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HOUSE OF COMMONS

Second Session—Twenty-seventh Parliament

1967

STANDING COMMITTEE

ON
Housing, Urban Development
and Public Works

Chairman: Mr. ROSAIRE GENDRON

PROCEEDINGS
No. 1

THURSDAY, JUNE 8, 1967

INCLUDING

Appendix A
Main Estimates 1967-68 of the Department of Public Works.

ROGER DUHAMEL, F.R.S.C.
QUEEN’S PRINTER AND CONTROLLER OF STATIONERY
OTTAWA, 1967

26858—1



STANDING COMMITTEE ON HOUSING, URBAN DEVELOPMENT
AND PUBLIC WORKS

Chairman: Mr. Rosaire Gendron

Vice-Chairman: Mr. Warren Allmand

and

Mr. Badanai, Mr. Gray, Mr. Mongrain,
Mr. Bell (Saint John- Mr. Keays, Mr. Neveu,

Albert), Mr. Loiselle, Mr. Pelletier,
Mr. Cashin, ‘Mr. Loney, Mr. Ricard,
'Mr. Chatterton, Mr. Macaluso, Mr. Ryan,
Mr. Duquet, *‘Mr. MacDonald (Prince), Mr. Stewart,
Mr. Gauthier, *Mr. Macquarrie, Mr. Watson (Assiniboia)
Mr. Gilbert, Mr. Martin (Timmins), —24.

(Quorum 13)

Gabrielle Savard,
Clerk of the Committee.

'Replaced Mr. Nielsen on June 1st.

‘Replaced Mr. Scott (Victoria (Ont.)) on June 2nd.
*Replaced Mr. Loney on June 2nd.

‘Replaced Mr. MacEwan on June 7th.



ORDERS OF REFERENCE

Fripay, May 19, 1967.

Resolved,—That the following Members do compose the Staﬁding Com-
mittee on Housing, Urban Development and Public Works:

Messrs.
Allmand, Gray, Neveu,
Badanai, Keays, Nielsen,
Bell (Saint John-Albert), Loiselle, Pelletier,
Cashin, Loney, Ricard,
Duquet, Macaluso, Ryan,
Gauthier, MacEwan, Scott (Victoria (Ont.)),
Gendron, Martin ((Timmins), Stewart,
Gilbert, Mongrain, Watson (Assiniboia)

={24);

THURSDAY, May 25, 1967.

Ordered,—That, saving always the powers of the Committee of Supply in
relation to the voting of public monies, the items listed in the Main Estimates
for 1967-68, relating to the Department of Public Works be withdrawn from the
Committee of Supply and referred to the Standing Committee on Housing,
Urban Development and Public Works.

THURSDAY, June 1, 1967.

Ordered,—That the name of Mr. Chatterton be substituted for that of Mr.

Nielsen on the Standing Committee on Housing, Urban Development and Public
Works.

FripAaY, June 2, 1967.
Ordered,—That the names of Messrs. MacDonald (Prince) and Macquarrie

be substituted for those of Messrs. Scott (Victoria, Ont.) and Loney on the
Standing Committee on Housing, Urban Development and Public Works.

WEDNESDAY, June 7, 1967.

Ordered,—That the name of Mr. Loney be substituted for that of Mr.
MacEwan on the Standing Committee on Housing, Urban Development and
Public Works.

Attest.
LEON-J. RAYMOND,
The Clerk of the House of Commons.

1—3
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

THURSDAY, June 1, 1967.

The Standing Committee on Housing, Urban Development and Public
Works having been duly called to meet at 10.30 a.m. today for organization
purposes, the following members were present: Messrs. Allmand, Badanai, Du-
quet, Gauthier, Gendron, Gray, Keays, Macaluso, Neveu, Scott (Victoria (Ont.))
(10).

There being no quorum, at 11 o’clock a.m., the members dispersed.

THURSDAY, June 8, 1967.

(1)

The Standing Committee on Housing, Urban Development and Public
Works met this day at 11.15 o’clock a.m. for organization purposes.

Members present: Messrs. Allmand, Badanai, Bell (Saint John-Albert),
Cashin, Duquet, Gauthier, Chatterton, Gendron, Gray, Loiselle, Loney, Mac-
Donald (Prince), Martin (Timmins), Mongrain, Neveu, Ricard, Ryan, Stewart
(18).

The Clerk attending and having called for nominations, Mr. Neveu moved,
seconded by Mr. Gauthier, that Mr. Gendron be elected Chairman of the
Committee.

On motion of Mr. Badanai, seconded by Mr. Loiselle,

Agreed,—That nominations be closed.

The question being put, Mr. Gendron was unanimously elected Chairman
of the Committee, and invited by the Clerk to take the Chair.

Mr. Gendron thanked the Committee for the honour bestowed upon him
and called for nominations for Vice-Chairman.

On motion of Mr. Duquet, seconded by Mr. Ryan,

Resolved, (unanimously),—That Mr. Allmand be elected Vice-Chairman of
this Committee.

On motion of Mr. Mongrain, seconded by Mr. Loiselle,

Resolved,—That the Chairman and four members appointed by him do
compose the Subcommittee on Agenda and Procedure.

Mr. Duquet moved, seconded by Mr. Mongrain,

Agreed,—That the Committee print from day to day 850 copies in English
and 350 copies in French of its Minutes of Proceedings and Evidence.

Moved by Mr. Ryan, seconded by Mr. Duquet,

Agreed,—That the items listed in the Main Estimates for 1967-68 relating

to the Department of Public Works be printed as an appendix in Issue No. 1
of the Proceedings of the Committee. (See Appendix A)

1—5



The Committee discussed the procedure to be followed and its future order
of business.

On motion of Mr. Bell, seconded by Mr. Duquet,
Agreed,—That the suggestions about procedure be placed before the Steer-
ing Committee for consideration.

On motion of Mr. Ryan, seconded by Mr. Loiselle,
Resolved, (unanimously),—That the Committee seek permission to sit
while the House is sitting.

At 11.35 o’clock a.m., on motion of Mr. Duquet, the Committee adjourned
to the call of the Chair.

Gabrielle Savard,
Clerk of the Committee.

1—6
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ESTIMATES, 1967-68
PUBLIC WORKS

No.
Vote

Service

1967-68

1966-67

Change

Increase Decrease

(C)]

10

15

20

30

(8)

A—DEPARTMENT

Minister of Public Works—Salary and Motor
Car Allowance (Details, page 422)...........

General Administration, including grants as
detailed in the Estimates (Details, page 422)

ACCOMMODATION SERVICES

Maintenance and Operation of public buildings
and grounds, including the provision, on a
recoverable basis, of accommodation and
related services for Canada Pension Plan
P ses, and authoritfr to provide assistance
to (a) the International Civil Aviation Organ-
ization in the form of office accommodation
at less than commercial rates and (b) the
Ottawa Civil Service Recreation Association
in the form of maintenance services in respect
of the W. Clifford Clark Memorial Centre in
Ottawa (Details, page 429)..................

Acquisition of equipment and furnishings
gtixer than office furnishings (Details, page

73 A B R e R ol S A

Construction, acquisition, major repairs and

improvements of, and plans and sites for,

public buildings (including expenditures on
works on other than federal property);
provided that no contract may be entere

into for new construction with an estimated
total cost of $50,000 or more unless the project
is individually listed in the Details of Esti-

mates (Details, page 432)....................

HArBOURS AND RIVERS ENGINEERING
SERVICES

Operation and Maintenance (Details, page 438).
Construction or Acquisition of Equipment (De-
il DREOME)... i s kT A ST DO B0 S SR
Construction, acquisition, major repairs and
improvements of, and plans and sites for,
harbour and river works (including expend-
itures on works on other than federal prop-
erty); provided that no contract may be
entered into for new construction with an
estimated total cost of $50,000 or more unless
the project is individually listed in the De-
tails of Estimates (Details, page 443)........
Dry Dock Subsidies—Canadian Vickers Lim-
ited, (Montreal) (Details, page 448)..........

17,000

17,000

19,734,600

17,294,700

2,439,900

76,615,000

1,485,000

48,165, 000

73,817,000

913, 000

32,250,001

2,798,000

572,000

15,914,999

126, 265,000

106,980, 001

19,284,999

7,924,000
925,000

31,430,000
180,000

7,380,000
1,050,000

32,080,000
180,000

............ 650, 000

40,459,000

40, 690, 000

............ 231,000




PUBLIC WORKS 421
No. Change
of Service 1967-68 1966-67
Vote
Increase Decrease
$ $ $ $
A—DEPARTMENT (Continued)
Roaps, Bripges AND OTHER
ENGINEERING SERVICES
35 |Operation and Maintenance including authority
to make recoverable advances in amounts not
exceeding in the aggregate the amount of the
operating expenses of the New Westminster
Bridge (Details, page 448)...........coovnn.. 6,901,000 | 6,043,000 858,000
40 [Construction, acquisition, major repairs and
improvements of, and plans and sites for the
roads, bridges and other engineering works
listed in the Details of Estimates, provi-
ded that the amounts within the Vote to be
expended on individually listed projects may
be increased or decreased subject to the
approval of Treasury Board (Details, page
e e o ) I SV 0 St s i 19,965,000 | 16,675,001 | 3,289,999
Trans-Canada Highway—
(8) Contributions to the Provinces under terms
of the Trans-Canada Highway Act (De-
tails; papeMBL). . Rt ik g e e 60,000,000 | 70,600,000 |............ 10, 600, 000
50 Construction through National Parks (De-
tauls, page 4b1) M R T S R R e e 1,860,000 | 1,175,000 685,000
88,726,000 | 94,493,001 |............ . 5,767,001
TESTING LABORATORIES
55 |Operation and Maintenance (Details, page 451).| 1,303,700 | 1,260,000 43,700
SUMMARY
To be voted. .:.:. uuicvanemsnsivmvionnsonpioss 216,308,300 (189,937,702 | 26,370,598
Authorized by Statute...........coooveveiian. 60,197,000 | 70,797,000 |............ 10, 600, 000
276,505,300 (260,734,702 | 15,770,598
B—NATIONAL CAPITAL
COMMISSION
60 |Operation and Maintenance, General Adminis-
tration and interest charges on outstanding
Ioa.ng that were made for the purpose of ac-
uiring property in the National Capital
gion (Details, page 452)................... 8,450,000 | 7,332,000 [ 1,118,000
65 |Payment to the National Capital Fund (De-
ARilS OREEAbE ). . e i e s s s e e 14,650,000 | 25,000,000 |............ 10,350,000
23,100,000 | 32,332,000 |............ 9,232,000
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ESTIMATES, 1967-68

Positions
(man-years)

1967-68

1966-67

Details of Services

Amount

1967-68

1966-67

A—DEPARTMENT

Approximate Value of Major Services not included In
these Estimates

Accovl]nnio?ation (provided by the Department of Public
OFKSY. . . ov e oh vootnons s o dOHE SORNOAEIL A AR
Accounting and cheque issue services (Comptroller of
the Treasury)i. fiue- womes sitodniusiznll, oyl il .
Congibugi;ms to Superannuation Account (Treasury
T b e S | e L S T S
Contributions to Canada Pension Plan Account and
Quebec Pension Plan Account (Treasury Board)..
Employee surgical-medical insurance premmms
(I'reasury Bodrd)......... Jad ab.atnlf e ageidiw. o)
Employee compensation payments (Department of

7,331,500
1,168,700
3,046,800
615,900
406,900

224,000
33,200

5,167,800
819,800
2,020,700
580,000
269,100

152,000
46,600

12,827,000

9,056,000

-
MmO = N

Statutory—Minister of Public Works—Salary and
Motor Car Allowance

B LT oo o AR v eyt O Pomoni et e o 9 4 5.6 4.8/ 088

Motor Car Allowance...

Vote 1—General Administration, including grants as
detailed in the Estimates

GENERAL ADMINISTRATION INCLUDING A GRANT OF
$14,000 TO THE CANADIAN GOOD ROADS ASSO-
CIATION

Administrative Branch

Salaried Positions:

Executive, Scientific and Professional:
Deputy Minister ($27,000)
Senior Officer 3 ($20,500-$24,750)
Senior Officer 2 2818,500—822,750)
Senior Officer 1 ($16,500-$20,500)
($16,000-318,000)
($14,000-316,000)
($12,000-814,000)
($10,000-$12,000)

(88,000-$10,000)

($6,000-38,000)

Administrative and Foreign Service:

18,000-820,000)

$16,000-318,000)

$14,000-$16,000)

$12,000-$14,000)

$10,000-812,000)

$8,000-$10,000)

[¢
(%4, 000—86 000)

Technical, Opera.txonal and Service:
(314, 000—316 ,000)
(812,000—314,000)
($10,000-$12,000)

$3,000-810,000)

Under 34,000)

15,000
2,000

15,000
2,000

17,000

17,000




PUBLIC WORKS 423
Positions
Amount
(man-years) Details of Services
1967-68 | 1966-67 1967-68 1966-67
$ $
A—DEPARTMENT (Continued)
Vote 1 (Continued)
GENERAL ADMINISTRATION (Continued)
Administrative Branch (Continued)
Salaried Positions: (Continued)
Administrative Support:
1 ($8,000-$10,000)
49 12 ($6,000-38,000)
486 330 ($4,000-$6,000)
134 312 (Under $4,000)
2 2 (Part Time)
Prevailing Rate Positions:
18 18 (Full Time)
1,120 962
(1,119) (961) |Continuing Establishment..........ocvviiiiiiiinn.. 6,142,000 4,837,900
(38) (33)..|Casuals aBd OBhErB. .. ..o vwsaivsonnnssaiss sldbmsittonicisg 110,000 2
(1,157) (994) |Salaries and Wages (including $610,900 allotted
during 1966-67 from the Finance Contmgencxes
Vote for increases in rates of pay).........c.ouvuu 1) 6,252,000 4,933,900
Overbimesi.l. S usue- i alai. JiL s s i) ,200 3,000
AT ORI 215, 5 Sorsibly, - hliker Toge s o 213,000 228,500
Professional and Special Services...... 42,000 27,000
Travelling and Removal Expenses.... 463,000 104,000
Frexght Express and Cartage......... 14,400 14,200
PoRbaga A sk ol Monrode s onnee S« o ke ,000 44,600
Telephones Bl (el ORI B s s sioe ks oo aginia 5 ) 271,000 233,400
Publication of Annual Report and Other Material. ... (9) 25,700 27,800
Exhibits, Advertising, Films, Broadcasting and
IDISPIAT BN ot mstonmt e ity il et S A i 10) 3,000 3,000
Office Stationery, Supplies and Equipment.......... 11) 402, 500 228, 500
Materialsiand Bupplies. sus. oo aas o s sk qoo (12) 138,000 126,400
Rental of Land, Buildings and Works...... 2 {15) 1,900 10,800
Acquisition of Equipment................. ...(16) 268,500 205,400
Repairs and Upkeep of Equipment...... i (1T 56,000 58,100
Rental of Equipment................ ....(18) 4,400 2,400
Membership Fee8........ s o osueRBbaname dasapasia & (20) 800 500
Contribution to the Yukon Territorial Government
towards the cost of construction of an extension
to the Elementary High School at Watson
Lake iXiT i soni 3 faam it -Soas aint et « « 50 (@05 2t . . . 13,200
Unemployment Insurance Contributions............ §21) 10,000 9,800
BunAries; S s « « ¢ 5s SHORNALAIIE S SavenEnel 5 22) 10, 500 10, 600
8,229,900 6,285,100
Property and Building Management Branch
Salaried Positions:
Executive, Scientific and Professional:
1 1 Senior Officer 2 ($18,500-$22,750)
1 ($14,000-$16,000)
1 1 ($12,000-$14,000)
1 1 ($10,000-$12,000)
1 1 ($8,000-$10,000



424

ESTIMATES, 196768

Positions
(man-years)

1967-68 | 196667

Details of Services

Amount

1967-68

1966-67

A—DEPARTMENT (Continued)
Vote 1 (Continued)
GENERAL ADMINISTRATION (Continued)

Property and Building Management Branch
(Continued)

Salaried Positions: (Continued)

Administrative and Foreign Service:
$16,000-$18,000)
$12,000-8$14,000)
$10,000-$12,000)
$8,000-$10,000)
$6,000-88,000)

Technical, Operational and Service:
$12,000-$14,000)
$10,000-$12,000)
$8,000-$10,000)

g ,000-$8,000)
$4,000-$6,000)

Admisnﬁistmtive Support:
EM,OOO-SG,OOO)

Under $4,000)
Prevailing Rate Positions:

(Full Time)

Local Assistance Abroad:

(Full Time)

(296) &%
7) (1)

Continuing Establishment.............oovviiviiiinnn,
Casuals and Othersiisisso i, .ouil do V20T Dli.

(303) |  (309)

8880
G880 -

[T
o

Salaries and Wages (including $337,500 allotted
durin% 1966-67 from the Finance Contingencies
Vote for increases in rates of pay)................ 1)

@ortimel Bl 05 & a8 v Ivdvees FRSTSUINE. 3 1)

RAIOWBBOIM & Lo o< v S it e IIVHIRGEI o0 0 RN 2)

Professional and Special Services.................... 4)

Travelling and Removal Expenses................... 5)

Freight, Express and Cartage....................... 6)

Totenbo

Telephones and Telegrams.................c.couvuen. 83
Office Stationery, Supplies and Equipment.......... 11
Materials and Supplies...............cocveviiinienns
Unemployment Insurance Contributions............
BOOATION 32 55 s soviar senwa svivvvios s B s EES BRE T (22)

Building Construction Branch

Salaried Positions:

Executive, Scientific and Professional:
Senior Officer 2 ($18,500-$22,750)
Senior Officer 1 ($16,500-$20,500)
($16,000-$18,000)
($14,000-$16,000)
($12,000-$14,000)
($10,000-$12,000)

($8,000-$10,000)
Administrative and Foreign Service:
$16,000-$18,000)
$12,000-$14,000)
$8,000-$10,000)

$6,000-$8,000)

2,181,200




PUBLIC WORKS 425
Positions
Amount
(man-years) Details of Services
1067-68 | 1966-67 1967-68 1966-67
$ $
A—DEPARTMENT (Continued)
Vote 1 (Continued)
GENBRAL ADMINISTRATION (Continued)
Building Construction Branch (Continued)
Salaried Positions: (Continued)
X Tec lsxical Opera.tlonal and Service:
4
3 1 ésm 000—814 000)
6 8 $10 000—812 000)
27 17 E
76 Sg $6, 000—88 000)
Admxmstratxve Support
4 ESG
30 21 $4 000—86 000)
4 15 (Under $4,000)
311 310 |
(311) (310) |Continuing Establishment.........cccovvviiuviiiinnnn. 2,772,000 2,450,300
(10) g 8o B 80 ke VIR TR - SEIMNOL SR S 50,000 29,000
(321) (317) |Salaries and Wages (including $211,800 allotted
uring 1966-67 from the Finance Contmgencxes
Vote for increases in rates of pay)................ gl) 2,822,000 2,479,300
G gt e RS I R R Sl WA A e 1) 4, 2,000
AN OWBNEERE .. 05 T is s v v v v B £ RES HRABIA NN (ZIE st B T 500
Professional and Special Services.................... (4) 8,500 7,000
Travelling and Removal Expenses................... (5) 135,000 120,000
Freight, Express and Cartage..........covvvvnnnvnne. (6) 500 300
Telephones and Telegrams. .........cccvvvivniinesins (8) 14,000 13, 500
Publication of Annual Report and Other Material....(9) 2,000 1,000
Office Stationery, Supplies and Equipment.......... Ell) 31,000 22,000
Acquisition of Equipment.............c.oviiiiinnnn 16) 500 3,400
Repairs and Upkeep of Equipment................. (17) 200 500
M embershID Iees .14 ths vivn s § 3340 st ErRea 520) 100 100
Unemployment Insurance Contributions............ 21) 200 300
SundrIeR: ] R A AR SR T R v s A e P (22) 400 300
3,018,400 2,650,200
Harbours and Rivers Engineering Branch
Salaried Positions:
Executive, Scientific and Professional:
1 1 Senior Officer 2 ($18,500-$22,750)
2 ($16,000-$18,000)
20 3 ($14,000-$16,000)
15 20 ($12,000-$14,000)
41 57 (810,000-$12,000)
104 105 ($8,000-$10,000)
4 i Admlélslstratwe and Foreign Service:
3 5 (56.000-88.000)
Technical, Operatlonal and Service:
1 $12,000-$14,000)
1 1 810,000—512,000)
27 18 3 0,000
105 107 $6,000-$8,000)
10 18 ($4,000-$6,000)
2 2 (Part T:me)
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ESTIMATES, 1967-68

Positions
(man-years)

1967-68

1966-67

Details of Services

Amount

1967-68

1966-67

19
18

40

423
(420)
28

(448)

A—DEPARTMENT (Continued)
Vote 1 (Continued)
GENERAL ADMINISTRATION (Continued)

Harbours and Rivers Engineering Branch
(Continued)

Salaried Positions: (Continued)
Administrative Support:

554.000—86,000)
(Under $4,000)
Prevailing Rate Positions:
(Part Time)
Ships’ Officers and Crews:
(Full Time)
(Seasonal)

Continuing Establishment

) |Casuals and Others...........

Salaries and Wages (including $193,100 allotted
during 1966-67 from the Finance Contingencies
Vote for increases in rates of pay)................ 1)

g g e L N C el SRSPRRg prae e 1)

e g S . L S 2)

Professional and Special Services.................... 4)

Travelling and Removal Expenses........ooveevu..ns 5)

Freight, Express and Cartage.......ocvovivusinsans 6)

Felephonesiand Telegrams... .. ... . « ¢ saaiion oo dotits, 5iss §8)

Publication of Annual Report............covvuvuenn.. 9)

Office Stationery, Supplies and Equipment.......... éll)

Materials and Supplies. ;.«isisedt Lasdbvdaantie v

Acquisition of Equipment...........c.c.ocviiiiiiian. élﬁ)

Repairs and Upkeep of Equipment.................

Rental of HeIUDIOONE. . i . acccysisssiersssseions s B 18)

Municipal or Public Utility Services................

MOmDETAOEITRCOR s, S a RR TG Bor miwipio 0. 50 B\ 855 0 56

Unemployment Insurance Contributions............ 221)

DR EE S vt U S BRI .ot 000 5.0 1029 0 -0 0 B i

Development Engineering Branch

Salaried Positions:
Executive, Scientific and Professional:
Senior Officer 2 ($18,500-$22,750)

($8,000-$10,000
($6,000-$8,000)

Administrative and Foreign Service:
ESB,OOO—SI0,000)
$6,000-38,000)

Technical, Operational and Service:
§812,000—$14,000)
$10,000-812,000)
($8,000-$10,000)
$6,000-$8,000)

&4.000—86.000)

3,066,100
167,000

4,000

3,955, 500

3,867,300




PUBLIC WORKS 427
Positions Andig
(man-years) Details of Services
1967-68 | 1966-67 | 1967-68 1966-67
$ $
A—DEPARTMENT (Continued)
Vote 1 (Continued)
GENERAL ADMINISTRATION (Continued)
Development Engineering Branch (Continued)
Salaried Positions: (Continued)
dministrative Support
26 21 ($4,000-$6,000)
2 11 (Under $4,000)
227 231
(227) (231) |Continuing Establishment..........cocoiuiviniiinianian 1,682,000 1,666,600
4) (4)! |Casuals aBd OLhers. .. ..q.eu s o ovness oo Moo 21,000 19,000
(231) (235) (Salaries and Wages (including $133,100 allotted dur-
ing 1966-67 from the Finance Contingencies Vote
for increases in rates of PAY).....ccvvvreiiineiiens 1) 1,703,000 1,685,600
OVertinlBl A r S . o v soniws s nieis wli iSRS BTN 1) 54,000 50,000
Allowances............ccouuun pinisio n aiaje mia o ARG S 8 (2) 37,000 33,900
Professional and Special Services.............coveuns §4) .............. 500
Travelling and Removal Expenses................... 5) 83,000 83, 000.
Freight, Express and Cartage........cocovueeivannas (6) 1,200 1,300
Telephones and Telegrams...........ccoueunun o0 AT 8) 11,300 13,400
Publication of Annual Report and Other Material...(9)|.............. 900
flice Stationery, Supplies and Equipment.......... §11) 21,000 22,500
Materials and Supplies. ... .c cveieviesuraeracnens 12) ,000 19,000
Acquisition of Equipment............ - aui(d6) 55,000 ,000
Repairs and Upkeep of Equipment. ... % §l7) 18,000 20, 600
Rental of Equipment............ seswes ..(18) 100 100
Municipal or Public Utility Services.... ....(19) 4,500 4,500
MombershipHFees: «isiisifie s wee e oownee L % 20; 400 400
Grant to Canadian Good Roads Association........ (20 14,000 14,000
Unemployment Insurance Contributions............ 21) 600 1,100
Sundries. o g SISl ol R TR BT N (22) 800 900
2,051,900 1,957,700
Total, General Administration.........ccocoveunun.. 19,436,900 17,002, 100
(Further Details)
Headquarters:
Administrative Branch..........cc.c.ceipeieeiann. 4,366, 140 1,985,000
Property and Building Management Branch........ 759,400 709,400
Building Construction Branch...................... 1,517,700 1,377,900
Harbours and Rivers Engineering Branch.......... 90, 700 754,700
Development Engineering Branch................. 4 621,400 612,700
7,855,340 5,439,700
District OfeEES et el A s T AT iorears-s: s LRI 11,581, 560 11,562,400
Total, General Administration..................... 19,436,900 17,002, 100
Expenditure
. § 12,073, 506
.. 15,413,436
. 17,606, 000)
EEES S |
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ESTIMATES, 196768

Positions Ao
RIS Details of Services
1967-68 | 1966-67 1967-68 1966-67
$ $
A—DEPARTMENT (Continued)
Vote 1 (Continued)
WORK IN THE INTERESTS OF FIRE PREVENTION
INCLUDING A GRANT OF $5,000 TO THE CANADIAN
JOINT FIRE PREVENTION PUBLICITY COMMITTEE
Salaried Positions:
Executive, Scientific and Professional:
2 ($14,000-$16,000)
1 2 ($12,000-$14,000)
3 6 ($10,000-812,000)
3 1 ($8,000-$10,000)
Administrative and Foreign Service:
1 ?14 ,000-816,
1 812,000—814,000)
Technical, Operational and Service:
2 $12,000-$14,000)
1 1 $10,000-$12,000)
3 4 000- $10,000)
4 5 $8,000)
4 4 $4.000-36 ,000)
Administrative Support:
7 6 584.000—86,00%
1 Under $4,000
31 31
31) (31) [Salaries (including $23,100 allotted during 1966-67 from
the Finance Contmgencles Vote for increases in
XREEE OLPRY ) x vvvns €500 sinsd B ATV LG o d 1 247,000 249, 600
AUOWAHCHRTI Y. . . i cisivcnrsonss 1,100
Professional and Special Services : 200 200
Bl o iiit o A R S 14,000 10,000
Freight, Express and Cartage 1,000 1,000
Telephones and Telems .......................... 8) 1,700 1,500
Publication of Fire Reports, Fire Prevention
Codes, Manuals, Pam (i)hlets and Other Material. (9) 11,000 9,000
Fire Prevention Films an Advertising............. 8,500 8,500
Office Stationery, Supplies and Equxpment .......... ll) 6,500 6,500
Materials and Supplies........ 00 ceeiiivineeeaans 12) 100 100
Acquisition of Equipment...........c.covviniiiinn.s 16) 500 450
Repairs and Upkeep of Equipment......c.......... 17) 400 150
Membership Fees, Trophies, Prizes and Awards. ... (20) 400 350
Grant to Canadian Joint Fire Prevention Pubhclty
[0y 7 e SRR SN S e S R Pl AN (20 5,000 5,000
BBIARAO8. 5. ivia o svniin s avin v nine oo o SBRIIR W (22) 300 250
297,700 292, 600
Expenditure
1964—65 ................................... $ 230,541
P e e G S et S e s 222,924
1966—67 S R ) R R A 254,000
L T TR e e (N R S O S RS e 19,734,600 17,294,700
Expenditure|
00800 e T Nt . < - cmcome i smssds $ 12,304,047
1085008 SR R RE . « cicvo v orm cmimoisirion i ind 15,636,360,
196667 (estimated)..........covouvivenenn 17,860,000

10



PUBLIC WORKS 429
Positions
Amount
(man-years) Details of Services
1967-68 | 1966-67 1967-68 1966-67
$ $
A—DEPARTMENT (Continued)
ACCOMMODATION SERVICES
Vote 5—Maintenance and operation of public build-
ings and grounds, including the provision, on
a recoverable basis, of accommodation and re-
lated services for Canada Pension Plan purposes,
and authority to provide assistance to (a) the
International Civil Aviation Organization in the
form of office accommodation at less than com-
mercial rates and (b) the Ottawa Civil Service
Recreation Association in the form of mainten-
ance services in respect of the W. Clifford Clark
Memorial Centre in Ottawa
Ottawa and Hull
Salaried Positions:
Administrative and Foreign Service:
1 5816.000—818,000)
1§ 1 $12,000-814,000)
4 (810,000-$12,000)
20 1 ($8,000-810,000)
1 ($6,000-88,000)
Technical, Operational and Service:
3 3 5810,000—812.000)
47 12 $8,000-$10,000)
130 148 286,000-88.000)
397 414 $4,000-$6,000)
555 594 Under $4,000)
3 2 Part Time)
118 118 Seasonal)
Administrative Support:
1 3 ($6.,000-$8,000)
32 9 éu.OOO—SG.OOO)
10 31 Under $4,000)
Prevailing Rate Positions:
345 347 EFull Time)
580 580 Part Time)
2,217 | 2,262 :
(1,896) | (1,942) |Continuing Establishment.............c.cvviiivivninn.. 8,100,000 7,953,000
(48) (48)! |Casuals and Othiers: vl et Siasieisomatss bnaanevoe e 200,000 ;
(1,944) | (1,990) |Salaries and Wages........covviieirnrneerniarnnneens (1) 8,300,000 8,133,000
T Y g RS S ML (1) 240,000 ,000
AlloWwanees . . s s suss It U N SR o (2) 7,000 8,000
Professional and Special Services.................... 4) 1,362,000 1,178,000
EravelEne IDRDONREE. ... . .oivs.00is s 50 asins,spese s uinte 85 5) 30,000 30,000
Moving Government Departments and Services..... (6) 258,000 240,000
Freight, Express and Cartage.........c.ccvvneennenn. 6) 5,000 6,000
Telephones and Telegrams..........ovveuiiinnennnns (8) 20,000 17,500
Office Stationery, Supplies and Equipment.......... (N e o5 5. 80 e e 13,000
Materials and Supplies. .......coveeueiverenrernnnns (12) 1,979,000 1,832,000
Repairs and Upkeep of Buildings including materials
required therefor. ... .ccoucvivesnnaiecnnsiss 14) 2,870,000 2,517,000
e T e S oSSR Sy S (15)| 11,834,000 10,377,000
Repairs and Upkeep of Equipment.................(17) 30,000 30,000
Rental and Maintenance of Sound Reinforcing Equip-
ment for the House of Commons and Senate....(18) 100,000 100,000
Municipal or Public Utility Services................ (19) 2,800,000 2,728,000

11
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430 ESTIMATES, 1967-68
Positions Al
RS- Details of Services
1967-68 | 196667 1967-68 196667
$ $
A—DEPARTMENT (Continued)
AccommonaTioN SErvices (Continued)
Vote 5 (Continued)
Ottawa and Hull (Continued)
Unemployment Insurance Contributions and other
personsl betefitel e 0 BRSNS (21) 4,000 3,500
Sundries. ;100 058 150 IE, AEE0TI0IIOR WP (22) 3,000 3,000
29,842,000 27,336,000
Other than Ottawa and Hull
Salaried Positions:
Technical, Operational and Service:
3 4 (88,000-810,000)
74 76 ($6,000-$8,000)
1,092 1,123 (84,000-%6,000)
1,193 1,223 gUnder $4,000)
455 452 Part Time)
422 417 (Seasonal)
Administrative Support:
T 7 ($4,000-86,000)
1 1 (Under $4,000)
Prevailing Rate Positions:
472 499 (Full Time)
272 272 (Part Time)
Local Assistance Abroad:
16 16 (Full Time)
4,007 4
(3,538) | (3,624) |Continuing Establishment..............coooviiiuni., 14,475,000 14,231, 000
(134) (134) |Castals and OBhers. 7. o v i e duss ioins o TR T0 058 65,000 450, 000
(3,672) | (3,768) |Salaries aid WageB . 0. v liiil iievevocosvonsas ill (1)| 14,940,000 14,681, 000
ORI LN s P PP e s T s v oan ARRY (1) 285,000 75,000
AN OWENOOE S R 0 v o iiws o Feslio vinwadie swes o visiasioodas (2) 448,000 479,000
Professional and Special Services................c.... (4) 3,993,000 3,612,000
Travelling Bxpenses. ... i idve s vosss s STT0we 80 o (5) 09, 000 77,000
Moving Government Departments and Services..... (6) 92,000 73,000
Freight, Express and Cartage (6 49,000 62,000
Telephones and Telegrams............ (8) 45,000 47,000
Materials and SUpPlies: i i eivssssiisvioossavosis ( 3,829,000 4,123,000
Repairs and Upkeep of Buildings including materials
required therefor........u . JEEIIRE JPRGL. D) 14) 5,906,000 6,000, 000
ROBES. . SN 3 4 s s v ah sdog edamnndusen s imples ToEo s (15) 11,505,000 6,818,000
Repairs and Upkeep of Equipment................. (17) 200, 000 67,000
Municipal or Public Utility Services................ (19) 5,322,000 5,110,000
Unemployment Insurance Contributions and other
recnisl Bemefite. [ A0l s v VIR e i (21) 35,000 35,000
BB IeB ML s sh it v i b egpranvs vaogsya UL TIRIRAR 2 ) (22) 15,000 22,000
46,773,000 41,481,000
Total, Maintenance and Operation of Public Buildings
and Grooddsy .l 308005 Rl s 8P i e SRR T 76,615,000 68,817,000




PUBLIC WORKS

431

B ——————————————————————
Positions Aol
FRSRSNDY Details of Services
|
1967-68 | 1966-67 1967-68 1966-67
$ $
A—DEPARTMENT (Continued)
AccommopaTion Services (Continued)
Vote 5 (Continued)
(Further Details)
Neowloundland wik & uis S ssmmsin 56l Tl U pmitum, d5. 2,093,153 1,975,060
Nova Scotialien Lekhs L numaithal iee a5, st 2,105,665 1,916,135
Prince BEdward Island. & foalaisl a8 s aatite s e Seion 295,101 271,710
New' Bronswick. . ... ..« 502 sttt o St fitueions Ao 80 08 1,278,223 1,177,469
100 or T R M s S o e N A - g S 10,780,497 9,137,715
Ottawaland i EIIL. . * Y s S v e o et aagate s e eieielard ,842,000 27,336,000
Ontario (other than Ottawa and Hull)................. 11,906, 768 9,715,103
NERTCOLaM < T A s 5,535,067 5,810,866
Saskatchewan...... 1,719,996 1,690, 591
Albertalls. i kst 3,133,921 2,304, 200
British Columbia. ., ... . veiss emiole saloraaision 5ie 3,919,429 3,463,532
Yukon and Northwest Territories........... 3,350, 681 3,449,777
London, England......... 580,029 509, 629
U.S.A. and Argentina.. 74,470 59,213
76,615,000 68,817,000
Expenditure Revenue
. $ 563, 464 313 $2,774,022
66,454,444 2,892,722
75,450,000 3,000, 000
ITEM NOT REQUIRED FOR 1967-68
Furniture and Furnishings for Government
Departments
Freight, Express and Cartage....................... 45,000
Furniture and Furnish: R et e e islots wis 4,955,000
.............. 5,000,000
IRGERY, VD CORS A ity -+l s e aloh T o Rl el R v 76,615,000 73,817,000
Expenditure
198485 LT ¢ sslvioia s 0ia o0 BATOR SlaTe LS a8 $ 55,696,500,
LT T B L R A L S e 66,454,444
1966-67 (estimated)..... s s, A PR 74,961,000
Vote 10—Acquisition of equipment and furnish-
ings other than office furnishings............ a 1,485,000 913,000
Expenditure
LGBL~BB: v siciseiantatoraniors s o sieloreis siaisisie s wie's ve.. $ 1,453,437
................................... 1,184,910
1966-67 (estimated)....cceevenriacincnnann 913, 000

268582
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432 ESTIMATES, 1967-68
Positions
Amount
{mamyonms) Details of Services
1967-68 | 1966-67 1967-68 1966-67
$ $
A—DEPARTMENT (Continued)
AccommopaTioN SErvVICES (Continued)
Vote 15—Construction, acquisition, major repairs
and improvements of, and plans and sites for,
public buildings (including expenditures on
works on other than federal property) ; provided
that no contract may be entered into for new
construction with an estimated total cost of
$50,000 or more unless the project is individually
listed in the details of Estimates
NEWFOUNDLAND
Bay Roberts—Public Building—To complete........... 140,000 50,000
Catalina—Public Building—To complete................ ,000 50,000
Ttotns not required 1or 100708 . cicivvii v ono o Joii)s sievetas an oo 100,000
230,000 200,000
sExpendi’cure
; 232,238
131, 000
NOVA 8COTIA
Amherst—Public Building............c.covivininian... 300,000 50,000
Antigonish—Public Building............covvvvuinenn.n. 300,000 100,000
‘Arichgt—Public Bailding!C. .50 il 305 #8h .. 85,000
Canso—Public Building. .............ccovueiiiiienann. 85,000
Middleton—Public Building—Addition and alterations. 110,000
Etemanot required for 19067080 0o Pl biiite i rvviviass]|sviorsiosseves 470,000
880,000 620,000
Expenditure,
BOBERIB.2 0L S TR v e e $ 616,104
L TSN SR DRSS N R e 1,339,449
1966-67 (estimated)............cc.cvuennn.. 487,000
NEW BRUNSWICK
Black’s Harbour—Public Building—To complete....... 175,000 75,000
ftems not toamired Tor 100788 ... ccovevavunmssromntes t|ssanmtonots s 150, 000
175,000 225,000
Expenditure
BO6A-05.. 705 1 v i i s vwwe FOTL TR RN Y $ 360,
e R e e e R 43,152
1006067 (GAtBnatEd) .. cocvoivvvienaivsvimes 120,000



PUBLIC WORKS 433
Positions -
( years) Details of Services
1967-68 | 1966-67 1967-68 1966-67
$ $
A—DEPARTMENT (Continued)
AccommopaTtioN SErvices (Continued)
Vote 15 (Continued)
QUEBEC
Bedford—Public Building—To complete................ 75,000 50,000
Chambly—Public Building—Addition and alterations. . 95,000
Cite de Jacques Cartier—Public Building—Addition
and:alterations. i, S e Al oL AR 9T ey 150, 000
Hauterive—Public Building—To complete.............. 165,000 175,000
Hull—Printing  Bureau  Building—Alterations—To
coraplet i st SN e R i as e 210,000 100, 000
Lennoxville—Public Building..............cooueiueinn.. 85,000
Montreal—National Film Board Buildings—Improve-
ments and new Distribution Branch Building....... 300,000 50,000
New Richmond—Public Building—To complete........ 200,000 150,000
Quebec—Building for Taxation Division, Department of
National ROVenua: o= S ot (ko A EaIas & v delaial 1,000,000
Roxboro—Public Building—Addition and alterations... 110,000
Ste. Anne des Monts—Public Building—To complete. . . . 50,000 50,000
St. Cesaire—Public Building............coovvnenaiiiaen 55,000
Ste. Foy—Public Building........ ..o iiiinsenianiaies 100,000
Ste. Therese de Blainville—Public Building............ 300,000
St. Remi=—Public:Build gt oo ol sanis aduil 65,000
St. Tite—Public Building............ccoovuieiuinaeinnn. 75,000
Sept Iles—Public Building—Addition and alterations. .. 175,000
Temiskaming—Public. Bullding. . .- viv simm aiocamiasidl 70,000
Valleyfield—Public Building............cccovviiiuiiinns 400,000
Varennes—Public Building....... .. covamiinei i 95,000
Ttems notirequired - for1D67-0844 15 0 Sk pilad sSamrre o s s iR, Lo 840, 000
3,775,000 1,415,000
Expenditure
i1l 2 e e e B e Rt R EE A S S A $ 1,652,516
1980000 R L, A 4 1,384,932
1966-67 (estimated)...........co.vuiiinnn.. 2,201,000
OTTAWA
Ottawa—Building for Exhibition Commission, Depart-
ment of Trade and Commerce and Chief Electoral
OMCER. . v b AU MR EREC) ol 2,000, 000
Ottawa—Building for National Police Services, Royal
Canadian Mounted Police...........cuoiivrneinnins 400,000
Ottawa—Building for Taxation Division, Department
of National Rovenne. .. ... ...« o olitle, viizid’s J 3, 500, 000 2,150,000
Ottawa—Central Experimental Farm—Alterations an
improvements to Greenhouses—To complete....... 100, 000 130,000
Ottawa—Central Experimental Farm—Improvements|
to Sanitary and Storm Sewers—To complete....... 300,000 400,000
Ottawa—Central Experimental Farm—K. W. Neatby
Building—Alterations. .. il i, oo ek 150, 000
Ottawa—Central Experimental Farm—Plant growth
chambers—To complete............coiiveeeennins 50,000 100,000
Ottawa—Central Experimental Farm—Revisions to
POBAR scirdis s i abh k5056 Wid WF B4 55/s ¥in s TSNS WIS G073 80,000

15
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434 ESTIMATES, 1967-68
Positions AraoBst
(e Details of Services
1967-68 | 196667 1967-68 196667
$ $
A—DEPARTMENT (Continued)
AccommopatioN Services (Continued)
Vote 15 (Continued)
orrawa (Continued)
Ottawa—Central Experimental Farm—William

Saunders Building—Alterations. ................... 50,000
Ottawa—Central Experimental Farm—Sir John Carling

Building—Installation of Cartography Unit......... 80,000
Ottawa—Central Heating Plant on CIiff Street—Im-

provemaentesileasdii el . .  AEaGy o o na 2,400,000 1,800,000
Ottawa—Confederation Bmldmg—Alteratxons and im-

PrOVeInemts. ....000 . < dvrsbiozin oy RAMBLIIE S v 1,000,000 100,000
Ottawa—Dominion Bureau of Statistics Building—Ad-

ditionand alterations. ;i iZ. vo bt waty Jgrvds s ain 750,000
Ottawa—Food and Drug Laboratory—Addition and

AlCoradiOMONRE 1A Y il s v, (v aan T, e e 750,000
Ottawa—Forest Products Laboratory—Addition and

altevationgsclizseils fig wuinil ded volideld cabdath 170, 000
Ottawa—Magnetic Laboratory for Department of Ener-|

gy, Mines and Resources.. .......cooovvvievnnennn. 750,000 600,000
Ottawa—National Museum. .............cccovuunnennnns 100,000 s
Ottawa—Office Building for Government Departments. ,000
Ottawa—Plouffe Park Warehouse—Improvements...... 75,000
Ottawa—Postal Torminal. . ... ..cc.sua o SLss s HpEme 1,200,000 1,000,000
Ottawa—Research Branch Buildings for Department of

AGTIOICUTY ... e . e o o i o e et e ARSI DA SR oA 3,000,000 1,500,000
Ottawa—Supreme Court Building—Alterations and im-|

provements—To complete............cooviiiiiiiiin. 550,000 200,000
Ottawa—Towards relocation of Mines Branch, Depart-

ment of Energy, Mines and Resources.............. 3,300,000 2,500,000
Ottawa—Tunney’s Pasture—Additional accommodation

for Food and Drug Laboratory...........c.cooovuun. 250,000
Etems not reguiedHor 198708, 0. .. i s e s ssnaas du 5,710,000

21, 505,000 16, 690, 000
Expenditure
R R S RS R R $ 13,089,000
Cnla e SRR RS R AR R K SR RN 16, 137,935
196667 (estimated).............ccvuvveens 12,441,000
ONTARIO (OTHER THAN OTTAWA)
Ajax—Public Bullding. . . . ..o uae caimasns eaisim b s 150, 000
Aurora—Public Building—To complete................. 300, 000 300,000
Chelmsford—Public Building.............coovvuviinnn 75,000
Cochrane—Public B\uldmg——Addltxon and alterations—

To complete sisiammes £k vt 95 alovnisos 100, 000 70,000
Cooksv:lle—-Pubhc Building—To complete............. 600, 000 200,000
Don Mills—Public Building—Addition and alterations.. 450,000 100,000
Durham—Public Building—To complete............... 65,000 75,000
Essex—Public Building—To complete.................. 180, 000 150,000
Fenelon Falls—Public Building...........covvvinunnennn 70,000
Gananoque—Public Building.........ccoeenerininenenn 100, 000
Hamilton—Postal Station “C”.....ccocvvvenriinnnenns 175,000
Hamilton—Postal Station “D”....ceccvreveeicvsssoses 300,000
London—Postal 8Btation “C”........:0vcuvemevevoconins 300,000
Malton—Public Building—To complete................. 240,000 50,000



PUBLIC WORKS

435

( Positions b ¥
man- moun
an-Pehte) Details of Services
1967-68 | 1966-67 1967-68 1966-67
$ $
A—DEPARTMENT (Continued)
AccommopatioN SErVICES (Continued)
Vote 15 (Continued)
ONTARIO (OTHER THAN O0TTAWA) (Continued)
Maple—PubliciBudbdang s s o oiaamissiamissnjssisieems 4 75,000
Napanee—Public Building. ......coooveuiiiiiniinin.n. 400, 000 300,000
New Liskeard—Public Building—Addition and alter-

