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. CHAIRMAN: I think perhaps we'll have to call the meeting to orxrder. I have
morandum here from Mr. Leitch, the Provincial Treasurer, with respect to
appearing before the committee. 1I'll read it to you if you like:

_I've reviewed the minutes of the committee for its afternoon
neeting on September 5 and discovered an inconsistency which I would
like to draw to your attention.

Attached are two pages from the transcript of the committee's
proceedings. The transcript indicates that my remark was, "we can't
move too rapidly"”, referring to the decisions to move to longer term
securities. .Page ten, parégraph nine, of the minutes indicates that
I said it would take ten to twenty years to accomplish a move to
long term securities.

My reference to ten to twenty years was in the context of the type
of term the long term securities would represent.
there any question on that? I think he was talking about 10- to 20-year
» securities, more than 10 to 20 years to move into the . . . Is +that
eed by the committee, that this will be accepted from Mr. Leitch?

ﬁ. MEMBER: I move that the minutes be so amended.

n carried

CHAIRMAN: I must apologize for missing the last meeting, but it was the
f my nomination meeting down in Ponoka, so I +thought it was rather
tant to contest it . . .

AYLOR: You could hardly miss that.

s . .01 fhought it was rather important that I be around.

that you covered Recommendation 1, and Recommendation 2 held over by
Now Mr. Horsman is doun in Quebec with the delegation, so if

We go doun to 3, it was agreed; 4%, defeated; 5, agreed; 6, a
€ndation by Mr. Notley, held over pending a meeting. Now I am not aware
t type of meeting this was. This was the grain handling situation.

It was agreed that the chairman should txry to orxrganize a meeting
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. CHAIRMAN: And this covered the same points?
. TAYLOR: Yes.
. CHAIRMAN: Recommendations 8 and 9 were withdraun?

TAYLOR: Eight, 9 and 10.

yR. CHAIRMAN: And 10 was withdrawn.

¥R. NOTLEY: If I may just interject, Mr. Chairman, there was to be a committee
: Mr. Peacock, Mr. Clark, and myself to come in with an alternate motion on
-9, and 10.

Ii% CHAIRMAN: You have presented the alternate motion, have you?

3. NOTLEY: No, that's dealing with another one. We have not . . . .

.CHAIRMAN: That was on the other motion. Yes, I have that here. And you
be presenting that alternate motion, Mr. Notley?

NOTLEY: Well, we'll have a meeting . . .

CHAIRMAN: Yes, between the three of vou. There's Mr. Clark, Mr. Notley,
Mr. Speaker. You will be presenting an alternate motion to those three.
that correct?

. NOTLEY: Mr. Peacock, Mr. Chairman, and Mr. Clark and myself.

TAYLOR: Mr. Peacock felt there was need for an overall research program.
Y. were going to try to incorporate it . . .

EBR. CHAIRMAN: And that hasn't been made up yet. All right.

HON. MEMBER: Fine, stalwart chaps.

; NOTLEY: Perhaps we could try to undertake to have it ready for the next
gting. The college try.

CHAIRMAN: With respect to the forestry motion by Mr. Appleby, he won't be
this week at all of course. I don't know about next week. You
tand he's had two operations, and hopefully he should be in. He
t of hospital the first of the week, I guess. So we'll hold that .over.
rsman's will be held over.

number 1, recommendation nunber 22, withheld and redrafted by Mr.
I believe we have that redrafting. Perhaps we could go into that
at +this time. Do you all have a copy of that redrafted motion by Mr.

hink before we do that, we are required to . . . The minutes of October
3: that was the meeting on Monday, the trip down to Airdrie on Tuesday.
yYou had an opportunity to go over those minutes? Would you like to
reading of those minutes until . . .
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a5 CLARK: I'm sorry, Mr. Chairman, I didn't get a chance to go through then.
suld you withhold that until next Tuesday?

s CHAIRMAN: We can. Perhaps if you would remind me on Tuesday to go over
ot, that will be fine.
‘The original recommendation by Mr. Notley, number 22:

That greater attention be applied to placing longer-term loans
with other Canadian provinces from the Canada investment division.
e you had an opportunity to go over that redrafted motion? Perhaps we
1d take a minute or two . . .

§§,TAYLOR= We just got it now.

R. CHAIRMAN: . . . and read it at the present time. Everybody has a copy?

’; TAYLOR: I think it meets the objections that were raised the other day.

CHAIRMAN: I wondexr, Mr. Notley, in number 1, if '"active expansion of
ns to other . . . provinces"™ could be misinterpreted "of existing loans"?
11d we perhaps reword that a little better? If you understand what I mean,
3 thinking of the loan to Newfoundland, you see, and it could be read:
‘ven  to active expansion of that 1loan". This, I don't think, was your
ining, I'm sure. Is that correct?

fR. NOTLEY: Yes, that's true. Of new loans, or of addi{ional loans, or active
ansion of the Canada investment . . .

[MR. CHAIRMAN: Of the loan progranm.
E?NOTLEW 0f the loan program, sure.

fg’*‘CHAIRMAN: Would that . . .

« NOTLEY: That's fine.

CHAIRMAN: Would section (a) be necessary, Mr. Notley? If number 1 is
ied through, would number 1(a) be necessary, because it would
matically increase it?

NOTLEY: I would say that probably (a) could be met by the basic
osition that there's going to be active expansion of loans, so it could be
%nated. It just emphasizes it more, but I don't have any strong feelings,
Chairman.

MCHAIRHAﬂz Well, I'm just thinking it is sort of redundent if . . .

NOTLEY: If it's repetitious, I have no objection to striking that, because
We're saying is "that consideration be given to an active expansion”.
"really covers (a). So (b) would be (a) . . .

'CHATIRMAN: Is it agreeable to you that we delete section (a)?

NOTLEY: Yes, that would be fine.
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MR. CHAIRMAN: All right. Agreeable to the committee? So we'll make (b) as
¢z), and (c) as (b). Is that agreeable?

ign, MEMBERS: Agreed.

., CHAIRMAN: So with those changes, what is the wish of the committee? Are
u agreeable to No. 22 as amended =-- I guess you would say =-= by the
mmit'l:ee ?

#iR. MUSGREAVE: Mr. Chairman, are we allowed debate?

BR. CHAIRMAN: We haven't taken the vote vet.

. MUSGREAVE: Mr. Chairman, I have a few concerns about it. First of all,
g{ do we mean by "active expansion™? I think Mr. Notley will be able +to
épond to me, but what do we mean by "active expansion”? Do we go and try to
v to the province of Ontario or the province of Quebec that we'll 1lend vyou
ﬁey lower than what you're borrowing money for on, say, the New York
rkets? Or do we say we'll give them more favorable +terms in methods of
wment back? Wlhat do we mean by that? Are we going to run advertising
aigns in. financial papers across Canada, or are we going to send briefs to
..treasurers of these provinces? That's the first concern I have. We
ready have loans to New Brunswick and Newfoundland, and I am sure there are
hers under consideration. Just what is the intent there?

The second concern I have is just a question. I was under the impression
loans to New Brunswick and Newfoundland were of a 20-year nature, although
ould be wrong. Does the hon. menber mean longer than 20 years? That's my

astly, I certainly support (c¢), but I was under the impression that the
§ were made on the basis that it was a straight loan to the government for
a to do as they saw fit; it could either go into operations, or capital, or
tever. I just point that out. That was my understanding of. the two loans
we have mnade to the province of New Brunswick and the province of

NOTLEY: Mr. Chairman, Mr. Musgreave, in a sense this is a bit of a
ition of the debate we had last week. First of all, with respect to the
point vyou made, that's true. I think that as we review the fund, where
decisions have been made that we agree with, I think it is appropriate
us to say so. In this particular instance, I happen to agree with that
ion. I don't often agree with things the government does, so don't knock

1 respect to the 20-year question, we're really talking about the fund in
shifting to longer-term securities.

h respect to +the question of the Canadian investment division, uhether
"going to be -- in other words -- pushing these investments on other
ices, I would say no; but what we are saying is that right now about 2.85
ent of the total assets of the fund are in investments under +the Canada
thent division. We have the authority to invest up to 20 per cent, and
We are saying is that that is an area where we should increase the
ent. It doesn't mean going out and trying to compete with other
institutes at a time when uwe are +talking about national wunity. I
there is sone very strong argunent for us prudently expanding that
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nadlan investment section, not necessarily to the 20 per cent authorized by
%he legislation, but to somewhat higher than the 2. 85 per cent we have now.

MR- TAYLOR: I wonder if in (b) we could make it clearer by saying "that such
i'ans continue to be negotiated", so that it is the policy being followed now?
%& sourids like it's a brand new policy the way it's written.

gg.xoTLEY= That's fair enough.

¥R CHAIRMAN: In (b)?

MR. TAYLOR: Yes.

yR. CHAIRMAN: That's "loans be negotiated and continue to be . . . ". Is that
what you mean?

iﬁ. TAYLOR: Yes.

. CHAIRMAN: Is there any further discussion on the recommendation? Are you
giady for the question?

Motion carried as amended

PR. PEACOCK: A clarification on section (¢) on this . . .

R. CHAIRMAN: Section (a) was deleted.

MR. PEACOCK: Is the amendment "that such loans be continued"?
R

. CHAIRMAN: Section (a) was deleted.

;} PEACOCK: And (a) and (b) then. In section (b): "that such loans be
ontinued to be negotiated".

CHAIRMAN: That's in the old section (¢)?
MUSGREAVE: The old section (c), Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN: "™ . . . such loans be negotiated and continue to be negotiated
pPlaced on the basis of repayment ability alone".

BR. PEACOCK: As it is now?
BR. CHAIRMAN: Yes.
®R, PEACOCK: Right.

CHAIRMAN: All right, the Alberta investment division, Recommendation No.
r. Clark, Mr..Speaker:

That low interest loans be provided to municipalities wishing to
finance front-end servicing of housing developments.
. Speaker, would you like to speak to that?
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R. SPEAKER: Mr. Chairman, the reason we introduced this particular
ommendation is that we recognize that one of the high costs in housing
;elopment is certainly the development of the lots and the front-end
svicing. For example, information to us is that if louw-interest loans could
provided, this could cut anyuhere from $6,000 to $8,000 off a lot here in
city of Edmonton. It may also help to provide more 1lots for housing
jelopnents, and we feel this would be one way of providing just a good
rvice to families -- low- and middle-income people —-- here in Alberta.

CHAIRMAN: Just as a thought, is it possible to do it in one case without
ng it across the board?

. R. SPEAKER: We're talking about a provincial program. Is that what you
age saying?

i CHAIRMAN: Yes.

iﬁ%sk' SPEAKER: Yes, I use Edmonton only as an example of a municipality.

‘CHAIRMAN: Would you 1like to add "on provincial programs" to the end of
9

« R. SPEAKER: Sure. That would be fine.

TAYLOR: Is there more than one definition of "front-end"? Exactly what is
definition of that?

R. SPEAKER: As I understand it, it is sewage, water, bringing in the main
piping for those particular services.

AIRMAN: Is there any further discussion on this?

