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10:40 am.
[Mr. Langevin in the chair]

THE CHAIRMAN: Good morning. We'll open the meeting. We'll
start with the agenda. You all have a copy of the agenda. If it's
okay, I'd liketo ask if there are any additions to the agenda. If not,
I'd like to have a motion to approve the agenda as circul ated.

MR. DICKSON: Well, in fact | had a query, and then I’m happy to
moveit. | had just wanted to be clear. Isit the expectation that we
would be voting each of the legidative officer's budgets today?

THE CHAIRMAN: What | would like to suggest at thistimeisthat
we receive the presentations from all the officers today. We don't
know what the outcome is going to be here, so we would have to
have the discussion and al that, and maybe at the end of the day we
could make adecision if we're going to vote on it today or if we're
going to have afurther meeting.

MR. DICKSON: | appreciate the clarification, Mr. Chairman. |
don’t know about other members, but | just received the booklet
when | flew in from Calgary this morning. Other members may be
moreefficient than | am. Although we're starting off with one of the
smaller budgets of the legidative officers, | just wanted to say that
when it comes to the Auditor General’s and some of those more
comprehensive budgets, | wanted to signal aconcern about being put
in aposition of having to vote today with, at least in my case, what
| think isinadequate scrutiny and comparison with past years and so
on.

THE CHAIRMAN: | understand your concern. That's why |
brought up that we could possibly have afurther meeting to do that.

MR. DICKSON: With that comment, I’d move that we adopt the
agenda as distributed, Mr. Chairman.

THE CHAIRMAN: Okay. We have amotion by Gary. All thosein
favour of the motion? Opposed? The motion is carried.

MRS. O'NEILL: I'm wondering why we gave the Ombudsman just
half an hour.

MRS. SHUMYLA: We had originally scheduled one hour, but we
had to move the meeting time. Quite often the budgetsjust runinto
another, and | have a lot of space at lunch, so actually each
officer will have more time.

THE CHAIRMAN: If it backs up a bit, we'll take it in the noon
hour.

MRS. O'NEILL: Then, if I may, Mr. Chairman, I'd like to note that
in respect to those who are coming at 11 o’ clock, rather than having
them hanging out there, is there a way, if we wanted to change it
from 10:30 to 11:30 for the Ombudsman’s office, to let the Auditor
General know 11:30? | think we need to call them.

MRS. SHUMYLA: Sure.

MRS. O'NEILL: Please.

THE CHAIRMAN: Diane can make a phone call.

MRS. O'NEILL: Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: Okay; now we have the agenda.
I'd like to have a motion a so to approve the minutes of the last
meeting.

MRS. O'NEILL: So moved.

THE CHAIRMAN: You have that in your binder. It's moved by
Mary that we approve the minutes ascirculated. Any discussion on
the motion? If not, al those in favour of the motion? The motion
iscarried. Thank you very much.

Now we' re going to go to the presentation of the budgets for the
officers. Thefirst officer we have this morning is the Ombudsman,
Mr. Scott Sutton. So, Scott, I'd like you to proceed with your
presentation and comments that you have to make to the committee
this morning.

MR. SUTTON: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and good morning,
committee members. You have before you budget proposals for the
office of the Ombudsman that | would ask that you review and
recommend to Treasury. |'veincluded with those proposals a brief
synopsis of what has transpired within my office during the past
year. That synopsis and the current business plans that accompany
the booklet that you have reaffirms my commitment to this
committee that | believe in accountability.

As I’ve mentioned in my proposal, the uncertainty of expected
future demands on the office of the Ombudsman leaves me in the
difficult position of preparing for the unexpected. To this end,
budget considerations are based on both factua historical data as
well as carefully considered expectations. It's imperative that we
establish alevel of confidence and trust between this committee and
myself. Simply put, my officein its budget proposalsisrecognizing
expected aswell asanticipated additional responsibilities. Thelevel
of impact these anticipated responsibilities will have and the exact
implementation timing is unknown; nevertheless, funding must be
in place so that we can achieve our mandate and move forward and
achieve the expectations of Albertans.

This office in the past has controlled its funding well.
Accountability and fiscal management are acommitment. Last year
we dealt with a core budget, and in anticipation of expected
legidlation there was an expanded budget in addition to that. What
I'm asking for this year is to have the two combined into a core
budget, with additional funding for one full-time equivalent and
associated costs.

Human resource employment as it pertains to investigative and
administrative staff will only occur when aclearly established need
surfaces. The workload is being monitored carefully, and as needs
increase, | must be in a position to respond quickly. Because of
statements and publications that are before the public today, there
are expectations and requests already before my office on matters of
expanded and proposed legidation.

| would be quite willing to go through the line objectsand explain
the differences to them, if you so wish.

| don’t want to sound like a broken record, but we were here one
year ago saying that we needed expanded funding for anticipated
new and expanded responsibilities. Although that hasn’t happened,
the indicators are still strong.  As | look into Achieving
Accountability in Alberta's Health System, as has been set out, |
read that “the role of the Provincial Ombudsman will be expanded
to permit the review of concernsraised by individua Albertans.” |
do know that expanded responsibilities are coming.

We also have had discussions with the three accountant societies
and are looking at other professional bodies.

That inanutshell, committee members, iswherel’ m coming from
with our budget. Again, | think it's imperative that | achieve some
level of confidence and trust with this committee in dealing with
those public moneys and expend them wisely and be accountablefor
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them.

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you, Mr. Sutton.
Now, Gary, you have a question or acomment?

MR. DICKSON: Well, | have acomment and a couple of questions.
Firstly, Mr. Sutton, welcome, and | look forward, as | think al the
committee members do, to arelationship with you.

The last time we talked about the budget for the Ombudsman’s
office, there had been an expectation of an expanded mandate, and
we' ve seen the end of the fall session and no legidative change. It
appears now that the earliest possible date for legidative change
would be sometime in the spring session, and there's a question in
terms of when that legislation will become effective. What are you
currently projecting as the date on which your office will be
responsible for receiving complaints relative to RHA activities and
health professions activities?

MR. SUTTON: The irony of the situation is that because of the
publicity and the concern the population of this province has about
health concerns, we' realready receiving somecomplaints. Wedon’t
have the legislated authority to deal with them, but the public is
already at our door, and | fully expect in the spring sitting this
legidlation is going to go through. All indicators that have been
given to meindicate that, and | expect that very quickly thereafter,
things will start to happen.

MR. DICKSON: Once it passes, it still has to be proclaimed, and
typically what we see is delays, sometimesin months, sometimesin
years, between a bill finishing all the stages of the Assembly and
then being proclaimed. Do | takeit fromyour last response that you
expect proclamation within a matter of days after it leaves the
Legidature?

10:50

MR. SUTTON: I'm not sure, Mr. Dickson, exactly when it's going
to beproclaimed. I'mjust sayingthat | haveto bein apositionto be
able to respond very quickly toit. | can’'t bein a position where |
have to come back to this committee and we have to sit and discuss
it again oncethat bill goesthrough, because the people arelining up
at the door already.

MSOLSEN: Mr. Sutton, welcome. I’ m the newest member here, so
bear with me. We understand that you’ re looking forward to taking
on the regional hedth authorities, and | am assuming from your
letter attached to your package that you, then, are going to take on
theregional authoritiesunder Family and Social Services. Isthat the
intent as well? Are we looking for a broader legislative mandate
then?

MR. SUTTON: There are some amendments |’ ve requested before
this committee now that are going to see our jurisdiction not expand
but continue into areas that we have since changed, | guess. The
easiest way to explain that isthat some of theregional authoritieswe
do not have legidation to go into, and in the past we had gone into
those areas when they were controlled by the government. That's
going to increase responsibilities. We're seeing far more complex
issues coming before us right now.

THE CHAIRMAN: Mary, you had a question or acomment?

MRS. O'NEILL: Yes. Thank you. A couple of questions. First of
all, when welast met, the i ssue was around the computers, and | see
in your reporting here that you have selected vendor 1. Isit al up
and running, and is it working for you? | guess that's my first

question.

MR. SUTTON: It'sup and running as we speak. It'sworking, and
it'sgoingtowork well. There' sstill sometrainingto do and the odd
small bug to get out of it. Theshort answer to your questionsis, yes,
itis.

MRS. O'NEILL: I'm glad that worked.
MR. SUTTON: It worked out well actually.

THE CHAIRMAN: For the computer, are you happy with the cost
that you had to expend? Were you able to get what you needed?

MR. SUTTON: We had initially considered $151,000, and | believe
our final bill was$131,000. | would haveliked it to have been lower
than that, but unfortunately that’s where we ended up.

MRS. O'NEILL: | have one more question, Mr. Chairman, if | may,
and that iswith regard to the projected increase of workload, if you
will, with the RHAs and the children’ s services. My understanding
would be that it's personnel whom you need to deal with that. Am
| correct in that assumption?

MR. SUTTON: That iscorrect. And therelated operating coststhat
go with them.

MRS. O'NEILL: Right. Therefore, what | would look at would be
what you have on your two pages of the operating and the manpower
section. Could you either identify it for me, if it is here, or tell me
whereyou would likeit to beif therequest is such that we' reableto
accommodate your need to have more personnel or person power in
that?

MR. SUTTON: If | understand your question correctly, it would be
four new staff now. Three of those we had agreed to last year in the
expanded budget, and I'm asking for one additiona to that. So we
had agreed to an expanded budget last year of, | think, $1.4 million,
and there were some caveats to that expanded budget. 1'm asking
this year to have that same budget with the caveats removed and, in
addition, consideration for | believe $127,000 for another full-time
equivalent with associated operationa costs.

MRS. ONEILL: So the $125,000 that you're speaking of is in
addition to the noncaveat budget that you' re asking for?

MR. SUTTON: That's correct.

MRS. O'NEILL: | guess what | need is: is that identified in print
here? Can you help me out here?

MR. SUTTON: They'reincluded aready.

MRS. ONEILL: They are? On the 1998-99 budget page?
MR. SUTTON: Yes.

MRS. O'NEILL: And that’sincluded in that?

MR. SUTTON: Yes.

MRS. ONEILL: Okay. Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: Sue.
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MSOLSEN: Thank you. | want to ask you a couple of questionson
the computers aswell, having not heard the previous discussions. If
you're purchasing the B.C. tracking system, who hasthe proprietary
rights? Does B.C.? Areyou buying a canned program from B.C.?
Maybe you could explain that to me.

MR. SUTTON: We purchased the program with the proviso that
they would not. We also purchased the rights. The bottom lineis
that we customized it for our use and we can useit to our use. We
don't have to be subjected to B.C.’s system. | think there's
terminology you use, and I’ m not quite sure of that terminology.

MS OLSEN: You're not tied into their contracts with any of their
software devel opers?

MR. SUTTON: No.

MS OLSEN: It's simply a stand-alone system that we' ve adopted,
paid them for their initial development, and this now belongsto us.

MR. SUTTON: That is correct.
MS OLSEN: Who was the developer of the original software?

MR. SUTTON: B.C. have their own informatics people that
developed it within their own office. They haveamuch larger office
than | do. We capitalized on them doing the work and the research,
and we brought it in and customized it to meet Alberta’s needs.
That'swhereit's at.

MS OLSEN: Thank you.

MR. FRIEDEL: When | went through the pages here, in two
different sections of the presentation it showed the '98-99 budget
and then the’ 99-2000 request. Normally when at this stageaperson
islooking at a budget, you see numbers that are projected to year-
end. Inother words, how does the 1998-99 budget actually track to
this point? You know, where do you anticipate it’s going to end up
at the end of March? It would reflect some of the concerns about
expanding services. They wouldn’t bridge from the estimates of a
year ago; they’ d probably bridge more from where you stand today.
| don't know if it would be possible to get that information fairly
quickly, but as Paul mentioned, if we're not going to actually make
the decision on the approval of budgets today, it would sure be nice
if we could have that to show how thisis going to track.

MR. SUTTON: In your package, Mr. Frieddl, thereisaforecast. It
shows you where we are expecting to end up. It'stab 2 of our little
presentation. There should be a’98-99 forecast and the year-end
position that we' re expecting.

THE CHAIRMAN: So your fina 1998-99 estimate is the last
column of that page, on theright?

MR. SUTTON: Yes, it'swith our projection.

THE CHAIRMAN: That $1.46 million is where you project you're
going to be at the end of thisyear. Isthat correct?

MR. SUTTON: No. | think we're on the wrong page.
THE CHAIRMAN: Or am | on thewrong page? Oh, one page over.

MR. SUTTON: We don't have the pages numbered, which created
some confusion. | apologize for that. That might be a new thing.

It s about the third from the last page under section 2. It showsthe
forecast. Just so you know which page you're on, it shows us
forecasting at theend, wheniit’ sall totaled up, ashortfall of $13,000.

THE CHAIRMAN: So the core budget was $1.186 million, and
you're projecting to end up with $1.19 million.

MR. SUTTON: Well, the reason we went with the core budget is
that we were given authority to use $151,000 for the purchase of
computer equipment. That was not added to our core budget. We
have not included that $276,000 in our core budget, so in effect
we're still operating with that core budget.

MR. FRIEDEL: Okay. So that's the one that's projecting the
$13,000 deficit.

MR. SUTTON: Yes, that's correct. When you do projections,
obviously there are adjustments that are made that are seasonal
adjustments, things like that. You'll see that one of our largest
shortfallswasintravel. It certainly isgoing to in the fourth quarter,
for example, drop considerably from the third quarter and second
quarter.

THE CHAIRMAN: Yes, you probably won't have much travel now.

MR. SUTTON: You know, we balance it out by quarter, so I’m not
that overly alarmed at this time with it.

THE CHAIRMAN: So you're going to be pretty close to budget.

MR. SUTTON: I'm going to be pretty close. | think last year we
turned back money, and the year before | think we turned back
money. Last year you operated without an Ombudsman, for
example, and the related costs. | am realizing that | am a rather
expensive commodity in this office.

MRS. O'NEILL: That'sal right; you' re worth it.
MR. SUTTON: Thank you.
MR. FRIEDEL: I'll haveto in my mind, then, put the two together.

MR. SUTTON: Did that answer your question?
11:00

MR. FRIEDEL : It answersthe question that theinformationisthere.
I'll have to compareit to the previous numbers, because the budget
number that you start out with actually aggregates severa items. |
was comparing it to the page before it. You're right; they're not
numbered. That will give me a chance to go through it.

The other concern | haveisthat -- I'mnot sureif it waslast year
or the year before -- we asked that al the legidative officers
prepare three-year budgets. | noticed in the tab before -- | pulled
it out, so | don’t know which page it came from, but 1999-2000
budget iswhat it’stitled. It showsthe’98-99 and ' 99-2000 budget
estimatesand then hastwo columns, which would be 2000-2001 and
subsequent. But all it has are zeros underneath it with atotal on the
bottom that shows no projected increase whatsoever for the three
years. I'mjust wondering if you' re estimating that there would be
no changeswhatsoever inthreeyears. Or isthere something missing
that just hasn’t shown up here?

MR. SUTTON: | guess the difficulty, Mr. Friedel, is that based on
what we know now, no, there wouldn’t be projected increases. But
if there were additional responsibilities, additional legislation that
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comes down that we have no control over, then there would be. It
depends on where the mandate of our office goes, and I'm trying to
deal this year with where | project it going the following year. |
know that might sound like somewhat of alame answer, but | think
we go with the core initiatives of what we know now, and we just
have to wait and see what comes down. When we prepared this
budget, we said: how can we anticipate something that we have
absolutely nothing to anticipate over?

MR. FRIEDEL: I'm wondering probably alittle bit narrower than
that. Certainly the budget would have to be approved based on the
authority you have now and the scope of the authority of the office,
but if something came along within the next three years, those kinds
of approvalswould haveto bereflected in the operating budget. I'm
thinking of even things like salaries. I'm not so sure that staff, for
example, would assume that they’re going to stay with no saary
increases for three years or anything like that. Or is there enough
flexibility in the budget that you could operate that within the total ?
It sounds alittle ambitious to me.

MR. SUTTON: It is ambitious, but | do think that if you approve
what | am asking this year, | will have some flexibility in there to
make some movement. We have gone through a restructuring and
a reorganization, which is going to see some changes as time
progresses and see some savings and whatnot. It may be ambitious,
but, yes, | think | can manoeuvre within that.

MR. FRIEDEL: The last question | have probably | should have
mentioned with the first one. Do you have breakdown figures that
would show percentages? | mean, what is the percentage increase
from the core budget to here? | did have the information early
enough; | supposeif I'd spent half an hour with acalculator | could
have been on it. Do you have some quick breakdowns and figures
in front of you that show what these percentages might be?

MR. SUTTON: | can’t give you the percentages, but | can certainly
go through each one and explain the difference and whatnot.

THE CHAIRMAN: Gary, you're asking for percentage line by line
or percentage for the year totals?

MR. FRIEDEL: Even in the year totals.
MR. SUTTON: It's 8.6 percent between year-end totals.

MR. FRIEDEL.: If it's possible between now and the next meeting,
maybe we could have some line breakdowns and percentages. I'm
just a little nervous because of what we're hearing in terms of the
economy in the province. You're probably aware that | sit on
Treasury Board. We're going through some fairly difficult
contortionsrationalizing what our existing three-year projectionsare
compared to what our oil prices have just told us might happen,
percentages. Then it puts some of this into a little different
perspective.

MR. SUTTON: | certainly appreciate that, but | think one must
consider also that my budget is so small. If we wereto hold, let’'s
say, to 3 percent of my expanded budget, it would not even pay for
one employee. | think that’sthe difficulty I'minto.

MR. FRIEDEL.: | think that's the part that would help us, knowing
specificaly wherethereis an expanded service and then applying it
to the costs of those. Like you say, if there's an expansion in the
scope of the office, it takes an additional employee or it takes an
additional piece of office equipment or whatever. Then you say:

okay, thisis not related to inflationary costs or the normal costs of
increase, but if we expect youto do that certain amount of work, this
iswhat it'sgoing to cost. Either we approvethe budget for it or you
can't doit. That would, I think, help.

MR. SUTTON: Well, | think the unfortunate part, too, isthat we can
get sidetracked on the expanded budget. | know that this committee
made recommendations in relation to new legisation, but that
expanded budget actually is necessary not only to meet anticipated
new legidation; it's needed to run our business. We've had alot of
cost increase this year, whether it be from the 5 percent rollback
reinstatement to other salary costs, different things like that.

I think what I’ m coming to this committeeto say is: dl right; that
amount of money was figured last year for particular legislation.
Yes, | can include expected expansion with that, but also | need
some of that money just to keep my business running. We have
been faced with alot of additiona costs.

THE CHAIRMAN: Mary?
MRS. O'NEILL: No. The question was answered.
THE CHAIRMAN: Okay. Mr. Dickson..

MR. DICKSON: Yeah. A couple of questions. | apologizeif I'm
asking things that should be straightforward. It's just that I'm
unfamiliar with the presentation here. | find it a bit confusing in
terms of marrying what happened in the current year with what
you're projecting for ' 99-2000.

Asl understandit, if | look at the 1998-1999 forecast core budget,
it shows a $13,000 shortfall. That’'s independent of the additional
money allotted for computer acquisition; right?

MR. SUTTON: That is correct.

MR. DICKSON: Okay. So then we go back to the’ 99-2000 budget
and the comparison, which gets us the $1,460,500. |s that net or
inclusive of the computer appropriation?

MR. SUTTON: That'sinclusive of all those moneys.

MR. DICKSON: Okay. It'sclear that right through until the end of
March of 1999, | think, there's going to be no expansion in your
responsibilities. | mean, even though there may be peoplewho think
you can do these other things, presumably it will be common
ground. There’ sgoingtobenolegislative changeinforcebeforethe
end of the’98-99 fiscal year. Isthat fair?

MR. SUTTON: That’s fair.
MR. DICK SON: Okay.

MR. SUTTON: | don't want to lose track of the fact that the
expanded budget that was approved by this committee last year
strictly for anticipated new legislation -- | think it’soverriding now
where I've had to run my office short of people alittle bit just to
meet my current core budget. | can't do that anymore. We've gone
through areview that hasidentified some efficiencieswe have to do
within our office to provide the service level that we have to do.
Onething I’'m adamant about isthat we have to keep current with
the education of our investigators. We deal with over 80 boards,
agencies, whatnot. We could deal with 29 health professions.
There’' saphenomenal amount of information that | have to educate
these people about. My commitment to the service delivery is such
that we have that human touch to it, that we don’t end up, for
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example, like B.C., which runs their investigations from an office
where there is no human contact whatsoever. | don’t think people
in this province expect that. They want the investigator to talk to
them. That costs money, and it's with travel. Within the budget
proposalsyou' || see several instances where extramoneys are being
requested in that area, but | can absorb that if | stay with that same
voted expanded budget that was approved last year. | can absorb
those fees. | think that's realy what I’ m after, to say: give methe
same as what you did last year. Okay? |I'm sorry?

11:10

MR. DICKSON: No, no. That'sfine. That's helpful.

| guessyou'’ ve been asked questions about volume and so on, and
I wonder: are you able to do it on sort of a number of open files
basis? Like, you have X number of open files now in the Edmonton
and Calgary operations. I'minterested in what that number is and
what you project the number of open files will be once you're
responsible for complaints from RHAs and health professions. 1’ll
tell you that | have a concern, frankly, that we're significantly
underestimating the increase in workload.

Where' sthe FTE increase? It'son page 2 of your letter. | saw it
amoment ago. One additional FTE. My reaction asan MLA and
as an opposition Health critic that gets plenty of calls about this --
| think arguably you could easily have double the number of calls
you're currently receiving from those government departments that
are part of your existing mandate.

