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LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF ALBERTA

Tuesday Evening, March 20, 1973
[(Mr. Speaker resumed the Chair at 8:00 o'clock.]
GCVERNMENT BILLS AND ORDERS

(Second Reading)

Bill No. 2 The Appropriation (Interim Supply) Act., 1973

MR. MINIELY:.

Mr. Speaker, I move, seconded by the hon. Attorney General, that Bill No. 2
The Apprcpriation (Interim Supply) Act, 1973, be now read a second time.

[Leave being granted, Bill No. 2 was read a second time.]
MR. HYNDMAN:

Mr. Speaker, I move- that you do now leave the Chair and the Assembly
resolve itself into Committee of the Whole to consider Bill No. 2 The
Appropriation (Interim Supply) Act, 1973.

[The motion was carried.]

[#Mr. Speaker left the Chair.]

* * * x® * * ¥ * * * L * *x * * * * * * x * * %x XK * * *®

CCMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

[Mr. Diachuk in the Chair)

[o+]

i1l No. 2 The Aprropriation (Interim Supply) Act, 1973

MB. DIACHUK:

The Committee of the Whole Assembly will now come to order. Bill No. 2 The
Appropriation (Interim Supply) Act, 1973.

[section 1 (a), (b) and Section 2 were agreed to.]
DR. BUCK:

Mr. Chairman, just on a pcint of interest to ask the Provincial Treasurer.
Why do ycu have just certain derartments for an interim supply, why not every
department? Just for a point of interest.

MR. MINIELY:

#r. Chairman, this is very established tradition in terms of interim supply
bills, that has been established by acts under The Financial Administration Act
and acts of this Legislature. So it's established precedent, and I haven't, to
be very honest with you, found it necessary to change that. The reasons for it
I am not fully aware of. PBut as you will see, certain departments and certain
appropriations are one-fourth of the estimates, other departments one-half.

Now part of it 1is related to traditional expenditure of funds in the
appropriation. 1In particular you will notice that one that is quite striking is
the social allowance area. It's related to the time of payments, but the timing
of payments that's existed for several years. We haven't altered that, we are
just following a tradition.
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[Section 3, the title and preamble were agreed to.]
MR. MINIELY:

Mr. Chairman, I move the Lill be reported.

[The motion was carried.]
MR. HYNDMAN:

Mr. Chairman, I move the committee rise, report progress, and beg leave to
sit again.

[The motion was carried.]
[Mr. Diachuk left the Chair.]
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[Mr. Speaker in the Chair]

MR. DIACHUK:

Mr. Speaker, the Connittee of the #Whole Assembly has had under
consideration the following bill: Bill No. 2 The Appropriation (Interim Supply)
Act, 1973 and begs leave to sit again.

MR. SPEAKER:

Having heard the report and the request for leave to sit again, do you all
agree?

HON. MEMBERS:
Agreed.
[(Mr. Speaker left the Chair.]

* ® * * * * * * * » & * & * * x *x % * x® * % * % = * *

CCMMITTEE_QF SUPPLY

[tr. Diachuk in the Chair)
MR. CHAIRMAN:

The Committee of Supply will now come to order.
MR. COOPER:

Mr. Chairman, it 1is a real pleasure this evening, and an honour, to have
the first opportunity to move in to the Committee of Supply a resolution of this
type. I, as Chairman of Subcommittee B, have had under coasideraticn vote 1111,
Estimates of Expenditure for the Department of Agriculture, and beg to report
the same.

I therefore move, seconded by the hon. Minister of Agriculture, that a sum
not

exceeding $27,148,544 be granted to Her Majesty for the fiscal year ending March
31, 1974, for the Department of Agriculture.

MR. CHAIRMAN:
The question has been called.
MR. STROM:

I'm not sure I understand the procedure that will be followed, and I
thought maybe it might be well to raise it right at the beginning. I note that
the motion to agree to the amcunt of money required has now been placed. This
places us in a position where we are moving the motion prior to having any
further discussion on any arpropriations. My concern would be this: if we
proceed to debate this particular resolution, will we then be in a position of
raising any items on individual appropriations?
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Also, I am wondering -- and this relates back to our committee study -- in
the subccmmittee it is agreed that we would not have the HMinister of Agriculture
proceed with a general outline of his department. I, for one, had thought that
possibly this might follow in the debate we would have in the Committee of
Supply, where the minister wculd follow through with an explanation as he has
given under the past procedures; then maybe we would follow it from there with
discussions on individual estimates or appropriations, or maybe just general
statements we might want to make on the department. I'm just wondering if I am
right in my assumption that this would be the procedure we would follow?

DR. HORNER:

It certainly was my understanding, Mr. Chairman, that we could have a wide-
ranging debate or otherwise, depending on the approach of the individual
members. There certainly wculd be no preclusion from discussing any individual
vote or, for that matter, having a general debate in regard to the policy. As
far as nmy own approach is concerned, I felt that having made a major speech in
the Legislature already this year in regard to the general directior of the
department, and having dealt with it in some detail through the subcommittee, I
would await the reaction of the hon. members and would respond accordingly.

SOME HON. MEMBERS:

Agreed.
MR. CHAIRMAN:

No further questions?
MR. R. SPEAKER:

Mr. Chairman, yes. I wculd like to discuss Appropriation No. 1111 for just
a mcoment or two.

MR. CHAIRMAN:
Please, go ahead.
MR. R. SPEAKER:

In the discussion, Mr. Chairman, may we ask questions and discuss it back
and forth?

MR. CHAIRMAN:
This is my understanding, yes.
MR. R. SPEAKER:

I wonder if I could ask the Minister of the Environment ~- I wasn't in the
committee -- just to comment on the agreement presently with =-- vyes, but the
Minister of the Environment is responsible for part of this, I uanderstand -- the
agreement with Ottawa, the present irrigation rehabilitation agreement -~ just
the state of it, and then we can go from there.

DR. HORNER:

Well, as I said in the subcommittee on Estimates the arrangement that we
have between myself and my cclleaque, the Minister of the Environment, is that
the Environment 1looks after the headwaters, or brings the water to the
irrigation district. Once it reaches the irrigation district then my irrigation
people take over in the prcvision of some technical services and the provision
of extensicn to irrigation agriculture. Insofar as the situaticn with regard to
the rehabilitation agreement, our understanding is that it 1is close to
finalization. We were ready to finalize a year ago. We are hoping in fact we
can, So we can get on this year with a start in the rehabilitation. You will
note that in vote 1111 there is a doubling in the grants to the irrigation
district in that area, and that is our contribution to the rehabilitation.
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MR. R. SPEAKER:

Prior to having an agreement signed, has the minister or persons from the
department had a number of consultations with the advisory committee of the east
block of Bow River develcpment -- that is, number 1 and number 2 -- has there
been consultation with the irrigation projects associations?

DR. HORNER:

Well, there have been consultations, certainly, with the irrigation
projects association in a numker of ways. We have asked them and I think they
are doing a good job to have a look at their own situation and then to come back
to us with ideas on how it cculd ke better operated and how the entire area
could be rationalized so that we can provide the services in a more effective
way. Our consultation with the individuals in the Bcw River east block have
been on an individual basis and haven't been completed as yet. We would expect
to have consultation in there with our irrigation people -- with our Irrigation
Secretariat as a matter cf fact -- on a farmer-to-farmer basis. Some of that
has taken place and is ongoing unow.

MR. R. SPEAKER:

Prior to the official signing of this agreement by the federal government,
will the minister or officials meet with the advisory ccmmittee so they have
some input?

DR. HORNER:
Yes.
MR. R. SPEAKER:

Why in this point of time hasn't it been done up to this point? What's the
reason?

DR. HORNER:

Wwell, who are you talking about when you're talking about the advisory
committee?

MR. R. SPEAKER:
The advisory committee for the east block, Bow River developnment.
DR. HORNER:

I consider them part o¢f the entire irrigation proposition in southern
Alberta and we did meet with scme of them at the irrigation project association
meeting. As I have said, tecause it is an individual contract that they have
with the federal government, we felt that we had to contact every one of thenm
and we are in the process of dcing this.

4R. R. SPEAKER:

Was there any consideration in the agreement with Cttawa as to a separate
agreement -- and when I ask this, a separate agreement, one for the Bow River
development and one for the cther projects =-- one, because they relate to
different jurisdictions at the present time and I see more responsiktility in one
jurisdiction in the province and more responsibility for the federal government
in the other. That's part cf the question.

Secondly, has the delay 1in the agreement been caused by the present
relaticnship of the east blcck?

DR. HORNER:

I am aware that the delay in the agreement is not related to the east block
guestion at all but rather tc the ability of the federal government to reach a
decision in that area, in the total area of irrigation rehabilitation. The
question with regard to the east block has been a very major component of the
negotiation. We expect that we can exchange their present contract with Ottawa
with a response through our agricultural Development Corporation on a special
basis for them.
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MB. STRONM:

Mr. Chairman, in the negotiations that have beem going on up tc the present
time, I have the distinct understanding that there has been no direct
consultaticn with the east tlock as such -- and I think the hon. minister has
suggested discussions with individual farmers. My hon. colleague for Little Bow
has raised the question of whether or not there has been any discussion with the
advisory committee. And again I am under the distinct impression that up to
this point there have not Leen any discussions with the advisory committee as
such, except as they form a part of the irrigation project association. I think
it is pretty important we understand the relationship that the east block has as
far as the irrigation projects association is concerned.

I think it is fair tc =say that the projects association has really no
direct ccncern as to whether cr not the east block is able to continue its
present agreement with the federal government. As a matter of fact, I would go
further, Mr. Chairman, and say that at the present time the very fact that the
federal government is 4insisting the east block be part of the overall
arrangement is placing a pressure from the projects association to get that
matter settled some way, so that they can get on with the job.

And what my hon. colleague is suggesting is that really what we are looking
it is an individual agreement and when I say individual I am talking about an
individual irrigation project between that particular irrigation district and
the federal government. I wculd have to say, and I think all hon. members would
agree, it 1is a most favcurable agreement to the irrigation farmers. And as
such, I think I am correct, MWr. Chairman, in suggesting that the federal
government has been anxious for a long time to get out of it. It is my view,
and I think, Mr. Chairman and hon. minister, I am being reasonable in this, that
it is not the responsibility cf the provincial government to take the federal
government off the hook on their agreement with the east block. What I anm
fearful of, and I raised this in the committee as the hon. nministers will know,
is that if the provincial government proceeds to finalize an agreement with the
federal government in total, without giving the east block an opportunity to
express their views on it, they will in fact, I think, be committing a very
grave error by bringing themselves to the position where they have forced the
irrigation district to accept scmething less.

Now I realize the hon. Minister of Agriculture I believe, suggested in the
conmittee that the provincial government might be able to give them a better
deal wunder the new arrangement. And I really don't arque it as being a
possibility, but I am suggesting in the strongest terms possible, that this
should be a decision the irrigation farmers of the east block should be making,
rather than the provincial gcvernment as to whether or not it is a better deal.
And I suggest that what we ought to be making the federal government do, is to
come to an agreement with the east block separately, rather than trying to force
them into a unilateral agreement that involves another irrigation district.

Now I want to make it very clear, Mr. Chairman that, as far as I am
concerned, I have no axe to grind. I think, in the interest of my irrigation
farmers in wmy particular area, I could very well sit back here -- if it wasn't
that I know some of the histcry -- and say to the provincial government that I
vant you to go ahead because I know that then my farmers are going to get a deal
on rehabilitation and get it much faster. But I am convinced in any own mind
that is the wrong approach, that we would be doing a disservice to another
irrigation district which Ly some means or other has a very favourable
agreement. I don't think that it should be the provincial government that takes
that away from then.

and this, Mr. Chairman, is my concern. I am sure the hon. ministers who
are directly involved recognize that, and I would certainly want to hear some
statement from them as to how they feel about forcing the federal government to
come to terms with that particular district because I think this is the key.

