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AIRMAN: Good morning, gentlemen. I think we'll call the meeting to

helieve you all have a copy of the minutes of the last meeting, that's
g number nine. Have you had an opportunity to go over it. Are there
rors or onmnissions? There are also the minutes of meetings seven and
hat we have to adopt this morning.

MEMBER: We just got the minutes of meeting number nine.

AIRMAN: We just got the minutes of number nine a minute ago. Seven and
ou have had the minutes of and had an opportunity to go over. Perhaps
ld pass on seven and eight and then later on we could come back to
respect to the nminutes from meetings seven and eight, are there any
or omissions? If not, would somebody move the adoption of +those
OR: I so move.

IRMAN: Moved by Mr. Tavlor. Seconder? Seconded by Mr. Musgreave. All

That's the minutes for seven and eight. We will come back +to
ine a little later on in the meeting because yocu haven't really had an

¢ Tonight the sitting has been set aside so we can carry on with
ings and try to get this completed. So we will be meeting hexre at 8
as usual, because we are in a pretty tight time frame with respect to
ings and I've asked that the sitting be set aside so we can continue
r meetings here, commencing at 8 o'clock, if that is agreeable to the

MBERS : Agreed.

: Is there any possibility that we could be through at 11:30. In
the fact I thought we weren't meeting, I had some other arrangement:;
0uld sure be here by 8:30. Is that possible?

it's up to the committee. We might have to sit half an




CLARK: I wouldn't be the one who would move the motion to adjourn a half
earlier, anyway.

CHAIRMAN: Frankly, gentlemen, we have a meeting for three hours this
ing; we'll have this evening; and if we haven't finished by then, we have
'éeting tomorrow morning again. So, vou know, I think this gives us a
tty fair time to work on these recommendations and go in pretty thoroughly.
in light of our time frame, I'd like to get this finished up by tomorrow
e very latest if we can, because we want to get on with the report, get
into the House, so the bill can be brought in for debate in the House.

- asked Mr. Appleby to try to be here tonight, so if you like we could
at 8 o'clock with Mr. Appleby's bill, if you have no objection, Mr.
, and that way perhaps we could get ahead. Are vou agresd?

MEMBERS: Agreed.

CHAIRMAN: Now I +think we should go back to the trip to Airdrie with
ct to any recommendations from the committee with respect +to the +trip.
lark.

LARK: Mr. Chairman, I have three recommendations I'd like to make. First
1, I'11 just read them to you if that's agreeable.

HAIRMAN: Fine.

LARX: And we have copies of them coming shortly.

The committee recommends +the appointment of a co-ordinator to
ersee the completion of the Airdrie mobile home subdivision and
hat +the co-ordinator be attached to the minister's office to work
h the town of Airdrie, the residents of the subdivision and the
ousing Corporation.

ond recommendation is:

That future mobile home subdivisions that are to be funded by the
ritage savings trust fund be developed by the private sector after
oposals have been received by the government and a decision made
which proposal best meets the social objectives of the proposed
bdivision.

in the future, prior to decisions and announcements being
sde, consultation must take place betwsen the government and its
ncies and those communities to be affected.

are the three recommendations I'd make, Mr. Chairman.

AIRMAN: Fine. Are there any further recommendations? Mr. Planche.

ANCHE: Mr. Chairman, will we debate these as we go or do you want to
Something out?

IRMAN: Perhaps if we got them in, then we can see if there's any
'ing. I think that would be logical and might cut down on time.
ere any other recommendations?

‘;NCHE= If thqy're not in now, does that preclude us from adding them
~the discussion goes on?



. CHAIRMAN: We're on the subject now. As long as we're on the subject we
ot recommendations. I popped this on you, so perhaps if somebody isn't
red, that's . o .

spmend
“ That increased communications be established between the property

holders and the Alberta Housing Corporation.

Also that access to the proper supervisory personnel be
gstablished on a regular basis to hear grievances and expedite
solutions.

g PLANCHE: Well I could make a recommendation, Mr. Chairman. I'd like to

CHAIRMAN: Fine. There is quite a bit in common with Mr. Clark's first
mendation. Perhaps you, Mr. Clark, and Mr. Horsman could get together
naybe amalgamate one recommendation. You don't want that? MWell, so be

IACHUK: Mr. Chairman, can we get two . . .

CHAIRMAN: I think we'd like to have the four of them in writing. Perhaps
su could get some copies made up so we Lknow what we're talking about.

CLARK: Mx. Chairman, there are copies coming up. They will be here in
a minute. If you want to make copies right now, go ahead, but they are .

‘CHAIRMAN: Perhaps while we're waiting for that, we could go on to the
e Rupert situation and come back to this when we all have a copy of the
iendations before us.

y there any further recommendations with respect to Airdrie?

right, we'll go on to the grain handling in Prince Rupert situation.
is no way that we could get a meeting together in the time frame we have
re us to get our report in to the Legislature. Nouw whether or not vou
something done after the report is put in, that's up to the committee.

OTLEY: Mx. Chairman, I +think we still should have meetings. I'm not
2 sure of the form. I suspect we would have to get leave from the House,
se when the lLegislature prorogues . . .

CHAIRMAN: Excuse me, Mr. Notley. MWe can sit at any tinme.

NOTLEY: Okay. MWell in *hat case, I would suggest that after the session
)gues you as chairman contact the people we asked to come and, at sone
priate +time in +two weeks, three weeks, or whexe it could be fitted in,
efore Christmas, we have a meeting of the committee and hold hearings.

CHAIRMAN: Any discussion on this?

%?AYLOR= Would that be to make a recommendation following the hearings of
committee?

5

b

OTLEY: It may well be, Mr. Chairman, that although we are to make a
to the Legislature, that could come in the following year. But I don't
there's anything that prescribes the committee, if we felt strongly



from making recommendations directly to the investment

ﬁz CHAIRMAN: Any further discussion?

BACKUS: But aren't this committee's recommendations made +to the
jslature? I mean aren't we a committee of the Legislature and therefore
recommendations are made +to the Legislature, not as a sort of advisory
to the investment committee? In other words, are any recommendations uwe
passed on -- even though we may agree here on them, they may be debated
+he Legislature. I kind of sounds as though we think this committee is a
ect advisory committee to the investment committee, or something like that,
¢h I don't think the legislation establishing us makes us.

CHAIRMAN: I +think, gentlemen, it might be well to check and look at our
mng of reference as far as this committee is concerned, whether we're in a
ition to do that. I think we better have a good close look at our terms of
rence.

NOTLEY: Mr. Chairman, I have no objection if we review the legislation
. I don't think anyone is suggesting that we would necessarily have to
nt a xrecommendation. The point I made is that we certainly wouldn't be
uded from doing that. The investment commnittee will be getting
mendations from people, presumably, all the time. But certainly in terms
1is issve, there is nothing wrong, even for next vear's report, holding a
ing this fall, particularly after we find out where things stand in the
t. I think it may very well be appropriate that we hold hearings for
year's report and if, as a by the bye, we decide that we want to make a
imendation to the investment committee, I don't +think that would be
luded. But even in terms of drawing up the report for next year, it seenms
a rather relevant time to look at the whole question of grain handling
e we're going +to have all sorts of tough grain we're going to have to

MILLER: I agree with the first point made by Mr. Notley in that we have a
ively short time frame for reviewing the investments that are being made
£ the heritage +trust fund; and certainly for information purposes for
ommittee, I think we haven't got the time frame before our report. But
nly I would agree +that some time in the near future we be given the
unity to meet with some of these people concerned.

HAIRMAN: Fine. 1Is it agreed then that the committee leave it up to the
an to set up a meeting, I would suggest, gentlemen, after the House is
ed . . .

MEMBERS: Agreed.

AIRMAN: . . . because we're all up to our necks in work during this next

o0 and a half, or three weeks, whatever it takes to finish this session.

BESR. SPEAKER: We're all not nominated.



sATRMAN: I am. But if that's agreeable to the committee, I will attempt
p a mneeting, probably some time the last half of November, +the first

December; and we'll be in touch with the proper people. I think a
session should finish it up fine. Then in that way we can do it at
V*é, perhaps not +try and rush something in that is not well done or
-done. I will follow up the directive of the committee.

CHUK: Mr. Chairman, just one suggestion. While you mention a one-day
schedule it for two days. In other words, we can deal with what we
during the hearings one day and then deal with the information the
Schedule two days for us.

IRMAN: MWe'll see how much response we get from the parties we ask. I
4hat depends a good deal on our timing.
ght, the other point. Have we got the copies . . .

pEN: Mr. Chairman, just before we leave that meeting, vou may wish to
. holding the meeting some place other than Edmonton or Calgary, maybe
the north.

HAIRMAN: We are not obligated tc hold it herxe particularly. We can hold
Calgary or anywhere else.

If we try to second guess where we're going to hold it, we'll be

[RMAN: All right.
: I'm not suggesting any particular spot.

BMAN= Fine. Have we got the recommendations re Airdrie back yet?
& can just wait for them. 1I'd like to clean that up before we get on
Yecommendations.

dered coffee for 10:30, if that's agreeable.

fe 1s some overlapping with 1 and the recommendation of Mr. Planche,
ou could start with 2, and then we could compare Mr. Planche's and
1 Wwe have No. 1 before us.

future nobile home subdivisions that are to be funded by the
ge savings trust fund be developed by the private sector after
have been received by the government and a decision made
ich proposal best meets the social objectives of the proposed
sion.

would you like to speak to your recommendation?

Mr. Chairman, just very basically, I make the recommendation
hink that what we saw at Airdrie clearly indicates the Alberta
poration certainly hadn't carried out that project in a manner that
had hoped they would. It seems to me +that what direction we're
this recommendation is: the government would call for propositions,
whatever term you want +to use, from the private sector. The
rporation, or some government agency, would then look at the
hich come in and determine which one best meets the purposes of the
ubdivision. Then +the Housing Corporation or the government would



v become the public watchdog as far as +the government itself is
rned.

strikes me, Mr. Chairman, that one of the problems we've had at Airdrie
at really nobody has been there to watch +that the Alberta Housing
soration has been getting on with the job they in fact were to do. I see
ole of the Housing Corporation or a government agency as being basically
ency to look after the public's interest. In our case at Airdrie, we have
-uation where on one hand the Housing Corporation was acting as a
oper and really should also have been looking after seeing the whole
ysition was moving ahead in the manner that had been initially outlined.
+'s really the reason, Mr. Chairman, that I make the recommendation.

MUSGREAVE: Mr. Chairman, 3just on the last point the hon. Leader of the
sition made, I think the project moved along the way it was outlined, and
- was that Alberta Housing was to provide lots. It was not to be the
11 developer and co-ordinator of the project.

gan support the concept of going to a private bid, and this is in effect
I think the motion is saying, that we should get bids from both the
e sector - I would suggest that if a government agency can likewise put
bid, it should be conzidsred. I just feel that tc be critical of the
e project . . . I'm not saying this can't be criticized, but I think it
good project and the concept was realized. I think that many of the
people encountered were minor problems, and anyone who has ever
in a new home anywhere in the province will know that most of those
will be forgotten a year from nouw.

's all I want to say, that I think the concept was achieved that they
t to do.

JRSMAN: Mr. Chairman, I wanted to take issue with item No. 2, not so much
d to the concept that the private sector be encouraged +to develop
projects, but just to draw the attention of the committee to the fact
s mobile home subdivision was in fact not funded by heritage savings
nd directly. It was funded through Alberta Home Mortgage Corporation.
to say, individual lots were obtained and financed through +them, but
rta Housing Corporation developed this proposal.

nt there at the request of the committee, it is true; but really, when
o, I think we were perhaps overstepping the bounds of our committee's
bility. The heritage savings +trust fund provides the funding to
Home Mortgage Corporation and Alberta Housing Corporation by way of
up the debentures of +those corporations. And in each case, the
on of Alberta Housing Corporation and the Alberta Home Mortgage
“ion is accountable +to the Legislature for the works they undertake
a minister of this government; that is, the Minister of Housing and
Works. So in actual fact, I think it should be clear that the funds
e indirectly from the heritage savings trust fund, and were allocated
to that project as a decision of a board of directors of the Alberta
Corporation. 5o we were really one step removed, as a committee, from
tion that is taking place in Airdrie.

t seems to me that the appropriate place to raise objections or make
ations on the operation of these projects is +to +the Minister of
d Public Works and in speaking to the estimates of his department in
ar budgetary process. That's really the appropriate place in which
our representations, as members of +the House rather than as the
savings trust fund committee.



this stage, but leaving that technical issuve aside, I do feel that the
on of the private sector becoming involved is important. But the
e ‘sector 1is interested in something called a "profit", and in this
ular case, no profits were being made by Alberta Housing Corporation.
¢t the lots were being made available at cost to the purchasers of those
It, in itself, was an experiment. While I express some misgivings
about some of the proposals ~- for example, the one to build and lease
commercial building on the site to individual businesses, which would in
e in direct competition with other commercial developexrs of buildings of
lar nature -- nevertheless I do feel that the experiment in itself  was
supported during the course of our hearings. The mayor and those
fits of the park who presented briefs, made it quite clear that they felt
ficept was an admirable one and they were fully supportive of the concept
It is true that they raised objections and concerns as to the manner
¢h the maiter was co-ordinated; and really that comes back to point one.,
hink we can deal with it when we get to it.
at this stage, in view of the support that the council and people who
7t the park express for the concept, I would hate to see us make a
ndation which would in any way preclude Alberta Housing Corporation
rrying foruard with this type of development on some future occasion.
re I can't support part two of Mr. Clark's motion.

