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APPENDIX No. 5

By the (flairm4n:
Q.I would like you to say something to the couunittee lu regard to the produc-

tion of nickel, either lu the form of an alloy of nickel and iron-what we night eau
a nickel billet, or nickel pig or the refining of nickel iii Canada. IIow, kias your

department gone into that, and what is the extent of your information on the sub-

jectt-A. There 18 no question that both nickel pig and refined nickel could, be pro-

<iuced in Canada. The process that ià now used for the refining of. nickel by the

Orford Copper Company, which rofimee the Canadian Copper Company's matte, la, I

understand, open to he used by any one, as it la not now been patented ln Ontario.

The question resolves iteeif entirely, lu my opinion, into one of economics. 15 it

commercially feasible and profitable? It îs contended by those who are now in-
terested in producing nickel that it la not, and I arn not prepared to say whether that

contcntion i8 riglit or wrong. There is a duty of six cents a pound ou refined nickel

golng into the United States, which would operate against the producer of nickel ini

this country, because the American market would be the largest for the disposai of

hMa nickel.
Q. That would depend on whether the United States bas to get our nickel and

cannot get it as clieaply as elsewhere. The natu.ral consequence of producing refined

nickel lu Canada would be the removal of that duty. Would you not think s tA

If the 'United States would remove the duty, that difflculty of course would be out
of the way.

Q. It would diaappear t-A. It would disappear. But the policy of the United

States goverument appears to be a fixed policy of protection, and no one eau estimate
the probabillty of the removal of that duty.

Q. It is a fact that no duty is put on pulp wood going into the United States or

on other commodities which that country requires; thoy put them. on the free liet lu
many cases t-A. Yes.

Q. In the case of the nickel matte produccd at Sudbury and ahi'pped to New

York state for treatmeut, coke and coal la the main fuel for treating the. product under

the Orford p-rnea t-A.. They have to have fuel, of course, to perform. their opera-
tions.

Q.Whatever fuel thcy use is- coal lu some formît-A. Coal or coke, I suppose.
Q.Now, to treat the mnatte lu Canada as they treat it would cSt more money,

would it not t-A. I think it would. It would be f arther away from the source of

supply. The coke or coai would have to be brouglit a longer distance, and would
naturally cost more money.

Q. Are you aware that that la one of the principal reasons put forwsrd by thbe

producers of nickel matte iu Canada, that the cSt of production here reuders it im-
practicable t-A. I believe that is one objetion.

Q. The increased. cost of other materials that are uecesaary t-A. Yes, the cost

of cheicals uaéd lu the reflning process.
Q. That brings me to thia: Aasuming that electrie power is more deslrable lu

the treatmnent of nickel for the production either of refined niekel, nickel matte, or

nickel billet for structural purposes which iniglit be rolled into shapes, and could be
got in (flausds chegpçr than it could lu the state of New Jersey where thia matte

is uow treated, to what exteut would that be an off-set againat the extra coat of fuel?
-A. Well, if electrie power could be substituted for fuel, 1 think there là little doubt-

t'hat the former could be produced more cheaply lu the northern districts of Ontario
than it could lu many parts of the United States.

Q. To what extent have you information lu regard to iron depoeita lu Outario t

-A. There la a very large extent of iron formation lu Ontario-1 thînk an iuuually
large extent. The bodies of workable ore that have been foundare not as numerous

as we would like. That mnay be due, and perhapa la due, ln conaiderable degree to

the fact that the iron formations have not been thoroughly proapected. It je a diffi-