NUSGREAVE Mr. Chairman, I have a little concern with this. You know, one
reasons that this front-end servicing is so high is that the
.palities in effect want a high level of installation because it cuts
on their ongoing maintenance costs. You know, even in the Airdrie
vision I was surprised to see sidewalks. There are many subdivisions in
nited States that don't supply sidewalks; there's just a curb and gutter,
that's it. And vou know, I get a little concerned in that one of the
1s these lots are so expensive is that you have underground lighting, you
a paved street, you have a sidswalk, you have a very high-class, high-
ity storm sewer system. These all go into doing this, and I frankly
ton whether we should be doing this when you take the total community who
daid for their services as they go along, or in the initial price of the
Rather than have to pay front-end servicing, perhaps we should think of
-back to the system they ‘used once before, and that is you spread it out
15 or 20 vyears and vyou pay as you go. It's more convenient for the
to do it this way. I mean, they've just got one lump sum and that's

eally question if we should be getting into this. The other area uwhere I
on this is: take the city of Ednonton. A former government of the
did a very wise thing, I think, in that they gave millions of dollars
arge land bank. And we now have the city of Edmonton sitting on that
aiting until +the market price is such that they can realize a huge
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-7-

s¢al gain. I just question the wisdom of us adding more nmoney to such
angements.

TAYLOR: In other words, what land was given to the city of Edmonton for
_purpose of decreasing costs for the individual buyers -- now it doesn't
r to be doing that. 1It's simply being used as a revenue source for the
, and people are paying higher rates than they've ever paid before.

HAIRMAN: Does anybody else wish to add anything? Mr. Speaker.

R. SPEAKER: Yes, I think we're not really talking about a land banking
m here. Maybe the city of Edmonton isn't handling the land bank system
riginally thought or intended. I notice at that time the idea was to
fiulate land and hopefully transfer it to the city so they'd have cheap
. for the housing development. But if what the hon. members have said is
ning, that certainly wasn't the original intent.

+his is just a little different, where we're talking about low-interest
to the municipalities wishing to finance front-end servicing of housing
opments. What we are talking about is the actual development occuring.,
and development occuring, the low-interest loans being made available,
in turn can be transferred onto the individual as a saving. And we feel
the high demand for housing at the present time certainly isn't going to
the city to sit on land and keep it for years until inflation takes over
ey can make a profit at it. I don't see that happening, as uwas
oned by the hon. member.

R, CHAIRMAN: Mr. Musgreave.

MUSGREAVE: Mr. Chairman, all I was pointing out was that when we get into
' financial arrangements they don't work out the way we hoped they would.
don't think that we should be getting into any kind of low-interest loan
rangement, because in effect what we're saying is we've got a large sum
oney in the heritage fund and we're going to dole it out as cheap as we
or this kind of thing. And there's lots of good reasons. I think the
should not be going out at low interest. It should be going out at the
nt market rate.

if, say, the current rate is 9 per cent, and the louw interest -- I don't
what you mean by low, but let's say 4 per cent, for example -- uwho's
to pick up the other five? 1It's got to be the taxpayers of Alberta, or
People to whom the heritage fund belongs. Somebody has to pay that 1louw
est. That low interest isn't free. I just don't think the fund should
ing this kind of thing.

agree with it in terms of irrigation and these kind of projects, that
looking at 50, 100, 200 years before you get a capital ternm. But we
inize that, that there's going to be those kinds of investments.

if we go to a low interest loan here -- and I know there are other
mendations of a similar nature —- where do we stop? I just don't support

TACHUK: Mr. Chairman, to Mr. Speaker -= just a clarification. MWould this
N a different arrangement, that we now fund to +the Alberta Municipal
ing Corporation debentures? In other words, this would be another
1, another different interest rate that the nunicipalities would borrow
Just a bit of a clarification.
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R. SPEAKER: It would be different in the sense that the interest rate may
jxed and lower, whereas through the Municipal Financing Corporation the
torest is 1 per cent above prime -- the floating interest.

igggAcKUS= No, the municipal corporation is 6 per cent, isn't it?

R. SPEAKER: No, it's 8 per cent nouw.
i BACKUS: Eight.

“DIACHUK: Mr. Chairman, just after I received that clarification from Mr.
%er> I too have some concern. Unless 1 was satisfied that the
iralities are not getting all the money they require to do this front-end
-- front-end servicing -- through the program of +the Alberta
Financing Corporation debentures, I wonder if then we wouldn't have
fficulty of sorting out which program under a municipality falls for
-end servicing and which one doesn't.
c¢an see the intent, but I can also see the difficulties of trying to sort
hese two different applications from every municipality, because then I
foresee every municipality making application for this type of progran.

AYLOR: May I ask a question? It says: the front-end servicing of housing
spment provincial projects. Now if it's on a provincial project, isn't
now financed by Alberta Housing?

AIRMAN: It is.

LOR: So why would we be lending money to the municipality?

LEY: I think, Mr. Chairman, it's a question of the interest rate, is it
'ou're really talking about a program here where you have very
tial shielding beyond the shielding under the Municipal Financing

tion at the moment, and beyond any of the programs that Alberta Housing
r example, for acquisition of land and what have you, as I understand

R wavLoR: Then it wouldn't be a provincial project.

SPEAKER: No, not necessarily. I think that the Chairman in raising
estion was asking whether it was just for one locality or not. It
be a program for the province —-- across the province -~ not necessarily
cnment development project.

RMAN: Any further discussion? Are you ready for the question?

R: I'm a little concerned about this definition of "front-end". It
many different things, and I don't favor doing everything that
done. I agree with water and sewexr and maybe lights, but this
lighting, paved roads, and soon . . . Most of our people have
20 years to get some of these things. And here we shove them all
young people today have to pay for them all at once. They'rxe
then we complain about the high costs, and how young people can't
. Why do we try to do everything? Why don't we get them a home, and
ally get all this front-end stuff. done.
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<eens to me we're living too high, and we're encouraging our young people
they have to have everything before they can -- and they can't afford it.
e keep on increasing the type of thing they're going to get, no wonder
re never going to be able to buy a home, because we're making it
ible for then.

. nfront-end™ was defined to mean the very essential things, then I could
ong with it.

HAIRMAN: Any further discussion? Arxe you ready for the question?
MEMBERS: Question.

n defeated

HAIRMAN: No. 5, Recommendation No. 9, Mr. Notley:

That consideration be given to support for a consortium led by the

glberta Wheat Pool to construct a Prince Rupert terminal facility.

(0TLEY: Mr. Chairman . . .

CHAIRMAN: I'm just wondering. Isn't this a bit redundant? Isn't this in
ocess right nouw?

NOTLEY: Well, not necessarily. What I wanted to say clearly in this
tion —-- and I was thinking just from looking it over that it might be
ppropriate in terms of the fund if I moved the amendment:

That consideration be given +to debt capital financing for a
consortium led by the Alberta MWheat Pool +to construct a Prince

pert terminal facility.

at this stage -- unless, Mr. Chairman, you're aware of information
as not been publicly disclosed yet -- the position is that the
is going ahead with it, or hoping to go ahead with it. As to
r or not the Alberta government participates in a debt capacity, to ny
dge that decision has not been nrade.

a member of the committee I would just feel that it is a worthy
eration for the investment committee to take into account. Now uwhether
is an announcement which may or may not be made over the next few days,
t sure. But whether it is or it isn't, in my judgement we as a
tee should be assessing its merit, and in my judgement it does have

;l would think it would be clearer if we amended it by saying: "debt
. financing" so that we're not talking about sharing equity capital, but
ravailable . . .

IRMAN: Do you want to make an amendment?

EY: Yes.

%RMAN: Put "debt capital financing" after the word "support™?

OTLEY: Yes, I would move Resolution No. 9, with the amendment: "that
tion be given to . . ." and then, instead of "support":

. debt capital financing for a consortium led by the Alberta

Pool to construct the Prince Rupert terminal facility.
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MUSGREAVE: What are the added words again, Mr. Chairman?

‘CHAIRMAN: This is as amended:
" That consideration be given to support debt capital financing for
a consortium led by the Alberta Wheat Pool to construct a Prince
Rupert facility.

~ pIACHUK: So "debt capital financing™ is added. Is that it, Mr. Notley?
:'s right, the three words: "debt capital financing"?

S NOTLEY: Yes, that's correct.

CHAIRMAN: I guess that from the Chair the only concern I have is that
e bringing this in at a time when nsgotiations are in progress. That's nmy
exrn, but I have nothing against the recommendation whatsoever. Would this
mmendation in any way interfere with current negotiations? That's ny

NOTLEY: I would say, Mr. Chairman, that it would be absolutely no
rent. The phraseology is almost exactly the same as the recommendation
dssed last year with respect to the Alcan pipeline -- that consideration
ven to debt capital financing to the Alcan pipeline. So this is exactly
¢ame phraseology. I don't think it could -- because it's up to the
+hent committee in any event, so they can either take our sage advice and
m or reject it, which is another argunment.

NUSGREAVE= Mr. Chairman, I just have a minor hangup in the wording. I
really what you're doing is® you uwant to give consideration for the debt
al financing of the Prince Rupert terminal, not the consortium.

HAIRMAN: That's what's bothering me.
NOTLEY: No, no, Mr.‘Chairman. No, I want to be very specific . . .
USGREAVE: I'd like to hear your defence then.

NOTLEY: I want to be very specific that what I am talking about here is
bt capital financing for the consortium. Now if that consortium decides
hey are not going to go ahead with it, then obviously the government has
mpletely review the situation. But at this stage, it is the consortium
by the Alberta Wheat Pool that is in the ball game, and at some juncture
may be some other variation or permutation of different groups. But as
as I am concerned, it is the consortium that has announced they are
ing, have done a good deal of work, are doing the feasibility work, and
1 question of whether or not as a comnittee we recommend that the
ent conmittee consider debt financing to that organization.

YLOR: What if the Alberta Wheat Pool drops out and the consortium goes
Then we don't want to support it? I don't knouw why we want to put one
s' name in there.

JTLEY: Well, the reason that I did that is because it is the Alberta

00l that is putting together the consortium, and because I think there
ortant differences. I would want to see the proposal of the Wheat Pool
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@= which in ny view is a very good one, and which is designed to make sure
shat all the grain companies participate in their relation to their share of
§§e grain trade. But that is a worth-while project which I think we should
§ﬁcourage as an investnent committee.

_Now if at some juncture the Wheat Pool drops out -- although I think that,
t+h great respect, Mr. Taylor, is essentially a hypothetical question -- if
drops out, then I think the government has to look at the thing from square

e, in which case they have the pouwer to do that in any event.

;g, CHAIRMAN: Would it not be a pretty much broader recommendation if we left
fhe Alberta Wheat Pool". The purpose is that the committee would be in
i port of a Prince Rupert terminal facility. It would certainly detract from
ﬁhﬁ Wheat Pool or anybody else.