DR. HORNER:

I can only add to what I have said. The negotiations are continuing and we
hope they will be finalized. We have said that we will take the responsibility
in relation to the east block under certain conditions. If we get those
conditions then we will be akle to discuss the matter with the farmers that are
involved in that east block.

I have no doubt at all in mind that we can give them a better arrangement
than they now have.
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NR. STROM:

Mr. Chairman, may I make cne more point and rather than making a statement
ask a question. Does the hon. Minister of Agriculture agree that it is the
responsibility of the federal government to come to some agreement with the east
block in regard to their agreement that is, in fact, providing a special rate
for perpetuity for that particular district?

DR. HORNER:

Mr. Chairman, we are already about three years behind in getting started on
a rehabilitation program in the irrigation area. We have already had three
years of discussions in relation to the entire problem. We are very close to
finalizing an agreement that will, we think, settle the situation.

We appreciate the positicn of the farmers in the east block and will take
the responsibility, as I think the government should, of looking after their
interests. I don't think we can go further than that until such time as the
agreement is finalized and we can go to those farmers with something they can
talk about. Because wuntil we reach that agreement than we will just keep on
talking and it will be another three years before we start irrigation
rehabilitation.

MR. R. SPEAKER:

Mr. Chairman, certainly all of us want to hasten the agreement and get the
money into the hands of the prcjects that need to rehatilitate, Because the
various members of the projects association certainly have some big problems on
their hands at the present time.

I feel very strong and so do the people of the advisory committee. Just a
few days ago they had their apnnual meeting and discussed this particular topic.
There was a man from the federal government there but he couldn't tell them
anything. He didn't have any new information to relate to these people. They
haven't heard anything from the provincial government =-=- nothing as an advisory
committee. They are concerned about what is happening. When I wmentioned to
them that there 1is an agreement that is about to be signed, they said, "Wwhy
haven't we been consulted? What is in it? What is going to happen to us?"
They said that if this is the route that it is gcing to go -- they are very
upset about it at this present time.

I feel it 1is obligatory when all of those people in that east block are
being affected that they should have some say in those negotiations, or some say
about the agreement or input at this particular time.

If the agreement, as the minister has said, is better than they have now I
think there are going to be a lot of bouquets in it for the government, and
certainly that is to your credit and I appreciate it; as the representative I
will give you all the bouquets toc for the work that is done. But if the
agreement is not as good, and the assurances on & long-term basis are not as
good then certainly you can live with the lumps. And I will help tc pass a few
of those along the same way.

But my concern also gces along that all through these negotiations I, as
the member or representative o¢f the area, have attempted to get some
information, but negotiaticns have continually been under sort of a cloak of
secrecy and on a basis of, "Well, we know what is going to be best for those
people and when we make an agreement with the federal government we will give
them whatever we feel is right at that time."

And really I don't =<see why we couldn't be open, or more open, to those
people in these discussions. If the east block is the holdup and the concern
then I would suggest that fpcssibly there should be twc agreements so that for
the projects that relate to the provincial government we get on with the process
of rehabilitation. After that then look at this problem of taking the federal
government off the hook in being responsible for the project.

I have said ever since the beginning -~ back two or three years ago -- when
these negotiations started, that the agreement in the east block is first of all
between the federal government and the people, and they should make sone
statement or break the agreement. But here we have the province stepping in,
taking over the responsibility without any real involvement or interaction of
these local pecple.

And, what that means, is that when the agreement is signed, and the federal
government signs an agreement, they are cut adrift, and they really don't belong
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anywhere. The only home they can come to to negotiate with is the provincial
government. They at that point in time are at the wmercy of the provincial
government. If the handouts from here are adeguate and acceptable that will be
their pcint of negotiation - if they are not, that is what they get, too. I
really don't think that the process that has taken place or the way that it is
being handled is fair to them at this point in time.

One, because they haven't teen consulted, and two, there is concern because
they are the delay in the agreement, and it is affecting the rehabilitation in
the other areas. I suggest that to solve that, we should look at maybe a two-
phase type of agreement.

MR. STROMN:

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask a question: is it the intention of the
province to give the east blcck water at a dollar and-a-half an acre as the
present agreement is providing it for them?

DR. HORNER:
No decision has been reached on that, Mr. Chairman.
MR. STROM:

Mr. Chairman, then is it the government's intention to possibly break that
agreement? Or, let me put it another way. If you are taking over the
responsibilities of the federal government, are you then saying tc the federal
government, that the agreement that they had will not be honoured by the
prevince?

DR. HORNER:

That is all part of the negotiations, Mr. Chairman, and will be solved when
we sign the agreement.

MR. STROM:

Negotiations with whom, Mr. Chairman?
DR. HORNER:

With the federal government.
MR. MANDEVILLE:

Mr. Chairman, there was one question that I would like to pose. When this
agreement is signed and when it is finalized, there is going to be a 1lot of
money needed to rehabilitate the irrigation districts within the province, I
understand about $90 million. Have you a formula or method of determining the
priorities? I was thinking for example, capital works on the Bow River, for
example, Bassano Dam. Now, to rehabilitate the Bassano Dam would ke between $4
and $5 wmillions and it is pretty hard to set it up in phases. It is going to
have to be one phase. I was just wondering, how are you going to establish
priorities in the irrigation of capital works?

DR. HORNER:

The priorities insofar as the capital works =« some of them will be spelt
out in the agreement. Others will be the responsibility in the major headwater
works of the Department of the Environment.

But, you know, I find it rather interesting that the hon. Member for Little
Bow and the hon. Member for Cypress, who spent two years negotiating with the
federal government, are now saying that we should talk some more. How much
consultation did they have? They know the reason that they didn't sign the
agreement. It was offered to them before. We are going to be signing a
substantially better agreement. I find it rather interesting that all of a
sudden they can find this kind of discussion useful when in fact, they were part
of the negotiating team and at that time didn't make any of thcse negotiations
public either.

ME. R. SPEAKER:
Mr.Minister, 1in your consideration with the east tlock, will you consider

providing for them a lump sum cf money to continue scme of their prcjects and to
continue their operations?
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DR. HORNER:

That is one of the considerations that will be looked after in the east
block insofar as their rehatilitation is concerned. The gquestion of the
adequate provision of water tc that east block - those are the kinds of things
that have to be considered in relation to any agreement that we sign.

MR. R. SPEAKER:

Would it be the intenticn of the government to kring about the same type of
ground rules of administraticn for the east block as all the other projects in
the province?

DR. HCRNER:

That is our ultimate objective and it may have to be done over a period of
years, but it seems to wme that if we are going to have fairness and
rationalization of =services to provide to the various irrigation districts in
southern Alberta that we had Letter have some common denominator for them in
relation to services and in relation to rehabilitation.

MR. HINMAN:

Mr. Minister, I wanted to refer to vote 1112. I wanted to know what
provision is made under this tc assist farmers.

MR. CHAIRMAN:
Mr. Hinman, what vote is that?
MR. HINMAN:

Vote 1112, I was 3just wondering what provision 1is made to assist
individual farmers along cur streams who have water agreements with ‘the
department by way of capital works? What I am referring to is that we're all
aware that the government has put a great amcunt of money into our 1irrigation
projects, and along our streams the farmers are becoming very conscious of the
adaptability of a lot of this land to sprinkler irrigation.

I wonder if, under vote 1112, this year or scme other year there will be
any provision to give some cf these farmers some assistance with the capital
works which your engineers reccomend?

DR. HORNER:

Yes, I would think so, and I would point out that we are still in the
process of putting our technical people together under a director. I would hope
that we would look at all manner of irrigation and that we wouldn't be married
to the older style, strictly gravity, but would look at sprinklers and some of
the other newer methods that are coming along. It may well pay us to have some
input into some of these newer methcds over the longer term rather than spend a
lot of money that we could spend on an individual basis that would take up the
slack for the total.

MR. HINMAN:

One other question. In vote 1103, does the Kinsella lavestock breeding,
the cattle breeding research, ccme under that vote?

DR. HORNER:
Yes.
NR. HINMAN:

Are we going to get any kind of a report from them cn the progress they are
making?

DR. HORNER:

Yes, we have asked them fcr a report in relaticn tc that -- they do have a
field day annually and make scme reports -- and I'll see that the hon. member
gets the last one which was last June. It usually ccmes cut in June at the time
of their field day. They repcrt on their activities for the past year,
particularly in relation tc the cross-breeding program, the use of range, and a



March 20, 1973 ALBERTA HANSARD 25-1049

couple of other programs they have going underneath both this vote and sone
grants from the Horned Cattle Trust Fund.

MR. HINMAN:

I wonder, Mr. Mainister, if we could get notice frcm them when this field
day is, because last year I got it after it was over.

DR. HORNER:
I will see that you get an invitation.
MR. TAYLOR:
Mr. Chairman, is that still on a dollar-for-dollar basis?
DR. HORNER:
Yes.
MR. FRENCH:

Mr. Chairman, I'd like to ask a question under vote 1122, Field Crops. I
note that there is provision here for an ARDA program for range management. I'm
wondering, will some arrangement for the purchase of grass seed be included
under this program this year?

DR. HORNER:

Well, there are ten different programs under the new ARDA arrangements.
Insofar as forage is concerned itself, there 1s a Forage Improvement Progran
that works through the ag service boards, or in your particular area would work
through special areas. There is a Range Improvement Program on public land that
is under the direction of my cclleaque in Lands and Fcrests. There is a Range
Improvement Program that again, will be at least partially through the ag
service boards of the various areas and will relate to private or patented land.

The amount of money that is involved in that particular area is not as much
as we would like, and we're loocking at ways in which we can stretch it. We hope
to have some answers on that if the federal government will agree to it.

I wight also say that ¥r. Jamison has announced that we have announced the
general overall program. The next step is to sign the individual ARDA
agreements, and we are in the process of doing that now.

MR. FRENCH:

I'm very interested, Mr. Chairman, in this vote because 1t seems to me that
for a few years the federal government withdrew from the ARDA program, and 1I'm
very pleased to see they are gcing back into it again now.

Now as I understand the information, the applications will gc through the
service board? Or will they gc through the DA office? And I also understand
the maximum assistance has nct Lteen determined then to the individual.

I just have <cne other gquestion, Mr. Chairman. I am wondering what steps
the government will be taking to contract for seed graim to protect the price in
the event of getting into scme new programs so that the price won't escalate to
get far beyond the reach of the average person attempting to buy the seed. Is
any effort being made?

DR. HORNER:

At the moment, our consideration in regard to the entire improvement forage
prcgram we is to have a look at the provision of seed, not only in relation to
this, but in relation to a numkter of alfalfa dehy plants that are going to come
on-stream, for which a substantial amount of seed is going to be required. This
ties in also with the questicn of making sure that in certain areas seed grain
is going to be available. Al1l cf these things are under consideration right
now.

MR. FRENCH:
Just for «clarification, I think maybe I didn't make myself too clear. I

was thinking cf forage grasses. If you institute a program, since forage grass
is available from very limited sources, there could be a tendency on the part of
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the suppliers to maybe escalate the prices, if they think there is going to be a
large demand. I was hoping the department would be akle to take some positive
steps to make sure this seed is going to be available at the proper price to the
individual.

