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pive the contract for the rernoval to the
lowest tenderer.

Mr. CROSBY. It seems unfair that the
Canadian owner who loses his vessel in a
position where she is an obstruction to
navigation, should be compelled to pay for
her removal, while a foreign owner under
similar circumstances is not required to do
so, the department ,beariing the cost of re-
moval. If a foreigner ;comes, into tbur
waters and by some accident loses his
vessel and it becomes an obstruction to
navigation, the Department of Marine and
Fisheries bas to remove it and there is no
way of making him pay a cent, whereas,
if the vessel owner is living in Canada, the
department may go to him and say: You
miust remove this vessel or we will re-
move it and charge you for it. I do not
ihr-k that is a very good law, and I think
ihat both should be put on the same foot-
ing. The man who owns a ship in Can-
'da should not be compelled to pay for the
removal of the obstruction when the
foreigner cannot be compelled to assume
that responsibility.

Mr. BRODEUR. The expense which is
incurred for the removal of a vessel is
taken from the wreck itself, if an obstruc-
tion to navigation is caused by the presence
ef the wrecked vessel, a claim is made upon
the vessel itself se that in that case foreign-
ers are on the sane footing as Canadians
are. If a foreigner should coie into this
country we might collect fron bimu, but in
mnost cases w-e succeeded in having wrecks
removed bv paying a very small sum pro-
vided the wreck becones the property of
the man who removes it. We had a law
passed last year for the purpose of giving
greater power than we had before and which
will have thé effect of saving the depart-
ment a considerable expenditure tbat we
formerlv had to bear. Foreigners and Can-
adians are exactly on the saine footing.

Mr. CROSBY. 0f course, you do not in-
terfere with a ship that is not an obstruc-
tion te navigation. There are not so very
many men, foreigners or Canadians, who
would leave a ship that is worth anything,
if she is worth anything, they are going to
sell ber. It is only in cases where a ship
becomes of no value whatever and is an
obstruction to navigation that the depart-
ment intervenes. My hon. friend knows
very well that he cannot go to a United
States ship owner and say: You left one
of your vessels in Sydney harbour, or
some other place. I want you to corne
back here and tale ber out, or I will take
lier out and make you pay for it. He would
find it very hard to collect the money. On
the other hand, if a ship is owned by a
person in Canada. be may co to hii and
say-: I want you to remove that wreck.

Mr. BRODEUR.

If the owner does not remove it, lie re-
moves it and charges the expense to the
owner. Where any craft becomes an ob-
struction to navigation it is the duty of
the Marine Department to remove it and
-et all thev can out of it. I do not think
If is fair that they should corne back on
the person who happens to be the register-
ed owner. Somebody may have a mortgage
or somebody may have eollected the insur-
ance while the registered owner would be
the man that the Department of Marine
and Fisheries would come onu for the cost
of removing the ship.

Winter mail service, $7,00O.

Mr. BRODEUR. This is for a boat ser-
vice for carrying the mails between Prince
Edward Island and the mainlands at tines
when the winter steamers are held up by
ice and cannot make a crossing. Each
boat bas a coxswain and five men. There
are also boat house keepers employed on
both sides of the straits. The expenditure
depends on the severity of the winter, and
it is, therefore, necessary to provide for
meeting the cost of the service. This sui
bas never yet been expended. I do not
think that we spent over $300 last year.

Mr. JAMESON. This lias been a very
severe winter, and I understand this ser-
vice lias been in operation. My hon. friend
from Kings, P.E.I. (Mr. Fraser), who is
net present, would like to have something
to sav with respect to this item, and if the
inilister would reserve that right when his

estimates are up for further consideration,
I think he would appreciate it.

Mr. BRODEUR. He may bring np the
question on any item.

,Salaries and expenses of cattle inspection,
$5,000.

Mr. SPROULE. Wliy do you have this
here? Does it not come under the Depârt-
ment of Agriculture?

Mr. BRODEUR. This is for the purpose
of looking after the inspection of cattle on
ships. We have regulations providing the
space which shall be given to cattle on
board ship, and how they shall be fed and
treatted duriiig the voyvage. This service
appertains to the Departnent of Mar-
ine and Fishe-ries rather than to the
Department of Agriculture. This is not for
the inspection of the cattle, properly speak-
ing, but to see that there are cattle men
on board. and that the regulations are car-
ried iont. We have cattle inspectors at
Montreal and St. John.

Mr. SPROULE. Then this does not pro-
perly describe it because it is not to inspect
cattle, but to inspect the equipment for car-
ryin the cattle.

Mr. BRODEUR. Yes, that would be more
proper.


