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[Chairman: Dr. Elliott] [12:11 p.m.]
MR. CHAIRMAN: Can we declare this meeting
open. What do we have for vehicles, and who
will be going to see the Chief Electoral Officer
as soon as we're through our lunch? Do you
have a car?

MR. MILLER:
apartment.

Mr. Chairman, I should report that David
Carter will be coming, but he had to go to a
funeral and will be a little late.

No, I don't. My car is at the

MR. CHAIRMAN: Okay.

MR. HIEBERT: Ihave a vehicle.

MR. CHAIRMAN: You'll want to go from the
visit to his office straight back to your job, of
course. You're not coming back this way.

MR. HIEBERT: I can return people here.

MRS. EMPSON:
of dog hair.

The backseat of my car is full
MR. CHAIRMAN: That's the way the backseat
of a car should be. That's what cars are for.
MR. HIEBERT: How many of us will there be?
MRS. EMPSON: Five with Dr, Carter.

MR. HIEBERT: Do you have a car?

MR. PURDY: Ihave a funeral to go to.

MR. HIEBERT: We have a car; we can manage.
MR. CHAIRMAN: With Carter we'll be five.

MR. PURDY: Nobody else from the committee
is coming? Anderson isn't going to be here?

MRS. EMPSON: No. He just got back from
Mexico and is still in Calgary.

MR. CHAIRMAN: John Thompson will not be
here. I'm going to find a sandwich. Somebody
else can do the talking.

MRS. EMPSON: If you'll excuse me, I'll call Mr.

Ledgerwood.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Okay. We won't discuss too
many things before you're back.

MR. MILLER: The returning officer's resigning
is a bit of a shocker.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Yes, that puts a slightly
different dimension on things, doesn't it?

MR. PURDY: We'll have to strike a committee
of the House this spring to find a new one.

MR. HIEBERT: Is he taking something else?

MR. CHAIRMAN: Bob, there's one of the
questions we might ask.

MR. MILLER: "Pursuant to section so-and-so, I
hereby tender my resignation.”

MR. CHAIRMAN: Has the Treasurer been
notified of that resignation so we can alter the
budget to find another $50,000 for a search-
and-select?

MR. BUBBA: Not to my knowledge, but I
expect we'll have to ...

MR. CHAIRMAN:
on?

Would you kindly take that

MR. BUBBA: TI'll do that.
MR. HIEBERT: When did that come out?

MR. PURDY:
guess it was.

I got the phone call on Friday, I

MR. HIEBERT: That's unusual,

MR. CHAIRMAN: Anybody who hasn't seen
that letter can have it.

MR. MILLER: That's not a bad job: work once
every four years.

MR. PURDY: The odd by-election.

MR. CHAIRMAN: For what it's worth, Mrs.
Empson, we'll just pass that letter around.
Members present have a copy.
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housekeeping and our chores, and give some
continuity to the whole thing.

MR. HIEBERT: I also recollect that we ran into
a period of time when we were jammed with
regard to when we had to get it done relative to
getting it into budget.

MR. MILLER: That's right.

MR. HIEBERT: The calendar year, January 1,
was suggested because it would force us to
address the issue at about the time budgetary
considerations are being made.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Bob, did you have an
opportunity to review this assignment relative
to the minutes of the meeting that brought it
up?

MR. BUBBA: I'm sorry; I didn't.
MR. CHAIRMAN: Okay.

DR. CARTER: How does the fact that we have
the Ombudsman on a contract throw everything
out of sync?

MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you, David. The
question was raised whether or not there is
some commitment datewise with respect to
that contract. Bob is implying that maybe
there is an annual review built in that I couldn't
challenge or call, and Bud said that just because
he was brought on stream on a certain date
doesn't mean that that date marks his
anniversary for purposes of salary review. Can
you give us any further clarification on that?

DR. CARTER: We'd have to pull a copy of the
contract to see what it says.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Can we turn that back to

you, Bob?

MR. BUBBA: In terms of whether that is in
fact his anniversary date?

DR. CARTER: I think it's more whether we
have any latitude at all to change his salary
over the five-year period. It may be that it's
been written in such a way that he's stuck with
it for five years. I doubt it, but that's our first
question.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The terms of the contract
might be fixed for the full term.

