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pay?

DR. CARTER: His pay will be from January 1,
so we'll have him on track if no one else.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Thanks, David.

MR. ANDERSON: To explore that further, Mr.
Chairman, through you to David. Does that
mean we're paying him from October to
October, or whatever the case might be, rather
than starting the payment in October but
assessing it along with the rest in January?
Couldn't we still do that regardless of when we
hired them? .

DR. CARTER: I think we could. The one
question hanging out there, Mr. Chairman, is
the fact that we have one, the Ombudsman, on
a contract basis. I don't know how that reflects
back. Again, the basic concern of the
committee, which has been there for years, is
that we can set the pay periods ourselves; we
can say that it is indeed on a calendar year.
Today it seems to be making more sense in
terms of a fiscal year.

We've got the other complication with this
proposal. With him leaving, we could get away
with it, I suppose. The other thing is that if we
follow the Provincial Treasurer's
recommendation, making it June, we're giving
him less than a year; we're only giving him 10
months of the fiscal year.

Louise, he must get benefits beyond this 95
thou. Right?

MRS. EMPSON: Yes, he does. He has the car.

DR. CARTER: It includes the car and all the
rest of it, so when we factor it, it's over
100,000 already.

MRS. EMPSON: Definitely.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Incidentally, David, you
noticed Lou's memo scratched on the bottom of
that, just in passing.

DR. CARTER: That's been dealt with.

MR. CHAIRMAN: I went to Lou Hyndman and
Greg Stevens for guidance. Both of them have
suggested that -—— I'm sorry; I'm repeating here.
Lou pointed out that we might consider June 1,

1985, instead of going all the way back to
January 1, 1985, with our increase, especially
since Lou is suggesting 2.2 versus the suggested
2 of last year. Greg Stevens is implying that if
we go back to January 1, we should consider
something considerably less than 2 percent.

We asked for guidance and comments; we
now have them. If we want to make a specific
recommendation in the framework of these
suggestions, it's up to us.

Mr. Thompson.

MR. THOMPSON: 1 yield to my friend on the
right; he had his hand up first.

MR. CHAIRMAN:
Thompson?

How far right, Mr.

MR. THOMPSON: As far as possible,

MR. HIEBERT: Mr. Chairman, to refresh my
memory, did we not at one time discuss the idea
that we wanted all the anniversary dates at one
time? Did we ever come to grips with that
issue?

MR. CHAIRMAN: We were getting quite close
to it, Al. We were just about right there when
we started to have turnover in our three
officers. On top of that, we have the
suggestion here which doesn't recognize the
January 1 pay period we established for the
Auditor General.

MR. HIEBERT: With respect to the turnover
factor, is it going to be a subsequent objective
of this committee to try to establish that again
once we get on-line?

MR, CHAIRMAN: Some of us our quite
convinced that that's what we're going to be
doing. We're quite committed to that.

MR. HIEBERT: The third point is that Lou's
memo suggests going back to June 1, 1985, Is
that dealing with the salary of Bill Rogers so
there's some retroactivity accruing to Biil
Rogers and we're not dealing with the Auditor
General designate? Is that the intent?

MR. CHAIRMAN: We're just talking about Bill
Rogers, not the designate.
Anybody else?
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because of the continuity aspect. So when we
do appoint one, it's generally assumed that if
everything is satisfactory, they would continue
to do that for a few years.

MR. CHAIRMAN: T4d like to ask a question of
the subcommittee, Was there any discussion
about picking an auditor whose firm is not
currently involved in a contract or assignment
under the Auditor General's office?

DR. CARTER: Yes. Of the four or five names
that were presented, all but one had not done
business, and the last name is one that's coming
off the list as of this year. They would be
familiar with the system, so it would make
some sense to appoint them, but as I said, we
still have to do some more basic homework
about the names suggested. But the meeting
was very, very useful. We were there over an
hour and talked about a number of areas. They
were quite in agreement and thought that this is
an appropriate time to make a change of
auditor.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Very good.

MR. THOMPSON: Mr. Chairman, on the subject
of continuity, is the committee going to handle
this as a matter of tradition, or is it going to be
a set period that is moved and seconded in the
committee and written in stone? Just how do
we want to handle this kind of thing? There are
advantages both ways. If it's a matter of
tradition, you would give yourself some more
flexibility; if you set it in stone and are not
completely happy with the way it's being
handled, I think you would have trouble. I just
bring that up as a matter of discussion.