\YLOR: Is this all one motion?

AIRMAN: No. These are three separate motions, Mr. Clark, am I not
7 And we will take them one at a time. I think this is the intent of
fi, unless I am mistaken.

ere any further discussion on No. 27

OR: Mr. Chairman, I rather favor the private sector doing these
I also favor making the lots available at cost. I don't +think the
énit should bs making noney out of the lots. The government will be
fax those lots later, put them on the tax role, but I don't think we
be making money out of the actual lots. I favor the private sector
mething to do with these; but by the same token, I think a good cass
nade for the government to do some of these on its own as an indicator
i involved and what costs are.

t want to come back to highway construction all the time, but when I
ghuays, we received some criticism because we had a paving crew under
t control and a couple of construction crews. But because we had
> were aware of what the actual costs were and the contractors then
pull the wool over our eyes in regard to what was happening in the
écause we had a couple of construction crews and a paving crew, uwe
dantly aware of +the problems with which +the contractor had to
$0 it was advantageous. And I +think it's advantageous for the
vt to do some of these as an indicator of what's involved.

thing I don't like about No. 2 is it's all mandatory that it must be
:fe sector. If that was worded that we recommend that the private
for +the most part, look after the construction, I could certainly go
it. But I don't want to preclude the opportunity of the government
Ome experience that makes it a better master-servant arrangement.

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Horsman raised an interesting point, and that is
cal question as to whether this is funded by the heritage fund or by



appropriations of the departments. I think his suggestion is well taken
4+ this might be moxe apprcpriately on the Order Paper of the lLegislature.

e first recommendation, no difficulty uwhatsoever; nor do I have any
cficulty with the intent of the second one. But I'm just wondering whether
the future the comnittee is going to be accepting and dealing with
mnmendations that really don't apply to the fund in a direct way. So it's
uestion we have to address our minds to, that if the actual appropriation
rom the Department of Housing and Public MWoxks =-- and that's ny
rstanding == though +the money comes from +the fund in the foxm of
ntures, that how far afield will this committee go at future mneetings in
ing with mattexs, say, that relate to AMFC. We could be making
mmendations in this committee as it relates +to nunicipal financing,
vse funds are obtained by AMFC through the heritage fund.

e intent of the recommendation I have no difficulty with; it's just the
gpria{eness of it's place.

TAYLOR: Point of order, Mr. Chaixman. Is the argument +that this
vision was not funded by heritage savings trust fund?

CHAIRMAN: No, Mr. Taylor, it's the method of funding the Alberta Housing
oration. I believe that's the point in question. My understanding is the
ta Housing Corporation is funded by debentures from the heritage trust

but it has other sources of funding, I believe, as well -- and does
purview of the committee extend to all the operations of the Alberta
g Corporation or does it not? Are we going beyond our terms of

ence? I +think this is the point in question that we are discussing at
oment on that, unless I'm mistaken.
ITAYLOR: Just on that point, if heritage saving trust funds are not
ved, why did we ever go to Airdrie?

AIRMAN: That was the point in question, I believe, that was brought up.

,ARK: Mr. Chairxman, to put the question the other way: is the comnittee
xcluded from looking into ventures which are included’ as investments of
ritage savings trust fund? If +that's what we're going to do, Mr.
» then the committee will have even less power than it has today. If
what we're to do, if that's the argument of the hon. members for
\e Hat and Slave Lake, that the committee is not to be able to look at
' investments and activities dealing with the heritage savings trust
and that's really what they're sayving to us in a very nice way —— then
imittee is going to be consiricted in its work even more than it is now.

IRMAN: It was my understanding, gentlemen, that we look at what is in
wrt. I believe that has to be our line of approach.

K: Balderdash! The government prepares the report, Mr. Chairman.

RMAN: Well, Mr. Clark, who do you expect would prepare the report?

But we're not going to be constricted just to what the government
he report.



. CHAIRMAN: Well perhaps we are, and perhavs we aren't.

CLARK: We're not.

CHAIRMAN: Let's discuss this. And the Airdrie situation does come under
, report. That's what I'm saying.

CLARK: That's right.

CHAIRMAN: But we have to confine ourselves to the limitations of our terns
eference; there is no question on that. As chairman, we're not going
ering off on anybody's particular notion. Because they have an idea, that
n't necessarily mean the committee has to follow along with it; but I do
we should confine ourselves to the items that come under financing
ugh the heritage trust fund that are in the report. I believe in this
that Airdrie does come under that item, so I think we are probably in
y in that respect. But remember, Mr. Clark, somebody has to prepare the
rt; of course it's the government. However, all items of money spent are
ained in that report.
. Notley.

NOTLEY: Mr. Chairman, I wonder if I could make a comment or two on the
ous points of order that have been raised.
rst of all, I don't there is any particular problem here hecause, as you
ioned, the Airdrie mobile home park is contained in the report. So I don't
¥ there should be any question about whether or not we should be
ussing these recommendations or uwhether it was appropriate, as a
iittee, to go down to Airdrie.

the larger question of investments that are made in government agencies,
e debentures .are purchased by the heritage trust fund, it seems to me that
thouldn't be making a hard and fast rule at this point and saying that only
e things which are mentioned in the report would be investigated by the
ittee. It seems +to me that that is something the committee is going to
' to look at case by case, and if a member can present to +the committee
cient arguments to convince the committee to look into an area -- for
ple, Municipal Financing Corporation investments, AGT investments, or
rta Energy Company investments -- that may not be directly mentioned in
report, but where at least part of the funding comes from the heritage
fund, then it seems to me that's the responsibility of the committee at
ime, and I don't believe we should be closing the door. We may, in terms
eneral strategy, follow +the report that has been prepared by the
tment committee under the purview of the Provincial Treasurer, and tabled
this Legislature. But I +think +the committee, if it's to do its job
iently and properly, is always going to have to be master of its ouwn
As long as we are talking about investments that have been made,
d through the heritage trust fund, even if that's an indirect funding, it
to me that if the case can be argued successfully, we should proceed.
ng that line of argument, we still would be quite proper to be looking at
ecommendations on the Airdrie mobile home site, because we as a committee
ed we'd look into it. Right or wrong, we decided to look into it. But
is no question in my mind, Mr. Chairman, that this mnorning these
Mmendations are clearly in order and we should probably get on with thenm.

o

ORSMAN: May I speak to that point of order?
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CHAIRMAN: Mr. Horsman.

HORSMAN: I raised the ques®ion; I didn't make it a big issue as to whether
iot, because clearly it's in the report. The zreport takes credit for
ing involved itself in innovative procedures, et cetera. But I did want to
:t out in my remarks that in addition to the review by this committee, it's
3 clearly open to all members of the Legislature to deal with this matter,
make recommendations to the minister in the question of voting supply to
) Department of Housing and Public Works in the forthcoming year; and also
respect to voting the appropriation, which we will be asked to do later in
s fall session, +to the Alberta Housing Corporation. The point is that
rye are ample opportunities to raise questions.

ow the fact is we went to Airdrie. And the second part of my remarks with
spect to Item No. 2 was that I don't agree with the mover that the Alberta
ising Corporation should be restricted in its future endeavors to provide
type of innovative procedure with respect to land assembly; and that it's
11y on that point -- and I'm sorry perhaps if I led the committee off on
ther track -- that I wish to speak in opposition to Motion No. 2 by Mr.
k.

- MUSGREAVE: Axe we finished with the point of order, because I'd like to go
% to the . . .

- CHAIRMAN: We'xre finished with the point of oxder; we're back on No. 2.

MUSGREAVE: Could I propuse an amendment to No. 2, Mr. Chairman?

- CHAIRMAN: You have that privilege.

MUSGREAVE: My amendment would read as follows, and I would hope the
ittee members would bear with nme.

ke out the word "future"™ and put in "that bids for mobile hors
ivisions that are to be funded by the heritage savings trust fund”; +take
the word "developer"™ and put in "be subnmitted by the private sector and
rta Housing™; strike out words after "proposals have been received by",
put "to the government"; take out "and a decision can be made on which
osal best meets the social objectives of +the proposed subdivision";
ial objectives of providing affordable housing".

ow I can read that . . .

CHAIRMAN: Would you like to write that out, Mr. Musgreave, so we know . .

MUSGREAVE: Yes, I can wxite it. I'1l read it the way it should be.

'7 CHAIRMAN: Fine. Perhaps you would do that.

MUSGREAVE: That bids for mobile home subdivisions that are to be funded by
ﬁeritage savings trust fund be submitted by the private sector and Alberta
ing to the government, so a decision can be made on which proposal best
the social objectives of providing affordable housing.

- CHAIRMAN: Is that agreeable?
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CLARK: That's agreeable, Mr. Chairman.

GN. MEMBER: Would Mr. Musgreave just read that once more?

MUSGREAVE: Yes. Sorry.

a3t bids for mobile home subdivisions that are to be funded by the heritage
ngs trust fund be submitted by the private sector and Alberta Housing to
government so a decision can be made on which proposal best meets the
sl objectives of providing affordable housing.

CHAIRMAN: Mr. Musgreave, Vvou realize +that you are asking that the
yament and private sector bid on the same projects. Is that . . .

MUSGREAVE: No. 1I'm suggesting that . . .
CHAIRMAN: That's what your amendment reads =as, as I understand it.

MUSGREAVE: No, Mr. Chairman. The intent of the motion is that bids for
le home subdivisions —-- the government would in effect say, all right, we
" +to provide 500 lots in the metropolitan area of Calgary or Edmonton or,
2,000 lots in smaller centres, and ask for bids on proposed developments.
's all. And that's open to the private sector and Alberta Housing.

BACKUS: Mr. Chairman, the word "bids on proposals™ is confusing, because
ther asks for proposals or you have a proposal and you ask for bids. I
. the words "bids on proposals" should be left out, and substitute
posals”.

MUSGREAVE: Mr. Chairman, I should sav that on the last line, "on uwhich
ivision best meets the social objectives", the word "proposal" is not

HORSMAN: Mr. Chairman, I really feel that I must oppose the amendment as
as I oppose the motion itself. The amendment, it seems to me, makes the
ation even worse by proposing that, with respect to proposed developments
iis nature to be implemented under the aegis of the Department of Housing
ublic Works through Alberta Housing Corporation, it would then be
ary for private enterprise and Alberta Housing Corporation, through some
own . means, to get +together and +then come before the government. The
ment means, of course, Executive Council, which places upon Executive
1 an additional responsibility +that I don't think is necessary or is
ently contemplated by the present method of operation. This was a
osal, and we're getting involved in making a very complicated and complex
System without any specific means of getting the parties +together --
a Housing and the private sector. What is the private sector? To nake

just don't see +that +this motion . . . [interjections] May I, Mr.
an, conclude ny remarks? There is no clear method that is spelled out
‘aking +his amendment. I don't think it 1is a logical or reasonable
édure to follow, and I think the amendment is just as bad as the original
on; in fact, perhaps even worse.

MUSGREAVE: Mx. Chairman, the intent of the motion -- vyou knouw, we heard a
©Of criticism, particularly in the Calgary area, from private developers
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said they had no oppcrtunity to provide subdivisioned mobile home
jvisions; that the government in effect -~ and the government is Alberta
iging in this case =-- went ahead on its own, provided the subdivision
hout giving the private sector an opportunity to bid. All I'm suggesting
that the private sector would have the opportunity to bid.

don't want +to get hung up in any legal harrassments or hassles with ny
hed friend back here, but frankly, all I'm saying is give the private
or an opportunity to see what it can do. And at the same time give
rta Housing Corporation -=- which we’re defending -- an opportunity to say
it can do. Surely the two parties can compete. I'm not asking them to
together in collusion. Heaven forbid.

TAYLOR: I can understand what Mr. Musgreave is trying to get at, but I'd
to be the Minister of Public Works in that set-up. Because here I am
complete knowledge of what ny department is doing. and I'm asking the
ide people to bid without any knouwledge of that. So then I decide
her I want +the innovative or the excellent ideas that may come from my
y¥tment, and weigh them against what the contractors bid. And if +there's
involved, obviously +the department can do it much cheaper because
a's no profit. You don't have a profit motive. You simply pay the wages

it puts the contractor in a position where, whether he's treated fairly
fnfairly, there's always suspicion that hs's being treated wunfairly. And
puts the minister in a terrible position. I really don't think a minister
be receiving bids from his own department and bids from contractors on
él prices. Now if you're just talking about proposals, that's a different
g entirely, and proposals can be submitted by everyone. But if vyou're
ﬁ to decide on the price on an actual bid, then I think you're looking for
teal troubled times, because it just doesn't work out that way.

DIACHUK: Mr. Chairman, I don't have the difficulty Mr. Horsman has that
oposals be subnitted to the government, becavse I alwavs consider an
of the governmesnt as the government. and I'm sure the public does too.
these proposals will be submitted to the proper agency. which is Housing
blic Works.

feally would like to see that we look at this amended recommendation,
e it does, then, encourage and invite and even obligate the Despartment
using and Public Works that they don't do all the developments in this
ce. I would like to see some of it -—- even though my good friend from
: River-Fairview might not agree with me -- but I would like to have it
n to the private sector. And this type of amended recommendation would
in my mind, obligate Alberta Housing and the Department of Housing and
Works to look to the private sector to come up with proposals.