DR. HORNER:

We continue to oversee that. There is a danger the other way, too. If the
forage seed companies know gcvernment is going to ke buying, the price
automatically goes up. So I think it has to be handled with some care.

MR. STROM:

Mr. Chairman, I wasn't finished on 1111 -~ particularly after the statement
that the hon. minister made. He suggested that we <spent a couple of years
trying to negotiate it and hadn't got anywhere. And, of course, he was up to
his usual tricks, just trying to make a general statement and then lay the thing
under the table and we wculdn't discuss it any more. I want to say that I am
not prepared to let it rest that quickly. I would 1like to remind the hon.
minister of a few things, including some of the things he himself said.

I recall very well, that shortly after taking power, the hon. minister
suggested that we, of course, hadn't been able to get anywhere, and that in just
a matter of mcnths they were going to have it settled. I see they have been
going quite a little time, and still haven't got it settled. The gquick
settlement he had been hoping for, or suggested they were going to get, has not
been forthcoming.

I want to point out again that we had come a long way as far as irrigation
rehabilitation was ccncerned in ocur discussions with the federal government. I
happen to know some of the prcblems involved in our discussions with the federal
government.

First of all, trying tc set up a study that would make the federal
government a part of the study itself. After considerable discussicn on that,
we were able to get them tc enter into an agreement to proceed with the study.
The study was completed, the repcrt presented, and at that time, the federal
government was afraid to prcceed to deal with a report of which they themselves
had been a part. We spent ccnsiderable time pointing out to them that they had
been consulted from time tc time in the study itself and that for that reason
they were not being led up a Llind alley, but that they knew exactly what it was
they were getting into.

Oone of the points of ccncern they mentioned to us was the fact that they
did not want to enter into lcng-term agreements. They wanted to bring it down
to a term that would be more acceptable to them and they finally arrived at an
agreement on a 10-year rather than long-term basis, which I say 1is maybe all
right. And that was part cf the discussions we had with them, and part of a
unit we arrived at. Following that, we dealt with the particular problem we
have brought to the attention cf the government tonight.

And, I would Jjust 1like to say to the hon. minister, we kelieve there is
such a thing as principle that a man has to stand on. And there is such a thing
as recognizing what is right in it. I would just hope that the government when
they deal with it, will keep scme of those same points in mind and not just
quickly slough it off by saying, "Oh well, we're going to provide a Letter deal
for them."

I think those people wculd like to know what the Lketter deal 1s. They have
an excellent deal at this time, and they are entitled to know what the
provincial government is going to take away from them. I'm not expecting the
minister to give an answer, Ltecause apparently he has decided that all he needs
to do tonight is shrug it cff and to leave the word with us: they are going to
continue to negotiate; don't wcrry about the fellows down 1n the east block,
they will come out all right.

Mr. Chairman, that isn't gcod enough for us, but I realize we are wasting
our time discussing it any lcnger. I certainly don't want the minister to stand
in his place and suggest that we spent two years with cap 1n hand trying to make
a deal with the federal government. We did not. We certainly dealt with sonme
points of principle, we dealt with the study itself, and got them to be a part
of it, and I think that we've ccme a long way. We hope that the new government
will come a long way in their negotiations with them and will be able to bring
it to a satisfactory conclusicn.
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MR. CHAIRMAN:

Mr. Notley. Oh, just cne moment please. Mr. Henderson has asked for the
ccncurrence of the House to introduce some guests. Is that agreed?

HON. MEMBERS:

Agreed.

INTRCCUCTION OF VISITORS (CONT.)
MR. HENDERSON:

Mr. Chairman, maybe I should preface my intrcduction by saying we had an
occasion earlier in the year where one of the ministers seated opposite got up
to introduce a class and they weren't there. Well, I'm aware of the fact that
the class that is supposed tc ke here isn't here, but I don't think it should
deprive me of the privilege of introducing the Elementary Advisory Council from
the Thorsby School, who were supposed to have a class of students with then.
I'd like them to stand and ke reccgnized, Mr. Herb Knopp, Mrs. Helen dacRae, MNr.
and Mrs. Ernie Sehn. Thank ycu.

CCMMITTEE_OF SUPPLY (CONT.)

MR. NOTLEY:

Br. Chairman, I wonder if we might move from an agreement that is still
being negotiated to an agreement that has been signed -- The Alberta-Canada
Ssmall Farms Development Agreement -- which is referred to in Appropriation No.
1169. WMr. Chairman, there are some questions I would like to pose to the
minister. First of all, hcw much money will the federal government be making
available to the province under this agreement in 19732

DR. HORNER:

There is no fixed amcunt for 1973. The understanding through the program
is that they were going to make available $15 million in the next 5 years across
Canada in relation to the =small farms program, through the Farm Credit
Corporation. But there is no limit in 1973 in relation to how much they could
make available in Alberta.

¥R. NOTLEY:

Is any portion of that money allocated to the provinces, or is it a general
program?

DR. HORNER:
No, there is no allocaticn.
MR. NOTLEY:

Following that, it is py understanding that under this program the onus,
Mr. Minister, is on the farmer, is it not, to find a buyer, and it is only in
the case where a buyer can't be fcund that the government moves in?

DR. HORNER:

Yes. Oor alternatively, if it is a marginal land that might ketter be put
to other use, other than agriculture, then the farm consclidation program can be
put into effect -- the ARKDA frogram can come in as a buyer -- and the vendor
still receives it.

MR. NOTLEY:

The question I am interested in is: is there any prctection in this scheme
for the smaller farmer who dcesn't have the resources? Suppose a gcod piece of
land comes up: in the normal tidding, or the normal market situation, the larger
farmer who has better access tc credit is going to be in a stronger position to
purchase that 1land and add it tc his land. What steps are there in the schene
to make it possible for the smaller operator, who has perhaps a quarter-section
or half-section, to take over thkat land?
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DR. HCERNER:

I can make available the Farm Credit pamphlet to the hon. memter. I don't
know whether I have one in this pile of stuff here or nct. But essentially, the
thing that stops that is that once the 1land comes into the small farms
agreement, it is only availatle tc farmers with limited assets. The 1limit of
assets ip which he is eligible tc buy that land is $60,000. If he has more than
that, he is not eligible to ktuy. Credit arrangements for the buyer favour the
small fellow trying to expand, very substantially. The down payment is $200 on
the first $20,000, and then z0 per cent on the next $10,000, so that there are
extremely good credit terms available to the smaller farmer, and as a matter of
fact the land is restricted. In other words, the land can't be sold to the
larger farmer and still get the vendor's grant for the seller.

MR. NOTLEY:

I see. And is that also true of the moving allcwance -- is it a $3,500
moving allowance which is made available?

DR. HORNER:

It's a vendor's grant which can be called a moving allowance or whatever
you want to call it. But it's a vendor's grant of $3,500 and there are some
other facilities in there that in fact the retiring farmer can take out his home
and so on. There is a very flexible arrangement in which he can either lease it
for his 1lifetime or in fact he can get title to it and Farm Credit will allow
this to be taken out of the mcrtgage.

MR. MANDEVILLE:

Mr. Chairman, I would 1like to go back to 1111 on the Irrigation
Secretariat. There is one protlem that faces irrigation districts and I don't
really know whether it shculd be brought up with the Attcrney General's
department or your department, Mr. Minister, but it is in regard to land
transfers, new titles.

At the present time the transfers go to the municipal districts in counties
and municipalities and in irrigaticn districts, the irrigation tocards don't get
a copy of the transfers, the new titles. It does create a problem for
irrigation districts where they are not aware that there has been a transfer.
When they go to bill for their water rates they don't know who to bill. I was
wendering, Mr. Minister, if this has been brought to your attention.

I know the Land Titles Cffice are working on this at the present time and
hopefully there is going to ke some new equipment in the land Titles Office that
will allow them to send these new titles to the irrigation districts.

DR. HORNER:

We are aware of the prcblem but it hasn't been specifically related to the
Cepartment of Agriculture, it has been more related to the Land Titles Office
and how we can arrange that. Eut I would hope, once we fill the vcid of having
an Irrigation Secretariat dcwn there, and it will be headquartered in Lethbridge
in the irrigation area, that we might be able to overcome that with some
assistance from the Attorney General's department.

MR. R. SPEAKER:

A gquestion to the Minister of Agriculture. Folloving our discussions
earlier, can I advise my constituents in the weast blcck of the Bow River
development that the Minister of Agriculture, on behalf of the provincial
government, has given tonight, a commitment to provide a tetter deal in their
project than they presently enjcy?

DR. HORNER:

Mr. Chairman, the hon. merter can advise his constituents that we will have
discussicns with each of ther in relation to any agreement that we sign with
Ottawa in regard to irrigaticn rehabilitation. We will make available all of
the resources that the provincial department has to make sure that they are on a
sound financial footing.
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HR. R. SPEAKER:

Mr. Chairman, the minister didn't answer my question. Earlier he said we
were going to get a better deal. Is he still saying that we will get a better
deal than we presently enjoy: I would like a yes or no to that question.

DR. HORNER:

The hon. member can like whatever he wants, I have just told him what he
can tell his ccnstituents in relation to the position of the department and the
government. We will sit dcwn with each of the people in the Bow River federal
irrigation district and discuss with them their problems and make available all
the resources of the department so they are on a sound financial footing.

MR. K. SPEAKER:

Mr. Chairman, that's nct good enough. Number one, the minister earlier
said that he was going to make a tetter deal with them than they presently have.
Now he is going back and forth and all over the place trying to get out of that
statement that he made earlier. He forgot that he was sitting as the Minister
of Agriculture. If that was his statement as legitimate then, it should be very
easy at this point to say: "Yes, I still am of the same opinion, and I «can
provide the same commitment to these people and that consultation will take
place." -- and I'm not sure shether the consultation he was talking about now is
after he has signed the agreement or before. It seems like we're going all over
the place.

DR. HORNER:

I know the hon. gentleman has a little bit of difficulty keeping up to
things, and maybe that's has prcblem. I have said that we will see that the
pecple in the Bow River east are looked after as well as they have been looked
after. When they haven't had any looking after from the previous government,
Mr. Chairman, that's a pretty substantial increase.

MR. R. SPEAKER:

Mr. <Chairman, the mipnister is saying, "as well as they have been looked
after." 1Is this as far as his conmitment goes this evening? That's my
question.

MR. BUCKWELL:

Mr. Chairman, on this same subject, we brought this matter up last in the
fall sessicn. We tried to get from the Minister of the Environment, the
Minister of Agriculture, and the Minister of Intergovernmental Affairs, what is
this deal that you have got with the federal government that you are pursuing on
irrigation rehabilitation? And the argument then was, we can't tell you. This
is hush, hush, we are at a very critical stage and you don't need tc worry, you
are going to be well taken care of.

When we «came to this spring session we found out from the Minister of the
Environment that what he had said last July was basically your Gposition today.
You have added about maybe $2 willion more than what you had last July. This is
the negotiations but you say ycu couldn't tell us about them last fall.

Now we are in a position where the east blcck -- and you say well, the
former government never took care of them, the fcrmer gcvernment didn't have to
take care of them because they were taken care of then by the federal
government. They had a better deal than any other irrigation district. So now
you turn around and say well, you are not doing as well for them or you are
going to do Letter for them than we did. Are you going to let them have water
for $1.25 now? This is what we are trying to find out. But when it comes down
to it -- I am sorry, maybe Wr. Chairman, at this time I was going to make sone
remarks on the Department of Agriculture and we started out -- I would have to
admit the hon. minister has scwme very high ideals and some very high goals. But
as far as I can see it, it is he who has them and they are slowly filtering down
through his department. But how they are going to get down to the farmer and
how the farmer himself is gcing to react to it, I don't know. It is a 'wait and
see' policy.