DR. CARTER: Mr. Chairman, I think that what
Mr. Miller stated about the tradition, that
whoever is appointed would be in place five to
six years, still doesn't negate the fact that if
they don't perform very well, they can be
terminated at any time in that period. It would
be on a year-to-year appointment basis with a
general understanding that in all likelihood they
would continue.

MR. THOMPSON: Fine.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Any other question on this
report?

MR. MILLER: In our discussions, Mr. Chairman,
I think you could say that Dr. Carter and I both
felt very comfortable about the transition and
the way it's going to take place. It's going to be
very smooth. Mr. Salmon is going to carry on
the same style of operation as Mr. Rogers, and
it seems to me that it was a happy shop. In
other words, there was no great disruption by
appointing Don Salmon, and I think this is a
great benefit, because they have to do a kind of
specialized job. In my opinion, they've done an
excellent job of auditing without causing any
unnecessary concerns among the various
departments. I am sure that the same format
will continue. When we left there, we had a
feeling of confidence in the selection we made
as a committee and are quite sure it will carry
on in the same tradition as it has in the past.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you very much. That's
an encouraging observation.

MR. THOMPSON: Just on that subject, Mr.
Chairman. How far down the pipeline have we
gone in officially appointing the new Auditor
General? Our search committee has reported
to your committee. Have you reported to
cabinet? Has cabinet made anything on that?

MR. CHAIRMAN: It has been in the press.

DR. CARTER: The appointment was approved
by cabinet on October 15, Part of the meeting
Mr. Miller and I were at, that we've been
discussing, also involved the matter of
discussing the appropriate order in council for
effecting the tramsition, to comply with the
legislation. It wasn't quite as simple as it was
with the Ombudsman and the Chief Electoral
Officer, partially because of the overlap of
three months. So that's in process, and
documentation has been  prepared in
consultation with the Auditor General and the
Auditor General designate. The order in council
was prepared and forwarded to the Provincial
Treasurer as well as to Greg Stevens, so they in
turn could get it through cabinet prior to
Christmas so that Don Salmon will indeed be
entitled to the additional pay and benefit
package effective January 1.

MR. THOMPSON: Thank you.

MR. CHAIRMAN: I point out that the Chair led
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the discussion and moved a little bit off item 10
onto another related topic. I did that with my
eyes wide open, so don't think you got away
with it.

MR. THOMPSON: We'll take advantage of
whatever opportunities we have, Mr. Chairman.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Any {urther comment on
either of the two topics we discussed under
10? First of all, the one that's indicated is the
auditor for the Auditor General's department.
Dr. Carter, do you have any further comment
there? I understand that there will be a follow-
up. Can we put it on the agenda for the next
meeting? We'll have a progress report. Thank
you.

I, too, would like to expand on the general
topic of the Auditor General.

DR. CARTER: Sorry, sir; it's out of order.

MR. CHAIRMAN: I have an item down here
called 10(a). If that's not on your agenda, that's
your problem. According to my agenda, topic
10(a), we're still talking about the Auditor
General.

Our Auditor General and the way he does his
business has a certain amount of international
acclaim. It has come up a2gain recently, and he
has been invited to go to Bermuda to assist in
identifying some of their major concerns with
the troubles they are having with their
operation. For information purposes, he will be
making a trip to Bermuda, as part of his shop
here, to see what he can offer for direction and
guidance. Aside from that, after he is through
with us, there is a possibility that he could be
down there for more than just a guidance
period. But I want to point out that this topic
has come up with him, he has shared the topic
with me, and I'm sharing it with you. I don't
have a lot of details, but if you hear about our
Auditor General assisting the people in Bermuda
with the problems they are encountering in
their operation -- there will be some further
discussion about it, I'm sure.

MR. PURDY: 1 was nervous that the chairman
wanted a motion so he could go with the
Auditor General.

DR. CARTER: Bud and I raised the matter
when we over there about the whole committee

meeting there.

MR. CHAIRMAN: It's another one of those
situations, though, where I find the stature of
our legislative officers rewarding.

Are you prepared to leave my topic of 10(a)
and go on to number 117

HON., MEMBERS: Agreed.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Item 11 says that we're
planning a luncheon. In the opinion of the
chairman, the opportunity has not presented
itself yet. So that assignment, with respect to
a hospitality luncheon and the various officers -
of the Legislature, is still with us. 1It's not
impossible that that might have to wait until we
have a sitting, when we have people around. I
look at my calendar between now and
Christmas, and I don't see a place where it's
going to fit in all that well. If anybody has any
comments or suggestions or guidance or
instructions for the Chair, I'd be happy to
receive them.

