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_the prosperity of our lake navigation that there should be
-some proper bﬁyz}tg!g for securing the safety of life and pro-
perty engaged in it. - For this purpose it is not necessary
that we should sbut out the Americans from joining us if
they are disposed, but I think it is the duty of the Govern-
ment to.gee that we in Canada are not left to the mercy of
the Americans in a duty which wo should be prepared to
‘do burgelves.

‘Mr, BOWELL. - If T caught the remark made by my
‘hon. friend who has just sat down, it was that, not only the
late Government, but the present, had neglected their duty
with regard to these wrecking laws. If he hadinformed the
House in what respect, I should have been better able to
“reply.to him as far as the present Government are concerned.,
I‘Xo-not think the Government have reason to regret that
,this question had come before the House, as we have thereby

obtained the views of the representatives of the people upon
'it. "It has been the desire of the Government in the past to
carry -out the law, and to enforce as far as possible the regu-
lutions issued, both before and after their accession to office,
‘with the view of protecting the interest of the wrecking and
towing ‘companies .in this country ; not, I can assure the
House at the expense of life or property. In order that this
nestion may be fairly understood, I will readtothe House
axe different orders that have been issued —two by my prede-
cessors, and one gince I have had the honor of administering
‘theaffairs of the CustomsDepartment, and after they have been
‘read I think it will be seen that the conclusions which have
been drawn by my hon. friend from the County of Prince
Edward(Mr. MeCuaig), or my hon. friend from Hamilton (Mr.
Robertson) are not borne out by the fact. Ido not propose,
.at present, to enter into the question of reciprocity,or to refer
to the-contents of the papers which have been moved for, aud
which will soon be laid before the House ; but I may say that
the Government, in its correspondence with the authorities
at Washington, has always expressed a willingness to enter
into any arrangement of equitable reciprocity which they
might propose, or which they would accept at our hands.
On all -occasions, however, they resisted any proposition
made to them except on one condition, viz: that the Ameri-
can wrecking companies and American tug owners should
have the right to come into Canadian waters to eave the
property not only of their own vessels, but of Canadian
vessels whenever the opportunity presented itsclf. Well, the
‘position taken by the Eovemment was this: that this was a
one-sided reciprocity from the simple fact that the larger
number of vessels plying on the upper lakes, and on that
particular part of the north coast where wrecks mostly
take place, are American bottoms, and such an arrangement
would be giving almost a monopoly to the American tug
owners. 1 can easily understand that the letter vead by the
“hon. member for Prince Edward should have been written
by the secretary of the Board of Trade. We are constantly
receiving complaints from that section of the country, and I
think I can safely say that 19 out of 20 of these complaints
have emanated from parties interested in the wrecking com-
panies, that in fact the underwriters and the tug owners are the
men who have the mostto gain by doing that kind of workin
our waters. The case to which my hon, triend from Ham-
ilton referred was that of a vessel which had been stranded
on our shores, and from the coldness of the weather some of
the passengers and crew had been frozen to death. It was
,rapresenteg to the American Government, by those interested
in the case, that on account of the order which had been
issiiad by the late Government, the wrecking tugs of the
- United States were prevented from going to the rescue
of these unfortunate people. What is the fact? The
_papers laid before the House proved that this vessel was
wrecked, and that these lives were lost months before
my predecessor issued the Order. Besides, the people
‘and property saved from that vessel were saved by my hon.
friend i?;m Monck (Mr. McCallum), and those who owned

:ahe tnga “Z;htiﬁh he at that time ?o&u‘oi}lled. I t«flo not hositato
0 8ay that the great majority of the cha; rought against
the Government of th ﬁooot‘znhry were rﬁ:t a8 b&ao?eg:; as
that. My hon, friend from Princo Edward, from his largoe
experience, must know that vessels might bo wroecked along
the south shore of the county in which he lives, and that it
would be uttorly impossible to save life, particularly where
there are no tugs nor other vessels to go to the rescue: and
it is in cases of that kind that complaints have been mado
against the Govornment. The first ordor that was issued by
the Customs Department in reforence io this mattor was on
the 1st December, 1877, and was as follows :

‘ Pending instructions expocted by this department from the Minister
of Justice, you are reminded that, no vessel, foreign or "Oanadian, bas
legal right to interfere with wrecked vessels, on the Canadian shore,
unless permitted by the Collector of Customs at the nearcat port, after
reporting to him, and no foreign vesscl should receive such permission,
as it is contrary to Customs Ilaw, and should be placed under detention
in case of violation. -

(Signed), “J. Jounson."

Now, it scems to me that both the newspapors and a good
many members who have discussed this question, do not
draw a distinction between a wrocked vessel and a vessel
that had gone ashore, and may be wrecked unless assistanco
comes to her. The interpretation of the Customs laws, and
all laws relating to wrecked vossels, is simply this: A
foreign vessel may be wrecked on your shore, she may con-
tain thousands of dollars worth of property subjoect to customs
duty ; and unless that is looked after ll)y the customs officors*
at any moment it may be scattered all over the country,
and the revenuc is defraudod. That is tho only object, really,
that that first order had in view, Now, on the 8th March,
1878, a second order was issued, as follows :—

‘¢ CusroMs DePARTMENT,
¢ OrTAWA, 8th March, 1878,

¢ Bin,~] am instructed by the Minister of Oustoms to call your attention
to the bearing of the Customs law upon the troatment of wrecked vessels
or property in Canadian waters, which provides in effect that, no vessel,
foreign or Canadian, has legal right to interfere with wrecked vesscls or
material in Canadian waters, unless permitted by the Oollector of Uustoms
at the nearest port, after reporting to him. And as foreign vessels should
not receive such permission, as it is contrary to Customs law, they
should be placed under detention in case of violation.

1 have the honer to be, Sir,
‘“ Your obedient servant,

The Collector of Customs}
(Signed) ¢ J. Joungon."

Port of

This is the Order which gave a good deal of offence to our
American neighbours, and which, 1 think, induced tho
writing of the letter which was read by the hon. member
for Prince Edward (Mr. McCuaig.) A misapprehonsion
baving arisen on that point from the misrepresentations
which had been and are constantly boing sent to Washington,
indeeed Mr. Secretary Evarts to entor into correspondonce
with the Canadian Government on the subject. In almost
every case brought under the notice of the Government, we
have proved, after a thorough investigation, that the
charges have been as groundless as those to which I first
referred. Kzplanations have been repeatedly made by
myself in this correspondence, on bohulf of the Canadiun
Government, to the United States authorities, that there
was no intention nor should such an interprotation be given
to the order issued in 1878—of preventing in any caso, or
under any circumstances, a vessel going to the relief of any
other vessel, no matter what her nationallty, if thero was
the slightest danger of her being wrecked, or of the loss of
property; and on that principle wo have acted ever since
the present Government was formed, I have no reason to
doubt that that was the intention of the late Government
also, when they issued that Order. But for fear difficulties
should arise, and any of our collectors misunderstand the
true intent and meaning of that Order, and the intentions
of the Canadian Government, I instructcd an explanatory
Order to be issued on the 19th September, 1879, -