MR. BUBBA: Okay.

MR. MILLER: The concern we had, David, was
September 1; we would rather have it January 1
for budgetary purposes.

MR. CHAIRMAN: It sounds to me like we're
turning number 4 back to Bob to help refresh
our memories. It's not that you didn't do your
assignment; it's just that we haven't done ours.
I guess we're asking for more guidance.

MR. BUBBA: Okay.

MR. CHAIRMAN: You can see the nature of
the committee with which you have to work,
Bob, so you might have to put up with this sort
of thing once in a while.

MR. BUBBA:
here for.

That's all right. That's what I'm

MR. CHAIRMAN: No, it isn't. The chairman

will do his homework.

DR. CARTER: Would you like to support me in
a motion to move the chairman out of order for
his recent comments?

MR. HIEBERT: Ididn't even listen to him.
MR. MILLER: That's even worse.

MR. CHAIRMAN: What I said was: would you
please look at number 5 and that Dr. Carter was
to speak on the employment contract of the
new Ombudsman. That's where we are.

DR. CARTER:
Mr. Chairman.

I guess we're now on to item 6,

MR. CHAIRMAN: Very well.
DR. CARTER: I apologize.

MR. CHAIRMAN: We're going to assume that
we're lumping 4 and 5 together, and that will
come back to us as a package. Number 6: we
asked Bob to investigate the possibility of
having the chairman of the Legislative Offices
Committee table the annual report of its three
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Carter was able to take part in the
discussions. I would report that in my point of
view he did an excellent job.

To start with, Doug Rogers, our Auditor in
Alberta, is highly respected by government
auditors all across Canada. He brings a lot of
common sense to the table, and they certainly
draw on his vast experience. We probably have
the best system of auditing in Canada.

I think there's a tendency on behalf of
auditors to try to expand their positions. As a
legislator I have a concern about how deeply
they want to go into everything. They not only
want to look at the figures but they also want
to do an appraisal of the pros and cons of where
the money is being spent. This caused me some
concern. I think we should be aware that
although the people who are doing the auditing
are good at the numbers aspect, lots of times
their expertise is somewhat lacking if they start
going in too deep as to the pros and cons of
what is happening.

David and I fried to attend most of the
meetings. Sometimes they split into sections.
We were there as legislators, looking at what
auditors are doing and what effect they have on
the Legislature as such. As I said, it was a
great experience, and I am glad I was able to go
to it. I think everybody should go once. I'm not
too sure if I would go again. It gave me an
insight as to what they're doing in the rest of
Canada. It was highly technical in some
aspects, and from that point of view there were
times when it was kind of over my head.

David, would you like to give them — that
was the introduction to what you're going to
say.

DR. CARTER: That's the report. As Bud
pointed out, a lot of the sessions were very
technical. That was fine, but with it being
comprehensive auditing, as Bud pointed out,
they really do want to enlarge their mandate.
They really want to take on the supervisory
functions of the performance of what really
happens to the dollar that they're tracking. So
they want to be two things: they want to be the
court of last resort, to be certain that the
dollars were spent as they were destined to be
spent; then they want to be auditors general in
terms of inspectors general, wanting to
evaluate the program to make sure it was an
efficient use of the dollar, which is fair enough,
but that isn't what they've been set up to do. If

there's going to be a policy change by any level
of government that would direct that, that's one
thing, but that hasn't occurred within our
jurisdiction.

The other thing is that a lot of people from
industry were there. That's one of the reasons
why they tend to keep having the conference in
Ottawa, Montreal, or Toronto. In a follow~up
document to the conference, a questionnaire
which I filled out last week, they said they want
to keep running it between these three cities
because that's where the bulk of the registrants
come from. Again that's fair enough, but as
western Canadians 1 think that sometime in
their existence they could move it out to
Edmonton, Calgary, Vancouver, or Winnipeg.
But the preponderance of the registrants at the
conference really were from business.

