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port wbich are considered to be very much
overvalued; third, the matter of cargo rates on
ail tonnage passing througb the port and what
can be done to reduce them, and, fourth,
whether or flot a local advisory board could
be appointed in line with the recommenda-
tions of Sir Alexander Gibb, who made a
series of recommendations in 1932. To these
four questions I sbould like to add a fifth:
What is being done about the establishment
of a free port on the Pacifie coast? When the
matter was brought up last session the minis-
ter replied that with regard to the reduction
of interest, it was under consideration. Since
that date I understand that one-fifth of the
bonded indebtednesýs bas been refunded at a
rate of interest of 3j per cent instead of five
per cent, but that $22,687,000 worth of deben-
tures are stili out, bearing an interest rate of
five per cent.

Witb regard to the question of overvalua-
tion of assets, it is the considered opinion of
many people in Vancouver conversant with
these matters that the valuation of $25 mil-
lion sbould rather be sorne $16 million, and
that the combination of a reduction of the
debt now borne by the port by a proper valua-
tion of the assets and the refunding at a lower
rate of interest would save the port a large
sum of money every year. The amount cati-
mated is $750,000. I also find that in the past
ten years, despite the traffi c going tbrough the
port, because of its overvaluation and the bigh
rate of intercst, tbe port has loat a sumn in
excess of $3 million.

With regard ro the question of cargo rates,
last Deceniber the rninister again statcd that
it wvas under consideration, but notliing has
be'cn done since that tirne. His answer witb
respect to the local advisory board was to
tbe saine effeet, narnely, that the rmatter wvas
under consideration but that the policy had
flot then been decided. It appears that con-
sideration bas bFen given to the problern of
free ports by a federal committee hcadcd by
the vice-chairman of the national barbours
board. I should like the minister to give the
cornrittee a staternent on the wbolc question
of Vancouver barbour. I wisb also to corn-
plirncnt birn on having carried out one of the
requests made by the hon. member for
Vancouver South last December, narnely, to
corne out to Vancouver and sce for hirnacîf.
He did tbat last January. We were aIl pleased
to sec hirn, and I arn quite sure that hie got
sorne useful personal knowledge of this matter
from bis visiý However, I wisb to say to
hirn that wbe. ite answers nie I hope hie will
not say that ny of these matters are still
under consideration, because, after the
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minister's statement last December, and after
bis visit, there bas grown up in Vancouver
great impatience on these matters wbich have
been before the government for a long time
and wbîcb sbould now be resolved. It is felt
out there-and I certainly agree with that
feeling-tbat none of these matters is such
that it sbould require an investigation longer
tban six rnontbs if, indeed, tbey necd that
lengtb of tirne. If hie cannot tell me now
tbat all the things dcsired by the people
conversant witb the situation in the port are
in bis power to grant irnrediately, I hope hie
will be able to indicate that a decision will be
corne to soon.

Hon. LIONEL CHEVRIER (Minister
of Transport): The bion. member for Van-
couver-Burrard bas raised five questions. I
tbink I cani deal witb tbe five because I deait
witb tbern wben I was privileged to visit
Vancouver wbere, I rnay tell birn, I was s0
wvell received that I propose going back again.

The five questions to wbicb bie bas directed
rny attention I shaîl deal witb in reverse. I
shall take the last one first, tbe question of
free ports. This question is not a new one;
it bas been debated in this bouse before.
Legislation seeking establishmnent of free ports
carne bMore tbe senate in 1936 or 1937, if rny
rnemory serves me correctly, and received the
approval of that body. Later it carne to this
bouse and was turned down. The then minister
of national revenue gave four remsons why free
ports sbould not tben be establisbed in tbis
country. I do not want to go into alI of tbern.
but pcrhaps I can say generally that one of
tbern was that conditions in this country and
in the United States were not at ail related
to those in Europe wbere tbere were sorne
twcntv-six or thirty counitries frorn wbicb
îînpocts and experts could be derived.

Another reason was that this country bad aI-
readv bonded warebouses and drawbacks under
the Customns Act which gave practically the
same privileges as a free port would give. The
third rcason was that it would mean an
additional arnounit of work for custorna officers
whicb woui!d interfere greatly witb their duties.
Tbe last reason which the then minister of
national revenue gave was the fact tbat the
passing of legislation facilitating the establisb-
rnent of these ports would enable facilities
to cornpete witb those of the federal govern-
ment. In other words, the federal governrnent
liad spent trernendous surnis of rnoney in the
national ports of Canada, and if it werc
possible for others to corne along and spenid
sîrnilar surns on sirnilar facilities such as docks,
warebouses and wbarves, tbese would compete
witb the federal facilities already erected