B O 1T Tt 5. e i e s o A 95,000
North Bay—Pubhc Building—Alterations and im-

PRV GEDBNLE ok - s SR 80 » 518 Lsva, m/a W /sl pktarsrsal sh 150, 000
Parkhill—Public Building—To complete............... 65,000 75,000
Port Colborne—Public Building, ...........ccovveinnn. 400, 000 150, 000
Port Credit—Public Building—Addition and altera-

tions—To.complete.sitinans sk v mas Sl st lain 250, 000 250,000
Rexdale—Public Buﬂdmg—Addmon and alterations—

PO COTADICYE .cicis 5 s 0w sesailan 5 SRS EA IS b ML RTAMIRE 230,000 100, 000
Rldgetown—Pubhc Building—To complete............. 230,000 150, 000
Scarborough—Postal Station ‘‘B’’—To complete........ 250, 000 225 000
Schreiber—Public Building—Addition and alterations.. 60,000
Sioux Lookout—Public Building—Addition and alter-

BT O R R TR e s o o i i e TR 60,000
Stoney Creek—Public Building—Addition and alter-

ALIONTIINL BBl | 5 - Bt o voreim s o o i D SISO 50,000
Sturgeon Falls—Public Building—Addition and alter-

ations—Tl0/BOmIPIEtE: s i vnssiaie s saie's s siimnamrsialolsn 160, 000 100, 000
Sudbury—Public Building—Alterations and Improve-

P07 )11 - o L L R S 50,000 50,000
Toronto—Building for Meteorological Branch, Depart-

ment, of Transport.. ... o olleveetfle i sl e 1,000,000
Toronto—Postal Station ‘‘S’’—To complete............ 400, 000 200, 000
Uxbridge—Public Building—To complete.............. 65,000 65,000
Walkerton—Public Building....c.c.coevviviiiniiininn, 250,000 50,000
Waterdown—Public Building......c..covuviinienineinn, 70,000
Wingham—Public Building. .......c.cocoivininnaian., 120, 000
Woodbridge—Public Building—To complete............ 100, 000 50,000
Ttememotregumed IO, HABT=08, . <t st smists wiuiirs s sinssinilisisiosioisia s iersie s 1,300, 000

7,635,000 4,010,000

Expenditure
1964-65 $ 3,336,669
1965-66 4 2.859, 579
1966-67 (estimated) 1,766,000

MANITOBA

Fort Churchill—Power plant improvements............ 375,000
Fort Churchill—Site development and improvements to

BIBAINEE. .o i s DG 9 0 St I AN 600, 000 600, 000
Fort Churchxll—-Wa.t,er treatment plant and replacement

o iy 1110 £ T s el R S B e e e 550,000
Winnipeg—National Revenue Building—Addition, alter-

ations and improvements. .............o.einiien.s 700,000
Winnipeg—Post Office Building—Improvements—To

COTOPIOHR TR L S et ot siaiaias s o e SRR A e 450,000 200, 000

2,675,000 800, 000
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ESTIMATES, 1967-68

Positions
(man-years) Amount
Details of Services
1967-68 | 196667 1967-68 1966-67
$ $
A—DEPARTMENT (Continued)
AccommopaTioN SErRVICES (Continued)
Vote 15 (Continued)
maNTTOBA (Continued)
Expenditure
TOOED Lo b i Gk n sl ddbrbptiia v s w8 $ 518,319
1065-00..... -0 . prv Fossmiv s s i TS . 299, 900|
196667 (estimated)......c.vovvuivnennenns 1,531,000
SASKATCHEWAN
Esterhazy—Public Building—To complete............. 150, 000 65,000
Wynyard—Public Building—Addition and alterations. . 75,000
IOt not: Yeguired £ox FIT=08. . ..ccvve e vinrns cvaimios s o ot ns dotsloes o & 50,000
225,000 115,000
Expenditure
1964-—65 ................................... $ 62,857
................................... 73,200
1966—67 (estimaated). .. . . « siwiimaviyamine 141,000
ALBERTA
Calgary—Public Building—Alterations................. 125,000 250,000
Drumheller—Pubhc Building—Alterations—To com-
PROLOY L. vz ey < aias I R R A L R R bR R 50,000 50,000
Red Deer—Pubhc Bmldmg—Alteratlons and improve-
mented—To eomplete. . c...... . esudilisisdadladaes 100,000 50,000
Westlock—Public Building. . 4 200,000
Items not required for ST R AR T R SR (R 1,800,000
475,000 2,150,000
Expenditure
1964—65 ................................... $ 1,712,317
100800, . S PR ST R e o vscrvisid st oo wa worvior 4,287,058
1966—67 (7] T G T 2,478,000
BRITISH COLUMBIA
Fort St. John—Public Building—Addition and altera-
tione—T'o completeis i susiimi i sn sy TE S duve 75,000 125,000
Kelowna—Public Building..............coociiiieiinnn 300, 000 100,000
Osoyoos—Public Building—To complete............... 60,000 75,000
Items not. required for 1067-68...........00  covvviieiionsfienaininionn 1,200,000
435,000 1,500, 000
Expenditure
19M—65 ................................... =
................................... 1,216,757
1966-67 (TS T T ) (R SRR g 1,682,000
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PUBLIC WORKS 437
Positions
Amount
(man-years) Details of Services
1967-68 | 1966-67 1967-68 1966-67
$ $
A—DEPARTMENT (Continued)
AccommopaTtioN SErvices (Continued)
Vote 15 (Continued)
YUKON AND NORTHWEST TERRITORIES
Inuvik—Housing for Federal Government Employees. . 2,000,000 150, 000
Northwest Highway System—Construction of Garages
ut Mile 630, 783 and 08B, oou G0 faines swbails b s iy 330,000
thtehorse—Improved Office and housing accommoda-
Hon—TO AOMPISHS. < ;i cvisivaiivivis d shgnedsdnss 200,000 300,000
Items not required for 1067-68 cocninnssido. oo DRER e EaR T iel . L .. 525,000
2,530,000 975, 000
Expenditure
$ 963,162
A 179,280
1,270,000
OUTSIDE CANADA
Itemanolirequired 1or 1967-88. i iiaan dinsms s o foe v sansbios oid 500, 000
Expenditure
. $ 51,690
. 659,211
390, 000
IMPROVEMENTS GENERALLY
Ottama B0 38 oo oasribsrarioresrr MRIRIRIRIY 600,000 300,000
QR P HRITOCIRWEITT . 2o sramiriaes v slee dastes se s At 900, 000 ;|
1, 500,000 900, 000
Expenditure
TOBBIEE B o u eI b e ot s $ 1,001,851
10882007 . 3! Yl X iE . S et 1,306,460
1966-67 (estimated).........cccvviiiunn.n.. 2,800,000
ADVANCE PLANNING OF PROJECTS INCLUDING ACQUISITION
ORI BN o rrsr s S T SR N T LS U R SN 2,400,000 1, 000, 000
Expenditure
IS BD i R AT rg s s e b s 6 e $ 1,680,802
B e cn e o e NG PG S AR e it 221,177
1966-67 (estimated)si; . it N 1,300,000
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ESTIMATES, 1967-68

Positions
(man-years)

1967-68

1966-67

Details of Services

Amount

1967-68

1966-67

A—DEPARTMENT (Continued)
AccomMopaTION SERVICES (Continued)
Vote 15 (Continued)
BALANCES REQUIRED TO COMPLETE ANY PROJECTS UNDER-

TAKEN IN PREVIOUS FISCAL YEARS AND FOR WHICH NO
BPECIFIC PROVISION I8 MADE IN THE FISCAL YEAR

MISCELLANEOUS WORKS NOT OTHERWISE PROVIDED FOR
INCLUDING EXPENDITURES ON WORKS ON OTHER
THAN FEDERAL PROPERTY .cocvecevcoesvonsovavnsnsssh

700,000

500,000

3,025,000

2,300,000

Expenditure
OO s oto b o e S AR a0 el $ 3,874,557
ROB00, .. 20500010, o o o i A I AP 3,108,412
196067 (eatimaatod).. ... v.cwoes o sossmsives 1,865,000

Gross Tobali VMot@dly. . ..cocvcivvonss vnnonseeswessdun
Less—Anticipated Lapses...........covvevrvneennnnenns

Mot Botals NOTB AR iz o 3 S8t B n v tiin o gl si0m s o 13)

(1 S P B 34,025,002
1966-67 (estimated)...............covnnn.. - 31,503,000

HarBoURs AND RivERS ENGINEERING SERVICES

Vote 20—Operation and Maintenance

REMEDIAL WORKS WHERE DAMAGES ARE CAUSED

BY, OR ENDANGER, NAVIGATION OR FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT STRUCTURES

Repairs and Upkeep.. ...(14)
[T o 0 7 TN DO P R TR W1 L P o ...(20)

190, 000
150, 000

190,000
150,000

340, 000

340,000

. $ 252,646
: 330,163
195,000

Expenditure '




PUBLIC WORKS

439

" Positions .
- oun
TIan-yere) Details of Services
B s —
1967-68 | 1966-67 1967-68 196667
$ $
A—DEPARTMENT (Continued)
HArBOURS AND RIvVERS ENGINEERING SERVICES
(Continued)
Vote 20 (Continued)
REPAIRS AND UPKEEP, INCLUDING RECONSTRUC-
TION AND REPLACEMENTS FOR THE MAINTENANCE OF
SERVICES; NO NEW WORKS TO BE UNDERTAKEN
Repairs and Upkeep of Harbour and River Works.. (14) 4,000,000 3,500,000
Expenditure
TDBA=BD & St et vinioroiocoss asmssm BTSRRI e BB S $ 3,471,759
19662801 irn.im i Joiabina icoia 3,539,734
1966-67 (estimated) 3,600,000
DREDGING—MAINTENANCE AND OPERATION OF PLANT
Salaried Positions:
Technical, Operational and Service:
3 3 (84,000-$6,000)
Prevailing Rate Positions:
6 6 (Full Time)
2 2 (Seasonal)
Ships’ Officers and Crews:
216 216 (Full Time)
157 157 (Seasonal)
384 384
(344) (344) |Continuing Establishment...........ooveeiieiiiiiin.. 1,376,000 1,265,000
(18) (18) [Casuals and Others..........cceveunireeeiuinieeeennnns 65,000 5,000
(362) (862). |Bialiarian ANARWAZES s« s - oo s eisliie o o1 ins MBS BB IAS1. (1) 1,441,000 1,320,000
O VETUIIBE ¢ v, s 5 o1 oimits 01w eione aeminisinsbin, 5.5 iwin-s's. 2 MY (1) 53,000 230,000
Subsistence Allowance....... s e s m e e (2) 172,000 165,000
Professional and Special Services...........ccovvuu....(4) 2,600 2,600
Travelling and Removal Expenses................... (5) 15, 500 17,500
Freight, Express and Cartage....................... (6) 12,000 14,000
Telephones and Telegrams.......c.oovuivuaiiinniins (8) 400 400
Materials and Supplies...........c.ccooevuiiin. XS 2 (12) 398, 000 375,000
Rental of Lands and Buildings..................... (15) 500 2,500
Repairs and Upkeep of Equipment il s « e s a7 440,000 400,000
Rental of Equipment............ e i e U U (18) 62, 000 65,000
Municipal or Public Utility Services................ (19) 14,000 15,000
Unemployment Insurance and other Personal
BENGHGRY, . o005 500505 o 0000100 MORBAEA, S A LR, 3 21 1,000 1,000
BundrieaysteBefnsenh donaseuaiiis svs snRaeeta SnR e (22) 9,000 9,000
2,821,000 2,617,000
(Further Details)
NowlonnAIANA . . o osimeisissi e S b o skl St oo 459,295 448,445
NOVA - SCOTAR. ..o oo s iaie o nfiiuiatallsssleiahlon 5008 S ole b aiera Wiy 111,160 70,325
Prince Edward Island e 348,394 311,073
New Brunswick.....oooveniienenennnnnn. 96,981 150, 805
(6T T T e R R S S e S 384,428 319,966
Manitoba and Southern Saskatchewan.................. 267,163 241,252
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440 ESTIMATES, 1967-68
Positions
Amount
(masn swns) Details of Services
1967-68 | 1966-67 1967-68 1966-67
$ $
A—DEPARTMENT (Continued)
HarBoURS AND RIvERs ENGINEERING SERVICES
(Continued)
Vote 20 (Continued)
DREDGING—MAINTENANCE AND OPERATION OF PLANT
(Continued)
(Further Details) (Continued)
Alberta, Northwest Territories and Northern Saskatch-
.............................................. 313,828 312,308
Bntxsh Columbia and Yukon Territory................ 839,751 762,826
2,821,000 2,617,000
Expenditure Revenue
$ 2,493,716 § 64,887
2,721,413 69,129
2,775,000 60,000
MAINTENANCE AND OPERATION OF GRAVING DOCKS,
LOCKS AND DAMS
Salaried Positions:
Administrative and Foreign Service:
3 2 ($8,000-$10,000)
Technical, Operational and Service:
1 1 ESS.OOO—SI0.000)
4 4 $6,000-$8,000)
61 61 ($4,000-%6,000)
11 11 (Under $4,000)
Administrative Support:
2 2 ($4,000-86,000)
Prevailing Rate Positions:
4 4 (Full Time)
85 85
(85) (85) |Continuing Establishment........cc.ovvviiiiiiieneines 437,000 421,000
2) 2))|Casuals alid Ohers.....coovviveoaviisorss HIITTT A ,000 6,
(87) (87)0|Balaries ARG WAERS <. vses s o o s RS ISGTUT ok 0. S0 (1) 442,000 427,000
OVertimeti AL v vum i 85 SRS « b i b BB i SR (1) 22,500 17,100
Allowancesys ke « oigas » s BRI, EMGRICERIRT (2) 300 800
Professional and Special Services.................... 4) 17,600 13,200
Travelling and Removal Expenses................... (5) 500 500
Freight, Express and Cartage.........cccovvvviiennn (6) 600 600
Telephones and Telegrams.........coc0iveeviaeninn, (8) 2,800 2,800
Materials and Bupplies.........:.ccoveesueicconoasss (12) 45,725 42,800
Repairs and Upkeep of Docks, Locks and Dams and
Appurtenant Works, including Materials re-
quired therefor. ... ...... 0wl SR Gl (14) 100,175 251,700
Repairs and Upkeep of Equipment................. (17) 18,800 57,300
Municipal or Public Utility Services................ (19) 66, 500 63,700
Unemployment Insurance Contributions............ (21) 100 100
Canada’s Share of the cost of the Okanagan Flood
COnEROL- BRI soxiwsccios o v 6w d w4 sz A A T8 s n TN (22) 45,000 45,000
T S e RN R T KO0 DR (22) 400 400
763,000 923, 000
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PUBLIC WORKS 441
Positions
= Amount
fnseyodrs) Details of Services
1967-68 | 1966-67 1967-68 1966-67
$ $
A—DEPARTMENT (Continued)
HArRBOURS AND RIVERS ENGINEERING SERVICES
(Continued)
Vote 20 (Continued)
MAINTENANCE AND OPERATION (Continued)
(Further Details)
Graving Docks
Ehamplain, JQUEBET . . /.ofiviissen seiamits ot s e iialaservy iere ey 184,952 256,105
Borne; Quebee: ..t v 126,965 182, 540
Selkirk Repair Slip, Manitoba. .. 1,328 8,500
Esquimalt, British Columbia.........covveeiieeiineen. 223,130 252,170
Locks and Dams
Quinze Dam, Quebec...........coviiviiiiiiiiiiiiiiea. 27,005 24,595
Latchford Dam, Ontario........ccovevreerrerirveananns 400 1,225
Temiskaming Dams, Ontario. . s 28,205 30,235
French River Dams, Ontario............. 41,790 41,705
St. Andrew’s Lock and Dam, Manitoba.. 74,225 70,925
Okanagan Flood Control Pro;ect ........... 85 45,000 45 000
Generally. . ... T R N R RO S RS 10,000 10 000
763,000 923,000
Expenditure Revenue
$ 729,432 § 465,965
791,110 459,117
892,000 450,000
......................................... 7,924,000 7,380,000
Expenditure Revenue
S 6,947,553 $ 530,852
,382,420 528,246
7 462,000 510,000
Vote 25—Construction or Acquisition of Equipment
DREDGING—CONSTRUCTION OR ACQUISITION OF
EQUIPMENT
Plant and Related Equipment............... 173,500 390,000
Tools and Miscellaneous Equipment 47,500 50,000
(16) 221,000 440,000
(Further Details)
O A I e e s Tt o s T LT O R oo 62,500 283, 000
NGV BB (2 P AR G o e eroraiow e ik s e T g 818 1,000
Prince Edward Island ... ... v viaamssions s owlon s oo 5,000 16, ooo
N o BSOS s 5T, S o Vol rale e Sesmsisiniosa e oloin e erstase 2,500 12 100
Quebeo: MBI RN EY i st 78, 500 4,200
Manitoba and Southern Saskatchewan.................. 58, 46,200



442 ESTIMATES, 1967-68
Positions
(man-years) Amount
Details of Services
1967-68 | 1966-67 1967-68 1966-67
$ $
A—DEPARTMENT (Continued)
I1ARBOURS AND RIvVERS ENGINEERING SERVICES
(Continued)
Vote 25 (Continued)
DREDGING—CONSTRUCTION OR ACQUISITION OF
EQuIpMENT (Continued)
(Further Details)
Alberta, Northern Saskatchewan and Northwest Ter-
Titories................. BTSN e v 8,000 25,000
British Columbia and Yukon Territory................ 5,500 5
221,000 440,000
Expenditure
BB BE. L, o ool viviy samns s olBom ol Til 2V 678,
WA . L. corevro cimoniermioym it s 0 SO 509, 521
196667 (estimated)............ccovenuvnns 263,
GRAVING DOCKS, LOCKS AND DAMS—CONSTRUC-
TION OR ACQUISITION OF BUILDINGS, WORKS, LAND
AND EQUIPMENT
Construction or Acquisition of Buildings, Works and
11 AR RSP L e . IR SO 694, 000 600, 000
Acquisition of Equipment,. 10,000 10,000
704,000 610, 000
Graving Docks
Champlain, Quebec. e 2,000 2,000
Lortie, QUabec: ... . & Jves . His 45 500 500
Selkirk Repair Slip, Manitoba. 300,000
Esquimalt, British Columbia.............. 1,000 500
Locks and Dams
Quinze Dann-Quebeei Jx. susldis i oed- 1o Gniyeassasias 5,000 5,700
Latchford Dam, Ontario................co00s ¥
Temiskaming Dams, Ontario and Quebec.... 600, 600
French River Dams, Ontario................ 3% 700
St. Andrew’s Lock and Dam, Manitoba................
704,000 610,000
Expenditure
UOOE e oo wilmcnin o et ol e BPaEs $ 55
108800, .55 o rerstivio s e ns s 55 e GEBGENT oWuoAE 5,123
196667 (eBtimaaled). .o tic.coavosts s aisar 780,000
ROBRES, VOUBZ . . . i o:iivsccoioisionisdiskoins, s mesncsnn s Al s 925,000 1,050,000
Expenditure
P02 S S AT bl $ 734,242
A e SRS S U e i 514, 644
196667 (estimated)...........covvvuvnnenn 1,043,000,




PUBLIC WORKS 443
Positions Ao
(man-years) Details of Services
1967-68 | 1966-67 1967-68 1966-67
$ $
A—DEPARTMENT (Continued)
HarBoURS AND R1vERs ENGINEERING SERVICES
(Continued)
Vote 30—Construction, acquisition, major repairs
and improvements of, and plans and sites for
harbour and river works (including expendi-
tures on works on other than federal property);
provided that no contract may be entered into
for new construction with an estimated total
cost of $50,000 or more unless the project is
individually listed in the Details of Estimates
NEWFOUNDLAND
Aspen Cove—Breakwater reconstruction—To complete 75,000 50,000
Benoit’s Cove—Wharf reconstruction................... 50,000
Bonavista—Breakwater extension................co0unn 150, 000
Botwood—Wharf and shed—To complete............... 100, 000 400,000
Chance Cove—Wharf reconstruction.................... 75,000
Ferryland—Harbour improvements.................... 65,000
Fogo (Seal Cove)—Wharf reconstruction and improve-|
ments—To complete..........ccovvriiierieiinnnnas 120,000 160, 000
Fortune—Towards harbour improvements.............. 500, 000 325,000
Grand Bank—Towards wharf reconstruction............ 300,000 350,000
Green Island Brook—Breakwater—To complete....... 75,000 125,000
Green Island Cove—Breakwater extension.............. 55,000
Hants Harbour—Harbour improvements............... 175,000
Harbour Grace—Wharf extension—Federal Govern-|
ment's share of ost. ... iiscurn i iito i ienn. 80,000 80,000
Heart’s Content—Wharf replacement—To complete. . .. 60,000 195, 000
Heart’s Delight—Wharf replacement................... 80,000
Long Harbour—Towards wharf facilities . .. ol 1,500,000
Nipper’s Harbour—Wharf replacement................. 100, 000
O’Donnell’s—Harbour improvements. ................. 180,000
Pass Island—Wharf reconstruction and extension........ 65,000
Petty Harbour—Towards harbour improvements. .. ... 200,000
Plate Cove West—Wharf replacement—To complete.... 75,000 100, 000
Quirpon—Wharf reconstruction..............oouvieun... 70,000
Rose Blanche—Wharf extension........................ 80,000
St. John’s—Harbour improvements—To complete.... .. 300,000 300, 000
Wolf Cove—Wharf—To complete..........covevineinnn. 300,000 100,000
Ttems notitequired fox 198768 . ... chabaiiilal SEMRNG. 0L 2,040, 000
4,830,000 4,225,000
Expenditure
T e e A T O S $ 3,599,635
TOBE=08, . J5 35 w0008 st sy o il sxiistana¥abad e v 3,552,981
1966-67 (estimated).. ... .. v ik s 3,977,000,
NOVA SCOTIA
Camp Cove—Breakwater....................ooiuennn. 110, 000
Canso— Harbour improvements—Federal Government’s
share of cost—To complete..............ccvevennen 50,000 300, 000
Country Harbour—Wharf.................... 140,000
Dighy—Towards harbour improvements 225,000 200, 000
Fourchu—Breakwater repairs................ovvvevnnnn 85,000 55,000
Little River (Digby)—Harbour improvements......... 175,000
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ESTIMATES, 1967-68

Positions
. Amount
oy Details of Services
1967-68 | 196667 1967-68 1966-67
$ $
A—DEPARTMENT (Continued)
HarBoURS AND RivErs ENGINEERING SERVICES
(Continued)
Vote 30 (Continued)
Nova scoria (Continued)
Lockeport—Harbour improvements—To complete...... 250,000 100,000
Parrsboro—Breakwater repairs............ccoeveviinnn.. 70,000
Port Maitland—Breakwater repairs................... 125,000
Pugwash—Harbour reﬂiltrs and 1mprovements .......... 195,000
St. Peter’ s—Towards bour improvements.. b 200, 000
Sonora—Wharf repairs..........covvvuevrneinneneennns 55,000
Sydney (South Bar)——Groynes ......................... 55,000
hree Fathom Harbour—Dredging.................... ,000
Yarmouth—Harbour improvements.................... 225,000 150,000
Items not required for 1967-68......c.cvuviveviinsiviess|aiviinasniases 2,345,000
2,020,000 3,150,000
Expenditure
- $ 2,096,528
3,840,613
3,143,000,
PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND
Rice Point—1anding. ... . ..« coisilasiyss sshiatvvids @y 85,000
Souris—Harbour improvements—To complete.......... 90, 000 220,000
Summerside—Harbour repairs and improvements. .. ... 95,000
Wood Islands—Harbour repairs and improvements..... 190, 000
Items not required for 1967-68.........ccvvuvveiiriniiifoniiiiniineans 370,000
460,000 590, 000
Expenditure
D085 5 50 S o TR B v SRS $§ 280,120
1.7 LS S A SO i NS 538,605
196667 (estimated)............oueuiuinnnn 291, 000
NEW BRUNSWICK
Bathurst—IXOAZINGE . .o cco.e.e 50 5im i s sino oimeinoimosss o 15008 80,000 105, 000
Beaver Harbour—Breakwater-Wharf—To complete..... 200,000 250,000
Belledune Point—Towards harbour development....... 2,000,000 1, 500, 000
Campbellton—Dredging. ... .. .c...c.ovverrvcsssimnoms 50,000 80,000
Dealhionmie—DNSRGRIE. . - - » <o 010 wi060051000 Y TR GPP0 0 50,000
Dipper Harbour—Harbour repairs and improvements. . 150,000
Escuminac—Harbour improvements—To complete... .. 160, 000 600, 000
Lameque—Harbour improvements—To complete....... 260,000 200,000
Lower Caraquet—Wharf extension—To complete. ... ... 500,000
Lower St. Louis—Wharf extention................cooue 75,000
Newcastle—Harbour improvements—To complete.. ... 600, 000 250,000
Point Sapin—Towards harbour improvements.......... 300,000
Saint John (Courtenay Bay)—Dredging................ 550,000 500,000
Sand Point—Wharf—Federal Government’s share of
OOBL—T0 COMPIBR. < ocisvviiivissrs wrsves s e slhailblbises 250,000 100,000



PUBLIC WORKS 445
Positions Aok
e Details of Services
1967-68 | 1966-67 1967-68 1966-67
$ $
A—DEPARTMENT (Continued)
HARBOURS AND RIVERS ENGINEERING SERVICES
(Continued)
Vote 30 (Continued)
NEw BRUNsWICK (Continued)
Shippegan Gully—Reconstruction of breakwater—To
oompPlets. . . o ARG SRR LN TR SRR e 200, 000 260, 000
Items not required for 1967-68.........0ceveneerineneaes]iininiinan. 1,025,000
5,425,000 4,870,000
Expenditure
1004-08 . i ot « R R VT EIT L SHIR ST, $ 2,154,280
BOBB-B0L- b, s S R R S e A A 3,467,955
1966-67 (estimated)......... R e AR 4,611,000
QUEBEC
Baie Comeau—Harbour repairs and improvements. . ... 80,000 75,000
Baie des Sables—Whar{ repairs. &% o3 60, 000
Cap-aux-Meules—Wharf repairs........... o et : 70,000
Cap de la Madeleine (Ste Marthe)—Retaining Wall..... 60,000
Carleton—Wharf repairs and extension—To complete. .. 95,000 60, 000
Champlain—Retaining wall..................... . 100, 000 60,000
Gros Cacouna—Towards harbour development 2,000,000 1,000.000
Havre Aubert—Shed—To complete......... 80, 000 80, 000
Matane—Towards harbour improvements... : 2,000,000 1,500,000
Mingan—Wharf reconstruction..............covevvienann. 200,000
Paspebiac—Harbour improvements—To complete...... 600, 000 200, 000
Riviere-au-Renard—Towards harbour improvements. .. 400, 000 200, 000
Ste Anne de Sorel—Retaining wall..................... 60, 000
Sept Iles—Harbour repairs and improvements.......... 65,000 100,000
Sillery—Breakwater and dredging—To complete. ...... 75,000
Tadoussac (Anse a L’Eau)—Wharf repairs—To complete 100, 000 100, 000
Tracy—Retaining wall. . vicisiciini oviivaiones vaoiii 55,000 90,000
Varennes—Retaining wall..........ooovviiiiinnnnn.. 80, 000 75,000
Vercheres—Retaining wall.........ccovvviieiineinnennn 75,000 85,000
Ttems ot requived 1ar-TABT=08. .. .. ivivas tasivasivinsmpie sab|sish s e s s 3,050,000
6,255, 000 6,675,000
Expenditure
IO s B T T s as nieies Waidis Siacaialeiv 4 o0 $ 4,521,741
5,343,896
4,885,000
ONTARIO
Bayfield—Harbour repairs and improvements—To com-
pletet e i s S i i S S e el 75,000 110,000
Burlington Channel—Harbour repairs and improvements 150, 000 310,000
Cobourg—Harbour repairs and improvements.......... 190,000 125,000
Goderich—Harbour repairs and improvements......... 400,000 130, 000
Kincardine— Reconstruction of pier..................... 160,000 65,000
Kingston (Crawford Dock)—Wharf improvements—To
100, 000 130, 000

oot n i o o RN SR R oy S
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446 ESTIMATES, 1967-68
Positions
Amount
CRR— Details of Services
1967-68 | 1966-67 1967-68 1966-67
$ $
A—DEPARTMENT (Continued)
HAarBOURS AND RIVERS ENGINEERING SERVICES
(Continued)
Vote 30 (Continued)
oNTARr1O (Continued)
Kingsville—Dredging...........ccocvviieiurnns 60,000
Lakehead—Harbour repairs and improvemen 900, 000 400,000
Oshawa—Harbour repairs and improvements...... 65,000 120,000
Parry Sound—Harbour repairs and improvements...... 160, 000 180, 000
Port Burwell—Harbour repairs and improvements...... 340,000 330,000
Port Dover—Towards harbour improvements.......... 400,000 100,000
Port Hope—Harbour repairs and improvements........ 80,000
Port Stanley—Harbour repairs and improvements...... 300,000 500,000
Sarnia—Towards harbour improvements............... 260, 000 170,000
Sturgeon Creek (Leamington)—Towards breakwaters
D T e T R T S . 100,000
Trenton—IWHALL TOPARES. . .. . . siiciesuvaies venvdbmesivnes 0,000
Wheatley—Protection Work—Federal Government’s
Shareiof CoBb. . .ccvcvuws i ins oo BN+ .0 450w ocvwsso0 000 100,000
Wheatlefr—Wharf reconstruction. . .. . o« o dn iR TN 75,000
Wolfe Island (Marysville)—Wharf reconstruction....... 130,000
Fems not required for 1067-68. . . .. esbsqus Jeiteh ol vplataels anboiinnia ¢ o 0.0 o 2,200,000
4,115,000 4,870,000
Expenditure
1964:565. . ... . . ... . L VI BEORERIN. Wi o $ 3,710,735
BOB8-00... L. .. - i csiaioiniacoins oo s o RSMEGEAC Sl 4,393,464
196667 (estimated)..........covvivivenns 5,052,000
MANITOBA AND SASKATCHEWAN
Arnes, Manitoba—Wharf reconstruction................. 50,000
Winnipeg Beach, Manitoba—Towards Harbour recon-
BEXUOTION. ... » » ¢ o 2w aanisnoe voskasasasyss VAo RENEN 200,000
250,000
Expenditure
1964-65 ................................... $ 110,372
................................... 41,679
1966—67 (onbinarbadIRE . L IR I i svascs waonamarvis
ALBERTA AND NORTHWEST TERRITORIES
Great Bear River (Portage) N.W.T.—Harbour repairs
and Improvenmients; ., . | 55 IR AP TSI P 60,000
Ttems Hot required for 1067-88: 00l oo it ilRtiieiR e sens]o os o o s itmgidios » 100, 000
60,000 100, 000
Expenditure
T OO PR RRs S = BoLL PO S S $ 79,138
HOAE-000. . Rs aoe o o VAT s 85,220
196667 (estimated).....ccevvevirveeinneiens ,000



PUBLIC WORKS 447
Positions Asoiet
(o) Details of Services
1967-68 | 1966-67 1967-68 1966-67
$ $
A—DEPARTMENT (Continued)
HARBOURS AND R1vERS ENGINEERING SERVICES
(Continued)
Vote 30 (Continued)
BRITISH COLUMBIA
Ahousat—Wharf reconstruetion.............cooiiiiiiee 60,000
Courtenay—Harbour repairs and improvement ° 80,000
Fraser River—Improvements 1, 600, 000 1,060, 000
Horseshoe Bay—Breakwater—Federal Government’s
share of cost—To complete..........oovuviinnrinens 50,000 100, 000
Kitimat Mission—Harbour improvements. 145,000
Louise Cha.nnel—Dredgmg—Federal Government’s
share of cost 50,000
Lund—Wharf reconstructio 60, 000
Masset (Delkatla Slough)—Harbour repa s and m-
ProVements. \ il S s ar. . 1 » FABETIES ST 175,000
New Westminster—Stores yard relocation 400,000 100, 000
Port Alberni—Wharf repairs—Federal Governmen s
ShATre Of OORDAIAN. v« i ise olvinen wiamins Sngioie 150,000
Port Simpson—Boat Harbour—To complete. 80,000 250, 000
Powell River—Harbour repairs.............. 165, 000
Sechelt—Boat Harbour...........c....... 220, 000 215,000
Shoal Bay—Wharf repairs.......o..ovvens . 85,000
Items not required for 1967-68..........covivarraiiicnie]orrceieneians. 1,425,000
3,320,000 3,150,000
Expenditure
BOBASOE . 5 TR R S e R s s e e $ 2,767,226
100508 iRl IINT L Lo et ibisists soisiaimine 2,115,985
1966-67 (estimated).........ccovveeinaiannn 3,190,000
REMEDIAL WORKS WHERE DAMAGES ARE CAUSED
BY, OR ENDANGER NAVIGATION OR FEDERAL GOV-
ERNMENT STRUCTURES
D TR CTROM AL, < v s o i b A Tt AR 8D B il F 4 350,000 500, 000
Expenditure
1964—65 ................................... $ 375,396
1985861 AP0 it vi ol e TR o' 239,301
1966—67 (éstimated): wisrnsuzen®. sanasts 350, 000
DREDGING—CONTRACT AND DAY LABOUR WORK .......... 1,200,000 1,100, 000
Expenditure
10847265 o6 . en s SR N s e e $ 1,010,930
1005=00E 00 LA MR, SR o v s e 1,037,149
196667 (estimated).....cccsmvaviacernnanan 1,100,000
ADVANCE PLANNING OF PROJECTS INCLUDING ACQUISITION|
Por v I s 3 R A T A T AT S RO ) 350,000 250, 000
Expenditure
BOBASBE., o0 el v s s el e Ao ori e Asiars $ 246,519
TOBE0BE 1+ v ins e rais s S b eis x eigie lole s S s A5 367,974
1966-67 (estimated)...coscevuneanaenaaioae 451, 000|

26858—33




ESTIMATES, 196768

Positions
(man-years)

1967-68

1966-67

Details of Services

Amount,

1967-68

1966-67

Y

A—DEPARTMENT (Continued)

HarBoURS AND RIVERS ENGINEERING SERVICES
(Continued)

Vote 30 (Continued)
BALANCES REQUIRED TO COMPLETE ANY PROJECTS UNDER-

TAKEN IN PREVIOUS FISCAL YEARS AND FOR WHICH NO!
SPECIFIC PROVISION IS MADE IN THE FISCAL YEAR 1967-68

800, 000

800,000

Expenditure
. $ 531,495
975,527
943, 000!

MISCELLANEOUS WORKS NOT OTHERWISE PROVIDED FOR
INCLUDING EXPENDITURES ON WORKS ON OTHER
THAN FEDERAL PROPERTY ... .0cvvctnanrvrssvsasnanans

1,995, 000

1,800, 000

Expenditure

1964—-65 ................................... $ 1,036,886
T 1,321,646

1,367,000

31,430,000

32,080,000

1964—65 ................................... $ 22,521,001

Statutory—Dry Dock Subsidies—Canadian
Vickers Limited, Montreal.................... (20)

Expenditure
90,000

180,000
180,000

Roaps, BrRipGes AND OTHER ENGINEERING SERVICES

Vote 35—Operation and maintenance including
authority to make recoverable advances in
amounts not exceeding in the aggregate the
amount of the operating expenses of the New
Westminster Bridge

Salaried Positions:
Executive, Scientific and Professional:
($12,000-314,000)

180,000

180,000

($10,000-$12,000)
($8,000-$10,000)
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449

Positions

man- Amount
( P Details of Services
e ——
1967-68 | 1966-67 1967-68 1966-67
$ $
A—DEPARTMENT (Continued)
Roaps, BRipGES AND OTHER ENGINEERING SERVICES
(Continued)
Vote 35 (Continued)
Salaried Positions: (Continued) ;
Technical, Operational and Service:
1 ($12,000-$14,000)
1 1 ($10,000-$12,000)
4 3 ($8,000-$10,000)
16 19 ($6,000-$8,000)
21 21 ($4,000-$6,000)
6 6 (Under $4,000)
1 1 (Part Time)
9 9 (Seasonal)
Administrative Support:
13 9 (84,000-$6,000)
3 9 (Under $4,000)
Prevailing Rate Positions:
218 238 (Full Time)
295 319
(292) (316) |Continiung Establishment............c..ooiiiiiiiiaaan. 1,235,000 1,526,400
(7) (4) [Casualsand Others..... BN A0ST SRl M aiia ., 26, x
(299) (320) |Salaries and Wages.. (D 1,261,000 1,542,000
vertime............ w19 62,000 62, 000
AL OWANCOE . e . o fh ks se o v as ..(2) 230,000 300,000
Professional and Special Services. . w(4) 14,000 15,000
Travelling and Removal Expenses. .. (8) 70,000 44,000
Freight, Express and Cartage. a (6; 26,000 21,000
Telephones and Telegrams.. .. (8 900 900
Materials and Supplies.............. 54 3 (12; 659,100 823, 500
Repairs and Upkeep of Roads and Brid (14 3,813,000 2,136,100
Acquisition of Equipment.......... .(16) ,000 327,900
Repairs and Upkeep of Equipment .(17) 631,000 825,200
Municipal or Public Utility Services..... -(19) 13,000 13,000
Unemployment Insurance Contributions. .(21) 9,000 14,700
Bandries. ... o R e ik V% 1 e BT (22) 5,100 5,100
2 6,998,100 6,130,400
Less—Operating expenses of the New Westminister
Bridge recoverable from the trust account which
is credited with income from the operation of
EBE B IR SR D S ATTRs < ors-ois .. /s 000 4 8 o ociom Aok 97,100 87,400
6,901,000 6,043,000
(Further Details)
Burlington€anal Bridge! ciia s Seaiis soios oo assujsnsie 94,800 84,100
Kingston, LaSalle Causeway........ccocvuviiiniiensannes 36,200 36,400
New Westminster Bridge. .. ... ... diici SAGTaR An 97,100 87,400
Bridges Generally i35 A0 0 FETNIYaaN ST S, 208,250 170,350
Northwest Highway System.........ccocieviiniiennens 6,561,750 5,752,150
6,998,100 6,130,400
Less—Operating expenses of the New Westminster
Bridge recoverable from the trust account which
is credited with income from the operation of the
125575 s e s o SRR S S S 97,100 87,400
6,901,000 6,043,000

31




450

ESTIMATES, 196768

Positions
(man-years)

1967-68

1966-67

Details of Services

Amount

1967-68

1966-67

A—DEPARTMENT (Continued)

Roaps, Bripges AND O1HER ENGINEERING SERVICES
(Continued)

Vote 35 (Continued)

Expenditure Revenue
$ 8,990,493 $ 119,567
5,522,307 182,592
6,043,000 210,000

VYote 40—Construction, acquisition, major repairs
and improvements of, and plans and sites for,
the roads, bridges and other engineering works
listed in the Details of Estimates, provided
that the amounts within the vote to be expended
on individually listed projects may be increased
go;lre&msed subject to the approval of Treasury

TOWARDS FEDERAL SHARE OF THE COST OF INTER-
NATIONAL AND INTERPROVINCIAL BRIDGES, AND
THE COST OF OTHER PROJECTS

Towards Federal Government’s share of the cost of
roads and bridges in Ottawa..........cooovveinenn.
Towards the cost of planning and constructing a causeway
gnd associated structures across Northumberland

(7 v L S A AR TR - 8 S o Y I
Towards Federal Government’s share of the cost of
reconstructing the Calumet-Bryson Bridge, Quebec.

To complete Federal Government’s share of the cost of
reconstructin% the Portage du Fort Bridge, Quebec.
Towards Federal Government’s share of the cost of
constructing Highway No. 6 in the Counties of
Matane and Gaspe North, Quebec..................
Northwest Highway System—Reconstruction of bridges
Paving the Alaska Highway through Fort Nelson, B.C.
Towards the cost of increasing the vertical clearance at
the Kingston LaSalle Causeway....................
Items noc required for 1967-68............cc0veevueennn.

(13)

Expenditure
1 ] i e R A SR b g o $ 2,169,596
N N A PR AL T AT 4,430,527
1906=07 festinadted). " LY. e s e 6,953, 000,

ADVANCE PLANNING, BALANCES REQUIRED TO COMPLETE
PROJECTS UNDERTAKEN IN PREVIOUS YEARS FOR
WHICH NO SPECIFIC PROVISION IS MADE IN 1967-68
AND MISCELLANEOUS WORKB......o0ovuneernsnnnn (13

100, 000

15,000,000
250,000
150,000

3,000,000

1,000,000
165,000

825,000

10,000,000
250,000
400,000

3,500,000
00,000

900,000

19,765,000

16,575,000

200,000

200, 000

Expenditure

1964-85. . . Ve 2 R %a0s v podd . malde s o $ 235,779
1065-66. . . iaiiar. Swwernt. dawvi vonids svemd 362,286
f

1966-6

32




PUBLIC WORKS 451
Positions " g
RSy, Details of Services R
1967-68 | 1966-67 1967-68 1966-67
$ $
A—DEPARTMENT (Continued)
Roaps, BRIDGES AND OTHER ENGINEERING
Services (Continued)
Vote 40 (Continued)
Gross Total, Vidote:d0Y. sl iaaa i Nt i S M Emnesy. 19,965, 000 16,775
Less—Anticipated Lapses....c.coeceeessioni damavesnsonfiiiii i 99:88(9)
Net total, Wote 0. ....cc. o s4a8o0 a1 IURGEGE, 6 19,965,000 16,675,001
Expenditure
1964-85. . \. . .~ FAILL . Il HITERY .. § 2,405,375
1965=0015 882 . SREERR ANk v e ot 4,792,813
1066-67 (estimated)... .t ot tiit ua Ll 7,073,000
Statutory—Trans-Canada Highway—Contri-
butions to the Provinces under terms of the
Trans-Canada Highway Act (Chap. 269,
R.S., as amended). ..ol il ciovs e s siaie deaie 31)| 60,000,000 70,600,000
Expenditure
BORUESD. .3 oveviinrdte Vot ae B s ae $ 76,085,112
PO o s e 83,422,828
1966-67 (estimated) 78,000, 000
Vote 50—Trans-Canada Highway—Construc-
tion through National Parks................. a3) 1,860,000 1,175,000
Expenditure
1964285, L . .. . A LUBREMIROR (IR TINTRSS $ 195,421
050500l 0] 5 s et AR i 259,732
1966-67 (estimated) 543,000
TesTING LLABORATORIES
Vote 55—Operation and Maintenance
Salaried Positions:
Executive, Scientific and Professional:
1 ($14,000-$16,000
5 1 ($12,000-$14,000)
6 11 ($10,000-$12,000)
12 8 ($8,000-$10,000)
4 ($6,000-88,000) ; i
Administrative and Foreign Service:
1 1 ($6,000-88,000) ;
Technical, Operational and Service:
2 1 ($8,000-$10,000)
49 35 ($6,000-38,000)
44 59 ($4,000-$6,000)
: | T (Under $4,000)
Administrative Support:
1 ($6,000-88,000)
11 10 (84,000-36,000)
6 8 (Under $4,000)
139 139
(139) (139) |Continuing Establishment.........c.covveueiiiiiiann.. 803,000 773,000
(48) (40) |Casuals and Others.........oovuurieeeerininieneeeanis 170,000 ,000
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ESTIMATES, 1967-68

Positions Akt
( years) Details of Services
1967-68 | 1966-67 1967-68 1966-67
$ $
A—DEPARTMENT (Continued)
TestiNg LasoraTories (Continued)
Vote 55 (Contined)
(187) (179) |Salaries and Wages (including $16,000 allotted during
196667 from the Finance Contingencies Vote for
increases in rates of pay)............ceiiiiiiin, (1) 973,000 937,000
Professional and Special Services.................... (4) 1,500 1,000
Trayelling and Removal Expenses 45,000 45,000
Freight, Express and Cartage................... o 12,000 15,000
Telelphones BRPRIEEPREaS. . .. . ... ooy v cussens sl odn 8) 7,500 5,800
Publication of Departmental Reports and Other
M taridP TS R SRR, BN D) 120 120
Office Stationery, Supplies and Equipment.......... (11) 13,280 13,280
Materials and Supplies.......................cvnen (12) 131,000 133,275
Rental of Storage Space............... e 400 400
Acquisition of Equipment...................... 67,200 57,925
Repairs and Upkeep of Equipment 20, 000 22,000
Rental of Equipment......................... 30,000 26, 500
Membership Fees.......................... 400 400
Unemployment Insurance Contributions.. 2,000 2,000
Smdn Rt VR AN IR e e PR 300 300
1,303,700 1,260,000
Expenditure
O e et s e $ 1,043,125
L e PE R o st e B sl 1,114,681
1966-67 (estimated)....................... 1,200,000
B—NATIONAL CAPITAL COMMISSION
Vote 60—Operation and Maintenance, General Ad-
ministration and interest charges on outstand-
ing loans that were made for the purpose of
acquiring property in the National Capital
Region
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF PARKS, PARK-
WAYS AND GROUNDS ADJOINING GOVERNMENT
BUILDINGS AT OTTAWA AND HULL, MAINTENANCE
OF OTHER PROPERTIES AND GENERAL ADMINISTRA-
TION
Planning and Administration.............cooeuenienen. 1,217,000 704,070
Operations and Maintenance..............ocevvuivnennss 3,237,000 2,880,930
Employee Benefits—Superannuation, Workmen’s Com-
pensation and Medical—Surgical Plan ,............. 216,000 168,000
Grants in lieu of taxes to local municipalities pursuant,
to section 15 of the National Capital Act........... 390,000 300, 000
Operating and office equipment............cccoviiuvennn. 130, 000 179,000
(22) 5,190,000 4,232,000
Less—Estimated revenues from the sales of supplies,
etc., rental of equipment and from services
PRIAOOR -, v o R st S D D (34) 210,000 230,000
4,980, 000 4,002,000
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Positions
(man-years)

1967-68 | 1966-67

Details of Services

Amount

1967-68

1966-67

SO =

00D I

et
TR JW D GO

B—NATIONAL CAPITAL COMMISSION
(Continued)

Vote 60 (Continued)
OPERATIONS OF THE coMmMissIoN (Continued)
Expenditure Revenue
Suiatiae dite $ 3,628,064 $§ 237,686

,968,633 187,991
4,915,000 200,000

1964-65. ..
1965-66 W
1966-67 (estimated)............