MR. HIEBERT: Just some questions. Is the
intention to have them at different times
individually? Or has some thought been given
to doing it collectively?

MR. CHAIRMAN: Al, were you at the one we
had last year? We had one of these just before
Christmas last year. We had all three officers
present for a luncheon in 512, and all members
of the Legislature and the legislative clerks and
staff were invited. I think the new person at
that time was the new Ombudsman. We had the
new Ombudsman, the Chief Electoral Officer,
and the Auditor General present, and we all
stood around and had our lunch and people met
these officers.

MR. HIEBERT: Was it at the Speaker's lounge?

MR. CHAIRMAN: No, it was in 512, and all 79
members of the Legislature were invited.

MR. HIEBERT: I just make this point. Has any
consideration been given to expanding it slightly
beyond the officers? In any organization you
may have the chairman or the chief officer, but
there might be one or two "people that are
significant on the team. If you're looking at the
office being a team, would it be worth while for






128 Legislative Offices

November 13, 1985

Alberta to meet one of the three officers of the
Legislature for an howr and a half meeting.
You're going to have a very poor turnout.

MR. ANDERSON: 1 think Bud's suggestion has
an awful lot of merit. I guess my one concern is
getting a turnout of members to an office
without some real enticement. We'd be there,
but I don't know how many others would fit it
into their schedules.

The other thing I was going to ask, which is
related, ist are we planning a specific farewell
event for Mr. Rogers? Would this fall in with
that event, or do we plan a specific one?

MR. CHAIRMAN: An interesting observation.
We would definitely have a farewell function in
some form for Mr. Rogers, in keeping with what
we've done for the other two officers who have
left while we've been sitting as a committee.
Bringing it together 1is an interesting
suggestion. Dr. Carter, do you want to get into
this?

DR. CARTER: If we talk about proximity to a
caucus date, that puts us into the first week of
December, which would be possible except that
some of our own members won't be present
because of the conferences that are slated for
Montreal and Chicago. Other than that, I can
see some advantage to trying to put together a
reception for all three officers on, say, Friday,
December 6, once we look at everybody's
schedule. That's when we're most likely to get
most of the government members to drop in for
a while.

In terms of the farewell for Bill Rogers, I
think that Dennis' suggestion is appropriate,
that indeed we should have a farewell. In the
case of the other two we've run it separately,
-and we should probably run it separate from
having this reception for the three.

I think there's some merit in having this done
before Christmas. Everything should be
reasonably stable after Christmas, but on the
other hand maybe it's better to get it all tidied
up. We have a new Chief Electoral Officer that
most people have not met. Some of them have
met Don Salmon, but not all. If we have two
out of three officers, maybe we should pick a
date and go with it.

MR. CHAIRMAN:
other comments?

Thank you very much. Any

MR. PURDY: As a going-away or recognition
of Bill Rogers departure, 1 suggest that we
include him in the little Christmas dinner we
usually have; do it at that time. The committee
got together last year a week or two before
Christmas and met over lunch. Wouldn't it be
appropriate to do it at that time?

MR. THOMPSON: Personally, I would prefer
having our meeting with the Legislature and the
legislative officers later on, if we have a spring
session. The main reason is that I think the new
Auditor General and the new Chief Electoral
Officer are entitled to meet with the MLAs
without Mr. Rogers being there. We can give a
party for Rogers at a different time, but I think
this would be an introduction of the new
officers to the members without having
somebody standing there and taking away part
of the so-called limelight. From that point of
view, I would prefer our committee setting up
this meeting, as we did last year, sometime in
the spring.

TI've got nothing at all against having a
Christmas dinner with the retiring Auditor
General. This committee owes him some kind
of recognition along those lines, but I think it
would be better if we had the meeting with the
MLAs and the new officers later on.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Dr. Carter, how adamant are
you about feeling there's some urgency to
tidying this up right away? It's not my place to
say, but I find quite a bit of merit in what Mr.
Thompson just said. That's where I was kind of
leaning. I'm afraid we would have such a poor
turnout of MLAs if we tried to run something
through, even with our own caucus. Even
though we're going to be in town on the 5th, if
we tried to do something on the 4th or 6th,
there would be quite a few reasons why some
couldn't make it either one day or the other. If
they're locked into the Legislature and the
sitting and given several days' notice, we could
pick a date and run it through. I'm inclined to
favour what John Thompson is telling us.