. NOTLEY: MWell, Mr. Chairman, the majority of the members of the committee
e perfectly free to move an amendment. I want to make it very clear that
ong MWheat Pool delegates there's a very definite point of view, and that is
at they are in favor of Prince Rupert -- very strongly in favor of Prince
sert —— but they want to see the consortium, which is set up on the basis of
1 the grain companies participating in relationship to their share of the
iness. And there 1is a very inmportant distinction between that and other
oposals that have been made. The only point is that at this juncture it's
& Wheat Pool proposal that is off and running.

Now 1if mnembers of the committee wish to amend it, that's up to you, but I
don't wish to change the motion.

BR. CHAIRMAN: You don't wish to amend it. I get your point.

DIACHUK: Mx. Chairman, one question to Mr. Notley before I decide to move
mendment. Mr. Notley, you were saying: of all companies doing business in
rta?

NOTLEY: No, the consortium is based on the proposition of all companies
are doing business in the uwest, because we'd be dealing with grain --
of it would come from Alberta, but not necessarily all of it.

.. MUSGREAVE: Mr. Chairman, I'm sorxy I raised this point. Really, all I was
ng to say was that in my mind the important thing was to build the
inal; secondly, in order to do that you needed the financing; and thirdly,
puts it together. 1I'm quite prepared to withdraw my comments and leave it
it is. I just thought it was of real importance myself.

TAYLOR: Well, I'm a little concerned about the way it's written here,
use I'm not happy with what the Wheat Pool has done at this stage. The
t Pool has concentrated practically all of their drying and separating
inery at the coast, and they are most reluctant to build elevators, such
inland terminals or that type of thing, on the prairies. Now if they're
to follow that same procedure, I don’'t like it at all, and a great
2r of our farmers don't like it. A number of them are members of the
t Pool, and I'm a member of the Wheat Pool.

_object to this concentration of all our separating and demoisturizing and
in the elevators at the coast, and the terminals at the coast. I think
: should be done right here. MWe're paying a lot of money to haul stuff to
‘€oast that could be rejected right here, that we could get money for on
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Ehe prairies. It's going to the coast. We're paying freight on it, and it's
§éstin9 the farmers of the prairies money. And when we try to get +the UWheat
peol to even get interested in an inland terminal, they just put thumbs down.
they say® we've got too much invested at the coast.

Now are we going to keep that up? 1I'd like to see the farmers of the
airies get a few breaks and have some of these things right here on the
srairies. That's why I object to a consortium led by the Alberta Wheat Pool.
’5want to know what they're going to do in this facility at the coast. If

] CHAIRMAN: Mr. Taylor, are vyou saying that you would like to see the
cection "led by the Alberta Wheat Pool" deleted from the motion?

. TAYLOR: Well, I would. I would like to see that deleted from the motion
cause I know the stand of the Alberta MWheat Pool right now. The head
fices of the Alberta Wheat Pool are most reluctant to do anything on the
éiries. They've got too much money invested at the coast, and that's the
unt facts. Unless they change their thinking entirely, we're going to have
other Vancouver at Prince Rupert, and that's not going to accomplish the
+ thing for the prairie farmers in mny vieuw.

DIACHUK: Mr. Chairman, do I gather then that Mr. Taylor has moved an
endnent?

TAYLOR: I was giving my thoughts on the resolution.
CHAIRMAN: I see. Fine. Mr. Diachuk.

" DIACHUK: Well, I don't have the same concerns as Mr. Taylor, but I would
e to move that Recommendation No. 9 be as follows: "that consideration be
en to debt capital financing to construct a Prince Rupert terminal
ity", dropping the uwords "for a consortium led by the Alberta Wheat
1", Then we wouldn't have a hang-up on who's doing it, but we do get
oval for consideration for the construction of a Prince Rupert terminal.

~ NOTLEY: Mr. Chairman, I'd just like to make a couple of quick comnments.
,of all, I share some of the concerns Mr. Taylor has expressed about the
tent Vancouver facility and the fact that we are tending to ship out a lot
Bxcess water. Even if we're shipping it at Crow rates, that does cost us
ey. I +think I have some differences in how I would see drying done in
erta as opposed to inland terminals, but to be fair to the Wheat Pool, and
say this in fairness to the Pool. the consortium that they are leading at
:‘stage is not one which is completely Wheat Pool dominated; it's one that
led by the Wheat Pool. It's put together. It includes all the companies;
cludesACargill. Pioneer, the UGG. We're talking about a new facility in
¢ Rupert, not trying to deal with the investments that have been made in
uver many, many years ago. And of course with any company, once you've
investments there is that tendency to try to prop up the investments
¢ got there. Sometimes you lose sight of the producers in the process.
don't think that necessarily holds as far as Prince Rupert is concerned.
think it's important, though, to underline that what we are talking
with the present proposal is a consortium where the Wheat Pool is one;
the largest of the group, but all of them are participating. 0f course
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of the major advantages of the Pool being the leader in this field and one
‘he reasons why they could develop a consortium with other grain companies
hat as by far the largest elevator company in the province. it does nmake a
i deal of sense that they be plugged very closely into any terminal
+ruction on the West Coast.

BACKUS: Mr. Chairman, I think the feeling of some members of the committee
hat the desire of those members is to support the construction of the
ce Rupert terminal facility regardless of who does it. We're not against
Wheat Pool. In fact if the Wheat Pool and their consortium go ahead with
proposed progran, certainly capital financing to help that consortium is I
x agreeable to myself and I think other members of the committee. On the
r hand, if for some reason the Wheat Pool doesn't succeed in putting it
ther in a satisfactory way or delays for a considerable time and some
r group is prepared to go ahead with it, I still think that some of the
ers of the committee would be prepared to recommend consideration being
n for debt capital. Therefore I would support the amendment in which one
es out the specific people and simply recommends support for the
struction of the teminal.

" CHAIRMAN: Are vyou ready for the question? We have two amendments then;
st, by -Mr. Notley that comes after the word M"support":"debt capital
incing”. Are you agreed to that amendment?

BifK. MEMBERS: Agreed.

" CHAIRMAN: We have a second amendment by Mr. Diachuk, that the words, "led
the Alberta Wheat Pool" be deleted from the recommendation.

, DIACHUK: Mr. Chairman, the words starting "for a consortium”.

~ CHAIRMAN: That the wuwords starting "for a consortium led by the Alberta
Pool", be deleted from the recommendation.

Bendment carried

. CHAIRMAN: So here is the Recommendation No. 9 as amended:
That consideration be given to support debt capital financing to
construct the Prince Rupert terminal facility.

kﬂn carried

_CHAIRMAN: No. 6, Recommendation No. 11, Mr. Notley:

. That consideration be given to capital funding for completion of
j'he Spirit River to Dawson Creek railway spur, as recomrended by the
Alberta government to the Hall commission, and for implementation of
he Hall commission recommendation for completion of the Manning to
ifort St. John railway spur.

M. Notley, do you have anything to say to your recommendation?
NOTLEY: Mr. Chairman, I know that the reaction of most people essentially

be, hold it, surely we would get the CN to do it. We have various
atives: we've got the railroads resources, wé've got the Great Slave
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?ﬁlluay’ we've got the NAR, and we've got the proposal in the Hall commission
@;th respect to the CN taking over the northern routes. Unfortunately, in
’hls day of restraint at the federal level, for us to expect any nove on
ither of these two proposals by the CN or the NAR or any configuration that
ould possibly be put together is in my judgment optimistic in the extrene.
@bw the arguments I would advance: first of all, the Spirit River to Dauwson
fyeek spur is a proposal of the Alberta government to the Hall commission in
75. Originally the bed was laid for that road back about 1928 or '29, and
then the Depression came along and it wasn't possible +to complete it. The
NJcomnendat;on for a line from Manning to Fort St. John will allow us to fully
jlize the Great Slave Railroad, then link to Fort St. John using the BCR to
jnce George and then the CN main line to Prince Rupert. That is of sone
isiderable significance to Peace River farmers, because we're talking about
wing many miles rather than going into Edmonton, and then out on the CN main
ie. I don't want to bore you with geography, but the Manning area on the
eat Slave 1is the next jump doun from Fort Vermilion, which is the largest
ea of land that we have yet in the province to develop. In my judgment,
om ‘the last <time we passed the new pioneers recommendation again, that's
e nost of them are going to be. There is literally several million acres
developable land; that is the finding. of Mr. Justice Hall as well. I think
s prospect is one that is exciting. Again I would say to members of the
niittee that we're not forcing the government into it; we're saying that
ideration be given. But I would defend it on the basis that if we wait for
rail companies, particularly the CN, to do it, what we're in fact doing is
ing an effective moratorium of many, many years. Because they just
n't shouwn any inclination over the last 40 years to do anything about it
the prospects that they're going to do anything in the next 10 are equally

BACKUS: I just sort of made a careful review of the Alberta government's
mmendation to the Hall commission. and they didn't recommend either of
e lines. No, they recommended the junction north of the Peace doun to
up south of the Peace to Spirit River or Rycroft. The Hall connission
mmended the connection betueen Manning and Fort St. John. But in fact the
t River-Dawson Creek thing I don't think, to the best of my ability on a
ul review of it after I saw this motion, was recommended by either of

NOTLEY: Well, Mr. Chairman, certainly on the question of the latter part
¢ right, and I say that. The recommendation from Manning to Fort St.
was a recommendation of the Hall report, not the recommendation of the
‘a government. The Alberta government's recommendation as a matter of
was the extension or consideration of the extension of the NAR from Hines
to Fort St. John. As best as ny memory recollects after reading the
very carefully, it did include the Spirit River to Dawson Creek line.
2¢, the major argument here is that it would intergrate the rail services
*berta into the BCR to save distance to the west coast. There is no
n about that. You know there is nothing more frustrating for Peace
farmers than to have to see grain trucked all the way into Ednonton and
way back again, an extra several hundred miles at least. But the
recommendation, Dr. Backus, was definitely the Hall one. The first
mv knowledge, was the Alberta government's.
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DR- BACKUS: I looked at it, and it wasn't. They wanted to connect it across
%he Peace. There was Alberta's recommendation so that, in fact, instead of
ghipping it all down through B.C. it would be shipped douwn through the ARR.
They wanted to justify the ARR, and that would connect in then to your short
paul through to Prince Rupert, not on the B.C. Rail but in fact straight down
¢ron the north part down through to the ARR and thus wutilize or provide a
utilization of the ARR.

great

#R. TAYLOR: I would like to say a few words on this. MWhen the ARR was first
%aneived and was being developed the intention at one time was that very
rious consideration was being given to extending that to Rycroft in order to
aake that connection. This was when the railway actually started to build and
g%sts started to mnmount. This was then cut off and it was intended for sone
gture tinme.