I was quite surprised when the hon. Member for Smoky River said the federal
government told us to grow wheat and we grew rapeseed instead and cleaned up, so
we don't have to pay any attention to them. Now we are being told by our
department here that we are gcing to go out and find markets for you and we are
going to do this and we are gcing to do that, all you have to do is just follow
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Hughie and we will get to the Eromised Land. I don't dculkt we might get to the
Promised Land, but it might oct be the one that we are thinking of.

I am sorry, I am not like the others, I didn't have any clippings from the
Barrhead Gazette or anything tc read in your favour, sir. I will give you
credit for what you are trying tc do. But what we are concerned with at this
particular time -- and I believe the hon. Member for Lloydminster the other day
was waxing hot and eloquent and I agree with him. What a wonderful stock market
they have out there in the lLloydminster area and others have mentioned the same
thing. You didn't get all this high-quality cattle and all this high-quality
grain in the last 18 months if it hadn't been here before. You are building on
a pretty solid foundation. And it was only cn January 30 of this year that we
were talking to Mr. George Cheshire who was speaking to the Chamber of Commerce
in Macleod. This is the first time in the history of his livestock experience
that beef cattle and hogs hit the highest point cn January 30. They both hit it
together. It was the highest pcint in our history.

Now the minister talks atout cost-price squeeze and I quite agree that we
are just in -- the farm today -- for farmers are in an equally vulnerable
position today as they were, say 10 years ago, as far as the cost-price squeeze.
Because the cost-price squeeze today is just as real as it ever was and the
minister the other day in a suprplementary question -- and I don't disagree with
him -- said that the net return tc the farmers, while they maybe have slightly
more cash than they have had kefcre, but the overall net return from agriculture
is no greater today than it was, say three or four years ago. In fact, in the
years of '68~'69 we actually had a better return from our grain markets than --

AN HON. MEMBER:
You have got to be kidding.
MR. BUCKWELL:

-- well, just read the figures on it. You just have go back in your
statistics to prove you had a greater grain market up until this year. This |is
the highest year. Well, hcw you farmed may -~ it dcesn't say that everybody
farms in the same way. You have only got to read your cwn government statistics
and they show the year '68 - '659, you had a greater return up until this year.
In the year 1970-71 it dropged down slightly.

But we are looking tcday -- the minister 1is talking about long-tern
solutions in the family farm. VYou want to save the family farm and we have
still gct down, forget the family farm connotation altogether and just call it,
"We are going to save agriculture." And we found out the other day that the
Hutterites took 7,000 acres of one person's estate and bought it and that was
part of his fawily farm -- then let's forget we are talking about family farms.
It is agriculture in general.

We are looking for the stabilization of prices and the fluctuation price,
and I agree with the minister that if we can get markets -- and markets have
been the downfall of agriculture in the last cougle of years -~ if we had a
market fcr our grain, if we had a market for the things we could have produced,
we wouldn*t have been in the pcsition that we were in until today.

We are talking about markets, and the hon. minister travelled down to South
America and Mexico while others went to Japan and I don't know where else they
have been. I don't think ycu have to travel around. Ycu can sit and watch your
televisicn to know there are hungry people all over the world and there are
markets for our produce. But who is going to pay for it? #We cannot be selling
everything to these other ccuntries unless they are going to take something in
return and we are going to take something in return from theam.

I wonder, Mr. Chairman, what effect our marketing program has on business,
on the federal government and cn the western provinces. We are talking today --
and the hon. minister has had this attitude ever since he came into the House
and, as I mentioned last year, he should have been the federal Minister of
Agriculture because he thinks so big -- we are talking today of agriculture in
Alberta as if we were a separate part of the world. We are nct really a
province, we are the country cf Alberta set within ccuntries cn either side of
us. What is good for Alberta is surely good for western Canada.

I can't see us going cut and getting a contract for 10 million pounds of
pork and not having Saskatchewan and Manitoba breathing dcwn our neck or cutting
our price. This idea that we are going to solve cur situaticn by finding our
own markets, regardless of what the federal government does, regardless of what
business does -- it has to get down to the farmer. The farmer has to be able to
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produce these products in quantity and in quality sc our markets can be assured.
You cannot raise 10 million pcunds of pork to sell tc Japan today and then next
year when they want 10 millicn rounds say, "Well, sorry we have only got nine."
or "We «can't supply you at all." This is a long-term market and I guite agree
that the Minister of Agriculture has a job on his hands and the farmers have a
job on their hands.

I don't say, Mr. Chairrsan, in fairness to the minister and what he is
trying tc do -- the hon. Minister of Federal and Intergovernmental Affairs, if
we are going to have this 'wait and see' attitude cn the part c¢f the farmer or
cn the part of all the members cf the Legislature, or on the part cf all farm
leaders or business men to say, "Well, let's see what the hon. minister can do,
and if it doesn't work out then we'll condemn him." I think this is too
important for all of us, tut all of us must put our shoulder to the wheel and
try to help out.

But I don't think we just have to follow Hughie because Hughie says, "Let's
gO' "

AN HON. MEMBER:
We don't know where.
MR. BUCKWELL:

I'm disappcinted, Mr. Chairman. There are things that others want to talk
about, such as going more intc rarketing and agricultural develogpment funds.
For example, here 1is one we start right at the bottom -- this is the Future
Farmers of Alberta. I have nothing against the program or the Future Farmers of
Alberta, but there was nc reason in the world why this could not have been
stepped up to the 4-H movement.

The government in the past and the government today have done very little,
really, for the 4-H movement. Wkhen you have a 4-H group that has tc come to the
Chamber of Commerce in a swmall +town and asked them to sponsor a banquet or
speakers or anything like this -~ for a little group to have to do this and get
so little help from the Derartrent of Agriculture or the Department of Culture,
Youth and Recreation. 1I'm nct tlaming the hon. Mr. Schmid, but I am saying we
could have stepped this up fcr the Future Farmers of Alkerta and the 4-H could
have been made into a wonderful scvement combined.

Here's a boy 12 years cld -- from 12 to 18 he has the opportunity to borrow
a maximum of $3,700 in that pericd of time if he pays his loans, and it's not a
bad idea. But when you have tc list the assets of a 12-year-old boy -~ he's got
two wagons, he's got one skinny cat and a worn-out school bag. This is what his
assets are. What are his dekts? Well, he owes his sister three suckers because
he stole them cn Saturday.

Why does a boy of 12 have to go to the Department of Agriculture to start
borrcwing money? We are going to start teaching these kids of twelve years old
to come to the Agricultural TCevelopment Fund to make a living? If he can't
borrow $50 from his dad, I say why should the Department of Agriculture bother
with him at all? If the project that he takes up is not a success, you've put
that kid off farming forever. 1If he has to bcrrow seed and puts in 15 acres,
dad has to give him 15 acres. And if dad's short of cash, you know darn well
where that seed is going to gc. The idea that you couldn't get 4=«H kids +to
teach them how to have assets, bookeeping and what it's all about -- because
many of these kids have made a success, and they are the kids who are going to
stay on the farms. I have nc objection to the future farmers of Alberta -~
youngsters from the city, whc have a favourite uncle in the country, who will
let them feed a calf or raise pigs or something like this - there is nothing
wrong with that.

But it is the farm kids who are going to have to stay on the farm, because
a boy who is 18, if he has lived cn a farm all his life, - has, since he first
followed bhis father around - a fund of knowledge that you cannot teach anybody
over 20 years of age. It is rart of his life. As soon as he 1looks at the
stock, he knows instinctively whether they are healthy or not. And these are
the sort of things that you cannot teach, and ycu are ncw going to teach just by
lending them money.

And I suggest, Mr. Chairsan, that the minister thinks, possikly because we
have two future farmers on the famphlet, that we cannot get back into the U4-H.
Future farmers I believe is a gcod program - but it should be combined with the
4-H to make it a dynamic youth group throughout the province. The U-H were not
only concerned with beef, rut with dairy, field crops, swine, poultry, anything
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you could name even saddle hcrses. They had a wonderful rrogram and I think we
are going to wreck that and rut them strictly on a fainancial basis as far as the
future farmers are ccncerned.

I would 1like, in clcsing, Mr. Chairman, again to mention this irrigation
agreement. I have been with the irrigation district now for quite some tinme.
When we first started, this cost-sharing agreement that Hr. Strom was talking
about came into being - not tecause of me - I came intc the irrigation district
and the board around that time. When that study was completed, the work was
going to cost $60 million. Today, because of inflation, that work is going to
cost $90 willion. And if we are not careful, if we don't get an agreement
signed, whether the provincial government is favourable tc the agreement or not,
we have to have it signed by the federal government. By the time we get rolling
it's going to cost $100 millicn. And I would like to know, Mr. Chairman, who is
going tc pick up the difference. I am afraid, unless we have an escalator
clause with the federal government in 1t, the provincial government is going to
be stuck with the rest cf the nmoney. These are just a few remarks, Mr.
Chairman.

MR. CHAIRMAN:
Any further comments? Mr. Benoit.
MR. BENOIT:

Mr. Chairman, 1t's c¢nly one of several in which this type of discrepancy
appears, but I would just like an explanation of 1t, if I could.

In our Estimates it indicates that an 1972-73 the Estimates were $512,248,
but in last year's Estimates tcck 1t indicates that it was $473,900, That is a
difference of scme $38,00C cr more. Now, this type of discrepancy appears a
numnber of times. I wonder wty that difference is there?

DR. HORNER:

Well, because of the recrganization of the Department of Agriculture, there
has been a substantial change in some of the votes. It is very difficult to
ccmpare them in some cases because of that transfer. In regard to the
communication fund, a substantial amount of that will be down in <cther areas.
The difference is a transfer within the votes and within the department, and
within goverament. 1In scme cf them it is very difficult to compare last year
and this year. That's the reascn.

MR. CHAIRMAN:
The Provincial Treasurer.
WR. MINIELY:

Mr. Chairman, I'd 1like to supplement wmy hon. colleague's answer by
reminding all members that we supplied them with a kook which reconciled the
votes. I believe if you will 2look in that book you will find where the
appropriation has been restructured ~- and there are many votes in various
departments where the apprcgriation is restructured -- you will find transfers
of amounts between the apprcpriation where this is reorganized and reconciles
the difference you are talking abcut.

MR. HENDERSON:

Mr. Chairman, it had Lkeen my intenticn to leave this particular gquestion
until we came to the Treasury's Estimates, but since it has come up it might be
appropriate to discuss it.

Traditionally, ve've considered Estimates in this House, and 1t has been
the Estimates that have been approved by the House. Mr. Chairman, if we aren't
understanding 1t's the Estimates that have been approved by the House 1in the
past, it's irrelevant even tc guote them because when we look at the book here
it says, '72-'73 Estimates, and whose Estimates are they? In the past it has
been, until this government came in, the Estimates that the previous Legislature
has approved. We're not talking about Estimates that have been dcctored between
the session for all the good reasons, and I don't quarrel with the reasons.
We're not talking about Estimates that some department has adjusted, pro and
con, between sessions when the House is 1in session. We're referring tc
Estimates that were dealt with in the Legislature.
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This I suggest, Mr. Chairran, in spite of the fact that the tcok is handed
out and outlines all the changes made and so on and sc forth, is making the task
about five times as difficult as it should be. It isn't clearly spelled out in
here, whose Estimates are they? They are not the Estimates approved by the
Legislature and that is what we are talking about.