‘Mr. Taylor indicated, the government agencies usually work with no
2». but the private sector is more expedient and does develop a profit for
2lves, and that would be fair ball with me.

: Is there any discussion? Are vou ready for the vote on the

Rent defeated

{AIRMAN: Are you prepared for the vote on the motion? Question.
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#R. R- SPEAKER: Mr. Chairman, I'd like to include another amendment to this

@bsolution. Maybe it gets a little closer to what we're +trying +to aim at.
%ﬁter the word "private sector", I'd like to place in there:
& . . with the exception of experimental, planning or pilot projects

the government may be involved .

In other words, what we're saying is that the private sector should be used

Yo develop the projects. The purpose of the Alberta Housing Corporation is to
“}t up the objectives of the project, and to enumerate them, clearly define
en, and then put out the proposal. And then following that, after the
pposals are 1in, they can contract it out to the private sector, and after
1ot they can monitor and control and see that the objectives are met. But
y stay out of the actual uwork, or the developing, as such.
However, what I have said in this amendment is "with the exception". If
ey have certain experimental ideas, planning ideas that they wish to put
sruard, pilot projects, controls such as Mr. Taylor has indicated here
lier —— I think because that has worked very successfully over the years --
n government may be involved. We're not saying they should stay out of it
there are places for them to be involved -- but they don't do everything.
that's the objective of that particular amendment that I'm suggesting, Mr.
Chairman.

®, PLANCHE: Mr. Chairman, I think that everybody in the committee -- if I can
ak for them all -- would 1like to see these kinds of 1low cost lot
elopments continue one way or another. I think that's generxally agreed.
my impression of Alberta Housing is that +thev have no equipment
tsoevexr; +that no matter what the prime vehicle is in this thing, they're
11 going to have to go out for bid for the sub-contractors. _

o it seems to me that this thing together, if I understand Mr. Clark's
cerns —= we have to have an alternate to what we have, and I don't see that
s ie doing anything. No natter how you slice it, Alberta Housing is going
be the prime mover. They're going to set out the parameters, they're going
0 hire +the engineering company that does the grading and the surveying, and
h they're going to hire the people with the cats and the trucks and
tever else, which is where we are now.

And it comes back down again to: maybe it wasn't done as well as it should
Ve been. MWe're now talking about how that thing could be improved. With
ect to Mr. Clark, I don't see that anything innovative is coming out of
this. MWe're still back to where we are now, unless I miss it.

CLARK: Mr. Chairman, could I perhaps try to broaden the thing out just a
The procedure that I would have seen wused at Airdrie was that the
Ising Corporation, or the government, set out the broad, general objectives
had in mind, which I'd say, Mr. Chairman, are very laudible. No one
8 tels' with that. Then the Housing Corporation would have requested, by
Ans of public subnission, proposals from whoever wanted to make proposals,
to how those social objectives -- affordable housing -~ could be reached.
X those were in and assessed, then a decision would be made to go with one
¢ proposals.

would then become the responsibility of the successful proponent to move
with the program they suggested to the Housing Corporation. The Housing
Oration, then, could do the monitoring to in fact see that the program is
g along the way it was designed to.

See, what's happened down at Airdrie is that the Housing Corxporation is
on one hand, the prime contractor or the developer and, on the otherx
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d, they're being the monitor too. They've got a conflict of interest in
t+ project doun there, and they haven't stepped on anyone.

PLANCHE: So what you're saying, then, is that you would like an extra
ponent shovelled into the thing where it presently is between AHC and the
tractor.

CLARK: And the Housing Corporation serve +the function of doing the
itoring and seeing the projects moving along on time.

PLANCHE: But what vyou want is one more overlay -- if I understand, Mr.
jrman —— between AHC at the top . . .

1CLARK= It's there now.

PLANCHE: . . . and the people with the shovels, and what not, underneath.
here you want to have somebody who has subnitted a bid and is going to do
. thing. You want to have an extra person.

CLARK: And they're responsible.
LANCHE: Okay.
igLARK= They're the ones that are responsible.

PLANCHE: And it's our intention, then, to do that at the sanme price as
e presently doing it.

CLARK: Yes.

{0TLEZY: That's the theory.

CLARK: I would hope, in fact, even less. WHe wouldn't have the waste we've
iown there.

PLANCHE: But the waste wasn't for the account of the lots, because those
irm prices.

AIRMAN: Address the Chair, gentlemen. Mr. Shaben.

HABEN: Mr. Chairman, as a result of hearing the debate, and having
sed my views earlier, I'm just sort of extending this resolution -- or
reconmendation if it's passed -- into an area outside of Edmonton or
Y, where there have, from time +to +time, been projects developed by
a Housing Corporation. If it's done on a proposal basis it prevents, in
communities, the small contractors on an hourly basis from being
red. And generally speaking, when a contract is given to a prime
ctor our experience, a long way from Edmonton, is that the people are
in to do the work rather than the work being done.

think, on viéwing this recommendation, that it would be limiting to the
and the 6pportunities that are available for local people to get work,
£ On a sub-contracting basis or on an hourly basis.
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. CLARK: Mr. Chairman, these reconmendations go with Airdrie, and Airdrie
one» based on what the committee's seen doun there.

CHAIRMAN: Excuse me, Mr. Clark. I would have to accept that these are
omnendations for the process of what is going to come in the future. It is
i+ confined to Airdrie. When we make a recommendation, the recommendation
:ers the board as far as my understanding is concerned,” and for future
als. Airdrie is already under construction, but what we're talking about is
e operation of the Alberta Housing Corporation and the procedures of the
Merta Housing Corporation.

CLARK: But based on what we've seen at Airdrie, Mr. Chairman, and what
pened at Airdrie, and the sad experience at Airdrie.

Iﬁ% MUSGREAVE: It's not a sad experience. It's a damn good experience.
CHAIRMAN: Have we any further discussion? Mr. Horsman.

HORSMAN: Procedurally where we are, Mr. Chairman, I think we're on the
ndment proposed by Mr. . .

CHAIRMAN: On an amendment by Mr. Speaker.

_HORSMAN: Mr. Speaker. It seems to me, without having the wording in front
me s that what he has proposed by way of amendment completely emasculates
e motion itself. It says:
4 . . with the exception of pilot projects, experimental projects
~and planning projects .
’ that's as broad as the horizon, it seems to ne, and certainly Airdrise
could be regarded as an experimental project. Perhaps a development in
>y Slave Lake could also be considered as an experimental project or a
: project, and so on.
think what we have to deal with here is the concept of whether or not
rta Housing Corporation should be restricted in its efforts to provide
sost, affordable housing +to Albertans. Now granted there were sone
.culties with the first experimental project. Hopefully they, 1like
bdy else, will learn from their experience in future developments if they
repared to go into them.
.not suggesting that +they should be going into competition with the
ite sector. As a matter of fact, we heard glowing tales of +the private
r's developmnent in Airdrie across the highway, and we heard some
lates about how the costs of the lots were equal, but we've received, I
#» no firm evidence of that. In fact I have some serious doubts in my
hat those costs were in the order we heard about.
. opposed to this amendment, because I think if anything it waters douwn
itent of the original motion. I don't think we should be making a motion
s committee which would lead Alberta Housing Corporation to restrict its
s to assist Albertans in obtaining low-cost, affordable housing.. And
what +they're +trying to do. If they can show a good exanple to the
e sector, and allow the private sector in the future to make a profit,
rovide lower cost lots for Albertans in mobile home subdivisions, well
od. But as I say, I am opposed to this amendment because it 'really, if
Rg, waters down the original motion which I am also opposed to.




—16_

MR TAYLOR: Mr. Chairman, in analysing the resolution and the amendment, I
think we have to remember tha®t in a subdivision you have a developer, and then
have the contractors. Thes developer is the one responsible. Now I can't

ou

zee how this is going to let Alnerta Housing be +the developer. Because it
says 'be developed by the private sector”. That's a normal subdivision. The
privafe sector -~ 1if somebody starts a subdivision, he's the developer, and

he hires the various contractors.

in this case, the developer was Alberta Housing, and Alberta Housing hired
the contractors. So I can't really see what this resolution's going to do.
1f you're going to have +the contractor develop 1it, we don't need the
resolution at all. That's being done every day. And if you're going to say
that even with the amendment, with which I generally agree —- but tacked onto
this, I don't know what it's going to do, becauss you've already got the

private sector developing it. So +the private sector +then hires the
‘econtractors. Alberta Mortgage is not in it. Alberta Housing is not even in
it.

So the way the resolution is worded, I don't know really what we're going to
acconplish by passing it at all. Unless you're going to say . . .

MR. CHAIRMAN: Are vou ready for the question on the amendment? Mr. Speaker.

#MR. R. SPEAKER: With regards to the developer, we believe that the dsveloper
shouldn't be the Alberta Housing Corporation, that that can be someone in the
private sector. The purpose of the Alberta Housing Corporation as far as I'm
concerned is that they can set up the objectives; they're the funding group.
The developer and +the suhk-contractors or contractors carry out the project.
The Albexrta Housing Corporation supervises it to see that the objectivez are

net. [interjections] Well, vyes. Okay, that's the way, hopefully, we want
‘the thing to be interpreted. Maybe we should re-write +the resolution to
ﬁnterpret it that way. That was the intent of what was written.

I'd really question the comments of the member from Medicine Hat, where he
ys that affordable housing only occurs because +the Alberta Housing
orporation was involved as the developer -~ that he was making references to
igher-cost developed lois by the private sector across the road and in other
laces. If +the hon. Member from Medicine Hat would add into the cost of
lberta Housing Corporation the cost of the civil servants that travel doun
ere, that spend hours going back and forth, the cost of civil servants right
rom the lowsst one to the minister, who receives a very high salary -~ |if
ﬁfey took a portion of that and put it into the project, those lots would not
§% affordable at the same, nor comparable to what the private sector can do it
t. That's where some of these people who have left leanings miss some of
e points of certain things. I think that's very, very clear, and I hope the
retary puts +that in +the minutes, in reference to the hon. Menber from

%%dicine Hat. And we'll send that back to the The Medicine Hat News for clear
E?ference.

But, Mr. Chairman, ny point is that . . .

N HON. MEMBER: He's probably a Socialist down there.

R. SPEAKER: Our concern is that as a committee, and the people responsible
the Alberta heritage savings trust fund, we're letting +the government
ome  too involved in the mechanics of delivering the programs. And what
re trying to do is avoid that at this point by the resolution here. Maybe
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%%_ Taylors' point is taken well, that we haven't quite worded it exactly that
ay -

su. CHAIRMAN: Well, we have to come back to the amendment. Are you ready for
%ﬁe question on the amendment?

g@endment defeated

§Eﬂ CHAIRMAN: Are you ready for the question on the motion?

ggtion defeated

CLARK: Mr. Chairman, what was the vote?

CHAIRMAN: The vote was three for, and six against.

CLARK: Could the record record that Mr. Speaker, myself, and Mr. Diachuk
e the three who voted for it.

CHAIRMAN: UWe can so do. We will go on to Motion 3, by Mr. Clark:

That in the future, prior to decisions and announcements being
made, consultation must take place between the government and its
agencies and those communities to be affected.

CLARK: Mr. Chairman, in moving this resolution, I do this specifically
cause of the comments made by the mayor. The members of the committee will
¢all that he indicated that the town of Airdrie had no prior consultation to
is project going ahead until they were advised by the government, through
minister's announcement, that it was going to go ahead. If the federal
jernment +treats the province of Alberta that way., " with very good
ification we complain and complain loudly, and should. I think what we're
ing here is simply saying to the Executive Council: if you're going to go
ead with any of these kinds of ventures in the future, for Pete's sake take
fo consideration the 1local community, consult with them prior +to the
nouncement being made, rather than advising them at the same time. That's
& basis for the resolution.

CHAIRMAN: I must make a comment from the Chair, that with all due respect
he Mayor of Airdrie, when you come to purchase major tracts of land on the
kirts of a city, 4dit's a little difficult to advertise your intentions
re you make the purchase. And I think it's been business practice for
mahy years to tie up the property or make the purchase before you
unce to all and sundry that such is the intent of any party.

d with all due respect to the Mavox, I felt that perhaps he was changing
ness practice as has been done for many, many vyears, when he mnade his
estions. So I +think it's a point that must be kept in mind when we're
ding.

Diachuk.

DIACHUK: Mr. Chairman, I would really disagree with +this +type of
lution because I can just visualize the opposition criticizing the
tment or the government agency that goes into consultation, and then sore
nds might get in on the consultation and pick up the options, and then all
breaks loose like it did at Vegreville, with accusations flying. I can't
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it, Mr. Chairman. Because it would just tie the hands of the governnmnent
ncies trying to provide some affordable housing or land for affordable
sing. I would vote against it.

CHAIRMAN: Are there any further discussions with respect to Recommendation
37

TAYLOR: MWell, Mr. Chairman, I'm wondering if this resolution is dealing
h the purchase of the land. I wouldn't be in favor of making that public,
ause the price would go sky high if the people find out the government's
ing to buy land. But once the land is purchased and you start to plan your
division, then I certainly think the local authorities should be consulted,
ause they have good ideas.