MThe other +thing I think will come in time -- I also agree with Mr. Notley
hat if we wait for the CNR to do it we're going to wait an awful long time,
ause the CNR would never have built the ARR unless it was financed by the
erta government. The CNR had nothing to lose, and they showed that through
e of their construction when they ignored recommendations from our highuway
ngineers, who had a good knowledge of that country and paid for it later. So
agree with Mr. Notley in that respect. But I don't like to vote for this,
-ause the third thing is that it involves two provinces. Are we going to
1d the section in British Columbia as well in these two particular things
Fort St. John and Dawson Creek. That is pretty heavy construction over
ST I'm not so sure there shouldn't be some contribution there from the
vince of British Columbia, because it is going to help to revitalize their
jestment in their railroad. But I don't know what the costs would be, and I
t like to vote for something that I have no idea what . . . . . I knou
of the ground is pretty rough, and it's going to be pretty expensive. So
sould nuch rather see a feasibility study carried out so we know what we're
ng on before we start giving support to this. It's all right for the Hall
ission to make these recommendations; they were recommending this +to the
ral govexrnment, who should be interested in all provinces and
rprovincial railways. But we are making a recommendation to one
incial government and it involves expenditures +to two province, one
nce over which this provincial government has no jurisdiction whatsoever.
can't support this the way it is. However, I would like to see, and I
it would be a logical expenditure, carrying out a feasibility study on
it would cost the Alberta government to do this within our oun
aries.

{0TLEY: Personally, you know I think that is a good suggestion. As a
of fact ws're going to talk about a recommendation to +the investment
tee. That's the obvious place to start. Fair enough, the proposal is
ng them to the committee for discussion. But I certainly would have no
ion at all to asking that a provincial government commission a
ility study. '

’EACOCK: I'd certainly support what Mr. Taylor has commented on in regard
Eng a feasibility repoxt first. I'm appreciative of what the hon. Menbex
Pirit River-Fairview is saying; that we have to have quicker access into
coast than coming all the way through Edmonton on ouxr grain cars.
» through an experience with this government of looking at what the ARR
what it was committed for in capital costs in its original concept,
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what we ended up with, I would say we have to be very, very cautious and
ertainly do have to look at a feasibility and understand what costs we're
ing at at the present day before uwe even entertain making any
mmendation to this government or any other government. 1I'd also caution
ars of this commission also on something that has been alluded to: that
& talking about two provinces. But we're talking about two jurisdictions
silroads in which crossovers and all the fees and all the problems of that
fh is incurred in moving into a different system, whether it be the BCR or
éanadian National, is a great consideration to be given before we make any
~ion of this nature. So while I anm sympathetic about this part of the
+ry being opened up to a more direct route for our bulk commodity
@ents to the coast, I think our responsible response to this kind of
amendation would be that we would highly recommend that the government of
rta do a feasibility study first.

- CHAIRMAN: Would somebody like to so move that consideration be given to a

-

ibility study for completion of the Spirit River . . .

NOTLEY: A feasibility study be comaissioned with regard to and then put in
. Right. Mx. Chairman, you knouw, I think that is a good suggestion, and
ould obviously include the Rycroft to Grande Prairie link as well.

point I'd make, and it's a good point that Mr. Peacock raised, is that
are difficulties. When I nade ny first set of comments, one of the
vlties we have that is quite tricky is that there is no such thing as a
ate on the BCR. So that is one of the things we would have to look at.
e even if it is 250 or 300 niles on the BCR, if we don't have the Crow
hen it becomes a much more tricky situation. So that's another one of
nsiderations and it sort of confirms the need for a feasibility.

_GHAIRMAN: If we word this amendment "That consideration be given to
sioning a feasibility study . . . " and then carry on "for completion of
irit River . . . ", '

ACKUS: Mr. Chairman, I would like to maybe generalize more the
eration of the rail links within the area, because I think I'd certainly
to see something that would stinulate the ARR rather than something that
ing to in fact take traffic away from it.

Mr. Chairman, really we're talking about three alternatives at
Why don't we talk about all three, because any sensible
31ity study would deal with all three. It would deal with the ARR, deal
the Dawson Creek link, and deal with the Hall commission recommendations.
MAN: Now how are we going to work this?

\CKUS: That's B.C. too.

'RMAN: That consideration be given to commissioning a feasibility study
etion of the Spirit River to Dawson Creek railway spur and Manning-

+ John railway spur, and what else?

S: And a connection across the Peace River at Fairvieuw.
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PEACOCK: What we are literally saying is opening up that whole area with
services into a connection on an interchange with the BCR and CNR.

TAYLOR: As I see it, Mr. Chairman, the feasibility study would study the
.s of taking the railway from Spirit River to Dawson Creek, from Rycroft
; to Grande Prairie -~ well, across the Peace River, Fairview, the Moncton
"and Manning to Fort St. John —- and then ascertain also the benefits that
rd accrue from each of these. So then we would be in a position to say,
, let's do this one first, this one second, or not do this one at all.

OTLEY: Sure.
"HAIRMAN: Let's see how we can word it.
AYLOR: Could we leave it in the hands of Mr. Notley and Dr. Backus?

ﬁHAIRHAN= Could you bring that back? Would that be agreeable to the
ttee?

NOTLEY: I think Dr. Backus and I represent the ridings of Grande Prairie
pirit River-Fairvieuw.

HAIRMAN: Would that be agreeable to you Mr. Notley, that you bring this
nd reword it as the committee has expressed their wishes.

ACHUCK: Mr. Chairman, in co-operation with Dr. Backus.
AIRMAN: Well, in co-operation and conjunction with Dr. Backus.

EACOCK: Mx. Chairman, may I suggest that +the committee of two not
ok the fact that the feasibility might include the construction of a
ithin another province also.

'RMAN: Axre you agreed to that?

JTLEY: Mr. Chairman I would move that we proceed. I think that much of
it of this was contained more explicitly in Resolution No. %, and so I
ggest we go on to No. 8.

IRMAN: MWould you like to withdraw No. 7? Is it agreeable to the

IBERS: Agreed.

[RMAN: Recommendation No. 18:

1at consideration be given to acquiring ownership of private
companies operating in Alberta, having particular regard +to
turing corporate income tax <revenues which may otherwise be
scated by the federal government.

I'd rather change the federal government myself.

That's your option. I have a sneaking suspicion that I may have
getting this resolution through. However, in light of the rules of
‘ttee that one should put forward your proposals, I'm so doing and
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advancing the arguments that were advanced last year that have been in mny
Tudgment essentially unchanged. The whole question of the major argument in
y view is the large amounts of money and large amounts of capital that at the
resent time are divided in a rather generous way between equity and debt,
here the companies receive approximately 15 per cent on equity, and that, in
judgment . . . Well, the latest figures I have are somewhere in the
eighborhood of $700 million. The difference between 10 per cent and 15 per
ent between debt and equity rates on that kind of money is very substantial.
shat sort of difference over the next 10 years when one considers the very
jpstantial investments required in the utilities industry -- if 50 per cent
it is going to be raised in the form of equity capital and we continue the
jp policy of allowing a pass through of 15 per cent, that's very expensive
':ey and I would say that, as I see it, that's a very strong reason why we
_ehould have public ownership.

_The arguments were presented last yesar about the arguments against public
nnershlp. but representing a constituency with people on both sides of the
der, I see how B.C. Hydro operates and I must confess it has the plusses
minuses of a big company. It's no less efficient than Albexrta Power and
nore efficient, but I think the major argument for the public power move is
has much more to do with how we use capital, when we're not only
sidering the amount of capital today that's in the utilities industry but,
n more important, the amount of capital that will be required to meet our
rgy needs over the next decade.

CHAIRMAN: I recall the discussions last year. I think we've actually
tered == I don't think there's been too much change in the basic principles
any of the parties hexe and I think, perhaps, that we could vote on it. I
everybody is pretty well familiar with this subject.

MUSGREAVE: Mx. Chairman, I do have some concern with it. I would like to
ing it back again in another area, and that is this. You know, this year we
faced with giving $50 million a yvear to the federal government. That's
it's costing us, I understand, in rebates that they're taking away fron
., In 20 vyears that's $1 billion that they are going to take out of this
ince that they are not taking out of the other nine provinces.
was the one who made the motion last year about consideration of involving
elves with the financing of the pouer requirements of +the province, and
then I was fortunate enough to have a short discussion with the chairman
he board of Calgary Power. There is a real concern about finding future
for the development of power generation and all the rest and
bution and everthing else in the province, and I think that while we let
go " this vyear, I'm almost convinced that we should be recommending
rly to what we just did with the railways, that there should be an
igation made as to how we consider the future power ownership in this
ce, particularly in view of what the federal government has done to wus.

’HAIRMAN: I think that perhaps Mr. Taylor's original suggestion might be

ﬁSGREAVB Well, I agree with that too.

mAIRNAN= Are you ready for the question?
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iﬁg'cHAIRHAN= No. 9. Recommendation No. 19:

B That consideration be given to increased direct lending to Alberta
‘emall business, co-ops and farmers through an expansion and
decentralization of the activities of the Agricultural Development
Corporation and Alberta Opportunity Company, and the incorporation
of these two funds under the amitive of the Alberta heritage savings
trust fund.

NOTLEY: We saw today the increase in both the AOC and the ADC. The major
ciple contained in this recommendation is that the two corporations cone
r the ambit of the heritage trust fund investment committee. Since one of

major objectives of +the heritage trust fund is +to promote the
ersification of +the Alberta economy and since we are going to sée
stantial capital requirements, it may well be capital requirements in
ass of the $200 million for ADC and the $150 million now to the AOC. My
3 is that there is a good deal of merit in bringing the +two, the
soration and the company, under the ambit of the fund and considering both
them as part of our investment portfolio under the Alberta Investment
ision. As I say, both of them should meet the criteria of diversifying the

CHAIRMAN: Is there any discussion on that? Are vyou ready for the
ion?

R. SPEAKER: I have a couple of questions, Mr. Chairman. Number one is
h regards to the actual interest rates that are being charged to young
ners, small businesses, and supposedly co-ops. I'm not sure if they are
ble for loans or grants, but the interest rate of 11.25 percent and 11.5
nt for vyoung farmers, or any farmer trying to expand his farm, or snall
éss, is just unbelievable. ' And we've had in this House in the last two
both the Premier and others stating that agriculture and industrial
opment, the energy development, are the backbone of this province, but at
ame time here we charge these people the highest interest rates.

réas, as nentioned by my colleague today in the House, Syncrude gets
rred rates, New Brunswick and Newfoundland get preferred rates through
heritage trust fund. So I +think what we have to do is look at the
ities of these two particular corporations and maybe bring them under the
ge savings and trust fund: one, so that we can do something with the
cest rate; and two, rather than maybe amalgamate them, or change them, I
rather as a mechanism for delivery of services see us work a little
r to the treasury branches as they are established and the expertise that
nvolved in those treasury branches, but using some of the heritage trust
Roney as a source of funds in the treasury branches.

HAIRMAN: Well, as far as the interest rates and so on, that's not the
dation heére now. The recommendation is to move the Agricultural
pment . Corporation and the Alberta heritage trust fund under the Alberta
ge savings trust fund. Now that's the point in question as far as the
endation is concerned.