Mr. Chairman, there are numerous Estimates in here that were not approved.
The arithmetic doesn't check with the Estimates that we went through in, and
were approved by, this House last year.

I suggest, Mr. Chairmar, and I would just ask the minister to take it under
advisement ~-- I don't want tc get into a harangue or a debate with bhim on it --
it would be much simpler to gc through these things if what is shown here in the
Estimates for '72-'73 were still what was approved last year by the House.

If you want to continue tc put the questicn dcwn of the 1973 forecast --
which is really just another estimate, but looks like a more up-dated one as to
how things are going to =stand at year-end -- I think that's desirable
information to have. But when cne starts cowmparing the percentage increase over
the *'72-'73 forecast, once again the exercise is primarily relevant to the *'72-
'73 Estimates. The guestion of what the final accounting is, will come out
later on in Public Accounts.

When we start showing fpercentage increases as opposed to forecasts, as
opposed to what was approved Ly the House in the Estimates book, I suggest, MWr.
Chairman, it introduces a lot c¢f unnecessary confusion.

I can see the desirability of having a forecast and having the footnotes in
here, referring to scme other ktcck to see what has happened for the juggling of
appropriations and so on. Eut we find that, literally, in order to go through
the Estimates -- the minister may know, the department and all the task forces
nay know, because wve have U8 cabinet ministers over there, what has been done
with all the Estimates during the year. To make sense cut of them you have to
get this year's and last year's Estimates book, the hand-out that does all the
reconciliation and a separate capital book and gc through it. It makes for a
nuch more ccamplicated job in my mind at least, than if we stuck to the Estimates
quoted in the book for '72-'73, and approved by the House, and we stuck to the
percentage increase as the dJdifference between the two year's Estimates ~--
treating the information c¢n fcrecast year-end and cther explanations as
desirable information to have, to keep posted on where the changes are coming.

Again, Mr. Chairman, I don't want to pursue it now and I don't think it is
a subject that really one is gcing to probably change too much ty, as I say,
getting into a debate and a great deal of harangue, but I would ask the
Treasurer to take it under advisement at this point with a view cf when we get
into his Estimates, possikly he could inform wus as to whether he couldn't
consider sticking to the arithmetic that has been approved by the Hcuse for the
sake of comparison tfor year Lty year -- in the manner in which it was approved by
the House.

MR. MINIELY:

Mr. Chairman, even though the hon. Leader of the Ofppcsition doesn't want nme
to comment, I sicply must resgcnd to what he has said.

Firstly, I sympathize, Lbecause I understand the prokblem that all members of
the House might be having. I remind all hon. members that as a new dovernment
and newly-elected government there is a considerable amount of departmental
reorganization which is undertaken. And a necessary part of that reorganization
means that the function of apfropriations and the function of expenditures to a
very large degree changes. Cne cf the coomitments I made, and I take it as a
very serious responsibility, is that the Estimates, in addition to providing
relevant information to the meokers of this House should ccmmunicate government
programs to the citizens of this province in as accurate a way as pcssible.

Now when we are talking abcut a $1.5 billion Ludget, appreciate this very
difficult combunication proklem and in fact a very difficult organization
prchblem.

I would like to be able tc cooperate with all memkers of the House as much
as possible on this. But in fact the request that the hon. 1leader nakes |is
impossible. Because if ycu reorganize, and you are actually reorganizing a
department, them you have tc fresent your Estimates on the basis of a
reorganization and on the tasis, in fact, of a reorganizational appropriation
and functional spending.
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You cannot compare, simply put last year's figure in withcut reorganizing
it on a comparative basis. That is why we provide the reconciliation; because
if you change the function and structure of an agprogriation you have to provide
the relative comparative figures for last year. To do octherwise is to siamply
stick in a figure last year that is relative to what the approgriation is doing
this year and the functions cf the appropriation has no significance at all.

Now I think it 1is an important thing and I dcn't want to belabour it;
perhaps vwe will hit it once in the whole Estimates and then the matter would be
covered, because there are scpe principles, Mr. Chairman, that I Lkelieve in very
strongly.

Perhaps I «could illustrate best relative to the forecasts in the increase
percentages. First, before we were in office, percentages were never provided.
So that 1is new informaticn. They were not actually printed in the Estimates,
What you had previously were the Estimates presented to the Legislature,
approved by the Legislature in the previous year, and the Estimates presented
for the current year in the lLegislature.

Now, Mr. Chairman, let me illustrate how in @y view this is not an
indication of what a government is dcing. In the first year we were in office,
there were Special Warrants passed to the sum total of some $90 million. Now
let me give you an example. Say last year we presented a program, an estimate
tc the Legislature for a program and the estimate was $1 million. Say, in fact,
Mr. Chairman, and this happens, that the planning of the program was not
sufficiently advanced and in fact what happened was that the $1 million was
never spent. Now we are presenting a budget to the province which, in fact, is
presenting this year's contribution, the ©planning has now reached the stage
where we are going to spend $1 million.

In terms of communicating, the actual presentation cf the program this year
to the public, what the new amcunt of government exfpenditure is going to be
relative tc last year; that fpercentage is only a valid percentage of increase in
government expenditure on any tasis, it is based on the 1level of government
expenditure the frevious year.

Now this also works the cther way. The other way is, as an example, that
if ycu took the same example aund there are scme examples in the Estimates this
year, where, in fact, we had not provided anything in the Estimates and then
subsequently the cabinet or the Executive Council by Special Warrant announced a
new program of $1 million. It was not presented in the Estimates, the cabinet
funded it by Special Warrant. And this year in the Estimates for the sanme
program we are going to prcvide another $1 million. Mr. Chairman, the question
is: is the government spending increasing expenditures by 100 per cent or §1
million? Is that proper ccammunication of what the government is doing? 1In my
view, obviously not. It obvicusly isnt't.

Now it is wvalid to =ay, valid for the oppositicn or any member of this
Legislature, to say relative tc last year's Estimates what gave rise to the
differences? What gave rise to the increased expenditure over what the
Legislature approved? oOr why, in fact, did the department not spend what the
Legislature approved?

But in terms of presenting a budget which communicates what the government
is planning on doing this year, relative to what they were actually doing last
year, in my view, Mr. Speaker, and I feel very strongly about it, this is much
more relevant infcrmation. I wculd like, as I say, to help and ccoperate. I'm
sure all hon. members will agree it is a tremendous task to try and present the
Estimates in a manner which is most meaningful to all memkers of the Assembly.

But, in fact, with the amcunt of reorganization that's going on, the hon.
leader is asking me to present the information in a manner which, in my view, is
more misleading to the rpuklic and more misleading to the memkers than the
difficulties we have in working them out now. That's why we have so many
reconciliations. I know it's a problem, but I think that's what we have to do.

MR. HENDERSON:

Mr. Chairman, I would just like to comment on one aspect of that statement.
As far as the derartmental juggling, I can see what the minister is talking
about there. The questicn cf warrants are not relevant to the exercise until
they are approved by this Legislature, after the fact. So I come kLkack to the
fact that for comparison of Estipmates, from a legislative standpoint, that when
one shows 1972-73 Estimates here, from a legislative standpoint =-- for the
member who is coming in here fcr the legislative session to deal with the budget
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-- one automatically thinks in terms of the 1972-73 Estimates that were approved
by the House, in the House.

I don't question the desire on the part of the minister in trying to
provide more information tc wrake as wmuch infcrmation available on it as
possible. What we are talking about is the manner in which it is being
presented. I'd like to suggest possibly another alternative would be, if the
hon. minister wants to leave it this way, if he could put another column in here
relating to 1972-73 Estimates and call them legislative estimates. This colunmn
in this bock, so where there are these changes they will be very evident -- it
would simply add to the infcrmaticn that we would have that figure in here, and
I think this would probably cverccme a considerable amount of the ccncern we are
talking about. It would be cne more item of informaticn -- would be to have the
legislative estimate printed there. Then when cne starts going through and
ccmparing them, all the evidence is there, and if one wants to pursue it
further, then one gets out the other book that you provide and you have all the
information in hand. And we wculd avoid some confusion -- probably unnecessary
back and forth efforts in subtccmmittee that I think were evident this year and I
think are probably gcing to get worse without that information.

So that might be the sclution to it, Mr. Chairman, if you could just add
this one column and call it 1972-73 Legislative Estimates, so we would have that
particular fpiece of informaticn. Then we could examine it all right in the one
book. I think it would facilitate our examinaticn of the Estimates. So again,
I would ask the minister if he would take it under advisement,

MR. MINIELY:

Mr. Chairman, the hcn. 1leader's last suggestion certainly is one that I
will take under advisement. As I say, my intent is to try and make it as easy
as possible for you.

However, I want to wmake sure that everyone understands. If you take an
appropriation, actually we have this year's Estimates and last year's Estimates.
The problem that has arisen is because of a reorganization of departments, and
in fact, the <change in function of some appropriations. The internal
appropriations, in fact, have been changed. The structure of some
appropriations changes as well, along with the reorganization.

For this year -- and 1'll take the other matter under advisement, hon.
leader -- you have to go to the reconciliaticn book -- and I kncw it's a problem
-- and the figure you will see 'Transfers Between Appropriations' =-- dollar
figures. This accounts for the difference between what was presented in that
appropriation 1last year and what you now see in the reworked presented
appropriations. And I'1ll give the other matter some consideration.

MR. HENDERSON:

I suggest just to add emphasis to the desirability of it, I think it is all
the more desirable to have this cther item on there, particularly when we are
going into the subccmmittee systen. Because memkers are concentrating on
certain appropriations. But then when they come back into the House they
haven't been a party to the cther discussions. And I suggest we are going to
get into a lot of unnecessary dekate back and forth in here because under the
subcommittee system, members are going to concentrate only on a pocrtion of the
estimates, but they have other ccncerns relating to all the apgropgriations, or
some of them, that they are gcing to bring back into committee. We're going to,
I think, just waste a lot of time probably getting exglanations cut. We'll get
an explanation and belatedly we will find there was a change in the internal
administration, and we get intc a lot of useless time on it.

MR. TAYLOR:

Mr. Chairman, the official leader of the Opposition tells of the confusion
that results, but that isn't my main concern in this. It is the fundamental
basis of the whole thing that kcthers me. For instance, in vote 1505 last year,
this Legislature voted $473,50C. ©Now, since we are voting that money, that was
the amount of wmoney the gcvernment was authorized to spend in that particular
vote, 1105. But this year when I checked the estimates, the estimate 1is shown
for 1972-73 as $512,2u8. Ncw what's the use of the legislature voting this
money if the government can simply change the amount in the vote?

Had this vote been reduced to $1.00 by the Legislature last year, it
wouldn't have made any difference -- you simply go ahead and spend it anyway.
It's the fundamentals of this that bother me. 1If we are going to juggle these
things from vote to vote let's take one vote for the whole department and then
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let the government distritute it as it wishes, Lut that is nct the way it's
done. We are put into certain votes and the only authority the government had
last year was to spend $473,900 in 110S. What authority the Provincial
Treasurer has to show that $512Z,248 was the 1972-73 estimate is beycnd me, but
that is what is shown.

We're making a mockery of what we are doing right now, voting money.
Surely the government can't sanipulate this after it has been voted by the
Legislature. If it is the case we might as well gc home and forget about this
time-consuming effort of voting money. Originally Parliament was called to vote
certain sums of money for certain purposes, and that's the money the government
could spend. That's the way, in wmy view, Parliament is orerated today
throughout the British Empire. But here we find something different going on.
Unless the ninister has some explanation for it, I can't see any authority for
the government to spend more than $473,900 during the year in 1105.