CLARK: Mr. Chairman, that's the point that His Worship, the Mayor of
rie, made. He didn't ask that the town of Airxrdrie be involved in the
;chase of the land, but he made it very clear to the committee ~— if you ¢o
¢k and check his presentation to the committee —~- that the toun of Airdrie
¢ not consulted in any way, shape, or form. They knew the government had
s land out there, but they had no idea what use the government was going to
e of that land until the public announcenment was made.

d that's +the kind of thing we're getting at here. It isn't a matter of
toun of Airdrie =- or any other nunicipality -- being involved in
hasing the land, but it's a matter of what use is going to be made of that
after. Because it was well known in that area, Mr. Chairman, +that that
had been acquired by the government for a considerable period of tinme
r to Mr. Yurko making the announcement, without any consultation with +the
3 any input from the toun.

d that's what we're getting at, Mr. Chairman. We're not suggesting that
e be a public announcement made that we're going to buy land. It's after
land is ‘acquired, Mr. Chairman, that the consultation should take place.

HORSMAN: Well, Mr. Chairman, I'm glad that the hon. member tried to
ify this motion, but it clearly reads "in the future, prior to decisions”,
it seems to me the first decision that has to be made is to buy land, the
important decision perhaps. On that basis, I simply cannot support the

thermore, on +the subject of consultation and so on, I think the mayor
ted +that prior to +the final plan being announced, there were
iltations which took place. Not the initial announcement -— +there was a
al to go ahead in that area. But certainly I thought the mayor left an
ession +that prior +to the detailed announcements, or the detailed plans
agreed upon, there was a large anount of consultation and discussion.
can't support the motion in its present form, because it's just totally
tical. I'm sure Mr. Taylor would agree that if prior to the acquisition
ght-of-way for highways, or other government projects, it was necessary
sult with the nunicipal governmenis who might be directly involved or
erally involved, there would be absolute chaos. It leads to all kinds of
» or potential abuses, and I don't think that it can be supported for
ne reasons given by Mr. Diachuk.

JTLEY: Well, Mr. Chairman, I don't think there’'s any question that no one
.S suggesting that there be any consultation prior to the purchase of the
I think probably the resolution is just slightly ambiguous on that and



..‘I 9—

it night be useful, if we were to pass it, that that would be an amendment
that would clarify that aspect so we don't get into the situation where we are
inc!easing the value of the land, allowing all sorts of insiders to make money
and what have you.

put what I think the thrust of the recommendation says -- and I agree with
the points that have been made by Mr. Clark and others -- is that there Just
wasn't the kind of ongoing consultation that one would have expected after the
1and was purchased. That's certainly what I perceived the mayor saying. And
quite frankly -- I don't want to go on a tirade —--~ I've had other cases, too,
where touwns or villages are just more +than a 1little annoved with Alberxta
Housing. Once the 1land is purchased, they don't know what is happening.,
pecause they're just . . . Alberta Housing has done a lot of good work in
this province, but it also has a bad reputation with a number of people for
not doing the consulting on an ongoing basis with the local government --
xeeping them posted on what'’s going ahead.

He've had all sorts of problems with rural and native housing, for example,
in northern Alberta. Excellent programs; first-rate programs. But the 1local
councils don't know what's going on. First of all rumour takes over, and then
we have an awful mess.

I think that the major point in Airdrie just confirmed what I saw in other
comnunities. There just wasn't the time spent after the land was purchased to
sit down with +the council and keep them posted on every aspect of the
development.

MR. MUSGREAVE: Mr. Chairman, perhaps I'm not aware of the problems facing some
of the smaller municipalities, but I find it haxrd +to accept the statements
%hat the local municipality doesn't know what's going on. Because the fact
%hat Alberta Housing has the land -- they still have to get building permits,
development permits. I would imagine they'd have to get occupancy permits. I
mean, what are the administrations of these municipalities and villages doing?

MR. TAYLOR: Mr. Chairman, there's more than simply getting the permit. Unless
ou're going to keep the town advised . . . First of all, I should say the
owun's going to have to be responsible for this place afterwards; they're
oing to take it over, it's going to be part of the +town. Unless vyou keep
our town advised in regard to grade lines, in regard to what you're doing on
our roads . . . Are vou building a modern road or are you building a cow
brail? Are vyou going to compact it? HNow unless you tell them what you're
joing to do, and the type of material you're going to use, they don't knouw,
nd you may well leave them with a tremendous maintenance problem if the
Ntractor doesn't have very strict specifications with regard to building the
zoads alone.

_ There's also another problem, and I think it's going to be evident in that
Subdivision, where sone people have not lived up to the grade line. Where
hey don't 1live up to the grade line, you either have to get steps to get up
then or they have all the water coming down into their honme. That's a
Problen that's going to affect the individuals as well as the toun.

‘So I really suggest that more than just simply getting the permits . . .

L MUSGREAVE: Mr. Chairman, I want to rebut here. I can see the confusion
Ye. You know, on one hand we're +talking about land development, land
Sembly and all +the =services that are provided. On the other hand we're
%king about =-- you know, we say Alberta Housing isn't doing things. When I
ive through a +town and see a big sign up that says "Financed by Alberta
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sing", that to me is Alberta Housing at work. They've built some houses,
duplexes or fourplexes or whatever.

ure, I agree with Mr. Taylor on the other part of it, but I think we're
prt of mixing apples and oranges here in our debate.

CHAIRMAN: Are vyou ready for +the question with respect to No. 37 Mr.
nche.

PLANCHE: Mr. Chairman, in the transcript of those remarks as I read them
e —— this is Mr. Beénnett ~- it says:

Several meetings were held with Alberta Housing and the Corporation

and the Touwn worked cooperatively to establish a plan for the
development of the site. He observed that had the procedures which

were laid down at that time been adhered to, there probably would

not have been any major problenms.

o I agree that there must be consultation between Alberta Housing and a
ghboring community. I think that's imperative. I also am sure that there
+ be any announcement until after the land is bought. In the case of the
drie particular, it would indicate that in fact those consultations had
n carried out.

CLARK: Mr. Chairman, it should be pointed out that the hon. member is
ding from the minutes of the meeting, and not from the actual comments the
or of Airdrie made.

PLANCHE: On a point of order. Those minutes were documented unanimously
morning by the members of this committee.

CLARK: They may well have been.

HON. MEMBER: So what?

CLARK: But the fact remains that that isn't what happened down at Airdrie.

,CHAIRHAN= However, to get back to . . . Are you ready for the question?

CLARK: Mr. Chairman, in concluding the discussion here. You know, what
e really talking about here -- as I pointed out earlier -- is not the
isition of land. If we were talking about acquisition of land, we would
e "acquisition" in there rather than "decisions and annduncements".

CHAIRMAN: Mr. Clark, in all due respect, that is not what your motion
ids.

CLARK: It says: "That in the future, prior to decisions and announcements
ing made . . ." That's what it says. The point I am making is that if  we
e talkiﬁg about acquisition of land being included in those kinds of prior
Sultations, we'd have said "acquisition™ in the amendment or in the motion.
didn't. I just draw that to the committee's attention.

'he second point that I want to make is that we're hearing here this morning
same basic arguments, in a little different fornm, that the federal
ernment used against the province of Alberta, when it comes to consultation
® federal-provincial basis. All sorts of airy-fairy reasons why we can't
'@ consultation federally-provincially. We were just hearing the sane



_21..

;gzguments only this morning used by the government MLAs', as to why +there
%an't be consultation on a project like this.

1 just think it's most regrettable that the whole idea of saying to the
;ovetnment. look, you're going to have a significant effect on a community;
‘get douwn and have some serious consultation before the announcements are made;.
don't go in after and really give the community very little choice =-- tell
‘them what's been decided for then.

MR. CHAIRMAN: With all due respect, Mr. Clark, you have three words, "prior to
‘decisions”, in that motion.

MR. CLARK: That's right. Exactly right.

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Chairman, could I move an amendment that after the word
wfyture™ we put in the clause "with the exception of land acquisition”, so
#hat it would read:
That in the future, with the exception of land acquisition, prior
to decisions and announcements being made . . .
I think that would clarify it. At least we'd have a . . .

ik, CHAIRMAN: You have an amendment? Are you prepared for the gqguestion on the
z&mendment?

'HON. MEMBERS: Question.

Hmendment carried

MR. CHAIRMAN: "That in the future, prior to land acquisition . . .™ Are those
he words, Mr. Notley, that you . . .

MR. NOTLEY:

That in the future, with the exception of land acquisition, prior
to decisions and announcements being made, consultation mnust take
place . . .

lith the exception of land acquisition.

HORSMAN: Speaking to the amendment, I think it should be clear that I
lieve that that is in fact what did take place here. The conmnunications
oke down after the plan had been announced and arrived at between the toun
d Alberta Housing Corporation. Furthermore, we nust not overlook those days
rain, despite the fact that the Leader of the Opposition wants to pretend
at you can proceed with construction projects in the midst of a long rain
riod. But I won't belabor that point. I favor the motion in it's present

‘ CHAIRMAN: We have agreed with +the motion. Are vou prepared for the
estion with the motion as amended?

MUSGREAVE: Mr. Chairman, I'd like to speak against the motion. I think
at the project =- you know, I just don't think the motion is relevant at
1> because I think when you put that number of people together in a
ddivision like that, you're going to have problems. I don't think they're
or at all, 4&nd for us to say that the government must do this, I can't
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MR. CHAIRMAN: Are you ready for the question?

MR. TAYLOR: I don't want to complicate the matter, Mr. Chairman, but I think
there's another amendment that should be made. Just to have the consultation
prior to decisions and announcements is fine. But that doesn't solve a lot of
problems- I think there should be continued consultation, so I'm going teo
nove that "continued™” be placed in front of "consultation™. No, that won't do
jt, because this is prior to decisions and announcenents. Anvhow, I'd 1like
the consultations to be continued. I won't bother making an amendment.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Are you ready for the question?
HON. MEMBERS: Question.
Motion as amended carried

MR. MUSGREAVE: I'd hope, Mr. Chairman, that you'd record that I voted against
that, please.

AN HON. MEMBER:® So did I.

MR. CHAIRMAN: It will be so recorded.
I think we'll break now for five minutes for coffee.

MR. CHAIRMAN: We'll call the meeting to order again, gentlemen.

We have two pretty similar recomnendations: No. 1 by Mr. Clark and the
xecommendation by Mr. Planche. Now can we get them together into one or do
you want to take them separately; that is up to the committee. I think if
éverybody read over Resolution No. 1 of Mr. €lark and the resolution by Mr.
glanche. we could decide whether we amalgamate them or take them separately.
That's up to the committee.

QR. PLANCHE: Well, if I could speak to mine, Mr. Chairman. I don't have any
?articular quarrel with Mr. Clark's over nine excepting that I would be very
concerned +that an Alberta government employee would take the kind of profile
own there, which he almost has to take, where he would be responsible for
hings like selecting which contractor was responsible -- in the first place,
he could get in the place. Secondly, getting involved in quarrels betwsen
e house builder and the house buyer which are outside the realm of his
Urview as a land and lot developer. I sure see the necessity of having the

on site. I think that's imperative, and I agree with Mr. Clark there.
s just the division of responsibility because he is a government man and
ause he is only a lot developer I would see spreading all over the place.
would be impossible for him to withdraw from any of the complaints he got,
I see it. I think that would be a shame. So aside from that nuance in his
t isntt maybe in mine, I don't have any quarrel with it.

BACKUS: Mr. Chairman, the Department of Public Works apart from Alberta
sing has an inspection branch in which they have a great deal of expertise
far as inspection is concerned and a good knouwledge of all aspects of
lding- It would certainly be possible for somebody —- although he would be
?tnment. he wouldn't be Alberta Housing —- to carry off that office of co-
Nating and overseeing that would be normal to his work with regard to
lic buildings.
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pMR. HORSMAN: I'm wondering -- this is by way of a question to the mover of the
potion —= whether or not he might accept an amendment or be even prepared +to
put it in to include in this the contractors and the mobile home suppliers.
pecause it seens to me from the remarks we have heard that those areas of
concern were raised. We had a letter ~— I'm sure we all had copies of the
Jetiexr from the Canadian mobile homes association - which pointed out some of
‘the factors they were involved with as far as supplying the homes to the
various sites and so on. They, in fact, recommended in the letter to us that
a full-tire site project manager be rxetained; they say by Alberta Housing
Corporation. Perhaps, as Dr. Backus has said, it c¢ould be somrebody from
public works +to ensure there is a swift completion of phases one and two. I
wonder if you would consider that as part of your motion.

MR. CLARK: Mr. Chairman, just in response to Mr. Horsman: I would be quite
prepared to put in, after the uword "subdivision"™ in the 1last line,
necontractors and mobile home suppliers™. Mr. Taylor made the suggestion of
contractors. MWasn't that right, Mr. Taylor?

MR. TAYLOR: Yes.

MR. CLARK: So we would put contractors and mobile home suppliers in there, and
the Alberta Housing Corporation. Does that meet your concern, Mr. Horsman?

MR. HORSMAN: Basically, yes it does, Mr. Clark.
MR. CHAIRMAN: Does that cover your concern then, Mr. Planche?

MR. PLANCHE: I don't like to belabor this thing, but the words "oversee the
%ompletion of the . . . subdivision" indicate more to me than just the lot
?evlopment. Again, I'd hate to see this man in that kind of profile. I can
%ee hin ending up as the judge and jury on leaky roofs and bad plumbing and
®11 kinds of . . .

%;. CLARK: If I could just xrespond, Mr. Chairman, to Mr. Planche. I
appreciate the point Mr. Planche is making there. I think that is one of the
ﬂvan%ages of considering having this person from outside the Housing
orporation attached to the minister's office, Hugh, because there are sonme
eas that are beyond the purview of the Alberta Housing Corporation or the
overnment's role in this thing. That person may well have to say, sorry, but
t we can't look at. I recognize the need for that kind of judgment in
oever is appointed.