MR. SUTTON: You're absolutely correct. | think what | wanted to
do was to come before this committee and say: all right; we' ve got
abasis on some valued judgment. So | went to B.C., even though
their mandate was a little bit different, and | said: when health
professions came on line, what happened? | went to Manitoba. |
cameback and | said: “All right. I"'m coming before this committee.
Thereadlity isthat thisisn't going to kick in till March” -- like you
say -- “and then we have to go from there.” | know what thefile
load is for my investigators now. | know what | expect them to
handle at the top end. It is a gamble, but | don’t want to be
unredlistic, | don’t want to beinflationary, and | don’'t want to have
to come back to this committee next year, when you'll say: “Where
areyou coming from? Thisisludicrous.” 1'd rather err on the side
of caution. | could get caught. You'reright. The phones could fall
right off thewall. That being the case, then I'll be back.

MR. DICKSON: Are you able to quantify, then, how many files
you're dealing with now and how many files you’re projecting to
deal with with the budget you' re proposing for 1999-20007?

MR. SUTTON: They're projections and projections only. We're
seeing an increase right now, and | expect to continue to see an
increase because | want to sdll the product that I’'m obviously
representing. Asfar asto give you an exact figure saying that we' re
handling 7,000 ayear now and | anticipate that to go up to 14,000,
I’m not prepared to do that because | just don’t know.

MR. DICKSON: How many files do we have now in the
Ombudsman'’ s office?

MR. SUTTON: We're taking anywhere from 7,000 to 8,000
complaints ayear. Investigators right now are handling anywhere
from 25 to 32 active investigations at any given time.

THE CHAIRMAN: And you have how many officers?

MR. SUTTON: We have seven investigators.

THE CHAIRMAN: And 25 to 30 active. . .

MR. SUTTON: . . . filesthat they’ re working on at any given time.
THE CHAIRMAN: So there are a couple hundred files open.

MR. SUTTON: At any given time.

MRS. O'NEILL: Twenty-five to 30 each?

MR. SUTTON: Yes.

THE CHAIRMAN: So there' d be about 200-plus files open.

MR. SUTTON: | think, more importantly, we have to look at the
complexity of some of those investigations. Some of them are
becoming extremely complex. Sothere’ savariancein numbers, and
| hate to get into the numbers. | think it’s the service delivery that
you have to concentrate on, and go from there.

MR. DICKSON: Obviously, in calculating your budget for ’ 99-2000,
you've looked at what you're doing now. You've done some
projections. | understand that we're going into uncharted territory.
None of us know exactly how it's going to unfold, but presumably
for preparing your budget, you' ve said that if we' re receiving 7,000
or 8,000 complaintsannually now, oncethiskicksin, that' sgoing to
increase. Towhat? Ten thousand, 15,0007

MR. SUTTON: Well, to give you an idea of numbers. If | have an
investigator carrying 25 files, | might be able to push that person to
35 files, to 40 files, so that gives me flexibility with possibly eight
inthere. Plusif | havetwo moreinvestigators, that gives me another
40, so we're up to another 160 activeinvestigations. I'm saying: all
right; that' s areasonabl e expectation if this legislation startsrolling
in. Sothat’show I’'m figuring out my numbers, if that makes sense
toyou. | don't know, but I'msaying let'sbereal. Let'sgotoB.C.;
let’s go to Manitoba. What kind of influx did they have? What is
the consistency of it? B.C. saw a horrible influx. The biggest
workload came from referrals, people misunderstanding exactly
what the responsibility was. We have to provide that service more
so than the investigations.

MR. DICKSON: You've mentioned a couple of times the B.C.
experience. I'm not very familiar with how long your B.C.
counterpart has had jurisdiction to be able to deal with health care
kinds of concerns and complaints.

MR. SUTTON: | think it s three or four years now. You see, when
you look at it, their mandate is different too, and it'sreally hard to
draw really accurate comparisons. You have to do an awful lot of
guessing.

MR. DICK SON: Would their mandate be broader or narrower, from
what you understand?

MR. SUTTON: It's narrower.

MSBARRETT: Well, I'mtill confused about the computer figures.
Those were aready purchased?

MR. SUTTON: Yes.

MS BARRETT: Okay. So at the end of this year the projection is
that you'll be short by $13,000?
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MR. SUTTON: That's just on the core budget. Okay? That didn’t
include that extra amount that was voted on for the computer
business.

MSBARRETT: Okay. Good. All right.

MR. SUTTON: We kept that separate. | came here and you said,
“All right; you've identified the problem; here's an X amount of
dollars,” and we' ve kept that separate from our operating budget.

THE CHAIRMAN: Yes, Sue.

MS OLSEN: Thank you. | have some red concerns about the
likelihood of underestimating the actua needs for your office. |
know you've already received complaints that investigations are
taking quite alengthy time. | guess my first question is. have you
figured out an average length of time for investigations, be it
complex investigations or some more simplistic matters that can be
resolved fairly quickly?

MR. SUTTON: When | went into the office, | looked and we did
have a performance measure as to how long an investigation took.
| removed that performance measure, and | said that what we have
to have is accountability and consistency within the investigation.
Some will take longer than others, but we have to have a quality
assurance processthat showsthat it’ sbeing actively worked on, that
the right things are being done. Some take up to a year, some take
two months, and | think just putting atimelimit on themisawrong
thing to do because you might not get the quality of the product.

In saying that and in answer to your question, again, theredlity is
that we know what this provinceisfaced with. Yes, I’d love to come
in here and say that I'm anticipating all kinds of thingsand | need
five or six or seven more investigators. That wouldn’t fly. You
know that and | know that. Yeah, | might get caught. | don’'t know.

MS OLSEN: Well, | guess | have to reflect on whether or not the
office of the Ombudsman then needs to be taxed with additional
responsibilities under the RHASs or the regiona social services
authorities. Somebody is going to have to deal with those
complaints. When you go into that form of governance, somebody
has to deal with issues arriving out of that model. If that isin fact
your office, then | think in order to give the office the ability to do
that, we have to look at a budgeting formula that’s going to reflect
that. I’'m concerned that we get into these situations -- | read more
and more about this -- and peopletend to lowball every budget they
have simply because they' re afraid of the deficit budget notion. So
now we get into departments, and in scrutinizing your department,
I’m concerned that there’ s going to be agross underestimation here,
and then the staff is not going to be able to handle the workload in
the next year. We know that the problem just gets bigger and bigger
and bigger. So those are just some of the concerns | have.

You're anticipating hiring two more investigators? |s that what
you're asking?
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MR. SUTTON: If those numbers start climbing significantly, yes.
But | think this is where | was speaking of a level of trust and
confidence. Let's not make rash decisions and say we' re going to
hire people. Let'sseewheretheneed comesin. Andif | don’t have
to, at the end of the year those moneys are then turned back to those
people, but | have to bein aposition where | can react quickly.

| appreciate very much your comments. | really do. Yes, | am
nervous, but | think we have to beredlistic too. | do know that the
governance of today isto an independent third-party review process,
and | happen to be the best game in town, | think, and I’ m going to

be involved in an awful lot of issues. | guess in developing the
formula, | don’t have hard-and-fast figuresthat | can draw from.

MS OLSEN: | would expect that the complexity of those
investigations will increase aswell . . .

MR. SUTTON: Absolutely.

MSOLSEN: ... giventhedifferent pieces of legisation that govern
each authority that exists.

MR. SUTTON: Well, just given the number of players. You know,
when you haveyour authoritieswith their own processes, you' ve got
to be in tune with each authority, for example.

MS OLSEN: Okay. Another question | had is: how many contract
employees do you have versus wage employeesin your office? And
why would you opt for a wage as opposed to a contract or vice
versa? What do you see as asignificant cost saving there?

MR. SUTTON: For example, if we advertise for a position and we
get another empl oyee with the government from another department
as opposed to somebody that's already, let’s say, retired from one
vocation and has come into another one, that’s going to determine
whether that is contract or salary staff. It gets alittle complex. |
leave that to Ms Watson to figure out, and it's amatter of managing
it the best way you can, the most reasonable way. But it's the
employees that usually dictate that.

MS OLSEN: I'm just concerned about the notion of hiring wage
staff when you get to certain numbers of hours. Asthe Justicecritic,
right now what I'm seeing is that as soon as a wage staff employee
reachesacertain level, then they’ rethrown back into apool and they
are not receiving the hours that they did originally, before that.

The reason | think it's a caution here in your office is that you
need the continuity in investigators and intake officers and people
who know exactly what they're doing. | would be concerned that
once these wage employees become $28.50 an hour employees,
because of the additional costs of that, they end up going back into
apool and somebody new comes aong.

MR. SUTTON: No. | would certainly commit to you that, no, that's
notit. We'veonly got 18 peoplein our office. The odd timeyou'll
get awage employeeto comein, and onceit’s established that there
is a need, then that person is given every opportunity. So that
doesn’t present a problem. We don't have a circle of wage
employees put through our office.

MS OLSEN: Okay. Fair enough. Thank you.
THE CHAIRMAN: Mary.

MRS. O'NEILL: Yes. Mr. Chairman, with al due respect, in light
of the discussion that just took place -- we're talking about the
budget and the original mandate, if you will, or scope of dealingsfor
the Ombudsman, that the decision has been made that the health
authorities would come under your jurisdiction -- | would like to
say that | think you have come before us with due diligence in
ascertaining what will bethe costs. So to engagein aspeculation of
what might happen -- | would rather put forth a comment to say
that | think you’ ve doneit with theinformation that you' ve got, with
good research. | feel | need to speak to that and say that | think
you've done it with a consideration of the overal costs that are
incumbent upon it aswell and not speak to the speculation of what
you have best figured out.
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MR. SUTTON: | appreciate that.
THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you, Mary.

MR. FRIEDEL : You just mentioned in response to Sue's question
something about movement towards a third-party review process.
Isthis essentially all within the expected confines of your scope of
authority, or are you getting some requests on an ad hoc basis, you
know, on asignificant issue that may arise within the government or
a department that just drops on your doorstep one morning and
you' re expected to look after an issuethat you hadn’t anticipated in
any way?

MR. SUTTON: Not that | hadn’t really anticipated. My authorities
are strictly legislated, of course, and if there is a new and strange
thing dropped on my lap that | am not legislated to look after,
obviously | can’t. But you are seeing more of amove to governance
today right across Canada and Albertaand everywhere else to have
that review processimplemented. I'mafirmbeliever that itisgoing
to continue to grow.

MR. FRIEDEL: The reason | asked that question -- | used the
words“ad hoc,” but it may not be absolutely appropriate. If thereis
the possihility of essentially something that hasn’t been anticipated,
maybe even dightly beyond the ordinary scope of your authority,
where the expertise of the office could be used as an adjudicator or
something along those lines, do you see the possibility -- and |
don’t know if we could do it within the existing legislation, but if the
thing is appropriate, it can always be changed -- that the office of
the Ombudsman could maybe contract out such services? If a
particular department had a significant issue and they were looking
for an adjudicator and you said, “Okay, I'll do thisfor you, but it's
going to cost you $30,000,” the department then would be required
to comeup with that much budget because you wouldn’t be expected
to run it out of the confines of your existing budget.

MR. SUTTON: What you're talking about is supplying mediators,
| suppose, to departments. That' s something that could be looked at
in the future, but right now I’'m concerned with what my legislated
mandateis, and it doesn’t include contracting out mediators, for lack
of better words. We do an awful lot of that sort of thing but not on
a contract basis. We're hired by the taxpayers of Albertato deal
with the departments that we deal with. We're already involved but
not in that kind of light.

MR. FRIEDEL: Thereason | brought thisup -- | mean, it certainly
expands our discussion here. You were talking about unforeseen
things that arise in the course of a year, especidly if we're talking
two- or three-year budgets. | wasjust wondering if that might bethe
kinds of pressures you're facing, totally unanticipated and, you
know, stretching the original expectations. | guessthe short answer
isthat that’ s not what is totally causing your problems, that they're
more within the scope but there are just more requests.

MR. SUTTON: No. All of what you mentioned is apossibility, but
| think that what | have to deal with iswhat is tangible to me right
now. That'swhere | am.

MR. FRIEDEL : | want to go back to that expansioninto theregional
health authorities. |s the implementation now at the level that you
had expected? At what point is this where it's affecting the actual
workload in the office?

MR. SUTTON: Well, it’ saffecting usnow. Because of the publicity
that's surrounded this, we are receiving calls right now, obviously

not to the sameimpact it will oncelegislation is passed and whatnot.
Yeah, there’ s an effect right now.

There's a multitude, again, of considerations as you go through
this package. For example, on salaries and all that I'm a firm
believer that there has to be a constant grid on a constant basis and
they have to be aligned with other offices and with DAOs. There
hasto be consistency. Next year | intend to do acomplete review of
all the role descriptions of those people within my office and aign
them such that there's sense and sensibility. There are going to be
adjustments in salaries and whatnot, and | have to be prepared for
that.

MR. FRIEDEL: Okay. Now, with the amount of the workload that
you' realready getting simply because of inquiriesand concerns, that
would mean there’ s sort of an advance bulge of work coming. When
the RHAs under amended legislation actually fully come under the
scope of the office, there will probably be asimilar bulge. Isthere
any way of measuring what that might be and when it might level
off, or would that be more crystal ball gazing?

11:30

MR. SUTTON: In anticipation of that advance bulge, you have also
before you a request for one FTE, which is an intake officer, a
consistent intake officer. Once that person is in place, with the
consistency and the measurability and the ability to gauge| will have
afar better ideaof just exactly what isgoing to transpire. Right now
all of our intake is shared amongst the investigators. You talk about
investigative workload. If I get my intake officer, then that frees up
one investigator every day of the week, so I'm gaining that many
more investigative hours. |I'm trying to keep my investigators as
investigators. Again, we've got such a small office that we' ve got
people doing amultitude of jobs, and that’ sanecessity, but thereare
some areas we can be far more efficient on. To be ableto gaugethat
bulge, which would be a good indicator, | hope to get an intake
officer in here as quickly as | can and start measuring these things.
That would give me alot better indicator.

MR. FRIEDEL: Some measurement device, you know, a
benchmark, whichisobviously about thetimethat thisisanticipated
to full implementation, asacommitteeit would help if that were set
up so that the overall budget could be assessed not only now but at
the end of next year and the year subsequent, so that the impact of
increasing the scope of the office could be handled separately from
just other growths, so that thereisn’t maybe aconcern or, you know,
the ability to simply say: “Okay; we budgeted for this much. The
impact hasn’t been asgreat asitis, sowe'll useit to expand therole
of the office.” 1I’'m not suggesting that that’s the way these things
happen, but it would certainly be easier for the committee, | think,
to say: well, okay; we've considered the expansion of the office.
Here you' ve actually tracked the amount of work it’s going to take,
and then maybe in ayear or two years you can prove, in addition to
offering the budget, that this is the increased demand, actual
provable demand, for simply this one expansion. Then it wouldn’t
bekind of smothered in: isthisinflation, or isanything elseread into
it? It may mean alittle bit of extraaccounting, but | don’t think it'd
take too much.

MR. SUTTON: | think that’ sareasonablerequest. On January 1 we
start with our new case-tracking system, and I’ m hopeful that at this
time next year I'll be ableto provide you with some of those figures
through that new system that we're implementing. We can’t get it
from what we existently have.

MR. FRIEDEL : It' scertainly too early; there’ sno experienceeither.
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MR. SUTTON: WEe're starting to load now, but, you know, January
1, when it comes onstream full-time -- and | have high
expectations. | hope it's going to deliver, but those are the things
that | should be ableto cometo this committee with: thisiswhat the
anticipated impact was, thisiswhat the real impact was, and thisis
where the resources were expended.

THE CHAIRMAN: Sue, | think you had one more comment.

MS OLSEN: Yes, just sort of on the educational component of your
function. Did | hear you correctly when you said that in other
jurisdictions, when they took on other tasks in relation to the
regional health authorities, therewas someconfusion that created the
increase to some of these cases?

MR. SUTTON: Well, | think what | was saying at that time is that
to the general public there sometimesiis alot of confusion, which
creates alot of initial warts until it's established and whatnot, more
so whenever you venture into something new. For example, elders
in care. We' verecently been tasked with doing investigationsin that
area, and although our investigation numbers with that particular
piece of legidation are not abnormally high right now -- they are
growing -- our inquiriesare very high because people are confused
asto where our role comesin and where our role goesout. With the
health professions exactly that samething, | anticipate, will happen.

MS OLSEN: Okay. Then | would ask: what strategies have you
developed for the potential onslaught of inquiries under your public
awareness campaign?

MR. SUTTON: | do an awful lot of public awareness situations at
any opportunity | get to speak to any groups, to clarify or whatnot.
Also, | haveto keep my peoplevery current on what isgoing on, and
even with workshops; for example, these people that are directly
involved in these areas coming in and explaining to them. The
intake process, again, al fals into this. There's a multitude of
things that dovetail into that.

MS OLSEN: I'm not quite sure | heard, then, that you had any
strategies to kind of deflect any potential ondlaught of complaints
coming into your officethat might appear to increasethecallsinand
any potential investigations, when in fact at some point they may
level out once peoplebecome aware of what thefunctionis. I'mjust
wondering: what sort of educational packages are you likely to put
into gear that are going to inform the general public?

MR. SUTTON: Well, I'm not going to devel op strategiesthat deflect
complaints, to start with. 1’ m going to accept those complaints, and
the ministries that are responsible for a lot of that legislation are
going to be the people that are responsible for educating the
populace as opposed to me.

THE CHAIRMAN: Yes, Gary.

MR. DICKSON: Yes. Actualy | had a couple of questions just
arising out of something that Mr. Sutton said amoment ago. Did |
understand you to say that you’ ve been tasked recently to do some
work in the area of seniorsin care? Who would have tasked you to
do that? What's that about?

MR. SUTTON: Well, it falls within our mandate as a piece of
legidation that has comein. We' ve become involved, and we have
ongoing investigations with them now.

MR. DICKSON: Are you referring to the protection of personsin
need of care?

MR. SUTTON: Yes.

MR. DICKSON: This is important, because there had been a
suggestion when the bill was being debated that it would be the
Ombudsman who should do theinvestigation, not the Department of
Community Development. How is that playing out in the
implementation of the act, that responsibility would go to you?
That's clearly not the way the legislation was written.

MR. SUTTON: Well, we're involved in investigations, and it's
within our mandate.

MR. DICKSON: Okay. | guess my question is: are people going to
you in the first instance, or have people gone to Community
Development and then . . .

MR. SUTTON: No. There'saprocessto go through that they have
to follow first, as with any other piece of legidation. Our act
determines that we cannot become involved until al levels of the
field have been followed through.

MR. DICKSON: Sothesearetheexhaustees, if youwill, peoplewho
have exhausted the remedies availabl e to them under the protection
for personsin need of care?

MR. SUTTON: That's correct. They would have had to exhaust all
remedies.

MR. DICKSON: Okay.

| wasjust going to say inresponseto Mrs. O’ Neill’scomment that
some of you around the table may have seen draft legidation: |
haven't yet. It hasn't been introduced in the House, and we're all
making an assumption that it's going to be passed in the spring
session. The government has the majority, but | just make the
observation that we don’t know exactly what' sinthere, and we have
to recognize that at this stage it is simply an executive plan.

I'm interested in medical expertise. Your counterpart in the
information and privacy officeis going to have anew expanded role
for dealing with health information. There's an expectation that
there' Il be hired a deputy director, if you will, with specific medica
expertise. Haveyou factored in what additional wage costsyou may
belooking at in terms of bringing people into your office who have
some medical background? | think it would be very difficult with
theregular investigators to expect themto just acquireonthejob, if
you will, expertise in what's an amazingly complicated health care
system.

11:40

MR. SUTTON: In answer to your question, | have factored in
funding within that budget to hire expert people when required. A
lot of that comes within the legal profession now. But my role will
be different than that of the Privacy Commissioner inasmuch as|I’m
looking at process and was that process followed correctly and
whatnot. So | don't anticipate, possibly, the same needs as he may
have.

MR. DICKSON: Okay. Thefinal question | wasgoingto ask hasto
do with the process review that you talk about in your cover |etter.
| take it that the primary recommendation, then, was the
consolidation of the intake function. Weas that the primary
recommendation from that process review?
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MR. SUTTON: No. That was one of many recommendations. It
was not the primary recommendation, but it was one of many. |
think my predecessor two or three years ago through this committee
had said that we should do acompl ete review of this officeto ensure
that itisachieving its mandate. Morethan that, thereason that | had
that review done was to determine how we could do things more
efficiently, more costwise, and still provide the service level that we
want to provide.

MR. DICKSON: Werethere any recommendations from the process
review that your office has chosen not to accept or to implement?

MR. SUTTON: No. There were 28 recommendations, and they’ve
all been implemented, some with different variance than others.
There are none that have been cast out completely. We ve looked
at them al, and where it is workable, we' ve put them into play.

MR. DICKSON: It sounds, Mr. Chairman, like an excellent
initiative, and | remember we as a committee had talked about it in
the past.

I’m wondering if Mr. Sutton would be able to share with us at
least some of the recommendations from that report.

MR. SUTTON: Wedid share acopy of that report with the chairman
some time ago.

THE CHAIRMAN: Yes.

MR. DICKSON: | think the members haven’t seen it, though, Mr.
Sutton.

THE CHAIRMAN: | don’'t remember if we circulated that.

MR. SUTTON: | mean, if that’s the wish of this committee, | have
no problemwithit, becauseit does give agood overview of what we
were doing and where we could correct.

MR. DICKSON: We've aways been very keen on these offices
being asefficient asthey can, and whilewedon’t want to microman-
age, | think on an initiative like this I'd like to make sure we also
understand the lengths to which you and your office have goneto be
more efficient. But this member hasn't seen that report, Mr.
Chairman.

THE CHAIRMAN: We'll look after that, Gary.
MR. DICKSON: Thank you very much.

THE CHAIRMAN: Well, Scott and Dixie, I'd liketo thank you both
for coming this morning. We've had an interesting discussion. |
think that concludes our discussion for this morning.

| opened the meeting in haste this morning, and | forgot to
recognize a person. Because of the change of leadership in the
Libera Party and the reshuffling of responsibility, Howard Sapers
is not on the committee anymore. Now we have Sue Olsen. So,
Sue, on behalf of the committee I’ d like to welcome you.