Now if something came up that required a further expenditure, there is an
instrument whereby that can Le done and that is through Special Warrant. A
Special Warrant is the respcnsibility of the minister, and the government must
then be brought back to the legislature in crder to vote upon and approve the
expenditure. If it's not approved it «can't be paid. The government finds
itself in a very precarious pcsition.

These are fundamentals that have been carried through rparliamentary
procedure in the British Empire since the mother Parliament started it years
ago. If we are going tc change that then we are getting some pretty serious
complications and we are making a mockery cf voting Estimates.

MR. MINIELY:

Mr. Chairman, I can't let that statement go unsaid. Certainly there is no
doubt that when the estimates are presented tc the Legislature and this year's
tudget 1is approved by the Legislature, that is the apprcved spending program of
the Legislature. But under The Financial Administration Act, which I have made
no changes to, the Estimates fcr the current year that we are considering are
presented in the manner that ycu are voting on the current year's estinates.

The other information which 1is provided is information that is to be
comparative and as meaningful as fpossible to mewbers of the Assembly in
determining what the government is proposing spending in the current year
relative to what the Legislature approved and what the government has spent in
the actual current year. fThe hon. leader mentioned Special Warrants. In fact
Special Warrants are subsequently ratified by the Legislature, but as you know
the custcm of the House is that these are ratified. The money is srpent in fact,
so in terms of actual exgenditure it's gone. And I know that it is
parliamentary procedure for them tc be ratified. But a proper ccmgarison in the
example I made, Mr. Chairmarn, is still the fact that I don't see how a
government can validly say to the public if they srend $1 millicn by warrant
last year and they are presenting a budget this year that is calling for the
same amount of expenditure that they have increased the expenditure by $1
million because in fact, they haven't.

I simply can't want tc numb the fact that the Legislature certainly
approves the vote. The infcrmaticn relative to prior years is comparative
information, and that means there are some appropriations which in fact the
numbers change. Because what the opposition is asking is basically that you
cannot nmake improvements in the presentation of financial information that is
nore meaningful to the citizens of Alberta because basically this is what would
happen. You would simply always be married to a certain manner cf presenting
information.

Now I go back again, Mr. Chairman. In the early years, this problem, the
protlem cf comparison and the problem of reconciliation is more difficult but
let me say as an example, that many governments are now locking at program
tudgeting. Mr. Chairman, I have to say without reservation that if I
eventually, or any government in Alberta eventually presents a budget on a
program budgeting basis, if you think it is difficult this year it is going to
be just about impossible.

So, it is my Jjob, and I take that job very seriously, tc present the
Estimates in the most meaningful manner I can and with valid comparisons. In a
lot of these appropriations as I say, and I am taking the hon. leader's
suggestion under advisement, last year's figure is totally irrelevant to this
year's appropriation because cf the fact of the reorganization and the internal
revorking of the appropriaticn has changed. But I can certainly look at that.
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We have to remember that that is why we provided the reconciliation so that
you can see what has transpired. But the Legislature last year aprroved certain
expenditures, the government cannot overspend that in the appropriation. This
is not the actual expenditure that we have here in the 1972-73 Estimates, but it
is the Estimates approved Ly the Legislature last year reorganized so that they
are comparative to the manner ip which the appropriaticns are presented this
year. That is what they are and that is why the reconciliation.

MR. BENOIT:

I understand what the 1Treasurer is saying and I accept it although I don't
altogether agree with it. But there is still one question left in my wmind and
that is this matter of the reconciliation book. Now that is not hard to
understand; but when you don't have it in the reconciliation book, then what do
you do with it?

DR. HORNER:

I would 1like to point cut to the hon. member that the reconciliation book
in relation to vote 1105 includes $38,000 =--

¥R. BENOIT:
No, it didn't. 1It*s 1122 that isn't in the reconciliation took.
MR. MINIELY:
Well, that would be a typcgraghical error.
#R. BENOIT:
Would it? oh.
MR. HENDERSON:

Mc. Chairman, I would just 1like to come back toc a word that caught my
attention on the part of the Frcvincial Treasurer. I think the «crux of the
argument is his statement cn the word "comparative". And from our standpoaint,
because it is comparative, the comparative exercise is from a legislative
standpoint, it should take cff in this bock from where we left cff last year
instead of having it put over in this other book where you have to dig it out.
I don't say we want to put all the explanation in this book, kut if we just
listed the legislative estimate that was aprroved by the House that is the start
of the comparison as to what has happened between last year's ftudget and this
year.

MR. MINIELY:
Rather than in a separate tock, put it in this book?
MR. HENDERSON:

Yes, just add this «cther column here and if you want to have another
addendum, explanation, but if ycu have those two side by side it would be quite
apparent that there are scme changes made and a person could then go to the
other book and dig 1t ocut and it would streamline it considerably.

Now, the other point, though I thiok on principle, I am not sure is as
simple as the Treasurer basically suggests it is relative to warrants. And this
is in relationship to the =statements by the Member for Drumheller. It is
technically the warrants have nct been approved by the House. I agree that The
Financial Administration Act takes care of the authority to transfer accounts
one to the other. But the cver-expenditures in the form of warrants by the
government are still subject to legislative approval, and from a standpoint of
tradition, at least, it's technically possible for the government tc be defeated
on a vote in this House c¢cn a warrant. So the government does not have
legislative authority per se tc include the matter of warrants, I don't believe,
1n the reconciliation they way they have it fpresented here =~-

MR. MINIELY:

This isn't in the estimates, 1t's only in the forecast.
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MR. HENDERSON:

But you indicated ycu have taken some into your reconciliation, you've
taken the warrants intc acccunt?

MR. MINIELY:
They are forecast figures.

You have to distinquish ketween the Estimates which are what was approved
by the Legislature, and the fcrecast figures which are actual expenditures.

MR. HENDERSON:

Mr. Chairman, I don't kncw if this is the chicken-and-the-egg proposition.
But if the warrant were not agpgrcved the forecast would be irrelevant and
misleading.

MR. MINIELY:

The forecast 1is actual expenditures. If it's spent =-- it's actual
exrenditures.

MR. HENDERSON:

Maybe from a bookkeering standpoint the Treasuvrer is right, but from a
Legislative standpoint there is a principle involved. I suggest -- and I'm just
suggesting, I'm not sure of this myself -- I suggest that maybe in principle the
Treasurer is not on as solid grcund as he thinks he is when he mixes the
warrants into the bookkeeping, as is done in the Estimates here., Because he
could be accused, I think, cf pcssibly misleading the House on the nmatter.

As I say, if the warrant were voted down and was nct approved ky the House,
in spite of the money spent, technically I think the government would have to
consider itself defeated. I don't think it's going tc happen, tut you never
know, half the gentlemen oppcsite might get the *flu scmeday -- and we might try
to organize it for them -- and it could happen.

But I still think the key to the thing is the word comparative that the
minister uses himself. If we started off in the Estimate book where we left off
last year, along with the infcrmation we have, I think this would simplify it a
lot.

MR. MINIELY:

Mr. Chairman, the request of the hon. leader for putting it in one book
rather than having a separate kcok seems like a reasonakle request. I can see
where perhaps we could get rid of the note secticn in the Estimates that we
provide now. I imagine one was a matter of typesetting.

I want just to comment tecause I hope that all memkers will understand, the
comment of the leader relative to the legislative authority on Special Warrants.
First, I agree with him c¢n the principle. But his suggestion of any kind of
misleading -- I would point cut that the estimates to estimates figures on the
right hand side of the Estigates book are the legislative authority figures.
They are simply reorganized tc the current functions cf appropriaticas.

The forecast figure is the forecast of actual expenditure in that
appropriation. #r. Chairman, I sutmit that is simply relevant information, not
anything but additional relevant information to the consideration of the
Estimates.

MR. TAYLOR:

Mr. Chairman, in Appropriaticn No. 1105 what was your actual expenditure in
1972-732

MR. MINIELY:
$542,000
HR. TAYLCR:

Pardon?
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ME. MINIELY:

Mr. Chairman, the actual expenditure is $522,638 kut you have to go to the
reconciliation book to see the transfer -- what is in there over what was
legislatively arproved last year and which was ©previously approved by the
Legislature under a different aprropriation.

MR. TAYLOR:
[Inaudible]
MR. MINIELY:

It's all agproved. That $£522,638 are funds approved by the Legislature,
plus any Special Warrants that way have Leen passed for that appropriation.
Because the forecast figure is actually an expenditure --

MR. TAYLOR:

I know, the forecast dcesn't worry me. It's where it says, '1972-73
Estimates.?

¥R. MINIELY:

Mr. Chairman, that is what was actually approved ty the lLegislature, but
part of it -- because the apprcrriation has been restructured -- was approved as
a different vote. You can find that by going to the reconciliation book and
that is what your hon. leader is saying, perhaps if we had that right in here it
would be easier tc follow rather than a separate book.

MR. TAYLOR:

Could you show me where 110% is in the reconciliaticn book?
AN HON. MEMBER:

Right on S.
MR. STROM:

The hon. Provincial fTreasurer mentioned prcgram budgeting, which I am
certainly vitally interested in and I think it's an excellent idea. I'm not
sure that this is the r[lace to discuss it, but I would like to ask him a
question that I think will make it relative. Are there any items in the
Department of Agriculture in which ycu are presently using program tudgeting? I
am not aware of any and I am just wondering, are there any items in the
department where program budgeting has been used?

MR. MINIELY:

Mr. Chairman ...[Inauditle}...program budgeting is a very, very major task,
as I'm sure all hcn. members realize. Basically the manner c¢f presenting
estimates now would be totally and radically changed. Fecause what it basically
is is that you present the Estimates on a functional basis or on a grogram basis
rather than on an expenditure classification basis -- such as salaries and wages
and this type of thing.

We have novw -- as I've mentioned in the Estimates subcommittee in my
department -- started the initial rprogram-budgeting study. Now having said
that, I would like all hon. members to realize that the ferson or firm we chose
to do this was one that in our assessment is the best firm, because we feel that
the province must have the test quality possible in this area. And the first
statement that he made in discussing it with the Treasury Department was that
program budgeting has never yet worked. And so we feel that there nmight be a
variety of ways in which modifications of it could be introduced.

The wmain thing that +we want to accomplish is to present the Lbudgetary
information in the most meaningful way of @measuring the actual cost of the
government programs. I am sure all of the hon. members would agree with me that
there is a need for some imprcvements. We tried tc strive for some and we hope
to make many more. Some element of program tudgeting may be the answer -~ we
are making an initial start in locking at it. As of now, no derartments as such
are on a fprogram-budgeting tasis, in answer to your question. Ycu are probably
aware of the fact that Municipal Affairs and the Department of Education, of
course, relative to school kcards, have done substantial work with the program
Eudget.
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MR. STROM:

I appreciate that there is no program that is directly on it, and I
certainly understand how it wcrks and the problems that are invelved. My reason
for supportinmg it is that I thiok governments, no matter where they are today,
are being faced with some real difficulties in trying tc keep the 1lid on ever-
escalating costs. And if I can ccme back to my pet program, that cf irrigation,
I think this would be the clcsest we are coming to program budgeting in that we
are looking at an end figure fcr a ten-year period. But I wculd suggest that
the greatest problem that will ke facing us, in my view, will be the problem of
trying to cope with inflaticn. This really throws the whole thing out. But I
would think maybe the hon. Treasurer would agree with me that in a sense there
is the beginning of a program-tudgeting approach in that ten-year rehabilitation
vork menticned in No. 1111,

MR. MINIELY:

The thing, as you that, that we introduced last year, Mr. Chairman, was the
functional summary at the beginning of the departmental Estimates. Now this is
ncwhere near any kind of prcgrar tudgeting. But that, again, is just additional
information to try and provide a functional comparison of expenditure. And to
be honest, if there is any suggestion that we are trying to mislead -- we are
trying to present it in a way that is meaningful, because I know as a matter of
fact that there are some things in this estimate which cause us concern. One of
them which wculd create enkarrassment for the government, and which is
nisleading as an example, are the manpower equivalents cr the positions as they
are in the Estimates. In fact, the figures that many memters of the opposition
have pulled out are not valid ccmparative figures relative to the time we took
office, because they are presented on a totally different basis. So I certainly
wouldn't want anyone, Mr. Chairman, to think that we have any intent but to try
to present more meaningful kudgetary information to the public.

