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COMMONS

Mr. CROWE: Why is the province of On-
tario exempted?

Mr. ROWELL: In this respect the Act is
the same as it has been ever since Confed-
eration. I have inquired with the view of
ascertaining, so far as there appears to be
any record, why Ontario has always been
left out, and the reason that I have been
given is that Ontario navigation is inland—
lake navigation. This legislation so far has
only been applied to ocean navigation.

Mr. CROWE: Does the minister think -

that seamen on the lakes do not get sick
as well as seamen on the ocean?

Mr. ROWELL: That is true. I am willing
to say that there may be an argument made
for their inclusion, yet I doubt whether it is
wise for us to change the law which has
been in force since Confederation. Another
reason given is that vessels plying on the
lakes are usually near the home port or
town of these seamen, who may be returned
home in case of illness. I quite agree that
that would not cover all cases, but those
are the grounds which for fifty years have
apparently influenced the policy of all gov-
ernments in not bringing Ontario under the
legislation.

Mr. CROWE: You could use the same
argument as to vessels being near the home
ports of the seamen in the case of vessels
plying up and down the coast, which have
to pay this tax.

Mr. ROWELL: There is one slight amend-
ment I wish to make to this section. Sub-
clause (4) says that “such duty shall be pay-
able on each ship three times duiing each
calendar year,” but it does not specify on
what occasions the duty shall be paid. To
make the matter more clear and to avoid
confusion I beg tom ove to insert after the
word “ship” in the first line of subclause
(4) the following words: “each time she
arrives in any such port, but in no case
shall it be oftener than.”

Amendment agreed to.

Mr. STEVENS: I wish to say one or two
words in reply to the minister, who in his
explanation of the necessity for the in-
crease of the tonnage due to 2 cents a ton,
did not treat my argument quite fairly. I
was not arguing that the American tax was
imposed because of the 2 cent tonnage due
here, and the minister knows I was not. I
separated my argument. I knew perfectly
well that the six cents a ton tax was ap-
plied whether we had a 1% cents or a 2 cents
tax here, and it was quite unnecessary of
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the minister to enlighten me on that point.
I was objecting to the increase to two cents
asked for when there is no necessity for
it. The minister told us that there was
an administrative staff in Ottawa and that
there were certain expenditures on hos-
pitals. The same ground was traversed a
few weeks ago and the minister was unable
to give us any information as to the amount
of these administration and hospital
charges. My information is that the total
charge included in these figures is for a cer-
tain gentleman by the name of Dr. Godin.
a stenographer and one clerk. I am satis-
fied after an investigation that Dr. Godin’s
services are quite unnecessary because you
do not need a medical man in charge of
the work which can easily be done by any
ordinary clerk. The medical work in the
administration of this department is done
in all quarters of this country by the hos-
pitals and doctors there.  Although Dr.
Godin’s services are retained as a medical
man you will not use a medical man once
in a season and probably not once in ten
seasons. I am not saying this with any
desire to embarass the minister but I am
quite sure that the minister was not alive
to all the facts when the matter was first
broached. This administration is such that
it could very well be put in charge of a
clerk and a stenographer. This year I am
informed we have had an $8,000 surplus and
there is no occasion to increase this charge
to two cents in order to cover the work
of these officials. As my hon. friend has
transferred this work to the Health Depart-
ment he should leave the fee for another
year at one and a half cents in order to see
if it is necessary to increase the rate and
then let the House know whether it 1s
necessary. The minister rather implied
that I was here taking a stand against the
sick mariner and in the interest of the ship-
owner. He said that his intentions were to
protect the sick mariner, to see that he was
taken care of properly and he believed that
the shipowners could very well afford to
pay for it. 1 had no objection, nor have I
now, to that position. My position is this:
First, do not disturb these fees at all or,
second, do not charge this fee but make
shipping responsible for the care of the in-
dividual sailors just the same as the board
of trade of ‘Great Britain makes the ship-
ping of Great Britain responsible. Under
the laws of Great Britain British ships
coming into Canada are obliged to care
for their sick mariners. We are simply
covering the same ground in so far as Bri-
tish shipping is concerned. I rather re-



