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COMMONS DEBATES.

MAagrcn 31,

up the question this evening of these works for which we are
asking 1o money this year ; because, I would have been
preparcd to give him a disunct answer. I hope, if he
has o'her mauters of the kind, he will give metill next day,
at all events, and then I will be preparcd to give him the in-
formation.

Mr, McISAAC. T will take the information on Coneur-
rence. I have no desire to press the hon. Minister.

Sir HECTOR LANGEVIN. It is impossible that I should
be prepared on every work for which a supply is not asked.
As to MceNair's Cove, [ would like him to be a little more
precise in his dates. e said the work was carried away
in 1881, or in 1880, or in 1879. It might be 1878, I
would like to know exactly what year it was, so that I
might be able to answer him. If tho work is all carried
AWRY e

Mr. McISAAC. Not quite all.

Sir HECTOR LANGEVIN. The fact that I asked $5,000
last year shows that we wero informed differently, and that
I was taking care of the work. Perhaps that $5,000 was
not enough and we might have a:ked more this year, but
my attention was not called to it.

Mr. McISAAC. Less than $5,000 would have becn suffici-
ent, if expended in 1880, when tho damage was first done,
but it is the neglect to apply the money in time that has
made it worse,

Sir HECTOR LANGEVIN. Let tho hon. gentleman
not speak of neglect. Lot us wait until Concurrence, and
we will fight it out thon.

Mr. McISAAC. There will te no fight about it.
money will settlo it.

Mr. KIRK, I have looked to see if there was a revote
proposed for certain breakwaters for which a vote was taken
in 1882, in tho county of Guysboro’. Last year I brought
the matter to the notice of the Minister, and when the
Estimates werc under discussion he promised that he would
carry out a suggestion of mine, that an engineer should be
sont down to cxamine those harbours to sec what it would
cost to erect breakwators to meet the wunts of the dshermen.
1 asked tho question here this winter, whether the promise
on that oceasion had beon carried out, and he answered me
by saying he thought I had made a mistake, and intimated
that no such promise hud been made, In answor to me, he
quoted from his asswer given last yoar, which was:

‘t When the time came to us+ the vote of $3,60> apprapriated by Par-

liament, enquirics were instituted as to the tolal amount required to
make it a re-lly vsetul work. It was found that the amouni. wasso
large the Goverom :nt were not preparei at that time to proceed with
ths work.”
That was his answer, when I asked if it was tho intention of
the Governmont {o expend this money in erecting those
breakwaters; but, when the question cameo up on a vote in
tho E:-timates, I explained to the Minister thut I did think
he was justified in withholding the expenditure of the
money, the $3,000, from the fact that the Engincer, in 1874,
had reported that it would cost $53,000 to build a breakwater,
and I thought it was hardly rea-onable to cxpect him to
expend $3,000 on tho buiiding of a brezkwater when it
would cost $53,000.

Sir HECTOR LANGEVIN. What harbour is that ?

Mr. KIRK, New Hurbour, in the county of Guysboro’,
1 suggested that in order to ascertain what it would really
cost to build a breukwuter for the necessitics of the fisher-
men there, he should send an Engineer during the recess to
examine it, and ho promised me to carry out that sugges-
tion. I said:

‘1 am not finding fanlt with the hon. Minister for acting as he has
@oae. The lac: that ths Engineer of the Departoient reported that this
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work wou'd cost $53,000 was, I think, a sufficient reason fir refusing to
undertake it with 3 000. But this report was given while the policy
of the Government was not to under'ake any work of a local nature.
This policy, however, haa been changed by the Government, they having
decided to build sma ler breskwaters for the beaefit of the fishermen.
What | gshould sugzestis, that the Government send their Eagineer
there again to see what a breakwater would cost that would bs service-
able for the fishermen.”’ :

th“s’i’r Hxcror Lavesviy., That is a proper suggestion, and I will do

at.

Now, you see it was the Minister himself who made the
mistake as to his not having made that promise, and not 1.
I was expecting that an Engineer would be sent down, and
that the Minister would be prepared during this Session to
propose an additional vote or a revote of the $3,000, with
perhaps an addition for the breakwater at New Harbour,
but on looking over the Estimates I do not find there is any
revote of $3,000 or any other sum; and I therefore hope ho
will place a sum in the Supplementary Estimates this year
and carry out the suggestion made lagt yoar that an Kngin-
eer in the meantime, during the recess, befo1 e the money is
expended, will examine the harbour and report what it will
cost, Ifitis found that a breakwater suitatle to the fisher-
men will cost $53,000, I will not ask him to expend a dollar,
because I do not think so large a sum should be expended on
sach a work for local purpcees. My impression, however,
is that a work sufficient for all purposes can by erec’el for
$5,000 or $5,000.

Sir HECTOR LANGEVIN. Last year we had novole of
money for this work, and, therefore, as there was ro vote,
there could not be a revote. The hon. gentleman says I
promised there would be an examination made. Does he
say there has been no examination made ?

Mr. KIRK. Not since tho promise was made, that I
know of.

Sir HECTOR LANGEVIN. If I made a promise, I have
no doubt the Engineer has fulfilled my promise. Itis im-
possible for me to say, at the present moment, whether an
Engineer was sent there or not. When a promise is made, I
give the order. I am not in a position 1o say whether thero
will be a vote or not, but the:e is no revote, because there
was no vote last year. 1In the meantims, I will sce what the
report has been about this ca<e, and if it is possible to submit
an item to my colleagues before coming down hore with the
Supplementary Estimates, I will do so.

Mr. KTRK. The Minister will remember that although
there was po vote in the Estimates last year, he explained to
the House that it was not necessary to revote the money of
1882, because it could bo expended any time befors, I think
he said, the 1st of November; and there was no need to vote
it again ; that in the meantime ho would send the Engineer,
and if he found the money could ba usefully expstded heo
would have it exponded before the time expired.

HarBours anp Riv:ry, P.E.L
112. South Rivasr, Murray Harbour cerreecreanens $1,220 00

Sir HECTOR LANGEVIN. I suppose the repo:l was
rot favourable, Thereis$1,250 to completo Murray Harbour,
South River. This is a revote. It is for the purpose of
improving the channel so as to provide for a comparatively
straight channel, and make it both wider and deoper.

Mr. McINTYRE. I wish to draw the attention of the
Minister to the harbour of St. Peter’s Bay, for which I see no
vote in the Estimates. In 1882 the sum of $6,000 was voted
to complete the breakwater there on the east side, the part
on the west side being completed during the Mackenzie
Administration. There was a contract entered into with a
man named Sirnott, and last year, I believe, he performed a
certain portion of that work, but last fall a sturm carried
away the larger portion of it. Now, I may state to the hon.
Minister that, portonally, I am not aware of the facis, but