MSOLSEN: Thank you. | think | just pushed Howard out and said:
hey, | want on this committee.

THE CHAIRMAN: Mary, thanks for advising usthat we should add
30 minutesto thisinterview process. Weused it al plusanother five
minutes.

So we're going to work the process through, and we're going to
advise you as soon as we can, Scott, on the outcome.

MR. SUTTON: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
THE CHAIRMAN: You' re welcome.

MR. SUTTON: Thank you, members of the committee. It's
unfortunate we don’'t have moretime. | know that you have many
more questions and whatnot, but we are restricted for time.

THE CHAIRMAN: We'll call atwo-minute break.
[The committee adjourned from 11:44 am. to 11:53 am.]

THE CHAIRMAN: I'd like to welcome the Auditor General, Mr.
Peter Valentine, and his staff to make a budget presentation to the
committee today. We apologize for being a little late. We all
understand that you have a commitment here later on today. So
we'll start the discussion, and I'll ask you, Peter, to make your
presentation. After that, we'll open it up for questions from the
committee members or other comments that they may have.

MR. VALENTINE: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I’'m pleased to have
with me on my left Merwan Saher, who | think you’ ve met before.
He's the Assistant Auditor Genera in the office responsible for
professiona standards. On my far right is Elizabeth Chen-Hu, who
isthe manager of accounting in our office and hasjoined ussincewe
last met, | guess, on this subject. On my immediate right is Kelly
Aldridge, who you've al met before and who is chief operating
officer at the office.

Our budget discussion last year resulted in the deferral of certain
expenditures to the 1999-2000 budget year, and at that time we
concluded that while the budget would be tight, we could effect
some deferrals. The actual experience to date in the current budget
year indicates a projected surplus of about $204,000 for the 1998-99
fiscal year, and that is after comparing it to the deferral, which is
essentially comprised of two factors, if you remember.

First was the postponement to the 1999-2000 budget year of
increasing our permanent staff complement by three people, which
accounted for $186,000. Second was the deferral to 1999-2000 of
aportion of the implementation of the new management pay plan,
asum of $276,000, including benefits. When thosetwo numbersare
taken together with the related recruitment and relocation costs, the
deferral amounts to $492,000, and the current budget reflects the
inclusion of that deferral.

I think it sextremely important that you know and understand that
we were successful in working with the personnel administration
officeto develop asuitable salary strategy for our professional staff,
and in doing so, we have been able to stay within the guidelines
established for the public service. | think that’'s a very important
thing to recognize. The implementation of the deferred portion of
the sdlary adjustmentsiis also entirely within the PAO guidelines.

Staffing continues to be a problem. Our temporary staff services
costs are too high for a variety of reasons, not the least of which is
the professiona exposure risk that we run in not having our own
staff conduct the work. The second is that there are much higher
costs to manage and supervise than therewould be if they werefull-
time permanent staff. Nonetheless, we have to use that market
because we're still having a certain difficulty in attracting full-time
people.

Our 1999-2000 requested voted operating expense is $519,000
greater than that of the prior year. The budget deferral's of $492,000
account for 95 percent of that increase, and the remaining 5 percent
is spread out over avariety of budget categories.

Those are my opening remarks, Mr. Chairman. My colleagues
and | will be happy to give you whatever explanations we can in
connection with the material that was provided to you. Now, |
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understand you only received it on relatively short notice, but that
was something that happened outside my control. Let metell you
that the package you have containsin thefirst six pages aletter that
highlights the seven or eight major subject areas of the budget, and
I’ll come back to that in a moment.

That's followed by the traditional budget format, where on the
immediate | eft of the verbiageis our forecast for the year, and on the
immediate right of the verbiage is our estimated budget for next
year. The second page of numbersisto show you what happened to
1999-2000 between the numbers we showed you last year -- that's
in the left-hand column -- and, on the right, our current year's
estimate of the budget. You will see that those numbers reflect the
differencesthat | was just speaking of.

Going back to the letter, if you'd like, 1 could go over the
highlights of the letter.

THE CHAIRMAN: Yes. | think you should.

MR. VALENTINE: It'sworth while.

Thefirst subject isthe 1999-2000 budget. It’ssignificant that the
budget in and of itself is Y 2K compliant. Most of the additionshave
been done by hand, checked by other people who have donethem by
hand, and we haven’t relied on any technical equipment in order to
present this today to ensure you that it is Y 2K compliant.

But to go on to be seriousfor amoment, in our prior year, ' 97-98,
the expenses were in excess of the voted funds. That resulted from
the restoration of the rollback of salaries to public servants, which
you'real aware of. At theend of the day, that had to be accrued in
those accounts, albeit the decision to restore the rollback wasn’t
made until the following fiscal year. So that accounts for the
$73,000 in excess of quoted funds.

| spoke earlier about the fact that we think we're close to target,
that we have the surplus of $204,000. That is the way we are
estimating through to the end of March 1999. The $73,000 would
have to come off that because, asyou know, it’sacarryover and has
to come out of those funds.

| made a comment about our manpower costs, that they continue
to beachallenge. They continueto beachallenge becauseit’ svery
difficult to get the kind of peoplewe d liketo have. We' re spending
money on temporary manpower that | would rather spend on
permanent manpower, if we could have them in the store. To pay
for temporary manpower is much more expensivethan it isfor full-
time people. You'll appreciate that. | indicated to you there's a
professional risk and a management cost that is attributableto it. If
we were paying it out in regular salaries, it would be much less per
hour than it is on the temporary basis.

There in the letter we've given you an outline of the kinds of
activities we' ve entered into in trying to replenish our stock, if you
like. | remain in contact with the managing partners of the major
firms here in Edmonton on aregular basis, and | know that they’'re
experiencing the same sort of thing that we're experiencing. So
whilel’m not comfortable about it, I'm happy to know that I’ ve got
company.

We decommissioned some audit retrieval software this year, and
rather than continue to amortize it over another year, to the end of
the fifth year of itslife, we' ve written that right off because it’s not
of any useto us. That accounts for $62,000 worth of amortization
costsin the current year. The amortization budget for next year will
be reduced by that amount. So we've just taken it up in the earlier
year because the program is not being used.

Our professional services fees paid to agents is about $328,000
below budget. Some of thisis attributable to the fact that we didn’t
do someinformation systemsaudit work asquickly aswe’ d planned.
Some of it relates to two health authorities where we thought we
were going to have some systems work done in the current year.

That work will be done next year. The remaining $150,000 relates
to negotiated reductions in fees that were charged to us by agents,
and for the most part those fee reductions have been passed onto the
client.

Our audit feerevenueis below budget by some $195,000. Again,
this is the negotiated reduction in agents' fees. Thisis where we
passed it on to the clients, so they have been rewarded by those
reductions.

12:03

As | told you last year, we have abandoned the big computer.
We've decommissioned the refrigerator room and the fire
department that went along with it. We're now in aposition to take
up that space and use it as we envisioned when we gave up the half
floor, 25 percent of our space, a couple of years ago. So there are
some leasehold improvements to be done there. PWSS is
responsible for it. They gave usan initial budget of $50,000. That
has turned into a budget of $125,000. That, | hope, tells you
something about the budgeting of PWSS. In any event, they tell us
that they can till do it within their regular budget.

We prepared thisbudget addressing somenew activitiesthat we' re
involved in: the six new community boards just to provide services
to persons with developmental disabilities, the child and family
services regional authorities, which will start in 1999. Asyou may
be aware, the Calgary one is up and running. That will need some
attentionin the March 31, 1999, year. The otherswill carry over to
'99-2000. The four AVCs are now up and running as their own
ingtitutions. We have concluded the opening balance sheet audit
work therein al four locations, and we' re moving on to do the end
of their first year of operations.

In the health sector we recently agreed to act as the auditor of
Lakeland regiona health authority, following some issues down
there. There'll be a new agent appointed shortly. That will then
mean that we are the auditor of 10 out of 17 regiona health
authorities. In every case the essential audit work of courseisdone
by an agent, an agent of the choice of the regional health authority.

We' ve had some special work requests. The MD of Bonnyville
issue was dealt with, as your chairman will know, and we have a
continuing involvement with West Edmonton Mall and the ATB,
which you're also familiar with.

Performance measures. Most of the performance measurement
work that is contained in the 17 ministry annual reports has aform
of assurance attached to it that’ s been rendered as a consequence of
usdoing theaudit work on the performance measurement in addition
to that which is done in the consolidated accounts. 1'd say that
clients are getting quite familiar with that, and we' re ableto do alot
more for the same invested hours.

You will be interested to know that our audit hours are up from
118,000 to 130,000 projected for the current year. It represents an
increase of 10 percent in audit hours, and I’'m happy to tell you that
we' ve achieved that work by an increase of 4 percent of staff.

The table on page 5: from that you can deduce that our budget
request is $12,845,000. That's $50,000 lower than we indicated to
the committee last year at thistime for thisyear. So it's staying in
line with what we thought it would be in general, although some of
the expense categories changed.

We're aware of the fact that the government intends to continue
the achievement bonus program as part of the management reward
strategy. The details of that program have not been announced, as
you likely know, but we understand it will be funded as it was last
year, with a supplemental estimate, so that item is not contained in
this budget.

Mr. Chairman, | hope I’ ve given you a thumbnail of this thing,
and as | say, we can move on to the members’ questions.
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THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your opening commentsand also
for reviewing this letter and making comments on that.

| have aquestion that we discussed last year, to start with. When
you do work, like you mentioned, for AVC, the regional heath
authorities, and Bonnyville and these people, how much of that
actual cost does the office recover?

MR. VALENTINE: In the case of the municipa district of Bonny-
ville work, we recovered it all because it was work that was not
covered by the regular mandate and it is not an organization that is
dependent on the general revenue fund.

The other one was?

THE CHAIRMAN: TheRHAS. Isthat under your regular mandate?
MR. VALENTINE: For the RHAs, al paid the audit fee.
THE CHAIRMAN: And AV Cs?

MR. VALENTINE: AVCs don't, because they’re dependent upon
the student grant from the general revenue fund. They're the same
as colleges and institutes.

THE CHAIRMAN: If | remember right, thesedollarsyou recover go
back into general revenue. They don’t go back to your account.

MR. VALENTINE: That's correct. It would be very nice if they
could come to the account of 9925-109 Street, but they don’t come
there. The mailman doesn’t stop at our place.

THE CHAIRMAN: What 1'd like to know is: how much does the
general revenue fund recover on behalf of the work that you do for
some of that, for institutions where we can charge back some audit
fees?

MR. VALENTINE: In the current year it'll be about $1,750,000.

THE CHAIRMAN: Is that an increase over the previous year? Is
there more work?

MR. VALENTINE: No, it'sgone down for acoupleof reasons. The
primary oneis that the same amount of work is being done for less
fee, and we've passed that benefit back to the clients. The second
reason would be that in the current year we didn’t have a growth of
those things, but it will come in the coming year.

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you.
Yes, Mary.

MRS. O'NEILL: A couple of questions. Thefirst oneison page 7.
Down under the grouping supplies and services, on the right-hand
side, for 2000-2001 the cost is $250,000, and your projection into
2001-2002 is $360,000. That's a huge increase. Can you tell me
why?

MR. VALENTINE: It'stherent and it’s our lease. Our lease hasan
escaation. In the arrangementswe made when the lease was signed
inthefall of 1994, we started off with about $1.35 negative net, net,
net rent -- triple net rent, negative -- but we did agree to
participate in the increased operating costs as time went on. This
lease will expirein -- Kelly, you might remember.

MR. ALDRIDGE: | think it'sin the fall of 2000.
Peter, if | could just mention, thedifference of $6,000 between the
current year and next year is the escalation you're talking about.

Thejump to $250,000 is because asmall portion of that year will be
after the expiry of our lease, so we don’t know what that’s going to
be.

MRS. O'NEILL: Soit’sreally an unknown because you haven't got
that formula or at least those figures.

MR. ALDRIDGE: That’sright, and the following year isafull year
of new lease. We don’t know what that’s going to look like. Also,
Calgary isincluded. Cagary’ swill expire, | believe, in part of that
third year aswell.

MRS. ONEILL: Asin 2000-2001?
MR. ALDRIDGE: In 2001-2002.

MRS. O'NEILL: So this is just a guesstimate of what it perhaps
could be.

MR. VALENTINE: | would think we would look at starting
discussions about that |ease next spring. Thereason | say that isthat
there's amagjor tenant in the building moving out in the next short
while, and it may be the opportune timeto talk to thelandlord about
our lease.

MRS. O'NEILL: | have one more question, Mr. Chairman, if | may.
We can reference page 8. You mentioned your concern about
having a larger number of temporary staff services, and your
preference, of course, would be salariesand wages -- well, salaried,
if you will.

MR. VALENTINE: Permanent staff.

MRS. O'NEILL: Permanent staff; pardon me. 1've looked at the
previous and then the current for the temporary staff services, and
that is quite an increase.

MR. VALENTINE: Could | just take you back to page 7? Cometo
the second line down under manpower and compare the column
immediately to theleft of the verbiage to the column immediately to
theright of theverbiage. You'll seethat we' reforecasting $878,000
in the current year, and we hopeto get that down to $765,000 in the
budget year we' rediscussing and then down to $500,000 by theyear
2000-2001.

The pagethat you' relooking at isto tell you what we thought that
1999-2000 estimate would be when we were looking at it last year
and now what we think it will belooking at it thisyear. Sothat is
the maturity of the 1999-2000 budget by one year.
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MRS. O'NEILL: Attributable to the fact that you had to engage
more temporary staff services than anticipated?

MR. VALENTINE: Well, yes. Clearly our origina estimate when
we did the 1998-99 budget was $345,000. We now think that’'s
going to be $878,000.

MR. ALDRIDGE: We had projected that $345,000 to becontinuous,
| think, for all three years, and we were just wrong on that. We
needed more temporary people.

MRS. O'NEILL: They were needed.

If | could just have my third question related to that. | know you
have projected on the previous page that there would be areduction
in subsequent years. However, you also said that probably if those
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were permanent staff, it would be less cost. Is that including
benefits and all the other costs for a permanent staff arrangement?

MR. VALENTINE: Yes.

MRS. O'NEILL: Even considering the whole package, it would
be...

MR. VALENTINE: Yeah. Because if they come to us through an
agency, someone has a markup on it and somebody is paying the
benefits somewhere in the chain. Whatever price we pay per hour
to have that temporary person on board has that profit and benefit
elementinit. If you'reinyour own shop on an annual saary basis,
you' re not paying that profit off to somebody el se and you get a staff
member who is dedicated to your office, not here for three months
and off somewhere else for the next three months.

MR. ALDRIDGE: These are pretty well al professional staff that
we' re talking about. We have negotiated to get some reduction in
rates, but basicaly they start out with a charge-out rate for a
professional accountant, and that rate, translated into salary, ismuch,
much higher than what we pay for salary and benefits.

MRS. O'NEILL: Do you see a solution in the marketplace for
resolving thisin the future?

MR. VALENTINE: Well, | think I've told you that in the past I've
seen three of these curvesinthe Albertaeconomy in my professional
career, and they seem to last for about a three-year period because
it takes that long to get the supply chain filled up again. | would
have thought that perhaps the employment market would have been
a little more friendly given that the oil priceis in the ditch for as
long asit’s been there now. | think we'll see alot of consolidation
in the industry as we move into the new year, and that will free up
financial people. That'swhat we' relooking towards, opportunity to
take people back on board our staff complement and provide them
with a career opportunity. But at the moment that freeing up of a
large number of young peopl e with appropriate backgrounds hasn’t
occurred. Either those companies have alot of natural gasthey can
produce, or we haven't seen alot of it yet.

THE CHAIRMAN: Gary Dickson, you had some comments.

MR. DICKSON: Well, acomment and then a couple of questions.
The comment is that | appreciate the detail you' ve given us at page
2 of your letter. It seemsto me that thisis an issue you've aderted
the committee to, the professional manpower challenge, and | think
we al recognize, when the economy is as hot as it has been in
Alberta, what kind of difficulty that poses. You' vethought of things
that would never have occurred to me to try and recruit staff.

My questions, though, go to the management report that you've
done. I'm interested in agent professiona services. | was very
interested and followed very closely your collaborative effort with
the IPC office around the registry service information. I'm
interested in some reflection from your office. Was there a sense
that thisis something that was a model that would be replicated on
other issues in the future? I’'m thinking of a huge role in terms of
health information that we' re going to see soon, which addressesin
fact one of your long-standing recommendations for better
information management at the RHA level and so on. I'm
wondering: is this the sort of the thing we' d likely see more of, or
have you found the model not so good and you're going to leave it
to the IPC to make their own arrangements in the future?

MR. VALENTINE: Mr. Clark and | are aready talking about
another joint project. We have commissioned aperson in my office
and aperson in his office to scopeit out and seeif it's doable. We
view the joint project, the registry project with the Information and
Privacy Commissioner, as being a huge success. It was some of his
staff, some of my staff, and some staff of an agent who had a
particular expertise in the computer security area. | believeit wasa
very good project. It wasagood report, and | think some very good
recommendations cameout it. Soit’saformulathat should betried
in the future whenever you need those kinds of resources that you
don’t have in-house. You can come together and jointly report on
things.

MR. DICKSON: | was going to follow up, Mr. Chairman. In the
next item you talk about the WIP question. | take it only some of
these projects are continuing on; for example, the one we' ve just
been speaking of. Basically, that was a project which is, at least
from your office's perspective, largely resolved; is it not?

MR. VALENTINE: Well, we'll go back in and see what happensto
our recommendations, which isaregular thing that we do, follow up
to see what happensto the recommendations, and test it out. If they
say, “Well, we cured it with this application of medicine,” then we
go back to see whether or not the cure worked. So there'll be a
further visit to the registries after an appropriate length of time has
passed. But | wouldn't think you'd go in and do that unlessyou had
some reason to, some risk or something. You wouldn’t go back in
and do another full-blown deal for a period of time.

MR. DICKSON: Would you be able to quantify for me how much
of the $330,000 aggregate number would likely beattributableto the
joint project with the IPC on registry information?

MR. VALENTINE: Speaking from memory, Mr. Dickson, | think it
was $50,000.

MR. DICKSON: Thereason | ask isthat my recollection at thetime
from talking to peoplein Municipa Affairsand soon -- thereisa
sense it was a very time-intensive project. Some of the people
involved suggested it took moretimethan had initially perhapsbeen
anticipated. | guess!|’mcurious, asaresult of that experience, about
your thoughts as to how it would be done differently if you were
going to do asimilar collaborative effort in another area.

MR. VALENTINE: I'm speaking of generality now. | think that for
each one of these projects that you do, you acquire a little more
experience in how to do it. This was the first time we worked
together with a body of professional people that didn't have an
accounting background, and it’ s probably thefirst timethey worked
with a body of professional people that had an accounting
background. So to bring those resources together and most
effectively use them took alittlelearning curve, which | don’t think
we' d havethe second time working with the same people on another
project.

MR. SAHER: Peter, could | just add something?

In that work, although it had a particular focus, there was also a
benefit to usin our financia attest audit work in the longer term to
the extent that we were able to look at the controls over the
information systems and form a view as to their efficacy. That's
work that, if you will, is a sum cost which has benefits in future
audits. So| just wanted to makethat point, that there was sometime
spent which isn't directly observable in the recommendations and
the outputs but will be carried forward and be beneficial in future
financia auditing.
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THE CHAIRMAN: Gary Friedel, then Sue.

MR. FRIEDEL: First ageneral question, Paul. When we dealt with
the Ombudsman’ s budget, we discussed the fact that we were only
receiving these for information today and that we would deal with
them at another time in light of the fact that we just got most of the
information. | really didn’t see it until this morning because | was
away from my office all day yesterday. Isthat what theplanis, that
we would go through al of them today and then maybe early in
January have another meeting to go through, having considered
them?

THE CHAIRMAN: Yes. That was my observation. It seemsto me
that’ swhat the memberswere mentioning aswe opened the meeting.
| agree with that. That’s what we should do.

MR. FRIEDEL : Okay. Becausel fedl alittle bit uncomfortable with
the numbers in the sense that | haven’t had a chance to realy go
through them.

Then following that up, | can see from the presentation on the
page -- I'mtalking about the six-column page with the description;
that’s page 7 in the middle. If aperson islooking at these on fairly
short notice, a percentage number would help to get some idea of
what’ shappening in terms of reflection up or down. Without having
to make us increase our reading glasses by one or two
magnifications, is it possible that one could sneak in some
percentage numbers? To me alot of timesit’s not amatter -- and
particularly if we try to avoid the micromanagement, looking at
percentages alongside the real numbers, you have a reflection of
what's happening, as opposed to deciding: well, is $10,000 or
$50,000 areasonableincrease or decrease? I’ m not sure how you're
going to accomplish it. It's very niceto have that al on one page
certainly.

MR. VALENTINE: Well, | think we' d have to take out some of it,
although we could do alonger page too.

THE CHAIRMAN: Gary, would you like percentages for al three
years or just for 1999-2000?

MR. FRIEDEL.: Particularly for '99-2000, but it also shows alittle
bit of a pattern, you know: isit sort of a straight-line budget, or is
there a bit of an increase?

MR. VALENTINE: Well, what | tried to do in my opening remarks
wastell you that the voted operating expense -- that’ sthe shadowed
number, four numbers from the bottom. . .

MR. FRIEDEL: That's alittle over 5 percent.

MR. VALENTINE: It's $12,608,000 compared to $12,089,000.
That’ stheincrease. That increaseis$519,000 on$12 million, which
inaquick way is5 percent. Of that number, $492,000 is the second
tranche of the pay issue, the portion that we deferred last year. So
95 percent of theincreaseisattributabl eto theimplementation of the
rest of the pay plan, and 5 percent is some ups and downs through
the rest of the budget. | appreciate that that is sort of asimplistic
way of looking at it, but it’ s true too.