MR. HINMAN:

Mr. Chairman, I don't really want to make a speech on program budgeting;
but in business program budgeting has a very good function in that it enables
business management to decide whether or not to go ahead with a program after
they have done the budgeting, which 1ndicates whether cr not the program or not
the program will be profitatle. In government it is not going tc serve the same
purpose since we're going tc¢ dc these programs, whether or nct they are
profitable.

If it will help the Provincial Treasurer in his relationships with the
department during the year in relating what they propose to what it's going to
cost, and if the decisions as tc going ahead with their proposals are influenced
somewhat, I'm not against it.

But I do point out that it will not serve the same purpose in government
that it does serve in business in that regard.

MR. HENDERSON:

Mr. Chairman, I'm not sure that this is really appropriate at this time but
maybe I could bring it up with the view that we'd come back to it when we get
into Municipal Affairs.

But is the Treasurer aware of what this change in budgeting system and
bookkeeping that is being inflicted upon the municipalities which scme of then
are referring to as program tudgeting?

MR. MINIELY:

WVell, 1I'm semi-aware. I've had a chance to lock at the report of the
consultants on program budgeting ktut I believe that was initiated sometime
before we tock office.

Perhaps =-- oh =- the Minister of Municipal RAffairs isn't here, but as I
recall there was a consultant retained on prcgram tudgeting for municipal
districts and counties and I saw a copy of their recommendation which was
provided to me after we took cffice. I'm not fully aware -- I think there has
been some preliminary discussicn with the MDs and the counties, but I don't
think there is any mandatory prcgram budgeting relative to the MDs and counties
bteing required. It is a matter of communicating with them because there was a
great deal ot lead-time necessary before a massive change like this in budgetary
practice can actually take place.
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You know, the Minister cf Education, when he anncunced prcgram budgeting
for the school districts prcvided -- I think it was one-year lead-time, because
of the need to have that amount of time to actually make such a tremendous
change in tudgetary practices.

MR. TAYLOR:

Mr. Chairman, there is cne cther point I'd like to questicn while we're on
this, and that is this percentage change from '72-'73 forecast. This percentage
change which we have put a lct cf emphasis on is from the forecast which is also
a guesstimate. If this is frcom the actual, I can see schme sense in it. But it
really almost becomes meaningless when it's from the fcrecast. If it is from
the actual then that is one thing -- or Letter still, cr not better still, but
it would still be more meaningful -- if it was the increase percentage change
from the amount voted by the legislature last year.

I question the percentage change based on the forecast. I dcn't think that
is a sound procedure.

MR. MINIELY:

Mr. Chairman, I Jjust have to really disagree with that statement because
the Estimates presented to the legislature -- when we're talking about actual
expenditure now -- the Estimates presented to the Legislature; cnce they are
approved, the government then fproceeds to expend money. We've discussed, and I
agree with the basic statements on both sides of the House relative to Special
Wwarrants.

But at this time of the year, presenting this budget, we now have an actual
expenditure experience for ten months, and we are much more aware cf the actual
expenditure in every approgriation that is going to exist and this is much more
relevant than the Estimates that were voted upon by the Legislature.

Good examples of that are -- if you pick cut any amount of expenditure =--
and some of the programs as I said earlier, the §$1 wmillion where the
Legislature, in fact, didn't approve anything last year. The government
subsequently, by Special Warrant, and I accept the premise that this must be
ratified by the Legislature -- but in terms of saying what the increased
expenditure in the budget plan we are presenting to the legislature now is over
vhat we've actually spent last year, much more relevant is the fact that last
year we spent $1 million even though we had no approval of the Legislature.
Subsequently it must be apprcved.

I don't think it is valid fcr the province to say, we've got a new progran
of $1 millicn and the increase is 100 per cent over last year; we spent nothing,
vhen, in fact, we had a Special Warrant and spent $1 million, and the public
money is gone.

MR. TAYLOR:

Until the warrant is aprrcved, that is nct right.
MR. MINIELY:

That is right. 1In my view, the purpose of the expenditure percentages is
to communicate the increase in putlic expenditure that is being presented to the
Legislature and the people cf Alberta now over the actual expenditure last year.
That is the purpose of the tfercentages. Now you also have the Estipates
presented to the Legislature, but the [percentages are the increase or to
connunicate the level of increased expenditure this government is proposing.
And the actual level of exrenditure, the forecast figure, is much more relevant
than the Estimates.

MR. HENDERSON:

Mr. Chairman, what the wminister is really saying is that the comparison
that he has presented is the ccmparison between what Executive Council has
decided and what he is asking the Legislature to approve.

AN. HCN. MEMEBER:

Exactly.

[Interjections]
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MR. HENDERSON:

No, but -- 1n his general statement here and his arqument fundamentally
which brings into focus the questicn of why bother, if the minister is raight,
why bother go through the Estimates in the House? Just give him a blank cheque
and let it go at that. It is, Mr. Speaker, because we are talking about what
the Legislature has done and what the minister wants, he is presenting, in this
estimate book we have here, what Executive Ccuncil has decided and making a
suggestion to the House as tc what Executive Council thinks we should do next
year.

And it comes back tc the relevancy of the point "ccmparative." Fronm a
legislative standpoint we have to start the exercise with what was done last
year in this House, not by Executive Council. That's all we are really talking
atout, Mr. Chairman.

MR. MINIELY:

Mr. Chairman, one mcre ccmment and I hope we don't have tc debate this
matter any further. But relative to the forecast, and I submit that this is
supplementary information tc the budget, the percentages are information which
it was not customary to provide in the past until we took office. It is
something I wanted to provide because I think it clearly communicates the level
of government expenditure we are progposing over the level of expenditure that is
forecast for the current year.

I would ask the hon. leader one gquestion and he can tell me if this
relevant. When I am communicating not only to the members of this Legislature
but I have the responsibility tc communicate this information tc the public, and
the Legislature approved $1 rillicn last year, but, in fact, we spend $2 million
and we are now fpresenting a tudget which is $2 million, am I to put in here for
a fiqure that will be publicly ccmmunicated that indicates the government is
going tc spend a 100 per cent more money this year than they spent last year?
And I say definitely not.

MR. CLARK:

Mr. Chairman, following alcng the comments cf the Frovincial Treasurer when
he talks in terms of his respcnsitility to communicate this to the public, then
in the Estimates where it =says on the right-hand page 197¢-73 Estimates --
certainly the mewmbers of this legislature and I, fcr cne ~- are those the
estimates apprcved last year?

[Interjections])

No, they are not, they are changed. They are changed, they are not the
Estimates we approved last year. Llast night, in the PDepartment of Health we
found estimates where 80 wncre people had gone 1in a program than we approved in
the Estimates last year. And we followed the thing along and the minister said
that that money, or those reople came from a fprogram under another vote last
year. They were transferred cver there in the course of the year. So if the
minister is talking about ccmmunicating with the public when we talk in terms of
the 1972-73 Estimates, those aren't the 1972-73 Estimates that the Legislature
approved.

Now if you take the <suggestion that my colleaque, the Leader of the
Opposition, has made and fut in a column saying the 1972-73 legislatave
Estimates, then, in fact, ycu wculd have what you say you've got.

But when you are talking atout communication with the public, the public to
accurately read the estimates then, is going to have to be like any member of
the Legislature. They are going to have tc have the estimate booklet, the
capital estimate booklet, and alsc the reconciliation table. And certainly
that's going to make it mcre difficult for the public, rather than easier for
them. So I suggest that you take the suggestion made ty Mr. Henderson and then
perhaps change the title 1972-73 Estimates, because those aren't the 1972-73
Estimates that were approved ty the Legislature.

MR. DIACHUK:
No further comments? Mr. Cizxon.
MR. DIXON:

I wonder 1f I could get clarification frcm the hon. Provincial Treasurer
because I am quite concerned when we are talking about the fact that we are
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adding Special Warrants into Estimates by way of forecasts. Because I believe
under our parliamentary system, Special Warrants are only used on as rare an
occasion as possible. Do I get the wunderstanding that this government is
operating new programs by Special Warrant that wveren't approved by the
Legislature, not for emergency situations?

MR. MINIELY:

Obviously not, and the hon. member has misinterpreted my comments. The
estimate figures presented in the Estimates books are those apgroved by the
Legislature, reworked to the current year's function of the appropriation. I
can only repeat that again. We've reconciled them by the separate book that is
provided to all hcn. members. 1I'11 take the suggestion under advisement.

Special Warrants -- <certainly not. They are used in an emergency
situation, but in fact -- as I indicated in the Budget Address =-- the amount of
Special Warrants necessary fcr this year was some $30 million as compared to
some $90 million in the previcus year.

DR. HORNER:

Well, Mr. Chairman, if we can get back to the Department of Agriculture --
MR, CHAIRMAN:

Please.
DR. HCRNER:

I'd 1like to make scme ccuoments with regard to the rather extraordinary
speeches that we've heard tcright. I'm a little surprised that my colleague
from Macleod doesn't like my Future Farmers Program. He doesn't aprreciate that
it is an input back into the U4-H program in a very substantial way. I
understand that he doesn't have a number of youngsters to finance in the 4-H
program. But I know lots of farmers that do have them, and they find it very
difficult to finance three or fcur youngsters in a 4<H Club, particularly with
the present price of beef, fcr irstance.

When he talks about us requiring the youngsters to learn a little bit about
tasic bcokkeeping, I'm sure that after the exercise we've just gone through the
necessity for accurate bockkeeging is pretty apparent. The idea behind the
entire operation of a Future Farmers Program is not just to give them money, but
rather to give them some Lasic education in agricultural bookkeeping in the
gquestion of cost analysis, sc that in fact they can judge for themselves whether
or not good management will result in adequate returns in the agricultural
endeavour.

We're pretty rproud of the program. We think that it's going to put that
agricultural input back intc the 4~H movement. This is a joint program between
myself and the Minister of Ycuth, Culture, and Recreation. The response that we
have had already from the young people in Alberta has Lteen simply tremendous,
and I want to suggest tc the hon. gentleman that he should be talking to his
young people in his riding. I would hope that he would help them out and, as a
matter of fact, be a sponsor fcr scme young people in the Maclecd area.

I'm also rather surprised that he should have tc torrow his remarks from
the NFU in regard to agraiculture. I said in some detail in this House before,
with regard to the velocity of marketing that we have in the Department of
Agriculture and in this government, that we were going to take a new approach to
marketing, that we were going tc try and combine production with marketing so we
wouldn't be back into the same cld thing we've gone thrcugh for 40 years when we
produce like mad and then hope to dump our surpluses in somebody's tackyard, but
rather we would do a job of locking for those markets, outlining them, and then
producing for then.

The nonsense that not c¢nly some of the hon. menmkters oppcsite, but some
other people, are talking in this country, that we are the republic of &Alberta
and so on and so forth is just that -- so much nonsense. We have taken the lead
in all of the meetings between the other governments, in formulating cooperation
between governments.