DR. CARTER: Mr. Chairman, I've always been
easy and accommodating.

MR. THOMPSON: On Wednesdays.

MR. CHAIRMAN:
Carter?

What date was that, Dr.
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DR. CARTER: It was for 30 seconds about 12
years ago. 1remember it well,

MR. CHAIRMAN: And I missed it.

DR. CARTER: Then we've got to stop saying
"to meet the 'new' officers"; just "to meet the
officers." If the purpose is to meet the "new"
Chief Electoral Officer, he's now getting stale
in the sense that he's been there for three
months or whatever.

Fine; it could be just before the opening of
session. How many MLAs showed up last
time? Not that it matters in one sense; it's just
whoever shows up has an interest, and that's it.

MR. CHAIRMAN:
two-thirds.

I think there were roughly

MR. THOMPSON: I was going to say about 50.
MR. ANDERSON: There was a good turnout.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Remember that the last time
happened to fall a short time after Mr. Notley's
accident, so it too had its impact on the
meeting.

DR. CARTER: A future agenda item.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you very much. Will
the secretary please record that we'll carry
number 11 over for another time, and we'll talk
about it.

Does anybody have a 12 on their list?

MR. PURDY: Date of next meeting.
MR. CHAIRMAN: Not yet.
DR. CARTER: There are a few others.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Dr. Carter, I think you have
some information with respect to an invitation
our Ombudsman has received. Are you prepared
to discuss that with us and lead us through the
discussion now? Thank you.

If anybody else has another item under Other
Topics, which is number 12, please hang on to
them. We'll get to them shortly.

DR. CARTER: Mr. Chairman, the Ombudsman
attempted to get you and wasn't able to, I
gather, till today or whatever.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Until today. I know you have
the information, so carry on.

DR. CARTER: When he was chief of police in
Calgary, he was a member of the National
Parole Board of Canada. At the moment they
are searching for a chairman of the National
Parole Board. They approached him if he would
put his name in, and he declined. They also
approached him if he would be able to serve as
a member of the selection committee, and he
said that that would have to be checked through
this committee.

On the basis of the information I had as of
yesterday, I agreed that I would bring it before
the committee today and that I would speak in
support of his being granted our approval to
proceed with that, dependent upon what kind of
time line was involved. It would mean that he
would have to go to Ottawa for a number of
days. - The person who is going to be in charge
of the whole search committee is unavailable
until next Monday.

Personally, I feel that wunder the
circumstances the committee might well be
moved to think favourably of this if it does not
involve too much time away. Of course, the
expenses would be covered by the National
Parole Board search committee., Our present
Ombudsman has certainly not been travelling
the world.

With regard to the Auditor General and his
invitation to assist the government of Bermuda,
I think this is along the same lines. As long as
the time line is not to onerous and given the
fact that the Ombudsman's office seems to be
functioning very well, perhaps the committee
might be moved to give the discretionary power
to yourself and myself, as chairman and vice-
chairman, to either approve or disapprove it
after we've had further input from the
Ombudsman.

AN. HON MEMBER: Agreed.

MR. HIEBERT:
could come up?

Did he cite any concerns that

MR. CHAIRMAN: I can add to your question. I
asked him specifically, when he and I had the
discussion on the telephone this morning. After
we discussed the positives, I also said: let's list
the negatives. Other than the one Dr. Carter
mentioned —- making sure that if he's locked
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with respect to Bud Miller's good suggestion
about our visiting the Chief Electoral Officer.

First, Mr. Campbell was a self-employed
carpenter. His country of origin is Scotland.
He damaged his knee and in the course of time
received a settlement from the Workers'
Compensation Board. He was not happy with
the settlement, which is often the case, as all
hon. meémbers are aware from their own
constituents.

He complained to his own MLA, took it from
there to the appeal board of the WCB, went
from there to the minister, and took it from
there to the Ombudsman. The Ombudsman
examined the file, turned it back, and said that
the board had indeed done all within its power
of legislation in terms of its duties, at which
stage Mr. Campbell, of northeast Calgary, then
decided that he wanted to come and make
representation to this committee to change the
jurisdiction of the Ombudsman.