We had an interesting thing happen. At the
session where we were scheduled to speak, in
that hour we were supposed to have a
representative from the federal government
talking about the use of financial reporting
documents to the federal Parliament, whether
you were a government member or a member of
the opposition. No one showed up. So there I
was on the dog and pony show, and Bud, thank
goodness, came up to the front. So there we
were. The people who had come to that session
expecting a federal perspective and one
provincial perspective then had to deal with us
in terms of just one provincial perspective. But
that worked out very well in terms of the
presentation, because I had a little more
latitude to go on and talk a bit about the role of
our committee and how we related but also to
reflect upon the documents as they come to us
as members of the Legislatwre and as
government members and as committee
members. In the question and answer period we
had just two questions or perhaps three. It was
good to have Bud there with his experience on
Executive Council to be able to reflect from
having been a cabinet minister, the way the
document flow there is generated or rejected. I
think it was very useful, and we got good
comments back.
MR. CHAIRMAN: This
Canadian function.

was definitely a

DR. CARTER: Yes.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Do you know if this thing is
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MR. HIEBERT: However you want to word this;
it relates to this other letter. I don't think
we're telling them what to do or interfering, but
on the other hand there is a spill-off impact on
other areas of government. Whenever one
group does something, someone on the other
side of the fence immediately says, "Well, why
can't we do it?" If one does it with the
sensitivity that it will be reassessed to make
sure it is the most effective mammer for that
particular office to operate in, great. It's not
giving them a clear mandate to consider going
that way forever.

MR. CHAIRMAN: TI've noticed a general nod of
agreement with the suggestion that we ask the
Auditor General to review this in 12 months'
time and advise us as to how it is going. If it's
acceptable to the committee, I will see that a
letter goes to the Auditor General with our
comments on it, thanking him for the effort he
has taken to make this correction. Did you
notice that by making the changes, there's a
considerable saving in man-hours on that total
assignment? And he still thinks he can get the
work done.

That looks after item 11, which is the last
one on the list. May I please refer again to
item 1, report on attendance at the
International Bar Association? Item 1 relates
to number 9, discussion —— officers' respective
annual conferences for the calendar year. With
your minutes there will be attached a copy of
this letter from number 1, Alex Weir's report.
In that letter he tells us that the International
Bar Association is meeting in New York in
1986. I had a rather lengthy discussion with
Alex Weir about our committee, about our
interest in what our various officers do from
day to day and year to year, and how we would
like to have information about these
international meetings. He made reference to
that discussion in that letter and has provided
us with brochures about the International Bar
Association bicentennial, or whatever it is,
that's coming up in 1986. That will come back
into the minutes again when we talk about our
future plans. Alex Weir was quite excited about
the fact that we might even consider having a
committee member join him on an International
Bar Association program.

While I'm talking about Mr. Weir, under new
business I wish to distribute a letter which came
to me and was not with the file, We'll give it to

the file now. Does that require any comment at
this point, gentlemen?

MR. MILLER: It does from me, Mr. Chairman.
If he's working for Social Services and
Community Health, I presume that we would
have somebody take his place in the
Ombudsman's shop. I think it would be to our
advantage to have the man who is working for
us attend rather than Alex Weir.

MR. CHAIRMAN: To attend what, Mr. Miller?

MR. MILLER: This conference in New York
from the 18th to the 23rd, 1986.

DR. CARTER: I agree with what Bud has said.
I don't see any commitment whatsoever to
sending Alex Weir to the Conference of the
International Bar Association.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Maybe the Department of
Social Services and Community Health will send
him. His involvement with the International
Bar Association is not necessarily Ombudsman,
but Ombudsman is a component of the
International Bar Association. Maybe health
and social services is also a component of the
International Bar Association; I don't know.
This letter is later than the other one that is
coming to you in the minutes, which gives his
report as requested on item 1 omn our agenda.
This letter came separately.

MR. HIEBERT: Still on that point, Mr.
Chairman. If you read the last paragraph...

MR. CHAIRMAN: "Best personal regards"?

MR. HIEBERT: ... it says,
I... expect to be in a position to honour
the commitment I made to you earlier
regarding the potential participation by
representatives of the Committee ...
If we read "representatives of the committee”
correctly, that means this committee. I think 1
would have to agree with the comments that
our representative should fall out of the office
of the Ombudsman and that if he were to
participate as a member of that Bar
Association, it should come through the
department of social services and his minister.
It should have nothing to do with the
Ombudsman committee per se.