TAYLOR: Mxr. Chairman, I think if this had been done we would never had
n asked or never have needed to go to Airdrie. I just can't follow having
Project that big with a man responsible for several other projects all over
pProvince, and if people have to phone +to Calgary when they have a
plaint. If it were my doing, I wouldn't even have the smallest project
thout sonebody there fully responsible all the time. I think that is the
ret in +this type of thing. If a contractor knows there is somebody there
h an eye on him all the time, you're going to get good work. Some
tractors will do it anyway, but a lot of contractors don't. I think this
the one essential ingredient that would have made that +thing a really
Standing success. I still think it can do a tremendous job and bring it to
Utstanding success if we get a =~ I personally prefer an engineer. An
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engineer attached to the department of public works would have the authority,
the know-how, the knowledge. I just think it would make a world of difference
for this whole project.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Any further discussion? Before we get into this, do you wish to
take yours as well, Mr. Planche, or do vou wish to take the one
recommendation? I think perhaps we should decide that before we vote on it.

MR. PLANCHE: I'd like to go with mine also, because I'm going to have to vote
against the one that . . . 1I'd like to have one person voting for that one of
pine. That would be me.

MR. CHAIRMAN: With respect to Mr. Clark's, we're speaking to the amendment as
prought in. Recommendation No. 1 by Mz. Clark.

Amendment carried
Motion carried as amended

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Planche has suggested we withdraw his motion. Are you
agreed?

HON. MEMBERS: Agreed.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Fine, we'll go now to the recommendations put forward by Mr.
Horsman, which we had to skip last week because he was away. Recommendation
No. 5, Mr. Horsman:
That consideration be given to the construction of an airport
terminal building at the Medicine Hat airport similar to the planned
or under construction projecis at Lethbridge, Red Deer And Grande
Prairie.
Mr. Horsman, would vou like to speak to your recommendation?

MR. HORSMAN: Yes, Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the fact that this is certainly
may be regarded as parochial in nature. However, the motion arose £from the
very real concerns there are in my area with regard to the present terminal.
Anybody who has been there, including the Leader of the Opposition, the hon.
Member for Spirit River-Fairview and others, will appreciate the fact that it
éScertainly antiquated and out-of-date. It really arose as a result of the
;Qwitation by Dr. Horner when he appeared before the committee to anyecne who
Wished to make recommendations with regard to any specific projects, that they
P put in the form of a motion and a recommendation from this committee. So
%ﬂs on that basis that this motion was put forward. Certainly in my opinion
. d the opinion of the Medicine Hat ciity council it is warranted. I won't say
Mything more than that. I ask for the support of the committee.

%R'CHAIRMAN= Is there any discussion on the motion?
gtlon carried
ER'CHAIRMAN= I think yvou have one further motion, Mr. Horsman.

. HORSMAN: Mr. Chairman, under highway construction, page 4, 2A and 2B, I
t know whether the committee considered B at their last neeting.
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AN HON. MEMBER: Both were held.

MR. HORSMAN: Both were held. WNWell, that being the case, perhaps I will lead
off by putting forward my recommendation:

That consideration be given to a capital commitment for the
construction of primary and secondary highwavs on a 10-year program
sinilar to the commitment for <capital works for irrigation to
provide continuity and firm commitment.

That mnotion I put forward because of the reason given by Dr. Horner in his
peeting with us. There is no decision made by the investment committee to
gtilize capital projects for this type of program. I wanted to see sonething
developed on a 10-year basis similar to that in irrigation so that those
peOPle who are involved in highway construction would have an opportunity of
gearing up and planning programs to extend over a much longer period of +time
than 1is presently the case. It seems to me that we are suffering in Alberta
'from a lack of people who are involved in highway construction. That 1is
evident from +the fact +that Dr. Horner said that when he came before the
comnittee. I've observed the experience in southern Alberta with respect +to
jrrigation that companies that are now coming into place, knowing there is a
firm commitment on a 10-year basis -- engineering companies are locating in
Lethbridge in particular, which is really the centre of irrigation in southern
Alberta. Construction companies are going forward with expansion plans, the
acquisition of major capital equipment, and they are able to plan with a fair
degree of certainity for what will be at least a 10~year project and hopefully
iwill carxy on beyond that. Irrigation districts are able to plan with a good
deal more positive planning. I think it is working out to the benefit of not
nly the irrigation districts, but certainly those people who are involved in
ngineering firms, contracting firms and so on. It's for that purpose that I
ut forward this motion. It seems to me our highways programs within this
andlocked province are absolutely essential for the development of Albexrta in
ur economy. As we upgrade our agricultural processing industry, we're going
to have to get the goods to market. Highways are going to be a very nmajor
sart of +that program. I think we should be planning these things on a long-
ern basis rather than year to year. So that's why I've put forward this
motion.

One other thing I might say. I think it is absolutely clear that we do not
want to provide a monopoly to any particular engineering or construction firm,
wut rather to provide an atmosphere where there will be healthy competitive
dding. Nor do I think it is advisable to announce in advance or give
timates of .how much. money will be spent on any particular project, that
deed those should be left to the free competitive bidding.
, Going back to the irrigation experience a few yvears ago, I know that there
Were very few contractors who were prepared to undertake the acquisition of
iajor machinery; because quite frankly they didn't know whether or not there
ould be any funds committed on a regular basis. I think that the same thing
B1ght very well be true of the road-building industry in this province. Now
there are those who argue otherwise, but I think this would be a very useful
Jay of providing for the economic development of Alberta, and to provide major
enefits to all Albertans to have this done through the heritage savings trust
fung capital division. So this degree of certainty of funding being made

ailable will be there in a similar manner to that now being provided for
g&tlgatlon works.

§R‘CLARK= Mr. Chairman, I just want to make three very brief comments.



fFirst of all, I want to say I am in complete agreement with the intent of
.at the hon. member is talking about. That is to get a long-term commitment
far as capital commitment for +the construction of primary, secondary
hways on a 10-year basis; I would agree with that. But I would say to the
menber and to members of the committee -~ and I will be making this
ument later on, but I suppose I should make it now and I won't have to make
quite as long later on =-- that what we're asking to be done here is to use
heritage fund capital projects portion as a vehicle to fund what up wuntil
has come out of the operating budget of the province. UWhat the hon.
ber says, and he says it very well, about the need to allow planning to go
ad, despite the fact that the department'’s budget each year is approved on
early basis —-=- uwe shouldn't conclude that there isn't a great deal of long-
:m planning done by the department of highways now. I can think of a number
-yoads that the department has been working on for years in that particular
a.

iso, I'd point out to the members: to get the kind of stability in the
justry that the member refers to can be done by getting the kind of
mitment for funds on a long-term basis such as has been done with regard to
urban transportation policy of the government. If my memory is accurate
is a five-year program, isn't it, of so many dollars being made available
he cities of this province under certain conditions during five years.
thexre is no reason we couldn't do the same kind of thing, say, in the
rit of this motion -- a 10-year program for equipment of funds for primary
secondary highways and, say, the Legislature each year is going to
opriate X numbexr of dollars from its operxating budget. So from the
dpoint of planning, from the standpoint of stability to the industry, it
be done through the operating budget simply by the means of the government
ng a long-term commitment. Because in both cases it has to be either
oved at the spring session on the operating budget, or the fall session,
moneys that go into the capital projects portion.

. Chairman, the second point I wanted to make is simply this: I believe so
keenly that this committee has got to be increasingly careful about using
capital projects portion of +the fund as simply a means of not putting
gh money in the ordinary operating budget of the province, and to cone
nd to the capital projects appropriation and in fact take the money from
e for the kinds of things that are part of the infrastructure of this
ince. When the idea of the heritage savings trust fund was first explored
discussed in the House by the Prenier, the Premier talked about unique
ects which wouldn't ordinarily be able +to be funded by the operating
et of the province. Cerxtainly primary and secondary highuways across the
ince aren't unique projects from that point of view. Now the Premier uses
term "special projects". I don't want to get involved in the senmantics
r than to say that the reasonable and propexr place to fund a primary and
fidary highways program in this province is to fund it out of the operating
et of the province, not out of +the capital projects portion of the
tage savings trust fund. I'll have more to say on that later on. I have
alms with the idea of a 10-year commitment as far as primary and
idary highways -- fair ball. The point I'm +trying to make +to the
Lttee ist be very, very careful that we don't start to use the capital
ts portion of the heritage fund as simply a means to pump more money
things which should be done, there is a need for it to be done, but
- be done out of the operating budget of the province. And remember, when
look at the operating budget of the province, we've got $2.5 billion of
Ses over the last three years. Thexe is ample money there to be taken
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d to be used in the normal operating budget of the province. That's where I
§§ink this motion by Mr. Horsman should be handled.

CHAIRMAN: This point that Mr. Clark has brought out we have to be very
eful of. It is bevond our terms of reference to make recommendations to
’; minister if the funds come out of general revenue through the normal
ydgetary process. This is beyond our terms of reference as a conmmittee. So-

< is something that has to be kept in mind. If it is a recommendation that
e moneys be allocated from the heritage trust fund, fine, it comes within
. terms of reference. If it doesn't, it does not come within our terms of
rerence and this is what the committee has to decide. So, Mr. Horsman, vou

wish to elaborate further on your motion, but as I understand it if you
ry on with your motion, it would be that the funds would come from the
jtage trust fund. Because otherwise we do not have jurisdiction within
his committee to recommend to the minister how to run the department of
guays and how to lay out his program. So perhaps you would like to speak
it, Mr. Horsman.

HORSMAN: I just wanted to make it clear, Mr. Chairman, that I am proposing
+ consideration be given to using these funds from the capital projects
ision of +the Alberta heritage savings trust fund and not from the regular
rating revenue of the province. Mr. Clark has raised a very good point,
.ch he has raised in the previous meetings. So I think there is no question
t he may wish to vote against the motion on the basis that he thinks, not
at the funds should come from the heritage fund, but that they should come
sm the other operating revenues of the province. If so, that is a
itimate position for him to +take. But the point is, I want to make it
ite clear that I feel that this long-term commitment should be made for the
relopment of highways in the province on the same basis as the commitment
s nade by the government with respect to development of irrigation works
om the capital projects division of the fund.

CHAIRMAN: Fine. I think we're all clear on that point, because it is the
to this recommendation. Mr. Notley.

NOTLEY: Mr. Chairman, there are +two points that I think have to be
essed in this recommendation.

e first I think most of us agree with -- that if we’' can undertake a long-
comnitment, that would be better for the industry in total. I think in
ness it should be said there is long-term planning now; although, as I see
roads sometimes go up or down on the priority list, one wonders whether or
the long-texrm planning is quite as consistent as we would like to see it.
rtheless, there is presumably long-term planning. The commitment from a
“Year program as Mr. Horsman has mentioned would certainly make it possible
people in the industry to gear up for future projects.

+ CHAIRMAN: You're speaking from the heritage trust fund?
BR. NOTLEY: Yes, I'm speaking from the heritage trust fund.

®R. CHAIRMAN: Fine.

- NOTLEY: Now the point, though, that I think has to be made is just to
ster a bit of a caveat. If we were to take 10 vears ago and say, all



.ht, we're going to make $25 or $30 million available a year for our
ndary and primary road program, that would look very impressive. It would
a $300 million project. But of course $300 million over the next 10 years
1dn't build too many roads. I think +that if we're +talking about a
pnitment, and I would ask Mr. Horsman if he would perhaps elaborate a bit
what he sees here, probably we would have to 1look at a commitment to
struction rather than a dollar commitment, because at this stage dollars
ve really going to be so qualified . And I think we're going to run into
pis with the irrigation program, at least 1f the irrigation people I have
xed to are right. You know, our $200 million will be far more +than $200
1ijon by the time we finish, and fair ball, I think it is going to have to
Because we're going to have to keep pace with construction costs. That's
] first point.
ﬁJThe second point is this question of whether or not we should be financing
rojects of this nature from the heritage fund, or whether it should come from
neral revenue. Now, Mr. Chairman, I would say where I would draw the line
s not so much on using the surplus. I think that the point Mr. Clark raises
s a valid one, and the arguments he advances are certainly legitimate ones.
concern as to whether it is financed from the heritage fund or whether it
financed from general revenue relates much more to the question of whether
here is going to be legislative control. If we were asking that something be
unded out of one of the other divisions —-- the Alberta investment division or
Canadian investment division, where there isn't legislative control -- I
ould be voting against it. But in view of the fact that we're making a
ommendation here for the capital works division, where there has +to prior
pproval by the Legislature, to me that's the fundamental question of whether
not the Legislature is going to be making the decision. And in the case of
11 capital works investments, it nust be the Legislature that makes the
écision before any activity can begin or any comnitments made. So that being
the case, the most serious obstacle in my mind of prior approval of the
egislature is overcome, because this is an investment of the capital works
ivision that Mr. Horsman is proposing. It seems +to me that the other
rgument that can be advanced for looking at this as an investment under the
itage trust fund is that while diversification of the economy of Alberta is
9t necessarily a prerequisite for the capital works division, there is no
oubt that a long-term road program, both primary and secondary highways
rogram, that transportation facilities are the basic prerequisites for
ecentralization and diversification. Therefore I think you can nake some of
e arquments for coming under the heritage fund. But the caveat I would
Xpress is that as long as its the capital works division, fair ball. If we
%%re trying to do this under the Alberta investment division so there wouldn't
Be Legislative control, I would be opposed to it.

eco

®R. TAYLOR: Mr. Chairman, I support the resolution and for a number of
Xeasons.