I didn't return his phone call on the Saturday
because of office pressure. He then phoned me
late on Sunday night and gave me supreme
whatnot. In the course of the following week I
spoke with the minister responsible, the
Ombudsman, and briefly with the chairman of
our committee, to give the chairman some
respite. I also spoke to our Parliamentary
Counsel. In his opinion this committee is not
structured or directed to have such
representations. The information was given
back to Mr. Campbell on Saturday, and for my
pains I got a phone hung up in my ear.

Nevertheless, I just want to inform the
committee that that's the route it has gone. It
was a Mr. Samuel Campbell of Whitefield Drive
in Calgary. We have gone through the process
and have indeed checked. I believe that as far
as the legislation affecting this committee and
our responsibilities, we've done all we can do.
So I bring that to the committee just for
information.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you, David. I do
appreciate what you did on behalf of the
chairman and the committee. You will receive
your reward someday, I'm sure. Are there any
questions on that report?

MR. ANDERSON: Mr. Chairman, speaking of
rewards, are there dates we should authorize
for payment to Dr. Carter on that particular

DR. CARTER: I didn't charge that one.
AN HON. MEMBER: You should have.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Double
night?

time for Sunday

DR. CARTER: I was a rude s.o.b.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Yes, I have a couple in the
Grande Prairie constituency too.

David, do you want to pursue the other topic,
the suggestion of visiting the Chief Electoral
Officer's shop?

DR. CARTER: Perhaps Mr. Miller could speak

to the idea. It was his idea. We talked about it
briefly, and I thought it was a good idea.

MR. MILLER: As I mentioned, Mr. Chairman,
in view of the fact that we've had an
enumeration and the fact that we have a change
in boundaries and new constituencies being
added, I think it behooves us to make a visit to
see that everything is in place and ready for a
general election if and when it's called. It
seems to me that whenever we make these
tours to our three officers, it's very much
appreciated and is quite informative.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Yes.

MR. MILLER: So I lay that suggestion out and
wonder if there isn't some day between now and
Christmas when we might be able to accomplish
this trip, just to sit down with him and reassure
ourselves and the Chief Electoral Officer and
his staff that everything is in order and ready to

g0.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you very much. Could
I make a suggestion for your further
consideration that we do this in the morning and
terminate the discussion with a committee
meeting over lunch between now and Christmas,
do the two things together — have the visit to
that office and have our December luncheon
meeting — and then not plan on meeting again
till after the new year. Would you consider
something like that in your plan, Mr. Miller?

MR. MILLER: Mr. Chairman, that's why you're
chairman. You come up with the brilliant ideas
to add to the small part that we bring forward
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for you to work on.

MR. CHAIRMAN: You leave it with us then,
and we'll see if we can organize something.

DR. CARTER: Could we look at some dates?
MR, CHAIRMAN: Yes, we can. Mr. Miller,
would you like to carry on that excellent
discussion and suggest some dates, with the help
of Dr. Carter?

MR. MILLER: I have no date in mind, Mr.
Chairman. The week of December 9 is entirely
open for me.

MR. ANDERSON: How about the 11th?

MR. CHAIRMAN: I'm sorry; it's not available
at this end. If we're here for caucus, would it
be an option to have thaton...

DR. CARTER: That's a bad week because of
those conferences.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Oh, yes. All right.

DR. CARTER: How about the week before?
MR. MILLER: Tll be away all that week.

MR. PURDY: I'll be away that week too.

DR. CARTER: How are you for next Tuesday?

MR. CHAIRMAN: What are we down to now,
the 17th?

DR. CARTER: November 19.

MR. ANDERSON: I'm tied up on the 19th.

MR. CHAIRMAN: I'm away on the 19th.

DR. CARTER: The 18th, 21st, 22nd ...

MR. PURDY: December 22?

MR. MILLER: It's too close to that magic date.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The 27th or 28th.
available?

Is that

SOME HON. MEMBERS: No.

MR. HIEBERT: What about December 18?
MR. PURDY: That's a better date.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Yes. It's okay here.
MR. MILLER: I've got a meeting that day.
MR. HIEBERT: The 17th?

MR. MILLER: The 17th is good.

AN HON. MEMBER: I'm out that day.
MR. CHAIRMAN: It's fine here,

DR. CARTER: How about the 16th?

MR. HIEBERT: The 16th is okay.