INTEREST CHARGES ON OUTSTANDING LOANS
THAT WERE MADE FOR THE PURPOSE OF ACQUIRING
PROPERTY IN THE NATIONAL CAPITAL REGION

Interest ChATZOS. .« «dee v scosimnssase TP R (22)|

Less—Estimated revenues from the renta.l of prop-
erties and interest INCOMe........covvvenvavsnns (34)

3,970,000
500,000

3,920,000
590,000

3,470, 000

3,330,000

Expenditure Revenue |

196465, ... v.rueiiannoninnons $ 2,857,664 $ 393,611
19685-08....8 10 3w s obsrobiainrs s aibiomiess 3,253,842 513,373

1966-67 (estimated)............ 3, 800, 000 500,000

8,450,000

7,332,000

Expenditure Revenue
108888 . 505 e v vt bum m s $ 6,485,728 § 631,297
........................ 7,222,475 701,364

1965-66
1966-67 (estimated)............ 8,715,000 700,000

Vote 65—Payment to the National Capital Fund (22)

Expenditure
1964—65 ................................... $ 9,735,930

TOEE RN T e e 13,446, 064
1966-67 (6S6IMABLEA) ..+ vvrenenenenenenennnn 25,829, 000

(Personnel Establishment Details)

Chairman
Salaried Positions:
Executive, Scxentxﬁc and Professional:
General Man
Senior Oﬁcer 2 (818 500-$22,750)
Senior Officer 1 ($16,500-$20,500)
Administrative and Foreign Service:
$16,000-$18,000)
$14,000-$16,000)
$12,000-$14,000)
$10, 1000-$12,000)
$8,000-$10,000)
36,000—-88,000)
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ESTIMATES, 1967-68

Positions
Amount
(man-years) Details of Services
1967-68 | 196667 1967-68 1966-67
$ $
B—NATIONAL CAPITAL COMMISSION
(Continued)
Vote 65 (Continued)
Salaried Positions: (Continued)
Technical, Operational and Service:
1 ($14,000-$16,000)
4 (812,000-$14,000)
3 1 $10,000-$12,000)
6 9 $8,000-$10,000)
34 20 $6,000-88,000)
36 39 584.000—36.000)
1 1 Under $4,000)
Administrative Support:
12 2 $6, ,000
41 33 $4,000-36,000)
5 20 Under $4,000)
Prevailing Rate Positions:
424 427 éFull Time)
190 225 Seasonal)
818 814
(723) (701) |Continuing Establishment
(12) (43) |Casuals and Others
(735) (744)




LOANS, INVESTMENTS AND ADVANCES

593

Service

1967-68

1966-67

Change

Increase Decrease

L9o

Pusric Works
National Capital Commission

Loans to the National Capital Commission in
accordance with section 16 of the National
Capital Act for the purpose of acquiring
property in the National Capital Region,
excluding property being acquired for the
purpose of establishing what is commonly
referred to as the ‘‘Greenbelt”..............

Loans to the National Capital Commission in
the current and subsequent fiscal years in
accordance with section 16 of the National
Capital Act for the purpose of a.cquirin%
property in that area of the National Capita.
tl}ei,t_z'icm commonly referred to as the ‘‘Green-

() {8 R e S

4,850,000

2,000,000

11,700,000

1,900,000

............ 6,850,000

100,000

6,850,000

13,600,000

............ 6,750,000
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OFFICIAL REPORT OF MINUTES
OF
PROCEEDINGS AND EVIDENCE

This edition contains the English deliberations
and/or a translation into English of the French.

Copies and complete sets are available to the
public by subscription to the Queen’s Printer.
Cost varies according to Committees.

Translated by the General Bureau for Trans-
lation, Secretary of State.

LEON-J. RAYMOND,
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HOUSE OF COMMONS
Second Session—Twenty-seventh Parliament

1967

STANDING COMMITTEE
ON

Housing, Urban Development
and Public Works

Chairman: Mr. ROSAIRE GENDRON

- MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS AND EVIDENCE
No. 2 Q

THURSDAY, JUNE 15, 1967
TUESDAY, JUNE 20, 1967

RESPECTING
Main Estimates for 1967-68, relating to the Department
of Public Works.

The Honourable George MclIlraith, Minister of Public Works

and
WITNESSES:

From the Department of Public Works: Mr. Lucien Lalonde, Deputy
Minister; Mr. G. B. Williams, Senior Assistant Deputy Minister
(Operations) ; Mr. L. V. McGurran, Director of Financial Services; Mr.
Charles J. Helmes, Officer-in-charge, Departmental Estimates; Mr. J.
A. Langford, Assistant Deputy Minister (Design); Mr. R. B. Whiting,
Assistant Deputy Minister (Programme Planning); and Mr. G. T.
Clarke, Chief Engineer.

ROGER DUHAMEL, F.R.S.C.
QUEEN'S PRINTER AND CONTROLLER OF STATIONERY
OTTAWA, 1967

26860—1



STANDING COMMITTEE ON HOUSING, URBAN DEVELOPMENT
AND PUBLIC WORKS

Chairman: Mr. Rosaire Gendron

Vice-Chairman: Mr. Warren Allmand

and

Mr. Badanali, *Mr. Isabelle, Mr. Neveu,
Mr. Bell (Saint John- ‘Mr. Leblanc (Laurier), °®Mr. Ouellet,

Albert), Mr. Loiselle, © Mr. Pelletier,
*Mr. Bower, Mr. Loney, ‘Mr. Pugh,
*Mr. Caron, Mr. MacDonald (Prince), Mr. Ricard,
Mr. Gauthier, ~ - Mr. Macquarrie, Mr. Stewart, :
Mr. Gilbert, Mr. Martin (Timmins),  Mr. Watson (Assiniboia),
Mr. Gray, Mr. Mongrain, - —24.

(Quorum ‘13)
Gabrielle Savard,
Clerk of the Committee.
‘Replaced Mr. Keays on June 16.
*Replaced Mr. Duquet on June 16
*Replaced Mr. Cashin on June 16
‘Replaced Mr. Macaluso on June 16
*Replaced Mr. Ryan on June 16
‘Replaced Mr. Chatterton on June 16,



ORDERS OF REFERENCE

THURSDAY, June 15, 1967.

Ordered,—That the Standing Committee on Housing; Urban Development
and Public Works be authorized to sit while the House is sitting.

Fripay, June 16, 1967.

Ordered,—That the names of Messrs. Leblanc (Laurier), Caron, Ouellet,
Isabelle, Bower and Pugh be substituted for those of Messrs. Macaluso, Du-
quet, Ryan, Cashin, Keays and Chatterton on the Standing Committee on
Housing, Urban Development and Public Works.

Attest.
LEON-J. RAYMOND,

The Clerk of thg’House of Commons.

23
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REPORTS TO THE HOUSE

TUESDAY, June 13, 1967.

The Standing: Committee on Housing, Urban Development and Public
Works has the honour to present its

FIRST REPORT
Your Committee recommends that it be authorized to sit while the House
is sitting.
(Agreed to on June 15, 1967)
THURSDAY, June 15, 1967.

The Standing Committee on Housing, Urban Development and Public Works
has the honour to present its

SECOND REPORT
Your Committee recommends that its quorum be reduced from 13 to 9
members.
Respectfully submitted,

ROSAIRE GENDRON,
Chairman.

(Agreed to on June 20, 1967)



MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

THURSDAY, June 15, 1967

(2)

The Standing Committee on Housing, Urban Development and Public
Works met this day at 10.40 a.m_The Chairman, Mr. Rosaire Gendron, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Badanai, Bell (Saint John-Albert), Chatterton,
Gendron, Gilbert, Keays, Martin (Timmins), Mongrain, Neveu, Pelletier, Ricard,
Stewart, Watson (Assiniboia) (13).

In attendance: The Hon. George Mcllraith, Minister of Public Works; From
the Department of Public Works: Mr. Lucien Lalonde, Deputy Minister; Mr.
G. B. Williams, Senior Assistant Deputy Minister (Operations); Mr. L. V. Mc-
Gurran, Director of Financial Services; Mr. Charles J. Helmes, Officer-in-charge,
Departmental Estimates; Mr. J. A. Langford, Assistant Deputy Minister (De-
sign) ; Mr. R. B. Whiting, Assistant Deputy Minister (Programme Planning), and
other officials.

The Committee proceeded to sit informally for the consideration of the
Estimates of the Department of Public Works. e

Vote 1, General Administration, including grants as detailed in the Esti-
mates—$19,734,600 was called.

The Chairman welcomed the Minister who asked his Deputy to introduce
the officials. Mr. Lalonde also made some remarks on the reorganization of the
department. '

Mr. Mcllraith read a prepared statement.
The Chairman noting that a quorum was now present,
On motion of Mr. Chatterton, seconded by Mr. Moxigrain,

Resolved,—That the Committee request permission to reduce its quorum
from 13 to 9 members.

On motion of Mr. Keays, seconded by Mr. Mongrain,

Resolved,—That the Minister’s statement and the remarks of the Deputy
Minister be printed as part of this day’s proceedings, and that copies of the
above statement and remarks be made available to the Members in the mean-

time.

The Chairman announced the names of the Members of the Steering
Sub-committee on agenda and procedure and presented the First Report of the
said Steering Committee as follows:

The Sub-committee recommends—

1. That the Committee hear the Minister of Public Works and that
general discussion follow the Minister’s statement;

25



2. That Members give notice in advance when requiring information on
specific subjects;

3. That the Committee meet again at 4.00 p.m. on Thursday, June 15,
if permlssion is granted to sit while the House is sitting;

4. That one day be set aside next week for general discussion on the

P.E.I. causeway, in accordance with the request of Mr. MacDonald
(Prince) - for information about this matter.

On motion of Mr. Badanai, seconded by Mr. Neveu,
Agreed,—That the First Report of the Steering Committee be adopted.
The Minister was questioned.

-~ Messrs. Lalonde, W1111ams and Langford also supplied mformatmn to the
Members.

Agreed,—That the Committee meet Tuesday morning on the question of
the Northumberland - Strait Crossmg, at which meeting the Minister will be
present.

Vote No. 1 was allowed to stand.

At 11.20 a.m. the Committee adjourned to 4.00 p.m. provided it is granted
permission to sit while the House is sitting.

. AFTERNOON -SITTING

The Standing Committee on Housing, Urban Development and Public Works
having been duly called. to meet at 4.00 o’clock p.m. this day, the following mem-
bers were present: Messrs. Badanai, Chatterton, Gendron, Keays, Loiselle, Mon-
grain, Neveu, Pelletler Rlcard Ryan Stewart (11).

There being no quorum the Chaxrman adjourned the meetmg until Tues-
day, June 20, at 9.30 a.m.

- TUESDAY, June 20, 1967
_(3)

The Standlng Commttee on Housing, Urban Development and Public
Works met this ‘day at 10° oclock a.m. The Chaxrman Mr Rosaire Gendron
presided.. ot @l

Members present: Messrs. Allmand, Badanal Bower, Caron, Gauthier,
Gendron, Gray, Isabelle, Leblanc (Laurier), Loiselle, MacDonald (Prince), Mac-
quarrle Neveu, Pugh R1card Watson (Asszmbow) (16).

ats UL attendance: The Honourable George Mecllraith, Minister of Public Works;
From the Department of Public Works: Mr. Lucien Lalonde, Deputy. Minister;
Mr. G. B. Williams, Senior Assistant Deputy Minister (Operations); Mr. G A
Clarke, Chief Engineer.

Other Member 'pres,en,t; ‘Mr.ADuquet.

As agreed at the last meeting, the Committee proceeded to the considera-
tion of the planning and constructing of a causeway and assoc1ated structures
across Northumberland Strait, as listed under Vote 40.

The Minister made a brief outline of the whole project and read into the
record statements:previously: made in:the House. ,

r,..
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Mr. Williams gave supplementary information.

Mr. Mecllraith, Messrs. Williams, Clarke and Lalonde answered questions
asked by members.

The Chairman thanked the Minister and the Officers of the Department for
having appeared before the Committee, and at 1.05 o’clock p.m., the Committee
adjourned to 9.30 a.m. Thursday, June 22nd.

Gabrielle Savard,
Clerk of the Committee.
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EVIDENCE

(Recorded by Electronic Apparatus)

Thursday, June 15, 1967

The Chairman: We now have a quorum. As
mentioned earlier, the order of reference is
the Estimates of the Department of Public
Works. I will now formally call the first item.

Vote 1—General administration, including
grants as detailed in the Estimates, $19,734,-
600.

It is agreed that the committee request
permission to reduce its quorum from 18
to 10?

Mr. Chatterton: If there is going to be an
objection to 10, will there be objection to
eight or nine?

Mr. Mongrain: Eight maybe.

Mr. Chatterton: The objection is not going
to be to the number, the objection is going
to be to the reduction.

Mr. Mongrain: Yes.

Mr. Chatierton: So if we are going to go
for it, let us go for the eight.

I move that the quorum be reduced to
eight.

Mr. Mongrain: I second the motion.

Mr. Badanai: We do not want to go the
other extreme, Mr. Chairman. I would suggest
that nine should be the minimum.

Some hon. Members: Agreed.

The Chairman: Does everybody agree to
nine?

Some hon. Members: Agreed.

The Chairman: May I have a motion to
print the Minister’s statement as part of to-
day’s proceedings.

Mr. Mongrain: Mr. Chairman, I suggest
that the explanations given by Mr. Lalonde
be printed also.

Mr. Chatterton: Also, Mr. Chairman, since
the Minutes may not be ready by the next
meeting and since the statement and explana-
tions were given when we did not have a
quorum, is it still agreed that the statement
will be circulated?

The Chairman: Yes.

Mr. Keays: Then I move that the Minister’s
statement and the remarks of Mr. Lalonde
printed as part of this day’s proceedings, and
that copies of the above statement and re-

marks be made available to the Members in
the meantime.

Mr. Mongrain: I second the motion.
Motion agreed to.

The Chairman: I would like to inform the
Committee that Messrs. Stewart, Keays,
Mongrain and Martin have been appointed to
act on the Steering Subcommittee on Agenda
and Procedure.

The Steering Committee met Tuesday aft-
ernoon and I am now presenting its first re-
port, which reads: (See Minutes of Pro-
ceedings).

The Chairman: I ask for a formal motion to
approve this report.

Mr. Badanai: I so move.

Mr. Neveu: I second the motion.

Motion agreed to.

Mr. Stewart: Mr. Chairman I want to raise
just one point. In that report there is a
recommendation that we seek leave to sit this
afternoon at four o’clock; in other words,
while the House is sitting. I wonder if we
want to cross two difficult streams on the
same occasion. We are seeking a reduction in
quorum and we are also seeking leave to sit
while the House is sitting. I have no par-
ticular objection to this but I would not
like to see both of these things frustrated by
reason of their being brought forward at
the same time.

Mr. Chatterton: I wonder if anybody knows
if a certain member from Lapointe is going to
be in the House this afternoon.

The Chairman: Well, the first motion is
now before the House. The notice has been
given.

Mr. Keays: That is to sit while the House is
sitting?

The Chairman: Yes.

Mr. Keays: I think they should have it all
on the same day and get it over with.

Mr. Chatterton: Mr. Chairman, the only
other question that occurs to me is that it has
been apparently indicated that these people
who have been requested to be present with
regard to the Northumberland business may
not be ready to appear and there may not be
much value in their appearing at this time.
Now, if the Minister of Transport agreed to
have his annual report also submitted to this
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Committee on the understanding that we will
pass his estimates in a hurry then we could
have such a meeting at some future date—
maybe later in the year, at which time it
may be of more value.

The Chairman: Perhaps that matter might
be discussed by the Steering Committee.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): It is in the
House now.

Mr. Mcllraith: It has had two or three days
in the House.

""Mr. Bell: Yes, it has had three days.

_.Note: The Minister’s statement and Mr.
Lalonde’s remarks ordered printed.

'Hon. G. J. Mcllraith (Minister of Public
Works): Mr. Chairman and gentlemen,
this is the first occasion on which the esti-
mates of the Department have been before
the Standing Committee on Estimates. If I
may be permitted a personal remark, as Min-
ister, T look forward with some eagerness to
that because I think it may provide a better
opportunity for members to get particular in-
formation about particular projects than is
available sometimes in committee of the
whole House.

! In any event, we are under way in this new
method of dealing with estimates and I for
one, as a member for some years, think it does
hold some promise. From the point of view of
the Department we will try to do what we
can to make it work and to provide the kind
of. information that members will wish t

have. .. :

The total estimates of the department are
shown'in votes 1 to 55, and as you will see
from the summary, we are asking $276.5m for
1967-68. This amount will in all probability
be-adequate to meet our requirements, and
any supplementary provision to any par-
ticular vote, needed in order to meet changed
requirements. arising since the estimates
were prepared, could be offset by compensat-
ing savings in other appropriations.

The ‘Administration Vote, as printed in the
blue book, was prepared last autumn and
does not reflect the new departmental or-
ganization. The new headquarters branches
and the regional offices have been organized
and ‘are functioning in their new roles. A
considerable amount of work remains to be
done before the new organization will operate
as was intended but the biggest step has now
been taken.
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The total increase over 1966-67 is $15.7m
and most of this increase is due to the cost of
providing accommodation for other govern-
ment departments.

Under accommodation services, there is a
substantial increase with respect to rentals.
The total additional amount is $6.2m, $1.5m
for Ottawa and $4.7m for the remainder of
the country. This is indicative of the in-
creased demands which have been made upon
the department for accommodation, and there
has been no decrease in these demands since
the time when the main estimates were pre-
pared. There is also a substantial increase in
vote 15 which provides for the construction of
buildings. The largest increase is for buildings
in Ottawa, but there are also significant in-
creases for buildings in Quebec and Ontario.
This increase also reflects the growing de-
mand, and I might say that we anticipate that
this requirement will be greater in the future.

Some of the larger items which appear in
these estimates for the first time are Public
Buildings at Arichat and Canso, N.S.; a build-
ing for National Revenue Taxation Division
in Quebec; Public Buildings at Ste. Foy, Ste.
Therese de Blainville and Valleyfield also in
Quebec. In Ottawa we have provided for a
building for the Exhibition  Commission and
the Chief Electoral Officer, an office building
for departments as yet unspecified at Tun-
ney’s Pasture. At Hamilton and London,
Ontario, we are building Postal Stations; in
the Prairie Provinces there will be new build-
ings at Wynyard, Saskatchewan and West-
lock, Alberta, and we will be making exten-
sive changes to  the National Revenue
Building in Winnipeg. .

We expect that this increase in our con-
struction activities for 1967-68 will provide
somie relief to the construction industry which
has been experiencing a decline in its activi-
ties.

" The Harbours and Rivers Engineering
Services is about the same amount as was
sought last year. There are several large pro-
jects -in these appropriations such as Long
Harbour, Nfld.; Belledune Point, N.B.; Gros
Cacouna and Matane, P.Q. There are also in
these estimates a number of projects which
are a result of implementing the new depart-
mental marina policy such as those at Sillery,
P.Q.; Sturgeon Creek, Ont; and Sechelt, B.C.
which are specifically mentioned. Likewise in
the Miscellaneous Works section of Vote 30,
funds are provided for a number of smaller
works.
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- /The other major section of our estimates
—Roads, Bridges ‘and Other Engineering
Services—shows a net decrease of $5.7 due to
a reduction in the anticipated expenditure on
contributions to the provinces for the
Trans-Canada Highway. This section of the
estimates includes also bridge reconstruction
on the Northwest Highway System, our share
of the cost of the highway in Matane and
Gaspe counties which is being built in lieu of
a railway line.

This section also includes funds for the
Northumberland Strait Crossing. As I ex-
pect—and this is based on discussions with
some individual members of the House of
Commons—that members of the Committee
will have several questions on this major pro-
ject, I would like to take the liberty of sug-
gesting that we deal with it as a separate item
rather than asking me questions among others
on that particular estimate.

Gentlemen, that concludes my remarks. I
would like to add that we are available here
to provide all the information we can as you
may require.

Remarks by Lucien Lalonde, Deputy
Minister of Public Works to the Standing
Committee on Housing, Urban Deve]opment
and Public Works, June 15, 1967. :

Re: Department of Public Works
ganization

Reor-

Mr. Chairman:

Before introducing the senior officers of the
Department who may be called as witnesses
during the deliberations of the Committee, I
should point out to you that since these esti-
mates were prepared a year ago, there has
been a major change in the organization of
the Department. You will note when you look
at the Blue Book that the Estimates were
prepared on the basis of the four main bran-
ches which existed at that time: Property and
Building Management; Building Construction;
Harbours and Rivers Engineering; Develop-
ment Engineering.

Since then, the Department has carried out
a plan of reorganization based on decen-
tralization of authority to six regions. The
headquarters organization has been changed
from .one based on the functions being per-
formed, to one based on the sequence of oper-
ations which applies to each project handled
by . the Department: Planning; Design; Con-
struction and Operations.
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A chart showing the new organization of
the Department is -attached, on which Mem-
bers will note that there is a principal Di-
rectorate for each of Planning, Design, and
Operations. There 1is “also a Programme
Evaluation Directorate as well as three staff
directorates providing financial, personnel and
administrative support services.

In connection with procedures under the
new organization, there.is a difference be-
tween programmes and projects. Projects may
be identified either in a client department or
by one of our Field Offices. The Headquarters
of the Department, and specifically the Pro-
gramme Planning Branch, is responsible for
getting programme approval by Treasury
Board. Then the projects are designed, at
Headquarters if they are particularly com-
plex, or in the appropriate field design unit.
After design is completed, the Region is re-
sponsible for carrying out the construction of
the project and for its subsequent operation
and maintenance. Minor project changes can
be made by the Regional Director but he does
not have authority for Programme changes or
for Programme approval.

I will now discuss, in general terms, the
functions of the three principal Directorates
as well as those of Programme Evaluation.
The other three Directorates provide staff ser-
vices to the rest of the Department in relation
to finances, personnel and administration.

Programme Planning Dzrectorate

. This Directorate is concerned primarily
with Programme determination. It provides
the essential link between the Department of
Public Works and the client departments at
the headquarters level. It determines, from
the programmes of the client departments,
those requirements which have implications
for the Department. of Public. Works. This
Directorate co-ordinates the development of
the Public Works components of these pro-
grammes and either obtains Treasury Board
approval or assists the Client in obtaining
Treasury .Board approval, depending on
where the programme will be funded.

Design Directorate

" The basic function of the Design Direc-
torate is the development and communication
of design standards for application through-
out the Department. This Directorate also de-
signs special projects—particularly those
which are of a complex nature. Within this
Directorate,. there is an Accommodation
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Standards group which is responsible for the
development of professionally based stand-
ards for all types of accommodation.

Operations Directorate

This is the line organization in the De-
partment under the Senior Assistant Deputy
Minister, responsible for carrying out the ap-
proved construction, operation and mainte-
nance programmes of the Department as well
as for the provision of professional advice and
information during the programme develop-
ment stage. This Directorate encompasses all
field operations. It is also responsible for en-
suring rapid and efficient communications be-
tween the Departmental Headquarters and
the Field Offices and vice-versa.

Programme Ewvaluation Directorate

This Directorate has a basic responsibility
for the evaluation of the performance of each
unit in the Department under conditions of
decentralized operations. This is particularly
important to the Departmental management
because of the substantially increased delega-
tion of responsibility and authority to the
decentralized units.

I would now like to introduce the following
Departmental Officers: Mr. G. B. Williams,
Senior Assistant Deputy Minister (Opera-
tions); Mr. L. V. McGurran, Director of Fi-
nancial Services; Mr. C. J. Helmes, Officer-
in-Charge, Departmental Estimates; Mr. J. A.
Langford, Assistant Deputy Minister (Design);
Mr. R. B. Whiting, Assistant Deputy Minister
(Programme Planning); Mr. H. D. McFarland,
Director, Programme Evaluation; Mr. W. F.
Nelson, Director, Personnel Administration;
Mr. R. Fortier, Director, Administrative
Services.

There are other officials present who are
here to provide information so that answers
can be made quickly to questions that may be
asked by the Committee. Any of these officials
who may be called upon to act as witnesses, I
will introduce at that time.

The Chairman: Would you like to proceed
now to general discussion.

Mr. Chatterton: May I ask if the Minister
wants a motion by this Committee requesting
that the annual report be submitted to the
Committee?

Mr. Mcllraith: No, I do not.

Mr. Keays: Mr. Chairman, I am wondering,
before we start a general discussion on the
Minister’s statement and on the estimates in
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general, whether we should not, as already
requested by the Steering Committee, take a
few minutes off to inform the Committee of
the subjects which we expect to raise during
the hearings in order that those who are in-
terested could be ready with the informatiomn
requested.

If this is agreeable I would like to say that
different points I intend to raise include the
policy of the Department of Public Works in
so far as the protection walls are concerned
and the policy of the Department in so far as
marinas are concerned.

Mr. Mcllraith: That is for pleasure craft?

Mr. Keays: That is right, and also the ques-
tion of procedure of bidding and the authority
of the Minister in so far as granting a con-
tract without approval of Treasury Board. I
think some of these matters have already
been raised in the Committee on Public Ac-
counts, including the whole procedure of bid-
ding, awarding of contracts and so on. This is
one matter that I would like to go into.

The Chairman: Thank you, Mr. Keays. Are:
there other questions?

Mr. Mongrain: Mr. Chairman I should like:
to ask the Minister a question. Would the
Minister please explain what comes under his
Department or the Department of Transport
in the way of dredging in the St. Lawrence
channel. Is it all under the Department of
Transport or is there anything under the
Department of Public Works.

Mr. Mcllraith: It is all under the Depart--
ment'of Transport.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): Marinas in-
clude small boat harbours and the like?

Mr. Mcllraith: Pleasure craft.

Mr. Keays: Could we now, before going on
to general discussion, decide that next
Tuesday if possible would be set aside to.
discuss the Northumberland Strait project?

Mr. Mcllraith: Is anybody sure that they
will be here?

Mr. Keays: They will both be here next
week. They will be here on Tuesday and
Thursday.

Mr. Mcllraith: Next Tuesday afternoon
would be a rather awkward time to discuss
that because so much of that subject concerns
Government policy as distinet from adminis-
trative policy. Tuesday morning would be a
suitable time. :
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Mr. Keays: Tuesday morning would be ac-
ceptable?

Mr. Mcllraith: Yes.

Mr. Stewart: I will not be here to contrib-
ute to the quorum on Tuesday but I assume
that with the reduced quorum there will be
no quorum problem.

Mr. Keays: Mr., Chairman, in so far as we
are concerned, we are now assured that five
members of our party will be here for that
meeting.

Mr. Mcllraith: That would really be the
first meeting of the Committee. As far as we
are concerned, we are agreeable. It is just a
matter of how you want to proceed.

The Chairman: Are there any other ques-
tions?
Mr. Keays: Do you want to continue?

The Chairman: We still have a quorum; we
can go on. We have 20 minutes left.

Mr. Keays: With regard to the re-organiza-
tion which Mr. Lalonde mentioned, I wonder
if he could go further and say what is con-
templated for the future. You said you were
up to level five in your reorganization?

Mr. Lalonde: Yes, Mr. Chairman. We start-
ed by appointing three assistant deputy min-
isters to their new responsibilities and then
we appointed the second line below the assist-
ant deputy ministers. In other words, we ap-
pointed the various unit chiefs or division
chiefs, and as we went along we had authori-
ty from Treasury Board to re-organize on a
certain basis which I have outlined to you
and which will be in more detail in the cir-
cular, which will also have a chart showing
the organization at all levels including re-
gional and district levels in the field. As we
went along we got authority from Treasury
Board for a number of positions in each
group at certain levels of classification. When
we appointed the second level below the as-
sistant deputy ministers we appointed the re-
gional directors as well as our headquarters
people. They immediately began to set up
their own regions and to choose their own
assistants. We have gone through that process
since the beginning of the year and we have
reached the level of Engineer Grade 4 or
Administrative Services Grade 4, which is
about the $10,000 level.

Now we are in the process, having secured
authority from Treasury Board for the next
group, of going down to the operating level,
such as cleaners, helpers, stationary engineers
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and so on. We expect to have all of these
appointments made by the first of September,
at which time we should be able to operate
completely on the new basis—although, there
will still be a number of difficulties that we
have not anticipated and which will require
adjustments from time to time.

We feel it will take another two years
before we can get the new organization func-
tioning smoothly. You will see from the mate-
rial I propose to send you that the purpose is
basically to enable us to do longer range and
better planning by concentrating all of our
planning in one unit and by attempting to do
something which we have found rather diffi-
cult but which we consider to be essential,
namely, to establish long-range liaison with
the client departments.

In other words, this will enable Public
Works to know what the other departments
are thinking of doing because too often in the
past they have decided to do something and
have come to us saying: “Provide the accom-
modation we now need.” a month before they
need. it. That is just impossible. We
have had cases where we had to rent accom-
modation which was urgently needed and
then had to make some adjustments later. We
hope that with the new organization we can
do better long range planning. The other
thing we hope to do by decentralizing au-
thority to the regional directors and to the
districts on the contruction side, is to do a
certain amount of the design, supervision and
the carrying out of the construction itself
much more quickly. When you are in the
middle of a construction contract every time
a change order is issed it has to come all the
way down to headquarters, go all the way
back and pass through a number of hands
which, inevitably, takes time. I think that this
has given rise in the past to a number of
delayed claims. We hope to eliminate those.
We also feel that the people who are on the
site, and in some cases 2,000 miles away, are
more knowledgable about local conditions
than are we in Ottawa. There were quite a
number of factors that convinced us the only
way the department could operate for the
next 25 years was on a decentralized basis. If
you look at the size of our budget and its rate
of increase over the past 15 years and you
project that into the future—as the country is
growing it is logical to expect that the gov-
ernment is' going to grow and the depart-
ments are going to grow even without the
application of Parkinson’s law—our Estimates
are also going to increase.
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The construction business is quite different
from performing for instance, the routine task
of sending out cheques. Every project has to
be conducted from start to finish as a separate
entity and unless we are capable of doing a
better job of looking after the project in a
shorter period of time, when our budget
becomes a budget of, let us say, $500 million
as it is on the way to becoming, it would
just be hopeless to attempt to do all of that
construction work on a centralized basis. We
feel with all the difficulties that the reor-
ganization has presented—we have been
working on it now for the past three years
and it has been headache because we have
had to operate under the old system while we
were changing to the new system—that if we
could have had a moratorium of six months
to make the change it would have been easi-
er. Our people really have had to do two jobs
at the same time. I think they deserve a great
deal of credit, even if some mistakes have
been made. However we are beginning to see
the daylight now. I think the worst is over.

Mr. Keays: Mr. Chairman, may I continue?
I would like to ask two short questions and
then someone else can take over.

As a brief observation I would like to say
that this is certainly a move in the right
direction because I think it is time we began
to give field officers the powers to deal with
some of the small problems which can become
so acute and serious in these regions. As you
say, when you are sitting here you do not
know what is going on in the field. You men-
tioned there were six regions. Could you
briefly tell us where these six regions are
located and what the duties of the regional
officers will be?

Mr. Lalonde: Starting from the West, there
is the Pacific region with headquarters in
Vancouver which will be responsible for all of
British Columbia and the Yukon. The Western
region with headquarters in Edmonton will be
responsible for Alberta, Saskatchewan,
Manitoba and that portion of the Northwest
Territories which is north of these three
provinces. The Ontario region with headquar-
ters in Toronto will be responsible for all of
Ontario except the area around the national
capital.

We have made a separate region of the
national capital area, including some territory
which is outside the national capital region
as defined in the act, because we did not
want to break up constituencies that are part-
ly in and partly out of the national capital
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area. Next is the Quebec region with head-
quarters in Montreal. The Atlantic region,
comprising the four Atlantic provinces, with
headquarters in Halifax.

There will be certain financial limitations
imposed both by the Treasury Board on the
department and by the kind of responsibility
we can place on the shoulders of these re-
gional directors but in the main, with respect
to the carrying out of an approved program,
they will have the same authority that the
Deputy Minister has for the whole of the
department. Once a project has been ap-
proved as part of a program—and this will
always have to be done at Ottawa because the
programs have to be approved by the
Treasury Board and then included in the
Estimates—then the carrying out of that
project—

Mr. Chatterton: Including the planning?

Mr. Lalonde: No, including the designs in
some cases. This does not apply in all cases
because there are projects that are so large
and require so much attention that our nor-
mal establishment in a region could not cope
with it. The things that can normally be done
within the region will be designed within the
region and then constructed by people having
the authority to do the complete work. Mind
you, the regional directors will initiate the
planning of those projects as part of their
regional program, send it to headquarters,
have it approved by the department and
Treasury Board, then it is sent back to them
to complete.

Mr.
offices?

Mr. Lalonde: They have district offices. It
goes without saying, of course, that the
district office will not have the same authority
as the regional office. However, they
will do the day-to-day work, such as the
property management, and they will do a
certain amount of design in the field of ma-
rine works, for instance, and will supervise
the construction locally. In the case of a
wharf or even a post office, or something like
that, having been given the “go ahead” signal
the district office will be able to finish the job.

Keays: Do they have subregional

Mr. Chatterton: When you say approval of
the project you do not necessarily mean ap-
proval of the contract?

Mr. Lalonde: That is right.
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Mr. Chatterton: And then the calling of the
tenders and the awarding of the contract is
the responsibility of the regions?

Mr. Lalonde: It depends on the amount.
The districts will have authority to award a
contract up to $25,000.

Mr. Chatterton: After approval has been
received from Ottawa.

Mr. Lalonde: After it is approved as part of
the program.

(Translation)

Mr. Mongrain: If I understand correctly,
for example, you have a district office in
Quebec and Champlain county comes under
the jurisdiction of that office whereas Trois-
Riviéres county comes under the Montreal
office.

Mr. Lalonde: Yes.

Mr. Mongrain: Then what will you do after
redistribution when part of Champlain county
will be taken into Trois-Riviéres county for
that purpose?

Mr. Lalonde: As I said a while ago, we still
foresee difficulties which will have to be cor-
rected, but we hope do it in such a way that
a county will not be divided between two
district offices.

Mr. Mongrain: You may answer me in
English, Mr. Lalonde, if you wish. It is easier
for me to ask my questions in French but I
understand a little English.

(English)

Perhaps I should ask this question of the
Minister. Is there any possibility, Mr. Min-
ister, that when something is started in a
riding, for instance, when you award a con-
tract or you decide to erect a building or rent
some quarters is there any way that the
member of Parliament could know about it
before the press or the public? I am not a
Liberal and I am not speaking for the Con-
servative party but I think it appropriate that
we should know what is going on in our
riding.

Mr. Mcllraith: That is the difficulty that the
Minister also has to the same degree. In any
case, you are concerned about members of
Parliament receiving better information.

Mr. Mongrain: If it is possible.

Mr. Mcllraith: We try to do the best we
can.
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Mr. Keays: We should at least receive si-
multaneous information.

Mr. Mongrain: Sometimes our local papers
are received three or four days late and we
do not learn the news until after our people
have learned about it.

Mr. Mcllraith: The Minister has the same
difficulty. He read something yesterday which
he thought was of major importance and he
was delighted to read about it and get the
facts. I am aware of the problem.

Mr. Keays: I would like to ask Mr. Lalonde
if the district offices have any authority as far
as finances are concerned and to what limit?

Mr. Lalonde: Yes, they have. Mr. Williams
is in charge of the field that I vacated. I think
perhaps he could give you further details on
that.

Mr. Williams: The district director develops
his program for approval by the regional di-
rector and, of course, it has to come to Ot-
tawa for total program approval.

Once the regional director has the authority
from Ottawa he in turn transfers his authori-
ty to some degree to the district director to
carry out the approved program.

As long as the projects which -are bemg
done by the district are within the budget, the
time and the type of project that was contem-
plated and approved, he proceeds with that.
However, there is a financial limitation of
authority on matters that he can initiate on
his own.

The regional director is allotted $25,000 and
we allow him to exercise some latitude. In
some districts he may be prepared to go to
$5,000 or to $6,000. In no case would the
district director receive as much as the
$25,000 which the regional director is allotted.

Mr. Chatterton: A supplementary question,
Mr. Chairman. When you said that approval
is given by Ottawa, does that mean approval
of the individual project or of the program?

Mr. Williams: A program may be a series
of projects but in approving the program you
have identified the series of projects and so
you have in fact project approval, recognizing
there is some flexibility between the in-
dividual parts of it.

Mr. Lalonde: One thing that is important to
understand is that programs can never be
changed, they can never be amended, but in
the light of changing ‘conditions locally
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projects could be changed. That is a circum-
stance where the regional director does have
some authority without referring back to
Ottawa.

The Chairman: Mr. Keays, do I understand
that you have completed your questioning? I
have Mr. Mongrain, Mr. Chatterton and Mr.
Watson on my list.

Had you finished, Mr. Mongrain?

(Translation)

Mr. Mongrain: I have one further question
to ask Mr. Lalonde. Mr. Lalonde, if I under-
stand correctly, you certainly are aware that
the Department of Public Works owns the St.
Lawrence River shores. When you have pro-
tection work to do do you have to get authori-
ty from anyone?

Mr. Lalonde: We do not own the shores of
the St. Lawrence River. The province or the
individuals concerned own the shores.

Mr. Mongrain: So, therefore, if and when
you do protection work you consult the shore-
line owners or the Province for the necessary
authority.

Mr. Lalonde: Or, under an agreement with
the province we purchase certain lands, or
deal directly with the shoreline owners.

Mr. Mongrain: In each case?
Mr. Lalonde: In each case.

(English)

Mr., Watson (Assiniboia): Mr. Chairman,
when Mr. Lalonde was outlining the six re-
gions across Canada, I believe he mentioned
specifically post offices as possibly one type of
building. With regard to the small post offices
and Mounted Police barracks within the
$25,000 bracket, will each region be responsi-
ble for its own building design to suit condi-
tions in the localities where they are to be
built? By that I mean that the ones in British
Columbia might need a different architectural
design because' of weather conditions, which
are different in the Maritimes and Ontario.
Would each region then be responsible for its
own buildings instead, as I understand it, of
using the same design all across Canada?

Mr. Lalonde: Perhaps the answer to your
first question is, yes. Those will be designed
in the regions in accordance with certain
standards set by the Assistant Deputy Min-
ister of Design and his group. Perhaps Mr.
Langford could give you more details on the
second part of your question.
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Mr. Langford: It is the intention to estab-
lish what you might call a regional approach
to design solutions. I think it goes without
saying that the weather conditions in the
Atlantic Provinces are far different from
those in the Prairies or even on the Pacific
Coast, and we feel that by using a standard of
space and material, and so on, we will evolve
a regional approach to design. We want to
encourage this as a policy from a professional
point of view.

I do not see the need though, for arbitrarily
changing things without a functional reason.
We ran into conditions, for example, in
Halifax where horizontal rain against a build-
ing presented difficulties in detailing that we
do not have in Ontario. This will reflect in
certain characteristics of the building. We
have already undertaken this to a large ex-
tent. We want to standardize these details for
application on all buildings, not just on small
post offices.

Mr. Watson (Assiniboia): I understand that.
I merely used post offices and police barracks
as examples to explain my thinking. Would it
be reasonable to presume that Ottawa would
be responsible basically for laying out the
square footage and general building plans and
then the regions would get into the detail of
what they thought were the most suitable
materials and design for the local areas?

Mr. Langford: That is correct. The majority
of our direct design work is handled by pri-
vate consultants. We attempt to give the con-
sultant what we call a “requirements brief.”
Basically it is a word statement of what is
required to be designed and the consultant
then sets about solving the problem in the
case of a building. We vet these in the De-
partment and to see that the requirements
have been met.

Mr, Watson (Assiniboia): I have one other
question, Mr. Chairman. I believe the Min-
ister mentioned one public building in Sas-
katchewan at Wynyard, I presume it was. I
wondered what that building will be and
whether it is the only building that Public
Works is building in Saskatchewan this year.

Mr. Mcllraith: We will get the details on
that in just a moment, Mr. Watson. The pro-
ject at Wynyard consists of alterations and
addition to an existing building. One of the
other projects I know about off-hand is at
Esterhazy on which tenders will be received
tomorrow. Those appear to be the only two at
the moment.
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Mr. Watson (Assiniboia): Would the project
at either Esterhazy or Wynyard be a post
office?

Mr. Lalonde: They are public buildings;
they are more than post offices.

Mr. Mecllraith: The Farm Credit Corpora-
tion activity in Wynyard is one of the impor-
tant factors, as well as the post office. What
does Esterhazy consist of?

Mr. Williams: Post Office, Veterans Affairs
and the National Employment Service.

Mr. Mcllraith: What is it in Wynyard?

Mr. Langford: Agriculture, Post Office and
Farm Credit Corporation.

Mr. Watison: Is the Farm Credit Corpora-
tion in both of them?

Mr. Mcllraith: No, just in Wynyard.

Mr. Bell (St. Jean-Albert): May I ask Mr.
Lalonde whether these changes he referred to
were the result of the Glassco Commission
recommendations.

Mr. Lalonde: Indirectly, yes, Mr. Bell
when I came to Public Works in 1963 the
Department was slated for a study of its
financial structure only, but after I acquired a
little bit of experience it struck me that to
look only at the financial structure was not
enough. I thought we should look at the
whole structure of the Department and we
hired a firm of consultants with approval of
the Treasury Board. We have been working
on this since 1964. So, indirectly, it is the
result of the Glassco report, you might say,
enlarged in its operation.

Mr. Watson (Assiniboia): In other words
your Department is one that can claim some
credit for moving in the direction of the
Glassco recommendations.

Mr. Lalonde: I must say that we feel we
have gone much further than the specific
recommendations contained in the Glassco re-
port. We have also found that some of their
recommendations cannot be applied.

The Chairman: Are there any other ques-
tions?

Mr. Keays: Mr. Chairman, the Department
of Public Works seems to be undertaking the
design, planning and management of all pub-
lic buildings in Canada. Is that right?
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Mr. Lalonde: There are exceptions, Mr.
Keays. We have nothing to do with airports,
neither planning design, nor construction; we
have nothing to do with buildings other than
office space for National Defence, and the
PFRA farm buildings, which they build them-
selves.

Mr. Keays: Do you anticipate, therefore,
that quite soon all other departments of gov-
ernment will get rid of their architects, engi-
neers and other tradesmen?

Mr. Lalonde: No sir, I do not anticipate
that.

Mr. Keays: Do you think there is any rea-
son why they should keep them?

Mr. Lalonde: I think in the case of the
airports, for instance, there is a very wvalid
reason. You have to be a specialist to plan
and implement the concept of air service with
varying conditions across the country. If we
were to undertake the construction of airports
it would mean that we would have to bring
over to Public Works that experience which
they have in Transport, and I am not too sure
that the governmment or the country would
gain anything by simply turning it over to
another agency.

In the case of National Defence it could be
argued again that the military are the only
people qualified to determine what kind of
strategic buildings or other types of construc-
tion they need. The fact that we do all of
their non-strategic building is a recognition of
the principle that where we do not need a
special expertise in the Department of Public
Works we carry out the work on their behalf.
I think there are some good arguments in
those three cases.

Mr. Keays: Have you any doubts whatever
that they could reduce some of the duplica-
tion of work that is going on now in some
departments in so far as construction man-
agement is concerned?

Mr. Lalonde: I do not know exactly what
they have in the construction field in those
two agencies, but I know very well that we
would have to hire some people to do the
work they are doing now. I have never stud-
ied the question of numbers.

Mr. Keays: Do you think we should set up
a commission to study this?

Mr. Lalonde: That is not my decision to
make.
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Mr. Keays: I am thinking of Northern
Affairs, Fisheries and a few others. I am sure
they have people in those departments who
are either architects or engineers whether
electrical, mechanical, air conditioning or
whatever you want to call them, and I am
sure, without getting right into it and proving
it, that there must be duplication of services.

Mr. Lalonde: I would like to ask for a little
time to be able to give you a better apprecia-
tion of this because really the key will be
how successful we are in establishing, con-
tinuing, and maintaining the kind of close
liaison we want to have with our client de-
partments from the time of the inception of
their thinking about a new program.

If this is successful, I think it might be
possible. If we plan with them five years
ahead and they duly take us into their confi-
dence, perhaps what you suggest will be pos-
sible, but I do not think we will know that for
the next year or so until we have developed
our own liaison and discovered what kind of
reception we get from the other departments.

The Chairman: Are there any other ques-
tions? I thank you very much, Mr. Minister,
and all your officers. Vote No. 1 will stand.

Our adjournment to four o’clock this day is
subject to permission of the House. In that
case the members will be notified immediate-
ly after this report is agreed on by the House.
Otherwise, the Committee is adjourned to the
call of the Chair.