MR. FRIEDEL: No, | wasn't doubting it at all. As| say, | prefer
personally that as a committee we don’t get into micromanaging
lines.

MR. VALENTINE: Right. That's why | wanted to give you the
$12.1 million compared to the$12.6 million, the $500,000. Then 95
percent of that $500,000 is $492,000, and the balance of it is, as|
say, in avariety of ups and downs.

Now, the overall increase, the $500,000 increase, year over year
is 4.3 percent, which includes the $492,000. That'sin there.

MR. FRIEDEL: Okay.
That'sit, Paul.

MR. VALENTINE: | have looked at it, and after my staff did the
first generation and so on, | said: you know, that is responsible
budgeting. We said last year that we' d defer the second part of the
management pay plan, and we've done that. We've successfully
come through the budget year. We think we're going to have a
small surplus. We put the $492,000 in the new budget, and after
that's all done, the budget is flat except for essentially that salary
piece, that management pay plan piece. So absent the management
pay plan piece, we're flat over here.

MR. FRIEDEL: Having said that | wasfinished, I’ m going to, with
your permission, ask one more question. It relates to your opening
comment/question, Paul. | asked Scott the same thing. Within the
structure that we have of legislative officers, there are sometimes
specia callsfor the service of that officethat goes somewhat beyond
what was expected in your budget, generally -- well, not generally;
I’m assuming always -- within the scope of expertise of that office
but expanding the scope of your norma duties because of that
expertise. Thissort of relatesto thisideaof what you can charge out
and what the office might get back in terms of real credit rather than
to the GRF.

Probably arealy good exampleisthereview that you' re doing of
ATB right now. That probably places alittle more than the normal
burden on the staff that’s there. Is it possible or would it be
advisable to look at some kind of a change where if either a
department or the government in general asked for aspecific service
so that you wouldn’t have to try and calculate that in your budget
and say: well, we have to have a cushion for something that may or
may not occur? There would be a natural ability to charge back a
unique, identifiable project, saying: this was beyond anything that
we were expected to plan for. You would be able to perhaps provide
aquotation almost like the private sector and say: yes, we' |l do that,
but it's going to cost you $100,000 or $50,000. |sthat something
that in your opinion would be either advisable or workable or any
other way that you might want to approach it?

MR. VALENTINE: | would like to leave discussion of the
engagement that I’ m presently involved in until I’ ve completed that
engagement, if you don’t mind. I’m going to take you to another
example and tell you that in fact we' re doing that.

Inthe case of themunicipal district of Bonnyvilleissue, intheend
the ministry paid for athird, the county of Lakeland paid for athird,
and the municipal district of Bonnyville paid for a third, and we
recovered al our costs. So that was a clear instance where the
ministry was prepared to spend their money to get the special work
done.

Now, as to the second part of your question: could we operate
better if we knew we could recover funds for this? That assumes
that you can go out and immediately buy the resources. Sometimes
you can; sometimes you can’t. In certain instances you' ve got to
reassign your existing staff to work on the specia project, and the
result of that is that what they should otherwise be doing perhaps
gets deferred or changed or altered or something likethat. Soit'sa
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management problem that would take into account the particular
circumstances of the job you are doing.

We always examine an issue and define the resources that we
think would be best to handlethat issue, and it may involve bringing
expertisein from outside on an agent basis, acontract basis. By the
sametoken, it’s also appropriate to involve some of our staff so that
we haveastrong understanding of the assignment that isbeing done.
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Inthe case of the MD of Bonnyville project, we have ayoung man
that's quite knowledgeable in the area, and he went out and did that
work and did afinejob onit. In another case involving aregional
health authority, in the division of the territory, we used an agent.
So it sort of depends. That’ s the resource side of it.

The charging-for-it side of it is a good point that you make, and
| gave you the example which | think was quite effective. The
chairman is familiar with the area up there and familiar with the
project that was done.

MR. FRIEDEL: | realize you can charge for it, but part of the
question is: doesit turn out that your office ends up doing the work
within your existing budget and the charge-out cost is a bonus to
Treasury?

MR. VALENTINE: You're on my team.
Well, thefundsflow back to the general revenuefund. There' sno
question about that.

MR. ALDRIDGE: We haveto absorb it in our budget or else come
back for a supplementary estimate if we don’t have enough.

THE CHAIRMAN: You actually don't see a dollar of anything
that's charged back. It always goesto general revenue.

MR. FRIEDEL: | actually knew the answer to that question, but |
was probably looking at it morein terms of your office. AsAuditor
General you try and stay out of the politics of thingsin accounting,
keeping it as pure as possible, from the sense of what you tell usall
the time. It strikes me that by having this restriction, it makes it
necessary for you to somehow or other pad your budget alittle bit to
cover for contingencies -- and | don’t know if “padding” and that
sort of thing are accounting words that you use out loud -- andin
essence that’ s what you have to do because you likely aren’t aware
that these projects are coming ahead of time.

If there was some way of identifying unique ones, not just as a
catchall for anything when you decide you come up short in your
budget but some very unique ones, would this be, in your opinion,
an appropriate way of handling your office, where, having it brought
to your attention, you would make a proposal that thisiswhat it's
going to cost and where, eveniif it does haveto go through Treasury,
you would get credit for an increase in your budget by the same
amount in the same fiscal year?

MR. VALENTINE: When we plan our workload for the year, we go
through a very detailed process of prioritizing things we should do,
and we do it on a ministry-by-ministry basis. It's a very effective
way to ensure that the allocation of the resources is going in the
proper place. | might tell you that it's sort of aforbidding exercise
for whoever isin charge of the particular ministry to appear before
the rest of the management group in the office and defend their case
that they want to do certain work in a certain ministry. Having
completed that project, then we know what our menu is, if you like,
for the year within the resources that have been allocated to us and
with the resources that we have in the office. So if alarge special
project comes along and we have to reall ocate those resources, we
will likely find ourselves in a position where there is some other
work that won't get done or suffer.

Now, | think one of the professional responsibilities| haveto you
isto come back and tell you if that is having an impact on the scope
of the work that | think is necessary to complete the annual report
each year, and that's a charge | have in the legislation. So far you
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haven't heard from me on that subject, and I’'m hopeful that | won’t
have to come and say that, but | wouldn’t be ashamed to do it either.
Then I'm sure that you would want to know that somewhere
someone is going to contribute to the cost of that activity. | think it
would haveto befairly large. Would it be fair to say, Merwan, that
the work on the NovAtel project was materially large?

MR. SAHER: | think so.

MR. VALENTINE: Yeah. That's one of the size that | think you
and | aretalking about. You would probably hear from me.

MR. FRIEDEL: Okay. Thanks.
THE CHAIRMAN: Yes, Sue Olsen.

MS OLSEN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. | have a couple of
questions following up on Gary’s. You may or may not be going to
answer these questions, so I’ m going to fire away anyway.

First of al, on page 4 of your letter you talk about “special
requests for additional work.” What type of work would you have
done for the municipal district of Bonnyville or other municipalities
within your mandate? What function would your office serve?

MR. VALENTINE: We were asked to perform an audit and provide
the basis for the start of the two new municipa authorities, which
was dividing a piece of the municipal district of Bonnyville and
passing a portion over to Lakeland county compl ete with the capital
assets, thewhole basket, including vehicles, sheds, gravel pits. The
same thing, a similar project, was done for the WestView regional
health authority. At least | think it's WestView.

THE CHAIRMAN: Crossroads.

MR. VALENTINE: The Crossroads regiona health authority. Your
chair chaired the committee that looked after the division of a
portion of that region back into the Capital health region. We, again,
did an audit to alow for the accounting of the assets transferred to
the Capital health authority, with the remainder being kept at
Crossroads. So there was a scorekeeping place for them to move
from. In both of thoseinstanceswewererequested by the applicable
minister to go in and do that work.

MS OLSEN: Okay. That clarifiesthat for me.

Now, you talk within that same paragraph -- and I’m assuming
that that's your Auditor General’ s report; is that correct? -- about
your “investigation of matters at [ATB] relating to West Edmonton
Mall.” 1 just want to refer you to that and then go over to page 2 of
your Management Discussionand Anaysis, under agent professional
services, where you talk about contracting out “reviews of loan loss
provisions and various business practices at Alberta Treasury
Branches.” My questionto youis: isthis part of your bigger report,
or are these two separate investigations that are being conducted by
your department?

MR. VALENTINE: The one on page 4 is the current investigation.

The materiad on page 2 in the Management Discussion and
Analysis: that discussion and analysisisattributed to the 1997-1998
fiscal year of the government and the work that we did in connection
with that.

MSOLSEN: Okay. Now, that work would have been done, then, for
Treasury. Isthat correct?

MR. VALENTINE: Thereview of theloan loss provision isamatter
that's done for me in order that | can opine on the financid
statements.

MS OLSEN: All right. Fair enough.

| guess my next question relates somewhat to what Gary was
talking about in terms of cost recovery. In terms of the Auditor
Genera’ sreport then, I’ mjust going to make an assumption -- and
you can correct me -- that that report is being done on behalf of
Treasury.

12:43

MR. VALENTINE: No. It'sbeing doneon behalf of the Legidative
Assembly, to whom | report.

MS OLSEN: Okay. Isthat cost, then, absorbed by your office as
part of your special project?

MR. VALENTINE: It's part of the $12 million there.

MS OLSEN: Okay. Fair enough.
My next questions, then, are in relation to the opinion projects.
That would be on schedule 1.

MR. VALENTINE: Right.

MS OLSEN: The opinion projects done for each department are at
their request.

MR. VALENTINE: No. That’sthe annual financial statementsand
the opinion rendered onthem. That’ sastatutory requirement. They
don’t request that.

MS OLSEN: All right. Then the annual report recommendations
come out of your substantive annual report, your AG’s report?

MR. VALENTINE: Correct.

MS OLSEN: All right. We'vetalked about thisin Public Accounts
in relation to the compliance with some of those recommendations
by departments. I’mwondering if you’ ve seen asignificant increase
in compliance rates by departments. We've often talked about
Treasury and the recommendations coming out of there. It seems
some of those recommendations carry on year after year after year,
and I’'m wondering if that’s evident in other departments.

MR. VALENTINE: Well, | prepared a score card. In fact, it's over
the page. Primary recommendations are numbered
recommendations, schedule 2, and secondary recommendations are
unnumbered recommendations. You'll seethat inthe’96-97 report
there were 28 and 41 respectively, for 69 recommendations. There
were 70 in the year prior to that. We' re into some old history here.
We have amore recent report out now. | guessyou could add those.

The next table takes you to: what are the new recommendations,
and what are the repeat ones? You'll seethat in the’96-97 year the
new recommendationswere 93 percent of them, that the repeat were
7 percent. That’s getting in the right direction.

Then you see in the table below that that as of December 10,
1997, which isthe date of the response from the government, we had
a score card as to: accepted, accepted in principle, under review.
That table could be done for the more recent report.

MSOLSEN: Actualy that would bekind of hel pful, just to have that
addendum to that.
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MR. VALENTINE: That's usually the discussion that occurs in
Public Accounts though, because you're questioning me on my
accounting.

MSOLSEN: Right. | guesswhat I’mreflectingonis: yeah, that new
report is out, and we' re dealing with the budget again for next year.
If it’s here, it would be nice just to see the comparison.

MR. VALENTINE: Thisisastraight lift out of my annual report.

MSOLSEN: | have acouple of questionsin relation to professional
services and the ability to retain professional staff. We' ve seen that
not just at your level but certainly in other departments where
retaining professional staff or skilled staff is becoming quite a
challenge for personnel officers of the government. You brought
your salaries to what you feel are acceptable. I'm wondering: how
do they compare withthe NGOs' ? What are you looking at interms
of the lifetime now of new employees? At some point, you know,
people wanted to stay in ajob for 25 years, but that’s not the way it
isanymore. Areyou looking at getting two years or three years out
of professional staff? Do you fedl, then, that that’s a good track
record, or are you trying to look further down the road? I'm sure
that thisjust compoundsthe cost to you for training and professional
costs.

MR. VALENTINE: First of al, we are atraining office for both the
Ingtitute of Chartered Accountants of Albertaand the CMA society,
and we're authorized to train students so that they can get their
professional qualification. With new studentsthisyear, we have had
aparticularly good recruiting year, | think one of the best we’ ve had
in many, many years, a fact that's attributable to very good
performance by the existing staff in the recruiting process. They're
very successful at the University of Alberta and very successful at
the University of Calgary. That'sreplenishing things at the bottom
end, because those people will take three to four years of further
training, write their qualifying examinations, and hopefully become
qualified.

The next stage of retention, then, is to take that individual, the
recent graduate, and increase his or her responsibilities through so
that you can promote them to the rank of manager and then
eventually to the rank of principal. We always expect a certain
turnover, but we had been experiencing -- if you had been herelast
year, we would have shown you charts where our turnover was
unacceptably high. Infact, last year the professional staff turnover
rate was 32 percent. We' ve reduced that now to 22 percent, but it's
still too high. | believe the balance of the implementation of the
management pay plan has a strong potential for bringing that down.

What isour competition? Our competition isthe professions. Our
competition to hire young people and replenish the gray hair that
exists in the office, some of which will retire over the next little
while, is the profession in the private sector. To some degree our
competition isalso the greater public service, the public service and
the greater public service, because there is a strong demand for
financial peoplein public service.

You're aware that the financial control and responsibilities that
used to vest in the Treasury Department have now been rolled out to
al of the various ministries. Each ministry now has a senior
business officer whose function it isto be the chief financia officer
of the organization. Inthetimethat I've been inthisjob, our office
was agood source of talent for those peoplefor avariety of reasons,
not the least of which isthat the young person they made ajob offer
to likely did the audit last year and they know him or her.

So that’ swhere our competition is, and that’ swhat | wasreferring
to when | was referring to the downturn in the oil patch and the

potentia for the release of some experienced people in that sector
and our opportunity to hire some of them. We will aways have
turnover. An accounting/audit officeis an educational activity, and
it doesn’t stop once you qualify. So peoplewill be going on to seek
other opportunities, and people will be coming back to us. We've
had some excellent rehiresthis year in alumni. We have aprogram
where we keep in touch with the alumni, because it isagood source
of extremely talented people, and we hired onethat particularly has
skillsin the health sector and who will be invaluable to us.

MR. ALDRIDGE: Peter, can | add to that, about the training and
development?

MR. VALENTINE: Sure.

MR. ALDRIDGE: You mentioned, you know, that in the old days
you would expect 25 years as an employee, but people are more
mobile today. One of the other things that's changed is that they
place a much higher emphasis on learning and training and
development than they used to. So having a competitive salary is
part of a solution to this problem, but part of it is to place greater
emphasis on training and development. We hired a training and
development co-ordinator last year, about this time a year ago, and
we areinvesting heavily in training and development. You will see
from our budget numbers that we have spent more in those areas.
We think that’s really critical to retention.

MS OLSEN: Yeah. | think that plays a key component, because
especialy with professions there are so many new areas that are
opening up for peopleaswell. | think it would be niceto have some
longevity.

MR. VALENTINE: We do have. I’'m afour-year rookie.
MS OLSEN: | was going to say: we' ve got you.

MR. VALENTINE: How long haveyou beeninthe office, Merwan?
12:53
MR. SAHER: Nineteen years.

MR. VALENTINE: Kelly?
MR. ALDRIDGE: Thirty-one.

MR. VALENTINE: There you go. | brought the long-lived talent
with me today.

MS OLSEN: There you go.

THE CHAIRMAN: Any further questions, Mary or Gary?

| think our guests that we have at this time have other
commitments, so we thank you very much for coming.

There was arequest from Gary Friedel that you supply uswith a
percentage column on page 7.

MR. VALENTINE: Could | just get an explanation of that? Do you
want the percentage of the total, or do you want the percentage of
change over ayear?

MR. FRIEDEL: Well, percentage of change.

MR. ALDRIDGE: And do you want budget to budget? Forecast to
budget? What would you like usto compareit to?
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MR. VALENTINE: Let’sjust ook at that.

MR. SAHER: Gary really wants a long spreadsheet, column by
column.

MR. FRIEDEL : It would be nice to have three columns of it on the
right-hand side.

MR. SAHER: That we can do easily.

MR. FRIEDEL: Even if it was just a supplementary page. | don’t
know; for me, particularly at this time of year, we're looking at so
many numbers, and you start to lose track of whether you' re talking
in millions or billions or hundreds of thousands. | just find that a
percentage brings you back to the perspective of the sheet you're
looking at.

MR. VALENTINE: What if we did the subtotals? I’ m thinking that
the first category is manpower; if you look at the estimate, the ' 98-
99 estimate is $7.5 million, and it's almost the same in our forecast
asit wasin the estimate. It looks like we're managing that pretty
well, albeit there's a problem between temporary staff and full-time
staff. | admit that. Then we go down to those subtotals, and we did
a table which would give you the numbers and the percentage
change.

MR. FRIEDEL: That might resist the temptation to get into
micromanaging the questions. Okay.

THE CHAIRMAN: Sue has another question also.

MR. VALENTINE: Did you want an updated schedule on the
recommendations?

MS OLSEN: Isthat in the current report?
MR. VALENTINE: No.
MS OLSEN: Yeah. | would beinterested in that as well then.

MR. VALENTINE: You haveto wait ayear to get the results of that,
soit'sawaysayear old.

MS OLSEN: Okay.

| just wanted to ask one more question actually. Do you foresee
any greater involvement with your roleinthe ATB? Thereason I’'m
asking that is you mention NovAtel and the cost recovery aspect of
that. That essentially could be an expensive processfor your office,
and I'mwondering . . .

MR. VALENTINE: Well, with al due respect, | have not spoken
publicly other than to say that | have the mandate that | think is
appropriate, that it’ scontainedinthelegislation, and we' redoing the
job.

MS OLSEN: Very good.

MR. VALENTINE: I'd like to stay with that until I’ ve finished the
job.

THE CHAIRMAN: Well, thank you very much, Peter, and your staff
for coming today and entertaining our discussions.

MR. VALENTINE: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The committee adjourned from 12:57 p.m. to 1:09 p.m.]

THE CHAIRMAN: We welcome Mr. Brian Fjeldheim and Bill
Sage. Asyou know, today we' re here to hear your presentation on
your budget for 1999-2000. If you' d liketo start with some opening
comments and your presentation, then we'll have some questions
from the committee members.

MR. FJELDHEIM: Okay. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. First of al,
there's been distributed what | call a budget preamble, which |
would like to present at this time to give you an update of sort of
what’s going on in the office and some of the areas | think we may
have to address.

First of al, I want to wish everyone the best of the season. Again
I"d like to thank the members of this committee and Members of the
Legidative Assembly for selecting me to be the Chief Electoral
Officer for Alberta.

| believe most of you know Bill Sage, who' s been with the office
for anumber of years. Bill recently went through a competition for
the position of Deputy Chief Electoral Officer, and | am pleased to
say that he was the successful candidate.

MSBARRETT: Right on.
MR. FJELDHEIM: Thank you. There was that pause there.

MS BARRETT: Well, | think it’s quite public knowledge that you
guys are very well respected in your positions.

THE CHAIRMAN: How long will it take you to switch your
position, Bill?

MR. SAGE: I've got to clean up my old officefirst, soit could be a
while.

MR. FIJELDHEIM: Before addressing the budget, | would like to
spend afew minutestalking about our office, in particular the status
of the register of eectors. Prior to the last enumeration major
changes were made to the Election Act. One of these changes
involved the establishment of aregister of electors. The register is
intended to be a permanent listing of elector data, from which a
current list of electors could be extracted at any time. It containsthe
elector’ s name, address, telephone number, gender, and birth date,
and, if the person has not resided in Albertafor six months, the date
on which that person became a resident of Alberta. This was to
accommodate Elections Canada, who have no length of residency
requirement. The list of electors contains al these things except
gender and birth. Of course, all thisinformation is voluntary.

The act states that this register can be created or revised by, first
of al, “conducting a door to door enumeration”; secondly, “using
information provided by the Chief Electoral Officer for Canada” and
used for conducting a federal election; and third, “using any other
information obtained by or available to the Chief Electoral Officer”
of Alberta.

At the time the register idea was promoted, it was suggested that
it would be updated on an ongoing basisby avariety of data sources.
Some of the data sources mentioned were Revenue Canadaincome
tax return information, Citizenship and Immigration, Alberta
registries, and driver’ slicenceinformation. | regret to say that flaws
appeared very early in their evolution of this register, and we are
working to address them now.

| want it clearly understood that I’ m certainly not against working
with Elections Canadaand, if the opportunity arises, would be most
pleased to do so as long as it is to our mutua benefit. During
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Alberta slast enumeration and el ection, Elections Canadawas most
accommodating in assisting our office.

Elections Canadawasintended to be the main sourcefor data. We
have shared information previously in that we supplied them with
elector information following the 1997 general election which they
used for their election later that year. Our plan was to get updated
information following their election to refresh our register.

Prior to the Edmonton-M cClung by-el ection our office contacted
Elections Canada to obtain this information. \We were eventually
informed that they could not send updated data back to us because
during the election period that we have, our list is open to public
scrutiny; we post it in the office of the returning officer. Because
extracts may be taken from it following the revision period, these
practices contravene their privacy legislation. | wastold two weeks
ago that they are reinterpreting their legislation in this regard, and
there may be a possibility of being able to share this information
with usin the new year.

Since last spring I’ ve had the opportunity to review the datathey
have acquired to assessitssuitability for Alberta. | have somemajor
concerns which | would be remiss not to address with you today.

First, Elections Canada has an agreement with Revenue Canada
to obtain information from tax returns. If you'll recall, on your tax
return you were asked whether Revenue Canada could pass along
information to Elections Canada. Youticked yesor no, and I’mtold
that there was about an 80 percent yes rate in Alberta. So most
Albertans said: yeah, go ahead and do that.