EACOCK= I can be sympathetic with some of the problems that are being
ended by the two gentlemen at the end of the table here. Let me suggest
the Alberta Opportunity Company that's directed to small business has
texibility built into it now that it can relate its interest rates in
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scordance with the activities, whethar it be the geographic area, the market
spact, or conditions as what is suggested here, whatever you mean by snmnall
ysiness.

¢ far as the farmers are concerned in regards to the purchasing of
ipment or the purchasing of capital costs of land, we would be I think
ending it or should be extending it to everybody in the province of Alberta
of this sort of thing of buying a house. This is what we are getting into
We're in the same +thing in mortgages in the city. We're in the sane
ng in mortgages in regards to factories in the communities and the in the
ng as well as the mnetropolitan areas. The whole problem of the market
ce would be destroyed with such an approach that we would take +to
posedly boost up the sensitivity of specific areas of business.

inally. I would say this that from my experience within the organization of
t+ government is doing, I can't find where you would get sufficient
1ified people to identify who is deserving of these kinds of loans without
ng through a whole organization that has been trained and developed, such
he institutions that are in place today, such as the banking systems and
, trust companies, the mortgage companies, the insurance companies, et
era; and they are a highly qualified trained people to identify within the
tem we've operated that's given us the highest standard of 1living in the
1d in Alberta. MWe're attempting to destroy that by superimposing on it a
aucratic government funding system of setting up an organization that will
her have the expertise, the understanding, or the definition of what the
ate sector is all about. I think it's just shocking +that we'd even
uss this at this meeting, as far as I'm concerned.

CHAIRMAN: MWell, I +think we could get into an argument on this, but the
nmendation is basically to move the Agricultural Development Corporation
‘the Alberta Opportunity Company under the ambit of the Alberta heritage
ngs and trust fund.

%;0TLEY= Right, that's the principle.
égHAIRMAN= This is what the recommendation is.

AYLOR: Well, Mr. Chairman, I agree that we should be putting more money
hands of AQC and ADC, but it's being done today under the budget in a
r way and we have a surplus in the budget. So I really can't see what
going to gain by moving it under +the Alberta heritage savings trust

The main thing is to get more money there so they can do a better job
2 bigger job, and that is now being done. We have bills before us that
foing to do that I believe. I've just scanned the bill, but it appears
ay. So I really don't see any purpose in changing. If we put the money
e Alberta heritage trust fund, ws simply add more restrictions to what
 have right nou.

OTLEY: Mr. Chairman, I'm not quite sure that that follows. I think the
Principal here is not whether we do away with them and get out of the
cratic nightmare that Mr. Peacock was telling us about, which is kind of
ecause I distinctly recall him in 1972 introducing the Alberta
nity Company. I supported him at the +time, but since this is a
N of whether it should come under +the heritage fund or the normal
ons of government, I think that we're talking about the criteria. You
de criteria in the Alberta investnent division is not diversification of
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the province and high return, it is "or". In other words diversification can
pe a reasonable substitute.

1 just want to say one other thing, and this is just apropos something Mr.
speaker raised. This isn't necessarily going to be solved by just bringing it
under the heritage fund, but we have an incredible anomaly here. If you want
¢o set up 3 small grocery store in rural Alberta, you can get Jjust a first
rate deal from the Alberta Opportunity Company. You can get an interest
‘vate, I believe, of 7.25 percent and that's just excellent. But the problen
js if you want +to move from operating a grocery store so you get your loan
}ron the AOC and you want to go into something that is dealing with
igriculture. It might be a small plant of one kind or another. You have to
go to ADC and you don't get 7.25 percent. You have to pay 11.25 that Mr.
%peaker is talking about. You know, one of the hopes that I have here is that
%y bringing it under the heritage trust fund, what we're talking about is that
we want to use these +tuwo agencies very definitely as instruments to help
acilitate diversification in the province. It may well be that some of these
nomalies ==~ it's nobody's fault, but they are there -- some of these
snomalies that just don't make any sense can be straightened out.

. CHAIRMAN: I think we're getting into the mechanics of the situation more
an the principals. I think the recommendation with regard to the principal
s to move it or not to move it.

. 'R. SPEAKER: That is the reason. One of the reasons we feel like coning
der the use of the Alberta heritage savings trust fund is that uwe can adjust
e interest rates. That's the reason for supporting this kind of move.

TAYLOR: Well, that's determined to be so if we change the act. Whether it
mes under the Alberta heritage, we would still have to change the act.

PEACOCK: If the instrument is there in the Alberta Opportunity Company, as
Member for Spirit River-Fairview suggests, and isn't there for the ADC,
" surely that's something +that we can direct within the House and nake
se changes. I'm sensitive to what he's saying in that regard, but I can't
where an instrument is in place that's sensitive to small business and has
four years experience in this area and an Agricultural Development
poration +that's had an equal period of time and is sensitive to the
cultural and farm activities within the province, that we should at this
nove away from those but rather improve what we have in place. If there
ome areas there, I think that's the time to do that, and not clutter up
heritage ‘fund and’ what we're talking about here about bringing in and
imposing another set of legislation in order to accomplish what's already

R. SPEAKER: I can agree with Mr. Peacock. The biggest concern I knouw I
;s that we've got to bring some consistency.

me raise just another one. The housing is financed under the heritage
fund at the present time -- housing for farmers. If you want to add to
_hone at the present time, you get your loan. It's a floating interest
and I know personally what the interest rate is. It's 11.25 percent for
m hone -- to0 build your farm home or to add onto your farm home -- 11.25
nt.. Whereas in the city, or through the heritage trust fund monies made

ble, you can get a lower interest rate. You're not eligible for it on
m.
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CHAIRMAN: Isn't that the act, Mr. Speaker. I think we're getting away
the actual recommendations.

R. SPEAKER: Right, but I'm saying there are inconsistencies. Maybe if we
%o bring it together, we recommend -- but I don't think we should bring it
ther one way or the other. You know, we know the differences and maybe
js one way . . .

CHAIRMAN: I Xknow what you're speaking about, but it's not the
mendation we're speaking of here, really.

2. SPEAKER: Well, partly I'm saying we're getting the savings trust fund
ved; we'll get some consistency involved. That's what I'm saying.

HAIRMAN: Are you ready for the question?
tion defeated

HAIRMAN: Would vou like a break now for coffee for five minutes? There's
e outside.

break

CHAIRMAN: MWe have completed No. 9. MWould you like to go back to No. 6
t's fresh in our minds? They have the recommendation here. I'll «read
ous

. that a comprehensive feasibility study be commissioned to

mine the cost benefits, interprovincial implications, and freight

e considerations of the following railroad proposals in northuwest

rta: Spirit River, Dawson Creek, Fairview, Rycroft, Manning,

5t. John, Monkman Pass, Fox Creek, and Valleyview.

+ what the committee had in mind? '

rried unanimously

[

I thini the doctor should write in English, though.
AN: Yes. You can have the whole thing.

éR= Will we get a typewritten copy of that?

AN: Yes,

.Y: A feasibility study be commissioned to examine the cost benefits,
rovincial implications, and the freight rate considerations of the

railroads, and then . . . That's what it says. Then it identifies
Zailroads.

\dation No. 20, Mr. Notley:
consideration be given to investment in the development of
sxles that supply growing resource industries in the province,
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e.g-» coal mining equipment, forestry equipment, o0il sands
machinery, et cetera.

MR. NOTLEY: There are really two principles here; that is, moving into
something that has begun in the province, but encouraging it, and that is
developing industries in Alberta that are supplying equipment to some of the
major resource industries.

The other of course -- and I think that I should draw that clearly to the

committee’s attention -— is that "consideration be given to investment in . .
i, and that means in fact that "consideration be given to equity investment
in - - L. Not necessarily would that always be the case, but the

implication is very clear. I don't want to mislead you on that, that we look
_at investment in some of these opportunities.

'MR. CHAIRMAN: Is there any discussion?

pR. BACKUS: I think, to make it very clear, we should add the words "in
Alberta” after "industries”, which you added verbally but isn't shown here.
This could suggest we invest in development of industries in Ontario, which
supply the growing resource ones in the province. '

éR. NOTLEY: That's fine.
58. TAYLOR: Mr. Chairman, Dr. Bowman mentioned some of these when he was
?peaking to us the other day, and I hope the "et cetera" also means o0il well

equipment and that type of thing.

?ﬁ. NOTLEY: It's just that if you start going in . . . You can use several
%ﬂamples. but if you start elaborating on all of them, you'd have 10 pages.

TAYLOR: Agreed.

‘MILLER: I have a bit of concern with an equity position of the Alberta
ernnment in these industries, particularly in regard to some of these that

already in business. If we as a government were to go into an equity
ition with other companies, it would be a kind of dicey situation, in ny
nion.

NOTLEY: The resolution is worded the way it is so that those who are
osed to equity, who just want debenture, could consider supporting it. I
tsonally +think in some instances we should be looking at equity. What it
’S» is "given to investment”. You ask me for my personal view on it. I
%k there are times and occasions when equity participation is entirely
ropriate. But the resolution is worded "investmenit" deliberately. When I
coduced it, however, I did think it only fair that I outline to the
mittee my own bias.

iUSGREAVE: I'm a 1little concerned. Are we talking about the kind of
nents, for example, that we had on the east coast in the Bricklin auto
acturing plant or Claretone industry or the heavy water plant? Are those
i things we're talking about?

Mr. Chairman, I would hope it would be closer to Simpson Timber,
where we have an equity investment, as opposed to the Bricklin.
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What I'm saying is: there's a substantial area here of subsidiary
stries that we should be .encouraging, because we have some of the najor
projects, and we should be encouraging as much as we can industries and
jies to those projects.

gondly, the +type of investment really is something that the investment
ttee would have to decide. I happen to think that there are times that
& ventures are very workable. On the other hand, the Premier indicated to
somnittee that the general philosophy of the government was not in favor
'guity,investment, that they preferred debt capital. Fair enough. That's
J didn't specifically say equity capital. But we do have examples uwhere,
example, the Alberta Energy Company is participating. ' Suffield is another
in point.

.

CHAIRMAN: Any further comments.

MUSGREAVE: Mr. Chairman, again I have a concern. Some of the items
oned here . . . O0il sands machinery -— a lot of it was built in Germany.
we say to the German company, we want you to come and establish a
in Alberta and we're going to fund it? Is this what we're after? Or
going to go to established industries? How do we get involved with
if they don't want to involve us and if we haven't any opportunities? Do
create the opportunities so ue can be involved? Is this what we're
ing?

[0TLEY: Mx. Chairman, what I was saying is this:® we could get into all
of combinations and permutations. We could be here all night, and if we
d about the details, we wouldn't pass a single resolution.
eless, I think the question is a fair one.

wink that when you mention the case of 0il sands and equipment that is
ed in Germany, it may well be that if we're looking at one o0il sands
we're going to have to bring in the equipment from Germany. But it may
e the case that over a period of time, with the projects that are being
red, more of that equipment could be produced in our own countxry and in
To the extent that is possible, surely that is desirable.

resolution isn't designed to try to lock us in to buying equipment in
if it's not economic to do it, but it certainly suggests very clearly
se are some of the areas where we do have business opportunities that
ld be seizing and supporting.

