
a 150 mthe hands of a very intelligent and clever gen- 
fleman, well acquainted with the fisheries at home, and 
whose writings on the subject had greatly attracted the altention of the hon gent. [Mr]C FHe had spared no exertion in acquiring such tull information as the case 
required, 
Mr Gilbert refuted the charge of opposing the bill, because the hon. member for Northumberland had brought it m. He merelyoppesed the extent of the nets, 

o Mr Cunard denied that be had made such acharge, ®He had used the term, “ perhaps.”’ 
Considerable further discussion took place, ofa si» milar nature, respecting the extent of the nets; which ended in the adoption of the limits propesd by the 

bill; on the ground, that such nets had always been used in the Miramichi fishery, and were suitable for the place 
where they were used. 
On the reading of the last section, which propesed that the own. rs of rafts, boats, &c. should bs made 

answerable for all damages done to fishermen’s nets, 
by running fou! of them. 
Mr Harrison stated, that he could not su fer that 

section te be adopted, without raising his vo ce against 
it iE frequently bapp. ned, that rafts drifted or were 
driven ashere, and were broker up, to the great loss 
of the owners, and it would be a very hard case te 
make them answerable for all damage ‘thus aceiden- 
tally done te nets- Mr Cunard observed, tkat it 
was the general course with raftsmen in the river con— 
templated by the act, to keep in the centre of the stream 
for the sake of the tide; but he had known instaneos 
of raftsmen having wantonly thrust their rafts through 
a range of nets, merely for the sake of mischeef, altho’ 
such nets were very much out of their way. He had 
never known an instance of unaveidable accident. 
Mr J. Humbert thought such matters should be de- 

termmed by a jury of 3 persons. Many unavoidable 
accidents frequently oecurred in the passage of rafts. 

be wind ofien had a great effeet on them, and drove 
em out of their course, 
Mr Hayward said, 1t was well known that rafts were 

ungovernable, and might accidentally cause mucn mis- 
chief, If mischief was wantonly done, it should 
tainly be paid for. He should suggest the insertion of 
a phrase, to render raftsmen not Lable for damages 
where they had used due diligence 
prevent it. 

cer= 

in endeavouring to 
— Mr Cunard replied, that in that part 

of the country from which he came, they ‘did not find 
rafts to be ungovernable. Tt would be a very great 
hardship to the owners of { he nets, if their nots should J) 
be destroyed, and a very dificult task to prove 
ther due diligence had been used. It would he very 1 f RoE 4A Sy , 

f 
bard for the injured party to prove t 
wantonly dene. Which, then, wo 
the party doing the dam 
the suffering party should put up 

1 
Wt- 

it the mischief was 
better; that 

sheuld pa 
with 

payment for damage would make 
It was morally i ssible'to prove due diligence, 
Mr Hayward said, the proof should be pit on the parties conducting the raft, not on the fishermen 
Mr Simonds observed, that such 

often happen at St. John. 

loss? The 
raftsinen cautious. 

accidents to nets 

question had 
tried there, ‘and'1* bad bees found, that th 
the nets could not recover 
l se the river 
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The been 
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nt always ) 

> obstruetious, and 
b A 5 i Inghways are lawful, Dv ts, therefore, 

i ed, when rafts are coming do 
aem to remain would be i I : : 

ed, that if it had be 
it had not a right ton 

isieries. he would consent. 4o 
Mr. C. | thpught { 

$0 to regulate. He attributed the” 
Lon ‘member for St John to’ lus 

Ricnt proposed, but he 

Oppositing 

profound ignor widoealities mentioned inthe bill=A 515 mus nels it was not that the fishermen of Miramic 50 1mdelent that'they would not move 

the fact was, those mets wore retained in thsir places 
by large stakes, which were placed there in May, and 
not removed till the Autumn, Could such stakes be 
removed at a moments’ notice, and 1f not were the fish- 
ermen to be subject to the merry of the raftsmen, or 
others navigating the river? The present law provides 
no remedy wm this case; and it 1s the. intention of the proposed. bill to provide that remedy. If the nets in 
question would obstruct the navigation of the river, he 
[Mr C.] weuld net have proposed; the disputed section 
But there was ample room for the nets, without pres 
venting any such obstruction. Wanton damage was 
often done among them; none could arise accidentally, 
unless it were in the night, and 1n such case no dama- 
ges could be removed, 

Mr. Simonds thought it would have been much better if the hon. gentleman had explained his ideas, without the aid of the strong language he had used, He (Mr 8) did not envy the feelings which had prompted such language. He thought it would have heen much better if such words as ** profound ignorance’ had not been used ——Mr Allen and Mr Cunard rose together, but upon the gentlercan being named by the chairman, the lar- ter gave way. 