Thisisaviable source of information but not without limitations.
Statistics show that 20 percent of Albertans move every year. If you
file April 15 and then you move May 1, you don't file for another
year. I'm told it takes six months to get the information from
Revenue Canada over to Elections Canada. Now that information
is a year and a half old, and that doesn’t account for the time it
would take to get from Elections Canada to Alberta, assuming that
Elections Canada could share that information.

Second, Elections Canada has an agreement with Alberta
registries to obtain information regarding deceased Albertans. This
information is obtained on a quarterly basis and would therefore be
current as long as an electronic match could be made between the
death records and the register of electors data. For example, in the
register I’'m Brian Fjeldheim. On adeath certificate | would be Ol af
Brian Nils Fjeldheim. It doesn’t match. We'll be in a position to
assess the match rate in the near future since we are presently
negotiating our own agreement with Alberta registries to obtain
death records and match them to the register information.

Elections Canada has no agreement to obtain driver's licence
information from Alberta. This is a major problem, since to my
knowledge no other meansto obtain ongoing movement ispresently
avallable. No agreement has been reached due to the lack of
informed consent. Without this, Albertamotorists' driver’slicence
information will be passed on to an agency without the licensee
being informed of what the information will be used for.

There are also complications relating to obtaining this informed
consent, which wewould haveto contributeto but haveno say inthe
negotiations. Also, these updates only apply to people that are
already in theregister. New electors must be contacted by mail and
asked the questions regarding elector eligibility.

Elections Canada has set up a complex system to gather and
download data from across Canada using these methods I've
mentioned. |I'm sure there are others as well. They also have in
placean administrative processto contact Canadiansturning 18. For
Albertato duplicate thiswould be cost prohibitive, and I’ m not sure
the results would be satisfactory.

I’ve been told that Elections Canada’slist is 93 percent accurate
asto content and 80 percent accurate asto accuracy. Trandated, that

means that of all electors, 93 percent are on the list but not
necessarily in theright place. So you may be on thelist in Calgary
but living in Edmonton.

The second figure meansthat 80 percent areon thelist at theright
place. | have been told that the level of accuracy will be increased
during thefederal election period, which, incidentally, isaminimum
of 36 days compared to Alberta’ s 28-day election period. I'd liketo
emphasize that the revision process is a significant task during the
federal election period, one which we have neither legislation,
resources, staff, nor the time to duplicate.

Electors who are not included on the list of course are able to
swear in and vote on polling day. Historically there have been
approximately between five and 10 swear-ins at each poll. Now, by
legidlation each subdivision contains no more than 450 electors,
except of coursein rural areas, wherethe convenience of the el ector
would preclude getting that number up to 450. If 20 percent are not
on the list, that means that 90 electors are not on the list. Then
people say: well, voter turnout is 60 percent. Well, that means that
54 people need to be sworn in. That means lineups. Also, alot of
people will be voting whom candidates have had no opportunity to
contact because they were not on thelist.

Thefederal legidation also requiresthat voter cards be sent out to
each el ector informing them of theel ectoral division and thelocation
of the polling place. When a resident receives this and if the
information is not correct, they are requested to call the returning
officer and have the information corrected. There's no such
procedure in the Alberta Election Act. Maps showing polling
subdivisions and poll locations are published twice during the 28-
day election period, according to Alberta's Election Act. Included
in thisinformation are the name and address of the returning officer
where revisions may be made.

1:19

My main concern is having the most comprehensive and up-to-
date list of electors available for not only the administration of the
election but also for use by parties and candidates. Previoudly I'd
mentioned the deletion of decedents from the list of electors. To
remove an individual, a perfect name and address match is needed,
as|’vesaid before. Thisisdifficult. Inusing aregister systemwith
electronic updates, thereis no way that you can guarantee to get all
the deceased off the list.

Also, | am acutely aware of the problems in contacting a home
where a family member has passed away. It is difficult enough
when thelistissix monthsold, but when the person has passed away
four years ago, it is more than just embarrassing. It’'s humiliating,
and | believeit bringsinto question theintegrity of the system. That
is, however, one of the trade-offs made in going with a system that
is electronically updated.

Section 11 of the Alberta Election Act says that the register may
containthetelephonenumber of electors. Elections Canadadoesnot
collect thisinformation. If we are able to share Elections Canadd' s
databasein future, we'll still have to collect the tel ephone numbers
ourselves. Taking into account the need for informed consent, this
alone would be costly and time consuming.

There is one last but important point. In a partnership
arrangement Elections Alberta would have little or no control over
the sources of data from Elections Canada and what they will use or
the cost of obtaining thisdata. Elections Canadapaid Albertafor 50
percent of the cost of gathering the information from the last
enumeration, and discussionshave proceeded on the assumption that
Elections Alberta would assume 50 percent of the costs that
Elections Canadawould incur to gather information in Alberta. We
haveto bevery cautious not to enter into an open-ended cost-sharing
agreement that we simply can’t afford. Elections Canada can spend
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agreat deal of money to acquire data, and as the group that reviews
the budget for our office, you know that we cannot.

At this point you may be wondering what information your
political parties will receive in three months time. By legislation
we are required to supply registered political parties with maps,
boundary descriptions, and lists of electors for each electoral
division in the provincetwo years after ageneral election. Wealong
with returning officers who participated in the last general election
are presently reviewing the maps and making adjustments to
boundary descriptions and the lists of electors to address concerns
voiced by candidates, parties, and the people of Alberta.

| wish | could tell you that the lists will be completely updated
through some electronic wizardry, but the truth is that they won't.
We are working to remove the deceased from thelist of el ectors, but
as mentioned earlier, there is no way we can ensure that al the
deceased can be matched and removed. The lists your parties will
receive will fit the amended polling subdivision boundaries but will
be comprised of elector data that’s two yearsold. Statistics would
indicate that the accuracy of the list, assuming it was 100 percent
accurate when prepared following the last enumeration, may now be
aslow as 60 percent.

Investigation of the act reveals a further predicament. The act
statesthat thelist the partiesreceive can be used for campaigning for
an election. Parliamentary Counsel has given me a lega opinion
that says that this means the list can only be used when an election
iscalled; that is, from the day the writ isissued to polling day. The
act also saysthat our officeisrequired to supply alist of electors, a
map, and boundary descriptions as soon as possible after a writ of
electionisissued for ageneral election. Obviously, for our purposes
and yours it is imperative to have the most recent information
avalable. So the information provided in March 1999 will have
very limited value for you, I'm afraid. The bottom line: | want
Alberta to be in control of the register and the list of electors that
will be used for the next general election in Alberta.

As mentioned earlier, to the best of my knowledge, agreements
are not in place for Elections Canadato get al the data they need,
and they are not in aposition to share any datawith us. Even if we
can afford to share their information, if we agree to forego or
independently undertake the collection of phone numbers, I'’m not
convinced that we can effectively transpose a federal system with
different rules, budgets, and time frames to our circumstances in
Alberta.

Albertans were told by our office that there would be no more
door-to-door enumerations in Alberta. We must be in the driver's
seat when it comesto theregister. With so many of these unknowns,
my intention at this time is that we will continue to monitor the
situation, continue to explore options with Elections Canada and
other data suppliers, but plan for adoor-to-door confirmation of the
register of electors before the next general election in Alberta.

Lists of electorsin Alberta have aways been accurate and cost-
efficient, and | hesitate to sacrifice these attributes to a system that
has not yet been proven. Itistooimportant to al Albertansto leave
something to the last minute in hopes that it will work. As you
know, managing a general election requires a great dea of
preparation. We have started that by reviewing the 6,000-plus
polling subdivisions in the province and by preparing alist for the
required distribution on March 11, 1999.

In conclusion, I'll keep you apprised of any new developments.
Now I'd be pleased to answer any questions that you might have.

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you. Thefirst question goesto Sue.

MS OLSEN: Thanks, Paul. Three questions. The first one. I'm
wanting to know if you have the anticipated costs of implementing

the new prisoner voting law. What's that going to mean to your
office when it comes to the enumeration of offenders? That will
have to be done. Given the short time span -- we're looking at
inmates serving 10 daysor under -- arethose all going to be sworn
declarations? If their ballots are going to be mailed in, then how do
you do a sworn declaration? How isthis process going to work?

MR. FJELDHEIM: The processfor prisonersvoting will bethrough
amail-in system, through what we call a specia ballot. Prisoners
with 10 days or less will be treated pretty much the same as
individuals who are away on holidays or outside their electoral
division at that time. If thoseindividualsare not onthelist, they will
receive, asyou mentioned, adeclaration along with their application
for a specia ballot, which they will complete. Once they have
completed that, they also complete the ballot at that time, because
we don’t havetimeto do: “Send it in; we' [l mail something back to
you.” So the entire package goes out at once. If you are not on the
list, you compl ete the statutory declaration and send in everything at
once. It'sthen treated as a special balot.

MS OLSEN: Does that mean that the election office is going to
provide a person, a DRO, at some point, a returning officer or
somebody who can swear out those declarations at the institution?
How’ s that going to work?

MR. FJELDHEIM: Each individual who is incarcerated, unable to
vote on polling day because of that, must vote in the electoral
division in which they ordinarily reside. So the individua will be
responsible for contacting the returning officer for that electoral
division. When that returning officer is contacted by phone or fax,
whatever, then they send that information out. All the details in
terms of who takes that statutory declaration from the individual
whilethey'reincarcerated -- we may look at having an affirmation
instead of astatutory declarati on, which woul d require someonewho
is alowed to take that declaration. So we may have the individual
just affirm that they are eligible to vote.

MS OLSEN: | can see that becoming abit of a problem in terms of
the process, certainly the ability to make those phone calls out, you
know. Just so that we' re not going to be challenged down the road
of violating somebody’ s constitutional right to vote even in that 10-
day process. So my concern is, one, the statutory declaration, that
somebody is there to swear that; two, that they be allowed access
from the ingtitution for this specific purpose of contacting the
returning officer to ensure that they get enumerated. Otherwise, this
cost to the taxpayer and to the government could be compounded
simply by aviolation of that inmate’ s right to vote given that that’s
what the law says.

1:29
MR. FJELDHEIM: | just want to add to that. Certainly our office

will ensure that there will be nothing that is an administrative
impediment to anyone being able to exercise their franchise.

MS OLSEN: My next question. You made acomment that the lists
of electorsin Alberta have always been accurate and cost-efficient.
| am going to challenge that by saying that there has got to be a
variance when you say accurate. That list is not always a hundred
percent accurate.

MR. FJELDHEIM: No.

MS OLSEN: My question to you is: what isthe acceptable variance
in terms of accuracy on those specific lists?
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MR. FJELDHEIM: There is no magic number that says that if the
list is 93 percent accurate, then it's good or that if it's 92 percent
accurate, it isn't good. When | talk about a very good list of
electors, the way | measure that is: one that is compiled very close
to the electoral event. Historicaly in Albertathe time between the
enumeration and the election hasbeen very close. Thelongest time
we had wasin’85, and it was eight months. | can say that in’82 it
was two months. In ’88 it was six months. In '93 it was two
months. In’96 it wasthree monthsand so on. When | talk in terms
of accuracy, no, you will never get ahundred percent. Theday after
that thing is compiled, it is out of date. People are moving
congtantly. So accuracy | look at in terms of the most recent
compilation of thelist in terms of when the election is called.

MS OLSEN: I'm just reflecting back. | think we have somewhere
in the area of 1,342 days between elections in this province, and
that’s somewhere about an average. Given that we know that, that's
sort of akey timeto focusin to ensure that we' re looking forward to
updating the enumeration list.

My other thought on how to do that. You talked about the federal
government, Brian, having a little box on the income tax form
saying: can we use thisinformation? I’ m also cognizant of the fact
that Alberta registries does require usto register our motor vehicles
every year either by mail or in person. Isit possible to provide a
similar tick mark on that specific document that would allow an
updating of the voters list with the permission of the person? Of
course, given that that’ snot going to reach all Albertans. Neither is
adriver'slicence. A driver’slicence is renewed every five years.
An automobileisregistered very year, and if the owner says, “ Yeah,
that's fine with me; give Elections Alberta the information on my
newest address’ or whatever it is, then that might be an option as
well.

MR. FJELDHEIM: If | could use our household asan example. The
motor vehicle is registered in my name. There are two other
individualswho areelectors, and of coursethey would not be picked
up unless, | suppose, there was something in place that said,
“Whoever registers this vehicle, do you have anyone else in your
family or who is cohabiting,” or whatever, “whom you would like
toadd?’ Their main thrust in my understanding iswith the driver’s
licence itself, because then you're getting the individuas who are
actually getting their driver’ slicencerenewed. | could be corrected;
| think that’s every five years.

MS OLSEN: It is every five years, and | think that's one of the
problems, that you can go a whole election period -- because
they're 1,340-day averages -- without renewing your driver's
licence.

MSBARRETT: | wasonthe select special committeeto recommend
the hiring of our new Chief Electoral Officer, as was our current
chair, and that interview was absolutely fascinating. I'mreally just
opening my mouth to offer acomment of praise, and that is, | had a
notion that you might make this kind of presentation today
considering what happened during that interview, where we ended
up going.

| have been told by countless Americans and British Columbians
and people at the federal level aswell that bowing at the mantra of
electronically maintained electors’ lists is not always wise, and |
commend you for challenging theworld of computers and networks
when it comesto voterslists becausethey’re not all they are cracked
up to be and they can be excluding.

| don’t know if wementioned thisduring that interview, Brian, but
what American friends in particular have told meis that they have

been used in away to keep people off thevoterslists, and it tendsto
be the poorer people, the reason being that once it's established,
peoplesay: oh, | don’t know how to get onit or | can’t get onthelist
or it'stoo late or stuff like that. They don’t understand that there
still are mechanisms for getting on the voterslists, and that in turn
promotes alower voter turnout. |'ve heard al the arguments, and |
just want to commend you for taking the position you have.

MR. FJELDHEIM: Wdll, if | could respond. Thank you. | want
people to understand that myself and our office are not anti data.
We're not anti technology or against using those resources, but
again, you have to make sure they work, that the conversions work,
and that they work right.

MS BARRETT: | would like to follow up on Sue's question, if |
could then. She said: what about making a deal with the registries?
| know your response is. well, there are three people driving your
car. But would it not help? Would it not take one little increment
off the weight on your shoulders?

MR. FJELDHEIM: Looking at it, yes. Peopletak about therebeing
anumber of these data sources. You can get some from here, some
from Revenue Canada, some from the driver’s licence, some from
thevehicleregistration, and so on. Every timeyou take one of those
now, you're duplicating. 1've got adriver’'slicence; I’ veticked the
box for Revenue Canada. To convert and put all these things
together and ensure that the data is the most recent data -- if you
move, you do your driver’slicence, but you don’t file your income
tax for another eight months. Then you have to ensure what data
supercedes what data. All this has to be very, very carefully
reviewed and looked at.

Now, | talked about the 20 percent of Albertans moving. You can
say: well, gee, | know lots of people; they never move. A lot of
those 20 percent are people that move alot. So you've got to be
conscious of that as well.

MSBARRETT: So therereally wouldn’t be that much of a benefit.

MR. FJELDHEIM: You amost have to get the whole ball of wax
there and away you go or not at all.

MSBARRETT: Okay. Thanks.
THE CHAIRMAN: Mary.

MRS. O'NEILL: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. | heard you advocating
a preference for the enumeration process perhaps. At least you
alluded to that. | would like to make a comment with a question
interwoven. The comment is this. | feel we have come in our
country and in our provinceto anticipate and know that enumeration
precedes election time. People will, | find, frequently ask the
question: have you been enumerated? Although the promise has
been made publicly that they won't be enumerated again, | still think
the enumeration is anticipated, and it’ s till alive, if you will, in our
memory of practice.

1:39

As | understand the scenario that you explained on pages 1 and 2
here, we gathered the information, then the feds used it, and then
they wouldn’t give it back to usin usable form. If we are the ones
who compile or enumerate, are the central data gatherersfor voters,
if you will, it seems to methat we are being frustrated by processes
from the federa government. I’'m assuming we're the ones who
st the municipalitieswith the process. But all these other factors
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that have databases, whether they be registries or whether they be
whatever -- I'mlooking at the extent and the expenditure of energy
and persons' time spent on this. I'm wondering if it wouldn’t be
more cost-efficient toreturnto -- and | don’t mean return to the old,
you know, manual part perhaps. Instead of trying to extract this
information and constantly getting interventions coming that we
can't use and al the rest of it, would it be more helpful if we
streamlined it and got our own by virtue of the enumeration process
again instead of trying to counter al of the others? | believe you
have a degree of sophistication of how to count people and how to
get it current.

Nothing really, quite frankly, is more offensive to the person who
has had amember of their household die yet they seeit onthevoters
list or to us as candidates who go and phone or whatever and for
themto tell usthat that person has been deceased. It breaksdown all
credibility in asystemthat | think isvery good. I’ mjust wondering,
not just because | like to hearken back to the old ways were the
better ways but to the fact that maybe we can sharpen it up instead
of fighting the roadblocks that we' re meeting everywhere else.

MR. FJELDHEIM: At the present time, as | mentioned here, that’s
what we haveto look at, what | call the confirmation of the register.
I’m not trying to use smoke and mirrors or put anything over on
anybody. Some people say: well, that’s an enumeration. Yes, you
could use that term, if you like, but you're going to have data with
you fromthat polling subdivision you had last time. Soyou’'regoing
to confirm that Bill Sage and Mary Linn Sage are at this address.
When | say “confirmation of the register,” that’swhat I'm referring
to. Soit will not take as long perhaps, but in new areas -- and we
experienced this in Edmonton-McClung because we did what we
call target enumerations. We picked nine subdivisions, and in that
case we enumerated them. | think it was three people that said:
“How come you' re enumerating? | didn’t think you were going to
enumerate anymore.” Well, the returning officer in consultation
with us -- and they’ rethe expertsout there; they know what’ sgoing
on in their electoral division -- decided that there had been a great
deal of growth in these nine areas and we'd be better off to
enumerate. So that's what we did. | feel we have to look at that,
because at the present time we cannot get information from
Elections Canada. We cannot.

MRS. O'NEILL: My bottom line question was: what is the cost of
enumeration or checking for accuracy of the current one or whatever
modality it would be in vis-a-vis trying to work with these systems
and the frustration level and meeting the privacy considerationsand
al therest of it?

MR. FIJELDHEIM: The cost for enumerations from 1982 to 1996
has varied between $3 million and $3.7 million approximately. The
cost for getting the data, as you will see in our budget, we don’t
know, because Elections Canada -- and keep in mind right now
they can’t send usinformation. They have not made agreements yet
with everybody. There's no agreement between Elections Canada
and the drivers' licensing. So if they make an agreement for X
amount of dollars based on what we experienced last time, the 50
percent thing again, we'd have to pay 50 percent of X. So | can’t
giveyou an answer, I'm afraid, on what it might cost.

MSBARRETT: Can | have a supplementary on Mary’s?
THE CHAIRMAN: Okay. On that, because Gary is next.

MS BARRETT: Okay. Because, Brian, you're only fixing part of
the list, like, a certain amount, 60 or 70 percent, will say, “Yes, |

confirm I’'m me and | live here, and you' ve already got me on the
list,” presumably the confirmation process, then, would be cheaper
than aregular start-from-scratch enumeration.

MR. FJELDHEIM: Well, wewould haveto |ook at thefees. You go
to the door and you confirm that Bill and Mary Linn live at that
address, but when you go to the next house and it’ snew people, then
you have to take the old people off, and you again write down what
| call the enumeration information because they have to be added.
In effect, you're not starting from scratch. You're starting from, as
you say, about 60 percent probably, depending on the electoral
division.

THE CHAIRMAN: So it could be a little cheaper than the full
enumeration timewise.

MR. FJELDHEIM: It could be, but | would hesitate to say for sure,
because instead of getting, say, 50 cents per name, as the fee
schedule is now, you will get 25 cents for a confirmation and 60
cents for an addition or something like that. Again, that's a fee
schedule that has to be passed through you folks.

MS BARRETT: Thanks, Gary, for letting mein on that.
THE CHAIRMAN: Gary.

MR. DICKSON: Thanks, Mr. Chairman. Actually, four points.
Firstly, | was going to ask: what’ s the difference between the door-
to-door confirmation and the enumeration? You’ ve discussed that.

I guess| may be the only member of the committee that was here
when the proposa first came forward to move away from
enumerations and move to a permanent voterslist. Therewasalot
of work done in terms of looking at comparison and contrast of
different models. It seemsto methat if it's clear that the process of
a permanent voters list isn't going to work, then that’s fine. 1I'm
prepared to go where the evidence takes us. 1I've only just now had
the chanceto read your |etter here, and | wasn't part of the selection
committee, so | didn’t know any of that before, what | hear this
afternoon. But it does seem to me that what's important is that
division 3 is still in the Election Act. We haven’t eliminated the
provision for enumeration. That's still in the legidation.

So | think it'sfairly urgent in political terms that within the next
year we resolve whether we simply give up the ghost of the
permanent voters list altogether or, if we're going to pursue this
notion of a permanent voters list, resolve the problems that you've
identified and you talk about in your report. | guesswhat | find most
unsatisfactory is that we sort of limp into the next election, you
know, not being clear what model we're following. | really take
what | think is a thoughtful letter here as a bit of a message that
we' re going to haveto make that decision whether thismodel can be
rehabilitated or whether we scrap it and go back to enumerations.

I’d suggest, Mr. Chairman, that | don’t know if we have time now
to make that decision. I'd want to go back and look at the material
that had been prepared over the last two and a half years or three
years maybe, Diane, around this issue. But I’m anxious that we
resolve this one way or the other well in advance of the next
provincial general election.

