in

Yenar. in the tour,
N. S. proper. C. B. Counties.

1830 232 890 1be, 150,660 Ihs,
1831 196,313 * 83.730 **
1832 468,950 111,155 *
1883 469,50 ¢ 106,100 *
1884 601,850 144,100 **
1885 615,133 ** 144100 °
1886 499,574 109,60
1887 625,368 * 15,985