Mr, Allen hoped the hon. member (Mr C.) wounid not think j¢ necessary to explain. He (My. A.) had listened to what the hot, member had said Pe (Mr. C)) did certainly use the words “ profound ignorance,’ but in his (Mr A ’s) opinjon, he did not mean to imply any ignorance as te the law, in the hon. member for St. John, but mevely as to the local peculiarities of the fishery In question. It was, inly natural, that no hon member, un. less he had travelled ither, and made personal examination, could understand this loa] question fully.—As to the question now before the house; he (Mr. A.) was in some respects favourable to it.—But some consideration was reqnisite as to this matter con- cerning the rafts. The large stakes or spars, mentioned by the hon. member for Northumberland, were only used in the bay of Mi amichi, They ce tainly were a very great expense to the fishermen Sometimes spars of 25 or 30 feet in length, were con- tinued for 1 1-2 miles.—He (M. A.) believed that very few rafty passed where most of these spars were placed He i, ined that the greater part of the timber was shipped above that place. He had even sometimes observe, that, instead, of coming dewn he- bw it, the timber was somet mes towed up above it. He had seen rafts of 2000 or 8000 tons {owed up. Mr. Chander objected to the section, and consid raftsmen should he only Liable for wilful) damage. law would not justify obstructions in a highway, nor the imped- ing the navigation of a river. He would prorose as an amend- ment, the introduction of the words, * wilfully or maliciously,” into the section, 

red that the 
The common 

Mr. 8. Humbert concurred, 
Mr. Cunard assented; and proceeded to observe, all times perfectly willing to read his rec was coaviaced of the necessity: but he would remind hon. members that the term, ¢ Ignora 2” was not original, but borrowed. It had first been applied to him by-——— Chairman.—Order, y 
Mr. Cunard 

overruled, 
on th 

that he was at 
Antatien, whenever he 

submitted that he was not 
The hon. member adde 

ibject under discussion- 

out of order, but was d two or three further remarks 
few farther observavions frem Mr. 8. Hambert and Mr Chand] Fy 

The Speaker rose, and st 
any observations on the prop 
observe, that he feared those | 
doavored to gerve the point, 
of doing them some injury. 

d, that he did not intend to make 1 amendment, but he wished to gentlemen, ‘who had landibly en- fhestion, would be the cause chief to poor people were gene- ily done by those who were in better circumstances; which ag- ion the hon. Speaker would illustrate, Boats, bateaus, &c. frequently run thro gh nets, and ‘do them great [iRjory, witheut 
rafts, boats, &ec. ought te 

aremedy being available, Certainly 
; 

and the most proper course 

pin the chanel.” Ti wag the best for them. Unavoidable cir : Umstances might drive a raft upon ‘a nets vet yn such cases, it wa generally easy for the parties to set- * matter; but there was no necessity whatever for small . to be out of the nnel, “He (the ‘Bpeaker,) would rather let the section stand ag jy was. A additional remarks from Messrs Chandler, Cunard Sperker, the proposed amendment chairman left the chair, and rej 
amendment, 

and the ® ind the 8 
was adopted; the 

sorted the bill as agreed to, with 
— we PRL Ne a A ad To the Editor of the Gleuner, 

: : ) 

In Justice to my owp ! character—and in order te satisfy 
35% 

public curiosity, I am induced #o ” iuxposer, 
1 enquire of whether I am the person he censures in the last number of the Gleaner, as from his communication It is impossible to ascertain. I am aware of the Impossibility of agcomplishing the en- ements of a public situation tu the entire satisfaction et conscious of being actuated by upright 

ve fulfilment of those repos ‘a : essly request, that if 1 am the Post-Mas. ter <¢ Exposer” alludes fo, his charge, and its bear rs may be immediately placed in the impartial scales hscussion—or that he will in the next num. the Gleaner acquit me of a charge, whiel vithout explanation, I would be deemed by many guil- JAMES © AIE, Postmaster 5.20: March, 183 

even for me 
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mblie ( 

or. 