Now, the other points. When you talked about your budget -- |
takeit, Mr. Chairman, we're dealing with the whol e budget, not just
the cover letter -- there'saprovision | saw of $10,000 for salaries
reviewed and adopted by the committee in February. | takeit what
we're talking about there was the salary adjustment we made to
different legidative officers last year. Wasit not? 1I’m concerned
that there had been discussionswith the returning officersin thelast
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election. | think, frankly, those returning officers felt -- and I've
talked to many of them -- that because of the moveto a permanent
voters list, there was alot of stress and aggravation, far more time
involved than many of those men and women expected. There had
been discussions with your predecessor about some additional
compensation to those people, and that decision had always been put
off, put off, put off, and then we were going to have achangein our
Chief Electoral Officer.

So I'm interested in an update. | don’t think this $10,000
addresses compensation to returning officers in the 1997 election,
but | feel that it was either an expressed or implicit commitment to
those peopl e that this committee would look at that and make some
adjustments. So I'm hopeful we can deal with that.

The third item. There had been a discussion before about the
notion of how we appoint returning officers, and I’'m wondering if
that's a plan that is going to be brought back in. There had been
discussion before about having standing returning officers, if you
remember, which might have some impact on the budget. | don’t
know whether that’ still alive proposal championed by yourself, or
not.

The other point | wanted to make. | guessthisisthelast one. Just
so we're clear.  When you talk about an affirmation, I'm a bit
confused. Strictly speaking, under the Alberta Evidence Act those
people who don't wish to swear on the Bible affirm. That
affirmation has the sameforce and effect for purposes of perjury and
formal evidence as asworn declaration. | takeit that when you say
affirmation, you don’t mean an affirmation under the provisions of
the Evidence Act. | think what you're talking about is just an
unsworn declaration.

1:49

MR. FJELDHEIM: Yes. You'reright, and you'll get out of my
leagueredlly fast, Gary, in that terminology. But what I’ m referring
to iswhen a person signstheir name, asthey do on their income tax
form: to the best of my knowledge. You'd know the terminology
better than I, but yes, that’s what | would be referring to, where an
individual does not have to appear before someone to do this
swearing or affirming.

If you'd like, I’ll respond to some of those. | certainly agree with
you and | hope I’ ve madeit clear that I’ m not slamming the door on
anything herein terms of apossible use of datato make aregister of
electorssystemwork in Alberta. However, with theinformation that
| have now and the fact that we cannot get this information from
Elections Canada, it would just be compl etely cost-prohibitivefor us
to try to set up arrangements and make agreements with Revenue
Canada and so on.

The staffing aloneto send out lettersto individualswho arenot on
thelist -- about 25,000 Albertans move amonth. Now, that varies,
of course, depending on summer and so on. So for those that get
driver's licence information, for example, if you say that these
individuals are 18, that they are not on thelist of electors, that they
have a driver’s licence and we have to send them something, I'm
afraid | have no idea how many that would be. | don’t know how
many new 18 year olds there are each year in Alberta. To send a
mail-out to that group or to new Canadiansor to new Albertanswho
get drivers' licences, you' d have to have a staff to handle that mail-
out. | don’t know, but | understand that aresponse of about 10 to 30
percent is about average on that sort of thing and so on.

Certainly | don’t want to |eave the impression that I’m slamming
the door on anything in terms of looking at that, but again, with the
information we have now, we haveto plan, | believe, for adoor-to-
door confirmation.

The compensation to returning officers. That isnot in our budget;
you are correct. The$10,000 wasfor the salary adjustment last year,
and there is nothing in our budget for compensation to returning

officers. Yes, the workload was different last time than before, and
therewereavariety of reasons, | believe, for that. Returning officers
are paid in accordance with the fee schedule. You're aware of that.
No, | do not intend to bring anything forward for increased
compensation for returning officers.

You referred to the appointment of returning officers.
Interestingly enough, thiscame up in my interview: how | felt about
this. For two reasons | have no plans to bring forth any different
system for the appointment of returning officers. First of al, in my
experience at the election office it has not been aproblem. Interms
of returning officers being apolitical, it has worked very well, and
again, in my experience it has not ever been a problem.

Secondly, it is more in terms of the administration and the
logistics of doing that. With the 83 electoral divisions, if you put an
ad in the paper, “Wanted: returning officers, someone who is
interested in the political process, works well with people,” those
sorts of things that you put together, I'm only guessing that you'd
maybe get 50 applicants in each electora division. Well, now
you' ve got 4,000 people who have applied for thesejobs. If you get
that down somehow and interview five from each, now you're
interviewing 400 people. We don't have the resources to do that.
Now, we could hire resources if there was a change in legislation.
If thisiswhat you' re going to do, wewould do it, but therewould be
problemsin that aspect as well.

| hope that answers your questions.

MR. FRIEDEL: | just want to make a comment on this enumeration
thing. The move has obviously had some problems. You know,
some things arose that maybe weren’t anticipated. But I’m not sure
that | would agree with what | heard Mary say, that there’ sacomfort
level and that people expect enumerations. We wouldn’t just revert
to that simply because that was sort of a traditional thing. We
probably would not be very comfortabl e going back to the old hand-
cranked telephones from what we're used to now. |I’'m not saying
that facetiously or in any way to suggest that you wereimplying that,
Mary. If the technology improves as we work on this, if there are
ways of being more efficient -- and | think with alittle bit of work
on it, it still has the promise of being much more accurate -- |
would hope we're not going to abandon completely the idea of
looking towards that.

Whether we work with the feds or in spite of the feds or however
it is, you know, some good combination of the old way and new
technology could be balanced. | don't want to stir up the
conversation or the debate on it. | think you've commented on it.
Just those two bits' worth of opinion from me.

My questions actually are on the budget itself. | noticed severa
areas, Brian, where there’ sasignificant fluctuation. Inthe election
office budget, a good part of it is salaries, wages, and contract
employees. I'vejust sort of grouped them together because | think
sometimes they end up being a variation of the three, depending on
what the circumstances are in ayear. You budgeted $528,000 and
spent just under $400,000 and then aremoving up agai n to $525,000.

If you look at the elections element and the register of electors
element, the budget was a certain number. It reduced to actual
forecast in both cases quite significantly, and then your budget for
'99-2000 reflects more of the actual projected for this year than it
did last year's budget. Can you tell us why the same thing doesn’t
apply to the office?

After that, | was going to get you to maybe touch on the
significant fluctuationsin budget to actual. Onlines712C and 712K
in the elections element and then 712K in the register of electors
element there were some very wild fluctuations, and you can maybe
just tell us what those are.

MR. FJELDHEIM: Yeah. My intention was -- and obviously I'll
certainly answer this, Gary -- that if we're finished with the
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preamble now, | would like to give an overview of the budget, if |
may do that.

MR. FRIEDEL: Oh, okay.

THE CHAIRMAN: Before you moveto the budget, I' d liketo make
a comment on this electronic tracking for the voters list, just from
my own experience, to show you how impossible it would be. On
my birth certificate I'm registered as Joseph André Paul Langevin.
Onmy driver'slicenceit’sPaul André, two namesbut reversed from
the other one. On my Alberta health care card it is Paul only. | file
my income tax as Paul A., just theinitial, and | have another legal
document where it's PA. Langevin. So there are five different
variations. How do you track it electronically and match it? The
computer will say: well, thisis adifferent guy than thisguy. It will
never work.
You wanted to make a comment on the budget?

1:59

MR. FJELDHEIM: Yeah, if | may.

Gary, please, if | don’t hit it, make sure | mention it.

So our budget. Youwill seewe expect to turn back over $600,000
at the end of this fiscal year. Those funds will be turned back
mainly due to two things. First, we're doing the same thing this
year; we budget for three by-elections, and one can debate: will you
ever have three by-elections? We budget historically for three by-
elections.

AN HON. MEMBER: It’s happened.

MR. FJELDHEIM: Yes, thank you; it has happened.
MS OLSEN: We had a pretty good one this year.
THE CHAIRMAN: That's a matter of opinion.

MR. FIELDHEIM: This year we had only one, so the amounts
budgeted for the other two are returned.

The major portion being returned is from the decision not to
proceed with the purchase of a computer system for the register of
electors. Approximately $200,000 more would have been returned
from our office, except we paid for the costs incurred by our office
intheconduct of that Senate nomineeelection. Sincethefundswere
available in our budget, it made no sense to apply for a
supplementary estimate for additional funding.

Our budget format is set out. It shows three elements that we
budget for: the election office, that's our general administration;
elections; and register of electors. Our forecast iswhat we expect to
spend by the end of thisfiscal year, and of course our estimates are
what we fed wewill need for the next fiscal year. At the conclusion
we will show you two-year projections.

Our office is presently looking at preparing a mission statement
and putting together abusiness plan. It’ sjust getting under way and
istherefore not included as part of our presentation.

On page A you can see our election office. We can go through the
details if you would go to your tab B. Again, under saaries, we
budgeted $330,000 | ast year. We expect in our forecast that we will
spend $237,900, but next year we are requesting $338,740. The
reason we are turning back quite a chunk thereis because as Acting
Chief Electoral Officer | didn’t think it appropriate for me to fill
positionsthat | felt the Chief Electoral Officer should haveasay in.
So the positions were not filled, and that’s why you will see that we
expect to spend less than we budgeted, but also you will seethat in

wages because we had to hire some people on awage basisto fill the
positions. So that’swhy that is set up that way.

The $8,000 increase is for merit increases and increases through
the collective agreement. | think that’s the main difference there.
Does anyone have any questions on the top part of that?

I'll go to the bottom part. Thetravel, first of al, islessthis year.
The Chief Electoral Officer may have a vehicle. Of course, as
Acting Chief Electoral Officer there was no vehicle involved, so
that’ swhy we' re not spending as much thisyear but expect to spend
about $8,800 next year. | think that’s about it. Does anyone have
any questions on that page?

THE CHAIRMAN: Sue, do you have any questions?

MS OLSEN: Yes. Your budget and your forecasts, there’s about
$135,000 difference. Just to be clear: you turned back about
$100,000?

MR. FJELDHEIM: Uh-huh. A little more, yeah.

MS OLSEN: From saaries, and that’s because you didn’t have any
hires; isthat correct? You didn’t hire people?

MR. FJELDHEIM: That's correct. We have an acting director of
operations right now, and the position of Deputy Chief Electoral
Officer was vacant for some time, since October, so the deputy’s
position has been vacant. | was acting since March. Bill was the
director of election finances. That positionisnow vacant. Sothat’s
wherethosedollarscomefrom. Plusthere’ saclerical support at the
front who is al'so on wages.

MS OLSEN: She's on wages?
MR. FJELDHEIM: Yes. Although we have alocated eight people
in our office, we do not have that complement as of thistime, but we

will next year.

MS OLSEN: Why would the clerical staff be on wages as opposed
to permanent staff?

MR. FJELDHEIM: Because the peoplethat werethere -- and | just
can’'t remember exactly. The position has been vacant for some
time, and again as Acting Chief Electoral Officer | didn’t feel it
proper for meto fill that position.

MS OLSEN: So are you anticipating filling that position with a
permanent employee now?

MR. FIELDHEIM: That’sright, yes.

MS OLSEN: Okay.
Sotheincreaseinthetravel istheallotment of the CEO’ svehicle?

MR. FIELDHEIM: That’s correct.

MS OLSEN: So that would be the mileage claimed? |s that what
you anticipate?

MR. FJELDHEIM: Yeah. The vehicle renta is $4,900, and the
operating expenses on that are $3,000. Also, there is $900 in there
for CEO staff travel.

MS OLSEN: Okay.
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My next question. | just find thiskind of interesting. Line712M:
you havehosting at $12,000 as your budget, your forecast at $9,700,
and your estimate for *99 at $500. Just a brief explanation of that
variance.

MR. FJELDHEIM: I'm sorry; | should have mentioned that myself.
The Conference of Election Officialsis a conference that’s held in
12 jurisdictions across Canada, and thisyear it was Alberta’ sturnto
host that conference. That’swhy the $12,659 was budgeted for that.
It ended up costing $9,770 partly because it was Elections Canada
-- wasn'tit, Bill? -- that helped us out with the translation services
and so on. Also, that $9,770 does not include the registration fees
that we charged, and approximately $4,500 was turned into general
revenue from that.

It's$500; | appreciateit’snot very much. You will seecoming up
there’ s$500 in each of these elements for hosting. We had election
officialsfrom Kenyathat visited our office here about a month ago,
| guess it was, and we took them for lunch. We have a
commissioner from Austraia coming in January. | think it
appropriate that we take them for lunch when they come, and that’s
what that’s for.

MS OLSEN: Yeah. I'm not questioning those responsibilities. |
think you have to do that.

My next question isthis: if this conferenceis ayearly conference
and it san opportunity for networking and certainly increasing your
knowledge and your staff’s knowledge within the electora office,
where would we find that, then, for ' 99?

MR. FJELDHEIM: That will bein the election element. The travel
in there is part of that. It's in Ottawa next fall, next September, |
guess.

MS OLSEN: Okay. | see.

My last question is on schedule E. We have for all three offices
obvioudly your projection for a 2000-2001 election year. My
questionis: what happensif you have an early election and you have
then avariance of $8.4 million somewhere along the line? How is
that dealt with in the event of an early election?

MR. FJELDHEIM: In the event of an election in the next fiscal
year?

MSOLSEN: Yeah. I’'mjust wondering if that meanseach MLA has
to contribute.

MR. FJELDHEIM: It's been the practice -- | guess that might be
the best way to put it. I'm looking at the history of elections. In
1986 there was an election two years and one month after the
previouselection. | look at that as being avery unusual occurrence.
Other than that, the el ectionshave been at | east three and ahalf years
apart. So our best guess, that’s why we budget . . .

MS OLSEN: Thirteen hundred and forty-two days.

MR. FJELDHEIM: If it'swrong, | guess Bill will come back to the
committee, because | might be sick that day, and ask for some more
money.

MS OLSEN: Okay. So you're just taking, then, an average.

MR. FJELDHEIM: That is correct, yeah.

MS OLSEN: When Alberta elections are called, if it's called early,
thenyou'regoingtobe. ..

MR. FJELDHEIM: Back for a supplementary estimate.

MS OLSEN: Requiring that $8.4 million pretty quick in relation to
holding the elections. Okay.

MR. FIELDHEIM: That is correct.
2:09
THE CHAIRMAN: So we'll have ameeting on short notice.

MS OLSEN: WE' Il expect a donation to Brian.

MR. FJELDHEIM: If | can move on to the €l ections element; that's
C. Some of the numbersin the forecasts: for example, you can see
under the first two that we budgeted for $5,250 and we spent
$15,000. Some of that in the forecast column is to cover off the
expenses that | mentioned we incurred in the conduct of the Senate
nominee election.

MS OLSEN: Can you just go back to that again and repeat that,
Brian?

MR. FJELDHEIM: Asyou can see, we had some dollars budgeted
for '98-99 for wages and employee contributions under C and E.
That was for the cleanup of the election. Asyou can see, we spent
quite abit more. Most of those dollars were for the conduct of the
Senate nominee election, and we' re budgeting nothing for those in
the ’99-2000 fiscal year.

Under 712C, advertising, again, we budgeted for three by-
elections. The cost in Edmonton-McClung was approximately
$17,000. During ageneral election it costslessto advertise because
we do a supplement in the urban newspapers, and in rura areas
generally it'sless. The amount spent on advertising, the forecast,
what we did spend, the $128,000, again, wasfor the Senate nominee
election.

If | could dlip down to contract services, 712K. Again, contract
servicesisbroken out into the conduct for three by-elections, and we
aso have $100,000 in there for consulting for the data processing
and the list of electors. As | mentioned before, you also see this
under the register element. They both work together. You can’t
have a list of electors; you've got to take into account the use of it
during an election. So because of that, you’ ve got to have $100,000
on top of the budget for the three by-elections in there and also
$12,500 for legal fees.

Weuse Parliamentary Counsel whenever we can. However, when
the session ison, they are not available. Also, at timesthereisthe
possibility of aconflict of interest.

Did | answer your question in that regard, Gary?

THE CHAIRMAN: Did you have anything else, Gary?
MR. FRIEDEL: You actually hit all the ones| was concerned about.

THE CHAIRMAN: Okay.
Gary Dickson is next.

MR. DICKSON: Mr. Chairman, | just want to come back to
something, an earlier exchange with the Chief Electoral Officer. In
terms of returning officersin the March 1997 campaign, | take your
advice that you have no intention of providing any additional
compensation to those people. I’'m wondering, sinceit’s something
that we had discussed during at least two different meetings of the
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committee, if it may be appropriate for the committee to deal with
it by way of resolution and vote. My difficulty is that | don’t
remember what numberswerebeing talked about. Presumably there
must be some recordsin the office that indicate what was discussed
in terms of fair compensation.

The reason why | think there ought to be some formal resolution
isthat if in fact we don’t go with permanent returning officers, then
presumably you're going to want to use some of the expertise of
peoplewho have worked asreturning officersin the past. Therewas
alot of difficulty in the last election, much of which is attributable
to thismoveto apermanent voterslist. It wasjust my understanding
that there were alot of problems. | guessit’s easy to just sort of say
that we're closing the door on that, but | want to be fair. If there's
adecision madethat there' sto be no additional compensation to the
people, notwithstanding the number of meetings that occurred in
Red Deer and so on -- when the then Chief Electoral Officer met
returning officers, there were acknowl edgments and admissionsthat
they were required to do far more than what had been originaly
represented to them. | guess|’d just like to see some disposition of
this in a way that's more satisfactory than just sort of saying that
we' re not going to deal further with it.

THE CHAIRMAN: I'd like to make a comment on that. \We were
all here except Sue last year when we approved the budget. If |
remember right, when Dermot Whelan came with his budget at the
end of the year -- and | could be wrong, and somebody could
confirm that if | an -- it seems to me he had a line item in his
budget where he was proposing so many dollars to give
compensation to these returning officers for the election of March
11, 1997. If | remember right, we as acommittee decided to remove
that from his budget.

MR. DICKSON: I'm sorry. The committee decided what, Mr.
Chairman?

THE CHAIRMAN: To remove that line item from his budget. If |
remember the discussion, he was somewhat unpleased because |
think he commented that he had committed verbally to these people
that he would find some compensation.

Now, the committee here, when we voted the budget, reduced the
budget by that onelineitem, and wedidn’'t votethat in. So that was,
in my opinion, the decision of the committee. Do you remember
this?

MR. DICKSON: Mr. Chairman, if thedecision hasbeen made, that’s
fine. Your memory is probably much sharper than mine, but my
recollection is that we discussed it, and my sense was that it had
been deferred. | remember raising it at at least one subsequent
meeting, and it seems to me the decision then was that, well, we're
in the process of a change of command, so the issue was to be
deferred. Now, | don’t have those minutes in front of me so | may
be out to lunch, but I'd like to see some closure on that issue.

THE CHAIRMAN: Okay. We could ask Diane to do some
searching on this, and then we would bring it up in that January
meeting. | could be out, but it seemsto methat we had deleted that.

MR. FRIEDEL: | don’t remember the preci se circumstances of how
we dealt with it, but there seemed not too much doubt in my mind
that we had closed the door on it, that there wasn't much support, if
| could put it that way, for the concept of permanent paid or some
kind of an ongoing compensation.

MR. DICKSON: Mr. Chairman, with respect, I'm not talking now
about permanent paid. There had been that issue, and | know there

had not been support for that. I'm just talking about some
adjustment compensation for the returning officers who worked in
thelast election asaresult of anumber of problemsthat | understand
they had identified and said they ought not to be held responsible
for.

THE CHAIRMAN: We'll do some research on this, Gary.
MR. DICKSON: Thanks very much, Mr. Chairman.

MR. FIELDHEIM: If | may, Mr. Chairman, | guess | should
comment. Of course, | have no authority. I’ m not trying to passthe
buck here to anybody, but | cannot go ahead and say: | don't think
you get paid enough; I'll pay you some more. Those fees are set by
regulation. That’swhat we haveto go by. I’mnot trying to passthe
buck here, but again | can’t recall the details either.

THE CHAIRMAN: We don’'t have the information here.

MR. DICKSON: Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I’m happy
if we can deal with it after we' ve had a chanceto do alittle archival
work. Thank you.

MR. FJELDHEIM: Are there any other questions on the election
element?

MSOLSEN: Yes. | just have onequestion. Canyou tell uswhat the
total cost of the Senate election was to your office? That would
include your elements from al three.

MR. FJELDHEIM: | understand it’s just over $200,000. A report
will be coming out that our office produces, and that report contains
information that we get from Municipal Affairs as well, their cost
and so on. It will besimilar in nature to the report that was put out
after the 1989 Senate nominee election.

MS OLSEN: Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: Okay. WEell, we have another officer here. Do
you have one more question?

MRS. O'NEILL: Just to follow up on that. Wasthat because there
was the Senate component to the election process of the municipal
election? Or would that have been a cost that would have been
incurred and perhaps the municipalities would have paid it
otherwise?

MR. FJELDHEIM: We're required by the Senatorial Selection Act
to publish certain things, as we are under the Election Act as well.
That includes the publication of the proclamation, the notice of
candidates and their official agents -- | havetolook at Bill herefor
help -- and also, the same as the Election Act, under the Election
Finances and Contributions Disclosures Act the finances that were
spent by the candidates.

2:19

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you very much, Brian and Bill, for
coming today. We will have a further meeting, and we will discuss
the budgets, the approved votes, in January sometime. We'll advise
you at that time.

Thank you very much.

[ The committee adjourned from 2:20 p.m. to 2:26 p.m.]
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THE CHAIRMAN: As the chairman | would like to welcome you,
Bob and Frank and Leanne, this afternoon to present your budget to
the committee. You probably have some opening commentson that,
and then we'd like you to do some explanation. Then we'll have
some questions from the committee members. The intent is to
review the committeestoday, and then we will meet in January to do
the approvals. I’'m sorry that your three buddies came before you.
WEe'rejust about out of money, so | don’t how you'’ re going to make
out.

MR. CLARK: Mr. Chairman, | think you cautioned me about that
some time ago.

