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x FIRST REPORT FROM SELECT COMMITTEE
by them to;be“visi;ing Galwﬁy, “on hué subject of ité“suitability‘ asa harbour of
¢ refuge and packet port, may be directed also to visit the Shannon, and report
“ thereon.” o o . L

Professional reports, somewhat conflicting in their conclusions, had at former
periods been'made'to the Admiralty, as to,'the' comparative merits of Galway
and certain ports in the Shannon ; and, on. the application of the Lord Lieutenant
of Ireland, the Admiralty had, in September 1858, directed two officers, who
were members of a Commission - then  inspecting harbours' in Ireland with
reference to the question of harbours‘of refuge, to visit’Galway, and report, first,
how far it was capable of being made a harbour of refuge ; and, secondly,
whether its advantages “ would invest it with claims as a packet station.” Tt
was the visit of these officers to Galway, consequent on this instruction by the
Admiralty, that had given occasion to the mémorial of the Limerick Chamber of
Commerce. | o ST

That memorial was transmitted: by, the Treasury to the Admiralty, by whom .
a letter, dated 27th October 1858, was addressed to the Chamber, stating, ““'that
¢ the Commissioners were only instructed to report on certain points with respect
“ to Galway Bay, on which Her Majesty’s Government /desired information ;
‘“and that the comparative merits of the two harbours will be fairly considered
*before any decision is arrived at.” B . -

One other circumstance “des'er‘ves to be noticed ‘be“fox‘*e going on with the
details of the proceedings in granting the Galway contract. :

It was on the 11th November 1858, that the remonstrance by Mr. Galt,
Inspector General of Canada, alrcady mentioned, was sent o the Secretary for
the Colonies. That letter does not appear to have been transmitted to the
Treasury, but it is referred to in a communication addressed to that department,
of date 18th January 1859, by the agents in London of the Montreal Ocean
Steam Ship Company, which held the postal contract with the Canadian
Government. ‘ ‘ : AN L

In that communication to thé Tréasury, the company refer to a report that
a subsidy had been promised to the Lever Company'; and they set forth the
circumstances of their contract with the Canadian Government; the means
possessed by them for performing the service, and their apprehension that the
Government might be induced “to aid in the establishment of a line of steamers,
“ in opposition to that supported by the Canadian Government ;> and they urge
their claim for fair consideration in the allotment of auy subsidy, and express
their trust “ that before interfering to crush a provincial company of 'such
“ magnitude, your Lordships will at least afford the company we represent an
‘' opportunity of being heard.” The receipt of their letter was, acknowledged;
and at an interview subsequently granted at the Treasury, they were told it
would be taken into consideration; but no further notice was taken of it.

On the same day on which the Montreal Company’s letter was dated, viz. 18th
January, the Directors of the Lever Company transmitted to the Treasury their
tender, in which they proposed to contract toicarry the mails from Galway to
Portland, Boston, or New York, vid St. John’s, Newfoundlind, for 8,000Z a
voyage, the voyages to be fortuightly or weekly, as the Government may require,
and the contract to be for seven years; the contractors being bound to deliver at
St. John’s telegraphic messages from the United Kingdom to British North
America and the United States'in six days, casualties excepted, . =

This . offer was referred by the Treasury ‘to the Postmaster General, by a .
minute of date 23d Jaunuary, requesting “ his Lordship’s opinion as. early as
£ s »”, ‘ ‘ oo Pt Co e

possible.” o e T
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On the 12th of February, Lord Colchester returned. a report, expressing ‘his

opinion, in accordance with the pringiples set forth in the lester of his prede- . .~ -

cessor (on the Cunard contract renewal), * that it is not expedient toenter into
* any contract for the service in question which would bind the Government.-for
“ a number of years to a heavy annual payment;”. and- that.the objections to this
course aré nmow “‘greatly increased” by the renewal’ of *Mr, Cunard’s .contract.-

Hi$ Loudsliip also éxpresses * great doubt” whethet the proposed arrangement
o o R ‘ ; for