Tuesday, June 20, 1967

e (9:53 a.m.)

(Emglish)

The Chairman: Will you permit the Min-
ister to make a statement about the North-
umberland crossway with the understand-
ing that no motion will be moved until we
have a quorum.

Some hon. Members: Agreed.

Hon. G. J. Mcllraith (Minister of Public
Works): Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, for the
purpose of the Committee I thought it might
be appropriate form to summarize and re-
state the development status of the North-
umberland Strait Crossing Project, and with
your permission I will do so. The Senior
Assistant Deputy Minister Mr. Williams, who
is a well qualified engineer with a lot of
experience, is on my right, and he has had
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particular knowledge of this project; also
here are the Deputy Minister and the Chief
Engineer, Mr. G. T. Clarke. Perhaps I could
start by indicating a brief outline of the
whole project.

Following consideration of an engineering
report prepared by a group of consultants
known as Northumberland Consultants Lim-
ited, on July 2, 1965 Cabinet approved pro-
ceeding with detailed designs to undertake
the constructicn of the permanent crossing to
Prince Edward Island. The design at the time
involved a section of causeway extending
from the New Brunswick shore, a bridge por-
tion to provide an open channel for tidal flow,
and a causeway from the Prince Edward Is-
land shore, in which causeway was provision
for navigation of large shipping by means of
a tunnel section. With the approval of Cabi-
net, the department instructed the consultants
to proceed with the detailed designs and
preparation of plans and specifications.

A briefing session on the whole project was
held in Charlottetown in July of 1966 in order
that the construction industry would be
aware of our proposals. During this time con-
struction contracts had been awarded for ap-
proach roads on the New Brunswick side and
as well, the construction contract was award-
ed in July of 1966 for the approach road on
the Prince Edward Island side.

The first major contract on the causeway
was initially planned to be called in the late
fall of 1966; however, because of certain in-
terprovincial implications involving clarifica-
tion of provincial and federal sales tax, and
some problems of insurance, the tender call
was not made until January of 1967. The
tender call was for approximately two miles
of causeway extending from the New Bruns-
wick shore. A total of four bids were re-
ceived from Canadian joint ventures, all of
which were very much in excess of the esti-
mates prepared by our consultants.

The price differential between estimate
and bids was particularly high on the
provision of armour rock, but in addition
to this, there were other price increases
affecting concrete materials. Because of
the wide gap between the estimates for
the New Brunswick causeway and the
tenders received, the department had to
reconsider the implication of these in-
creases on the total cost of the project. In
this evaluation, we had to give considera-
tion to the service to be performed, that
is, for both rail and highway traffic, and
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it was quite apparent that there was a
very substantial capital cost in the
crossing to make provision for rail serv-
ice. The design could be greatly sim-
plified by leaving the rails off the cross-
ing and continuing to provide rail service
by ferry. At this stage my colleague, the
Minister of Transport, and myself, met
with the Premier of Prince Edward Is-
land and discussed the problem. It was
felt that in the light of what might be the
total cost of the project a re-examination
must be undertaken immediately.

And I will refer to it in a moment. At that

point I made an announcement in the House
of Commons.

The department then had to consider
its position in relation to the tenders re-
ceived and it was felt that in the re-
examination which would include the
possibility of removing rails from the
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quent to the department’s decision on the
present tenders in 1967. A series of meet-
ings have been held with the consultants,
and as I have reported to the house ar-
rangements have been made for the de-
partment to engage Colonel E. Churchill
to act as the departmental representative
in co-ordinating and directing the con-
sultants in considering the revised de-
signs and putting the project under con-
struction as soon as this can be done.

In the meantime, the approach road on
the New Brunswick side has been com-
pleted with the exception of one overpass
which is under construction. On the
Prince Edward Island side, comstruction
on the approach road is continuing and is
to be completed this fall. We will be call-
ing tenders on an interchange for the
connection of the approach road to the
Trans-Canada Highway, and as well, an
overpass over a local provincial highway.

crossing, very substantial design changes
in the causeway portion, bridge and
provision for marine traffic through the
crossing should be considered. Rather

Now, gentlemen, on May 31 I made a state-
ment which I think I should perhaps put on
record. I made this statement in the House of
Commons and it was simply this.

than inhibit our study by attempting to
minimize changes in the design on which
tenders were received, it was felt that no
tenders should be accepted as with the
magnitude of changes which would be
considered, it would be inappropriate to
negotiate with the present low tenderer.
In this regard, it is important to realize
that at this stage had a decision been
made to make an award, the contractor
would not have been in a position to
proceed, as he would have to await some
re-design considerations. Such a position
would mean that he could do little more
than commence his mobilization and the
possibility of his commencing any sub-
stantial work on placing causeway fill
was doubtful. Placing of fill in the strait
may only proceed to a point where it can
be adequately protected for the ensuing
winter period so that actual construction
in 1967 would basically be wused in
mobilization.

The department has instructed the con-
sultants to re-examine designs to effect
simplification where possible, including
the possibility of providing for highway
service only. It is hoped that the im-
proved rate of production on any sim-
plified design in subsequent years will
offset any actual crossing construction
which could have been undertaken subse-
26860—23

Hon. G. J. McIlraith (Minisier of Public
Works): Mr. Speaker, I have a brief
statement to make concerning the North-
umberland strait crossing.

The department has completed the re-
view of the tenders submitted for the
first section of the Northumberland cross-
ing. These tenders covered the construc-
tion of approximately two miles of cause-
way, extending from the New Brunswick
shore and in a relatively shallow section
of the crossing.

All tenders have been -carefully
analysed. The prices quoted on particular
components such as the concrete struc-
ture and durable rock are very much
higher than anticipated. This wide gap
between the estimates and the quotations
received indicates that the whole project,
as originally designed, would cost a great
deal more than anticipated.

For this reason the government has de-
cided not to accept any of the tenders
submitted and to reassess the design of
the project. One factor adding heavily to
the cost of the present design is the inclu-
sion of rails on the crossing. The design
of a crossing combining causeway, bridge
and tunnel sections was largely deter-
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mined by the desire to provide both high-
way and rail transportation on the nine-
mile link between Prince Edward Island
and the mainland. Such a design could be
greatly simplified by leaving rails off the
crossing and continuing to provide rail
service by ferry.

With the elimination of rail service all
elements of the crossing could be
changed. For example, on the causeway
portion it will be desirable to re-examine
the width, the crest elevation, and the
need for the concrete superstructure or-
ginally contemplated.

® (2:40 p.m.)

On the bridge portion the double deck
structure designed to carry the two
modes of transportation would no longer
be required. The reduced loading in
providing for highway traffic only per-
mits consideration of longer spans and
fewer pier elements. The design to pro-
vide for marine traffic through the cross-
ing would be affected not only because of
simplified requirements, but also because
of the removal of the controlling railway
grades. With freedom to work to the
higher permissible highway grades, con-
sideration could be given to a high level
bridge section for total free navigation, a
review of the tunnel proposal with re-
vised grades and ventilation require-
ments, and a short high level highway
bridge over a lock. These reviews of de-
sign will affect the costs of both bridges
and causeway and will permit a reassess-
ment of the desirable lengths of each
type of structure relative to the varying
depths of water.

Before taking the decision not to accept
the tenders submitted, the Minister of
Transport and I met with Premier
Campbell of Prince Edward Island and
explained to him the considerations in-
volved in this decision. At his request the
government has agreed, in its reassess-
ment of design, to examine whether a
simplified method of including rails on
the crossing would be practicable. It was
made clear to the premier that whether
or not a decision was finally made to
provide rails on the crossing, the govern-
ment of Canada recognizes that there is
an obligation to provide efficient rail ser-
vice to Prince Edward Island so long as
there is any effective demand for such
service, and the government has every
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intention of carrying out that obligation,
regardless of the method by which rail
cars are transported from the island to
the mainland.

Even if a tender award were made now
on the basis of bids received for the New
Brunswick causeway section, by the time
mobilization and preparation of the quar-
ries were completed the progress on ac-
tual crossing construction during the 1967
construction season would be more than
offset by the improved rate of production
in subsequent years consequent on a sim-
plified design. While it is anticipated that
the redesign will take several months,
this will not necessarily delay completion
of the project.

I would like to conclude by reasserting
the government’s intention to continue
with this project. I might add that the
causeway approach road on Prince
Edward Island will soon be completed,
and tenders for construction of a highway
interchange at Albany, P.E.I., are expect-
ed to be called this summer.

That was the statement I made in Hansard
on May 31 as it appears on Page 779 when I
announced that we were not proceeding to-
ward that contract for the New Brunswick
causeway portion.

The next day I also made a statement deal-
ing with the commentary that a Mr.
McCulloch made on the design. This was on
June 1 and it appears on Page 820 of
Hansard. If Members want it, I could read it
into the record here. If not, it can be referred
to later, if you wish to refer to it. I am in the
hands of the Committee on that. Would you
like me to put it in the record at this point?

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Put it all together.

Mr. Mcllraith: I will read the statement,
then, just as it appears in Hansard.

Hon. G. J. Mcllraith (Minister of
Public Works): Mr. Speaker, yesterday
the hon. member for Queens asked me
whether the Department of Public Works
had completed its examination of the
commentary by Mr. O. J. McCulloch on
the Northumberland strait crossing and
whether Mr. McCulloch’s services would
be utilized in our reassessment of the
design of the crossing. I indicated that no
consideration is being given to obtaining
Mr. McCulloch’s services but that I would
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make a statement on motions today as to
the commentary and revised commentary
sent to the department by Mr. McCulloch.

The contention of Mr. McCulloch is
that the crossing should be built in pre-
cisely the way the Canso causeway was
built, that is that it should be a solid
causeway. In all his proposals Mr.
MecCulloch has assumed conditions exist-
ing as they were at Canso. This is patent-
ly not the case. The Canso causeway
crossed a strait approximately three
quarters of a mile long where changes in
tidal conditions were not significant al-
though there were some damage claims.
The project we are now considering is a
nine mile crossing located approximately
in the middle of a 100 mile reach of the
Northumberland strait.

While investigating the feasibility of the
Northumberland crossing the government
had a complete tidal study made. An
analysis of this tidal study was made by
the Liverpool Observatory and Tidal In-
stitute of England to predict the results
of placing a restriction in the strait. The
results of their study, confirmed by
subsequent model studies, indicated that
a full causeway would change the tidal
regimes throughout the strait. The
changes would be very significant. At the
crossing site the average tidal range at
present is 74 feet, whereas complete clos-
sure would increase the tidal range by
5% feet on the east side and 2% feet on
the west side. To these changes in tidal
ranges it is necessary to add the effects of
storm surges and wind setup. On the oth-
er hand, if a crossing is designed to pro-
vide a minimum of 35 per cent of the
cross-section open to flow, changes in the
present water level conditions throughout
the strait are not significantly altered.

In considering these facts the govern-
ment had surveys made to consider the
direct costs which might arise as a result
of property damage, flooding effects on
roads, bridges, marine structures and
dredging, if water levels were changed.
These, at 1959 values, were estimated at
$23 million. What these costs would be in
1967 is problematical, and to evaluate
them would involve a completely new
assessment of lands, roads and bridges,
marine structures and development since
the survey of 1958-59. What was impossi-
ble to forecast or estimate, however, was
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the extent of potential damage to in-
dividuals or corporations located in and
using the strait for marine purposes
where their facilities and potential devel-
opment would be affected by changes in
water levels. Added to this was the
potential of disturbing the existing condi-
tions as they may affect the fisheries in-
dustry which would involve not only
changes in depth but also water tempera-
ture conditions and water flow generally.

Having regard to all these factors the
government wished to maintain, insofar
as possible, the existing tidal regime, and
this is still our judgment. This is par-
ticularly so when we have carried our
engineering investigations to such an ex-
tent that we can provide an opening
which will maintain the tidal regime. We
can make provision for ice, and we are
proceeding on this basis and do not ac-
cept the alternative of a solid causeway.

Now, gentlemen, perhaps at this point—

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Could I just clarify
something?

Mr. Mcllraith: That is all I will put in the
record. Yes?

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): In your comments
on the MecCulloch report, were you refer-
ring to Mr. McCulloch’s second report as well
as to his first one?

Mr. Mcllraith: Yes. You call it a report; we
called it a commentary on the consultants’—

Mr. Macquarrie (Queens): He calls it a re-
port as well.

Mr. Mcllraith: Well, I am not sure he does
in the correspondence he sent with it.

The letter refers to it as a commentary.
That is what he calls it in his letter.

The Chairman: Gentlemen, is it agreed that
the Minister’s statement be printed as part of
today’s proceedings?

Some hon. Members: Agreed.

The Chairman: We will proceed to a gener-
al discussion now.

Mr. Mcllraith: We have Mr. Williams here
if you want to supplement and describe more
of the background with perhaps more par-
ticular reference in an engineering way.
Perhaps it would be helpful.
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The Chairman: Is it agreed?
Some hon. Members: Agreed.

The Chairman: Mr. Williams?

Mr. G. B. Williams (Senior Assistant
Deputy Minister, Depariment of Public
Works): Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I think
it would be helpful to the Committee if I go
back—precede the status report given the
Minister because Public Works actually was
involved in this project commencing in 1956.
At that time the Minister of the day (Mr.
Winters) directed that an economic study be
made of the cost of operating the ferries and
in addition to this, based on a suggestion
made by Mr. O. J. McCulloch to the Province
of Prince Edward Island, an investigation of
the availability of rock at Cape Tormentine,
New Brunswick, one of the terminuses of the
proposed crossing. This work was undertaken
and on the basis of the forecast of cost of
operating ferry service in 1958 and 1959, the
government undertook a series of studies to
examine the feasibility of such a crossing.
‘The emphasis was on whether or not it was
feasible to build across this nine-mile strait
with the ice conditions and the wave condi-
tions which would exist. A group of consult-
ants were engaged to do this work and I
would like to point out that Mr. McCulloch
was invited to join the group at that time and
he subsequently felt that he would wish to
withdraw from the group.

__The consultants were engaged to undertake
site surveys, preliminary borings in the strait,
and extend the borings on possible quarry
sites at Bayfield on New Brunswick’s shore.
In conjunction with this it was quickly esta-
blished—at that stage we were thinking of a
solid causeway—that the construction of a
full causeway would have a substantial effect
on the tidal regime and currents in the strait
and it was necessary to examine and study
these. The Canadian Hydrographic Service,
Marine Sciences Branch, of the then Mines
and Technical Surveys Department undertook
a tidal survey of the area in 1958, and some
additional work was required in 1959, and the
results of these were forwarded to the Liv-
erpool Observatory and Tidal Institute, Eng-
land who did an analysis of what would
happen for various restrictions in the cross
section of the strait. In addition to this, the De-
partment of Transport Meteorological Service
did studies on the meteorological conditions,
wind conditions, forecasts of ice conditions in
the Bay of Saint Lawrence and as they would
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affect the strait. In addition there was a geo-
graphical survey done by the Department of
Mines and Technical Surveys of the coastline
of both New Brunswick and Prince Edward
Island to arrive at land values and possible
erosion factors which would affect the coast.

With the information available, the consult-
ants then considered proposals for crossing
the Strait and whether or not a causeway
could be built, whether a bridge could be
built, or whether a combination of them was
capable of being built. As a result of all of
these tests, studies and examinations it was
determined that the project was feasible. The
economics of it were much more indetermi-
nate, as from work done, there certainly was
rally no opportunity to do any kind of rea-
sonable estimate. To ascertain this it was
necessary to go into detailed designs and a
great deal more field investigation.

With this information the government of
the day considered the project and directed,
in April of 1962, that a consultant group be
formed to do detailed field investigations and
prepare designs for alternative methods of
crossing the Strait. The designs were to in-
clude a full causeway, a causeway and a
bridge, combinations of the two, navigation
channels of locks and bridges an almost infi-
nite variety of alternatives.

I think it is fair to say that when the group
of consultants commenced their work on this
they were also informed of and had available
to them all of the information which had
been obtained from the additional reports and
the attitude of the government in respect to a
desire to maintain the status quo in the Strait
in so far as tidal regime. It was from this
base that they started their work. Their re-
port to the government was made in April,
1965, and then, in July, 1965, as the Minister
has stated, the government decided to proceed
with the crossing.

An hon. Member: They took their decision
to proceed.

Mr. Williams: Yes, this is further back-
ground information which may be of value to
the Committee.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): I wonder if the
Assistant Deputy Minister could go a bit fur-
ther and report on the design changes that
were made in the fall of last year? I have in
mind the additional length to the bridge, the
reduction in length of the causeway and the
change in the length of the tunnel.
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Mr. Williams: Yes; the adjustments made
at that stage were based on their estimates of
the cost of causeway for varying depths of
water and the cost of bridge structures. In
preparing their designs for the tender call for
the New Brunswick causeway they took the
most up to date engineering data they had on
each element. On the basis of their estimate
of the cost of the two elements that were
involved at that particular stage, it was evi-
dent that it was cheaper to extend the bridge
and reduce the length of causeway, so this
decision was made.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Was the tunnel
also increased in length? Am I right in that
assumption?

Mr. Williams: There was not any lengthen-
ing of tunnel, to my knowledge. The tunnel
section was purely on the navigation portion
and they were not, at that stage, sufficiently
advanced in design to make a change in the
length of tunnel.

The Chairman: Are there any questions?

Mr. Macquarrie: I have some obvious gener-
al questions for the Minister. One does not
want to become too disquieted, but I feel that
we now seem to be faced with a situation
where we have or are about to have two
lovely highways heading through open water
from Prince Edward Island to New Bruns-
wick with very little concrete—if you will
pardon the pun—between.

I would like to know how large a factor in
the escalating cost is the presence of rails. I
note the Minister mentioned the larger than
expected cost of armour stone, and what have
you. I wonder if, in a general way, your
Department has yet been able to arrive at
anything like a realistic figure of the restric-
tion of costs if the rails should be removed.

Mr. Mcllraith: I can answer that only in a
general way and, perhaps, I should take a
moment to try to do so. I cannot give the
precise detail of the costs involved because
they have to be engineered in more detail and
they are involved in this redesign that is now
taking place. So, without trying to crystal-
gaze what the engineers will find—I am being
very careful not to do that—I should make it
clear that when you speak of increased costs
on those bids received for the New Brunswick
side of the causeway, they showed a sharp
increase in certain elements of the cost. An
analysis made it very clear that the cost of
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adding the railway on the crossing was a very
great factor—a very great element—in the
total cost, much greater than had originally
been thought at the time the decision was
taken to proceed with the crossing with the
rails on it.

In other words, the increase in cost was to
a considerable extent—I think this is fair and
you can check me on this if it is not right—a
factor in the decision of whether to have rails
on the crossing. That, perhaps, should have
more technical elaboration, but you should
bear in mind that the rails on the crossing
add two main elements among other smaller
elements that are required. One is, of course,
the added weight factor which is very much
changed from highway and the other is this
problem of grades. The maximum railway
grade, as you know, is 1.9 per cent, whereas
on a highway you can work on a very much
higher grade—about a 4 per cent grade—with
good highway construction. Those two ele-
ments make quite a difference in the detail of
design.

Mr. Macquarrie: I would like to concen-
trate on the section of causeway for which,
after great consideration, tenders were not
awarded. What would have been the saving
had that portion been a portion of a crossing
project on which rails were not to be built?

Mr. Mcliraith: Because that is a precise
question in engineering, I think I had better
let the Assistant Deputy Minister answer. It
should be carefully answered.

Mr. Williams: Mr. Chairman, the section of
causeway which was tendered was designed
specifically to carry rail traffic on its crest
with the view that highway traffic would be
carried on a precast concrete structure above
it in order to reduce the width. The tender we
called was not for a highway crossing, it was
for rail. It is very difficult to say what portion
of it would be eliminated because the design
is completely changed if it is for a highway
alone. You would then be talking of a differ-
ent category altogether and this is one of the
reasons we did not want to go ahead with
those tenders. There had been a complete
change in design. It affected the crest height,
the width of the sections and, of course, what
would subsequently be the highway section
which would be carried above it on a precast
structure.

Mr. Macquarrie: Would there be any great
change in this sector of the crossing if it is
decided to build without rails? I wonder if, in
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the importance you are attaching to rails, you
have not been able to arrive at something
close to a figure on the difference in cost. We
are all interested in the seemingly great im-

portance being attached to rails. I had
thought—here the layman is always at a
disadvantage—that this particular New

Brunswick section of the causeway was more
or less a constant and that you would be
building a causeway section on that portion,
or is that erroneous?

Mr. Williams: No, as I have tried to ex-
plain, that specific tender was called for a
railway causeway only. The highway would be
on an elevated structure above it so it really
cannot be related to what the cost would be
for a highway causeway because, again, there
is a change in crest height and width which
are the substantial portions of this.

Mr. Macquarrie: Have you not done any
calculations on this sort of thing?

Mr. Williams: No, I did not say that. I said
that if you are trying to relate them to the
tenders we have received, I cannot do this.
One of the reasons we want to re-examine
that portion of the causeway is that if we
consider it without rail it may now be cheap-
er to increase the height and carry the high-
way on top of the causeway instead of the
concrete structure we had originally proposed
on a much smaller causeway. This is precisely
one of the elements we want to re-examine at
this stage.

Mr. Macquarrie: Could I ask if, on the
whole project, you have anything yet approx-
imating a figure of the cost of the total cross-
ing without rails compared with one with
rails? I seem to think that the poor old rail-
way part of this project is being tagged as a
most important factor in this escalating cost.
It is for that reason and for the general inter-
est of the public that I would like to get an
idea of how much a factor the inclusion of
rails plays in these increased costs, and then
later, from other factors which seem to have
escalated rather rapidly.

Mr. Williams: I think you have to take this,
also, in the context of what the requirements
are for each type of transportation. There is
no argument that an additional transportation
facility is required for highway traffic and the
transportation studies which have been done
clearly indicate that throughout the Atlantic
Provinces a substantial and increasing re-
quirement for truck traffic is anticipated. The
possibility of an increase in rail traffic is not
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indicated, in this sense. We are talking in
terms of a project which is to be of 50 to 100
years’ duration and whether to provide the
capital now for rail traffic which can be
managed by the ferry system is one of the
elements involved in a decision of whether or
not it is prudent to provide for rails at this
time.

Mr. Macquarrie: Mr. Chairman, obviously I
am not receiving the answers that would be
helpful. As I recall it, we have this particular
problem because a major portion of the
causeway was delayed and the contract was
not awarded. The reasons given by the gov-
ernment implied or involved the suggestion
that a more economical—I am not using their
words—project might be achieved with the
deletion of rails. I think we should have some
approximation in economic terms, not a pro-
jection of future transportation needs, to
explain why the invocation of the rail re-
moval was involved at that particular stage.

Mr. Williams: In the examination of capital
costs—and here we have to deal in terms of
estimates made at various points in time but
they are relative—it has been our view from
the basis of the estimates with and without
rail that the ratio of the rail cost is about one
to three. If you take it in terms of the capital
we would put in for the sake of including the
railway as well as highway, it would be about
a third.

Mr. Pugh: I am sorry to interrupt, but do
you mean it would cost three times as much
to include the railway?

Mr. Williams: No, it is the other way
around. The railway is one-third of the cost
of the project. If the two are combined, the
railway would be one-third of the total cost.

The Chairman: Mr. Pugh, have you

finished?

Mr. Pugh: No; that was one of the ques-
tions I was going to ask. In your estimations,
have you had discussions with the railways
all through the piece about their trucking
capacity?

Mr. Williams: Yes, the railways have been
consulted throughout all of these designs, go-
ing right back to 1958. They have been in-
volved in the discussions in relation to what
they would require as a facility.

Mr. Pugh: Using rails?

Mr. Williams: That is correct.
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Mr. Pugh: In view of the fact that the
railways are engaged rather heavily in the
trucking business, were they asked that in the
event rails are not provided across the cause-
way what facilities they would use instead?
Were they asked if they would use trucking
facilities or the ferry system for carrying rail
cars?

Mr. Williams: I am afraid this is in an area
that is dealt with by the Department of
Transport. I do not have dealings with the
railways on this aspect.

Mr. Pugh: Perhaps the Minister could an-
swer the question.

Mr. Mcllraith: This is an area that relates
to the Minister of Transport’s policy on rail-
ways, but I think I can give an answer to
your question, if I understand you correctly.
The railways now have a crossing over this
Strait by means of a ferry and if they contin-
ue the crossing by ferry it will not in any
way lessen what they are now doing because,
unlike motor vehicle traffic, apparently they
do not indicate an expected substantial in-
crease in rail traffic. So we are working on a
different factor altogether.

Mr. Pugh: If there are no rails on the
crossing, would not a good deal of whatever is
now transported by the railway across to the
Island by ferry then swing over to trucking?

Mr. Mcllraith: T am afraid I cannot give
you a full and satisfactory answer to that
question because it gets into the area of cer-
tain rail studies that deal with rail policy.

Mr. Pugh: It seems to be extremely impor-
tant.

Mr. Mcllraith: I will tidy up the question
for you if you want to—

Mr. Pugh: I will put my question this way.
Whenever railways have gone on strike the
trucking industry has, not altogether but to a
great extent, taken over and been able to do
the job. I am not putting in a brief for truck-
ing or anything like that, but this has been
the experience which Canada has seen, not
only in the mountains, but on the Prairies
and, I imagine, down in the farthest Eastern
provinces, as well. Something which should
be investigated is that if rails are not includ-
ed on the causeway, will this have too much
effect on the actual usage of the causeway for
both passenger and freight vehicles?
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Mr. Williams: I think it is fair to say that
the forecasts that have been done on trans-
portation, even with the railway maintained
at its present capacity, anticipate a very
heavy increase in trucking in Prince Edward
Island, New Brunswick and Nova Scotia.

Mr. Pugh: Does the forecast show that the
increase in trucking would be derived from a
decrease, perhaps, in actual rail freight?

Mr. Williams: No, and here, again, I am
speaking from reports I have read of which I
am not the author nor have I been a party to
the discussions that took place. However, as I
read them they do not necessarily indicate
this would mean that the railways would do
less business. It is just a case of anticipating
that a much greater transportation movement
will take place in trucks.

Mr. Pugh: I mean on a percentage basis;
would trucking increase more than rail carri-
ers?

Mr. Williams: Yes.

Mr. Pugh: That was my point.

I do not want to leave the subject of this
causeway, but do you know whether any
study has been made of the causeway be-
tween the landed portion of the Province of
British Columbia and Vancouver Island?

Mr. Williams: Not by the Department of
Public Works.

Mr. Pugh: Has any request been made to
the government?

Mr. Williams: I am not aware of any spe-
cific request.

Mr. Pugh: Has any request been received
from the Province of British Columbia?

Mr. Williams: Not to my knowledge.

Mr. Mcllraith: I am not aware of any such
request.

Mr. Pugh: I guess I had better send Pre-
mier Bennett a telegram.

The Chairman: Next on my list of speakers
is Mr. MacDonald followed by Mr. Gauthier.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): A few moments
ago both the minister and the Assistant
Deputy Minister referred to the fact that no
increase in rail traffic to and from Prince
Edward Island was expected.

Mr. Mcllraith: No, I do not think I said
that no increase was expected.
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Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Your actual
words, I think, were: “We do not expect a
substantial increase”.

Mr. Mcllraith: Yes, that is right. Actually
we do expect an increase in motor vehicle
traffic; they are not on the same basis at all.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): If you have some
figures on this, I wonder whether you would
put them on the record? I do not think it is
very satisfactory just to have impressions. I
think it is important to have a statement or
some statistics for the last 10 years showing
both truck and rail traffic either by weight or
by actual number of cars.

Mr. Williams: That would not be in our
province, really. We would have to get those
figures from the Department of Transport and
I will find out whether they are available.

Mr, MacDonald (Prince): I think it is im-
portant to get these figures because it seems
to me that an essential decision on whether or
not there are rails on the causeway is depend-
ent upon some factors you might claim are
not under your jurisdiction, but will certainly
affect the over-all situation of Prince Edward
Islanders which, I would hope, is part of the
primary concern for constructing the crossing
in the first place.

Mr. Williams: That consideration and re-
view is done by an interdepartmental com-
mittee wunder the chairmanship of the
Department of Transport for - which this
Department and the Department of Finance
provide information.

Mr. MacDonald
already available.

Mr. Mcllraith: That is right.

(Prince): Studies are

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): In fact, I have one
right here that was published just a few
weeks ago and, I believe, the Maritime
Transportation Commission did an extensive
study on this.

I would like to go back and review because
I am under the impression that about three
years ago there was a great deal of discussion
about whether or not there would be rails on
the crossing. Indeed, it is my impression that
a decision was taken not to have rails on the
crossing and then at a later date, before the
actual announcement in July, 1965, the deci-
sion was reversed or, at least, it was decided
that due to further facts that had become
available it would be necessary to include the
rails on the crossing. Is that correct?
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Mr, Williams: I am not aware of any deci-
sion taken that there would not be rails.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Perhaps this was
during the stage the consultants were work-
ing on it, but there certainly was that impres-
sion abroad in the Maritimes and, indeed,
there was quite a bit of public debate for a
period of time about whether or not there
would be rails. More statements were made
for a time that there would not be rails and,
finally, it was implied very definitely that
there would be rails.

Mr. Williams: I am not aware of any deci-
sion not to put them on the crossing.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Am I right in
assuming that there was considerable discus-
sion regarding this during that period of
time?

Mr. Williams: Yes; when the interdepart-
mental committee was considering the eco-
nomic feasibility of this, of course they had
to consult with the railway.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): That is right.

Mr. Williams: They also had to consult with
this Department to provide cost estimates for
the various elements.

Mr. Mcllraith: There is one difficulty run-
ning all through this project in that there has
been a great deal of speculation and assump-
tions were made long before decisions were
taken because of the high interest in the proj-
ect. While there may have been something
that caused the start of speculation on the
subject, the speculations were not founded on
fact. We have this all the time; we have had
it during the last few months. A great many
things have been written and said that were
not based on fact. Some of them were made
true by subsequent events and other were
not.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Two of the as-
sumptions that were made in July, 1965, were
that construction would be generally complet-
ed by late 1970 and that roughly $30 million a
year would be spent. One only has to check
the estimates or the actual expenditures to
realize that the figures fall far short of $30
million a year and except for brief references
both to the press and to the House early in
1966 neither the Minister nor any other mem-
ber of the government has implied that the
completion date would be later than 1970. In
fact, the Minister of Transport very recently
implied that no completion date had ever been
given.
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Mr. Mcllraith: That is right.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): I would like to
put on the record, Mr. Chairman, right now—

Mr. Mcllraith: Just before you do that I
want to make it very clear that that is one of
the assumptions you will not find in the state-
ment we made.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): I would like to
read the press release from the Prime Min-
ister’s office of July 8, 1965. I would like to
place it on the record because I think it forms
a valuable part of the background of this
discussion.

Office of the Prime Minister
Press Release

Date: July 8, 1965 For Release. 10:00
a.m.

The Prime Minister announces that
tenders will be called this year for con-
struction of a combined tunnel, bridge
and causeway to span Northumberland
Strait between New Brunswick and
Prince Edward Island.

Estimated cost of the nine-mile sfruc-
ture will be $148 million. Construction
will take at least five years.

The announcement, made by Mr.
Pearson in association with the Honour-
able J. Watson MacNaught, Minister of
Mines and Technical Surveys, culminates
10 years of detailed study and fulfils
what many have considered an important
part of the terms under which Prince
Edward Island entered Confederation in
1873.

Engineers describe the project as one
of unparalleled complexity.

Three sections of causeway will be
combined with a three-mile bridge and
almost a mile of underwater tunnel to
provide both rail and road access from
the mainland to the island. The precast
concrete tunnel will be under a shipping
lane 1,000 feet wide and a minimum of 32
feet deep.

No crossing has ever been attempted
over a comparable distance where tidal
conditions, weather and ice were equally
severe. The only project approaching the
Northumberland crossing in scope is the
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14-mile crossing of Chesapeake Bay in
Virginia. The Canadian project, however,
as well as coping with unparalleled tide
and ice problems will provide both rail-
way and highway connection.

First tenders will be called in December.
Work is scheduled to begin next April.
With maximum progress, work will be
completed in late 1970. Approximate ex-
penditure for each year will be $30,000,-
000.

This is dated July 8, 1965. I could go on to
read in greater detail the technical aspects of
the causeway, if you wish, but I think that is
the important part that pertains to our dis-
cussion at the moment.

Now that impression was gained by a great
many people because it was made by the
Prime Minister in July of that year, before
the political press became more apparent. It
would seem to me that if there is confusion or
misleading reports, it is partly because of
statements such as that one.

I would like to return for a moment to our
specific discussion of the rails because I think
this is a critical question, and I am glad to
know that the government of Prince Edward
Island are as deeply concerned as we are
about the possible removal of the rail from
the Northumberland Strait crossing.

Mr. Williams: May I interrupt you sir, for
just one moment. On the statement that you
read from, the qualifications were: “at least
five years” and $30 million, with maximum
results.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): That is right, but
it also says this:
With maximum progress, work will be
completed in late 1970.
Is that right?

Mr. Williams: It qualifies.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): There are lots of
qualifications, Mr. Williams. It also says:

Approximate expenditure for each year
will be $30,000,000.

I would suggest that $10 million or $15 mil-
lion, is an estimate far from $30 million. And
the year previous to that it was even less; it
was something in the order of $1.5 million. I
do not believe, and I do not think you would
argue the fact, that expenditures of this size
included in estimates over the past two years
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would in any way, shape or form, ensure the
completion of a project of this nature by 1970.
One might even question by 1975.

Mr. Williams: As I say, the completion date
was qualified; it would be at least that. That
is all I can say on that.

Mr. Mcllraith: This subject was dealt with
again in Charlottetown, where there was a
great deal of publicity, and it did not seem to
get picked up. But it was very firmly put out
by television and radio and to a rather sub-
stantial meeting with all members from the
Island present to hear it. I want to just read a
sentence from my own remarks on that occa-
sion, and these were amplified.

For that reason I must make myself quite
clear. We will proceed with all due speed,
but under no condition will we consider
compromising the quality of this magnifi-
cent project for the sake of a schedule.
We realize the complexity of the under-
taking, and we know we will face all
sorts of problems along every inch of the
nine mile crossing.

I could perhaps dig up other references in
that July 12 or July 13 meeting.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): And then you de-
ferred the causeway in the fall of that year to
the March of this year, and it has now been
deferred indefinitely. How does that match up
with your statement—

Mr. Mcllraith: We did not defer it. It is
proceeding precisely in accordance with the
statement, and this is one thing that is clear
on this Northumberland crossing. We have
been on the statement and consistent with
ourselves throughout, and you will see that if
you check the documentation. I think the best
evidence of that is from your own statement
on the question of privilege in the House of
Commons some days ago. Anyone who reads
that carefully and with attention will see how
accurate we have been in all this. In the
actual document we said we expected to call
tenders for the New Brunswick part of it at
the end of 1966; we actually called them in
the early part of January, 1967. If anyone
suggests that is off schedule on a project of
that complexity, certainly the engineers and
the people in the industry do not.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Am I not right in
suggesting that that section of the causeway
that was supposed to have been called last
fall was the section that should have been
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called last spring, with a start on construction
last summer?

Mr. Mcllraith: No. You are not at all cor-
rect on that.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): When was that
construction to have begun originally—and I
do not mean after one or two of the defer-
ments or rescheduling, or whatever they are
referred to as.

Mr. Williams: On July 14, 1966. The first
major tender call will be in the fall of 1967.
We are not in a position to give precise dates.
In general, the tender call here will be in the
order of two months.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): No, I do not mean
that period. I mean back even earlier than
that, because that was after the remarks of
the Minister of Finance in his budget about
this business of rescheduling. I mean original-
ly, in July and later when the sod was turned
in November, when it was contemplated that
you might be able to finish it in late 1970.
What then was the time scheduling on that
date?

Mr. Williams: The Department has never
said they would finish it in 1970.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): That is no prog-
ress, late 1970.

Mr. Williams: It could, but never has said
that it would finish it in 1970.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Why was the date
1970 used then? This is a ridiculous kind of
semantic game.

Mr. Williams: Well it is the case that when
the project was initially announced it was felt
that with the maximum of progress it could
be, and that was the case at that time.
® (10:52 a.m.)

(Translation)

Mr. Gauthier: My question is for the
Minister. First and foremost, we are interest-
ed in knowing what it is going to cost. ..

The Chairman: Would you please wait a
moment, Mr. Gauthier?

Mr. Gauthier: First, we are interested in
finding out the cost. We have just heard some
rather conflicting opinions expressed. If my
understanding is correct, that it is going to
cost about $200 million to serve a population
of about 250 thousand then I feel that the
project is unacceptable. The Minister told us
a short while ago that in 1959 the cost was
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estimated at $23 million. I would like to
know, first, whether this amount refers to the
total cost of the project, including roads and
railways?

(English)

Mr. Mcllraith: First of all, I would like to
clear up one point. I do not think this project
should ever be treated as something to serve
the one hundred thousand people living on
the Island only because it is something quite
different than that. It is connecting two prov-
inces that are not able to be connected by any
other land means. We have never approached
it from the point of view of a service only for
the benefit of the Island people because any
revenue accruing from the benefit of the
crossing will be shared as well by those off
the Island. I want to clarify that part of what
I take was inherent, if I understood the trans-
lation correctly, in the early part of your
question.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Mr. Chairman,
could I just interject and add to the Minis-
ter’s statement. In respect of the justification
for this project, may I remind you of the
tremendous subsidy that is presently paid an-
nually by the government to upgrade the fer-
ry service which, hopefully, would be reduced
or abandoned altogether with the construction
of a crossing.

Mr. Mcllraith: Yes, that is right. Also, there
is the obligation—I do not know whether you
call it implied or not but it certainly is a very
real obligation to me—to provide access to
the mainland, which is inherent in confedera-
tion if you have studied the arrangements at
that time.

Turning now to the $23 million—and per-
haps Mr. Williams or Mr. Lalonde will add to
my comment that amount was, in the original
estimate, the amount of capital cost required
to add the railway facilities. I am sorry; per-
haps I should have that more fully and better
technically explained by Mr. Williams, be-
cause it may be the key to the whole thing.

Mr. Williams: Mr. Chairman, the $23 mil-
lion referred to the costs which would be
paid. It would be the actual cost or the value
of lands which would be flooded on the shore-
lines if a full causeway was built because,
with the change in tide, the increase of water
levels at various points along the coast would
flood out private properties cottages, wharf
structures and so on. It was not the cost of

the project.
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(Translation)

Mr. Gauthier: We may therefore conclude
that this $23 million did not cover the con-
struction itself, but only the damage caused
by the construction.

(English)

Mr. Williams: No, it is not necessarily the
total damage. It was an assessment of the
values of the lands and the facilities that

would be flooded at that time if we proceeded
with the full causeway.

(Translation)

Mr. Gauthier: To return to the matter of
the cost of the project, does the Minister
agree with the opinions expressed a short
while ago, that it is going to cost $23 million a
year for five years?

(English)

Mr. Williams: $150 million is the esti-
mate of the project in July of 1965 when
it was announced by the Prime Minister—$30
million a year for five years—

(Translation)

Mr. Gauthier: I would like to know one
further detail. The Minister told us that on
the New Brunswick side the causeway would
be 2 miles long out of a total length of 9
miles. I would like to know whether the
causeway is to be as long on the Prince Ed-
ward Island side? Also, I would like to have
specific details on the length of the cause-
ways, the bridge and the tunnel.

(English)
Mr. Williams: Mr. Chairman, perhaps Mr.
Clarke could obtain the elements.

Mr. G. T. Clarke (Chief Engineer, Depari-
ment of Public Works): I am indicating on a
map the causeway section coming off from
the New Brunswick shore; then you have the
bridge section; then an island which is like a
causeway, where you make your transition
from the bridge; then your tunnel section;
and then you come up on a ramp section or
causeway coming out of the tunnel.

(Translation)

Mr. Gauthier: With regard to the middle
section, what is the distance separating the
two causeways?
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Mr. Clarke: Eighteen thousand seven hun-
dred and fifty feet, which is three and a half
miles.

Mr. Gauthier: And the tunnel?

Mr. Clarke: The tunnel is 7,000 feet, which
includes your approaches getting into it. It is
4,000 feet between ventilation towers.

Mr. Mcllraith: Perhaps you should explain
the significance and importance of the rail-
way grades that are required.

Mr. Clarke: I am indicating where you
come off the bridge. The highway is carried
on the top chord of the bridge, the railway on
the bottom chord. The highway could have a
four per cent grade; the railway is coming
down about to 1.9. In the tunnel section the
railway rules at 1.9. To determine the length,
you want 32 feet of water over the top of the
tunnel, so this point becomes fixed. Then
from that point you run out your grades in
each direction to come up to the land. This is
a cross section of the tunnel, two highway
lanes and the railway in the centre, coming
out the causeway approaches, your tunnel,
and then as you come up out of the tunnel.

(Translation)

Mr. Gauthier: I am now speaking once
again to the Minister. The cost which you
quoted us, estimated at about $150 million in
all, is simply the cost of a roadway. Are you
therefore going to do away with the railway
and construct only a roadway which will cost
$150 million?

e (11:02 a.m.)

(English)

Mr. Mcllraith: No, no decision has been
made—and I want to make that very clear
—to delete the railway. The bids received
showed that after allowing for the increase
there is in construction costs—allowing for
those elements—there was still a very sub-
stantial increase in costs; the cost of the proj-
ect had sharply increased. What is now being
done is to examine the design in detail to see
what the costs will be with various modifica-
tions of the design, including those with no
rails on it. But when I spoke about the gov-
ernment having decided not to accept any of
the tenders submitted and to reassess the de-
sign of the project—I went on to speak about
the cost, including rails and the crossing—I
said that it appeared that it was going to be
much higher. I quote, in reference to our
discussions with Premier Campbell.
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At his request the government has
agreed, in its reassessment of design, to
examine—

and this is an element that seems to have
been overlooked.

—whether a simplified method of includ-
ing rails on the crossing would be practi-
cable.

I do not want to try to define that at this
time, but the kind of thing you should think
of is whether it is feasible and does anything
really substantially favourable to your costs. I
do not know whether the possibility of a
railway crossing that would be used, say, only
certain hours of the day, would be feasible or
not because I have no idea, but it may well be
because that element has not been assessed. If
you were to ask me what the effect on the
cost of doing that would be, I could not give
it to you. That is also being reassessed be-
cause from the point of view of use of the
crossing a number of hours a day, I think I
could say, would be fairly reasonably accepta-
ble to the railway interest and to the users of
the railways if it meant getting them on there
and was otherwise acceptable.

As I said, that particular phrase in that
statement seems to have been overlooked.
Now there may be nothing in it, I do not
know at this stage.

Mr., Macquarrie: Could I ask a supplemen-
tary? What was the position of the govern-
ment before the request of the Premier?

Mr. Mcllraith: Well, just exactly what is
contained in the statement. We are going to
reassess.

Mr. Macquarrie: In other words, without
rail.

Mr. Mcllraith: No, no. We are going to
reassess all the costs to ascertain whether
there was any way of redesigning this to
reduce the costs, and also, in the light of the
experience with the bids—we had four bids
from very good combinations of contracting
firms—to reassess the cost of the whole proj-
ect with or without rails, or in variations—
changes in design consequent on what the
actual bids revealed as to what the costs
would be.

Mr. Macquarrie: In that case, what was the
purport and value of your expression: “at his
request, we agreed to” if you were in fact
going to do it anyway?
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Mr. Mcllraith: No, I did not say that. What
he requested was here. I think the statement
is precise. We gave him the whole considera-
tions; we gave him the full information,
which we have given the committee. He asked
—I will read it again:

At his request the government has
agreed, in its reassessment of design, to
examine whether a simplified method of
including rails on the crossing would be
practicable.

Mr. Macquarrie: What would you have
been examining had he not requested that?
This is what I would like to know.

Mzr. Mcllraith: The whole design, to get the
costs within some area that would be reasona-
ble, and this would involve whether the tun-
nel should be lengthened or shortened, the
bridge lengthened or shortened, whether
there is a way of eliminating one factor;—a
complete reassessment of the design to get at
these costs in light of the known costs as
revealed by the bidding, and translated into
the other elements of the crossing rather than
just on the causeway section on the New
Brunswick side.

Mr. Macquarrie: Well, I would like to know
what was added to your reassessment process
by his request?

Mr. Mcllraith: Exactly what it says here:
At his request the government has agreed
in its reassessment of design, to examine
whether a simplified method of including
rails on the crossing. . .

Mr. Macquarrie: You were not going to do
that before he requested it?

Mr. Mcllraith: No, it had not been done
before, and had not been envisaged in the
reassessment, and it was a new element that
he requested. He said: “Now in doing this
make very sure you see whether there is not
a possibility of getting—the term I have used
there—a simplified method or restricted use
of the railways”. It is “restricted use of the
railways”. This is what he suggested and we
agreed to do that for him because he was
pressing very hard.

Mr. Macquarrie: So that you were consider-
ing either an ordinary, shall we say complex
use of railways or no use of railways?

Mr. Mcllraith: That would be right, an or-
dinary use of railways or no use, yes.

Mr. Macquarrie: I see; thank you.
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Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Mr. Chairman, I
have a further supplementary on this very
point. In analysing this simplified design, are
you not still faced with the same factors you
were anxious to avoid, those of grade and
weight?