Mr. Chairman, thanks for the opportunity to appear before you.
What I’d like to do is start with the |PC budget, if that's okay.

THE CHAIRMAN: Yes.

MR. CLARK: I'll just make some opening comments, and then 1’11
just go over it kind of page by page. | think there are about three
pagesthat you'll likely be most interested in. That’s where most of
the activity is.

| want to say at the outset, Mr. Chairman, that last year we had a
three-year business plan. This year we haven't included that three-
year business plan because we've done two things. We put a lot
more detail in our annual report this year, and we've also now
engaged an outside consultant to help us with this three-year
business plan. You know better than any that we have a number of
issuesup in the air that will certainly impact on what’ s to happen as
far as our new business plan. But we are living with the one that
was presented to you last year, and basically we' re on course there.

The highlights in the year just finished. We added two new
portfolio officers. That gives us six portfolio officers. They're the
people that deal with the requests for review and aso the privacy
complaints which come in. In that mode the 1990 figure of 10
percent is holding. That is, 90 percent of the requests that come to
FOIP offices are being dealt with at the offices at the public body
level. Thefirst very early indications are that that will likely hold as
far asschool boardsand hospital authoritiesare concerned, although
it's still alittle early to tell. Ten percent of the issues get to our
office. My portfolio officers through negotiations, through alot of
consultation and abit of arm-bending, are ableto resolve 90 percent
of the issues which get to my office. So as commissioner | end up
with thesituation of hearing thelast small portion. Right at thistime
we have 79 cases under review between the portfolio officers. |
have 17 cases that are going to require inquiry and six inquiries
which have been heard, the last of which was yesterday.

Animportant change from last year. We had avery long time lag
last year from the time of an inquiry until we got ordersout. That's
been cut down now considerably, so we're looking at no more than
three months and certainly in some cases much lessthan that, but no
more than three months. One of the reasons we got behind was that
we had three cases dealing with one ingtitution here in Edmonton
that were very long, complicated cases, and it just took us a great
amount of time. We just finished an order where there were 1,700
pages of documents to go through, and that took a long period of
time.

Inadditiontotheinquiry side, we' ve produced two new brochures
this year, one being on privacy in the marketplace, in which there's
been agreat deal of interest. Then the other oneisreally privacy for
teenagers. We'vedonethat in co-operation with Alberta Education.
Also, staff are going out now to the schools on request. A group of
two go out weekly now to high schools dealing with this question.
The brochure is entitled Who Can You Count On To Protect Your

Privacy?, but it really deals with privacy as it's tied into the
curriculum asit isin the school system.

You'll recall that |ast year when we weretalking about the budget,
we included a significant amount of money in our budget for the
Alberta Health Information Protection Act. At that time it was my
expectation that we' d have to go out and acquire some consultants
to work with us in that area. What happened is that the minister
decided he'd set up acommittee, which Mr. Dickson was a member
of. The minister asked me to sit on the committee. | felt that was
inappropriate, but | did prevail upon Frank Work to sit on the
committee with avery clear understanding that on those things that
Frank agreed to, at some later date the commissioner might very
well say: as commissioner | don't agree with this direction. |
thought it was important for us to do that because it gave the office
and Frank, who's our most experienced person in that area, an
opportunity for input at a very important level. | consulted with
some of my colleagues across the country, and quite honestly there
was some concern about taking that approach, becausewould you be
able to step back later and say, “Lookit; thisisn't the direction we
think they should go.”? On balance, as commissioner | felt it
appropriate to have someone from the office there, and it would still
alow me, the commissioner, at alater time to take issueif in fact |
felt that was the case.

The other areawhere we asked for a significant amount of money
last year was the Wellnet initiative. We put, | believe, $100,000 in
the budget last year, and to be quite candid with you, ladies and
gentlemen, asaresult of the approach the minister took onthe health
information legidation, we didn’t use very much of that $100,000 at
all, just asmall portion of it. Asaresult of really not alot happening
in the Wellnet area, we didn’t spend much money in that area either.
Thebottom lineisthat I’ m not surewhether | should be embarrassed
or proud, Mr. Chairman, but we' [l be turning back at the end of this
year about $250,000. My interpretation of that is that we don't
spend money unless we need to. | guess some will say: you
budgeted for money that you didn’t need, so you can turn it back.
That’s certainly not my intention, but that’s the status of where we
are.

We have been actively involved in consultation with the federal
Advisory Council on Health Infrastructure. 1’ve been to Ottawaon
two occasions. We've met with Dr. Noseworthy and some of these
people here in Edmonton. We've also been involved at the federal
level with the other privacy commissioners on Bill C-54, which is
the Personal Information Protection and Electronic Document Act.

The other area where we' ve been really involved a great deal is
with the Department of Labour, attempting to try and be proactive
as opposed to dealing with issues after they becomeissues. | think
that’s been one of the real successes we've had.

As far as the upcoming year is concerned, you're all aware that
theuniversitiesand collegesare now coming under thelegislation on
the 1st of September. | was consulted on that and did agree that it
was wiser to put the universities and colleges under the legidation
at the 1st of their calendar year as opposed to coming in on the 4th
of January. That isn’t to say that everything isgoing towork asit is
now for the universities, especialy in afund-raising year. It can't,
because there are significant changes as far as personal information
collection is concerned.

Then you are aware that next October municipalitiesalso comein
under thelegislation. We haveinvested agreat deal of time helping
prepare for that. Our people are actively involved in sitting down
with people in the postsecondary system, also in the municipal
system. Severa of ustook part in the AUMA convention and the
MDs and counties convention. | visited the hospital in Lethbridge.
| spent two days last month out in the school situation trying to find
out what really was going on.
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Persondly, | can tell you | took my little grandson to school the
first day because |’ d heard all those horrible rumours: how you can't
have their name on the coat hook and their names couldn’t be on the
doorsand so on. Well, that was malarkey. | mean, we got there, and
it was the way it should be. This is not to change the way we
educate young people aslong asit’ s within the | egitimate sphere of
what’s going on in the educational system. There had been some
difficultiesin those areas, and we're having some success there.

Asfar asthe upcoming year is concerned, it’snot my intention to
add any portfolio officers at al. | think with the six portfolio
officers we can handle what’s on our plate now and what’s coming
down on our plate asfar as universities, postsecondary institutions,
and the municipalities.

2:36

But | am proposing to you in the course of the budget, Mr.
Chairman, that we add two permanent employees. One person
would really be acommunications person. For example, we had to
contract out our annual report. I'm finding now that some of our
portfolio officers and other people are spending a considerable
amount of their time doing communications work, writing press
releases, doing thosekinds of thingsand, with no disrespect to them,
not always doing a very good job, because that area isn't what
they'retrained in.

Ascommissioner part of my priority for thisnext year isto get out
across the province a great deal more. For example, | was in
Lethbridge not long ago: at the hospital in the morning, | spoketo
city council at noon, and | met with the school superintendents after
lunch. We didn’t take time to meet the media to talk about the
issues which would help with the public education side. So there's
the communications side of things.

Also, our fellow in charge of technology is just finding himself
swamped because the whole landscape is changing so quickly, and
Boris has redly served. On one hand, he's been our
communications kind of research person. On the other hand, he's
been the person to be on top of technology. He now finds himself
involved amost full-time plus on the technology issues. What are
the emerging technologies? What systems will work? What have
the best safety systems? On occasions he's involved in meetings
with the chief information officer. Frank?

MR. WORK: That's correct.

MR. CLARK: When the province entersinto an agreement with one
of the other provinces or the federal government on information
sharing and we' re asked for advice on that, he' s the person we rely
on. So what | want to do is take part of his responsibilities in
research and also the communications area and put those together
and aso someone who does some writing. For example, we're
proposing two new brochures next year. We'd like to do those
inwardly as opposed to doing acontract outside. We'reincludingin
the budget about $55,000 -- that’saballpark figure -- in that area

The other area where we're asking for new staff is an
administrative assistant. That would be someone who would spend
alot of timeworking with Mr. Work on the administrative work that
he does and doing some of that war work for me. What that will do
is alow the portfolio officers and also Frank more time to do what
they' re skilled to do as opposed to doing some of those jobs which
are very important but aren’t thefirst priority for those people.

Mr. Chairman, if | could ask you to turn to page 1 in the
presentation | havefor you, you'll seethat on | think thefourth point
down it talks about permanent employees to be hired:
research/writer, the communications person -- | don't haveit there,
but that’s what | was talking about -- and an administrative

assistant. The wage employees: we' ve got two summer students.
We had those last year, and it’s our plan to do that again.

MRS. O'NEILL: We need somedirections please, Bab, if you could.
MR. CLARK: Page 2, the top right-hand corner.

MRS. ONEILL: Oh, | see. Thank you.

MSBARRETT: | had ahard time finding it too.

MR. CLARK: I’'msorry. It'sgot salaries and earnings. Asyou can
see, that's a big increase over our projection for this year.
Remember that the intake officer we took on started, | believe, in
July, which is part of the year. Two portfolio officers started on the
1st of November this year too.

If you could flip over to the next page, empl oyee contributions, no
significant change there.

Over to page 4, which is entitled allowances and benefits. | want
to be quite straightforward with you here. One of the things I’ ve
included in there is a trip to Hong Kong for the commissioner, and
it's going to cost $5,000 approximately. The reason that’sin there
is because two years ago | attended the conference of international
data protection people in Montreal. The meeting this year was in
Spain. | didn't go. My colleague the commissioner from British
Columbiawent; so did the commissioner from Ontario. Thisisthe
group that really has led the efforts from Europe for the national
legislation leading to Bill C-54. These people are gathering next
year in Hong Kong. | find myself in the unique situation of being,
other than my colleague in Quebec, | guess kind of the senior
commissioner provincialy. So my colleagues said: would you
consider going? | said: yeah; I'll put it in my budget, and I’ll put it
to the committee.

I think, Mr. Chairman, | did indicate to you that | have taken a
position on the COGEL organization as one of their directors, so
you' Il see asignificant increase on page 4 when it comesto -- I'm
sorry; it's page 5. My apologies. We were not on the same page
here. On page 5 you can seetheitemsthat | wastalking about there.
TheHalifax thing isameeting of the privacy commissioners. | think
| can stop talking because I’ ve pretty well covered that one.

Can we move on, then, to page 6? Thisis advertising for thetwo
new positions that we're talking about. Page 7 is the risk
management. Page8is, asit saysthere, courier servicesand PWSS
postage. Page 9, photocopier, and we share those costs with the
ethics office. The new fax machine: this is rather mundane, but |
have a fax machine at home that the office has supplied, and the
rental isup. They say that we should get anew one, so that’ swhat’s
happening. Page 10, long-distancetel ephonecalls. Page11, general
repairs, office and computer equipment.

Page 12 deals with contract services. Two of the three lawyers
that we have in the office are on contract to us. We have $50,000in
here for the annua report and for brochures. Privacy impact
assessment as it relates to Wellnet included $100,000 in there.
Audits: you'll recall we were involved in the audit with Alberta
registrieslast year. We' veincluded $60,000 in the contract services
area for an audit or audits. Under the legidation that’s one of the
responsibilities of the commissioner. The one we did with Alberta
registries was done voluntarily at the request of the minister, which
I think worked well. 1t may bethat we'll beinvolved in one of those
again thisyear in adifferent area.

Thelast area. | think it was the chairman or it was Mr. Dickson
that | had talked with about a web site, and we' ve got that. Itsfirst
day -- it'suptoday. There's hardly anything on it, but it is up.
Come early January, it will be up in place.
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Another matter we have there is lega fees, $50,000. That's
outside counsel. We have been to ajudicia review once. There's
avery good possibility we'll be going to judicia review again. |
think that’sright, Frank; isn't it?

MR. WORK: We have two pending.

MR. CLARK: We use some inside counsel there but some outside
counsel also. I'veincluded $30,000 for issueswhich comeup. We
would go out and try to acquire people at the university, or some
people in the consulting community help us, especially on issues
dealing with technology. On the audit | used the services of one of
the large firms when it came to the whole question of the safety and
systems for Albertaregistries.

So if | can move on, Mr. Chairman, to page 13 in your
information. One of theinteresting thingsthat happened thisyear is
that as a result of us taking over our own human resources,
administrative services, and the financial services side of the office
from the Leg. Assembly Office, we had to get what isreferred to as
an ISDN line. If youwant theinformation, hopefully Frank can tell
you what that means, but we had to get that lineinstalled. Had we
had a line directly installed to our office, it would have been
$25,000. We worked out a deal with the Auditor General so that
we're using the same line as they're using. We're just two floors
below them, so it didn’t seem to make a lot of sense, and we were
satisfied that from the standpoint of the kind of information that
would be on there, it was a reasonable thing to do. So we' re going
to be paying alittle rent to the Auditor General.

The other mattersin there. The Internet charge | think isgoing to
be $100 amonth. Thereis QuickLaw, Queen’sPrinter. Thelmagis
financial system. Leanne, that's going to cost us how much?
Approximately $9,000?

2:46

MS LEVY: Approximately. That's a high figure. From what
Alberta Treasury has told me, it'll be within that range but will
probably come in alittle bit lower.

MR. CLARK: Then on page 14 you'll seethat hosting has stayed the
same.

On page 15, we stocked up this year, with two new peoplein the
office. Next year we will need to purchase two new computers for
aresearch/writer and an administrative assistant, some furnishings,
and that’ sbasicaly it.

We go back to thefirst page of our submission. It’sasking for an
increase of 12.2 percent. That can be somewhat less, Mr. Chairman,
depending on what happens with Wellnet, what happens with the
health care information. My best judgment is that we've got a
responsibility to put that money in the budget so that if those issues
move aong -- and | seethismorning there has been a new deputy
minister appointed to be involved in the area of Wellnet, so that’s
going to be moving along more quickly.

I’ll stop my comments there.

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you. | haveaquestion. You said in your
opening comments that you' re returning about $200,000-plus.

MR. CLARK: | believe $250,000. That'saccurate; isn’tit, Leanne?
MSLEVY: Yes. It'sinthat range.
THE CHAIRMAN: | think you should be not ashamed but very

proud of that, because we like our officers to be good stewards of
our taxpayers dollars. When we approve a budget, if you don’t

need it and you don't spend it, | think it speaks very well of the
office. There are other offices that were able to do that, so we're
very pleased with that.

My question is: where doesit come from? Doesit comefromthe
information side or the ethics side?

MR. CLARK: The information side. We have a small amount to
turn back on the ethics side, too, but nothing like that.

Where does it come from? Primarily it would be in salaries and
contracts, in salaries because we didn't start people until later onin
the year than we expected to. The contracts here would deal with
Wellnet and would deal with the health information thing.

THE CHAIRMAN: So the budget that you' re requesting this year,
the amount that you would like to have, would be less than the total
budget you requested last year because of the amount that you're
returning?

MR. CLARK: No, no. What I’ msaying, Mr. Langevin, isthat of the
amount of $1.582 million, we' ve already spent approximately $1.3
million. But we're projecting this year $1.7 million. Hopefully
we' Il have something to turn back to you.

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you. That answers my question.

MR. DICKSON: | want to start off with a compliment. The
commissioner may remember | had been critical of theannual report
that had been produced by your officeayear ago. | thought it didn’t
contain enough information to be as helpful asit could. | just want
to give you some feedback. Having seen amatter of weeks ago the
latest report from your office, | think it's actually an excellent
product. It's probably what I’ d describe as a model annual report.
It gives not only legislators but Albertans the kind of information
that allows usto assessthe performance of government departments,
at least from the limited range of the |PC office. | think it’sactually
an excellent tool in terms of better understanding the way the act is
working from the perspective of your office. | was delighted to see
it, and if you haven't got feedback, | wanted to make sure you got it
this afternoon.

| did have acouple of questionsthough. Oneisonthejoint effort
you'd undertaken with the Auditor General in terms of registry
services. What do you estimate the cost was to your office for your
involvement to date on that project?

MR. CLARK: Ballparking it, $50,000, $60,000 in that we had one
person who spent a great amount of time on it. We had a second
person who spent half time.

MR. WORK: Half an FTE.

MR. CLARK: Then we had our technical person, who spent
considerable time too. It's likely closer to between $60,000 and
$70,000, and that’ s really why we’ ve got $60,000 in our budget for
another audit. We used that as the ballpark figure. One thing we
didn’t include with the time, Mr. Dickson, is that we had to go out
and get some outside consultants. Frank, what did those outside
consultants deal with?

MR. WORK: Well, together with the Auditor Genera we used
KPMG to do an analysis or a review of the main computer that
registries use to storethisinformation. Obviously something of that
complexity is more than we have -- it takes a certain expertise to
deal with that kind of equipment. So we used KPMG and our
office’ sshare of that bill was $35,000. That wasjust our share. The
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Auditor General bore anearly equal proportion aswell, so you can
see how expensive it becomes. | mean, the personal computer has
done some wonders in terms of making things work better, but, at
the same time, when you have to analyze or look at it, it gets very
expensive. So our share of that just for the audit was $35,000.

MR. DICKSON: Okay. Thenif you look at page 12, if you assume
you do only one more audit in the next year and not more than that,
did | understand that you have something in the order of $60,000
available for that and that that's exclusive of the privacy impact
assessment for Wellnet? You've set aside in the order of $100,000
to do that?

MR. CLARK: Yes. Then $30,000 for other projects that may come
down the pike. We engaged a consultant from out of the province
to have an initial quick look at the health information legislation.

MR. DICKSON: OnWellnet, whenisthat going to commence? I'm
not clear because of all of the delays that have been experienced
around Bill 30 and then the subsequent studies and so on. Haveyou
actually started the Wellnet privacy impact assessment?

MR. CLARK: No, we have not. Mr. Dickson, the basis we see it
working on isthat they will establish a project which is going to go
ahead. We then have amodel form that we' ve developed, and then
we'll go to the department and say: lookit; you have to answer all
these questions. The department will then come back to us for this
particular project, and then we' Il decide whether we haveto go and
get some outside consultantsin there or not.

MR. DICKSON: My concern there, Mr. Clark, is that the tentative
agreement that was entered into between Alberta Health and the
IBM consortiain the spring of 1997 wasfinally reduced to awritten
contract in about December of 1997. You've got people who've
been spending enormous amounts of work in progress and timein
terms of developing the architecture for our health information
system. We don’t even have the legislation yet. I’'m wondering if
you' d identify what concerns you have that we haven't even started
the privacy impact assessment on Wellnet. If your notion is that
that's going to be linked to passage of legislation, which iswhat |
taketo beyour message, what that suggeststo meisthat we' regoing
to have almost ayear and ahalf of architectural development in this
health information system before anybody has debated and assessed
the privacy impacts. 1'd be interested if you'd share any concern
around that prospect.

2:56

MR. CLARK: I'll respond to that, making three pointsclear. Then
Frank may want to add something. First of dl, it is a concern that
this agreement has been entered into and the legislation isn’t in
place. Now, we have met with the Wellnet people. | think on two
occasions they were over to see us, when they gave us an overview
of what they have planned.

Ther€e' s no question that we may very well have here two things
running parallel. In a perfect world it would be nice to have the
legidlation in place before the Wellnet project is coming down the
pike. However, itisn’t aperfect world. We don’t know right at this
time -- infact, we tried this week to find out -- what specific
WEellnet projects might be coming down the pike this year. | think
that’s till in the whole budgetary issue with the Department of
Hedlth.

I have been advised that the health information legislation in all
likelihood will go through this spring and that any impact for our
office, if we're going to be affected by that and if they take the

recommendation from the committee that you sat on, would be
something that would take place a year from now or perhaps later.
Frank, do you have any additional information?

MR. WORK: Of course, | was brought up rather sharply by an IBM
person when | asked a similar question to what Mr. Dickson just
asked. | wastold in no uncertain terms that Wellnet is not a thing,
that it'sawhole bunch of things. It'sanetwork. | guess, if it does
go ahead, it would contain things as diverse as a pharmacy
information network, like British Columbia currently has.

MR. CLARK: Telehealth.

MR. WORK: Telehedth. Sure. That's a good example but
somewhat unrelated, except that they both have to do with health.

These things would not be developed in abig lump. They would
come one by one by one, and they would be assessed and analyzed
by the commissioner as they came or as they were proposed.
Consequently, theinitiative iswith the government asto what order
they seefit to bring these things on. Obvioudly, alot of them would
take co-operation with medical professions: the pharmacies or the
doctors or the physicians and surgeons, whatever. So there will
never be one thing called Wellnet that someone will drop on the
tablein front of the commissioner and say: what do you think of the
privacy implications of this? Therewill be a series of things.

We originally had thought there might be up to 12 or 14 Wellnet
components go ahead this year. | think the information the
commissioner was able to get most recently reduced that
significantly. Hence we're not looking for as much money to
anticipate doing privacy impact assessments on these things.

The last point, with respect to whether the Wellnet should be
developed beforethelegidlation. At onetime | would have thought
so. | noticed with respect to the federal initiative on what they're
now calling Healthway -- so Wellnet is Alberta and Healthway is
federal -- they proceeded inthe sameway. Thefederal government
appointed the advisory committee on theinfrastructure under theco-
chairmanship of Dr. Tom Noseworthy. They had their public
hearings. They developed a plan for this federa health
infrastructure, and they presented the final report last week for the
federal system. Now, as probably Mr. Dickson knows better than
anyone else, Bill C-54, thefederal privacy act, isnow in committee,
| believe, in the federal government.

At one time | would have thought it a little unusual to proceed
with the architecture before the legidlation, but apparently with
structures, networks of this nature it's becoming not uncommon to
proceed with the architecture and have the legislation catch up.

Can | make one correction? | want to do this so that someone
doesn’t read Hansard later and see it and think that I'm out of my
mind or that we are. The $35,000 paid to KPMG on the audit with
registries: that was paid in the’ 97-98 budget, not the’ 98-99 budget.
It was right at the end of the '97-98 budget. In answer to the
question “What did it cost?’ the answer is till that our share will
cost $35,000.