:ﬁNumber one, I +think it is a proper charge on the Alberta heritage trust,
because unless you have roads you just don't have development of any kind.
iads are basic to almost every tyvpe of development. Unless the roads are
flere, you are going to retard development in various parts of the province.
ESecondly, there 1is a lot of long-term planning going on in the department
éday, but the planning consists of deciding on the location of the road and
he preliminary engineering, certainly not the detailed engineerxing.

Thirdly, using it from the normal budget is hardly satisfactory because, as
He. Notley just mentioned, there are too many ups and douwns. If things get a
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1itfle tough +the first place you cut it off is highways, because people take
the view, you build them now, you can build them then. Actually a premier of
this province took that attitude and said, we can build them next yvear just as
easily as this year. If you check back through the depressions, the highuways
departnent and public works are the ones that got the cuts, the ones that got
the real cuts when things got tough. So there is always that fear on the part
of the engineers in the department of transportation in regard to how much
y they are going to get.

pone

Another thing +that I think we have to remember: this vear -- and I made a
check on this personally and confirmed it with the department -~ in the height
of construction every available . contractor had work. And to have let any

contracts at that time would have meant exorbitant prices, because wuwhat a
contractor would like +to do would be to cue up a number of jobs. Sometires
I've known them to bid two and three times the normal price. If they get it
then they will go to all the trouble, because they are making a lot of money
pecause they couldn't take the job at that particular time. The big advantage
1 see in putting a fund like this aside is for the prairie road builders, the
contractors to build up their capacity. At one time we had only three
contractors in this province that could do base course work, and a couple who
could do asphalting surface. We had to build up the capacity, bring in
contractors from everywhere, learn the know-how, send people to school, et
cetera. Right nouw they're meeting the demand. But unless we build up that
ability to contract, and this can't be done suddenly overnight, then the
people of the province are going to be paying more for roads than they should
have to wunder a competitive bidding system. So I see the big advantage in
%his is that the department of highways can then not only secure their right
of way, decide on the location, and clear it with the people, but do their
prelininary engineering and their detailed engineering; and there it is all in
‘a package, put it on the shelf, and when the time comes they can go out and
build that. The same as we did to a degree with the secondary road progranm.
Several roads sat on the shelf for tuo years because the government decided
%hey didn't have the money to do it. Had there been something 1like +this in
%he background, the secondary road program would have been far more advanced
%than it is today. But by putting this up there, the department can do that
detailed planning, get it all ready, and the contractors will grow. There
ill be people coming in from various provinces; people today who are doing
bbing will grow and become a prime contractor. That is what we need to
velop the province. This I think would have a tremendous effect in giving

5;! contracting ability, our contracting forces, an opportunity to grow and
#xpand.

%R- BACKUS: Mr. Chairman, I agree very strongly with the concept of a 10-year
§@°9ram, but liké Mr. Clark I feel that this should be part of +the operating
g@;‘,P:i.‘i:al of +the.department. The only advantage I can see for it coming under
he capital uork% of the heritage fund is that some years because of adverse
eather it's inpossible to complete the total project for that year and at the
of the year the funds are returned to general revenue, and next vyear it

to start all over again. If it were in the heritage fund then unused
ds would, in fact, continue to draw interest and would therefore be of a
iteater value the following year.

tould see one way in which this could be gotten around. That would be
t the funds would be allocated from the heritage trust fund and would sit
Te accunulating interest wuntil such time as they were spent. Then upon
Pletion of any road, the department purchases +that back from their
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operatlng fund. At +the end of the 10-year project in fact the moneys would
have gone back into the heritage trust fund, and we wouldn’t have used the
peritage trust fund, which 1is for future generations, on projects which by
rights should come out of the operating costs of the province.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Any further discussion? Mzx. Shaben.

MR. SHABEN: Well, I really hesitate to get into this thing because, on the one
hand, if you speak against it, it may be misconstrued +that you're against
roads being built in the province. On the other hand, if a person speaks for
it, it may be misconstrued that the general revenue or the Departrent of
Transportation isn't doing long-range planning, and that the allocation of
4200 to $300 million a year that we becone accustomed to is not sufficient.
For example, I'm aware of the need for roads in certain parts of the province
.«- special projects. I'm also aware of tenders that have been called uhere
4he bids have come in at 30 per cent or 35 per cent higher than estimates, and
the work isn't going forward because the bids are too high, so the capacity
sn't there. So the argument that has been advanced that this would allow
rouwth of our road building capacity nay be valid, but I +think it's grouwing
nyway. The capacity of +the general revenue to provide funds for road
puilding is there. 1I also have difficulty because 1last year the comnittee
gade a recommnendation that we urge that funds be used for the market road
system in the province. Maybe I'm just thinking out loud, but it's rather a
jfficult question to deal with.

MR, CHAIRMAN: I think it's a difficult question. Basically I don't think
afivbody here is against roads. I don’'t +think that's +the concept of the
omnittee. Basically what we're talking about if this motion is passed is
hat portions of the Alberta heritace trust fund capital account be allocated
6 roads. If it's turned doun, it means that it carries on, because as I've
tioned before we cannot under our terms of reference tell the government or

minister how to spend his budgsted allotment from general revenue. So
t is basically what we will be voting on when we vote on this motion. As
g as it's clear to all members of the comnittee. Mr. Horsnman.

HBR. HORSMAN: May I conclude the debate on this?

MR. CHAIRMAN: We have Mr. Kroeger who wants to get into it.

» KROEGER: Well, Mr. Chairman, going back to the concept of what is outlined
2 us. We're talking about something that would not otherwise be done. I
11d like to ask the mover if he would consider at least narrowing that doun.
.concept of highways and secondarys seenms to open the door +to the uwhole
3d building situation. If we had a specific like the MacKenzie Highway left
could say, for the development of the north, this kind of thing should be
- But +that +thing is down the road -- no pun intended. The highway
ork -- and I would think Mr. Taylor could probably substantiate =-- +the
incial highway network must be in planning long range. It seems to me the
Ciency is in the secondary system. I'm wondering if we could narrouw the
9 doun to where we could say, well, the secondary system is going to be
back for reasons of a shortage of funds, that a concept could be
loped of concentrating on secondarys that wouldn't otherwise happen. I'm
ering if the mover would consider narrowing the thing down a bit.



MR. HORSMAN: Well, Mr. Chairman and Mr. Kroeger, in ansuwer to your question I
think that I made the motion in its present form because of the fact that last
year's conmitment from this committee, which has been repeated this year by
Mr- Notley by way of an additional motion, referred only to the secondary road
program. I felt that in fact it should be expanded to include the primary
highways as well on the 10-year program. I wish to draw to the attention of
the committee +that the words are "that consideration be given" by the
jnvestment cormittee to this proposal. So I, as mover of the motion, was very
specific. My intention was to expand it beyond just the secondary road system
to include the primary highway system as well.

I would 1like to if I may, before the vote is taken, conclude the debate by
paking a few comments, Mr. Chairman. In making this motion then, I <think .it
js quite clear that when we ask the investment committee to consider we are
asking them just to do that. MWe're not asking them to make a firm comnitrment.
ﬁut I would 1like to see consideration given to this concept. We did it for
jrrigation. I think we should do it for this very important aspect of the
}cononic life and welfare of Alberta; not just the secondary highway progranm
put the primary highway program as well, because we're going to have  to move
éoods and services throughout this province on the highway system by and large
in years to conme.

In order +to come within the terms of the act, I just want to read Section
6(1)(a). This is where it would have to fit:

the mnaking of investments in projects which will provide long term

economic or social benefits to the people of Alberta but which will

not by their nature yield a return to the Trust Fund.
50 the key words there are: "long term economic or social benefit to the
%;ople of Alberta”. I suggest that there is no question that the expansion
”bd developnent of our highway system would do those things. It seems to me
the main question which we must ansuwer or deal with is the one raised by the
7bader of the Opposition. That is, whether or not those long range economic
'Ld social benefits which will be provided by an expanded road network in this
province should come from the operating budget, as the leader suggests, or the
lberta heritage savings trust fund. I suggest it is only really by
omnitment on a 10-year program, similar to that which we've given to the
rrigation works, that the people who will be involved in developing the
essary systems to deliver- the construction of these highways can really
r up with certainty for those long—-term projects which will be so important
us. We can't rely on the present system of providing the funds on the
ch-as-catch-can basis in the budgetary estimates, where +the Minister of
nsportation has to go before priorities and fight for every dollar he gets
ainst everybédy else who is conpeting for +the dollars from the regular
trating budget.

BR. CLARK: May I ask a question, Jim?

ﬁ HORSMAN: Yes, certainly.

CLARK: In the course of deciding, though, what projects are going to be
Uded in the priorities of the capital projects portion, isn't there the
"¢ kind of sorting out as far as priorities, Jim?

ﬁORSMAN= Yes, there is, but it's a new area of funds available for this
.lS not now made available, and it has been the judgment of the investment
ittee +that funds will not be committed. I am hoping that by asking to
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reconsider that position they will, in fact, come to a different conclusion
than that which they have done at the present time.

The other +thing: I wanted to answer a question raised by Mr. Notley. I'm
not suggesting that by urging this comnitment these be the only funds made
@vailable to the Department of Transportation, but that indeed they be a base
‘and that we will know that there is at least that much money available. And
hopefully, indeed, there will be additional funds made available in each
%ear's operating budget.

"~ That's certainly the case with irrigation. In addition to the capital works
funds that are made available, thexre are also funds being made available
rough the Department of +the Environment, through the regular votes, and
rough the Department of Agriculture, and I think that +the same principal
ould continue. But at least there will be this commitment, and that people
will be able to plan accordingly.

& I would ask for your support for this consideration by the investment
igonnittee.

. CHAIRMAN: Are you ready for the question? All those in favor of Mr.
srsman's motion:

That consideration be given to a capital commitment for the
construction of primary and secondary highways on a 10-year progran
-similar  to the commitment for capital works for irrigation to
provide continuity and firm commitment.
ton carried

CHAIRMAN: Now, Mr. Notley, do vou wish to carry on with yvour motion, or do
wish to withdraw it? I believe it is covered in the motion we have just
sed.

NOTLEY: Resolution B is covered by Resolution A, so there is no point in

CHAIRMAN: So you are prepared to withdraw your motion.

. NOTLEY: That's correct.

iéHAIRMAN= Are you agreed?

MEMBERS: Agreed.

CHAIRMAN: Nouw I believe there was one other where there was supposed to be

ing between Mr. Notley, Mr. Clark, and Mr. Peacock with respect to one
tion here.

NOTLEY: Mr. Chairman, we have not had an opportunity to have that meeting
We will try to have it done . . .

HAIRMAN: Could you try to get that for tonight so that we could clean it
Possible?

OTLEY: There's also a similar problem with respect to resolutions under
e investment, (a) and (b), and we'll try to have that for tonight.

IRMAN: For this evening if you possibly could.
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A1l right, we will carry on over to the recommendations. We covered the
yst three, I believe, on the last day. On procedural recommendations, we are
ﬁwn to No. 4:
i That all capital projects be removed from the heritage trust fund
and be supported from general revenues.
CLARK: Mx. Chairman, may I just make an overall comment that might enable
. to deal with a number of these resolutions.
‘First of all, Mr. Chairman, might I suggest that No. 5 could, perhaps, be
‘+hdrawn because of the debate we are going to have +this afternoon in the
&embly itself.

IE,CHAIRMAN= You would like to withdraw No. 5?

R. CLARK: Yes.

R. CHAIRMAN: Is that agreeable to the committee?
m{. MEMBERS: Agreed.

CLARK: I do that in light of the discussion that will be taking place in
the Assembly on private members' day this afternoon.
. Chairman, I've made a number of recommendations -- I think thexe are
e or six of them here that my colleague and I have mnade -- and it «xreally
s from the point that we were discussing on Mr. Horsman's resolution.
is the question of despite what it =says in Section 6(1)(a) of the
tage Savings and Trust Fund Act -- we're talking about capital projects --
long~-term economic and social benefits. That's really the criteria we'rxe
g as far as the capital projects portion is determined. What is happening
that we're having a far hazier line of demarcation, if that's the right
m, a far hazier line being drawn between what legitimately is done in the
rating budget of the province and what is now being funded out of the
al projects portion. We have now had the best part of I guess three
to in fact see the kinds of projects that are finding their way into the
al projects portion.
ically +the subnission that I am making here today is that the projects
are in the capital projects portion are worthy, supportable projects. I
argue with that. But the point I want to make is that basically these
¢ts should be funded out of the capital budget or the operating and
al budget of the province and not out of the heritage savings trust fund.
O with regard to this resolution, really what it says is that the capital
Jects portion of the fund would really be elininated, +that +the projects
’ to date have been funded by the capital projects portion would go over
e operating budget of the province. I emphasize +to the members that
v is 1latitude there to give long-term kinds of commitments. I use the
)le of the commitment made to the cities in Alberta as far as urban
Portation because there's a need for long-term planning by all that's
ed. On the other hand, I raise this question because I think
= singly what we're seeing is the capital projects portion of the budget
ﬁ'used as a means of really getting around the opexating budget of the
Nce, and we don't really see the overall picture as it really should be
as Albertans are concerned.
. really is the basis, Mr. Chairman, for the argument, and I want to
®S1Ze this isn't a matter of disagreeing with the projects, but in fact
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disagreeing with the place from where the funding is coming. In my judgment,
these projects should be funded from the general revenue of the province.

i just conclude by saying this and reminding members that we have at this
time in Alberta an anticipated surplus by +the end of +this vear of $2.5
pillion. Those are +the figures that Mr. Leitch gave us in his budget this
spring. It can't be argued that these capital projects could not be funded
out of the operating budget of the province, allowing the heritage fund to
take 30 percent of resource revenue. We have the $2.5 billion for accunative
surplus at this time. I frankly would see these projects being funded out of
there in the normal operating budget of the province, and then the heritage
savings trust fund would be used prinarily in the areas of Alberta and the
Canadian investment portions.