'AYLOR: I'd 1like to give another illustration of the way I understand
At the present time it's very difficult to find men to go down into the
0f the earth to mine coal. If our coal comes up to the place we expect
1 the next few years, we're going to have to get a lot of machinery,
@s a Joy loader, which replaces something like 20 men in unloading the
That isn't made in Canada, but the industry could buy that and the
ment could supply the money to the industry.

k .that's going to permit the mining of coal much cheaper than it is
rticularly when you can't find the nanpouwer to go down into the earth
coal like we used to a few years ago.

I think +this is a good resolution. I think it has enough scope and
11lity to help our industries in Albexta. If we don't manufacture a
8:.such as a Joy loader in Canada, well let's buy it from where uwe can
But let's get it if it's nodern technology.
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MR. PEACOCK: Mr. Chairman, I'd like to support this recommendation, too. I
think we could get hung up all night on how we define "invest", and I hope
we'll take the free enterprisers' concept of this of supporting it with
capital debt rather than equity.

¥R. R. SPEAKER: I just want to register on the record that I'm not in favor of
equity investment, but certainly where we can promote an industry through the
enterprise system and somebody else runs it, if government out of the
.panagement of it, I'm for it. In that light, I'd support the resolution.

“MR. CHAIRMAN: Did you want to change that.

fmg, PEACOCK: Mr. Chairman, I think it can be left that way, because it gives a

lexibility as suggested, and I would agree with Mr. Taylor that we're looking

n the technology of forest equipment, o0il sands machinery, and mining

quipment, whether it go in relation to flooding and other forms of technology

 relation to mining, at tremendous breakthroughs and terrific capital costs.

{ think this is a very, very important recommendation +to. make by the
omnittee, and so I would endorse it as it stands.

R. CHAIRMAN: Are you ready for the question?
ON. MEMBERS: Question.
ion carried

- CHAIRMAN: No. 11, Recommendation No. 21, Mr. Notley:

That greater priority be given to Alberta investments in the
manufacturing and renewable resource development and processing
sectors.

Hr. Notley, do you have anything to say to your recommendation?

"NOTLEY: Mr. Chairman, the emphasis here is that while there are important
stments to be made in the non-renewable resource field -- I think most of
would be willing to admit that -- nevertheless it's my contention that we
-to slowly but surely begin to shift our emphasis. That doesn't mean
ting < everything overnight, but it does mean establishing a greaterx
ghition for the renewable resource development; for example, here we look
the entire food industry, we look at the forest industry. One of the most
bus areas, in my judgement, of expansion of industrial opportunity in
a is the 150,000 square miles of forests that we have. And I think we
alize some of the impediments that exist, some of those the Premier
ed about yesterday, but I think they can be overcome. And I see us
some priority to shifting.

:manufacturing, of course, can include not only areas of renewable
‘ces, but dreas that serve non-renewable resources.

Processing =~ the same is true. Processing can mean everything from
ding a renewable resource to upgrading a non-renewable resource.

IRMAN: Any further discussion?
ACOCK: Mr. Chairman, we have in place in the Alberta Energy Company a

‘for taking care of this very area, in my opinion. I think it's just a
‘¢dundent. We've already made our moves in this area in regards to the
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§§est industry. MWe've certainly done it in the agriculture area, and I just
§ﬁ't see any reason for this particular recommendation.

i CHAIRMAN: Any further comments? Are you ready for the question?
%ﬁﬂ* MEMBERS: Question.

ﬁ%{ion defeated

CHAIRMAN: Turn over +the page. Section (e), Mr. Clark and Mr. Speaker.
‘@ is this all one recommendation, Mr. Speaker?

R. SPEAKER: Yes, I think the intent is that low-interest loans be made
ilable to native individuals and groups who want to start their ouwn
iness; and along  with that, in the program, we're saying that it should
ude the mechanism for counselling of applicants.

- CHAIRMAN: I mean sections (a) and (b), 1(a) and 1(b); 1 is by Mr. Clark
Mr. Speaker, and (b) is by Mr. Notley. Is this all one basic

ommendation? This is my question.

f;R. SPEAKER: I'm sorry, Mr. Chairman.

. NOTLEY: They are similar, I think.

BR.'R. SPEAKER: Right.

~ CHAIRMAN: They are similar. Would you like to read them over and see if
8y can be co-ordinated into one?

NOTLEY: Mr. Chairman, I think there's probably one, the only additional
pt, because . . . . I'm sorry, Ray, under (b)) here, that should be:
de equity and debt financing. The only difference between (a) and (b) is
écognition that there may be some need for equity financing in mine. But
basic concept is that we're going to have to look at almost a separate
- and we're getting back to the proposal that +the minister 1looked at
‘al years ago and decided against -- an equity fund for native people, and
nk that's really getting right back where we are for investment purposes.
0 really facilitate discussion, I'11 drop (b) and we can go ahead with
if I'm permitted to.do that, because the basic principle . . .

HAIRMAN: They are very similar.

OTLEY: The basic principle is contained in (a).

vCHAIRNANz You're prepared to drop (b), Mr. Notley? All right, we're
That an active effort be made to extend 1loans to native
Individuals and groups wishing to establish their own business
Nterprises. Such effort should include solicitation of
pPlications and counselling of applicants in the techniques of

mmercial feasibility study.
ere any discussion?
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TAYLOR: Mr. Chairman, I don't really like the wording of this. It
ipoks like we should make an active effort to go out and make loans. It
égens to me, unless there's some desire on the part of the people uwho

want to borrow the money, that there's not going to be much initiative

that business, and it's not going to be very successful. I agree
gith making loans to native individuals who show the desire to get into
%ﬁsiness. to establish themselves, or establish an industry; but for us
§9 go out and tell them to do it and make enough active effort to extend
gpans to them, I think that's the wrong procedure. You know, they're
qoing to get pretty discouraged.

SPEAKER: Mr. Taylor makes a good point that maybe the wording . . .
that wasn't the intent of the motion, and Mr. Taylor makes the point
ﬁgll- I certainly agree with him.

. CHAIRMAN: Perhaps we could change that. Have you any suggestions?
at consideration be given to extension of loans to native individuals.
yld that bring it to what you had in mind, Mr. Speaker?

WR. SPEAKER: Agreed.

iE;TAYLORt Makiﬁg loans to native individual groups.

?;CHAIRNAN= Consideration be given. Is that what you . . .

. .SPEAKER: Yes. Agreed.

PEACOCK: MWell I'm very sensitive to what Mr. Speaker and Mr. Clark
recommended here. I think we're doing a poor job with the native
le in many ways, or at least in our inter-relationship in regard to
commercial activities as well as their social activities. I'm not
that +this is the proper vehicle to present this. I think it's a
der question than that. We've done it with DREE grants, we've
npted in many, many ways. This isn't something new. It's been
. Regardless of how the wording might be, I believe there is enough
sitivity within the institutions of funding today ——- whether they be
)rovincial or federal levels —-- that are available to native people,
ding there is the initiative at the grass roots and there is
;icient support to evidence +that those loans are going to be
' justified. I think -- and I could be just a little off on
inb here -- but it seems to me that this is not the vehicle at this
and place without we, once again, understand really what we want to
th the native people, than set up some kind of fund —- whether it's
ed upon them or whether it's requested from them.

Suppose to conclude what I'm attempting to say on a very, very
cult subject, I don't think this is getting at the root problem of
I'm sure Mr. Clark and Mr. Speaker are trying to do in regards to
9 the native people integrate and be part of our so called society.

OTLEY: There's no question that we're dealing with a very difficult
t. I agree with Mr. Taylor when he says +that we shouldn't run
d chasing after people with loan applications, to get them to fill
9an applications they might not otherwise engage in.
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put I think in answer to Mr. Peacock, the basic problem that native
%ﬁople who are interested in getting into some kind of commercial
ture find is that it is very difficult to get credit from the normal
nding institutions. I've talked to enough people in the Metis
\esociation, the Indian Assocation, and various native organizations in
gﬁis province, some of whom have bsen lucky enough to beg, borrow, and
teal the kind of capital needed to get started and become very
Q?ccessful. But you know, if we're going to allow people who, right
w, have a tough time borrowing money, if we're going to allow them a
ece of the action so to speak, we're going to have to have programs
e this where the risk factor may, to be quite honest, be considerably
gher than it would be with the average businessman walking into the
perta Opportunity Company office. And you may say, in a sense, that
.t is discrimination in reverse. And I suppose it is. I suppose it's
orm of affirmative action. But it's very much like Native Outreach.
¢ive Outreach has done just a fantastic job in this province of making
;possible for native people who would otherwise not be employed to get
o the labor force. And that's a form of affirmative action, it's a
almost of reverse discrimination. The whole deal with Syncrude,
e an arrangement was struck between the people from Outreach and
rude. Syncrude, in my view, is to be complimented on good corporate
zenship, because there are an awful lot of native who were employed
that project.
at we're saying here -—- at 1least I don't want to speak for Mr.
ker, but certainly what I was getting at and I'm sure what Mr.
er and Mr. Clark were getting at -- is that if young native people,
ative people period, are going to be able to get into the private
or, it just isn't good enough to say: go to the bank, go to AOGC, go
the normal lending institutions. Because the yardsticks that these
ding institutions have to use are just frequently so stringent that
' impéssible to get projects under way; whereas the native equity
that was being discussed -- the Metis Association was talking about
here was dialogue between the government and the association; the
n Association was involved as well, if I'm not mistaken -- would
hrow around money carelessly. But the conditions would not be as
gent and the «risk factor that we would accept -- if we propose a
ution like this, we'd have to realize what we're proposing -- the
. factor would be greater. But I think the rewards, the success,
also be worth taking the risk. But there is a risk.

CHAIRMAN: Mr. Notley, the only consideration we have: machinery set
“the AOC -- and this recommendation comes under the Alberta
age  trust fund. Would we be duplicating our efforts if we set up
8r separate set of machinery when we have one set of machinery set
t isn't under the Alberta heritage trust fund? In other words,
is belong under the Alberta heritage trust fund? I guess this is
t I'm trying to get across.

OTLEY: I +think basically one option would be to have it
Stered as a fund. But I think the point has to be made very
1y that with a fund of this nature the risk factor will be much
®» therefore we can't apply the normal rules. If, you know, Dr.
low comes into the AOC and wants to borrow $200,000 to build a
clinic, we're going to, from the AOC, quite rightly denand
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#ier more stringent conditions than someone under the native equity
. I think we've got to remember what we're doing here. We're not
fg to get to first base if we demand the normal commercial terms:;
use if we do, nobody is going to qualify, or very few people will
ify. I don't want to do all the speaking on this resolution, but
heard the concern expressed by so many people, particularly by
e who are in businesses as natives, that getting credit is a major
len. Therefore to say, let's use the AOC, it seems to me if we use
AOC as it is, we have to apply the guidelines of the A0C. And if we
v the guidelines of the AOC, however the more stringent and fair we
on the application of the guidelines, the less likely we are to have
je covered under then.