MR. CLARK: Gary, could | just make one more comment before
your next question? One of the reasons we met with Wellnet on
more than one occasion was for us to outline to them what we're
expecting them to do as far as privacy impact assessments on the
projects which are coming aong.

MR. DICKSON: | appreciate the answer, but | wasjust going to say,
with respect, Mr. Clark, that it seemsto methisisless acase of two
parallel processes under way. It seemsto meit’s more likein one
case one train has pulled out of the station and has aready
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disappeared over the horizon and the other oneis till sitting at the
station and hasn’t even got moving yet.

The other thing | wanted to ask. We' ve been looking at about 20
ordersayear. Just in ballpark numbers, what’s the expectation for
the next fiscal year in terms of number of orders and how many
inquiries you anticipate?

MR. CLARK: I"'m hopeful, Gary, that we'll end up with between 25
and 28, but there’'sno magic in that. We don’t know; we may have
severa on the educational side. But my expectation is between 25
and 28. | think we'regoingto besitting at 21 thisyear, which you'll
recall is considerably more than | had indicated a couple of years

ago.

MR. DICKSON: That'sright. 1'd just ask another thing, and then
it'ssomebody else’ sturn. | wasjust going to say that in terms of the
information council, you made some reference there. You'll
remember that thisis an issue I've raised with you, | think, in this
context in past years. To what extent is your office involved on a
regular basis, not on an episodic but on a regular basis, with the
work of Mr. Samoail’ s information council?

MR. CLARK: Frank, you' ve attended these meetings from time to
time. It'svery clear that we are there on the basis of when we think
it's appropriate to come. We are not a member of the council on a
day-to-day basis but are there more as aresource. We have to pick
and choose when wethink it’ sappropriateto bethere. I'm sensitive
to note that you've raised that concern -- and one of the
government memberstoo -- about the inappropriateness of sitting
on apanel like that on an ongoing basis.

MR. WORK: We receive al their minutes and receive al their
agendas. | wasthe contact person on that. | was, asMr. Clark said,
picking and choosing the meetings | went to. We now have our
systems analyst going to pretty well every meeting. Now, it should
be noted that our systems analyst is not a decision-maker in the
sense that he’ s not the commissioner or the director.

You know, government is doing so much stuff now with
information technology that it just made sense to keep track of what
they’ re doing, because sometimesthey will do stuff that, | believein
all sincerity, they don’t think has aprivacy or an accessimplication.
It happened actually with the Imagis system. |f we know about it
ahead of time, we can sometimes say: “Now, wait aminute. There
may be a problem with this. Maybe you're putting too much
information up for grabs. Can you modify the system to reduce
access to certain people or to reduce the amount of information?’
Soit’sjust beenreally useful. Asgovernment departmentsautomate
more and more and more, it’s been useful to kind of keep tabs on
what they’re doing.

My understanding of Mr. Samoail’s council isthat it'snot realy a
decision-making body anyway. It'san advisory, consultative group.

3:06

MR. DICKSON: | guessthe only problemwith that characterization
isthat if you look at the membership of it, you' ve got arguably the
most senior level civil servantsin the province of Alberta. So you
can appreciate that some of us don’t view it as a consultative body
but as a more action-focused body which doesn’t necessarily have
privacy at the top of the list. That's been replaced with marketing
information for dough for the provincial treasury.

MR. WORK: It's hard to argue with what you' re saying.

MR. CLARK: That's why, though, | think it's important for us to
have access and be there when important issues that deal with
privacy are there. If we don’t do that, then you're caught in the
situation: well, if you' d just told us about your privacy concerns six
months earlier. It'sfrustrating.

MS OLSEN: Just a couple of questions. On page 2 of your report
you discuss the need to hire aresearcher/writer, and I’ m wondering
if thisisthe person who will do your communications. When | look
back here to page 12, your communications plan, you only discuss
that in terms of an annual report. | guess I’'m wondering where
public education fits into this, in particular as your mandate grows
and with the need for the communities to get moreinvolved and for
understanding at the school level, those kinds of things. What types
of information are you putting out to the public, if any, and if there’s
not, isthat part of what this person will do?

MR. CLARK: Partialy, yes. Can | give you just quickly an
example? Three, four weeks ago we met with the Alberta Weekly
Newspapers Association, the trustees, the teachers, and the ATA to
deal with the FOIP issues as they affect education. In fact, Tom
Thackery is heading up a group that hopefully sometimein January
is going to be able to give some sense of what's doable and what
isn't doable as far as the Weekly Newspapers Association is
concerned in the province and what information should be available
to schools and what shouldn’t be. One of the things I’m doing in
getting out across the province moreis part of that public education
thing. You'll recall that in my comments, too, | made reference to
the fact that we' re getting out and doing some high school projects.
I think it's grade 11 and grade 12 students primarily.

The communication plan. That's really for printing costs. We
don’t want to do that kind of stuff in-house at all. For the design
work, the concept, all that kind of thing, we' ve gone and got that in
the past outside. It's really expensive to educate these firms as to
really what we're al about. We think we can do that better by
having someone in our own organization who’s doing that on one
side and research on the other side.

MSOLSEN: Yesh. It concernsme, especially with schools, because
I'm sort of reflecting on what happened with the Supreme Court
decisionthat stated that people can searchin schools. Thenext thing
you know, we've got 19 boys standing naked where somebody’s
looking for $16. My thought then comesto freedom of information:
are we getting the message out there in the right way? Are people
not overreacting or not understanding what their role and
responsibilities are? Those kinds of things. That, | think, isabig
concern for me. You know, we see either lack of knowledge or
taking something too far.

MR. WORK: If | can point out along that line of questioning, on
page 5 you'll notice that there's a significant increase in the
commissioner’s travel budget, and that addresses the very point
you're making. The commissioner said in November that he wants
to be out speaking at least twice as much as he was this year, and |
think that included some of the staff going out aswell. You'll notice
that the first item is: in-province travel, trips to Calgary and rura
areas. The planisto have the commissioner out to the four corners
of the province this coming year, with the roll-in of all the public
bodiesbeing complete. That relatesto theissue of awriter/research-
er in that we want him to be able to say things that are pertinent --
not that he doesn’t aways anyway.

MR. CLARK: Well, thank you, Frank.
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MR. WORK: You're welcome. You know, just in case there’'s any
bonuses at the end.

Wewant him to be able to say thingsthat are pertinent. Now that
he's got a fairly large constituency, a fairly diverse constituency,
everything from government departments to schools to hospitals to
municipal governments and universities, we would like him to be
able to tailor messages and tailor information to those diverse
bodies, and the researcher/writer should be able to do that. The
point is well taken that there is an education function there, and
we're trying to meet the increase there largely through this travel
expenditure.

MS OLSEN: Just a final question. In terms of the delegated
administrative organizations, are there some that fall under the
freedom of information act and some that don’t, or do they all not?
What sort of variations exist?

MR. CLARK: I'll give you my sense; okay? Then Frank can give
you the legal talk. My senseisthat they, by and large, fall under the
legidlation. That’s the position that | take as commissioner. | did
have an experiencewith | think it’ sthe Tire Recycling Management
Board, if I'm not mistaken. That came out from under FOIP as a
result of change of name, change of function. | just think that’'s
ingppropriate. | made a recommendation to Mr. Friedel’'s
committee. It'soneof thereasonswhy I’ m very reluctant about one
of the recommendations they’ re bringing forward, where it doesn’t
say: change the legidation. It says: alegidative enactment. That
would alow the regulations, in my view, to be used more than the
Legidature intended. | think that people like the tire recycling
board, who get their money as aresult of atax put on people, should
be subject to transparency.

MS OLSEN: We may in fact see al of those DAOs take on a new
role with the Eurig decision on taxes and things.

MR. CLARK: My senseisthat most of them are under now. That's
the way we' ve been interpreting the act.

THE CHAIRMAN: WE' |l take one more question from Gary. Then
we'll go on to the ethics side.

MR. DICKSON: On page 4 I'm not sure I've got a clear or a
satisfactory explanation for the 77 percent increase: membership
fees, conference fees, training and development. If we say that it's
the responsibility of the departments of Labour and Municipa
Affairs and Advanced Education to do seminars and so on around
implementation of FOIP -- | mean, | can understand some cost
there in membership fees, conference fees. But, you know, this
would be enough to send everybody in the office out for a law
degree.

MR. CLARK: Well, | didn't know law degrees were that cheap.
Sorry, Gary.

Mr. Dickson, primarily thisisfor training programs for our own
staff. We've put $2,500 in for each of our staff members for
professional improvement courses this year, and that’s where a lot
of it comes from.

MR. WORK: That’ sconsistent, by theway, with government policy.
Personnel admin has suggested that all government departments
have staff prepare or have prepared for them learning plansin order
to keep the civil service both vital and up to date. I'll tell you, | was
stunned. When we went over to the Imagis system to pay our bills,
the cost of the coursesfor Leanne and Boriswas staggering. | mean,

thetuition for an Imagis courseislike athousand dollars for atwo-
day course. So $2,500 doesn’t get you much, and they won'’t let you
play with the Imagis system unless you'’ ve got the course.

3:16
MS BARRETT: They get you coming and going on that one.

MR. WORK: No kidding.

MR. DICKSON: Well, I'd just make an observation. | understand
theaccounting issort of aseparateissue, but you’ vegot abrand-new
office. It's not excessively narrow, but the mandate of your office
isimplementation with respect to an act, enforcement of an act. One
would expect that your internal staff training requirement is
considerably different than aline department. I'm all for training
and education, but everybody in the office has only been there a
couple of years, three years at most. People are presumably being
hired on the basis of having some experience around the act and so
on.

MR. CLARK: Gary, with all due respect, there's just nobody in
Alberta who has experience around the act as far as postsecondary
educational institutions or hospitalsare concerned. | mean, with the
two new peoplewe just hired, hopefully some of their real strengths
areinthemediation area. Infact, one of the personsformerly comes
fromwhat used to be the Board of Industrial Relations; people who
have that kind of background. We do regularly try to get them
involved in courses that improve their mediation skills and
technology skillstoo, yes. They haveto be able to kind of look to
people in the department at a senior level and be able to
communicate with them on abasis that allows them to be equals.

MSBARRETT: I'm sympathetic to that. We'vejust heard from the
Auditor General how difficultitisfor hisdepartment to get qualified
peoplebecausetherejust aren’t enough CAsout thereright now, and
the private sector ishaving the same problem. If you don’t put some
bucks into keeping these people maintained, believe me, they’'ll
salivateto get out and go elsewhere. But that has absolutely nothing
to do with the question | have. | just love doing editorial comment;
that must be it.

The basic bottom line hereis that you’ re looking for alittle bit of
extra money for two new people and to be paying the people that
you hired midterm their full salary next year. That's the basic
bottom line of the request; isn't it?

MR. CLARK: Yes. That'sbasicaly it.

MR. WORK: And thereisacomponent in there anticipating having
to do some work on some Wellnet components and probably health
information.

MR. CLARK: And audits.

MR. WORK: We're anticipating that may require some expertise
that we don’'t have, and we'll have to go out and use consultants.

MSBARRETT: | mean, | certainly can see the need for expansion
of the office considering the expansion of the mandate again. That
was bound to happen. But I'll just ask aquestion, and it’ snot atrick
question. Isthereany possibility that if al thiswasallocated, things
would happen so that you ended up turning money back in next year
aswell? | mean, you're turning in abig chunk of change this year.

MR. CLARK: Pam, if Wellnet stalls.. . .



60 Legidative Offices

December 16, 1998

MSBARRETT: Okay. Yeah.

MR. CLARK: On the other hand, Pam, if the health information
legislation goes ahead and there are some new developmentsin that
areathat | have alot of concern about, I'd have no qualms about
going out and hiring the best consultants we can find who have
experiencein that areato give methebest advicel can get. Because
at the end of the day, I've got the opportunity to go to the
Legidature and say: look; you should not be proceeding with this
legidation. If | take that step, which I’ ve only ever seen taken once
in Alberta's history previously, then I'd better have awfully good
information and backup to do that.

MSBARRETT: Right. | agree with your answer, and thank you.

| have one technical question aswell, and that is on the contract
employees. Aside from you, Bob, which is kind of obvious, why
aren't the director genera counsel and the two legal counsels
considered salaried permanent employees?

MR. WORK: Well, when | first started here, | was on contract, and
| changed my status to permanent employee just so | could
participate in the benefits; you know, the health plan, the pension.

MS BARRETT: Okay. So in other words, you and the other two
legal counsel, Lisaand whoever else, arerea employeesif you want
to be.

MR. WORK: Yes, that’ sright. We have one lawyer now who' s still
atrue contract employee in the sense that she submits a bill for her
hours, | look at it and sign it off, and they cut her acheque. She's
responsiblefor her own pension and so on. But the other three of us
are employees, yeah, as you say.

MS BARRETT: Okay. | just want to make sure that they're not
being forced out of being able to participate in the public service
benefits program.

MR. WORK: No, not at al. We'd be delighted if they did, actually.
MS BARRETT: Becauseit’s cheaper; right?
MR. WORK: Well, yeah. You know, there are trade-offs.

THE CHAIRMAN: Okay. Bob, we should get talking about your
Ethics Commissioner budget.

MR. CLARK: OntheEthicsCommissioner sideyou’ |l noticethere's
a 6 percent decrease. Last year we upgraded equipment
considerably inthe office. We havekept basically the same amounts
in place. It'smy best judgment that thiswill allow usto do the job
that the new legislation asks us to do. Mr. Chairman, if there's a
significant issue that arises and the commissioner hasto go out and
get alot of outside counsd, | think I've got $25,000, 28,000, or
something close to that included in there for outside counsel. If |
had to go much more than that, I’d be back to see you. But this
covers Karen on a full-time basis; it covers me for | believe it's
about a third of the time and the joint use of the office. Asyou
know, Karen isthe inquiries clerk at the IPC hearings. We do use
Mr. Work’s legal counsel on the ethics side because he's been
involved in this since the office opened up. But basicaly it’'s very
much a status quo budget.
Do you have any more to say?

THE CHAIRMAN: | have a question. You say it's a 6 percent
decrease? | would hope that if it were 6 percent, it would be
something like $10,000 or $12,000 less. Isthere adecimal missing,
or am | lost there?

MSBARRETT: Oh, you'reright. You're absolutely right.
THE CHAIRMAN: | think it's .6 percent.

MR. CLARK: It'swhat?

THE CHAIRMAN: It's .6 percent.

MR. CLARK: It's .6 percent?

MSBARRETT: Yesh. That'smorelikeit.

MR. CLARK: | stand corrected, Mr. Chairman. Hansard, will you
please note that.

MR. DICKSON: Just one question. This had come up, actualy,
with respect to the select special committee on FOIP. Theauthority
under which you deal with senior officials: that's still the Fowler
memorandum; isit not? | just wanted to confirm my understanding
of that. It has not been reduced to an enactment, that the
reguirement for those senior government officialsto vet thingswith
you is on really no higher basis than just a departmental policy. Is
that it?

MR. CLARK: It's a condition of employment, | guess, of those
senior officials, but there's no legidative mandate, Mr. Dickson,
from my officeto do that. It was something that in the early stages
of the office | was approached by Executive Council and asked if |
would do. | took on that responsibility at that time and continue to
doit. Itinvolved, Mr. Dickson, between 50 and 60 senior officials,
including the deputy ministers and others, including the chairman
and members of the EUB, the land compensation committee. | meet
with all the deputies and the chairmen of those organizations. Once
ayear | meet with the board members and so on, on aone- or two-
year basis depending on the situation.

MR. DICKSON: Okay. | appreciatethe clarification, because when
we dealt with thisin the select specia committee, | think there were
many members who were of the view that in fact that information
was collected pursuant to an enactment, which then triggers some
different kinds of treatment under the FOIP Act than if it's
independent of that.

MR. CLARK: Yes, it does.
3:26

MR. WORK: The government did change a couple of things, asthe
commissioner said. It’snow regarded asacondition of employment.
They made a regulation under the Public Service Act saying that
employees of the government would adhere to the policies of the
government respecting disclosure and so on, and then that was
intended, | think, to dovetail into what you referred to asthe Fowler
memorandum. My perception, my opinion, is that they’ve tried to
build a bridge from the Public Service Act to the Fowler
memorandum, which is more than they had before, but legally
neither the Conflicts of Interest Act nor the Public Service Act
directly says. thou shalt report to the commissioner, and the
commissioner shall be ableto do thiswith you. So the bottom line,
asthecommissioner said, isthat it’ sstill acondition of employment.
You do it because your employerstell you to.
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THE CHAIRMAN: Yes.

MS OLSEN: Thank you. 1 just want to reflect back on Gary's
comments. It includes senior officials, but it doesn’t include the
political staff; isthat correct?

MR. CLARK: The palitical staff in the Premier’s office, al but the
deputy minister report. The Premier’s executive assistant reports.
There are other people in the Premier's office who report: Mr.
Stoddard, who | believe is the executive assistant to Executive
Council. He was formerly the EA to the Minister of Health. He's
now in the Premier's office. The lady who looks after the
appointments has reported to me in the past, but | don’t believe she
does this year. They're making a change there, so exactly what's
happening, | don’t know, but therearefour or five people. Then the
former secretary to the cabinet reports also, and they report on their
assets and their liabilities. If | have aconcern, as| would do with a
member, | would discuss it with the member. If an issue cannot be
resolved, then | would report that to the minister, and it’s up to the
minister to deal with it.

MS OLSEN: What | would like to see is what positions exactly do
then report and what positionsdon’t, becausethereare morepolitical
positions at the higher levels.

MR. CLARK: None of the staff people in the ministers’ offices
report.

MS OLSEN: So the executive assistant to aminister . . .

MR. CLARK: Theexecutive assistantsdo not. No, they donot. Mr.
Elzinga does. What's his title anyway? Mr. Love reported before
him, Vance MacNichol did, and now Jack Davis, those people. |
could get you that list.

MS OLSEN: | would appreciate that. Asyou know, my position is
that | feel these people should fal under the act, so | would be
interested in finding out who exactly does or does not fall under the
public service policy, and who arethe. . .

MR. CLARK: Kind of the flow out from the Fowler memo.

MS OLSEN: Thereyou go. Yeah. So | would appreciate that.
MR. CLARK: I'll certainly do that.

MRS. O'NEILL: I just havealittlequery. Isthat our role here asthe
committee to be asking for that kind of information?

THE CHAIRMAN: If it's public information that is usually public
in the office, | guess anybody can ask for it. If it is confidential
information, | don’t think we should delve into it.

MR. CLARK: Thereason | answered it, Mary, isbecauseit’s partly
the areathat | report on and the others. . .

MRS. O’'NEILL: My point was asacommittee here today, if we can
ask for any kind of information that we wish and if it' s available we
can get it.

THE CHAIRMAN: I'd like to thank you, Bob, and your staff for
coming.

MR. DICKSON: | had another question, Mr. Chairman.

MS OLSEN: We have a couple of questions here till.

THE CHAIRMAN: One more question?

MS OLSEN: We don’t want Bob to rush away to Christmas this
quickly.

MR. CLARK: |I'm going over to the Auditor Genera’s party. No.

MS OLSEN: There you go.
Go ahead, Gary.

MR. DICKSON: You'll befamiliar withthe Conflictsof Interest Act
amendments that have just been dealt with in the fal legidlative
session. s there any financial impact in terms of that bill in the
operation of your office? | don’t seeit reflected there.

MR. CLARK: Gary, the only area | can see that has significant
financial impacts would be that area that allows members to be
compensated for their blind trust. As soon as the legidlation is
proclaimed, I'll be writing members who have blind trusts and
asking themwhat’ sinvolved fromthe standpoint of costs, and if they
have plans of submitting something to me, then | need to know very
early. | takeit as one of my responsibilities to be satisfied with any
fundsthat are asked for in that area. |'veonly ever had one member
who's expressed a concern to me about the costs of the information
and preparation for their public disclosure documents.

Wedid consider putting some additional money in the budget this
year for that, and quite honestly, at the time we did the budgets until
afew daysago, | didn't know whether thiswas going to get through
or not. I'm not sure when it's going to be proclamed. It's
conceivable, Mr. Chairman, that if there’ s abig rush there, | would
certainly get back to you and hopefully do something in the fall.
Members meet with me in kind of midsummer, the
August/September period of time, and that would alow meto come
back in the fall if that were necessary.

MR. DICKSON: | wasjust thinking. We looked at an Ombudsman
budget that’s hugely anticipating legislative changes we haven't
even seen yet. We're looking a changes in terms of health
legislation which hasn't even been tabled yet, and inthiscase, here’s
astatutethat’ salready been passed, albeit not proclaimed, and it just
seemsto me that if there' s a cost factor there.. . .

MR. CLARK: Gary, thereason | didn’t put anythinginit -- when
| talked to the member who had raised it with me, it seemed like he
wastalking of an amount of money for once ever. That member has
now had that done, and | wouldn’t see this legislation coming back
if | can pick that up.

MR. DICKSON: Okay. Thank you.

MR. CLARK: Thank you very much.

THE CHAIRMAN: We need a motion to adjourn.

MRS. O'NEILL: I’ll make amation to adjourn.

THE CHAIRMAN: | have a motion by Mary that we adjourn.

MS OLSEN: Oh, | would like to make a motion first. 1'd like to
move that when we convene these meetings, cell phones be turned
off to avoid the disruptions that we seem to have. | can make that

motion at the beginning of the next meeting.

THE CHAIRMAN: Yeah. | would like to accept your maotion, but
we're down to three members, which is barely a quorum here, so
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maybe you could bring it up at the beginning of anew meeting. Do
you mind withdrawing your motion and bringing it back?

MS OLSEN: Uh-uh.

THE CHAIRMAN: Okay.
Mary has amotion that we adjourn. All those in favour?

HON. MEMBERS: Agreed.
THE CHAIRMAN: That's carried.

[The committee adjourned at 3:35 p.m.]
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