Mr. Mcllraith: Yes, you will be facing those
same factors, but remember we are now fac-
ing them in the light of a pretty good pattern
of costs for the different factors. We know,
for instance, when you come to the ap-
proaches to the tunnel there are certain types
of construction to go in there. We know we
can project what certain parts of that work
will cost much more accurately than we could
before. It is dangerous for a layman perhaps
to analyse these things, but it is fair comment
to say that some of the factors in the bids
were exactly on the original estimates, and
some of the factors were sharply out from the
original estimates. And you have to assess the
other elements in the total cost in relation to
those factors that were out and were sharply
increased. This is the point.

Mr. Loiselle: Mr. Chairman, I have a simple
question to ask. Instead of having two sec-
tions of tunnel, was any study made of having
only a bridge from New Brunswick to Prince
Edward Island? In other words, would the
cost be different, sir?

Mr. Williams: It was examined and studied
in the initial study and the cost, as forecast at
that time, was substantially higher than a
combination of them.

Mr. Loiselle: Higher?

Mr. Williams: Yes, because on the relative-
ly shallow portions you get into a situation
where a causeway becomes relatively cheap.
As you get into deeper water, of course, the
causeway becomes progressively more costly.

(Translation)

The Chairman: Mr. Gauthier.

Mr. Gauthier: Mr. Minister, may we still
assume that, even with the simplified method
you mention with regard to the railway, it
will still require at least a third of the total
cost to instal this railway.

(English)

Mr. Mcllraith: For a normal operation that

is about right.

Mr. Isabelle: Mr. Chairman, I have a few
questions. This is a joint.program?
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Mr. Mcllraith: No; it is a federal govern-
ment project.

Mr. Isabelle: If you simplified the method
in your reassessment, does that mean you are
going to have a mini-causeway and a mini-
railway?

Mr. Mcllraith: I cannot forecast what engi-
neers will come up with and recommend.

Mr. Isabelle: We know very well today that
railway transportation is an obsolete thing. I
imagine that within the next 15 years rail-
roads will disappear. I hope that the govern-
ment, in its projection, will delete this thing
today in order to avoid a repetitition of what
happened in respect of the Pont Jacques
Cartier, Montréal—the tracks are still there
but are never used. I can visualize the good
old interprovincial bridge right across here
with tracks on it not being used. I think this
means of transportation is going to be re-
placed in the near future by some other
method.

Mr. Macllraith: Well, I do not know that I
could agree with all that. I am aware of the
rapidity of change in these things, but we
have assumed, from our information, that the
Island needs the railway. That assumption
has not been made idly; it has been made on
an assessment of these factors.

Mr. Isabelle: Yes, but this is only to reduce
costs, as was said. You are caught between
putting the rails on or not putting them on.

Mr. Mcllraith: We are caught between
providing the railway service this way, if the
capital cost of doing so makes it economically
reasonable and providing freight crossing by
ferry for the railways. But we have always
assumed that we have to provide that railway
crossing, that they need the railways and they
are using it, and that this is going to continue.
We have not made any other assumption and
that assumption has been made, as I say, not
idly but on information fed in by the Trans-
port Department experts and the railway

people.

Mr. Isabelle: You are subsidizing the ferry
transportation, then.

Mr. Mcllraith: Yes, very heavily. It is very
costly.

Mr. Isabelle: Is it a very costly business?

Mr. Mcllraith: Yes.
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Mr. Isabelle: It would be cheaper by mini-
rail.

Mr. Mcllraith: Well, I do not like the word
“minirail” in this context. This is a big, com-
plex project and I do not think there is any-
thing “mini” about it anywhere. It is a real
tough one that is going to take good, sensible
judgment and good application to do it the
right way in the best interests of the country
and that is what we mean to do.

An hon. Member: Good engineers.

Mr. Mcllraith: Well, we think we have
good engineers.

Mr. Isabelle: The last question, Mr.
Minister, is can you tell us how long it is
going to take to re-assess the whole affair? Is
it going to take 25 years?

Mr. Mcllraith: No.

Mr. Isabelle: Because in the matter of
bridges our experience around the area is
that it usually takes 25 years.

Mr. Mcllraith: You are speaking of the
bridges around here. We have no problem of
having to get the concurrence of all govern-
ments as we do for the bridges around here.
This is a federal project and we get good
co-operation from the provincial governments
and we keep them fully informed. But basi-
cally it is a federal project and that means, in
the decision-making process for getting on
with the engineering and so on, we do not
have the delays that we have in the bridges
or prospective you have in mind.

Mr. Isabelle: In other words, we could say
that when it is solely a federal project it
takes less time to accomplish.

Mr. Mcllraith: I think that is a fair as-
sumption.

(Translation)
The Chairman: Next to speak will be Mr.

Leblanc (Laurier), followed by Mr. Mac-
Donald (Prince).
Mr. Leblanc (Laurier): The Louis-Hip-

polyte-La Fontaine tunnel-bridge was opened
recently in Montreal and, from what I learn
here about your tunnel-bridge, it would seem
that the processes used in constructing the
tunnel, that is in constructing the tunnel
away from the water, or as the “old-timers”
used to say “dans l’eau, en cale-séche” in
dry-deck—would be almost the same.
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Yet, the Louis-Hippolyte-La Fontaine tun-
nel-bridge is obviously much shorter than the
one which you are here proposing to con-
struct. Do you intend to use the same process,
namely the caisson process, for the construc-
tion of the Northumberland tunnel?

Mr. Mcllraith: I attended the opening of
the tunnel about which you speak and I do
not see anything comparable between the
tunnel you were talking about and the one
involved in the crossing. For instance, all you
have to do is to drive a car through the
Louis-Hyppolite-La Fontaine tunnel and you
will notice the grades at once. The signifi-
cance of the difference in grade involved is
apparent immediately. There is also the dif-
ference in length and depth of water to con-
sider. They are quite different and perhaps
Mr. Williams should follow up my answer
and give further details.

Mr. Williams: Mr. Chairman and gentlemen,
in the method by which a pre-cast element
would be floated out and sunk in dredged
channels are covered, the basic principles
would be the same. As the Minister has men-
tioned, there are substantial differences in
terms of location and in terms of require-
ments. The present scheme involves a rail as
well as a highway vehicle crossing so that you
add to the ventilation problem. As the Min-
ister has mentioned, the problems are great.
It is a longer section.

Mr. Mcllraith: We must consider the kind
of weather in the straits.

Mr. Williams: Yes.

Mr. Mcllraith: In doing construction in the
straits the weather there is not comparable to
that in Montreal.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Mr. Chairman,
some comments have been made about the
possible eventual expiry of rail transport in
this country which I think is likely rather
short-sighted no matter what part of the
country one is speaking for. In fact, when I
was conferring with my colleague to the left I
reminded myself of the considerable studies
that are now going on which might result in a
radical change in rail traffic. It might mean
travel at many hundreds of miles an hour by
air jet, perhaps, or something of the nature of
a hovercraft. So I think a rail traffic in some
form or other will be with us for a long time
to come, particularly in the movement of
heavy goods.
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A number of factors that make it par-
ticularly relevant to Prince Edward Island I
would like to put in here, because I think
they are important. We do move a substantial
amount of rail traffic every year. Incoming is
a lot of bulk fuel, fertilizer, various heavy
equipment, construction materials, gravel,
steel and that kind of thing. Outgoing we
ship, of course, our major export potatoes,
other forms of vegetable produce and a small
amount of fish.

One of the unique problems for Prince
Edward Island is the fact that we move al-
most as many empty cars on and off the
Island as we do loaded ones; simply because
it is almost impossible to consider moving a
full car off the Island, taking it to its destina-
tion, unloading it, loading it again with
something for Prince Edward Island and
bringing it back.

To support that statement, in the years 1959
to 1964 there was an average of approximate-
ly 28,000 loaded shipments either to or from
the Island, but a total of 55,000 cars actually
were moved, so that some 27,000 empties
were carried either to or from the Island. In
checking a more recent year, I see that about
15,000 loaded cars came to the Island so we
would have this tremendous problem if we
had to convert wholly to trucks.

I know of very few shippers who would
think it economical to load a truck, say in
Charlottetown or Summerside, move it to
Montreal, Toronto or Boston and then bring it
back empty. Even to ship with a 65 per cent
back freight would considerably increase the
cost. In making just a rough computation,
with a 65 per cent back freight to Toronto or
Montreal we will be faced with the prospect
of at least doubling our shipping costs and, at
certain times and with certain materials, we
would, in fact, treble our transportation costs
to and from the centre of Canada.

If one does not think this would be dis-
criminative, one only has to consider the diffi-
culties we have in being competitive with the
present system of freight subsidiese for traffic
that moves to and from the Maritimes and
particularly Prince Edward Island. So there
are special problems that certainly will have
to be taken into account.

Another general area I would like to com-
ment on is the proposal the Minister made in
the House, and again today in the Committee,
that one of the possibilities is the construction
of a crossing which would eliminate rails al-
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together and the establishment, then, of a
limited ferry service for rail transport. I
should very much like to know the views of
the Canadian National Railways on this sub-
ject because I have been lead to believe they
have some very strong views that this would
be a very difficult service for them to operate
and if it were necessary for them to operate
this service they would see it not as operating
a “ferry” but “ferries,” because they could
not consider operating one ferry. It would
just not be practical from their standpoint.
They certainly would need to have a second
ferry to cope with the heavy traffic seasons,
the dangers of breakdown from time to time
and the annual refit.

I think extensive study should be given to
this matter, not only by the Northumberland
Consultants who are basically in the field of
construction, but by such groups as the
Maritime Transportation Commission, this in-
telligence unit that produced a recent trans-
port study. There is a danger that we might
end up by paying a substantial price for the
construction of a crossing and also inflicting
on the government a yearly subsidy for rail
transport. The only hopeful sign for a govern-
ment would be for the rail to be phased out
eventually which would certainly not be ei-
ther hopeful for or helpful to Prince Edward
Island. So we are faced with a very substan-
tial problem here.

I am also a little bit dubious about the
proposal for the simplified design because it
seems to me that basically you are not going
to reduce your costs greatly. If you go for a
simplified design you are still going to be
faced with the problem of grade and you are
still going to be faced with the problem of
weight. You will eliminate the double section
which we talked about in terms of the bridge
and causeway portions, but I do not think you
would radically change, the sections of the
tunnel because it would not be affected mate-
rially.

So we will be affecting two portions of the
crossing only and these two portions would
not be affected substantially. I think it is a bit
of a wishful-thinking enterprise to consider
that this is a possibility and I would be inter-
ested to know, even at this early date, what
difference there would be. I realize I cannot
get a figure here, but perhaps you could esti-
mate a percentage difference between the cost
of the rails on a simplified design and the cost
of the rails on the design that we have been
working with until now.
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Mr. Williams: Mr. Chairman, if I could
speak to the first point about the necessity for
looking at the total transportation system, this
is being done. The reports to which you refer
are the basis on which we are looking at this
and the use of railways, and certainly is dis-
cussed not by Public Works—we are interest-
ed in the construction part—but by Trans-
port. This is part of their over-all look. It
has to be examined when we have our figures
for the construction of this and the alterna-
tives.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Is it also true to
say, Mr. Williams, that there will be oppor-
tunities for contacts with the Transportation
Department of the provincial government and
the Maritime Transportation Commission,
which would have a great deal of information
and be in a very strong position inasmuch as
they would be materially affected by changes
of this kind.

Mr. Williams: I know there is contact be-
tween the two. Obviously there is in the
preparation of all these reports. I am quite
sure there are these contacts but it has not
anything to do with me, particularly.

On the question of price for the simplified
railway, as you said I cannot give an estimate
and I cannot even give a ratio because of the
very points you have raised. At this stage we
do not know what the simplifications are. We
cannot do it until we get to the railroad. What
is acceptable to them? What can they do? So
at this stage I just cannot give you any idea
what this would be, but it is another idea and
we will examine it.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): One thing has not
been mentioned and I am anxious to have it
mentioned to make sure that it is still part of
the project. When the project was announced,
and again last summer when the project was
elucidated in some detail at the sessions in
Charlottetown, it was mentioned that provi-
sion will be made on the whole of the cross-
ing in the first instance for two lanes of
traffic and, in the foreseeable future, the ex-
pansion without great cost to four lanes. I
presume plans call for width all along the
bridge, causeway and tunnel for this provi-
sion. Is it still considered that this provision
will be kept so that, say, in the space of the
next 15 to 20 years—I am thinking particular-
ly of the tremendous tourist traffic that oper-
ates in the summertime—we will be able to
expand to these four lanes?
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Mr. Williams: This is still a factor for con-
sideration. It has affected the design substan-
tially and now we are looking at the cost. We
have to examine what the provision for the
expansion costs, what it is relative to capital
now or the possibility of capital at a later
date, so all this will be part of the cost study.

Mr. Macdonald (Prince): But am I not right
in suggesting that if provision is not made
now for an eventual widening to four lanes it
will be next to impossible to do, or so
prohibitively expensive that the likelihood of
its being considered at a later date will be
extremely doubtful?

Mr. Williams: That is my impression of it.
That is why the design was put out the way it
was for the first stage. It would be relatively
easy to expand at a very low cost and we will
have to examine this again. But I am not
going to predict at this stage what eventual
design we will come up with on re-examina-
tion, but certainly the element will be in
there for a two lane highway with the cost to
expand to four lanes.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): You said that in
the earlier design it was relatively easy to
include the four lane possibility. Are you sug-
gesting that if we lower the top of the high-
way from the second deck to the first deck we
would, perhaps, make it much more expen-
sive to consider this possibility than it was
previously?

Mr. Williams: I cannot say, flatly, that it
will, but as an example if you have a solid
causeway, obviously if you are going to pro-
vide for two more lanes you have to provide
another 30 feet of width initially. In the case
of a bridge, that was one of the reasons the
first causeway contract was called out on a
narrow causeway with the railway on the
bottom and carrying a highway up above,
because you could cantilever out two more
lanes on a bridge structure and it is relatively
simple.

All of these alternatives have to be re-
examined; can we save money by any of
these alternatives, or can we not, in the light
of the prices we got?

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): So, this is another
interesting factor. In aftempting to save
money by the exclusion or the simplifying of
rail traffic we may, in effect, be hemming
ourselves in from an eventual expansion be-
cause of cost of the highway traffic.
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Mr. Williams: No, that is not so. Our terms
of reference are still in terms of traffic. We
are to provide for traffic projections and they
are projected, not on a 10 or 20 year basis,
but ahead, because obviously whatever we
build is going to be there for 50 to 100 years.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): But it would seem
to me—again if Mr. MaclIlraith calls himself a
layman I do not know what I must be in this
Committee because I certainly have less than
his information or expertise in this matter
—that if we do get to the point of having to
accept a highway that is right on the cause-
way deck and do not have the option that the
bridge would have afforded us, there would
be quite a limiting factor in the minds of your
Department, and perhaps of the Government,
of allowing for this provision. Certainly in the
light of events of the last few months, it
would seem a very fearful prospect in my
mind.

Mr. Williams: I can only repeat that our
terms of reference are for a two-lane highway
and we are to provide the capability for ex-
pansion to four lanes as traffic projections
require it. This is what we are looking for.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): If I may come
back to a comment made by the Minister
earlier on the matter of the most recent ten-
der that was not accepted, he suggested that
some of the factors—I think five factors in all
were included in this tender bid—were on,
and I believe three of them were almost right
on, the amounts that were anticipated by the
Department in calling for the tender, and that
only in two factors were the costs in excess.
Simple mathematics in my mind must lead
me to suggest that the factors were tremen-
dously in excess, running into the hundreds
of percentage points. Is that the case; is this a
correct assumption?

Mr. Williams: Yes, on certain items there
was 100 per cent variation.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): On which par-
ticular items?

Mr. Williams: On durable rock.
Mr. MacDonald (Prince): On durable rock?
Mr. Williams: Yes.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Could you give us
a brief, or perhaps a not too brief, explana-
tion of how the estimates of your Department,
particularly in light of the information that
was available to you, could be so vastly
removed from the actual lowest tender, and
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we are only talking about the lowest because
obviously the others were many millions of
dollars greater still?

Mr. Williams: Not exactly; the two low
tenders were within $400,000 on $42 million,
so they are very close. I think, in terms of the
armour rock you can look at it to bid it in
two ways, and you can look at it to estimate
it in two general ways. They could look at
that portion of the project as being a very
desirable one because it got them on the job,
in place, with the experience and set up, so
there would be a real competitive incentive to
go after and get that.

Now, it is also true that in order to do that
section of it, there is a very substantial
mobilization, and we have a payment in for
mobilization which we would make; but the
payment for mobilization is just a financing
payment to get them started so they have
some money coming in before they are pro-
ducing anything. It by no means represents
the total cost of mobilizing for that kind of a
job; it is in terms of equipment; in terms of
quarries; in terms of setting up their tran-
sportation systems to move the materials; and
in this area we very much underestimated, or
the consultants very much underestimated.

In making their estimates they did not do it
off the tops of their heads, they did not do it
as a group of engineers, they went to the
contracting people and talked to them and
tried to assess how it would be bid and what
the prices would be. There was a very major
element in this of the companies who were
bidding.

Each one that I have talked to—and I have
talked to representatives of the four—said:
This is no place for us to take a chance: We
would like to get in first, we want to be there,
but we would rather be in the position of
having made an investment on which we
have collected our money in advance so that
anyone who bids the next time is going to be
bidding against us with our facilities there
and our investment made. With the cash re-
serves and their credit they way they are at
the present time, they said: We are going to
have our money out on this one, and then
take our chances on the next one, rather than
the other way around. Now that was a basic
part. They wrote off in total their capital as
they saw it, much of which would be applica-
ble to subsequent contracts of which they
were aware. They also had our view of when
the timing of it would be.
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There were other elements in it that were
complicated. They involved the source of
rock. The drilling at the New Brunswick
quarry and the investigations we did during
1958, 1959, 1960, and 1961 established that it
was not good rock. It could not be used for
armour stone, it was not durable, it could not
stand any cycles of freezing and thawing at
all, but it could be used as core material
provided it had a very solid protection, much
more protection than you would normally ex-
pect for a marine job. It required a degree of
protection that was greater than we had ever
done.

So you had your bulk material coming from
one quarry and you had to go elsewhere to
get the rest of the quarry material—the hard
rock. Now, the difficulty is that the more hard
rock you want, the more it costs, because in
quarry operations to get the big sizes you are
wasting 100 per cent. For a yard taken out,
you are throwing away a yard unless you
have some other place to put it; and this is
not the case in this job.

Now, in the consultants’ view and in their
assessment of it, they had a value on this.
Well, if the value is there it still would be
there, but no one was going to offer it to us at
this point in time; we might get it in the next
contract because they would be in a bidding
position against anyone else with that mate-
rial, but we were going to pay for it in the
first contract.

Those two elements, in themselves, put a
tremendous amount on this. We talked to
these contractors, and each of them came in
and said: Well, look, we will negotiate for
reductions. Because they were all individual,
I cannot disclose the negotiations but very
substantial reductions were possible. The only
trouble was that if we negotiated with the
two or the four we were inhibiting the kind
of review we wanted to do if we took those
figures and applied them against the total of
the rest of the project. We were in a position
that the changes would be so substantial that
that kind of individual negotiation was not an
effective way to get your price; it would be
better on a re-bid.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Just taking the
increased cost factor and applying it to the
whole of the project as it was laid out, by
how much would it have increased the over-
all cost of the crossing in your view?

Mr. Williams: If you take it in terms of my
view, I can give you an almost unlimited
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range of what this would be—that is, from
contractors, from the consulting engineers,
and our own review of it. Including the esca-
lation which we had to forecast—which goes
back to 1965—if we looked at this I could see
that if we used those units, and where we did
not have a repeat of the units and making
allowances for haul for other locations of it,
and if we used the same kind of percentage
increase that we got on the particular unit we
had—which is not really valid, you know, but
it is one way of looking at it—1I could see this
oroject going to $300 million. Obviously, at
that stage, we have to re-examine the whole
thing because this is done in relation to a
ferry service.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Now, to go back
to the tender bids by these contractors and
the fact that they were attempting to amor-
tize their complete capital cost in establishing
these quarrying operations, unsure of whether
they would get additional contracts and be
able to amortize it over the distance, had any
thought been given to the possibility, in light
of that action by these companies, of letting a
whole series of contracts now in order to
allow these companies to amortize through
the piece?

Mr. Williams: Yes, we looked at it initially
and it was too big for anyone all in one
chunk, and also in terms of time; you got to a
point where you never caught up. You were
never in a position to call tenders because
something was always changing. In terms of
escalation, the contractor just would not bid
it that way.

But, to be quite frank with you, in the
re-examination that we are doing we made an
assumption one way on getting that New
Brunswick Causeway out because it looked
like a good job and we throught we would set
the market by getting low prices. Part of the
re-examination in doing this was in the light
of the way they bid on that. Now, what com-
binations can we make which might be more
attractive?

We have discussed this with the bidders
and as we develop the designs and the re-
examination of it we will be having meetings
with those bidders to get their input on what
is the best way for them to bid. Now, they
have all kinds of suggestions, some of which
the Government can accept and some they
cannot. They want payment for escalation as
a separate item; this is something we have to
look at. We looked at it before, and we made
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certain changes in our contracts for that par-
ticular job, and we have made others. I as-
sume you were at the meeting in Charlotte-
town, and you will recall that one of the
points many of the contractors raised was
that we make a separate payment for escala-
tion.

There are other things. They suggested we
should buy a quarry, we should say where
they would work, and how they would do it.
This is one method. It has its drawbacks as
well as its advantages because you cut out the
possibility of someone else having another
method—some other way of doing it—where
you could save money. But, obviously, we
have to re-examine all of these alternatives.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): It appears, Mr.
Chairman, that as we get into this project,
and as the Minister has already stated, we are
dealing with enormous sums of money and an
enormous project and, as has been clearly
stated, a project in which we have very little
previous experience. Even Mr. McCulloch,
when he goes into this, talks about the
Chesapeake Bay endeavour, and it is men-
tioned in the Prime Minister’s statement as
the only one similar. But it is not similar;
there are so many differences that there is not
much sense in comparing them.

One of the things that crosses my mind, in
light of everything you have said, Mr. Wil-
liams, is that perhaps we have gone about
this in the wrong way, that in attempting as
free enterprisers to allow this project to be
carried on by private industry, we have been
expecting too much from them, for instance,
in the sense that here was a firm bidding on
it, realizing that they had no knowledge of
whether they would get additional contracts,
and having to say to themselves: To develop
these quarries, we must amortize the whole of
our capital cost in this one operation. This
may be all right as far as they are concerned,
but it certainly puts quite a financial strain
on the Government.

Then they also said to themselves—and
while you have not said this it could be infer-
red—When we are bidding on a project of $42
million, we cannot afford to be off by $4
million or $5 million, otherwise we will lose
our shirts; therefore, we have to allow our-
selves a fairly significant cushion in terms of
changes that could take place in the building
industry, rising costs of materials, and so on.
So, all in all, it could indeed accelerate and
greatly increase the cost.



I would like to think that at this point,
considering what has happened to date on the
project, the Government and the Department
would give serious consideration to the estab-
lishment of a Crown corporation that would
not be faced with many of the problems that
you reiterated for us. It would seem to me
that a Crown corporation easily could face
this project with a different point in view; it
would not have to concern itself with trying
to pay for an amortized quarry operation in
one segment, or whether it should be started
on one side or the other, affecting costs later
on. It could be handled from the point of
view of doing it for the most reasonable price
possible as well as getting the most efficient
and necessary structure.

It would seem to me that since the project
is going to run now—I think it is safe to
assume—close to $200 million at the very
minimum, regardless of what kind of shifting
goes on—simple increases in costs and deve-
lopments with regard to the obtaining of this
material will run at least to $200 mil-
lion—when you get into that kind of a figure
no matter how you cut and square it for
different companies, there are very few com-
panies that will not have to add on a consid-
erable figure just to protect themselves. This
is something that a Crown corporation estab-
lished for the life of this project would not
have to do. I think it would be an immense
saving to the people of Canada if the project
were handled in this fashion.

Mr. Williams: Well, at this point it gets to
be almost a philosophical sort of a discussion
which we would have with contractors. Many
contractors have said the same thing: We will
do it, we will do it cheaply, we will do it
efficiently, we will do it better than anyone
else; all you have to do is pay us a manage-
ment fee and we will do it, we will buy the
equipment and we will do everything else.
Your first problem is trying to figure out
which is the company, and then you get down
to the argument of what is reasonable.

There is one very sure way of finding out
what is reasonable, and that is by those ten-
ders. There are these elements that you have
to provide for, but there is also the fact that
his money is on the line as well as yours. He
has to get the job first, and he is putting his
money in it. There is a combination element.
Personally, I do not like the idea of a Crown
corporation being created to do this. You
would have something to manage it, yes; we
are doing this within the Department, and it
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is the same thing. The Crown corporation is
either going to buy everything or hire the
contractors to do it just as we are doing. So
you have the parallel situation anyway be-
cause you are not going to start out with
company “XY” and suddenly have them go
out and buy all the equipment and all the
quarries to amortize it across that job. They
are certainly going to subcontract; they will
parcel out this and that, and they will get this
and that. If they do not, they are crazy.

There is a skill and a capacity in the coun-
try now which we can use for them, and we
would be foolish to try to create another one.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): It seems to me
that we are building in elements of risk and
expense that are unnecessary to the project. I
am not suggesting a Crown corporation that
we establish would, in itself, own equipment,
or perhaps in the sense that we might nor-
mally think of a construction company, be
actually involved in doing the construction,
but it could then break down the construction
segments as this contract might have been
broken down. Surely to goodness after 10
years of investigation and research and the
establishment of Northumberland Consultants
itself which has I think three offices in
Charlottetown, Bayfield, and Montreal, it is in
one sense increasing our own expense by only
allowing Northumberland Consultants to be
supervising engineers without perhaps build-
ing what we have already established by way
of Northumberland Consultants into a larger
operation that could, in effect, be the actual
corporation to build the crossing.

Mr, Williams: We are talking, in part, de-
sign and we are talking, in part, construction.
If you mean that there has to be better and
more exchange in the input from both the
construction side and the design side, I agree
with you. This is what I say we endeavoured
to do on the first tenders, but we did not do
as well as we should have, We have talked to
the contractors since and said: You put it one
way when we first talked to you, now it is a
different way; so before we complete our de-
signs we are going to check these out with
you and get your problems before we get to
the contract stage. And we are doing this.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): I will pass for a
while, Mr. Chairman.

The Chairman: Mr. Macquarrie.

Mr. Macquarrie: Mr. Chairman, there has
been very little de-escalation in connection
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with this subject, but I am going to de-esca-
late my interventions and hope to retain the
good will of my colleagues.

I would like to say that I appreciate the
Minister’s setting the record straight in that
this project is not purely for Prince Edward
Island; it is a Dominion Government
responsibility, and I may say a very ancient
commitment that has not yet been fulfilled.
We have been interested in tunnels in Prince
Edward Island for a century. Sir Douglas Fox
was going to build a metallic tunnel in the
19th century.

I was impressed by Mr. Pugh’s interven-
tion, and I think it is important that it be
made clear that the ferrys are a very costly
operation. The railway service, we learn from
the discussion this morning, would constitute
perhaps a third of the total cost. I would hope
that your Department is taking careful note
of the cost of the ferry operation, noting too
that the newest of the ferrys is one which is
not equipped to carry rail stock, and that one
of the ferrys was launched in 1915. When you
start having to provide a couple of new fer-
ries, you will soon find that the costs for ship
building have escalated too. So in that con-
text it is not an indication that P.E. Island-
ers have some particular fondness for rail-
ways per se; there is an important economic
fact there that must be considered.

I have a couple of very general questions.
Mr. MacDonald is a clergyman while I am only
a layman. I would like to know how much of
the existing plan is still relevant, and how
fundamental this re-appraisal is? In other
words, are you, and are we as vitally interest-
ed people, starting from scratch on this proj-
ect?

Mr. Williams: No, no, by no means. All of
the data and information we get is valid, it is
fact, and they govern the designs to a large
degree. So the re-appraisal is whether you
design for this condition and is this the most
effective design for this condition, and is
there a saving that can be made in the light
of the bids you got for those kind of items?

Mr. Macquarrie: When do you think you
will be finished with this particular re-
appraisal and be able to proceed?

Mr. Williams: I cannot comment on that;
there will be decisions made by Government

at that stage.
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Mr. Mcllraith: It is pretty hard to give you
an effective answer to that question I cannot
tell how long the consultants will take; I hope
and expect they will not take very long, but
that is a pretty loose answer.

Mr. Macquarrie: A year?

Mr. Williams: Going back to our discussion
about the situation of its being at least five
years, on the basis of thihgs developing as we
have discussed them among ourselves and
with the consultants and how long it would
take them, and bearing in mind that we have
pinpointed certain areas that they have to
look at to ascertain what they can do on
design and costing of these—here again it
depends on the packaging we, with the con-
tractors, put together on how we are going to
attack it the next time we call, assuming we
call tenders in this form, we would call so
that their mobilization could be under way to
get going in 1968.

Mr. Macquarrie: In 1968?

Mr. Williams: That is right. That is on the
actual—and here again I hesitate to say
“filling in the causeway” because then I am
pre-judging what you decide—crossing, as op-
posed to mobilization of plant and equipment
and quarries.

Mr. Macquarrie: You may add all the “at
leasts” and “maximum progress” you like but
what does that do now to an eventual target
date for completion?

Mr. Mcllraith: I do not know what it does
to it. It could be argued that it may not do
anything at all to it as the present situation
is. I do not know the answer to your question.
It is unrealistic as of now to try to give a
precise date for the termination of the con-
struction on the completely finished opera-
tional causeway crossing when we have not
even finally settled on the final design of
what is being put there. It becomes an exer-
cise that I do not think is helpful to anybody.

Mr. Macquarrie: As of now, is 1970 a very
realistic date?

Mr. Mcllraith: I do not think it is, but I
have a whole file on this subject, if anyone is
interested in pursuing the dates, pointing out
rather clearly that it was five years with
maximum conditions and in various state-
ments I sometimes pointed out what the max-
imum conditions in this crossing were. That
was the only figure that was really talked
abou' at that time in that press conference
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when the release was made, or subsequently.
In respect of maximum conditions may I say
that in sinking certain types of caissons in
that depth of water, taking into considera-
tion that the weather in that strait is such
that you have about a six week period of
good weather expectancy for that particular
detail of operation, a storm of three days could
cause a year’s delay. The reason I appear to be
very reluctant to give a precise date is in the
light of that kind of known factor. You know
what ice conditions are in that strait; you
cannot make provision to the same extent
during winter construction to meet ice condi-
tions as you can to meet other problems when
working in earlier months of the year when
the weather expectancy would be such as to
enable you to continue work for another
month or two. There are all kinds of like
factors involved. For that reason I want not
only to. be imprecise in projecting the exact
date of this crossing becoming operational,
but to appear to be so.

Mr. Macquarrie: I believe that the Minister
is succeeding in appearing to be imprecise
and I do not quarrel with that. It is important
for the development which might ensue in
Prince Edward Island that the people not
have impressions that would cause them to
make changes in their economy built upon
something which is quite imprecise in terms
of scheduling, and this is why I am asking
this question.

I have just one final question at this time.
Am I right in considering that the Depart-
ment itself, at one time, planned to build a
solid causeway? If so, considering that Mr.
McCulloch has proven to be quite a successful
builder of causeways and that the department
has had to make so many reappraisals of so
many things, how can it be so sure at this
stage—I am almost tempted to quote Oliver
Cromwell, but there are ladies present—that
his plan to build a causeway for a total cost
of $83.2 million, including the costs involved
in damage to the coast from erosion and so
on, is in fact not a feasible one and seemingly
not worth consideration in this new reap-
praisal phase?

Mr. Williams: I think it is fair to say that
when the department first looked at and stud-
ied this project in 1956, we were thinking in
terms of a full causeway. That was all that
was being considered at that time. As we
studied the possible results of this construc-
tion we became aware of problems which we
had not understood or realize existed when
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we first started looking at a causeway. I am
speaking of the problems involved in the
change in tides, the wind setup and surge that
would result if that Strait were broken into
two bays. Some cost estimates can be put on
the land values and one thing and another,
but because of the problems involved the ac-
tual damages cannot be estimated. There is no
way of arriving at a precise figure for these
kinds of things. Neither our department nor
the Department of Fisheries are able to ex-
amine these unknown factors and determine
what the results would be. The position of the
government—it is not a recent position; it is
one that has been taken throughout these
studies, once we had established what the
change would be in tidal regime—was that
they did not wish to proceed with a project
which would change the status quo in so far
as the tidal regime affecting so many people
on the coast is concerned because, if I can use
a rough term, they would become a sitting
duck for everything that would happen from
then on. That is one way of putting it.

There is also the interest of the public
which is, perhaps, a better way of putting it.
They then looked for an alternative and we
established that there was one which was
feasible. This is why we are in this position.

You mentioned Mr. McCulloch’s figure of
$83 million. I have not received that figure
from him, but I do have his initial figure of
$60 million. The latest figure he has given to
me is $116 million—

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): That is with dam-
age provisions?

Mr., Williams: That is correct. The figure
includes $23 million for damages and if you
examine his estimate I think you will find it
is about as accurate as our consultants’ origi-
nal estimate. It is based on certain assump-
tions of his design which others would not
accept, as well as his assumption of pricing
which still others would not accept. The $116
million is no more valid than the estimation
of $150 million made in 1965.

Mr. Macquarrie: Except it is a bit lower.

Mr. Williams: It is lower in terms of his
opinion for what he would build, but not
necessarily what would be acceptable for the
Government of Canada to build nor to the
people of Prince Edward Island and New
Brunswick.

Mr. Macquarrie: I think, Mr. Chairman, I
may have inadequately opened out the discus-
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sion of Mr. MecCulloch’s contribution. It
should be pointed out that Mr. McCulloch has
made a very careful and detailed study of the
Department’s plan. He is not just projecting
what the Department, at one stage in its oper-
ations, had thought might be feasible. He has
had the advantage of looking at the project
which your Department is now apparently
reappraising.

Mr. Williams: That is right. I do not want
you to misunderstand me. I do not discount
what Mr. McCulloch has done in this regard
with the information he had available.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): That was the very
point I wanted to raise, Mr. Williams. Your
last comment is a very salutory one because
you added, “with the information he had
available”. I have gone through some of the
exchanges of correspondence that was tabled
in this regard between, I think, yourself and
Mr. McCulloch, concerning his desire to ob-
tain the hydraulic survey, referred to earlier,
that was done in 1958-59. In a project of this
magnitude, it seems to me that if we find
someone with Mr. McCulloch’s ability and in-
terest who is anxious to pursue this, even in a
detached manner and not be one of the con-
sultants or part of a contracting agency, he
should have been given this kind of informa-
tion without any restrictions at all. In fact, I
am anxious to know why this information is
not available to the public.

Mr. Williams: Mr. MacDonald, Mr.
McCulloch was given more information than
anyone else on this project. That is quite true
because we did make information available to
him. As I pointed out, initially he had been
associated with it. The Department has, in
add’'tion to this, not brushed off Mr. McCul-
loch’s reports. Every bit of these reports has
been examined in detail by the consultants
and the department. The fact is that he is not
the only one making suggestions because the
builders of the crossing of Chesapeake Bay
wanted to do a design for us. It is pointless to
go on and enumerate the people who are in
the same position of wanting to give us de-
signs on this crossing. There were many of
them, but Mr. McCulloch has taken more ac-
tive steps than the others by publishing his
views.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): You still have not
answered my basic question. Maybe I put too
much verbiage around it. I wanted to know
why the hydraulic survey was not made
available to Mr. McCulloch.
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Mr. Williams: Mr. McCulloch did have the
hydraulic survey.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): When did he get it.
Mr. Williams: Before he did his critique.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): I have copies of an
exchange of letters here in which he asked
for it and was told by you that it was not
available. I recently asked for it to be tabled
in the House as part of the documents and
Mr. Mcllraith said it could not be tabled.

Mr. Williams: I am sorry, he is the only one
to have a copy and there are no more copies
in existence. He did have the tidal study
report sent to him, but he did not receive a
copy of the model study for which he asked.
Even though the information has been used,
the report has not been published.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): I wondered why it
was not made available to him as it would
seem to be reasonably key to the whole ques-
tion of whether or not his proposals would
stand: up.

Mr. Williams: The Department engages
consultants who do a series of reports for
their use in developing the information for us.
By looking at what they produce, we then
know what they used for their basic data. But
they are prepared by the consultants for de-
partmental use. We do not make them publiec.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): But you did make
other material available to him.

Mr. Williams: We made the tidal survey
available to him. This is a publication of the
then Department of Mines and Technical
Surveys, Canadian Hydrographic Service and
it is a data process sort of thing. It contains
the results of a tidal survey, the computer
analysis and everything else done by the
Liverpool Tidal Institute. I might say that it
has won wide acclaim. However, this is a
little different than publishing the reports of
our consultants on what they have found and
recommend.

e (12.10)

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): How widely were
these reports disseminated?

Mr. Williams: Which reports?

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): There were a
number of reports issued by the consultants.

Mr. Williams: They were only for the use
of the department and the consultants.
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Mr. MacDonald (Prince):
disseminated at all?

They were not

Mr. Williams: No, they were not.

Mr. MacDoconald (Prince): They were dis-
seminated to a degree. I do not know whether
it was done by your department or by the
consultants themselves. I have seen a full set
and not in the offices of anyone you have
mentioned.

Mr. Mcllraith: A full set of what?

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Those documents
produced by the Northumberland Consult-
ants.

Mr. Williams: I am not aware of this.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Yes, you may not
be. However, now that we have reached the
point where there is going to be considerable
reassessment and redesign, and considering
Mr. McCulloch’s interest and, perhaps, his
more than usual ability in this field, would it
not be possible now, in the light of his obvi-
ous interest and the assistance he might be
able to provide, to make this material availa-
ble to him?

Mr. Williams: It would be possible but, as I
see it, not necessarily desirable.

Mr. MacDcnald (Prince): Why would it not
be desirable?

Mr. Williams: We have engaged consultants
whom we hold responsible for the design of
the project. Should we hire another consultant
to eriticize what they do.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): That is not what I
2m suggesting.

Mr. Williams: No, but in effect this is what
he does. He criticizes what they do. He is free
to criticize on the basis of what they have
decided to do. He is not responsibile whether
he is right or wrong, but the consultants are
responsible to wus. If we accept Mr.
MecCulloch’s criticism, neither he nor the con-
sultants are responsible.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Let me put it to
you this way, Mr. Williams. Would you rather
have an uninformed or an informed -critic
because it seems we are going to have a critic
either way, regardless of the merits of the
critic.

Mr. Williams: Mr. McCulloch is, as you say,
informed, at least in part, and is being critical
and we are taking advantage of the reports
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he issues, to the degree any of it is relevant.
We will have other critics and we have had
suggestions already from some of them.
Whether their criticisms are as good as Mr.
McCulloch’s or not is a debatable point. I
have some prejudice in the matter; I think
MecCulloch’s is better, but that is because I
know him better than the others. Apart from
that, I do not see why we should do this.
Either we will be responsible for what we
build or we will not.

Mr. Macquarrie: If I may interject, surely
the protection of your consultants from criti-
cism is a very small matter in a project of
this magnitude.

Mr. Williams: It is not a question of protec-
tion but of responsibility.

Mr. Macquarrie: I think your major
responsibility is to take advantage of the best
and finest minds available.

Mr. Mcllraith: Exactly; that is what we
seek to employ in all this business and I
presume and have every reason to believe
that is what the former government did when
they retained the consultants which we still
have on the job. I have found nothing in the
project so far that would indicate any wish on
the part of a responsible government to re-
place these consultants by others.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Surely the fact that
we are discussing this whole problem here
today is evidence enough that regardless of
the individual merits of those who make up
Northumberland Consultants, and I have no
way of ascertaining that, we should take very
seriously and in the best light possible the
kind of constructive criticism—I believe it to
be essentially constructive criticism—that Mr.
MecCulloch is attempting to make. But to treat
him in this kind of childish fashion, and I
regard it as such, does not seem to make
sense.

Mr. Mcllraith: Mr. Chairman, I just want
to clear up a matter here. It is quite unfair
and quite unwarranted of the responsible
member to say that we treated McCulloch’s
commentaries in a childish fashion. We im-
mediately directed that his commentaries be
examined thoroughly by the consultants and
independently of the consultants, by the engi-
neers in the department. We gave it a very
therough and complete treatment. Having
done that and having taken even more time
than some members of the House of Com-
mons would have wished us to take to do it
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thoroughly and properly, when it was com-
pleted the results were put in what I would
call layman’s language, by the appropriate
engineers. The results of those two, who had
done it independently before they came
together, were given to the House and then
repeated here today. I think that is treating
very, very seriously and very objectively the
input of Mr. McCulloch, who has issued a
critical analysis of the project, as he sees it.
Surely that was the right way to treat it and
we have not been the least childish about it.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): There is a basic
illogicality, though, in your reasoning. First of
all, you say that Mr. McCulloch will make his
report and then you say that you will not
supply him with sufficient information for his
report to be as concisive or as incisive as it
might be. Without sufficient information it
would be difficult, perhaps, for any engi-
neer—

Mr. Mcllraith: We cannot make the con-
sultants answerable to Mr. MecCulloch. He
does not have the responsibility for this proj-
ect and if we start making the consultants
responsible to him, how in the world can they
carry on their work? How could any group of
engineers carry on their work under these
circumstances?

Mr. Macquarrie: I do not think we are talk-
ing about the consultants but about their
information.

Mr. L. Lalonde (Deputy Minister, Depart-
ment of Public Works): Mr. Chairman, Mr.
MacDonald has just said something which, I
think, must be answered right away. You said
we asked Mr. MecCulloch to make a report.
Nobody ever asked Mr. McCulloch to make a
repert. He decided by himself to make a cri-
tique of the plan that was announced by the
Department, but nobody ever asked him to
make a report nor does he carry any
responsibility. If his suggestion was accepted
and proved to be the wrong one, who would
be responsible, Mr. McCulloch or the De-
partment? Mr. McCulloch would have abso-
lutely no responsibility and if he wanted to
have the responsibility he should have accept-
ed the commission which was offered to him,
in the first place, and which he turned down.

That puts a different light on this thing.
Mr. Macquarrie: How long ago was that?
Mr. Williams: It was in 1958.

Mr. Macquarrie: That is quite a while ago.
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Mr. Mcllraith: It was before the consult-
ants—the first group—were appointed.

Mr, Lalonde: That is correct. This opens up
the guestion of getting personal opinions from
other engineers or, in another situation, other
lawyers or other doctors. This opens up a
whole trend in responsibility in so far as the
government, the Department or even a pri-
vate individual is concerned. If you go to a
doctor who is responsible for looking after
you and another doctor says that he does not
think your doctor is very good, this is free
advice which you should reject if you hold
your doctor responsible. In exactly the same
way every time we have a project and we
hire consultants, whether they be architects
or engineers, there is always another person
who is quite willing to give some free advice
who is quite wiing to give some free advice
knowing he has no responsibiity.

Mr. Macquarrie: To follow your analogy,
sometimes specialists do call in other special-
ists.

Mr. Lalonde: Mr. McCulloch is no more a
specialist than the firms that were chosen at
the time. They are all equally good.

Mr. Macquarrie: Surely Mr. McCulloch,
who is the builder of the Canso Causeway
which is not an insignificant project, is some-
thing more than just another engineer. The
Government of Canada placed responsibility
in him some time ago.

Mr. Lalonde: This is so true that he was
considered to take part in the design and he,
of his own volition, rejected it.

Mr. Macquarrie: In 1958.

Mr. Lalonde: In 1958; he had his chance. If
the other consultants had rejected the com-
mission they could not come back now and
say that they would like to do it.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): It seems to me
that both the Cabinet and Northumberland
Consultants would be willing to accept any
advice at this point. To follow the analogy of
the doctors, when a doctor suddenly finds that
he has to change his mind on his treatment
and another doctor is willing to give certain
advice, he will neither treat it lightly nor
ignore his advice so that his information and
expertise can be fully available to him.

Mr. Mcllraith: Mr. MacDonald, could I ask
you a question for clarification? Why do you
recommend that we accept the advice con-
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tained in Mr. McCulloch’s documents when
we have had the documents examined, point
by point, over a period of time in a thorough
and detailed way by the consulting firm and
our own engineers, independently, and when,
among other things, if you read the docu-
ments yourself and from the information you
have, as a layman, you can see that his esti-
mates on rock costs are further out than the
estimates of the consultants? How do you
reconcile that? I am a little uncertain as to
how to accept your proposition and to under-
stand it.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): I have never said
that Mr. McCulloch’s design should be accept-
ed. I do not think I said it this morning; I
have never said it in the House and I have
never said it publicly or privately. What I
have said is that it seems to me that Mr.
MecCulloch has gone to considerable trouble to
analyse the material available to him, to criti-
cize it independently of what he would
recommend and then to go on and recom-
mend his own proposition which was for a
solid rock causeway with locks. What disturbs
me is that in Mr. McCulloch’s attempt to
evaluate a program, which has been admitted
here and in the House must be re-examined
and reassessed, the Department seems unwill-
ing to allow him tools sufficient to do a job
that might be much better than the one he
has already done.

Mr. Mcllraith: I do not think that my De-
partment has been unfair or has not allowed
him anything to which he is entitled. I do not
understand your proposition. You happened
to mention Mr. McCulloch’s kind of comment
because his letters get publicity. It is not my
responsibility how or why they get this pub-
licity. Why do you not say the same thing
about any other letter that has come in sug-
gesting some other things? I do not want to
be facetious about this, but some of them
suggest things that I am sure responsible en-
gineers discard.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Exactly.