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Chairman, I have a certain sympathy with the resolution,
although I don't think I could support it. We have seen a whole series of
what one would have to classify as shades of gray decisions. No doubt when
one looks at the cancer centre in Calgary —— and it's a very worthy project;
we see that there are auxiliary hospital beds, and we could go on enumerating
@any exanples ad infinitum of areas where, you know, it's debatable whether
iwe're crossing into things that have normally been funded from the general
irevenues of the province under the czpital expenditures of the province as
opposed to the heritage trust fund facade. .

I suppose the «concerns I would have: first of all, at the present time we
are in a position where we have in a sense the best of both worlds. We have a
lot of money in the heritage trust fund, in the neighborhood of $4 billion,
%nd we have $2.5 billion surplus. MWhether or not that surplus will continue
o be a surplus or whether it will be transferred to the heritage trust fund,
suppose, in a sense is something +that may change. If +the 1legislature
ecides that instead of allocating 30 percent we increase that to a higher
vel so that, in fact, we don't build up surplus revenues to the heritage
’gnd. then we may not two or three vears down the road have this huge general
Burplus as well as the heritage trust fund.

So in a sense having this money in addition to the trust fund is something
at we're not sure will exist two or three years from now. I+ will depend
at we, as a Legislature, do (a) with that $2.5 billion and (b) with the
rmula of 30 per cent. If we increase it to 40 percent or 50 percent, then
¥'re not going to have a large anount of money in accumulated surplus in
ddition to the heritage trust fund.

hat raises in my mind the concern that really Mr. Taylor pointed out, that
a lot of these worth-while capital projects -— and we were talking about
capital projects and the primary highway and secondary program —— as long
we're caught in the ordinary budgeting procedures of the government, if we
d that we have fairly tough tines, then if we're ever going to cut, uwe're
ng to cut in public works. There's no question about that. We're going to
the hospital construction. We're going to cut in road construction. MWe're
g to get into the situation that, my heavens, we've been into -- I
2mber jin 1971 in the first budget of this government we had a deficit of
0 million. There was certainly no large capital works program that first
and it was very obvious why there wasn't. We didn't have the money. Ue
‘8 serious deficit.

? one of the problems I see in this resolution is that right now we could
and not, you know, distract fron the long-term planning in capital works
ans. No doubt about that. What's the situation going to be like if we
changes and if our projections in oil and resource revenue change, what's
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%pe situation going to be like 10 years from now or 7 or 8 years from now?
re we not by eliminating the capital works projects here reducing our ability
begin long-term, consistent planning in capital works development which
hould occur quite apart from the ups and downs of the provincial economy in
ther areas and whether or not we have a surplus in general revenue.

" 60 with that in mind, even though I have a certain amount of sympathy for
e concern here and the fact that there are a whole series of shades in. gray
scisions -- and having the capital works division leaves one open to the
spicion that it becomes a bit of a slush fund -- the fact of the matter is
at the long-term needs for some kind of coherence, planning and commitment
ny judgment leads me to the conclusion that we need to retain the capital
orks division. The other good thing about the capital works division, and
is is repeating something I said before, is that it 1is subject +to the
ntrol of the Legislature. That's a very important point to be made, because
puts investments under this division in the same category as the capital
rks expenditures of the various departments when +they come to the

; CHAIRMAN: Any furthexr discussion on the motion? Mr. Horsman.

HORSMAN: Yes, just one point. I wanted to underline the point just made
r. Notley that I find it incredible that the Leader of the Opposition and
colleague would come forwaxrd before this commnittee and recommend that we
ish the one section of the fund which 1is subject +to appropriations
ifically for projects and subject +to debate within +the Legislative
nbly, in view of the earlier arguments made by that party with respect +to

question of legislative control. I argue, of course, that by
ropriating the 30 per cent we have a full opportunity to debate the other
tions, but in this particular case I find it most unusual to have this
ment advanced by the Leader of the Opposition.

CLARK: Mr. Chairman, I'm not surprised that my good friend the member for
ine Hat finds the argument incredible. I find some of his the same way.
uld point out to the hon. member that by taking the direction that we have
ted out here, the members of the Legislative Assembly would once a vear
with the total budget of the province in its entirety. It wouldn't be a
lation where we deal with some things in the operating budget, capital
t, and some in the heritage savings trust fund appropriations that conme
in the fall. So let's not leave the impression that by moving in this
tion there wouldn't be legislative control over what was happening. In
indeed there would be. It's simply a matter of determining whether that
lative control would be done in the spring in its entirety or in fact do
¥e the position we have nouw. ‘

- second comﬁent I want to make deals with the points raised by the menber
Pirit River. May I be so frank as to say the guts of his argument was
when times get tougher, it's the capital projects area which are cut. We
ecognize that and the hon. member is exactly right. But let us not be so
here either +to say that if +times were to get tough, and some very
1t decisions had to be made as far as financing within this province,
Wouldn't look at projects in the capital part of the heritage savings
und with the same kind of difficult scrutiny that you'd have to look at
Perating budget too.

lease don't any of us leave with the feeling that if we get to a
It time financially doun the road, just because we have a capital
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3 jects portion of the heritage savings trust fund there's some mystical veil
iound that, and that it wouldn't be looked at from +the standpoint of the
‘Bugh economic circumstances our government would be in at that particular

égme.

Mr. CHAIRMAN: Are vyou ready for the question? All those in favor of Motion
5. & by Mr. Clark:
That all capital projects be removed from the heritage fund and be
supported from general revenue.
fhere's a preamble after that but that's your basic motion, Mr. Clark. Am I
+ correct?

tion defeated

CHAIRMAN: If you would turn now to Motion No. 6.

CLARK: Mr. Chairman, on Motion No. 6, might I attempt to perhaps discuss 6
d 7 together, and if the members then are prepared to buy the proposition,
ir ball. I get the distinct feeling, Mr. Chairman, that there may not be as
ch enthusiasm for these two resolutions as there was perhaps for the idea of
o-ordinator at Airdrie, so I'll make my comments with regard to both thenm
d perhaps . . .

CHAIRMAN: lWould that be agreeable to the committee if we combine 6 and 7%

CLARK: Mr. Chairman, the essence of 6 and 7 is basically this. In those
ions of the heritage savings trust fund, mainly the Acadian and Alberta
stment division, there is no involvement by memnbers of the Legislative
mbly prior to those decisions being made. Now when we debated this in the
slature when the bill went through initially, we weren't successful in
ting the menbers of the lLegislative Assembly to be able +to have control
> the fund. Really what this is, Resolution 6, is to say, look, then let's
ymmend to the cabinet that they consider the idea of this select commnittee
ng some pretty major input as far as an investment decision is made as far
the heritage savings trust fund is concerned.
¥» 7 really says that for this committee to be effective in looking at
t's going on, there's a need for this committee to be beefed up by, I would
est, perhaps a contract with one person in the investment field who is
to give some sort of assessment to members on an ongoing basis as to what
ing done, who would be available to members to consult with. I just feel
a menber of this committee is looking at some $4 billion and we're to be
watchdog for the investments of some $4 billion, there is a need for this
ttee to have some expert advice. I was going to facetiously say, Mr.
nan, that perhaps now the deputy minister of urban transportation has
‘Wwe might take the money from that position and use it to take on not hinm
a contract . . . In fact if I had my way he'd leave earlier —- but to
e money from there and acquire some independent consultants so that we

at the wish of +the comnittee, have a more detailed look into the
ent practices.

HAIRMAN: Any discussion? Mr. Musgreave.

“USGREAVE= Mr. Chairman, I can't support this motion now. I could have
ed it if we had left it separated, in that I +think we have had the
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debate on item 6 in the House and, you know, I +think members of the
conservatlve government were concerned about this and have said so both in the
ﬁoUSe and in public. So I think that debate is over and voted on and let's
9e‘t on with it.

I do have concerns on No. 7 and I feel I must support Mr. Clark, in that I
ook on this committee as being perhaps more independent +than some of nmy
olleagues do in that I do think we have a very serious responsibility. MWe
yre in effect the most independent group of people in power to look at what's
appening to a very unique collection of noney in the history of Canada. I
otice Mr. Clark on the federal scene suggesting that legislative comnittees
f the House of Parliament be in power to hire independent staff and to make
ore or less apolitical recommendations. I really feel concern in this
ard, and I will debate it more in the House this afternoon when uwe're
cussing the heritage fund. I do feel the suggestion has merit, but the
omnittee has agreed to combine it, so I'll vote against the entire thing.

o

NOTLEY: Mr. Chairman, on a point of order I wonder if we could really

arate the two, because although I strongly support +the principle of the
gislature controlling the fund and having prior say on investments, I'm not
1ly sure that I see No. 6 as being a reasonable compromise. I think you're
her in favor of prior legislative control or vou aren't, and the 6 in my
w is sort of almost a counter—-cabinet approach. I really have sone
eoncerns over No. 6.
"~ But No. 7 is something that, I think, we just have to support. That doesn't
n that the chairman is going to go out tomorrow and start engaging
sultants and what have vou. But if we're going to make this committee the
ependent watchdog committee which it was intended +to be when the
islation was passed, if we're going to widen the scope for our doing the
as fully as we should -- as fully as the $4 billion investment requires
t we do -- then I think we have to be in a position from time to time to
tract people in the private sector, or what have you, to give us background
ornation. I think we are already as a committee, if I may say so,
dening our scope. MWe did that when we went down to Airdrie. We're going
do that when we have hearings on the grain handling question. It seemrs to
hat No. 7 sort of fits into that. I could caution people not +to assume
at if we pass it we're going to be spending money overnight. But we have to
the flexibility to do that.

I find that I can't support 6 even though I support the legislative
itrol of the fund, because I think there are certain concerns I have with

delegatlon of 1nvestment authority to this committee. But for us to
il our watchdog capac1ty. I think 7 is an excellent recommendation and has
Eit.

CHAIRMAN: Perhaps what we should decide here is do you want to separate 6
7?

MEMBERS: Agreed.

CHAIRMAN: It is agreed we separate 6 and 7, which contradicts our first
enent a few moments ago. 5o we are speaking now on No. 6 alone. Mr.
man,

‘HORSHAN= I just wanted to make one small point, and that is that the hon.
er of the Opposition continues to try to make the debating point on this
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sue that no members of the Legislature have any input as to the investments
ade under the other two divisions in capital. I would remind him once again
wat all members of the Executive Council are membexrs of the Legislature and
1 members of the Exectuve Council are subject to legislative control and
ppozt for their programs. The annual appropriation bill by which we move
30 pex cent of the non-renewable resource revenue into the Alberta heritage
svings trust fund is fully debatable in this legislature and every aspect of
he fund may be debated undexr that bill. If the Legislature refused at any
me in the future to approve that appropriation bill, surely that would have
» be regarded as a vote of non-confidence in the government. It is only
rough this Legislative Assembly and +the support of the majority of the
smbers of this Assembly that the Executive Council exists. This fiction that
e Leadexr of the Opposition continually tries to put about, that no members
the Legislature are involved in making these decisions, is just utter
ponsense.

: CLARK: Mr. Chairman, in concluding the debate, I will resist the
pportunity to answer a very weak argument.

E?. CHAIRMAN: Are you ready for the question on No. 67
lﬁflon'defeated

MR. CHAIRMAN: No. 7:
That the heritage +trust fund committee be empouwered to hire
professional staff assistance and to contract independent analysis.,
in either case to enable more effective review of heritage fund
investments and more informed direction of future investments.
vﬁhthere anything in our terms of reference that says we cannot do that now?

CLARK: Mr. Chairman, what we're really saying here in this recommendation
s to the cabinet. The committee feels that it needs +to have +these funds
iilable to contract some independent resources. That's really wwhat the
esolution is saying.

CHAIRMAN: Yes, I understand what the resolution is saying. I just want to
ar up that point. I do not believe that there is anything in our terms of
‘erence that says that this connittee cannot do these things now if the
mittee so made that decision.

NOTLEY: Mr. Chairman, as we're serving notice both to the cabinet and to
} people of Alberta, as required to fulfil the functions of a watchdog
hittee, we are prepared to do these things.

3¢CHAIRMAN= I realize what the motion means. Mr. Horsman.

HORSMAN: Mr. Chairman, I think this is a useful motion and I think that by
9 so we will be adding another one of the operating rules to the comnittee
We are establishing as we go along. I think we had some procedural rules
8d° last year, and necessity has seen fit for us to add another procedural
‘ this year. Earlier in our debates as to how we deal with the submission
ecommendations to the committee and subsequently then to the House -- this
another wuseful way, I +think, of building up a set of rules that this
ttee will operate under in the future. I think, while they are subject
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%o change and the committee can change them at any time, it is useful that we
%uild up this body of operating rules. Certainly this particular
jarification will be useful to us and to future committees in dealing with
he operating system of this committee. And really, I think perhaps this
otion, looking at it now in retrospect, should have been placed in those
jgocedural areas that we considered. But I certainly support the idea behind
the motion and hope we will add it to our growing list of rules.