CHAIRMAN: I don't think you got my point. Do you have to set up a
rate machinery when we already have one set up? This is what I'm

 CHAIRMAN: If it was brought under the AOC, it wouldn't come under
Alberta heritage savings trust fund. This is what I'm getting at.
his in order? Are we recommending something duplicating something
lready have, and we can use the machinery we already have, and we
.use the machinery we already have by branching out on that
ngement? In other words, when one set 1isn't wunder the Alberta
tage savings trust fund, are we setting up a duplicate organization
ve the native people under the Alberta heritage savings +trust
This is the point I'm bringing up.

AYLOR: Mr. Chairman, I think the ideal situation would be where
Canadian was going to be treated exactly the same way. And if
wanted to borrow money, there is no discrimination whatsoever.
ould be an ideal situation. But to be practical, I know very well
_if Chief Shot on Two Sides goes in to get some money from a bank,
at a disadvantage because he is an Indian, not because of something
done, but because of the record of many Indians in the past. I
like that and I frankly don't know how we're going to =-- the
s themselves are going to have to do a lot of things to overcome
yad reputation that they have of starting something and letting it
ut.

I don't think that today we can say an Indian has an equal chance
he white man in getting into business and establishing himself and
jiing money. The odd few have. They've built up an excellent
ition, but generally the fact that he's an Indian puts at least one
on him, maybe two. I think there's going to have be something
1. I don't like the idea of soliciting, and I don't like the idea
tying to urge them +to go into business. I think it's a case of
ion, and then trying to meet their own desires.
ave a relatively large number of these Indians now who are getting
th high school, who are going through technical school. I've just
€lighted by what I've seen at 0ld Sun College in regard to welding
or mechanics. Those lads are just excellent at it. I think the
ep, once they get a journeyman cerxtificate, unless they can then
N equal chance of going into business with someone someplace,
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they'xe going to drift back to the reserve, and they're going to drift
pack to the o0ld way of life of going back on welfare and not getting up
jn the norning and so on.

. 5o I really think there has to be some special encouragement, and I
ﬁovld like to see a resolution along that 1line which would be
%wecifically aimed at natives, whether they're Metis or full-blooded
Indians. I don't know exactly how to word it. I know what I'd 1like to
;ee’ but it's difficult to set up a program like that. I think that's
%mat this is aiming at, but I frankly couldn't support the wording the
way it is now.

bg, BACKUS: Mr. Chairman, it would seem to me -- and I agree with Mr.
%aylor and Mr. Notley -- that there is a need for some special approach
%o this problen. However, this seems to be a current problem of the
%:esent government, and I think the very criteria Mr. Notley stated,
that this is a high risk investment, would rule it out of the heritage
rust fund. We're talking about a fund that has been put aside for
‘yture Albertans somewhere down the line, and now uwe're saying, let's
%se up a portion of it to try to solve the present problem of the native
%eople.

I would certainly like to see some debate on this when the AOC act is
pen later on in the Legislature, if this is the direction that people
feel something like that should go. But I feel that this is using the
heritage trust fund rather in the sams way as a lot of people are trying
o recommend its use involving it in education, and it's certainly ny
eling that the heritage trust fund should not be used to augment the
esent universities' fundings; that that's the responsibility of our
ongoing budget. It's not the responsibility of the heritage trust fund
be spent in high-risk investments which are really primarily a native
ucational program.

. CHAIRMAN: In other uwords, you're in favor of the recommendation but
u feel it should come out of general revenue rather than the heritage
ust fund. Is that correct?

. BACKUS: You're right. 1I'm in favor of the principle, but not as a
ommendation for spending out of the heritage trust fund.

+ CHAIRMAN: Any further discussion on that? Are you ready for the
estion?

HON. MEMBERS: Question.
tion defeated

+  CHAIRMAN: Second section of Section (e), mortgage investment. We
#8Ve two: (a), Mr. Clark and Mr. Speaker:
That a mnajor commitment of funds be made from the Alberta
investment division for low interest mortgages to first-time Alberta
~ home-ouwners who would otherwise be unable to afford home-ownership.
Section (b):
That consideration be given to a najor program of direct lending
to Alberta for second mortgage financing at or near conventional
first nortgage rates, dependent on fanily income, for the purpose of
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enabling greater ease of access to home-ownership on the part of
piddle—income Albertans.
qhose are very similar. Would either one of you like to amalgamate, or is
. a1l one?

. NOTLEY: I'll withdraw (b), Mr. Chairman. MWe'll change "for a low interest
rst and second mortgages", then that covers both of them.

© R. SPEAKER: Right.

. CHAIRMAN: "For a low interest first . . .7

R. SPEAKER: And second mortgages.

. CHAIRMAN:

) . . . and second mortgages to first-time Alberta home-owners who
would otherwise be unable to afford home-ownership.

Are both of you agreeable?

. NOTLEY: Agreed.

R. SPEAKER: Agreed.

CHAIRMAN: . . . and withdraw (b). That's agreeable, Mr. Notley?

NOTLEY: Agreed.

CHAIRMAN: All «right, we'll concern ourselves with Section (). Mr.
saker, do you have anything to say to the recommendation?

R. SPEAKER: Mr. Chairman, I think the recommendation is fairly
ightforward and self-explanatory. I raised the concerns earlier about
“interest rates and vyoung people trying to meet the demands of today.
ey just can't do it, and this is one way that we can help them, through this
s of a mechanism, in getting shelter.

BR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Mille:.

MILLER: Yes, I'm a bit confused about the need for a second mortgage, if
¢ wasn't enough money put forward in the first mortgage. Why would vyou
a second?

NOTLEY: I'm not quite sure what you're getting at.

ﬂILLERt Well, you're talking about a first mortgage and a second mortgage.
ere was enough money made available in a first mortgage, why would vyou
t & second mortgage?

;NOTLEYt Well, +that would be true if there were always enough money made
lable. But the problem is that, you know, second mortgages are a fact of
in +the honme market these days, and I think that if we're going to make
~ounership accessible to people, we could have a reasonable first
age. But they have to go around and pay somebody 16 or 18 per cent for a
d mortgage, then that's going to put it beyond their reach. So if the
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.. ever comes uwhen we have, you knouw, almost total financing for first
tgages that may be fine, but that just isn't the case all the time, even
h our direct lending program from Alberta Housing.

CHAIRMAN: Mr. Diachuk.

DIACHUK: I <can also see an additional purpose for second mortgages, and.
t is this would permit young people to buy existing homes -- not new hones
that have a first mortgage on it that cannot be paid off because it's got
ditions; that is to say, to be for so many years. And that is where the
ond mortgage would come in to help them pick up an older home or a home in
jstrict that has some potential for investment.

. NOTLEY: If it's a 7 per cent first mortgage, you don't want to pay that
¢ if it's got 15 years left to go.

3, CHAIRMAN: Dr. Backus.

BACKUS: Mr. Chairman, it would seem that at least the first mortgage
sect of it is already in the Alberta Home Mortgage Corporation, which is
ng financed through +the Alberta investment division, and the interest on
is tied to the income of the individual. On the whole, I would rather
(b) put forward, which is primarily directed towards second mortgages, and
ave the Alberta Home Mortgage Corporation handling the first mortgage as it
at present, with the interest rate tied to income.

w whether it is the feeling that that interest rate tied to the income is
low enough, is something that I think is quite a separate argument. But
have something already in place that's going and working and is in fact
+to income, and suggest that we institute a further fund in this area
's going to even have a louwer interest rate, seems to me to be sort of not
lving a problem, but rather introducing further funds and complicating the
fuation.

would, however, agree with +the (b) proposal here that second mortgage
ncing is at present not being carried out by +the Alberta Home Mortgage
oration, and +this is something that 1is very much a factor in the
hasing of a home. They don't have the down payment, or they have a very
part of +the down payment, and therefore have to take out second
ages -- or, as Mr. Diachuk says, there is a first mortgage still running
is probably at 6 per cent or something like that that they would like to
on to if they could get a s=cond mortgage at a reasonable rate that would
d to their income.

we are going to vote on the first motion, I'd have to vote against it
e I think it's already being done, but I wouldn't like to miss out the
t of a second nortgage, which I think is really the only thing that's
ent from what's going on already.

OTLEY: Mr. Chairman, I had offered to withdraw it because I thought that
1d probably conbine the two of them. I'm not entirely sure that the
tion as it reads -- I think in the sense it is the first and second
ges. One could argue that. It's just a confirmation of what we have in
of first moxrtgages and we're adding the second mortgages. But I have no
lplar objection to resurrecting (b) if that's simpler and expedites the
-tée. 1 agreed to withdraw it to see if we can get the show on the road.
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ichAIRMAN= Fine. Mxr. Diachuk.

IACHUK: Mx. Chairman, I think if we could agree in committee here that uwe
jd like to see the first time Alberta home-ownership applied to resolution

I think that would be the secret to it. If we could agree, then we could
ibly agree on the wording that would encompass what the thinking is in (b)
+£30N .«

5

'S

OTLEY: Take "the first time Alberta home-ounexrs™ for . . .
IACHUK: That's right. Basically . . .
OTLEY: . . . and putting it on after "depending on family income™.

DIACHUK: Yes. That can be drafted out, Mr. Chairman. That's the way I
{ like to see it. Because I'd like to tie it to first time home-ouners.

"HAIRMAN: Any further discussion on this?

MUSGREAVE: Mr. Chairman, I'm confused. I want to talk on both of these.
are we talking on one or a combination?

IACHUK: We're back to both of then.

HAIRMAN: We're back to both of them, but it's just between -- I think
etween -- the two people who recommended the motion. Now it appears
here's quite a bit of concexrn over (a).

. SPEAKER: I think, Mr. Chairman, that one way of handling it is sort of
have done before. Let's hear the discussion, and then maybe, say if Mr.
ave and soneone else has a different opinion, we could redraft and bring
at the first of the next meeting.

HAIRMAN: Well, that's what I was trying t6 get to. 1Is there any further
sion on these motions, then?

JSGREAVE: Well, Mxr. Chairman, on motion (a) I think, as Dr. Backus
out, there are already sufficient funds in place and programs through
@ Housing to achieve exactly what this is concerned with here. So I
Vote against (a) because we are already doing that. We're giving low
st mortgages tied to income for the first time home purchasers, with a
mit of ~- what -- $52,000 on the purchase of the home.

AIRMAN: Would you gentlemen like to have a run at redrafting?

ﬂjEY= Sure. Why don't Mr. Speaker and I redraft (a) and (b), bring back

AIRMAN: Is that agreeable to the committee that they . . .

EY: . . . combination of the two of them to the meeting next week.

BERS: Agreed.
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MR. CHAIRMAN: Fine. Now, what did you do last Monday on the capital projects
division —= how far did you get? I think that's been completed, has it not?
Yes, the ones that are absent, we have . . . Arxe you prepared to go -- can we
get rid of some of the procedural recommendations this time?