Mr. Mcllraith: Just a moment—this was
examined by the best professionals in the
couniry to see if there was anything in his
documents about which we should take ac-
count in the design or in the other elements
involved. Having done that, why should we
then wipe out that advice and substitute his?
I just do not understand you. The people who
gave us that advice are responsible and an-
swerable and have put their jobs in the line,
but his is not.
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Mr. MacDonald (Prince): This seems to be
the Japanese approach of saving face rather
than getting the project done—

Mr., Mcllraith: It is not, Mr. MacDonald. If
you go right through the history of this proj-
ect you will find that here was a man-—this
was before my time—who was invited to join
and who rejected that offer. Since then there
have been 10 years of rather intensive work
and study on this project by great numbers of
engineers feeding in the data and he has cho-
sen, and quite properly—this is his business if
he wishes to do so, with his own private
establishment—to come out with a critique of
what someone else has done. The government
treated that as seriously as it possibly could
and had that commentary examined in detail
by Northumberland Consultants—by the
way, I think, in view of this discussion we
had better put on the record just who they
are and what the set up is—and we had the
same thing done independently of the consult-
ants by our own departmental engineers who
have some knowledge in these matters and
some experience in it, too, so there would be
no suggestion of one influencing the other. As
a result of those two examinations which we
thought was the best way to have the com-
mentary evalued, it was decided not to accept
his proposals. We made a statement, in lay-
man’s language, of the results of that study.
In the light of that I am mystified as to what
it is you now wish us to do with Mr.
MecCulloch. Do you wish us to have him re-
tained as a consultant instead of the other
firm, or what do you wish us to do with him?

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): I would not close
any options, but I think Mr. MecCulloch’s
criticism would have been accepted for what
it was worth had the whole project gone
ahead as envisioned in July of 1965 or even in
July of 1966, but we have gone through a se-
ries of events which leads one to question the
credibility of the design structure. You, your-
self, said the thing has been in the works for
some 10 years and every possibility has been
considered. Ye we are sitting here this morn-
ing faced with the prospect of a reassessment
or a re-evaluation of almost every aspect of
the construction.

Mr. Mcllraith: No, that is not right; that is
quite wrong.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): If I am wrong I
will be happy to be corrected.
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Mr. Williams: It is the basic principle. Mr.
MecCulloch says we should build a full cause-
way and he is not concerned with the land
damage or the rest of it. That is the only
thing he will say and the only thing on which
he will comment. He says we will have trou-
ble building the others. We know that we will
have trouble building them, but it is the al-
ternative which we prefer from the stand-
point of maintaining the status quo. That is
the difference between Mr. McCulloch’s posi-
tion and ours.

Mr. Lalonde: Two successive governments
have already decided on the policy. They
have told us that the fisheries in the Strait
are not affected and that the tidal regime
is to be affected as little as possible. This is a
matter of policy. Once we accept that then we
have to reject the proposal of a solid cause-
way, no matter what advantages it might
otherwise present. Once the policy has been
given to the Department then there is no
point in saying that we are going to have a
solid causeway or to even consider it. The
only advantage we can get from Mr.
MecCulloch’s report is that we can look at the
length of the causeway without affecting the
tidal regime or the fisheries.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): One of the things
I think we are in danger of overlooking here
is that Mr. MecCulloch’s criticism seems to
perform two basic functions, only one of
which is the one we seem to be dealing with
here and that is his proposal with regard to a
solid rock-filled causeway. It seems to me that
he has spent an almost equal amount of time
in evaluating the weaknesses or the strengths
of the proposal that was currently being con-
sidered by the department and, indeed, in his
second  edition he goes to some length to
break down the various costs of items that
would make up the Northumberland Strait
crossing. He then goes into some discussion on
the weaknesses. The thing that concerns me is
not so much whether McCulloch’s proposal
for building a rock-filled causeway is a good
one, but that in his criticisms of the weak-
nesses—for instance, the icing about which he
talks, the impact of the ice that there would
be upon the piers supporting the bridge or
even its effect on the causeway portion or
what possible damage might be done to the
ventilation and building units that will be on
the little island that goes into the tunnel—it
seems to me that until my mind and the
minds of others have been put at ease that we
are open to the criticism of brushing over
these too lightly. If the information that
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has been available was available to Mr.
MecCulloch, perhaps he would no longer argue
that these very considerable dangers were be-
ing built into the design that is under consid-
eration.

Mr. Williams: We did take into account and
have examined again the things about which
he was concerned. He was concerned about
rafting ice; he was concerned about ice
ridges. We examined thése and checked them
out with the consultants. We asked the con-
sultants what they had designed against and
found that they had designed adequately to
take care of every one of these situations. Mr.
McCulloch is aware that we examined these
and that we have designed for them. He just
wants to build a causeway.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): You said some-
thing there that makes my heart stop a little.
You said you had checked them out with the
consultants and they stuck to their present
design. You see, this again gets us into the
rather knotty problem of having some very
real doubt as to whether or not his criticism
at this point is not, in fact, justified.

Mr. Williams: No, it is not. We checked
them out because we wanted to do a detailed
examination of McCulloch’s report. I had the
report and said that I wanted it checked out
in detail. The Minister instructed me to do
this. I could have put it in a file or something
like that, but the Minister said that I was to
check it out with our own people and with
the consultants and I did. We found that we
had designed adequately for these things.

When you are talking about changes in
design you were obviously not talking about
changes in design where we would say that in
order to make it cheaper we will assume half
the ice stress for which we have provided. We
are going to stick exactly to what we need.
When we talk about whether the ice will
climb up the slope and push over the ventila-
tion tunnel, we are not going to say that that
cannot happen and so we will not design for
it; we are going to make sure that it does not
happen and it will not. We have done these
things.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Perhaps I can put
my question in another way and ask whether
any of Mr. McCullock’s suggestions have been
acceptable, have altered the views of the de-
partment or have all his suggestions been
unnecessary or unrealistic?

Mr. Williams: No, they have not. He has
said we should examine the alternative of
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lock and bridge which we did previously and
which we are re-examining.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): So some of his
suggestions have been accepted?

Mr. Williams: Yes, but they were sugges-
tions in respect of things that we were doing
in any case. Similarly, we initially examined
a rock-filled causeway too, what he is now
suggesting and what he always has suggested,
though we had reviewed it and considered it
before, and the consequences.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): What I am really
asking is whether any of the specific com-
ments, criticisms or suggestions have in any
way altered in your minds or the minds of
the consultants the project as it was en-
visaged?

Mr: Williams: No, not apart from this—

Mr. Macquarrie: Nothing has changed at all
either in your thinking or planning as a result
of Mr. McCulloch’s suggestions?

Mr. Williams: Our thinking and planning
has changed but no, not in response to Mr.
McCulloch, because he has said things which
we have considered ourselves, and we have
taken into account his reassessment of it and
some of his suggestions on this only because
they were part of the normal reassessment we
were doing in any case.

The Chairman: May I now give the floor to
Mr. Bower, who has been waiting a long time.

Mr., Mcllraith: Gentlemen, before we
finished the other discussion I said we would
put the names of the consultants on record.
Perhaps you could read out the names of the
three firms composing Northumberland
Consultants Ltd.

Mr. Williams: Yes, the three firms compos-
ing Northumberland Consultants for this pur-
pose are: H. G. Acres and Company Limited
of Niagara Falls, Ontario and Saint John,
New Brunswick; Langevin, Letendre and
Monti, Montreal, Quebec and Shippegan, New
Brunswick; Canadian, British Engineering
Limited, Toronto and Halifax.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Could I also ask,
if you have it there, to put on the record the
total that has been spent to date on design
and research—in other words, apart from ac-
tual construction?

Mr. Mcllraith: Could we go ahead in the
meantime and get that for you later.
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Mr. Bower: Mr. Chairman, I have a ques-
tion, the answer to which, no doubt, has been
given in other places at other times. However,
it has not been asked here and I think it
appropriate that the answer be in the record
of this meeting, since we have covered the
whole spectrum in respect of a crossing to
Prince Edward Island.

The concept of a tunnel has no doubt been
considered. Is that so?

Mr. Williams: Yes.

Mr. Bower: What is the estimated cost of
adequate tunnelling to serve the crossing—
and I will not attempt to describe the design?

Mr. Williams: I do not know actually
whether they came out with an actual cost
figure but I am afraid that I cannot give it
because the idea was dropped at the first
feasibility study back in 1958 when we were
faced with a problem similar to that ex-
perienced by the English authorities in re-
spect of the English channel. In terms of what
we were trying to do, bearing in mind our
terms of reference, this was our problem: we
had something like 10 or 11 mile tunnel for
railway grades and a ventilation problem, and
an 11 mile highway, with consequent ventila-
tion problems, to be drilled through—and it
had to be drilled; there was no way of doing
a precast in that sort of thing—rock, which
was not good rock in terms of whether it
would be fissured or sound.

Mr. Bower: Permian sandstone largely?

Mr. Williams: Yes. The only alternative
that could be thought of in those terms was a
shuttle electric rail service on which you
would lcad your cars on and off rail trains.
When you took it in terms of operating cost
and in terms of capacity in relation to the
ferry this, on the face of it, was not economi-
cal. At least, the other proposals were much
more economic, so they were dropped at that
stage.

Mr. Bower: Mr. Williams, do you know
what the estimates of the English Channel
crossing are?

Mr. Williams: I suggest to you that the
estimates on the English Channel crossing are
not as accurate as the one that was given in
July of 1965, and they range from $400 mil-
lion to $600 million. I am speaking from my
knowledge of them through published articles
and, to my knowledge, they are no more pre-
cise or engineered beyond what they were
three years ago.
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Mr. Bower: Thank you.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Before I speak,
Mr. Williams, were you going to put some
figures on the record?

Mr. Williams: Yes, in respect of the engi-
neering costs. The total expenditure to March
31, 1967 is $4,955,519.16.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): While we are
dealing with Northumberland Consultants, is
consideration being given, in light of the con-
siderable error in costs estimates and also the
question now of redesign, in some way to
change the structure of Northumberland
Consultants—adding to them in some way, to
ensure that as we go forward with this proj-
ect we will not be faced with a series of
activities because of being confronted with
changes affected by engineering or costs?

Mr. Williams: I tried to distinguish between
redesign in terms of stresses and strains and
redesign in consideration of cost elements,
and this is what we are doing. Suppose the
consultants made an error in estimating—a
broad term. What yardstick do you use to say
when the error is such that someone should
be penalized and someone should not. It de-
pends on the basis on which it was made and
how carefully it was made. The consultants
did as searching an examination to provide
them as they were able to do; they consulted,
as I say, contractors and so on. You know, the
contractors themselves are in a position of
saying: “Well, we made an error of 30 or 40
per cent too.” The one that is high always
says that.

In terms of reconstituting them, we are not
in that sense. What we are doing, as the
Minister has announced, is proposing Colonel
Churchill as the Department’s representative
to co-ordinate their efforts because we feel we
would like, particularly at this stage of time,
to go ahead and have them working at top
speed and in the most efficient manner possi-
ble to get the project underway. That is the
purpose of his moving in as a co-ordinator,
and he will be responsible for that job and
that job only.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): I do not think it
has been clearly stated yet what Colonel
Churchill’s responsibilities will be, when he
will come on staff, and whether he will be in
the employ of Northumberland Consultants or
the Department?

Mr. Lalonde: Mr. Chairman, I think you
learn a great deal through experience when
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you are tackling a project on which there is
no previous experience. You have said it
yourself; the elements of this project are
brand new, and nobcdy can say who is right
and who is wrong until it is built. It is only
then that the proof of the wvalidity of the
design or of the method of construction will
be apparent. One of the things that I think
we learned was that with all of us being busy
at other things, in addition to the North-
umberland Crossing, and with the con-
sultants being in Montreal, in Bayfield, New
Brunswick and in Charlottetown, there was a
lack of immediate liaison between the De-
partment and the consultants. I was the first
one to recognize that and suggested to the
Minister that in the light of our policy of
delegation of authority the Department
should have a very senior representative in
Montreal and during construction on the job
site to represent the Department, with power
to make decisions and to ask questions,
however pointed they may be. We felt that
the best man available at this time for this
particular task was Colonel Churchill, and I
think we will be successful in securing his
services.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Have you already
secured his services?

Mr. Lalonde: Yes; we still have to sign our
agreement. It is a matter of detail. The task
that he will be asked to perform is to stay in
the same office as the consultants to make
sure that their assessment of the alternate
design and their respective costs is so com-
plete that it answers all the questions that
anyone may ask; to conduct discussions be-
tween the consultants and the contractors
who are interested, such as Mr. Williams
mentioned a moment ago, and to report to us
immediately any problem that he sees arising
from day to day—not to wait until a month or
two has elapsed, when we get a progress
report. During the course of construction he
will have the task of supervising it. I think
his reputation in that particular field is so
good that it would be hard to find anybody
better. So with this added close liaison and
power of decision-making on the job site and
in the design room, we should eliminate some
of the misunderstandings that may have oc-
curred in the past.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): How much free-
dom will Colonel Churchill be given in re-
spect of his responsibilities?

Mr. Lalonde: My concept of delegation of
authority is to always delegate to a person
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whom you can trust implicitly all the authori-
ty you have, so as far as I am concerned he is
going to have the same authority as I have.
He is not going to have the authority of
ignoring the Treasury Board or the Cabinet
but otherwise he will have full authority.

Mr. Mcllraith: You might say how he re-
ports.

Mr. Lalonde: Because I am not an engineer,
quite often there are areas in this field in
which the language is a little rough for me, so
we have arranged that he would report
through Mr. Williams to me, and I would
report to the Minister, the Treasury Board or
Cabinet as required. Otherwise, he has a di-
rect link with either the Senior Assistant
Deputy Minister or myself, or the Minister of
course.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): When is it expect-
ed that Colonel Churchill will be taking on
his responsibilities?

Mr. Lalonde: Actually, while I said the
agreement was not signed, he has already
started being interested in the project and he
has had a meeting with the consultants. Of
course he still has to tidy up some of the
things in which he was involved at Expo. We
are hoping that he can do this and at the
same time begin to be briefed because he has
to be briefed in detail right now or say, with-
in the next month. Then we want him to take
a short holiday before he pitches in on a full
time basis.

Mr. Williams: Could I add, sir, that the
arrangement we have is that he is being
briefed; we have had meetings at which we
have outlined the scope of briefing and the
sort of thing involved. Within the next—I will
confirm the date tomorrow morning—but he
will be briefed completely either by the end
of this week or early next week, following
which there will be a week of discussion
between himself, myself and others in the
Department on what the program will be for
the consultants for the following month, fol-
lowing which we expect Colonel Churchill
will be there on a full time basis.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Will he reside in
the Maritimes, during the life of this project?

Mr. Williams: Once the work is well under-
way he will spend a very considerable part of
his time on the site but he will not necessarily
reside down there.

Mr. Lalonde: Even during the construction
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period the consultant’s office will remain in
Montreal. There will be periodic inspections
by Colonel Churchill of the site to see how
the construction is progressing but he will
still maintain his headquarters in Montreal.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): One of his respon-
sibilities—if not a major one—will surely be
to see that the wvarious segments of the
project are completed on time or as close to
that time as possible?

Mr. Lalonde: I would hope so.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): I would think that
would almost necessitate his being in the area
of the project rather than some seven or eight
hundred miles removed from it.

Mr. Williams: Not necessarily.
Mr. MacDonald (Prince): We disagree.

Mr. Lalonde: I think we can trust his judg-
ment on which is the best way. If anybody
has any experience along those lines, he has.

Mr. Macquarrie: Well, Mr. Chairman, I
think it is splendid that Colonel Churchill’s
services have been secured. I would not like
to exalt him as a superman and now that so
much information is available I hope that my
question in our parent body, the House of
Commeons, may be answered.

Mr. Mcllraith: What question was that?
Mr. Macquarrie: About Colonel Churchill.

Mr. Mcllraith: You asked for the document,
did you not?

Mr. Macquarrie: Among other things.

Mr. Mcllraith: I think I should explain
something to the Committee. The news of
Colonel Churchill’s appointment leaked out
from Montreal and was published in the press
the day before we had intended to release it.
Actually, it was in the press the morning we
were meeting to tidy up the final details
before making the formal announcement. It is
unfortunate that it came out that way, but
that is what happened. That explains the
omission of a formal announcement of his
appointment on that Friday. It leaked out in
the Montreal Gazette before the release,
which was to have been made later that
morning. It was in the press and we could not
very well—

Mr. Macquarrie: It was a scoop.

Mr. Mcllraith: Yes, but a scoop is some-
times not as accurate as it should be. The
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press report was basically good but some of
the little details that should have been in the
original story were not included, a few things
like that. There is no objection at all to giving
you all the information you ask, it is just a
matter of the right time to do it.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): When you were
discussing earlier the decision to defer or
delay the contract that had been originally
awarded last fall, even if construction was not
to have started then, you mentioned various
matters that affected it, such as taxes and
other items. I wonder if you could elaborate a
bit on the necessity at that time of deferring
the awarding of the contract? Tenders were
called in January and the close off date was
March.

Mr. Mcllraith: I will deal first with provin-
cial and federal taxes. There is no problem
with respect to federal taxes because the geo-
graphical jurisdiction covers the entire area.
However, there is a very real problem in
deciding what elements are taxable by the
provinces because their jurisdiction in this
field is limited by their geographical bounda-
ries. In connection with this crossing I do not
know if the precise boundary has been set-
tled. A satisfactory procedure had to be
worked out between the provinces so that the
taxes would be paid and they would not be
left in the position of having to try to collect
taxes from a contractor later on. These are
taxes that might be in dispute because of the
lack of previous experience or precise
delineation of the boundaries of each prov-
ince. That was the sort of thing we were
talking about and an arrangement was made
that I believe will covers that problem from
the point of view of the provinces. As you can
imagine, it will be quite an important factor
in their revenues if they are able to recover
these taxes in this way rather than having to
resort to litigation with contractors a few
years from now.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Was this the only
factor that contributed to the delay?

Mr. Mcllraith: Perhaps it should be more
fully detailed.

Mr. Williams: There was also a potential
problem about the matter of insurance on the
project with respect to bonding arrangements.
This was arranged but we finally had to take
action that we normally do not take in ar-
ranging a pool of insurance and this took
more time than anticipated at first glance.

Housing, Urban Development and Public Works

79

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): It does seem a
little strange in view of the fact that these
were economic factors about which I would
have assumed you had considerable warning
or foreknowledge.

Mr. Mcllraith: We did have a warning.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): The fact that
these were not attended to even as far back
as 1965, which was a year after the project
had in fact been announced.

Mr. Williams: No. We entered into discus-
sions about this matter early in 1966, at which
time we were in a position to forecast when
we would be calling for tenders, which would
be done interprovincially. It was at that stage
that we started our discussions and negotia-
tions with the provinces and alternately with
the insurance companies as well. At times
there are interests that have to be looked at
and decided upon and at one stage you almost
reach the point of legislation, which is some-
thing we try to avoid.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): I now have a
question which relates to the over-all project.
As noted earlier in the Prime Minister’s state-
ment of July, 1965, it was expected there
would be annual expenditures over the life of
this project of approximately $30 million. As
I indicated, the estimates in general have
been a good deal less. I could put them on
record if it was felt necessary. I have them
here somewhere. In 1965-66 the amount es-
timated was $1,130,000. Of course, as it was
only announced in July of that year perhaps
it is not unusual to expect a figure that small,
but even in what might have been a full
working year, 1966-67, the figure was only $10
million and in 1967-68 it was $15 million.
Now, in all cases these amounts are a good
deal less than $30 million. Indeed, if you total
them up they will not come to much more
than $26 million, and in point of time this
would be coming up to almost half the life
of the project. It therefore seems inconsistent
that we could have been providing for esti-
mates of this amount and even with maximum
progress expecting to complete it at least by
late 1970. I find it difficult in my mind to

match the two.

Mr. Williams: Yes, but each year’s esti-
mates are prepared with the knowledge of
your status as it was at about September of
the year before, so if you have not reached
that point you do not estimate it for the next
year. We are trying to get started and so far
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all we have done is build approach roads. We
did not have the demand for money and
therefore it was not put in the estimates. As
projects go to contract, and we may have two
or three major contracts being negotiated in
any one year, then we are going to be in that
area. By the same token, it would be pointless
for us to keep estimating $30 million a year
when we were not going to spend it.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): When might we
begin to see a sum like that in the estimates?

Mr. Williams: As we said earlier, at this
stage we are not prepared to say when we are
going to call the next tender and the one after
that and the one after that, or what it will
cover.

Mr. Bower: Mr. Chairman, as a result of
borings has there been a complete and de-
tailed geological cross section made along the
line of the crossing?

Mr. Williams: Yes, there were borings es-
tablished for the pier locations all the way
across so we would be sure of the nature of
them. If I may continue, prior to that, sir, we
had the use of the detailed surveys which the
Department of Energy, Mines and Resources
had made up until that date, and they also
did some supplementary work to establish
what it would be on the cross section as well
as possible rock sources throughout the area.

Mr. Bower: On the basis of core holes

which were made?

Mr. Williams: Yes.
Mr. Bower: At what intervals?

Mr. Williams: And they are now down to
about 400 feet.

Mr. Bower: No, I mean the intervals be-
tween them.

Mr. Williams: It is 400 feet between the
holes.

Mr. Bower: And how deep have they been
bored into the bedrock?

Mr. Williams: They vary considerably. It
depends on what they are hitting of course.
They go down to the sphere of influence of a
pier. So they go 60 feet into the rock.

Mr. Clarke: Sixty feet from the sea bottom.

Mr. Bower: What is the depth into bed-
rock?
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Mr. Clarke: Well, there are different layers
or ledges as you go down and depending on
what they encounter—

Mr. Bower: Let me ask the question in a
more literate way. Has the Department of
Mines and Technical Surveys published a
geological cross section along the line of the
crossing?

Mr, Williams: No.

Mr. Bower: Then how could you say that
the rock was not appropriate for tunnelling?

Mr. Williams: We cannot be as specific as
that, sir. You are probably thinking of the
channel tunnel.

Mr. Bower: Yes. I do not think that concept
should just be passed off. You said it was not
feasible but what impresses me after listening
carefully is this. I have heard that the objec-
tion to the solid causeway was principally
because there was no way of determining
what the final costs were going to be when
you took into consideration the possibility of
adverse affects of all kinds and conditions on
people in the whole area of the three prov-
inces involved. This perhaps went even fur-
ther afield into such matters as tidal condi-
tions and so forth. No one seems willing to
put a dollar figure on such things. On the
compound structure as now envisaged there
seems to be a question both as to final costs
and effects. A tunnel, of course, is the one
means by which all these things could be
avoided. However, in light of what has hap-
pened here and what I have heard about
escalating costs—discounting the deflator fac-
tor—the increased cost of materials, supplies
and labour, that perhaps another look might
be taken at the idea of a tunnel. This project
as now envisaged involves tunnelling. What is
the cost per foot for the thousand feet or so of
tunnelling that is going to be done?

Mr. Williams: These matters are not too
relative, sir, because the tunnel we were con-
templating was a precast concrete tunnel
which would be laid on the bottom and cov-
ered and I think what you are contemplating
is a tunnel bored through the rock strata.
Admittedly when it was previously examined
the estimates of cost of drilling a tunnel for
the services we required were a way out of
line with the alternatives that were estimated
for the causeway and the causeway bridge,
etcetera. You are now saying, in the light of
what has since developed, that we should look
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at it again. In so far as this is concerned you
are correct because we looked at the proposal
for the English Channel crossing and we did
not know how it was proposed to work,
whether it would work or what it is. But one
of the other restrictions that was involved in
looking at a bored tunnel at the time was that
we could not at that stage see how it could be
ventilated for rail and highway traffic. The
alternative was to run a ferry through the
tunnel by means of electric rails but the
capacity to move vehicles at the time we were
looking at this was not such that it would
move them. In the last report we saw about
English Channel crossing there were figures
quoted for moving on two twin tunnels. I
think the service tunnel was 24 feet in diame-
ter. The report spoke in terms of moving a
fantastic number of passenger cars and trucks
on electric rails, and I agree entirely that we
must now look at this.

e (12.00 noon)

There is another factor in this, sir, which is
related to the rock. We are certainly going to
find out how they propose to transport that
number of people, because this may or may
not be valid for our conditions. If it is not
valid we are out of court anyway, but the
information from the borings showed that
they went down to minus 160, that is, below
sea level, which in that location was in
roughly 55 feet of water, which would be 110
feet in rock. There was about 18 feet of sand
and overburden and then a layer of sand-
stone, a layer of silt stone, a layer of clay
stone and then mudstone breccia, none of
which are ideal materials but they were cer-
tainly not ruled out by what we have done to
date.

The Chairman: Are there any other ques-
tions?

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): I wish to ask one
short question concerning the Minister’s state-
ment in the House which was reiterated at
this meeting today. Do you have the state-
ment before you, Mr. McIlraith?

Mr. Mcllraith: No. I gave it to the Hansard
reporters in the House.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): I will quote from
the paragraph where you say:

...a review of the tunnel proposal with
revised grades and ventilation require-
ments, and a short high level bridge over
a lock.
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If you are going to maintain the basic design
of a causeway section, a bridge and perhaps a
tunnel, what would be the necessity for a
lock?

Mr. Williams: No, it is alternate to the
tunnel. I mentioned this before.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): I am sorry, I must
have missed it. What you are suggesting, if
you can envision it, is a very extended bridge
from the Prince Edward Island side?

Mr. Williams: It would not necessarily be a
very extended one because with highway
grades you can go up and down 150 feet much
easier than you can with rails. You would
have a high level highway bridge clearing the
lock, so there would be uninterrupted vehicu-
lar traffic.

Mr. Mcllraith: Because of grade require-
ments you cannot place a bridge for a railway
high enough to let ships go under it, but you
may be able to do so with a short highway
bridge which can go up very quickly.

Mr. Bower: Such as the Delaware River
bridge at Wilmington?

Mr. Mcllraith: Yes, it can go right up.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): You are suggest-
ing the elimination of the tunnel completely?

Mr. Williams: Yes.

Mr. Mcllraith: But the matter has to be
examined.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): I would like to get
this clear in my mind. The proposal is that an
extension of the causeway would come out
from the New Brunswick side?

Mr. Williams: Yes.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): This would con-
tinue to a bridge and then the bridge would
continue on towards the causeway again on
the other side and then to the Prince Edward
Island mainland. That was the possibility you
were suggesting?

Mr. Williams: Yes, that is right.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): And there would
be a lock at some point to permit the passage
of ships?

Mr. Williams: That is right.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): I merely wanted
to get that clear in my mind because I was
tending to become confused with the possibil-
ity that there would still be a tunnel.
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Mr. Williams: Yes.

The Chairman: Are there any other ques-
tions?

Mr. Macquarrie: On a point of information,
the Minister mentioned receiving various
suggestions from Mr. McCulloch that have
received some publicity. Has any other engi-
neer submitted a design for a causeway?

Mr. Williams: No.

Mr. Macquarrie: So to that extent he is
somewhat unique?

Mr. Mcllraith: Yes.

Mr. Williams: Apart from our own designs
of course.

The Chairman: Shall Vote I Stand? Stand.
On behalf of the Members of the Committee I
want to thank the Minister, Mr. Williams, Mr.
Lalonde, Mr. Clarke and the officials of the
Department.

We will now adjourn until Thursday, June
22,

June 20, 1967

Mr. Mcllraith: I would like to ask the
Chairman or the Steering Committee for a
lead with regard to what they would like to
deal with at the next meeting so that I could
have the appropriate officials available and
ready. It would be helpful if we could have
some idea whether harbours, rivers, construc-
tion or what subject may be discussed.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): May I also re-
quest the indulgence of the Committee at a
later stage to allow the other two Members
from Prince Edward Island to ask any ques-
tions they may wish to raise. Unfortunately it
was impossible for them to be with us today.
I think they would like an opportunity to
raise a few questions on this matter with the
Minister or his officials.

Mr. Mcllraith: I have no objection to that.

The Chairman: We will have a meeting of
the Steering Committee and the Minister will
be advised.
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THIRD REPORT
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Main Estimates for 1967-68, relating to the Department of Public Works, and
has agreed to recommend same to the House for adoption.

A copy of the relevant Minutes of Proceedings and Evidence (Issues Nos.
1 to 3 inclusive) is tabled.
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ROSAIRE GENDRON,
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS
THURSDAY, June 22, 1967.

(4)

The Standing Committee on Housing, Urban Development and Public
Works met this day at 9.45 o’clock a.m. The Chairman, Mr. Rosaire Gendron,
presided.

Members present: Messrs. Badanai, Bower, Duquet, Gendron, Gilbert, Le-
blanc (Laurier), Loiselle, Loney, MacDonald (Prince), Macquarrie, Mongrain,
Neveu, Stewart (13).

Other members present: The Hon. J. A. MacLean and Mr. McQuaid.

In attendance: The Hon. George MclIlraith, Minister of Public Works; From
the Department of Public Works: Mr. Lucien Lalonde, Deputy Minister; Mr.
G. B. Williams, Senior Assistant Deputy Minister (Operations); Mr. L. V. Mc-
Gurran, Director of Financial Services; Mr. C. J. Helmes, Officer-in-Charge
Departmental Estimates; Mr. J. A. Langford, Assistant Deputy Minister (De-
sign); Mr. R. B. Whiting, Assistant Deputy Minister (Programme Planning);
Mr. Gerald Millar, Chief Engineer (Harbours and Rivers); Mr. Charles K.
Hurst, Assistant to Chief Engineer (Harbours and Rivers); Mr. Henry J.
dePuyjalon, Chief, Accommodation Division; Mr. W. F. Nelson, Director, Per-

sonnel Services, and other officials.
The Committee resumed consideration of the Estimates of the Department
of Public Works.

The Chairman called Vote 30
Construction, acquisition, major repairs and improvements of, and
plans and sites for harbour and river works, etc., $31,430,000.

Mr. Lalonde introduced Messrs. Millar and Hurst, who assisted him in
supplying information to the Members; Mr. Millar tabled, in English and in
French, the principles governing Federal Participation in the Construction of
Remedial Works. This document was distributed to the Members.

Vote 30 was carried.

Vote 5 was called.
Maintenance and Operation of public buildings and grounds, etc.,
$76,615,000.
Mr. Lalonde introduced Mr. dePuyjalon who answered questions with
reference to this vote.

Vote 5 was carried.

The Chairman called Vote 10
Acquisition of equipment and furnishings other than office furnish-
ings, $1,485,000.
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Mr. Williams answered questions of the Members.

Vote 10 was carried.

Vote 15

Construction, acquisition, major repairs and improvements of, and
plans and sites for, public buildings etc., $48,165,000.

was called and Mr. dePuyjalon supplied information to the Members.
Vote 15 was carried.
Vote 20, under Harbours and Rivers Engineering Services,

Operation and Maintenance, $7,924,000.
was called, considered, and carried.

Vote 25,
Construction or Acquisition of Equipment, $925,000.
was called, discussed, and carried.

Vote 35, under Roads, Bridges and Other Engineering Services was called.
Operation and Maintenance ete., $6,901,000.

Mr. Williams answered questions of the Members.

Vote 35 was adopted.

Vote 40

Construction, acquisition, major repairs and improvements of, etc.,
$19,965,000.

was called and allowed to stand.

Vote 50

Trans-Canada Highway—Construction through National Parks,
$1,860,000.

was called and carried.

Vote 55
Operation and Maintenance of Testing Laboratories, $1,303,700.
was called and considered.

Vote 55 was carried.

The Chairman called Vote No. 1 which had been allowed to stand. Messrs.
Nelson and Williams supplied further information to the Members.

Vote No. 1 was carried.
Vote 40, which had been allowed to stand earlier, was called again.

The Minister supplied further information; with reference to the planning
and constructing a causeway and associated structures across Northumberland
Strait; he was assisted by his deputies.

: After discussion, Mr. Loiselle moved, seconded by Mr. Leblanc (Laurier),
that Vote No. 40 carry.
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The question being put, the motion was adopted on the following division:
Yeas: 6 Nays: 3.

Vote 40 carried on division, and the Chairman was ordered to report to the
House recommending the adoption of the Estimates.

At 12.35 p.m., the Committee adjourned to the call of the Chair.

Gabrielle Savard,
Clerk of the Committee.
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EVIDENCE
(Recorded by Electronic Apparatus)

Thursday, June 22, 1967.

The Chairman: Gentlemen, I see a quorum.

o (9.45) am.
(Translation)

Mr. Mongrain:
please?

Mr. Chairman, may I speak,

The Chairman: Mr. Mongrain, on a point of

order.

Mr. Mongrain: Mr. Chairman, I would like
to stress that I have received a series of
documents such as, for example, “Tendering
Procedure”, the Minister’s notes, etc. I have
received only the English versions of these
documents.

I would like to emphasize that it is matter
of principle, but I do not wish to do so with
bitterness because I understand that it is not
always possible from the technical point of
view to distribute documents in French as
rapidly as we might like. Nor would I like
you to think that I am doing this on account
of separatist leanings, but rather to hinder
the spreading of separatism. However, I am
emphatic that this principle of documentation
coming to us in the two languages should be
respected.

The Chairman: Thank you, Mr. Mongrain,
and no doubt your comments will be thor-
oughly considered and followed up.

(English)
I will now call Item No. 30.
Department of Public Works

Harbours and Rivers Engineering
Services

Construction, acquisition, major repairs
and improvements of, and plans and sites
for, harbour and river works (including
expenditures on works on other than fed-
eral property); orovided that no contract
may be entered into for new construction
with an estimated total cost of $50,000 or
more unless the project is individually
listed in the Details of Estimates, $31,-

430,000.

Dry Dock Subsidies—Canadian Vickers
Limited, (Montreal), $180,000: $40,459,000.

And I will ask Mr. Lalonde to introduce the
officers of his Department to the Committee.

Mr. L. Lalonde (Deputy Minister, Depari-
ment of Public Works): Mr. Chairman, the
witnesses that I introduced to the Committee
at our first meeting are still here and they are
available to the Committee.

Dealing more specifically with Vote 30, I
should like to introduce two gentlemen who
were not introduced at the first meeting, but
who are specifically involved with this vote,
Mr. Gerald Millar and Mr. Charles Hurst. We
are prepared to attempt to answer any ques-
tions the members may wish to ask us con-
cerning this vote.

The Chairman: Thank you, Mr. Lalonde.
Are there any questions?

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Perhaps I might
ask a general question of the Deputy Minis-
ter. One of the things I have wondered about
in recent months is how it is determined
which areas are to have improved breakwa-
ters, extension of dock facilities, dredging and
this kind of thing. I am thinking, particularly,
in terms of the Maritime region. Mr. Lalonde,
perhaps you or one of the members of your
Department can tell me what criteria are
established in order that this kind of decision
can be made.

Mr. G. B. Williams (Assistant Deputy
Minister, Depariment of Public Works): Mr.
Chairman, these projects are initiated either
by requests from the public or from our dis-
trict and regional officers. A third input is
from other government departments, par-
ticularly in the marine field, such as the
Department of Transport and the Department
of Fisheries.

When the requests are made by our district
officers or the public, a report is made locally
on the existing conditions, the nearby works
in the area, the terrain and some estimate of
cost which, at that time, is very general be-
cause it has not been determined whether or
not a substantial engineering investigation is
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worthwhile. As it is a program aproval item
it is not within the scope of regional authority
to go ahead. It comes to headquarters and is
reviewed by a marine committee on which
there is a representative of Treasury Board
and, depending on the subject matter, rep-
resentatives from the departments of
Transport and Fisheries, the Atlantic Deve-
lopment Board and ARDA, depending where
the project is. They determine whether or not
further investigation should be undertaken
and whether the item is one which they can
recommend through Treasury Board for in-
clusion in the estimates or a special submis-
sion for the estimates to the Treasury Board.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Is it fair to ask a
question concerning the number of requests
in comparison to the number of actual jobs
that are able to be fulfilled at any one time?
What is the ratio? Is that an answerable
question?

Mr. Williams: I could not attempt to give
you any kind of a ratio. Suffice it to say that
in any one year or in any two years we
receive many requests. At present we have
sufficient requests ahead of us if they are all
valid to keep us going on a full program for
several years.

Mr. MacDoanld (Prince): You mentioned
this period of one or two years. Is it the
policy of the Department to establish a plan
or do they envision a program that will run
longer than a year—perhaps over a three or
four year period—in order to put them in
order of priority.

Mr. Lalonde: Perhaps Mr. Whiting, who is

the Assistant Deputy Minister, Program
Planning, can deal with that aspect.
Mr. R. B. Whiting (Assistant Deputy

Minister, Pregram Planning, Depariment of
Public Works): The intention of the re-
organization is to at least try to get a five
year forecast of the Department’s work and
develop an annual program based on a logical
and sensible five year program. I do not think
this program has really worked out on that
basis but future programs will do so.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): One question that
is extremely relevant to the situation in
Prince Edward Island is the way in which the
fishing industry has changed so much over
the past few years. I wonder what kind of
planning for the future there has been either
by your Department or by the Department of
Fisheries or what kind of consultation do you
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think there should be? I am envisioning the
long term effects that harbour improvements
or wharf improvements might have in one
area as against another.

Mr. Whiting: In the future, now that the
Department of Public Works has become a
service agency, we will look upon the De-
partment of Fisheries as the agency which
will support the projects that deal with that
Department’s programs in the Maritime area.
That is the intention.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): So that it will be
the Department of Fisheries basically that
will—

Mr. Whiting: It will be a Department of
Fisheries’ program. We will extract certain
projects from their program which will be
included in the Department of Public Works’
program.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Will they be the
ones who will then be basically establishing
the criteria?

Mr. Whiting: Yes, for the Department of
Fisheries’ program. The engineering stand-
ards for docks, and this kind of thing, would
normally be Mr. Langford’s responsibility.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): But the actual
criteria of the necessity for improvement will
really be established within the Department
of Fisheries?

Mr. Whiting: Or the project itself.

Mr. Lalonde: Or the volume and its rela-
tionship to the income derived from the
fishing industry for that particular area.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): I will now turn to
the estimates as they relate to Prince Edward
Island because there are a few items I would
like to have clarified. The first one is the item
that appears on page 444 of the estimates for
1966-67 of $370,000 under the heading “Items
not required for 1967-68”. I am not quite
clear on that one.

Mr. Lalonde: All through the blue book
under 1966-67 you will find this notation
“Items not required for 1967-68”. These
figures represent the amount of money which
was spent on projects that were completed
during that year and therefore they are not
required either as a rebate or as a completion
item, to part of the estimates for 1967-68. The
figure $370,000 covered items that were listed
in the previous blue book and they are as
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follows: Beach Point - Landing extension;
Sea Cow Pond - Boat harbour - To complete;
Tracadie - Harbour improvements and Wood
Islands - Dredging.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Have the number
of requests for harbour improvements, dock
extensions and break waters either decreased
in size of project or in number during the last
two or three years?

Mr. Gerald Millar (Chief Engineer, Har-
bours and Rivers Engineering Branch, De-
pariment of Public Works): I believe the in-
dividual projects have increased in size but
over the last two years the number of large
projects have decreased. Prince Edward Is-
land is a case in point.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): That is interesting
because in looking at the estimates of the
Department I notice that for 1965-66 the
amount is $809,000, for 1966-67 it is $590,000
and for 1967-68 it is $460,000. There has been
a fairly significant decrease in the amount of
spending in this area, over the last few years.

Mr. Millar: The fluctuation or swing be-
tween high and low in P.E.I. as compared to
other provinces is most noticeable because of
the small number and size of the projects. For
example, if there is a project amounting to
$500,000 in one year it results in quite a
significant increase in percentage when it is
compared to another year.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): I can see that but
I was wondering if there has been a decrease
in the number and size of the individual proj-
ects that had been requested?

Mr. Millar: Generally speaking the number
of requests are about the same if you count
the smaller items.

Mr. Lalonde: Mr. MacDonald, three years
ago and two years ago there was more money
spent to complete one large project, the
Borden terminal.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): That could be; I
only went back to the year 1966-67. I do not
have the one for 1965-66 in detail with me.
Do you have it there?

Mr. Millar: The Borden terminal would not
be listed here. It would appear under the
Department of Transport.

Mr. Lalonde: We will have to verify this,
Mr. MacDonald, and give you the answer
later.
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Mr. Stewart: Perhaps I might ask a ques-
tion, at this point which bears on the totals
that are shown. What is the floor below which
a project does not get listed in the estimates
under Vote 30? What is the size of the finan-
cial commitment envisaged below which a
project would not be listed?

Mr. Lalonde: Until now, Mr. Stewart, it has
been $50,000. 7

Mr. Stewart: Yes. In other words, there are
many possible undertakings on Prince Ed-
ward Island that are not listed here?

Mr. Lalonde: Definitely.
Mr. Stewart: Where would they be listed?

Mr. Lalonde: They are not listed but they
are included on page 448 under the heading:
Miscellaneous Works Not Otherwise
Provided For Including Expenditures On
Works On Other Than Federal Property
$1,995,000

This includes the projects under $50,000.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): What kinds of
projects would be included under that one?

Mr. Williams: It could be a small wharf, a
breakwater extension or a bit of dredging,
but it is of a size that we are not required to
list.

Mr. Stewart: Is it possible for us to get this
information in some detail?

Mr. Williams: The miscellaneous works
program, because of its nature, is flexible.
Under it we plan certain projects and it also
takes care of matters which may be of an
emergent nature. At the beginning of the year
there is a tentative list made up but as mat-
ters develop it is subject to change. We do not
have any fixed list for these projects although
we have a tentative one when we provide for
the money.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): I am really just as
interested, Mr. Williams, in the last couple of
years. I know it is difficult to project into the
coming year but I was thinking in terms of a
report covering the last couple of years.

Mr. Lalonde: Would you like us to table
this for the next session?

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Yes, if you would,
please. Thank you.

Mr. Lalonde: Let me make sure I under-
stand. You want a list of the projects under
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$50,000 for the years 1965-66 and 1966-67 for
Prince Edward Island?

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Right.

Mr. Badanai: Mr. Chairman, I wonder if I
may ask a question? Since there was a study
made by the Department concerning the need
for the redevelopment of the Kaministiquia
River and the replacement of the swinging
bridge in Fort William in order to enable
modern and larger ships to negotiate the up-
per end of the Kaministiquia River, which
serves several industries including the Great
Lakes Paper Company Limited and the Dow
Chemical of Canada Limited plant. This is a
matter which has caused considerable concern
at the Lakehead and in my constituency of
Fort William and it is of vital interest to us.
The Minister visited the area and inspected
the bridge and the portion of the Kaminis-
tiquia River in question last January. Some
action was promised and I wonder if the
Department has anything to report on this
particular matter?

Mr. Lalonde: Mr. Badanai, as you have just
pointed out, the Minister visited the Lake-
head this year with the Chief Engineer, Mr.
Millar, and the Regional Director, Mr. Man-
chul and there was quite an exchange of
information between those people who are
interested in this development, the Minister
and the departmental officials. Perhaps, Mr.
Millar can provide more details on this matter
than I can, but it was my understanding that
as a result of this discussion and, in so far as
the Department of Public Works’ interest in
this project is concerned, which is mostly
dredging, that the local interests were to get
together and submit a suggested plan for the
long range solution of this whole problem. I
will leave out the question of the bridge as
this is not within our jurisdiction. To my
knowledge there has been no communication
received from them at this stage.

Mr. Badanai: The solution to the problem
would be the removal of the obstruction,
which is the bridge. The bridge has to be
replaced in order to enable ships to navigate.
This is partly the responsibility of the federal
government because of the enactment of the
Navigable Waters Protection Act.

Mr. Millar: The problem is that the study
on the Kaministiquia River and the inlet to
the three rivers reported that it was not jus-
tifiable to dredge the Xaministiquia River
deeper up past the bridge to the turning basin
for the industries that are presently located
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there and if new industries were to locate
that attempts should be made to have them
go further down river where they could turn
in the lower turning basin. The consultants
agreed that it was justified to expand the
harbour there but not in the reach that is
requested because it has some very definite
disadvantages. The river is very narrow,
another turning basin cannot be made, it is
complicated with a swinging span bridge and
it is dangerous.

Mr. Badanai: I completely disagree with
the consultants because, as far as industry is
concerned, two of the largest industries in
northwestern Ontario, the Great Lakes Paper
Company Limited and the Dow Chemical of
Canada Limited, will have invested upward
of $100 million. In addition to that we have
elevators and other small industry along the
river, so that kind of an argument does not
hold water at all. The residents of the area
are not very happy about this. I think an
organized examination should be made, with
a firm resolution to do something to remedy
the situation. We do not want to abandon the
river. It has been there since Fort William
came into existence. We are also faced with
the problem of accommodating larger ships.
Of course it will take the smaller ships. It is
said that the river is too narrow. We realize
that. It has to be widened. It is not such a
huge project that it would involve a large
expenditure of money. In any event, I think
any expenditure is fully justified in that
location and unless something is done about it
the people of Fort William will be in disagree-
ment with the government.

® (10.07 am.)

(Translation)

Mr. Duquei: Mr. Chairman, I would like to
ask a few questions about Quebec. The De-
partment officials are doubtless aware that an
agreement has been reached between the City
of Quebec, the provincial government and the
federal government regarding the canalization
of the Saint Charles River and that the fed-
eral contribution to this work is to amount to
about $8,000,000. Firstly, I would like to know
whether an item has been set aside in the
estimate for this work?

Secondly, a year or two ago, a sum was
voted for the construction of a dam on the
Saint Charles River. I would like to know the
amount voted for work on the dam. These are
two questions to which I should very much
like to have a reply, if possible. I see nothing
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in the estimates concerning the Quebec region
and the Saint Charles River. I wonder if these
appropriations might have been voted previ-
ously.

