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klspout with a view to thisend. Delegation
&) after delegation have visited the Capital
gl while parliament was in session, and
® ! numerous letters have been written Minis-
Elers of the Crown and others. that this
- E{apparently much desired prohibition might
&% e made law, but up to the present time the
i laacrgetic men who have had it in hand
pave fbeen doomed to disappointment. A
B{olear enough proof that the iaw-makers of
®lour land have not been convinced of its
E inecessity .
kY Tam opposed to the enactment of needless
E Haws., I look upon this '‘sugar honey”
& lbill as needless. It is needless because we
¥ ‘hav. now. and have had for many years
g joast, a_cood and salutary law respecting
% the adulteration of food, that affords bee-
; ékeepers. and the public generally, aboug
¥ Y1} the protection the suga: honey bill aims
£ st securing. I have given you the text of
£ “his bill ; let me how draw your attention
.%o the points in common between it and
B “he Adulteration of Foods Act. The latter
E et declaves : ¢ No person shall manufac-
f‘»}ure or offer for sale, or sell any food which
s adulterated under the meaning of this
ct,” and under the meaning of this act
i 1'food is deemed to be adulterated. (1) if
% any substance has been mixed with it. so
s to reduce or lower, or injuriously afiect
ts quality or strength.” (2) *1If any in-
erior or cheaper substance has been sub-
tituted wholly or in part for the article.”
3) -+ If it is an imitation of, or is sold under
he name of another article.”
Suhstituting a cheaper article, making it
%o assumc the appearance of the genuine
thing, and selling 1t under the name of the
enuine article is the fraud the sugar
oney bill aims at preventing. It is mani-
t from the provision I have quoted. that
the Adulteration of Foods Act fully covers
Wis gronnd. why then seek after that
which we already possess? The bill under
wview would, I repeat, be but the re-enact-
-ﬁ.ent of an existing law, and as such need-
k B The one aims at amending the other
£y imposing & heavier fine when
k Zdulteration is detected. fifty dollars is the
E daximum fine in the Adulteration Act
g #r manfacturing or selling food ‘'mix-
‘@ with that which is not injurious
&R the public health.” Four hund-
€ #d dollurs is the fine hers sought to be im-
sed for prezisely the same offence —for no
ie will aver that the admixture of sugar
th honev isinjurious to the public health.
%-Alnderstand that the sugar honev bill
¢ 20 amendment to the Adulteration Act,
3d if passed we would have the anomaly
2 law on our Statute book. one section
S which. imposes a fine of eight times as
EHIVY as another section of the same acy
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imposes for the same offence. No wonder
the bill in question has not passed into
law ; but it is a wonder, otherwise sensible
men should year after year, persist in
“spending their strength for nought” and
money “for that which is not bread for
bee-keepers

The Bill is objectionable too, in that it
legalizes the sale of “Honey dew and *“‘bug
juice.” That which is gathered by the bees
from natural sources,” isnot alwayshoney.
Both the above are gathered by the bees
and natural sources too. One of them at
least is not desirable food.

Mr. McEvoy :—I rise to speak concern-
ing the FFoul Brood Act: I like what Mr.
McKnight says in reference to Foul brood,
I believe he is Lonest in the matter. We
have the best Foul Brood Act in the world.
The power that is given to insnect the bee-
yard is all right if any dispute arises, the
proper thing to do is to bring it to the
board of directors of the Ontario Bee-keepers
Association., That board is comprised of
the best bea-keepers of our country, second to
none in the world. Thave beenin twenty-six
counties and cities of Ontario, and in five
years I have rid the thing out. I have
acted as doctor sometimes, and sometimes
as a detective and sometimes I have to do
the work of a hangman. 1 claim the
power that is given to me to go into the
vard and “inspect it is the best part of the
whole act.

A Member—In Michigau, colonies of bees
must be kept 90 feet from the road. Iam
very sorry such a statute should be on the
Michigan laws. I feel that is an injustice
to bee-kéapers and to agricultural interests
generally.

I have thirty colonies of bees and kept
them less than 13 feet from the street, in
the city of Jackson and have not had any
complaint from passers by, although peo-
ple pass in throngs. Of course I iivein
the suburbs Tt seems to me tho law will
become inoperative.

Mr. Darling—1I followed that paper of
Mr. McKnight’s very closely. I think he
has given us a fair statement of the laws
as we have them. and his criticism of the
law that we tried to get passed has been in
a straightforward manner. He knows I
differ from him in one or two points. He
mentioned the supreme power that is given
to the inspectsr, but I can scarcely see how
the remedy he proposes would apply. How
is he going to get a third pversun? Ifhe
gets a third person, that third person is
arbitrary. 1f we have a competent
inspector employed, I cannot see that we
can better it any. If he is not a competent
person, let them bring the matter before
the Bee-keepers’ association. and it is their