HON. MEMBERS: Agreed.
MR. CHAIRMAN: Have you got the procedural recommendations?
MR. NOTLEY: No, I don't have those.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The first one. If you'd 1like, I'll read it out. This is
recommended by Mr. Notley:
That the Select Standing Committee on the Heritage Savings Trust
Fund recommend the Alberta Heritage Savings Trust Fund Act be
amended to require prior legislative appropriation before any
investment decision is implemented by the Investment Committee.
Mr. Musgreave.

MR. MUSGREAVE: Mr. Chairman, was that not the point that I think the Member
from Buffalo was also making in the House, and that we debated at great
length? Do you recall that, or not?

MR. CHAIRMAN: It has been debated in the House, yes.

MR. NOTLEY: Oh, ves.

?R. MUSGREAVE: You're making the same arguments?

MR. NOTLEY: That's right.I think the arguments, if I may say so, were rather
@ell put by opposition members two vears ago, and in the interests of
expediting business, I just simply stand on the persuasive arguments, but not
quite persuasive enough, that we presented tuwo years ago.

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Question.

@R. CHAIRMAN: Would all those in favor of the procedural Recommendation No. 1

by Mx. Notley, please raise their right hand. Those against, please raise
their right hand.

Motion defeated
MR. CHAIRMAN: Number 2:

That +the Committee <recommend a new preamble to the Alberta
Heritage Savings Trust Fund Act which establishes the goals of the
fund as: to enhance the value of revenues received by the people of
Alberta from the development of non-renewable resources, to enhance
the quality of 1life for present and future generations, to reduce
external control over Alberta economy, to develop a more stable
.. economy base for the future.
fhat's recommended by Mr. Notley.

%» NOTLEY: Just speaking on Recommendation No. 2: the preamble is designed to
Set out clearly the goals as I see then, the important goals for +the fund.
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The goals that we've talked about -~ of diversification and a fair return --
iave pbeen discussed, but diversification is covered under "develop a more
;table econony base for the future". I suppose the two areas that are new in
this preamble would be to place some emphasis on the general improvement of
ihﬁ quality of 1life and to see that as one of the goals of the fund. The

gecoﬂd is to begin the process ~- again not overnight -- but +to begin the
3zocess of reducing external control of the Alberta economy. I know that's a
aébate that involves a number of important philosophical differences. But

again it's my view that with this very large fund at our disposal and the
;ccumulated surplus of the province as well -- we're going to have very close
4o $7 billion; much of this kind of debate will be reiterated in the House in
any event. But in fairness to members of the committee, I'm proposing it here
;s a formal proposition to be discussed by this committee. But I think that
with that kind of capital available, we should be looking seriously at not
iuying back the past but at least making very sure that unless there are no
%&her options available at all the development of new industries be under
Canadian and Alberta control.

R. CHAIRMAN: Any discussion on this recommendation? Dr. Backus.

R. BACKUS: Surely it's the function of the 70 per cent of the non-renewable
esource fund to enhance the quality of life for the present generations. I
hink perhaps in our effort +to enhance the quality of life for future
énerations we may also be enhancing the quality of life for present, but I
lon't feel that one of the purposes ofthe heritage trust fund is to enhance
the quality of life for present generations. I can't altogether agree with
the third one unless one sort of reckons that this was an opportunity to
§ubscribe to the PC campaign fund federally. I think this would indicate a
very definite attitude that we are opposed to foreign investment in this
srovince, and I think that is definitely a philosophical concept that I can't
5kcept. And I think one and four are already in the goals of the fund.

.
g

%R. CHAIRMAN: Personally I'm a little hesitant about three, to put it in print
as an objective. MWe may all think so, but should it be in print as an

o

bjective of the heritage savings trust fund -~ which I gather this is what
he recommendation is, that it be laid down in the act basically to reduce
ederal control over Alberta,that that's what the act should state. Now this
basically what it says here.

HR. NOTLEY: Not quite, Mr. Chairman. When I say "reduce external control over
e Alberta economy", I really wasn't referring to those nasty federal people.
was referring to the non-resident ownership of much of our industry.
rhaps in an effort to not come in with the rhetoric of the CIC or something
that nature and alienate Mr. Peacock permanently, I misled you into

. CHAIRMAN: If I'm confused, it might confuse other people. That's the only
ing I'm saying.

.

NOTLEY: Mr. Chairman, I was just wondering what our time for adjournment
because . . .
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CHAIRMAN: KWell, I'd like to get through a few of these if we could go for
chort time.

R. SPEAKER: Mr. Chairman, I'd kind of like to . . . Mr. Clark has raised
ghese on page 2 and it would be preferable if we could say adjourn at 10. He
%bn't be back; I thought he would be back in time for that but if we could set
«» the schedule for . . .

CHAIRMAN: MWell perhaps if we could complete 2 and 3 then we can adjourn,
that's agreeable to the committee.

TAYLOR: Mr. Chairman, a preamble is just window dressing anyway. It has
:legislative authority; nothing mandatory about it. I really think the
eamble normally clutters up the act. Let the act say what it is supposed to
without having the window dressing first to show what it is supposed to do.

+he act doesn't do that, let's change the act.

E&,CHAIRMARt Mr. Peacock, did you have a . . .

PEACOCK: Yes, Mr. Chairman, I was going to support what Mr. Taylor was
ng. And my preamble is that frankly I thought this committee was here to
ess itself +to the actual activity of where to place funds. The goals of
fund and how the fund came about is knowledgeable to all of us; that it
accrued through +the efforts of the technology and investment of, as our
nd from Spirit River stated, absentee ownership as well as present
rship and a conglomorate of peoples, kinds, nationalities, et cetera. The
fit of all that technology and all that effort and all that investnent is
g spread by us as a committee of Albertans to Albertans for the benefit of
pertans today, tomorrow and the day after. Surely as a goal, surely as a
. that that farsightedness of this present government to set this fund of a
renewable resource, to diversify and afford in a capital way the
rtunity for future Albertans to enjoy a diversification of its activities
conomic as well as to some degree social ~- what it has accrued from the
rts of +these people in the present for the future is enough of a goal.
that we can spend and go around in circles, as Mr. Taylor has suggested,
now until the end of the next session. But I do believe that we're all
ited here to assure that we are affording Albertans in the present the
mum of opportunity and the best of our abilities to legislate and to place
e revenues in a way that are going to do exactly what the act lays out.
is to diversify our economy so that when these depleting resources from
these revenues were accrued have ceased to afford this kind of «revenue,
€ will be economic activities in place +that would have replaced it.
¥ that's sufficient goal for us to direct ourself to at this tine,
icious of course that in the search for that quantity and that
srtuntity, that we are certainly going to enhance our quality. That's the
N why we have the capital fund in which we relate to parks, in which we
e to irrigation and all those capital fund investments that do not
e return to the fund or to the activities of the fund except in the
ty of the Albertan's way of life.

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion I would say that the act sufficiently
s at the present time the goals and the way of 1life; that we can
rse with all these procedural recommendations and I would so reconmend.

ATRMAN: Any further comments with respect to Recommendation 27?
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MOuld all those in favor of Recommendation 2 please raise their right hands?

Qﬁfto" defeated

gﬁ,CHAIRMAN= Recommendation 3, Mr. Notley:

=, . . that consideration be given to amending the Alberta Heritage
savings Trust Fund Act to establish a new division of the Fund
called the Human Resources Division, into which the lLegislative
Assenbly may transfer all or part of the interxest from +the Fund's
jnvestnents. The purpose of the Human Resources Division will be to
finance innovative human resource programs which are beyond the
scope of normal government programs and which are designed to make
people morxe self-reliant.

Mr. Notley, do you have anything to say to this recommendation?

NOTLEY: Yes. We have three divisions at the moment. This would in fact
,'a fourth division, where we would take, depending on the decision of the
vgislature every year, either all or part of the interest from the fund and
it into a human resources division, based on the supposition that human
ources investment, just as investment in other areas, is the sort of thing
should be looking at for the future.

f've suggested a number of things which would not necessarily come under
sting programs. MWe've talked about capital projects, for example, which
1d not norxrmally be financed under the capital division of the government,
ing under the heritage trust fund -- the irrigation program, which might
be financed for many years, for example. I think we can apply the sanme
cept to certain human resources projects.

think, for example, of the concept of whether we should have compulsory
cation for the handicapped. Perhaps you might want to run an experiment in
given county or school division, and that's not something that would be
anced from the department, but it would be a program on a pilot project

tm sorry the Member for Medicine Hat-Redcliff isn't here. But just across
border, long before medicare came 1into Saskatchewan, the model for
icare was developed in the Swift Current health unit, where for about 10 or
years there was a health insurance scheme which became the basis of
icare, and it was. financed as an experiment. Ordinarily we would not
ance that sort of thing in Alberta under existing government serxvices, but
§ kind of division would allow us to do it.
nother example =-- I don't want to get into a discussion of whether a
ranteed annual income is a good or a bad thing. °~ But the Manitoba
ernnent had a pilot project in a relatively small area, where in fact they
2 guaranteed annual income, and nuch to their surprise they found +that
Ple were attracted into the work force and that the dependency was reduced.
that's an aside I don't intend to get into.

had an example in our own province 40 years ago. The old farmers'
5rnment had commissioned a study in the county of Flagstaff, a health
Urance schene, which then was carried on by the local nunicipality for many

i¢  point I'm making is that there are a number of these projects which we
dn't really expect to be funded from +the normal expenditures of the
tnent of Social Services and Community Health or any other department of
nment, where in fact we may want to do substantial feasibility studies ox
have pilot projects for undertaking a major provincial scheme.
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Dénticare is another one. The question of denticare was mentioned in this
mittee when the Premier was here. It nmay well be that it might make sense
have a pilot project on denticare before a province-wide schene uwere
mmissioned.
That's the philosophy, basically, behind taking a part of the interest, all
—fart of the interest -- and I say "the interest" deliberately, because I
ink the earnings from the fund, applying part of that to human resouxces.
search, is not an unreasonable proposition and one which would allow us +to
into some of these areas.
Now I know that at the present time many assume that the Proposition 13
ality is, we don't want any of these programs. The fact of the matter is
~some of these programs may be coming in any event, and we'd better be
ing some researching, careful evaluation before we get into them. This kind
division would allow us to do that. Or, for that matter, other kinds of
ects I haven't mentioned here could be anticipated as well.
o that's the basic objective of the proposal, Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN: Any further discussion on the recommendation?
uld all those in favor of Recommendation 3 proposed by Mr. Notley raise

‘CHAIRMAN: With respect to Tuesday morxning, is it 9 o'clock to 12 o'clock?
hat agreeable? And from 8:30 Wednesday morning till 10. Is the committee
éd to those . . . ‘

TAYLOR: I'd much rather it be till 9:45.

*CHAIRMAN: We'll break it off, realizing you have to be in here and you
a committee, Mr. Taylor.

uld somebody make a motion that we adjourn?

TAYLOR: -I so move.

HAIRMAN: Till Tuesday morxning at 9 o'clock, gentlemen. Thank you.

meeting adjourned at 10°10 p.m.
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