Mr., Lalonde (Depuiy Minister to the De-
pariment of Public Works): Mr. Chairman,
the agreement with the City of Quebec and
the province regarding the canalization of the
Saint Charles River has not yet been signed.
The proposed agreement is at the present
time in the hands of the mayor of the city
and the Honourable Mr. Dozois, the represent-
ative of the province. They are examining
the terms of the agreement and we hope that
it will very shortly be possible for the three
parties involved to sign this document.

Obviously, when the estimates were pre-
pared a year ago, it was then only a question
of the dam, as no decision had yet been taken
on the canalization of the river-bed. There-
fore, at that time, we could not foresee the
developments which have ensued, and we
could not insert the sums required in the
estimates. But in the supplementary estimates
we shall be able to—

Mr. Duquet: At least begin the work once
the agreement has been signed.

Mr. Lalonde: As soon as the agreement has
been signed, we shall follow the ordinary
procedure of calling for tenders.

Mr. Duquei: Is the agreement you mention
regarding canalization of the river distinet
from that concerning the construction of the
dam?

Mr. Lalonde: No, Mr. Duquet. We included
everything in one single agreement: the con-
struction of the dam and the canalization of
the river.

Mr. Duquet: But isn’t there a plant con-
nected with another station? What you mean
to say is that the dam can be built without—

Mr. Lalonde: No, because one of the con-
ditions for the construction of the dam is that
the province agrees to canalize the river-bed.
All these details are now included in one
single agreement.

Mr. Duquet: Oh, good. But the plans for
the dam, are they ready?

Mr. Lalonde: The plans are ready. As soon
as the agreement is signed we shall be able to
call for tenders.

Mr. Duquet: Without going into dgta'il, Mr.
Lalonde, could you tell us whether it is cor-
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rect that the Department recently made a
special offer or an offer of a particular kind to
the City of Qubec, so as to hurry the work
along and hasten the agreement?

Mr. Lalonde: Yes, we wrote about a week
ago, I believe, Mr. Duquet, not only to the
Mayor of Quebec, but also to the Honourable
Mr. Dozois.

Mr. Duquei: About the North Shore Serv-
ice?

Mr. Lalonde: Yes.
Mr. Duquet: Good, very well, thank you.

Mr. Leblanc (Laurier): I would like to ask a
supplementary question on this subject, Mr.
Chairman. In our agreement with the prov-
ince or the municipalities, are we going to
give them a free hand in matters concerning
calls for tender, and so on?

Mr. Lalonde: No, Mr. Chairman. That is
exactly what Mr. Duquet was referring to.
The calls for federal government tenders are
going to be made by the federal government.
These are the terms of the agreement which
we have sent to the province and the munici-
pality.

lV_Ir. 'Du'qu.et: The work will be under feder-
al jurisdiction alone, as regards the federal
government’s share?

Mr. Lalonde: Yes, Mr. Duquet.

Mr. Duquet: Now, Mr. Lalonde, about the
dock which is to be constructed to the east of
Anglo Pulp, if you know what I mean, to the
east of Samson Bridge. I believe it is a con-
tract worth about $2,000,000 for a dock 2,700
feet long, I believe. Will it be constructed by
the National Harbours Board or the Depart-
ment of Public Works?

Mr. Lalonde: Not by the Department of
Public Works.

Mr. Millar: It will be either by the National
Harbours Board or by private enterprise.

Mr. Duquet: It is not private enterprise but
the government which is to construct the
dock. It is strictly a federal contract and I
think that it is the responsibility of the Na-
tional Harbours Board. Thank you.

Mr. Mongrain: Mr. Chairman, I have two
or three questions to raise. Am I to under-
stand, Mr. Deputy Minister, that all harbours
are not necessarily the responsibility of the
National Harbours Board, but come under the
Department of Public Works?



Mr. Lalonde: Do you mean the construction
or the administration?

Mr. Mongrain: I see here that you include
repairs, improvements, all sorts of things; do
you occasionally deal with harbours which
come under the jurisdiction of the National
Harbours Board?

Mr. Lalonde: By agreement.

Mr. Millar: Mr. Chairman, may I answer.
In the case of national harbours, the De-
partment of Public Works is responsible for
dredging the main channels, for the inner
harbour, and also for the planning of new
ports and break-waters. But the ports are
administered by the National Harbours
Board, and all the public harbours are admin-
istered by the Department of Transport to
which the National Harbours Board belongs,
that is the harbours administered by commis-
sioners and those administered under the con-
ditions of the Harbours and Piers Act.

Mr. Mongrain: Mr. Chairman, I shall ask
Mr. Millar a more specific question.

I have learned from the newspapers (for
the committee members are better informed
by the newspapers than by the departments)
that at the entrance to lac Saint-Pierre, not
very far from Pointe-du-Lac, or perhaps op-
posite Baie-Jolie, that protective works,
breakwaters, I believe, or something in ce-
ment anyway is to be constructed. Does that
come under your Department?

Mr. Millar: Is it correct, first of all?

Mr. Mongrain: Our local papers announced
it.

Mr. Millar: Mr. Chairman, a survey is in
progress in the Department of Transport; and
usually in matters concerning maritime work
such as docks, ete., the construction has to be
carried out by the Department of Public
Works. In most cases, we handle construction
for the Department of Transport. There are
some exceptions, such as the Saint-Ours Dam,
which this Department is erecting itself.
But in other cases such as the docks for
the Newfoundland-Sydney, Sydney-Argentia
(Newfoundland) ferries the money is provided
by the Department of Transport votes and the
work is surveyed and constructed by the
Department of Public Works.

Mr. Mongrain: In the case I mention, Mr.
Chairman, it was also reported in the newspa-
pers that the contracts are already issued and
that the work will be carried out this sum-
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mer. Are you aware of that? I seems that this
would be between Pointe-du-Lac and Baie-
Jolie. These are cement works to break
the force of the ice since a few years ago,
terrible damage occurred when the “break-
up” of the ice on Lake St. Pierre submerged
all the cottages on that side.

Mr. Millar: All I can add is that I believe
the work will be done to impede the move-
ment of the ice in winter. As you know the
channel is opened in winter by ice-breakers.

When boats pass by, they cause a swell
which breaks up the ice into large floes which
the wind and current draw back into the
channel. And the ice-breakers are obliged to
work unremittingly to keep the channel clear.
The idea is to try to keep the ice in place on
lake St. Pierre, outside the channel. This hap-
pens every spring at the time of the ice
break-up.

Mr. Mongrain: So that, normally, this

would come under your department?

Mr, Millar: It comes under the Department
of Transport. Unfortunately, I do not know
what the criteria of these people are, whether
they will have this done on their own, or
through the Department of Transport.

Mr. Mongrain: Now, Mr. Chairman, I see
that there is in the estimates an amount for a
retaining wall at Champlain. The same could
happen elsewhere. When you do protection
work in stone, such as this, I understood the
other day that the riparian owners were con-
sulted and accepted the work. Now, there is a
case in Champlain which has been dragging
for quite some time; and the member for
Champlain is aware of it. A land surveyor, on
whose property stone work was done, states
that his permission was never requested. He
says that the work was not well done and he
has been insisting for months that the stone
be taken away, saying: “I do not need it, take
it away from there, there are no damages at
our place and nobody was authorized to place
it there.” Is such a case possible?

Mr. Millar: Mr. Chairman, it is possible. We
usually get permission from the owners, we
show them that the land—

Mr. Mongrain: Could you make a note of it
and look into the matter? The man is Mr.
Ernest Duplessis, land surveyor—I know
that from the Liberal viewpoint his name is
not predestined, but—
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Mr. Duquet: But it is to the hon. Member
for Trois-Rivieres, I believe.

Mr. Mongrain: Now, is it the right moment
to mention, for example, certain works which
seem urgent—I am still speaking of the
Trois-Riviéres and the surrounding district.
For example, let us take Cap-de-la-
Madeleine; I see here an amount of $60,000
for a retaining wall. At one of the outlets of
the St. Maurice river—you are undoubtedly
aware of this—there was once a dry-dock,
during the 1914-1918 war, and certain St.
Lawrence dredges take refuge there during
the winter. There is also navigation by pleas-
ure boats, yachts, etc.

These people complain that the river fills
up and that at low tide the yachts and boats
have difficulty getting through. They have
asked that some dredging be done, I do not
know by whom; however, I believe that this
matter is urgent. I am speaking of one of the
branches of the St. Maurice (there are three
branches and that is why the city is called
Trois-Riviéres), that on the Cap-de-la-
Madeleine side.

Mr. Millar: Mr. Chairman, I believe that
the whole area comes under the National
Harbours Board. The request would have to
go through the National Harbours Board.

Mr. Mongrain: I do not wish to correct you,
Mr. Millar, but on the Trois-Riviéres side,
your department did some work in the past.
This was done within the framework of the
federal government’s participation in the con-
struction of port facilities for pleasure craft.
Because of this, it may have been different.

Mr. Millar: There are exceptions. For in-
stance, the Department of Public Works has
jurisdiction over the port facilities for pleas-
ure craft.

Mr. Mongrain: Across the river from
Pointe-du-Lac, about thirty properties were
severely damaged by ice last Winter and the
owners asked me to visit the site. There has,
in fact, been real damages and they would
like to secure stone in order to prevent such
damages to their property, with the conse-
quent danger of their summer homes being
carried off into lake St. Pierre. Do you
remember receiving such a request?

Mr. Millars We have probably received
such a request but unfortunately this is due
to natural causes. The government’s policy
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with respect to protection works applies only
in cases where erosion is due to certain fac-
tors.

The federal government contributes to
protection works in conformity with the
following principles:

(a) The total cost or 100 per cent of the
protection work may be authorized
when it is considered that erosion is
due, in a proportion of more than 50
per cent to navigation or to the pres-
ence of a federal government con-
struction and that the value of the
land to be protected exceeds by more
than 100 per cent of the cost of the
said protection work.

(b) When the erosion is caused largely by
natural causes, but that navigation or
the presence of a federal government
work is a contributing factor, the de-
partment may contribute to the cost
of the work in proportion to the
effects which these factors may have
had on erosion; however, such con-
tribution may in no case exceed 50
per cent of the cost of the work
which, according to the department,
would afford sufficient protection.

Mr. Mongrain: I thank you, Mr. Chairman.
That is all I have to say for the present.

(English)
The Chairman: Shall Item No. 30 carry?

Mr. Gilbert: Mr. Chairman, I notice no item
for the Toronto harbour. Has the Department
any jurisdiction over the harbour in Toronto
or is it completely under the jurisdiction of
the Toronto Harbour Commission?

Mr. Millar: Mr. Chairman, the Toronto
Harbour Commission was set up by an Act of
the Federal Parliament and is under the
Minister of Transport. The administration of
the harbour is passed down from Transport to
the Commissioners and the federal govern-
ment, in certain cases, contributes to the cost
of works, sometimes on a pro rata basis de-
pending on the financial status of the Com-
mission itself. So far, in Toronto, we have
contributed, in many cases, 50 per cent of the
cost from federal funds in the Public Works
Estimates; sometimes it is only on a 25 per
cent basis. This depends on each commission
and its financial status, as determined by a
group of engineers and economists from the
departments of Transport and Public Works.
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Mr. Gilbert: So there is no item for 1967,
Mr. Chairman. Are there any plans that the
Department is aware of with regard to har-
bour development in Toronto? As you proba-
bly know we are having tremendous develop-
ment towards the harbour in the south end of
the city.

Mr. Lalonde: Mr. Chairman, the Depart-
ment of Transport, the Toronto Harbour
Commission and the Department of Public
Works have had some talks about long range
planning, and we are in the process of study-
ing the possibility of appointing some consult-
ants to look, not only at the Toronto harbour,
but at the adjacent harbours which I think
are involved in this over-all development.

Mr. Gilbert: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Millar: Mr. Chairman, may I table 20
copies of the Remedial Works Policy in
English and 10 copies in French?

(Translation)

Mr. Duquet: Mr. Chairman, before Vote 30
is adopted, may I be permitted to revert
briefly to the matter of the St. Charles River.
I know, Mr. Lalonde, that the verbal agree-
ment, the agreement in principle, was reached
on 18 November last, that is about eight
months ago. I know that, at the time, a three-
level—federal, provincial and municipal
—working committee was formed. It was a
committee of engineers who had made a com-
prehensive study of the matter. I also know
that the report of the committee was present-
ed several months ago. May I be informed as
to why the provincial and municipal govern-
ments have delayed the final signing of the
said agreement?

Mr. Lalonde: Mr. Chairman, in replying to
the question I must admit that I do not have
the file before me. Consequently I may forget
the dates. However, Mr. Duquet, I must state
that the information which was supplied to
you, according to which a report of the tech-
nical committee was presented several
months ago is, in my opinion, inaccurate. The
report of the technical committee, which is
made up of representatives of the three par-
ties involved, was presented about a month
and a half ago, and, following presentation of
that report, our solicitors began to work im-
mediately on the text of an agreement. I
know that discussions were held between the
City of Quebec and the province with regard
to another draft agreement which was sub-
mitted to the federal government. We consid-
ered both projects and borrowed a little from
each. We finally came up with a draft agree-
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ment which would cover all the points men-
tioned by the three parties involved. I can
assure you that there was no delay. Of course,
discussions were held because, at the very
beginning, there was a lack of agreement on
certain points, but now, in my opinion, the
situation has cleared up and the agreement
should be signed soon.

Mr. Duquei: I will not insist on this, Mr.
Lalonde. If it is not possible, just say so. I am
asking you if it would be possible for us to
receive a copy of the final offer of the federal
government to the parties concerned, to wit
the municipal and provincial governments?

Mr. Lalonde:
Copy—

Mr. Duquet: Of the agreement.

Are you referring to the

Mr. Lalonde: I am making a note of it, Mr.
Duquet.

Mr. Duquet: Thank you.

(English)

Mr. Loney: Mr. Chairman, I would like to
raise a question of expenditures for Ontario,
Bruce County in particular and the dock con-
struction in Tobermory. This was in the
1962-63 estimates but was cancelled. I would
like to inquire now why the expenditure was
cancelled at that time, and what consideration
is being given now to the possibility of con-
structing a wharf between the two existing
wharves?

Mr. Lalonde: Would you deal with this
please, Mr. Hurst?

Mr. C. K. Hurst (Assistant to Chief Engi-
neer, Harbours and Rivers Engineering
Branch): 1 think we would have to go back
into the records to determine what happened
in 1962-63. So many projects that come up
cannot be completed for some reason or other.
It may be that the tenders we had at the time
were too expensive and we had to drop it, or
else we had to give higher priority to some-
thing else, or the circumstances may have
changed.

At Tobermory the complexion has changed.
It has become, I believe, much more of a
tourist centre than it was formerly when, I
think, certain commercial aspects were in-
volved which are no longer there. So, I think
we would have to go back in the records to
find out what the situation was in 1962-63
that made it necessary to drop that particular
item. -
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As to the present situation at Tobermory, I
am afraid that here again we will have to go
back to our last reports to find out what the
situation is. I cannot tell you this right off
the top of my head.

Mr. Loney: With the decline in the fishing
industry in ‘that immediate area would you
not now give consideration to the fact that
the tourist business is even more essential?

Mr. Hurst: This is quite true. There is a
possibility of developing tourist facilities
there under our Marina Policy which, as you
know, has just recently been developed so
that the use of small boats could be en-
couraged and tourism taken care of in a much
better way than it has been in the past.

Of course, the federal government interest
in tourism is of national scope, and there has
to be a considerable contribution on the part
of the local people before the federal govern-
ment can step in under the tourist policy; in
other words, the tourist policy envisages a
contribution to the development on the part
of the local and provincial people at least
equal to the Federal contribution.

Federal interest is confined to the construc-
tion of breakwater protection wharves or car-
rying out dredging from the main channel to
the area where the tourist facilities could be
developed. The initiative for such a thing,
of course, comes from the local people. They
must present a proposal to the Department
which indicates what they are prepared to do,
and what they would like the federal govern-
ment to do. This proposal is then reviewed by
our experts in small boat facilities and given
consideration, and if it comes within the
terms of the policy, then we can go ahead and
carry out the proposal. But local initiative has

to begin the whole project.

Mr. Loney: Thank you. You will provide
that other information for me?

Mr. Hurst: Yes; for 1963.

Mr. Lalonde: Do I understand that we will
table this in the committee or that you will
provide it to Mr. Loney?

Mr. Hurst: We can provide it direct or table
it, whichever you wish.

Mr. Loney: I would like to have it tabled.
The Chairman: Have you completed your
questions Mr. Loney?

Mr. Loney: Yes, I have.
26862—2
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Mr. Mongrain: I have another question, Mr.
Chairman. On page 448, Mr. Chairman, I
see: “Dry Dock Subsidies—Canadian Vickers
Limited, Montreal.” Is there any government
policy about that or is it a special case, and if
it is a special case could somebody explain
the history of the case to the Committee?

Mr. Millar: Mr. Chairman, there is an Act
of the Federal Government which is called
the Dry Docks Subsidies ‘Act, under which the
Department of Public Works can subsidize
new construction of dry docks. At the present
time there is only one dock that is being
subsidized, which is the General Vanier float-
ing dock at Vickers in Montreal, to which we
are contributing, I believe, the sum of $180,-
000 a year for 35 years.

Mr. Mongrain: Has the government, or your
Department, contributed to the building of
the dock?

Mr. Millar: No; the building of the dock
was done by the company itself; all that the
Act provides is a subsidy.

Mr. Mongrain: Is it because this one is a
floating dock?

Mr. Millar: No, it applies to dry docks and
floating docks.

Mr. Lalonde: It has something to do with
the size, also. You see, the Department of
Public Works owns some docks at Quebec and
Esquimalt. They can take ships of a certain
size, but under the Dry Docks Subsidies Act
we have to have a dry dock which could take
ships of a larger size in Canada, in case of an
emergency; and that is the purpose of the
Subsidy Act so that the Government would
not have to provide the capital fund to build
that kind of a dock, but would subsidize it to
keep the priority on it in this fashion.

Mr. Millar: May I add, Mr. Chairman, in
this case it is a larger dock that can take the
large lakers that now ply the seaway in
Montreal. It is quite important that a dock of
that size be there immediately at the foot of
the locks, so that if an accident occurs they
do not have to go to Quebec.

Mr. Loiselle: Was that dry dock ever used
by the Government for an urgent purpose?

Mr. Millar: It is in operation now.

Mr. Leblanc (Laurier): It is in operation. It
costs us a total of $6,300,000 if we have to pay
$180,000 every year for 35 years.
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Mr. Hurst: The dry dock itself, as con-
structed by Vickers, cost in excess of $6 mil-
lion which they financed. They received a
subsidy from the shipbuilding division of the
Department of Industry, or, rallies, from the
Canadian Maritime Commission at that time.
The responsibility has now been given to the
Department of Industry. That brought their
actual capital outlay to over $4 million. The
Dry Docks Subsidies Act allows the Federal
Government to contribute a subsidy of 4% per
cent for this size of dry dock on a maximum
of $4 million. In other words, we were not
allowed to exceed the $4 million although
they had expended more than $4 million. Our
subsidy was restricted to a maximum of
$180,000 a year.

Now, there are three categories of dry
docks. This dry dock has the category of first
class, which is the largest one; the other ones
have different rates. I think the minimum is
about 3% per cent on a million dollar invest-
ment. But the government investment is
$180,000 on a subsidy, plus a shipbuilding
subsidy given by the Canadian Maritime
Commission to compensate for the extra cost
of building a ship in Canada over what we
would have paid if we had had it build, say,
in Holland, or in another European country.

Mr. Loiselle: Does that mean that the con-
tribution of the federal government will not
be in excess of $4 million for that dry dock?

Mr. Hurst: No; actually the maximum sub-
sidy is $180,000 a year for 35 years.

Mr. Loiselle: And that is $6 million.
Mr. Hurst: Yes; I suppose that is right.

Mr. Leblanc (Laurier):
hundred thousand dollars.

Mr. Loiselle: That would be the share of
the Federal Government for that dry dock?

Six million three

Mr. Hurst: Yes; over a period of 35 years.

(Translation)

Mr. Mongrain: Mr. Chairman, may I ask
another question again with regard to dry
docks?

Montreal, Sorel, Quebec and Lauzon have
their shipyards. I was saying, a few minutes
ago, that Trois-Rivieres had had a shipyard
of its own during the First World War. The
feeling is held, in Trois-Riviéres, that the
situation has now reached the point where it
might be useful to have a dry dock, at least
for minor repairs in the wintertime to small
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boats such as dredges and the like. A good
number of our technicians could thus find
work, as some of our people go out to seek
employment in Sorel and Lauzon. As every-
body knows, the good men are from Trois-
Rivieres. Thus, Mr. Chairman, it would be
consistent with departmental policy to have a
local firm decide, for example, to build a yard
which could take care of such minor repairs.
Would it be consistent with government poli-
cy to meet a request for dredging in the
mouth of the river so that the ships could get
at the dock? As I have already mentioned, in
the last few years the river has become filled
with debris and is not deep enough for the
ships to reach the place where such repairs
would be made. If a request were made in
this connection, how would it fit into the
general policy of the government in this re-
spect?

Mr. Lalonde: That would depend on the
proposal. It would also depend on the length
of the approach to the dry dock that would
have to be dredged. That would give us an
idea.

Mr. Mongrain: The maximum length would
be two thousand feet, Mr. Deputy Minister.

Mr. Lalonde: In such circumstances, if
someone were to set up a dry dock business
in Trois-Riviéres, our participation would be
confined to dredging what can be called the
approach channel, and not the channel where
the ships—

Mr. Mongrain: At that particular spot, it
would not be necessary. It would mainly be a
matter of getting there.

Mr. Lalonde: Another requirement is in-
volved. If it is a public harbour, the govern-
ment pays 100 per cent of the dredging of the
approach channel. However, if it is a channel
for the exclusive use of a private firm, the
government will pay only 50 per cent.

Mr. Mongrain: I would like to try to under-
stand the policy of the government by quot-
ing a special case. Such a plant has nearly
always been used every winter for repairs to
the smaller ships that could not easily go to
Quebec, Montreal or Sorel. You realize that,
if some dredging was done, this could bring
about some expansion in this trade, without
jeopardizing the facilities already existing at
Sorel and Lauzon. The demand on this point
has been pressing for several years.

Mr. Lalonde: If some company was inter-
ested in an undertaking of this nature.
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Mr. Mongrain: Such a company exists, Mr.
Chairman, and, by some mysterious fate, its
requests have been blocked for many years,
at least for about ten years. I would really
like to go deeper into this matter and make a
report on it in order to know exactly how
things stand.

Mr. Lalonde: I would be very happy to
receive your report, Mr. Mongrain. Per-
sonally, I never heard about it.

Mr. Mongrain: There is something wrong
somewhere because I remember that a group
of mayors from the area came to Ottawa a
few years ago to explain the situation to the
Government. Nothing ever came out of these
endeavours.

(English)
The Chairman: Shall item 30 carry? Item
30 agreed to.

I will now call item 5:

Department of Public Works
Accommodation Services

5. Maintenance and Operation of pub-
lic buildings and grounds, including the
provision, on a recoverable basis, of ac-
commodation and related services for
Canada Pension Plan purposes, and au-
thority to provide assistance to (a) the
International Civil Aviation Organization
in the form of office accommodation at
less than commercial rates and (b) the
Ottawa Civil Service Recreation Associa-
tion in the form of maintenance services
in respect of the W. Clifford Clark
Memorial Centre in Ottawa ... $76,615,000

The Chairman: Are there any questions?

Mr. Lalonde: Mr. Chairman, before we
answer questions I would like to introduce
a new witness, Mr. H. dePuyjalon, who is in
charge of Accommodation Planning.

(Translation)

Mr. Mongrain: Mr. Chairman, is all renting
of offices for the Government done through
the Department of Public Works? Do some
departments deal directly without going
through your services?

Mr. Lalonde: I am wondering whether the
Department of Transport does its own renting
in the areas around airports.

Mr. De Puyjalon: Mr. Chairman, the De-
partment of Transport does some renting
from its own establishments but, as a general
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rule, the Department of Public Works acts for
all the other departments as regards renting
on the regular market.

Mr. Mongrain: So, the Department of
Transport builds its own buildings over land
under its jurisdiction?

I believe you also build all post office build-
ings. You now use standard plans. How many
standard plans do you -have at the present
time?

Mr. De Puyjalon: Mr. Chairman, we have
seven such plans.

Mr. Mongrain: Are these standard plans
used across the country, except possibly in
cases of minor alterations?

(English)

Mr. Lalonde: Perhaps Mr. Langford had
better answer that.

Mr. Stewari: Mr. Chairman, may I first ask
a question on a point of order? Would that
not come more appropriately under item 15?

Mr. Mongrain: That may be; I really do not
know. If T am out of order, Mr. Chairman,
will you let me know? I apologize.

Mr. J. A. Langford (Assistant Deputy
Minister, Design, Depariment of Public
Works): The standard plans are applied all
across Canada, with modifications for safe
conditions. This means, basically, that foun-
dations and sewer and water connections and
SO on are—

Mr. Mongrain: Not necessarily floor plans.

Mr. Langford: The basic standard building
is of one size. One standard, for example, is an
800 square foot post office. This standard is
applicable according to the rate of income
that the post office derives from the location;
and the configuration of the building is basi-
cally on the same floor plan.

Mr. Lalonde: Mr. Chairman, perhaps I
should have told the Committee at the begin-
ning about the distinction between item 5 and
item 15. Item 5 covers rentals, the cost of
operation and salaries for operating person-
nel, whereas everything that is new construc-
tion or repairs and alterations is in item 15.
The one is really the operation of the ac-
commodation, and the other is the construc-
tion.

Mr. Mongrain: What kind of leases do you
usually sign? Are there standards too, on the
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number of years and the cost per square foot
and things like that?

Mr. De Puyjalon: Mr. Chairman, we sign
leases varying anywhere from month to
month up to, in the very unusual case, 15
years. We have a standard form of lease
which applies in almost every case except
where we are dealing in large, multi-purpose
buildings where the owners insist on using
their form for the sake of uniformity.

(T'ranslation)

Mr. Mongrain: Recently, Mr. De Puyjalon,
you rented a certain amount of floor space in
‘a building called the Royal Building, in
Trois-Riviéres, on Royale street. Did you han-
-dle this transaction?

Mr. De Puyjalon: No, Mr. Chairman.
‘Generally speaking, negotiations are handled
by the regional office.

Mr. Mongrain: Do you remember by what
department this floor space will be used? I
believe the Unemployment Insurance Com-
mission will occupy part of it.

Mr. De Puyjalon: That is possible. I can
enquire about it.

Mr. Mongrain: I’ll send you a note.

Mr. Lalonde: Do you wish us to give you
this information at a coming sitting of the
committee?

Mr. Mongrain: I’ll send you a note.

Mr. Loiselle: Mr. Chairman, I've only got
one question to ask. It has to do with Vote 5,
page 429, Accommodation Services, where I
note an amount of $2,800,000, and, in the
section, Other than Ottawa and Hull, for
Municipal or Public Utility Services, an
amount of $5,322,000. What municipal serv-
ices can these be to reach such amounts? I
am referring to pages 429 and 430. This has to
do with Ottawa and Hull, Municipal or Public
Utility Services, at the bottom of the page,
$2,800,000, and, on page 430, in cases other
than Ottawa and Hull.

Mr. Lalonde: Mr. Loiselle, the $2,800,000
cover the cost of services which we are pro-
viding in the new buildings in the Ottawa-
Hull area. As regards the other $5,000,000
they cover the cost of such services for the
rest of Canada.

Mr. Loiselle: Do these amounts include the
taxes paid in municipalities such as Montreal,
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ete. Are federal buildings subject to special
taxes?

Mr. Lalonde: No, taxes are not paid directly
by the Department of Public Works. Instead
of paying taxes directly, the federal Gov-
ernment grants subsidies. The amount is cal-
culated and paid by the Department of Fi-
nance.

Mr. Loiselle: Then, these have to do only
with municipal services where there are fed-
eral buildings.

Mr. De Puyjalon: These also include such
services as electrical power, water, ete. All
such services are included in this report.

Mr. Loiselle: Is there no way of revising
this?

Mr. De Puyjalon: In English, this reads as
follows: “Municipal or Public Utility Serv-
ices”.

Mr. Loiselle: The English version seems to
be better than the French translation. Can
you explain this?

[English]
The Chairman: Are there any questions?
Mr. Duquet?

Mr. Duquet: No.

(Translation)

Mr. Mongrain: Mr, Chairman, I asked a
question a moment ago and my impression is
that Mr. De Puyjalon did not answer or, if he
did, I did not get exactly what he said. Are
there any standards for rental by the square
foot of floor which you rent?

Mr. De Puyjalon: Mr. Chairman, there are
two kinds of standards. They vary according
to each market, because each market has its
own particular standards. They vary from
one market to the other because they depend
on the real estate value of the buildings.
Secondly, these standards are always com-
pared with our construction costs.

Mr. Mongrain: Thank you, this answers my
question.

[English]
The Chairman. Shall item 5 carry?
Item 5 agreed to.
The Chairman: I will now call item 10:

Department of Public Works

10. Acquisition of equipment and fur-
nishings other than office furnishings
$1,485,000.
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(Translation)
The Chairman: This is to be found at the

bottom of page 431.

Mr. Leblanc (Laurier): Mr. Chairman, I
would like to ask a question. Is the purchas-
ing of equipment and furnishings always done
on the basis of tenders, whatever the amounts
involved, or is the equipment purchased di-
rectly when small amounts are involved?

Mr. Lalonde: We proceed either by public
tenders or by invited tenders. When the
amount is in excess of $15,000, we always
proceed by public tenders. When the amount
is below $15,000, especially in urgent cases,
we invite two, three, four or five persons to
tender.

Mr. Mongrain: Mr. Chairman, I have a sup-
plementary question. Are public calls for ten-
ders addressed to suppliers throughout the
country or only to those in a definite area?

Mr. Lalonde: As a general rule, our is to
call for tenders throughout the country, but
there are cases where we will call tenders for
a value of $20,000. In such cases, it is certain
that an entrepreneur in Ontario will not be
interested in a $20,000 contract to be fulfilled
in the Maritime Provinces.

In such cases, the call for tenders will be
sent only to one area, one district or even one
district in a county. It depends on the amount
involved and on the importance of the work
to be done.

In the case of the equipment we are dealing
with here, I wish to point out that, since the
change in government policy, we no longer
proceed by way of a call for tenders. We
purchase these items from the Departments of
Industry and Defence Production.

Mr. Mongrain: I would like a little more
clarification on the question of equipment,
ete. Could you mention five or six iter.ns cov-
ered by this vote, besides office furnishings?
(Emglish)

Mr. Williams: There are items such_ as
cleaning equipment, vacuum cleaners, polish-
ers, roller blinds, safes and water coolers.

Mr. Mongrain: That is sufficient so far as I
am concerned.

Mr. Leblanc (Laurier): Which do you put
your money in!

Mr. Williams: In the post offices.

Mr. Lalonde: This is the office furniture.
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Mr. Leblanc (Laurier): Office furniture in
your own description, but in other places this
would not be there as office furniture?

Mr. Williams: It could be.

Mr. Leblanc (Laurier): Because there you
have money to put in. All you do is spend our
money. You do not put anything in the safe!

(Translation)

Mr. Leblanc (Laurier): Does that include
office equipment?

Mr. Lalonde: The office equipment you are
speaking of is included in each vote. If you
examine each item, you will see that there is
one, for instance, on page 426, under Vote 1,
which involves office equipment. Therefore, in
order to determine the amount of money al-
lotted for this type of equipment, you only
have to add the items under each vote which
bear on this type of equipment.

(English)
The Chairman: Shall item 10 carry?

Item 10 agreed to.

The Chairman: I will now call item 15,
details of which are on page 432.

15 Construction, acquisition, major re-
pairs and improvements of, and plans
and sites for, public buildings (including
expenditures on works on other than
federal property); provided that no con-
tract may be entered into for new con-
struction with an estimated total cost of
$50,000 or more unless the project is in-
dividually listed in the Details of Esti-
mates $48,165,000.

Are there any questions?

(Translation)

Mr. Mongrain: Mr. Deputy Minister, when
you build such buildings, I imagine you have
to purchase the land. Do you have occasion
to deal with real estate agents and to pay
their commission?

Mr. De Puyjalon: Mr. Chairman, generally
speaking, we deal directly with the owner. If
the owner retains the services of a real estate
agent, he will pay the agent’s commission
himself. Such is the nature of the agreement
existing between the owner and our depart-
ment.
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Mr. Mongrain: So, your department does
not employ the services of a real estate agent,
as a general rule?

Mr. De Puyjalon: Except in very special
cases.

Mr. Leblanc (Laurier): Is the commission
paid by the seller?

Mr. De Puyjalon: In all cases.

Mr. This is the same
case.
(English)

The Chairman: Shall Vote 15 carry?

Vote 15 agreed to.

The Chairman: I will now call Vote 20,
Operation and Maintenance, details of which
are on page 438.

Department of Public Works

20 Operation and Maintenance $7,924,-
000.

The Chairman: Mr. Lalonde.

Mr. Lalonde: Mr. Chairman, I would like to
point out that this is the operation and
maintenance of marine works. It is contained
in Vote 30 which the Committee discussed
previously. It is not connected with buildings,
it is connected with the operation and mainte-
nance of wharves and such matters as that.

The Chairman: Shall Vote 20 carry?

Leblanc (Laurier):

(Translation)

Mr. Mongrain: Mr. Chairman, I am sorry to
delay you, but I have this matter on my
mind, as Bossuet would have said; I mean
dredging of part of the Saint-Maurice river.
Could I at least, Mr. Chairman, ask the
Deputy Minister whether he could not look
briefly into the matter before I send him a
note, so that he may then know the views of
the department concerning the probable cost
of such dredging?

Mr. Lalonde: Do you know the name of the
company involved in this matter?

Mr. Mongrain: As far as I know there are
more than one.

Mr. Lalonde: I would need certain informa-
tion to try and retrace the correspondence
which was exchanged.

Mr. Mongrain: I shall give you the details.
Adopted.
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Mr. Lalonde: Mr. Mongrain, I must say that
if it is a federal construction, it comes under
item 30 and not under item 20, because it is—

Mr. Mongrain: Well then, it is not the same
thing—

Mr. Leblanc (Laurier): Why is it that com-
plicated?

Mr. Mongrain: Would it be so that people
will not understand too well?

Mr. Lalonde: I must say that at the present
time the director of our Financial Services is
preparing certain recommendations which, if
approved by Treasury Board, will simplified
our accounting somewhat. This is on top of
the departmental reorganization.

Mr. Loiselle: Are you the first department
that has thought of revising its estimates?

Mr. Lalonde: No. The matter of knowing in
what form the estimates should be presented
to Parliament was dealt with a Glassco report
and at that time four departments were cho-
sen for a trial, a sort of pilot plan, only with
regard to finances.

This year, these four departments are even
submitting their estimates according to this
new formula. The other departments will do
likewise later on if the procedure is accepted
by the Public Accounts Committee and by
Parliament.

Mr. Loiselle: Do you mean to say that the
new formula is now being used?

Mr. Lalonde: No.

Mr. Loiselle: Then you have not decided to
change the formula?

Mr. Lalonde: The four departments in
question are the following:

The Department of Transport—

Mr. Loiselle: I mean the other departments.
In the next estimates, will the new formula
be used?

Mr. Lalonde: I hope that our next estimates
may be prepared in accordance with the new
formula.

(English)

Mr. Stewari: Mr. Chairman, I have one
question concerning the maintenance and op-
eration of plant for dredging. The item is
shown on page 439. In the subheading
“(Further Details)” I note that the expendi-
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tures in Prince Edward Island are considera-
bly higher than those in Nova Scotia. I as-
sume there is some special reason for this. Is
this because the Department maintains its
own plants in that province, whereas in Nova
Scotia much of this dredging is done by con-
tractors?

Mr. Williams: That is a correct assessment
of it, Mr. Stewart.

Mr. Stewart: Is there some historical or
geographical reason why two different tech-
niques are used, one in Prince Edward Island
and the other in Nova Scotia?

Mr. Williams: It pertains to the class of
work that is required to be done. Normally
the departmental dredges are used on jobs
which are of short duration or consist of a
class of dredging which we would either find
difficult or expensive to do by contract and
therefore we use the departmental dredge
plant. It keeps the bidding on an even keel
because we also have competition from the
private sector and it also gives us flexibility
in situations where it would be difficult to
contract.

Mr. Stewart: Is this because the soil or
material conditions are different?

Mr. Williams: It is not only that, but in
some cases there is a lot of transportation and
moving about involved to take relatively
small cuts. It is not necessarily the type of
ground conditions.

Mr. Stewart: Yes, I understand.

Mr. Williams: Or you can have a situation
where there is periodically a lot of in-fill.

The Chairman: Shall Vote 20 carry?
Vote 20 agreed to.

The Chairman: I will now call Vote 25, the
details of which are on page 441.
25. Construction or Acquisition of
Equipment, $925,000.

Mr. Lalonde: This has to do with the opera-
tion and maintenance of departmental
dredges with the graving docks, locks and
dams which the Department operates.

The Chairman: Shall Vote 25 carry?

Vote 25 agreed to.
The Chairman: We will now move to Vote
35, details of which are on page 448,
35. Operation and Maintenance includ-
ing authority to make recoverable ad-
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vances in amounts not exceeding in the
aggregate the amount of the operating
expenses of the New Westminster Bridge,
$6,901,000.

Mr. Stewari: Mr. Chairman, perhaps Mr.
Lalonde could comment on how the Gov-
ernment of Canada becomes involved in these
particular bridges. I notice a category listed
as “Bridges Generally” “on page 449. What
kinds of bridges are included in that category?
How do we distinguish between bridges in
which the Federal Government becomes
financially involved and those which fall un-
der the jurisdiction of the provinces or other
governmental agencies?

Mr. Lalonde: You have to go back a long
way in history to answer that question. I
think the expert in this field is Mr. Williams.
I will ask him to reply because his memory
goes back much further than mine.

Mr., Williams: “Bridges Generally” deals
with those bridges which we own and main-
tain and the other section deals with bridges
which are operating in terms of lift bridges,
swing spans and that sort of thing. In the
“Bridges Generally” section there are three
general categories. There are international,
interprovincial and then some odds and sods
which, although they defy description, are
inherited. The international bridges are nor-
mally of historical significance. There are
some of them between New Brunswick and
Maine and I believe those are all of the inter-
national bridges that are still under direct
maintenance by the Department of Public
Works. There are a number of interprovincial
bridges between Ontario and Quebec and be-
tween Quebec and New Brunswick. That is
about the limit of those.

These bridges are of an historical character.
The Federal Government is not necessarily
responsible for all inter-provincial bridges
but historically it has been involved because
of a need at some point in time. This was
possibly related to defence or because of some
other factor they became involved and under
an agreement which was intered into that
bridge was left under the jurisdiction of the
Federal Government. Under all arrangements
which we now enter into where there is a
special significance and an interprovincial
bridge involved we endeavour to have the
owership, operation and maintenance of it
vested with the provinces if this is practicable
and possible.

Referring to the special kinds of bridges
which we have and which are difficult to
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accurately define, we have such bridges on
the Ottawa River in the National Capital
area, we have some of them that are adjacent
to the Ottawa River but they were either
built totally in Quebec or totally in On-
tario because when they were originally built
the Ottawa River was under the jurisdiction
and still is, for that matter—of the Depart-
ment of Public Works and the principal re-
quirement of such bridges was for the trans-
portation of logs, timber and navigation. In
some cases channels were built for purposes
of navigation solely within one province or
the other and in the over-all operation of the
river the Federal Government took the
responsibility for such bridges over it.

We presently have a program under way
by which we are trying to transfer the juris-
dictions of these bridges. If they are still
required they are brought up to standard and
we then enter into negotiations with the prov-
ince and endeavour to transfer them to the
province. In some cases it is a case of buying
ourselves out of what formerly was our
responsibility.

There are some odd situations which occur.
For example, there was a small local bridge
in the province of Manitoba which, after
investigation, it finally turned out that it had
come to the Federal Government at a time
when Manitoba was the postage stamp prov-
ince and the bridge was built just before the
boundaries were extended so at that time it
had been in the Northwest Territories. These
bridges are of an historical significance.

Another one is the Burlington Canal
Bridge. This was a navigation channel main~
tained by the Federal Government prior to
Confederation and when the first bridge was
built it continued to be a navigation channel
maintained and operated by the Federal
Government and they accepted the responsi-
bility for the bridge. There are some of that
category.

The New Westminster Bridge is one which
was inherited at the time the Pattullo Bridge
was built in B.C. It is a railroad bridge and it
is operated as a toll structure. We collect tolls
on a par tonnage basis from the railways that
operate it and it is a means of maintaining an
existing railway facility which is required by
more than one company and which the Pro-
vincial Government, with a new highway
bridge, was not in a position to maintain.

The Chairman: Thank you, Mr. Williams.
Shall Vote 35 carry?
Vote 35 agreed to.
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The Chairman: I will now call Vote 40, and
the details are on page 450.

40 Construction, acquisition, major re-
pairs and improvements of, and plans
and sites for the roads, bridges and other
engineering works listed in the Details of
Estimates, provided that the amounts
within the Vote to be expended on in-
dividually listed projects may be in-
creased or decreased subject to the ap-
proval of Treasury Board, $19,965,000.

The Chairman: Are there any questions?
Do you have a question, Mr. MacDonald?

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): If there are other
members who wish to ask questions perhaps I
could wait until they have had a chance to do
so.

The Chairman: Do not wait too long.
Are there any questions?

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): I will ask a couple
of supplementary questions. I mentioned at
the end of last Tuesday’s session that I hoped
there would be some provision made for the
other two members from Prince Edward Is-
land to be present. It was my understanding
at the conclusion of that session that this
question would not necessarily come up to-
day. They asked me yesterday if it was going
to be on the agenda and if I had known it
was coming up, I could have alerted them.

The Chairman: I am in the hands of the
Committee. Do the members wish that we
stand that Vote?

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Is this the final
day for discussion on the estimates of the
Department or will there be a later oppor-
tunity to say something?

The Chairman: Do you have any specific
questions that you wish to ask now, Mr.
MacDonald?

Mr, MacDonald (Prince): I only have a few
questions but I was really thinking more of
the other two members who could have been
here today if they had known this subject
was going to come up for discussion.

Mr. Stewart: Mr. Chairman, may I suggest
that we stand Vote 40, proceed to the remain-
ing votes under the estimates of the De-
partment of Public Works and then at the end
of our sitting today come back to Vote 40. At
that time Mr. MacDonald can be permitted to



June 22, 1967

ask the questions he has in mind and we can
also take up the procedural question of
whether or not we can see our way clear to
meet again on our present reference.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Perhaps in the
meantime I could get in touch with the other
members to see if they could attend this
morning.

The Chairman: Will we stand Vote 40?
Some hon. Members: Agreed.

The Chairman: I will now call Vote 50, the
details of which are on page 451.
50 Construction through National Parks,
$1,860,000.

Mr. Stewart: Excuse me. The Trans-Canada
Highway is included in Vote 40, is it not?

The Chairman: That is a statutory one,

I think.

Mr. Stewart: I wonder whether we could
modify our order standing Vote 40 so that
we could take up now the question of the
Trans-Canada Highway?

The Chairman: There is no such subject in
the Vote.

Mr. Stewart: No, but nevertheless there are
questions that people might want to ask.

The Chairman: Yes. Therefore your provi-
sion has the effect of—

Mr. Stewart: It has the effect of exempting
the discussion of the statutory provisions
under the Trans-Canada Highway Act from
the order just now made—standing Vote 40
so we can ask questions about the progress of
the Trans-Canada Highway.

The Chairman: Do the members of the
Committee agree?

Some hon. Members: Agreed.

Mr. Duquei: You have already said that
Vote 40 stands; we are on Vote 50 now.

Mr. Stewart: If there is any objection, Mr.
Chairman, I am quite prepared to waive
removal of them.

The Chairman: Are there any questions on
Item No. 502 Shall Item No. 50 carry?

Some hon. Members: Agreed.
Item No. 50 agreed to.

The Chairman: I now call Item No. 55, the
details of which are on page 451.
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55. Operation and Maintenance, $1,-
303,700.

Mr. Mongrain: Mr. Chairman, how many of
those testing laboratories do we have?

Mr. Lalonde: There is one in Ottawa that
specializes in testing construction materials
and related items. There is a small one out
West. It is in Banff but at the end of this
summer it will be closed down, so there will
be only the Ottawa one left.

Mr. Mongrain: May I risk putting another
question, Mr. Chairman? How would the min-
ister explain the fact that these laboratories
do not come under the National Research
Council?

Mr. Lalonde: I might ask Mr. Williams to
answer that question. This happens to come
under his jurisdiction.

Mr. Williams: Yes. The National Research
Council is interested in research. This labora-
tory is not in the research field. It is used for
testing materials which are purchased or are
used in connection with government con-
tracts, construction, maintenance, and so on.

Mr. Mongrain: That is material you buy
and want to test yourself? It is not looking
for new material or anything like that?

Mr. Williams: That is right. We also do a
substantial amount of soils investigation in
relation to those things we build.

Mr. Loiselle: At those testing laboratories,
does anybody outside, that is, the public have
anything tested there?

Mr, Williams: No.

Mr. Loiselle: It is only used by the De-
partment.

Mr. Williams: Yes. We are not in a position
to compete with private organizations which
are in business to do that. As a matter of fact,
we use private organizations a great deal for
the same kind of testing elsewhere.