MR. MILLER: The 16th? Not in the morning.
DR. CARTER: How about the 19th?
SOME HON. MEMBERS: Okay.

MR. THOMPSON: [I've got a blank space right
through that week, so I'm agreeable.

MR. MILLER: Okay. The 19th?

DR. CARTER: Is the 16th all right? Can we do
the 16th too?

MR. THOMPSON: Is it the 19th, Mr.
Chairman? I'm getting more confused as time
goes by.

MR. CHAIRMAN: You need not be confused,
Mr. Thompson. It's December 19. We will make
the necessary arrangements for a morning visit
to the Chief Electoral Officer's office, and we
will have a luncheon meeting to review the
unfinished business of this committee.

MR. PURDY: Are you also going to invite Bill
Rogers to that meeting? I thought that's what
the general consensus was, when I suggested it.

MR. CHAIRMAN: I would like to have more
guidance on that. I didn't see it that way, but
T'll have more guidance on that.

MR. PURDY: That's maybe January 1 plus.
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that's not saying it might not occur. What
better committee to deal with it than this
committee, which has been set up by the
Legislative Assembly?

MR. CHAIRMAN: Are you finished, Bud?
MR. MILLER: Yes.

MR. ANDERSON: Mr. Chairman, on this issue
I'm afraid Id have to agree with the
interpretations you've received and disagree
with my colleagues who have made statements
at this point. It's certainly the responsibility of
any individual member who feels strongly about
it to make representations on it. We as a
government give grants, of course, to all
university programs and all such things, any of
which could be in conflict -~ and sometimes are,
especially from certain universities -- with
programs we are initiating in government or
specific people or others. As a committee our
responsibilities don't go as far as making
recommendations on those  grants to
postsecondary institutions, even though our
knowledge of the situation is probably the most
intimate. I think that's the responsibility of
individual members and would support the
interpretation, Mr. Chairman, that you've
articulated.

MR. HIEBERT: Mr. Chairman, in listening to
those comments with regard to the funding of
the university, that block funding goes to the
university and they determine the priorities and
so on. It's my understanding that the $50,000,
or whatever allocation is given for the
Ombudsman institute, is part and parcel
different from the usual allocation to the
university. It is something over and above. It's
an addendum kind of an item, and therefore
stands in a singular way. It does not come
under the purview that Dennis has just spoken
about. Therefore, I think it has a legitimate
place at this table. It's very debatable whether
this committee should be doing something or
not. I feel strongly on the matter.

MR. ANDERSON: Mr. Chairman, just for
clarification. I didn't mean to imply that it was
part of a global budget but that it was
processed in the same way as any other
legislative allocation and that we, therefore, as
individual members have a right and

responsibility to deal with it on that basis.

I still say that within this committee's
mandate we wouldn't have any more
responsibility for recommending on that than
we would that another specific grant be given
or not be given within the advanced education
field.

MR. CHAIRMAN: I would like to make a
comment on what I'm hearing. There are two
issues here. Number one is our concern over
the fact that from our budget we see money
going to that particular project. I have no
debate or argument with our concern; we all
have that concern as I hear the discussion.

The second topic is: do we discuss it or deal
with it or make motions or recommendations
from this committee? We sought legal counsel
on that topic. We've received legal counsel.
All the members of the committee have a copy
of the two- or three-page letter that the
counsel provided to us for guidance as to
whether we deal with that concern at this
table. All I'm doing is referring to what I recall
that counsel's guidance to be.

If we have a problem with that guidance, I
would like to suggest that we bring our legal
counsel to the table, and it's his responsibility
to guide us. It's our responsibility to ask him
for guidance and debate the topic with him as
to whether or not we should proceed with our
other concern, which is what to do about the
$50,000.

That's the best I can come up with while I'm
thinking and sitting in this chair. We still have
time to do that, but it won't be between now
and Christmas. I know you're talking about the
time frame of the budget process. With my
limited knowledge of the budget procedure
around here, I suggest that we have now missed
that time frame. No, we haven't? It's still
there? Then I will now ask for guidance from
the committee.

If there's any merit in what I said about the
issues here, would there be need for us to call a
meeting in the very near future to bring in our
legal counsel, debate the legality of his
response to us -- we can equip ourselves with a
fresh copy of his response from our files —
challenge him on that response and, having
cleared that out of the way, then proceed with
what we want to do?

In the meantime, I've had my instructions
from legal counsel, which you requested us to