TAYLOR: Mr. Chairman, if this is to be used sparingly I can see it. We
ready have some professional staff. MWe have staff here now that is being
id for by the government. I hope this isn't going to be the growth of
other bureaucracy. We keep accusing the government of having too much
aff, and we keep passing resolutions asking for more staff. I would not be
favor of a full-time secretariat. If that's envisioned in this, I can see
ere we sometimes would want to have an independent analysis made of certain
tems and hire some independent expertise for certain problems. I personally
46 not favor a full-time secretariat and another bureaucracy that's going to
ﬁplicate things that are already being done. I can support it for the
casional use when required.

. MUSGREAVE: Mr. Chairman, in asking the committee to separate these two
tions my concern would be that of Mr. Taylor. I would be appalled at the
ea of hiring permanent staff to do this work. I think as time goes on, and
'lye got to realize that this thing is still very new, we gain experience in
e fund and the Executive Council and everyone else in the province of
berta becomes more familiar with it. There are going to be times when we
+ to hire some very expensive independent research and economists, things
his nature, that it's going to be -- you know, the bill may be $50,000 to
00,000, but my reaction would be, so what when vou're dealing with billions.
t I wouldn't want to have a locked in staff of about $200,000 year that was
oviding us with nothing but rubber stamp approval of what's already been

I hope most of my committee colleagues feel the same way, that this
d be our opportunity and our right to hire expert outside staff when we as
nmittee feel it's necessary.

+ CHAIRMAN: Any further discussion on the motion?
on carried
CHAIRMAN: Motion No. 8.

CLARK: Mr. Chairman, can we just maintain the same kind of unanimity when
ove on to No. 8.

CHAIRMAN: Perhaps we could just go over the motion first, Mr. Clark:

Whereas the present pattern of investments in the Alberta and
Canada investnent divisions reveals no systematic policy in the
Setting of interest rates for diverse investments, be it resolved .

You have the reasons given. The reasons carry on to the next page to the
two paragraphs. Now, Mr. Clark, would you like to speak to your nmnotion?

:CLARK= Basically, Mr. Chairman, what we're dealing with here is the
ion of some sort of rationalization as far as interest rates are
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mancerned, and not trying to pin doun to exact percentages but talk in terms
2 a most preferred rate of interest, it would include agzricultural
anterprises, co-operative enterprises, small business in Alberta
5nicipalities; then a rate of middle preference which would include loans for
debt capital to corporations and wutilities in Alberta; and then the least
eferential rate, which I would see as the highest rate, to include loans <o
:'rrowers outside the province of Alberta.
EIt'S an attempt, Mr. Chairman, to rationalize the interest rate situation
Hhat we nou see before us. Members of the committee will recall +that during
she presentations made by various cabinet ministers we had all sorts of
terest rates suggested. 1 know I asked on one or tuwo occasions if there was
me sort of rationalization with regard to these interest rates and what kind
preference was given. There was none. "And I suppose the nost surprising
pvation that came to my attention was the Grande Prairie and Lethbridge
port situations, where we're lending money to the federal government +to
2 or 1983 at absolutely no interest rate at all. HNow I'm not against the
nde Prairie or Lethbridge projects going ahead, but when I heard we're
ding money to the feds at no interest rate, and then the kinds of interest
es we have for the Ag. Developrent Corporation, for the Alberta Opportunity
panys municipalities, and so on, it became very obvious to me that there
a need for some rationalization within the whole interest rate kind of
q. I got the very definite inpression that it's a very haphazard kind of
roach that's being used today.
0 that's really the notivation behind the resolution: that we do in fact
mend to the government that there be a rationalization. Our suggestion
that it be on the basis of nost preferred rates, then rates of middle
erence and then, for loans outside the province. least preferential rates
in fact would be the hichest interest rates. A

KROEGER: Mr. Chairman, I have some difficulty with this, because really
talking about investment from the vantage point of +the various +tfrust
s» whereas what Mr. Clark 1is talking about is a lending program to
tess, for instance, with preferential rates. I think we have to
erentiate between +those +two things. We do have preferential rates, Mr.
in AOC. For instance there are some differences being made, so I think
could cloud +the discussion by talking about 1lending as opposed to
ing.

LARK: Mr. Chairman, could I just respond to Mr. Kroeger by saying to the
ember that all the comments here deal with loans. It is +true, Mr.
r, the comments you make as far as some preference as far as the Alberta
unity Company is concerned, but if that's some preference, then we sure
he feds great preference, didn't we, when it came to those airports?

[ORSMAN: Well, on that point, I really must take issue with the Leader of
Position. A yvear ago in this Assembly, undexr +the capital projects
n, we appropriated the funds to build those airports wuwhich
Plated, and every member of this Assembly supported that as I recall,
€ would +take the money out of the capital projects division and build
irports whether the feds gave us any assistance uwhatsoever. NHow the
r of Transportation, through some good hard bargaining, has gone out
an agreement that the fedsral government will pay that money back *to
ich I +think is a remarkable piece of bargaining on the part of the
t of Transportation.
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MR- CLARK: Come on, Jim.

MR. HORSMAN: You can laugh all you like, but the fact of the matter is that
inis Assembly was prepared to take that money and build those buildings with
o hope of any return. And now the Leader of the Opposition tries to make the
oint that we're lending money to the federal government out of the heritage
gvings trust fund, and that's just not factual. Instead we are getting the
‘poeny back when we had no expectation of getting it back.

MR. CLARK: Five years later.

%g, HORSMAN: When we voted the funds last year we had no expectation of
getting that money back. The Leader of the Opposition can try to make
Tbating points on this issue, but the fact of the matter is, I suppose, that
t#'s his job to try to turn around a very good deal made by the Department of
;;ansportation and the minister into making it appear as if we're getting hurt
§§me way or the other on the deal, which in mny opinion 1is excellent for
ertans and will allow us to have a replenishment of the capital projects
ivision that we had no expectation whatsoever of ever receiving when we voted
and appropriated the funds in this House a year ago.

MUSGREAVE: Mr. Chairman, I'm a little concerned with the opening remarks.
says it reveals no systemnatic policy, and I question that statement. The
7y I see the resolution, it in effect is lending money not on the basis of
sk or of rate of return of security offered or any of these kinds of
ngs, or the necessities, but rather, you know, what kind of citizen are
+. You knouw, whether vou're an Albertan or whether vou're an agricultural
bertan, or a city Albertan, or whether you're a Canadian. Mr. Chairman, I
ankly disagree with the opening remarks and therefore I just don't think the
comnendations, breaking it down, are valid.

SHABEN: Mr. Chairman, 3just a brief conment. The nature of the
commendation is rather broad, but bringing it into the way I understand the
nd functions at the present +time, +the purpose of the fund, that is the
rta investment division, the Canada investment division, is to vyield a
return to the fund. We're all aware that in our appropriations each
ng there are itens, whether it's in Housing and Public Works, the
tment of Municipal Affairs or the Department of Agriculture, where
rest is considered as a budgetary item in oxrder to provide Albertans with
nost favorable interest rate, whether it's on housing or on other matters.
I can see uwhere this mnatter doesn't clearly fall into what we're
ussing, because in a sense it's in conflict with the intent of +the act,
that we have the capacity, Mr. Chairman, and we do it each year in our
mates in the spring. I have a little trouble with the whole
mmendation.

CHAIRMAN: Are vou ready for the question? Mr. Notley.

NOTLEY: First of all, Mr. Shaben is right when he talks about a fair
to the fund. That's one of the provisions of the Alberta investment
ion and the Canadian investment division. But I think the other point
has to be made with respect to the Alberta investment division is that it
tend +to diversify the problems. That was a clause that we inserted in
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he act when we passed the act in 1976, and I think you can make the argument
pat preferential rates for Albertans would tend to diversify the problens.

1 think it's a fair comment that we nouw have, as Mr. Kroeger pointed out,
hrough the Alberta Opportunity Company differential rates which are
évorable. I suppose what really is at the back of this resolution is that we
hould be attempting to be more systematic in the rates that we charge
\1bertans. One can look at the differences between the AOC in one area and-
\1berta housing, and othexrs. I think the basic principal here is that the
ost preferential rates should go to Albertans involved in the diversification
£ the economy, because we're looking at agricultural enterprises, co-
_Perative enterprises, small businesses, et cetera.

" The only area of this resolution that I have some difficulty with is really
the rates of middle preference, because it seems to me that one area that is
gy to diversification of the province is going to be utility expansion. The

%ates that we'll be charging industry for power for utilities in the future is
5bing to have to be part of our long-term industrial strategy. I would think
4hat at some point we're going to have  to look at the financing of our
ﬂilities, and it may well be that if we're going to advance money for the
onstruction of power dams, or whatever the case may be =-- this is something
fr. Musgreave brought up at the meeting last time -- that rather than getting
middle preference, it may uwell be that part of our industrial strategy will
ave a relatively low interest rate back to the fund. Because increasing the
.ility interest structure of +the province would be part of the basic
dustrial strategy of supplying utilities and services and power and what
ijave you to potential industry at the most reasonable cost.

So that basically is my concern with Resolution 8. 1I'm not sure that we
ould be sticking utilities in the second group. I would be more comfortable
we were flexible on that, because I can see occasions where we're talking
out a $1 billion power dam, that we might well want to look at 8 or 9 per

nt rather than 10 or 11 per cent.

i

MR. CHAIRMAN: Are you ready for the question?

. CLARK: Just in concluding the debate, the only comment I want fto make is
the hon. member Mr. Musgreave. Frankly, I have no qualms at all, none
atsoever, about saying that I see Albertans getting very sizable preference
far as interest rates are concerned from the heritage savings trust fund as
posed to investments outside the province.

d just want to make it as clear as I possibly can to the hon. member that I
nk the people of Albexta are the ones who should get the preference from
investments, and the advantage of this. That's why we've given the louwest
eferential rate to Albertans.

§§§CHAIRMAN= Are you ready for the question?
MEMBERS: Question.
on defeated

CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, it's 12 o'clock.

NOTLEY: Mr. Chairman, on a point of order, if I could raise something. I
not be present tonight. I think in all likelihood we'll still proceed
h  the meeting tomorrow morning, but there is the off chance that you might
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fact get the rest of the business done tonight. Now the two items I've
olunteered to work on, both on the science policy and on the mortgage
pestion, I'1ll make sure they're presented to the comnittee.

put there is one remaining recommendation I have that I'd like to raise, so
at it won't hold the committee up. If you are in a position where you can
6mplete the business tonight, I can be here tomorrow morning; but I wouldn't
ant you to have a special meeting tomorrow morning because you've got one of
v resolutions left on the Order Paper.

o

¥R. CHAIRMAN: Which one is that, Mr. Notley?
#R. NOTLEY: That's No. 18, under procedural recommendations.

so with your permission, I'd like to move that particular recommendation.,
énd,then the committee can deal with it as they choose. If you are 1in a
osition to complete the business tonight, so be it. But I suspect you won't,
%ﬂ which case vou can go ahead tomorrow.

MR- CHAIRMAN: Do you wish to carry on and complete No. 18 now or not? It's 12
tclock. It's up to the committee.

EK. TAYLOR: Well, if we'xre going to deal with it tonight, we should at least
hear the arguments.

FR. NOTLEY: Mr. Chairman, what I'll do is just present the reasons for it, and

"Mr. Chairman, the recommendation here argues that we should be developing
e long—term social and economic planning mechanism in Alberta someuwhat
ilar to the +types of long-term planning they have in three countries:
nce, West Germany, and Japan. France has a system of planning that is
led indicative planning. Germany has a national economic and social
nning council. Japan has an economic planning ministry, which sets out the
g-term goals. All three countries set, in the context of their investment
isions, first of all the preparation of long-term plans and an inventory of
t is practical, what is possible, where opportunities can develop for both
public and private sectors. Then they are in a better position to make
estment decisions as a country.
Basically, my argument is that we should take a leaf from the examples of
ese other countries, all three of whom are doing fairly well economically in
world, especially UWest Germany and Japan, where they have practised for
e time a form of economic planning.
S0  that would be in summary, Mr. Chairman, the reasons I would advance for
comnittee recommending to the investment committee that sort of
ideration. If it comes up tonight, I'm sorrxry I won't be able to be
ent for the discussion. If ii's tomorrow morning, then I'll be able to
bate it with you.

CHAIRMAN: Mr. Notley, if we go on to tomorrow morning, we will hold over
recommendation until then. However, if we can conclude tonight, we will
to take the recommendation. 1Is that agreeable to you?

NOTLEY: That's perfectly legitimate. 1I'11 just leave it with you, and it
d be moved and dealt with tonight.
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R. HORSMAN: On a point of order, Mr. Chairman. I'd be perfectly happy to
te on the motion and defeat it right now. Really, if Mr. Notley wuwere to
hieve the objective of having us as a committee approve his socialist
jatform for the next election, it would be a remarkable achievement indeed.
ad I anm not, in expressing that opinion . . . I'd certainly part company
yith him in any way on this type of motion.

R. NOTLEY: The member from Medicine Hat has changed from red to blue all of a
ydden .

MR. CHAIRMAN: The meeting is adjourned until 8 o'clock tonight.