Mr. Mongrain: Mr. Chairman, I am still a
little surprised to see that we have an appro-
priation of $1,303,000 that—unless I do not
understand—could be incorporated into the
operations of the National Research Council.
You know better about this than I. I am
asking questions because I want to be sure I
understand. Do you mnot think it could be
incorporated into National Research Council?
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Mr. Williams: The situation is that the
National Research Council would like to
devote their energies and efforts to research
and they do not want to be involved in the
routine, repetitive type of testing function
which this envisages. To some extent you
might say there is a duplication of facility. It
has been investigated and in fact there is not,
because for the type of repetitive testing we
do on concrete, paints and cleaners and that
sort of thing, they would require additional
space and additional men, the same kind of
thing that we have now.

Mr. Bower: There would not be any sub-
stantial saving?

Mr. Williams: As a matter of fact, they
would not like to encourage this because it
detracts from their main effort of research.

Mr. Bower: Mr. Chairman, I appreciate Mr.
Williams’ point about mot getting materials
testing laboratories mixed up with basic re-
search, but does materials testing laboratory
do work for departments of government other
than Public Works?

Mr. Williams: Yes, it is a service agency to
all departments and agencies of government.

The Chairman: Shall Item No. 55 carry?

Item No. 55 agreed to.

The Chairman: Shall I call Item No. 1? You

can ask any questions here, on the Trans-
Canada Highway, for example.

Mr. Stewart: Yes, I think you should call
Item No. 1, Mr. Chairman.

1 General Administration, including
grants as detailed in the Estimates,
$19,734,600.

The Chairman: Are there any questions?

(Translation)

Mr. Mongrain: Mr. Chairman, how does
the department go about recruiting un-
specialized staff, here in Ottawa?

Mr. Lalonde: Could you wait just a moment
Mr. Mongrain, please?

(English)

I should like to introduce Mr. Nelson, Di-
rector of Personnel Services, who has not
yet been a witness. You had better come
over here and listen to this.

(Translation)

Mr. Mongrain: To complete my question,
Mr. Chairman, I would like to know if these
employees come under the Civil Service
Commission?
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(English)

Is any of this staff hired by the Civil
Service Commission or is it all hired by the
heads of your different departments? How
do you operate when you need to hire some-
body, for instance, anybody working here in
Ottawa and coming under your jurisdiction?

Mr. W. L. Nelson (Director of Personnel
Services): If we are hiring from outside we
do this through the Public Service Commis-
sion.

Mr. Mongrain: What do you mean by “out- -
side”; from outside the city?

Mr. Nelson: We mean people from outside
the Public Service; that is, bringing people in
from outside industry or from other occupa-
tions. If we are talking about filling posi-
tions in the Department from inside gov-
ernment, a certain amount of authority is
delegated by the Public Service Commission if
a department meets certain standards. These
standards involve having proper procedures
and personnel and the Public Service Com-
mission, in these circumstances, will dele-
gate to the department the authority to make
appointments within that department or
within the Public Service.

Mr. Mongrain: In the case of carpenters,
painters, electricians or trades of this sort,
does the Civil Service intervene occasionally?

Mr. Nelson: Oh, yes.

Mr. Mongrain: But generally speaking, you
do that yourselves?

Mr. Nelson: Most of the recruiting of these
people from outside would be done throuh
the Public Service Commission and all
appointments would have to have their
approval.

The Chairman: I think, Mr. Stewart, if you
have a question about the Trans-Canada
Highway this would be the time.

Mr. Stewart: I will wait to see whether
anyone wants to raise any other question on
Vote 1. What I am really trying to do is to
give Mr. MacDonald time to get his members
here. If no one else wishes to raise questions
on Vote 1, perhaps I could use this opportuni-
ty to ask two or three questions concerning
progress on the Trans-Canada Highway.

I should like to know how near completion
the Trans-Canada Highway is? In how many
provinces has the Trans-Canada Highway
been completed?

Mr. Williams: I do not want to appear diffi-
cult but a question of definition is involved. A
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highway is never complete because you build
and rebuild it as long as it is in use. The
terms of the agreement as initially proposed
and covered by the Act, and still in force,
were that there would be a paved highway of
two lane capacity from coast to coast. That
condition has now been met but standards
were set also and to the extent that the prov-
inces wished to build to these minimum
standards the federal government would
share the cost.

So long as the agreement is open, and it
now extends to December 31, 1970, work will
continue on the Trans-Canada Highway be-
cause someone will always be improving,
within the two lanes, the road that is there
now. There are still sections on which no
construction has ever been done in terms of
the Trans-Canada Highway agreement in
some provinces, particularly the Atlantic
provinces. There have been relocations in
some of the other provinces where this would
apply and that work will continue as long as
this agreement exists.

Mr. Stewart: You spoke of relocations. Does
this imply that if a provincial government so
decided it could come to the government of
Canada through the Department of Public
Works, propose a re-routing of that highway
which had been designated as the Trans-
Canada Highway, and in some way get fed-
eral assistance for the new route?

Mr. Williams: That is possible.

Mr. Stewart: Would you explain the
process by which this could be done? What
would have to be done with relation to
moneys already expended?

Mr. Williams: If a new routing is deemed
advisable by the provincial government, they
submit their proposal to the federal govern-
ment for the new route and state why they
wish to change it. In many cases this is valid
because they are not in a position to provide
a better standard by staying on the old route
because of physical conditions, or the cost
may be prohibitive. In those cases where the
change in route is agreed to by the federal
government, we share in the cost of the new
work on the new routes and we recover what-
ever contributions we made on the work
done originally on the old route.

Mr. Stewart: Has this procedure been fol-
lowed in many instances?

Mr. Williams: Yes, it has been done fre-
quently. You have to realize that the prov-
inces started on this project in 1949 and the
changes in conditions between 1949 and 1967
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have been sufficient to warrant changes in
location, the same as for any other highway.

Mr. Stewari: When you say the government
of Canada recovers the money expended for
the highway on the old route, does this mean
merely that it recovers the total amount of
money expended without any interest pay-
ments?

Mr. Williams: That is right.

Mr. Stewart: In other words, this is a good
way for a province to get some cheap money.

Mr. Williams: In a sense, but you have to
realize that the new work they are doing
under the agreement is expensive money. It
costs them a lot. If a dollar is worth 50 cents
in the work they are doing now they have to
put up the other half of that as well.

Mr. Stewart: Have there been any instances
where a province has gone ahead with work
under the Trans-Canada Highway Act and
then, within two or three years, proposed an
extensive re-routing?

Mr. Williams: I cannot say no categorically
because there may be some very local situa-
tion involving perhaps half a mile of road—

Mr. Stewari: That is why I used the word
“extensive”.

Mr. Williams: I cannot say no categorically
although I cannot recall any such instance.

Mr. Stewari: Mr. Chairman, those are the
questions I wanted to ask on this subject.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): I have not been
here for all the questions Mr. Stewart asked
but I believe, if I recall correctly, that a few
years ago the Province of Prince Edward
Island made a request in connection with the
extension of the Trans-Canada Highway so
that it would span the distance of the Island.
At present it really only covers the central
part of Prince Edward Island. Is that not
correct? Was there not a formal request?

Mr, Williams: Yes, there was.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): I do not remem-
ber the outcome. Was any hope given that
this might be a possibility ?

Mr. Williams: No, the routing of the
Trans-Canada Highway within termini and
its general location were established at the
time the agreements were entered into but
they could make minor changes. Prince Ed-
ward Island, I believe, signed about 1950.
This may not be precise but it was about that
time. The routing agreed on at the time was
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to provide a national link, recognizing that it
would not provide a total highway system for
Prince Edward Island. As a national link it
would run between the two ferry terminals
and that position has been held I might say,
by successive governments.

The Chairman: Shall Item No. 1 carry?

(Translation)

Mr. Mongrain: Mr. Chairman, I would like
to put another question with regard to item 1.
We learned through news reports, some
weeks ago, that the federal government in-
tended putting up public buildings in Hull.
Are there any items in this connection in this
year’s estimates? Would it be possible to be-
gin construction in that regard, or carry out
these projects, or at any rate make surveys?

Mr. Lalonde: Mr. Chairman—

Mr. Mongrain: I believe these buildings
were meant for the Department of Forestry
and Rural Development.

Mr. Lalonde: The announcement made by
the minister concerning the proposed con-
struction of two buildings in Hull indicated, I
think, that the intention was to begin work on
the plans of these two buildings immediately
and that two firms of architects, one for each
building, had been assigned for this purpose.

At the present time we are having discus-
sions with the Department of Forestry and
Rural Development on whose account this
work is being carried out. We should be in a
position to reach an early decision in this
regard. However the expense incurred for the
preparation of plans or studies by architects
and engineering firms has been included in
our estimates for this year.

This comes under a general item covering
the preparation of all plans without it being
required to mention any specific building un-
til such time as it is decided to proceed with
the actual construction. This means that it
will be almost one year before those items are
actually included in our own estimates. Those
amounts are included in our own estimates
only when we know that the actual work is
ready to begin.

Mr. Mongrain: This means, then, that no
vote is to be included in this year’s estimates
in respect, say, of expropriation of land?

Mr. Lalonde: This would come under
another vote, e.g. Preliminary Surveys in the
main estimates.

Mr. Mongrain: Would the Deputy Minister
say it, according to him, there might be dur-
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ing the next fiscal year any expropriation of
land, or perhaps any land development? I am
not asking you to commit yourself by answer-
ing me! Just tell me if you have anything like
that in mind.

Mr. Lalonde: There is no expropriation in-
volved in this case since the property on
which this laboratory is to be built already
belongs to the National Capital Commission.
What will be involved is simply a transaction
between that organization and the Depart-
ment of Public Works. In the other case we
are at present negotiating with the City of
Hull. This is required for us to begin our
planning.

Mr. Mongrain: I was referring to expro-
priation, but what I really had in mind was
preliminary planning.

Mr. Lalonde: I may say that—

Mr. Mongrain: Of course, Mr. Chairman,
nothing could be further from my mind that
this could be only an election promise.

Mr. Lalonde: Mr. Mongrain I can give you
the assurance that both projects are under-
way.

Mr. Mongrain: This will be of benefit to the
people of Hull. Thank you very much.

[English]
The Chairman: Shall Item 1 carry?

Some hon. Members: Agreed.
Item No. 1 agreed to.
The Chairman: I will now call Item No. 40.

40. Construction, acquisition, major re-
pairs and improvements of, and plans
and sites for the roads, bridges and other
engineering works listed in the Details of
Estimates, provided that the amounts
within the Vote to be expended on in-
dividually listed projects may be in-
creased or decreased subject to the ap-
proval of Treasury Board, $19,965,000.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): One of the diffi-
culties, of course, Mr. Chairman, in trying to
build on the discussion we had on Tuesday is
the unavailability, through no fault of any of
the staff, of the extensive discussion we did
have on that day, so I will try as much as
possible not to cover any territory that was
covered on Tuesday. But on thinking about
the general remarks after the session on
Tuesday, one of the questions that came to
my mind, and I am sure to the minds of
others who have thought about it at any
length, is that in the decision—and this is a
general question—to defer further construc-
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tion on the actual causeway portion until the
whole project could be reassessed, there was
a great deal of discussion about changes that
might be made. These changes included the
possibility still of the railroad and an even-
tual expansion to four lanes, and whatever
these changes might be they might substan-
tially reduce the overall cost of the project. I
find it difficult to understand, having spent
the amount of time, energy and resources at
an earlier period to survey, examine and test
the various possibilities of a transportation
link that would encompass both a highway
and a railway, how it could be possible to
think of building a project more cheaply now
and still retain the same elements without
either sacrificing the design in other words,
endangering it by some of the wind and
weather factors—or simpling removing some
of the elements.

If you grant that this is possible now, we
are then getting a more expensive causeway
than was necessary earlier. It seems illogical
to suppose that we are actually building a
causeway encompassing a railway and a high-
way that is more expensive than we needed
and that now we can go for one that is of a
cheaper design without sacrificing, as I think
the Deputy Minister mentioned, any of the
qualities that will be necessary to retain this
structure over the course of 100 years.

Mr. Lalonde: Mr. Chairman, in replying I
would like to point out that perhaps we are
engaging in a question of semantics here. Use
of the word “re-design” can lead to a great
number of interpretations. I am not sure
whether it is not more accurate to say that
what we are about to embark upon is a re-
costing of each portion of each of the alter-
natives which were submitted in the first place
to determine whether the comparative basis
on which some recommendations and deci-
sions were made were accurate and whether,
under the conditions we are now aware of,
one alternative which we accepted in the past
over another would now be justifiable.

In other words, we want to look at the
design in relation to the cost of its compo-
nents. It may be that because of the cost of
these components we may wish to alter a
portion of an alternative. Now, there is a
limitation to the number of alternatives that
we can look at but what we want to do is to
look at those alternatives, re-cost them and
then compare them again and to add, as the
Minister said the other day, some alternatives
that we never even thought of. One of those
was the question of whether it would be pos-
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sible—I do not say it is—to have a one-level
operation of a road with rail on that level,
closing the road traffic during certain periods.
It is an alternative we never looked at before. .

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Do you mean that
in the original design consideration no
thought was ever given to the inclusion of
both the railway and the highway on the
same level? ,

Mr. Lalonde: Not on the same level, no. At
least it did not come as a recommendation.

@ (11:40 am.)

Mr. Williams: In looking at various designs,
at one stage, certainly there was highway and
railway on the same level. They presented
certain problems and the idea of carrying the
highway on a superstructure solved a prob-
lem of expansion and it solved the problem of
the width of the causeway and crest heights
in a way that for the pricing they had as-
sumed at that time was the best solution, so
the other one was dropped. But the pricing,
as we have indicated, was off the pace so now
we have to re-examine those two.

Mr. Stewart: Mr. Chairman, I should like to
ask Mr. Lalonde a question based on what he
has just said. Would I be correct in deducing
that the tenders received for the causeway
section of the crossing were so high that it is
now thought desirable to consider shortening
the causeway section of the crossing? When
you talk about readjusting the segments of
the crossing is this the kind of possibility that
you have in mind?

Mr. Lalonde: That is a possibility. I would
only look at it from the point of view of the
balance of cost, but I think Mr. Williams
might want to add something from the engi-
neering point of view because, as Mr. Mac-
Donald has said, while the cost is a very
important factor, sound engineering is just as
important.

Mr. Williams: That is quite true. That is
one alternative but it is not the only one
because elements of the bridge also are affect-
ed and so you have to examine both. It is
almost like going through a computer set-up
where you plan in 30 or 40 different alterna-
tives of different lengths of the various ele-
ments, but the main thing is that a cost figure
is now introduced which is more in some
elements than we had contemplated, so we
have to re-examine the whole thing. Also
there is the other discussion we had on the
contracting procedure which would affect it
as well. That is another element.
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Mr. MacDonald (Prince): I think you men-
tioned too, Mr. Williams, that there comes a
point where the depth of water makes the
bridge more effective than the causeway and
vice versa: that there is a breaking point.

To go back, Mr. Lalonde, to our earlier
discussion there are still a couple of things
that are not clear to me. As mentioned by Mr.
Williams some consideration was given to the
inclusion of the railway on the same level as
the highway because of certain design and
costing problems it was decided not to use
that plan. Now, will it be possible in this
reconsideration to overcome those design
problems if it were considered a better finan-
cial proposition to have both on the same
level?

Mr. Williams: Yes; I think what you are
getting at is that if you are going to provide
expansion space you are going to have to
build into one level of a causeway room for
future expansion to four lanes when such
becomes mnecessary. Then you get into the
question of whether it is worth the additional
capital now for something you require 20
years from now, and the costing of that, as
opposed to doing it some other way. It is just
one of the other combinations you have to
look at.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Am I right in as-
suming that one of the design problems is the
possibility of either ice or spray or a combi-
nation of these things on a lower level affect-
ing highway traffic that would not happen on
a higher level?

Mr. Williams: That is correct. Here again it
is a guess of cost.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Then again, Mr.
Lalonde, on the same question you say that
one of the principal factors involved in this
re-assessment is really one of costing. Are you
indicating by this that instead of an across-
the-board increase in cost which takes place
in almost every facet of construction, there
have been unequal increases, that in some
aspects of construction and may be a greater
rise in cost than in other aspects?

Mr. Williams: I cannot really answer that.
All I can say is that the decisions for this
alternative opposed to that alternative in any
of the elements were made on the assumption
that certain things would be bid at a certain
price. Now, if one item goes up substantially
and another item does not, this changes the
consideration of the alternative. It is the bid
that makes the difference. You can say it is
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inflation or whatever it is, but to us it is what
the contractor wants to do the job and that is
the governing price.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): I would like to
ask a general question because certainly the
tenders that were submitted for the causeway
portion have been a determining factor in all
of this. In what way do Northumberland
Consultants, or the Department in consulta-
tion with them, determine in advance the es-
timated bid? In other words, in order for you
to provide your own estimate you must make
some kind of appraisal of the situation and
determine as closely as possible what it is
going to cost. How is that procedure carried
out?

Mr. Williams: Traditionally you look at
what you have paid for similar work on other
jobs and try to relate the terrain, the trans-
portation, the demand and the activity to
this and then put plus and minus to it. When
you get a job like the causeway there are not
too many previous jobs that have all of the
elements we are concerned with or which
compare in size. Where, on another job, you
might have 20 bids in this case you get four
because three or four of the people who nor-
mally would bid have to get together to han-
dle it, so that is an element of it.

Because of that, in addition to looking at
costs on similar jobs in other places we tried
to price work that had been done, not just in
Canada but around the world. The consultants
also contacted contracting and engineering
firms that had been associated with these jobs
and had discussions with them to try to get
some kind of pricing. It so happens that the
people who are associated with the actual
bidders on this job were involved in some of
this interrogation which went on for a consid-
erable period.

I talked to some of them and asked them
what happened. The views of the individuals
your deal with might be that they could do it
for a certain amount, but when you are deal-
ing with a joint venture and a board of direc-
tors representing perhaps four or five firms,
and they are putting together their prices and
their professional people and estimators are
arguing it out, the directors and management
of the companies putting it in say: Yes, and
because it is “iffy” we want a mark-up on this
of 10 and 20 above what you think it is. Now,
this is the way they are developed. We try to
forecast; sometimes we are good and some-
times we are bad.
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Mr. MacLean (Queens): Mr. Chairman, I
was unavoidably absent—I am not a member
of the Committee to begin with—when this
was discussed the other day so I hesitate to
ask a question at all because I am running a
very real danger of being repetitive, but I
would like to ask a couple of questions relat-
ed to the present discussions. Can you tell the
Committee whether the experience was simi-
lar for the estimates and tenders for construc-
tion of the Canso causeway, or in that case
were the tenders happily near or below the
estimated cost?

Mr. Williams: I am sorry, I do not know.

Mr. MacLean (Queens): When this concept
of a causeway to Prince Edward Island was
first raised concurrent with the completion of
the Canso causeway—or a number of years
ago anyway—originally it was for a solid
causeway with a lock or some such arrange-
ment to let ships pass. Has this concept been
dropped completely as impractical, or is con-
sideration still being given to this as a possi-
bility of re-design?

Mr. Lalonde: Mr. MacLean, I tried to ex-
plain why the Minister announced the gov-
ernment decision in the House the other
day. You may recall some of the background
yourself. From the records we have and from
what transpired when we studied the critique
sent to us by Mr. McCulloch a decision was
made that we would not change the tidal
regime or affect the fisheries industry in the
area between the provinces involved. So far
as we were concerned, that immediately ruled
out the possibility of a solid causeway.

I was not with Public Works at the time of
the first decision, but I understand two
successive governments confirmed that they
did not want to change the tidal regime or the
flow of water in such a way that it would
affect the fisheries industry. Of course, that
rules out the solid causeway.

Mr. MacLean (Queens): And that situation
still obtains regardless of what the relative
costs might be? I am not aware of what they
might be. There might not be an advantage
anyway.

Mr. Lalonde: I must say that we and the
consultants have taken a good look at the two
documents we received from Mr. McCulloch
and, as Mr. Williams has said, estimating is a
very difficult science. He has changed his own
estimate. I think, perhaps, a year from now
he might change it again, but we hope and
believe that the method of producing a cross-
ing which we now propose to study again will
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provide—I do mnot know for exactly how
much more money—a solution that will mar-
ry the two conflicting factors of cost and the
desire to retain the existing situation in the
area. We might have to pay something to
retain the present tidal regime but if it is
worth it I think it could be a very sound
decision.

Mr. MacLean (Queens): Were comparisons
made between the tender costs submitted and
the costs—I presume this would be the case—
of somewhat comparable projects like the
Chesapeake Bay crossing?

Mr. Lalonde: This is where it gets difficult
again. As a matter of fact, the engineers who
designed the Chesapeake Bay project were
very much interested in doing their job too.
But the conditions in Chesapeake Bay, and if
you cross there you will know this, are very
different from the conditions between Prince
Edward Island and the mainland.

I think this is what Mr. Williams was get-
ting at when he said that we really did not
have any specific basis on which we could
say: This is going to cost this much.

Mr. MacLean (Queens): I was not referring
to cost per mile or anything like that. I meant
comparable cost of things that are as compa-
rable as you can get them; for example, the
cost of laying down a certain cubic yardage
or tonnage or fill—that sort of thing. In other
words, are the contractors who have tendered
on this competitive in the world market?

I do not want to be misunderstood. I am
not passing any judgment on contractors; I
am just seeking information. But is there a
possibility that there might be some new or
different concept, or some more efficient way
of tackling the whole problem such as the
transportation of fill by self-loading boats, or
something of the sort, rather than by the
more traditional way the contractors who ten-
dered have been accustomed to?

Mr. Williams: With regard to the terrain
and availability of materials, in relation to
Chesapeake Bay there is not too much that is
comparable unless you get to something like
precast concrete elements, or something of
that sort. That is about the only area where
you can get a comparison. In the matter of fill
it is a question of the quality, location and
transportation. Whether or not some foreign
companies might have had an input to this
that Canadian companies did not have, again
it is almost impossible to say. However, I
think it is fair to say that the joint ventures
that did bid are Canadian companies and the
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specifications were written so it could not be a
foreign venture take-over but the avenue was
there for an input from foreign compa-
nies I think, without exception, all have in-
ternational ties and connections, and they do
operate. Representatives with whom I dis-
cussed the bids afterwards made reference to
the pricing, the investigation, and the type of
equipment they had looked at on work that
was done in the Great Lakes and in the
Straits of Mackinac. They related it to work
which they had done on the Pacific Coast;
they related it to work which had been done
and with which they had been associated off
the coast of Ireland. So they were looking for
this. Now whether there is something new
that they could put in is one of the elements
that we discussed in part last Tuesday, that
perhaps by re-aligning the procedure for con-
tract calls of this, we may put together a
combination which will make economic re-
introduction or the development of some new
equipment for this. As our re-assessment of
the elements and the design to put these
together develops, we intend to have discus-
sions with these firms at that time, to try and
get their input in, so that if there are any
savings in this area we can, in greater depth
than last time, get their input and see if we
can reshape the thing that will fit their proce-
dures and their methods better than the one
we put out.

Mr. MacLean (Queens): Was it the proposal
of the contractors who tendered to move fill
by the usual means of truck?

Mr. Williams: Their tenders were not ac-
cepted; we discussed them with them. I think
it is fair to say that more than one way was
proposed; some talked of truck hauls, some
talked of barges—there were a variety of
ways for different portions of the work.

Mr. MacLean (Queens): I only make this
observation as a layman, but on this sort of
work in Europe invariably they use an over-
head cable transfer system for moving large
quantities of fill. Is this due to some economic
reason that applies there but not here?

Mr. Williams: It depends almost entirely on
the site and the length of transportation.
They used an overhead system on some of the
major dams in the west, but there again the
terrain fitted it and the location of the source
of supply fitted it.

Mr. MacLean (Queens):
questions at this time.

The Chairman: Are there any other ques-
tions?

I have no more
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Mr. Macquarrie: Mr. Chairman, my inter-
vention will be more a procedural suggestion
than a question. This whole project is much
more monumental than the terms of Vote 40
would indicate, and I think it would be re-
sponsible on the part of the Committee to go
into it more thoroughly. I appreciate very
much the exhaustive and, perhaps for them,
exhausting information which has come from
the Minister and his officials, but I think that
the Committee should hear from Mr.
MecCulloch and some of the other people who
have generally been suggested in the Steering
Committee. I believe that A. B. Murchison
and Associates put in a suggestion about the
building of the causeway; I have heard no
mention about them at all. Mr. McCulloch is
the builder of the Canso Causeway and he
has applied himself to an analysis of the
plans. I think, it would be helpful to hear
from some of these people before the item is
passed. I agree with the Deputy Minister that
there is a great danger of semantic difficulties
and I would not want to ask any more ques-
tions in case I further them. So that is my
procedural suggestion, Mr. Chairman, that we
might look upon this great project from other
points of view.

The Chairman: I am in the hands of the
Committee. I should like to have comments
about the proposal.

(T'ranslation)

Mr. Mongrain: At first sight, Mr. Chairman,
I could say that the proposal just made by
our friend from Prince Edward Island is
agreeable to me. However—

Mr. Chairman: Would you wait a moment
please?

(Emglish)

Mr. Mongrain: I will say it in English. This
proposal is quite agreeable to me, Mr.
Chairman, but could I ask the Minister if he
sees any objection to delaying our vote on
Item 40. Is there a hurry to go ahead with it?

Mr. Mcllraith: That is pretty much a mat-
ter for the members, but my understanding of
the new rules is that the estimates can be
dealt with in the House of Commons whether
or not they have been reported back from the
Committee. If you bear that in mind I do not
think there is any special hurry. We would
of course like to finish up. I think the answer
to your question is that there is no special
hurry, bearing in mind that you are no longer
required to return estimates before they are
dealt with in the House. I think, there is some
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urgency, about getting them through the
House.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Mr. Chairman, I
should like to concur with the suggestions of
Mr. Macquarrie and, in adding to those, I
think inasmuch as one of the large questions
for consideration will be the whole problem
related to railway service that it would be
important to have perhaps someone repre-
senting the Maritime Transportation Com-
mission—people who have specific knowledge
and expertise on this question, and perhaps
even representatives of the Canadian National
Railways who will be very much involved in
any developments along this line.

Mr. Stewart: Mr. Chairman on one aspect
of the proposal I would like to make a com-
ment, that of having Mr. McCulloch come and
testify before the Committee. As I understand
it, two successive governments decided they
did not want to change the tidal regime in the
Northumberland Strait area. Mr. McCulloch
is proposing a solid causeway. I think it is
obvious that this would involve a change in
the tidal regime. I wonder if the Committee
seriously wants to undertake spending time
discussing a change of these proportions. If
we want to meet Mr. McCulloch, that is one
thing, but if we want to re-think the whole
nature of this project that is quite another
thing. I, as a member of the Committee,
would be reluctant to spend such time unless
it is clearly established that we go back and
start this whole process of thinking from
where we were when the Government made
the initial decision not to change the tidal
regime.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Mr. Chairman, I
think this would be correct if the only thing
that Mr. McCulloch was doing was making a
recommendation for his own particular view
which is a solid rock causeway. I think as
valuable or even more valuable is the amount
of time Mr. McCulloch has spent criticizing
the present project by indicating factors he
thinks, from his engineering experience par-
ticularly with the Canso causeway, do not
hold up. I think this will be tremendously
important for no other reason than the
availability of his experience and criticism of
the present design, which is an extremely
important factor in view of the time that M?.
McCulloch has put in on this particular proj-

ect.
The Chairman: You have the floor, Mr.

Duquet.
26862—3
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Mr. Duquet: Mr. Chairman, unlike Mr.
Macquarrie and the other member, I do not
think that we should hear Mr. McCulloch.
During the previous sittings and even today,
we have discussed this subject from every
possible angle. We have been informed time
and time again that the experts from the
Department have studied all the implications
of Mr. McCulloch’s criticisms. Since the be-
ginning of our hearings we have been privi-
leged to obtain from every department official
lectures on engineering and, I say it again, all
the facts relating to this project have been
fully discussed.

There remains an element of prime impor-
tance: the Department, after having received
answers to the call for tenders, has considered
that the price was too high and that the
project should be studied again, that a more
detailed study should be made following the
representations made, the bids tendered and
the McCulloch Report. I do not see why we
should prolong our deliberations and delay
the adoption of item 40. What would we gain
from supplementary evidence in this matter?
The department is obviously considering now
what are the most practical means to make
the project a reality. As far as I am con-
cerned, the important thing is precisely that
intention of the department to go ahead with
the job. In view of this principle, we should
carry item 40 without having to hear supple-
mentary evidence which, in my opinion, would
not add anything to what we already know,
nor alter in any way the department’s inten-
tion and the nature of the project, as Mr.
MecCulloch’s opinion about the construction of
this project differs sharply from the depart-
ment’s own ideas.

The Chairman: Mr. Mongrain, do you want
to ask a question?

Mr. Mongrain: If I may ask a question of
the Minister, how long in your estimation will
your Department need to re-assess the whole
project?

Mr. Mcllraith: I declined to be pinned
down to a precise date on that at the last
meeting because I simply cannot tell how
long the engineers will take. It will depend
what changes there are. However, I did make
it clear that I thought there was a possibility
of not using any effective building time, bear-
ing in mind that building time in this context
is the summer season.

Mr. Mongrain: When you speak of engi-
neers, Mr. Minister, I presume tht there will
be not only your engineers but that you might
have some consultants too.
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Mr. Mcliraith: We have the consultants,
three firms formed in a combination called
Northumberland Consultants Limited; their
names were put on record at the last meeting.
It is the consortium of these three firms who
are the consultants and then we have our own
departmental engineers, including the new
man we have brought in, Colonel Churchill,
who will be assigned to this job exclusively,
co-ordinating it for the Department.

Mr. Mongrain: In that case, Mr. Chairman,
I would not have any objection to voting on
Item 40 now because I do not think we will
have any results within at least the next eight
or nine months and I do not think we laymen
here can solve those complicated problems. I
think the more we discuss them the more we
will complicate them so I, personally, do not
think we are hurting the aims of our friends
from Prince Edward Island—we should wait
until we have more definite proposals on this
re-assessment to look at. I personally would
be agreeable to voting on Item 40 now.

Mr. Macquarrie: Mr. Chairman if I might
address myself to the remarks of my col-
leagues, the last three speakers, I should
think, considering the Department is in a
period of re-assessment, that the drawing in
of outside experts would be helpful to them;
and most certainly I agree with my friend
from Trois Riviéres, that it would be most
helpful to those of us in the Committee who
are laymen to have another technical man
who has given great and detailed study to this
project. Mr. McCulloch, as well as having
applied himself to an analysis of the project,
has been the father of a couple of pretty
important Public Works projects of the fed-
eral government down in the Maritime
Provinces, and is a man of considerable pres-
tige, I refer to the Canso Causeway and the
Hillsborough Bridge which were fairly sub-
stantial projects. I think that on a matter of
such magnitude and one in which the prob-
lems have been multitudinous, as witness the
remarks of the various officials, that we
would be something less than fully responsi-
ble as a Committee examining this major
project if we lost any opportunity to hear
the views of people who are knowledgeable
on this project. I would be very reluctant not
to have Mr. McCulloch certainly given a
hearing because he has tendered information
and I think it would be only in the realm of
courtesy, to say nothing of prudence, to have
this man here and have his views.

I would say to Mr. Stewart that I want to
hear him not only as a proponent of a solid
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causeway but as a pretty serious critic of the
suggested program.

e (12:10 p.m.)

(Translation)

Mr. Mongrain: Mr. Chairman, I would like
to ask another question which occurs to me
following the remarks of our colleague Mr.
Macquarrie.

(English)

I am under the impression that this gentle=
man, Mr. McCulloch, could be one of your
casual consultants while you re-assess. Could
I have that point clarified, Mr. Minister?

Mr. Mcllraith: At one point a number of
years ago he was invited to act as one of the
consultants and he withdrew and would not.
Now, when he is not charged with the
responsibility, to have a man without
responsibility making decisions is a pretty
doubtful proposition. The whole report is
based on the proposition of a solid causeway
on the crossing and, as indicated in the evi-
dence at the last hearing, that does certain
things to the tidal regime there, and the for-
mer Government took the decision to reject
the proposition for a solid causeway because
the implications on the fisheries industry of
the three provinces was unknown to them as
well as certain other implications of damage
consequent on raising the level of the water
an additional five and a half feet, I believe—I
have forgotten the exact figure—over the oth-
er method. So that decision was taken at that
time. It was their assessment of the impor-
tance of the fisheries industry and certain
other matters in those provinces. The matter
was again reviewed by the present Govern-
ment which took the same position, in the
light of studies, that we just could not put
that kind of a crossing in with these conse-
quences. The consequences are established in
fact: I do not think anybody has questioned
those, as far as I know, at any point. In the
light of that I find it a little difficult to under-
stand the pressing on the McCulloch matter,
particularly in view of the fact that we had
his commentaries examined in a detailed and
thorough way by the consultants and in-
dependently of them by our own engineers
before taking any decisioin about them.

There is one other point that bothers me in
this whole evidence. I have not been able to
see very much relevance between the Canso
Causeway and this crossing. There is no other
crossing quite like this one. The Chesapeake
Bay one may have some relevance on several
points but for the life of me I do not see
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much relationship to the Canso one because it
is a short crossing and, in terms of ice in the
Northumberland Straits, there is no signifi-
cance, and with a quarry of very fine quality
rock a mile or three-quarters of a mile in
length right at the end of the crossing. The
tides are quite different. I have found myself
quite mystified why it has always been men-
tioned as a base for this because it is a
different operation and a different job al-
together.

Mr. Mongrain: May I add, Mr. Chairman,
that I am very much impressed when I see a
Conservative Government and a Liberal
Government come to the same conclusion and
that strengthens my belief that we should
vote on Item 40 now.

Mr. Loiselle: Mr. Chairman, I feel this mat-
ter was fully discussed on Tuesday. We en-
tered into full discussion on the actual proj-
ect—the bridge, the causeway and so on—at
which time the opposition of Mr. McCulloch
was brought up by some members. We had
the affirmation from the Minister and from
the officials of the Public Works Department
that all the opposition brought up by Mr.
MecCulloch was studied by the engineers of
the Department as well as by the consulting
engineers. Our friends are again reverting to
Mr. McCulloch’s project, with nothing new
to add. Therefore, I do not think we should
continue discussion on that unless our friends
want to ask more questions on the subject.
I move, seconded by Mr. Leblanc, that a
vote be called on Item 40.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Mr. Chairman, it
seems that we are in danger of confusing two
things in this consideration. We are in danger
of confusing the question of whether or not
Mr. McCulloch comes before the Committee
with the whole question of a more detailed
examination of the factors bearing on this
decision. I think there is a danger in the
minds of some of regarding this just as anoth-
er Public Works project, perhaps one of con-
siderable magnitude in terms of expense but
in the same category as a number of others
that are listed in here. I say it is not. I repeat
the words of the Minister when he reminded
the Committee on Tuesday that what we are
dealing with is a transportation link from one
province to another. I believe it has been
quite some time since this question has been
dealt with seriously in Committee. I cannot
recall it being dealt with, even though I h.ave
not been here that long. Further, we are in a
period now when a great many fundamental

Housing, Urban Development and Public Works

109

questions are definitely going to be looked at.
One of the principal of these is whether or
not there will be rail facility on this link;
whether or not there will be rail service on a
ferry; whether or not the question of railway
will be abandoned altogether, or any combi-
nation of those three possibilities. It would
seem to me to be somewhat irresponsible on
our part, realizing that this whole question is
open to consideration Tealizing that there
are people who have much information on
this question—and I mentioned earlier the
Maritime Transport Commission and the
CNR—not to offer the opportunity for a full
examination of this. One matter which I
would have raised last Tuesday had I recalled
it was that if there was a decision made to
handle all of the rail service by ferry then
this might very substantially alter the whole
system of warehousing in Prince Edward
Island and it might necessitate a very large
construction of warehouse facilities on the
New Brunswick side. This is only one of the
many problems that we will be faced with in
this whole question. I would hope that the
other members of the Committee who are not
directly related to or from Prince Edward
Island would not look upon this as simply a
small parochial issue but one involving inter-
provincial transportation, the decision on
which will have very great bearing for the
next 100 years.

Mr. Stewart: Mr. Chairman, my impression
is that none of the members of the Committee
regards this as merely a local work. If this
Committee is going to undertake seriously a
total examination of the hydraulics and eco-
nomics and transportation considerations go-
ing into this I can see that we have work cut
out for us for three or four years.

We mentioned the name of one engineer,
Mr. McCulloch. We should certainly have the
people who were in on the Chesapeake Bay
crossing. There are engineers after engineers
who could be called here. Frankly I think we
have a question of prudence here. Do we
want to say that we distrust the present con-
sultants and the officials of the Department of
Public Works to that extent that we want to
try, in this Committee, to make for ourselves
these fundamental engineering, economic and
transportation decisions?

I, as one member of this Committee, feel
incompetent to undertake that kind of exami-
nation of a project which I regard as of great
importance and involving a good deal of ur-
gency. Consequently, although I see the point
that Mr. MacDonald is making, I come down
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on the other side and say that I am prepared
to follow through with out present consult-
ants and the Department and hope that in a
few months they will be in a position to put
forward a proposal which will get this cross-
ing between these two provinces under way.
That would be my view on the matter, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. Macquarrie;: Mr. Chairman, I am not
accustomed to being one and I have no appe-
tite for becoming one—I am referring to a
filibuster—but I am appalled at the reluc-
tance to give a hearing to a person who is in
a quite different category from the Chesa-
peake Bay engineers. Mr. McCulloch has sent
to the public domain some serious analyses of
this very important project. He has entered
the discussion; he has submitted to the gov-
ernment certain suggestions. We have heard
today and we have heard on Tuesday of the
reputation of some of his ideas. I think that in
all fairness either a layman or a technician
would want to give him his day in court. He
has given a great deal of time to this very
important matter and I think it is worthy of
the time of the Committee to hear a man who
is gifted with certainly some expertise.

I would say to the Minister that the refer-
ence to the Canso Causeway would indicate
that the bona fides of this man were not such
as to be cast aside as just another engineer.
This man is applying his knowledge to this
particular project.

I would say that the Department—and this
is no reflection upon it—has indicated that it
is having a little trouble with some of these
problems. I do not think it would be unhelp-
ful to their understanding and it would cer-
tainly make me feel much better, as a respon-
sible Member of Parliament, if I did not
become a party to denying the opportunity
for enlarging our information from one in our
midst in the country who is keenly interested
in and well qualified in terms of knowledge. I
would be very sorry if we decided that we
could not find a morning to hear Mr.
McCulloch.

Mr. Mcllraith: May I ask a question at this
point by way of clarification? Would you
bring a man who has no responsibility and
who has made a commentary on some work
contrary to the recommendations of two
successive governments? Would you hear him
and not hear the other engineers, the consult-
ants on whom two successive governments
have spent a great deal of money and in
whom those two successive government have
expressed their confidence and whose reputa-
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tion is also very well established in this coun-
try—three engineering firms?

Mr. Macquarrie: I do not know whether the
Minister was here or not when I first inter-
vened today. My suggestion was that we would
want to hear Mr. McCulloch and certainly
those as well whose names had been suggest-
ed to the steering committee, and that in-
cludes the group to which the Minister makes
reference.

The Chairman: Mr. Macquarrie, would you
make it a formal motion?

Mr. Loiselle: I have one up there on the
table seconded by Mr. Leblanc. If Mr. Mac-
quarrie wants to make an amendment that is
all right.

Mr. Duquet: I would like to add a few
words to what was just said. If Mr.
MecCulloch had not expressed his views on the
project I would be the first one to agree that
he should be called to give his opinions on
this but he has taken advantage of the project
to give his views, which views have been
examined thoroughly by the experts of the
government. I have no doubt in my mind that
Mr. McCulloch must be an expert but I also
have no doubt that the consultants of the
Department of Public Works, as well as the
engineers, must also be some kind of experts.
I do not see why, because Mr. McCulloch has
taken the opportunity of expressing his views,
which has enabled those views to be studied
by the consultants and engineers, he should
be called here unless he has something to add
to what he already has said about the project.
For this reason I am still of the opinion that
there is no reason for calling Mr. McCulloch
and I would propose that the motion be
presented.

Mr. MacDonald (Prince): Mr. Chairman,
Mr. Stewart made a couple of remarks with
which I would like to take some issue. One is
that I think by distortion possibly we might
be spending three or four years considering
this project and all receive our honorary de-
grees in engineering. This certainly is not in
my mind but we have opened up a subject
here and we have really only half opened it
up. It disturbs me that we have been willing,
up to this point, to talk only to the Minister
and his departmental officials about this
pressing problem without being willing to
consider hearing the 3, 4 or 5 witnesses who
would then fill out the story so that we would
have a more accurate and, I think, a more
objective picture of our present dilemma.
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Mr. Stewart suggested as well that he
would prefer, since we have entrusted these
responsibilities both to the Department and to
the Northumberland consultants, to continue
to trust them. I do not think it is a ‘question
of trust or mistrust. These are very black and
white kind of prejudicial words. What I am
talking about is the fact that in the last two
years we have witnessed three or four sub-
stantial alterations in the project. The Min-
ister questions that? The ones that I can re-
call are those with regard to the scheduling of
the project, to the changes in the length of
the causeway and bridge, to the necessity of
delaying the awarding of the contracts last
fall, and finally the difficulties with the pres-
ent re-assessment of cost and design.

If these are not matters which should en-
gage our attention I would like to know at
what point we should engage our attentions. I
think it would not be responsible or in the
best interests of our representation here if we
did not have the opportunity at least, in one
or two further sessions, to talk to the other
persons mentioned so that we could have the
more complete account. I think we have real-
ly only half opened it and that it would be
irresponsible on our part simply to close it off
at this point having been willing to listen
only to the Minister and his departmental
officials.

Mr. MacLean (Queens): Mr. Chairman, I
am not a member of the Committee but per-
haps I might be allowed to make a suggestion.
It seems to me that the Committee faces two
problems. One is the approval of the esti-
mates and referring them back to the House
and so on. I think that that should not be
delayed unduly. On the other hand, this is a
very major project and it seems to me that
we should not be discussing the question of
whether we hear a particular witness or not.
That surely is a job for the steering commit-
tee. But I would like to feel that there is some
means whereby the Committee could study
this problem further—perhaps that is the
wrong word—elicit information from the
Department. I can imagine that in the year
ahead, before there is anything again referred
to this Committee, it might be a tremendous
advantage to the Department to have the op-
portunity to present any new developments
that there may be and that would be of gener-
al interest to the public by means of the
Committee. It would be an unfortunate situa-
tion if the Committee were dead, as it were,
until the 1968-69 estimates are to be proceed-
ed with. It might be advantageous to consider
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the possibility of having some vehicle by
which the Committee could meet to discuss
this problem further from time to time if the
steering committee saw fit.

The Chairman: Mr. Neveu, please proceed.

[Translation]

Mr. Neveu: Mr. Chairman, I have listened
very carefully to the remarks made by my
fellow members of the Committee. I think
this matter has been exhaustively discussed.
We have been given much pertinent informa-
tion, but we are getting away from our re-
sponsibilities from our duty as representatives
of our people.

Of course I am happy to see that those
policies have been approved by the previous
as well as the present governments. It is also
necessary to keep in mind the various respon-
sibilities involved and have confidence in the
people who are entrusted with the imple-
menting of decisions, because they are ac-
countable for the manner in which those deci-
sions are carried out.

Our duty as members of the House of
Commons and as members of this Committee
demands that we be the advocates of the
common good and not that we plead the chase
of Mr. McCulloch. In view of all this, Mr.
Chairman, I ask that the question be put.

(English)

The Chairman: The Chair has before it the
motion of Mr. Loiselle seconded by Mr. Le-
blanc that Vote No. 40 carry. Those in fa-
vour?

Some hon. Members: Agreed.

Some hon. Members: On division.

Vote No. 40 agreed to.

The Chairman: Shall I report to the House
recommending the adoption of—

[Translation]

Mr. Mongrain: I apologize for interrupting
you. I would like to raise a point. I will make
this a question of privilege so as to be sure
that I will not be declared out of order.

The Chairman: Ask your question of privi-
lege, Mr. Mongrain.

[English]

Mr. Mongrain: Here is my point, Mr.
Chairman. I see in front of me a nicely made
microphone bearing the inscription Shure
Brothers Incorporated, made in U.S.A., and I
have noticed that most of the electronics we
have here were bought in England. Am I to
understand that there is no firm in Canada
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that can manufacture and sell those things to
the specifications of the Department?

Mr. Mcllraith: I cannot answer that ques-
tion, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Mongrain: I would like to suggest that
we enquire further into this and maybe we
can decide to buy Canadian. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman.

The Chairman: Is anybody ready to answer
that question?

Mr. Lalonde: This is not our equipment. It
is equipment provided by the people who
have the contract to handle the—

Mr. Mongrain: Yes, but during the time we
want them to buy Canadian?

Mr. Lalonde: If it is available. But I am not
aware as to whether it is or not. I know that
it is very specialized equipment.
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Mr. Mongrain: I am under the impression
that it is. I happen to have a little bit of
experience in that line.

The Chairman: Order, please. Shall I report
to the House recommending the adoption of
the estimates?

Some hon. Members: Agreed.

The Chairman: Therefore I would like to
thank the Minister and the Deputy Minister
also the officials of the Department of Public
Works for their co-operation and assistance,
and for the manner in which they supplied
detailed answers to questions asked by mem-
bers of the Committee.

The Committee is adjourned to the call of
the Chair.
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