It was our motion at the pinisters' meeting in Halifax to set up a national
market development committee, which 1is ongoing and which Art, my deputy
minister, has had a great deal to do with. We have taken the lead in western
Canada in setting up Jjoint-parket development frograms and inter-related
committees so that we each kncw what we are doing in Manitoba, Saskatchewan and
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British Columbia. We may nct te very smart, but surely we are smart enough to
appreciate that in world trading you don't allow yourself to be divided and then
spun off against one another. As I have said in this Hcuse before, I don't mind
where the hog is sold from as long as it is sold out of western Canada, because
that is another hog that we can fproduce and that we can give a marketing
opportunity to. So let's put that one to bed once and for all.

In our trips around the world we have used, very extensively, the trade
conmissioners of the federal qcvernment. We have a good working relationship
with the federal Department cf Trade and Commerce and with their liaison peofple
here in Edmonton. They have teen very pleased that they have been getting some
help in relation to the entire marketing situation. I take it that the policy
of the Social Credit party is that they don't believe in a marketing thrust,
they don't believe we shculd be looking for new markets and new ways of doing
things. Rather, they want tc gc tack to the old way -- they don't 1like this
idea that we should have a marketing capability, that we shouldn't te --

(Interjections])

Well, the =same o0ld thing we used to hear when we suggested to the former
government that they should ke getting off their fannys and getting around and
looking for markets and we were tcld that wasn't their jok.

It's in the transcripticn somewhere if somebody wants to go and listen to
it, before we had Hansard. The then Minister of Trade and Commerce got very
annoyed and said ycu just can't dc that because the provincial government =-- and
we can remember that day very well because he got very annoyed and we had a
rather interesting debate in that connection. My hon. colleague here can
remember it very clearly, as well as I. He <came rushing Lack 1into the
Legislature to tell us that was just terrible and wasn't allowed.

Well, that is so much ncnsense. We intend to proceed with the kind of
programs we have initiated. I have something to say atout the Leader of the
Opposition's comments with regard to positicns, because he, of course, used his
figures in his own little way. There is the traditional comment you know, out
in the hustings, Mr. Chairman, that "fiqures don't lie but sometimes politicians
make theam."

MR. HENDERSON:

Mr. Chairman, on a ¢fcint of order. The figures I used came from his
colleague the Provincial Treasurer, so I would suggest he be cautious now with
the remarks he makes about them. I wouldn't want to witness any bloodshed on
the part of the gertlemen offcsite.

{ Laughter)
DR. HCRNER:

I let the hon. Leader of the Opposition have his fun the other night. I
think he might allow me to have my little bit of fun.

MR. HENDERSON:

On a point of order, ¥r. Chairman. I still think we have to keep the
record straight. I just wanted tc introduce him to the Provincial Treasurer.

DR. HORNER:

The hon. leader, now that he is in an exalted position, must appreciate
that on occasion he is going tc have to listen. Really, cne of the attributes
of good leadership is the atility to listen.

{Laughter]

He'll find, Mr. Chairman, that as he goes alcng in his position that it
will become more and more impcrtant; he'll have to develcp the ability to listen
because he will have people talking to him from a variety of directions.

The nuaober of salaried rfositions as of January 1, 1971 was 1,219.
Transfers from the Alberta Lepartment of Agriculture in September of 1971 out of
the department to Advanced EFEducation were 209 salaried, 58 on wages; to the
Department of the Environment 272 and 210 - for a total of 482. Transfers to
the Department of Agriculture from Environment were salaried, 27, on wages 19.
Transfers frco the Department cf Industry with regard to the Co-op Activities
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Branch were 48, that came in. Transfers from the Department of Mines and
Minerals with regard to the Surface Rights Board were 18.

So, Mr. Chairman, the total staff increase in this budget is under 300
people and I would just like tc have a word with regard to where those people
are. All of them are related tc nev programs.

MR. HENDERSQN:

Mr. Chairman, I don't wish to interject just for the sake of interjection.
Is he talking 300 in this year's program compared to last year?

MR. CHAIRMAN:
Please continue.
DR. HORNER:

As I said, Mr. Chaircan, there are an additional 53 feople in the
irrigation area and I want tc Lave a word about irrigation and who is where and
what and perhaps just read a little bit of documentaticn in here that the hon.
gentlemen seem to have forgotten about. There are 53 additional fpeople in the
technical resource area in irrigation, 5 additional in administration. This is
the establishment of the technical back-up for the Irrigation Secretariat in the
Department of Agriculture. The Rural Develcpment of Small Farms Agreement,
which is funded and staffed cut of the rural development vote, has an additional
staff of 130; as a matter cf fact, most of the increase in staff is in this
area. In that 41 are joint appcintments if you like -- positions seconded from
the federal government. It is a 50/50 operation in relation to the counsellors
who will be dealing with The Swmall Farms Agreement. The others are rural
development credit officers cr agricultural develcpment credit officers who will
te stationed in the rural areas.

We have instituted, of ccurse, meat inspection on a rrovincial basis which
will require 10 additional pecgle.

The other additional fpecple will be in the areas of the Surface Rights
Board with the establishment cf an additional office in southern Alberta, with
additicnal secretarial assistance that is required there to catch up and to deal
in an efficient way with the «claims coming before it. The Policy Liaison
Secretariat, the Farmer's Advccate, these are all new things that the department
is doing in which these additicral people are required.

As a matter of fact, Mr. Chairman, if you take the 300 new positions I am
talking about, if you add all the new programs that we have initiated since we
came into office, it would require 429 people tc administer and operate the new
Eregrams. We have dcne it by cnly adding 300.

Now, M¥r. Chairman, just very briefly, I think that we had Lketter clear up
this irrigation matter once and fcr all.

[Interjections]

The former government had told Ottawa that they were in agreement with thenm
prior to the election of Augqust 30, 1971. Mr. Chairman, if the hcen. Member for
Cypress would like me to read this letter, I will. Well, this is to the hon.
Minister of Agriculture --

MR. HENDERSON:
Is this from the Department cf Agriculture?
DR. HORNER:

Yes, this is from the Cepartment of Agriculture in Alberta.
MR. HENDERSON:

To whom?

DR. HCRNER:

The Minister in Charge cf the Water Resources Branch at the time writing to
the federal Minister of Agriculture, dated March 30, 1971:
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Further to our telerhone conversation of March 23, 1971, [re
irrigation capital works program - rehabilitation] I wish to outline amy
understanding of our ccrversation.

I indicated that the Government of Alberta accepted the principle of
your proposal, that you have agreement for the following sums at present:

$12 million for rehabilitaticn,

$6.2 million for the Bow River Project and St. Mary's Headworks

transition period, deficit and rehabilitation,

$2.3 million (approximately) in assets to be transfered. Complete
engineering services supglied by P.F.R.A. for structure rehabilitation
work.

-» that you are not hard and fast on particular projects rut feel that
projects involved should ccst over one quarter of a million dcllars. You
also requested that in crder to get started this year we accept $12 million
worth of rehabilitation at this time. At some time during the next five
years when the $12 millico is close to being spent, you are prepared to go
back to Cabinet for ancther $1.5 million.

In our discussion I rointed out that it was Alberta‘s stand that we
only match the Federal ccntribution to rehabilitation.

It is understood that the flexibility will e allcwed in Alberta's
handling of the $4.2 millicn which at the present is designated to offset
deficits im the Bo w Fiver Project and the operation of the St. Mary's
headvorks.

And here is a very important raragraph, Mr. Chairman:

It is wunderstood that after a period of adjustment the Bow River
Project will be given the same status as all other Alterta irrigation
districts.

And there was no prior consultation with the people in the Bow River
project or anyvhere else nor the irrigation projects association at that time.

Mr. Chairman, I think that the hon. gentlemen, if they are going to get up
and make statements, should te very careful that they kncw what they are talking
about. I wmight say, Mr. Chairman, that the members of that cabinet who vere
involved with this were the hcn. Member for Cypress, the hon. Member for
Drumheller, the hon. Member for Little Bow and the hon. Member for Wetaskiwin-
Leduc. They are aware of that letter of accertance and --

[Interjections])

Well, the hon. Member for Cypress can wave his hand all he likes. This is
a letter from the provincial Government of Alberta accepting a federal
proposition ~~ the former Mipmister of Agriculture.

[Interjections]
AN HCN. MEMBER:
Shame.
DR. HORNER:

I could go on at some length about the activity our department is involved
in. I would like to say this, I have been extremely pleased by the reaction of
ny departmental people to the new programs, the kind of enthusiasm and vitality
that they have brought to their jcbs, and the way they have accepted the new
philosophy, is really very enccuraging to me.

The situation has imprcved. I, for one, am certainly not taking any credit
for the improved situation, Ltut I do think it's absolutely imperative that we
appreciate what is going on around us throughout the world. We got into an
extemely bad situation in Canada and in Alberta because we were asleep at the
switch. Then we got reports like the task force report on agriculture =- which
came out of Ottawa -- which was aksolutely incredible tecause of its lack of
knowledge about what, in fact, was happening around the world.

The rising standard c¢f 1living, the improved and different standard of
living that people around the wcrld were having, rural urban shift that was
taking place in all of the ccubntries of the world -- these were things that they
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didn't appreciate or they cculdn't have written the kind of report that they did
write.

The only thing I would like to say at the moment in regard to any advice I
might give tc farmers as to what they should produce is that again I would 1like
to stress we wouldp't 1like to see Alberta return to a wheat economy. Our
programs, in fact, have been directed in exactly the opposite direction in that
they have have been directed in a major way to diversification and to the basic
livestock econonmy.

I have gone over a nunkter of these things before, but again I point out --
my hon. friend talked about Janvary 31 being sort of the high point in prices --
that prior to the end of the year, prior to the last escalation in the price of
cattle in particular, we had helped our farmers inm all of Alberta to the tune of
something like $18 million in cattle breeding loans. Those people who were able
to take advantage of those 1lcans in the early months of operation made
substantial gains not only in their income, but also in their assets generally,
because of the increased price cf cattle.

I know my hen. friends like to play a little politics now and then, I like
to play it too. I'm quite willing that the farmers of Alberta should judge the
program and judge the activity of the department and the way the minister
handles that department.

®ith that, WMr. Chairman, I would like to suggest that the real results of
the programs we initiated since we have taken office should show up in the
coming year and the year after that. Any argicultural program is going to take
from one to three years to have a major effect upon the income of the farmers.
That is cne of the reasons we had to start early and go to beat the band.

MR. HENDERSON:

I want to ask a point cf crder. I would just like to raise two things, Mr.
Chairman, I guess would come urder a point cf crder.

Firstly, would the minister table the particular letter?

Secondly, for the record, I just want to be sure I heard him straight, that
the federal government did nct cr were not requested to ccncur with the tabling
of this correspondence? Are they not required tc?

MR. YURKO:

Mr. Chairman, I answered that gquestion early in the session. We had
written to the federal government and did not get concurrence akout tabling the
correspondence that involved them directly -- that is their corresgondence to us
-- until such time as the agreement had been finalized. I made a remark with
respect to that when, in fact, the sessicn opened.

MR. HENDERSON:

Mr. Chairman, the federal government basically then have nct ccncurred with
the tabling of that particular letter.

[{Interjections)
Well, who's the letter tc?
DR. HCRNER:
The letter is to the federal government but it's our letter.
MR. HENDERSON:
From who?
DR. HORNER:
From the former Minister cf Agriculture.
MR. HENDERSON:

And so there is no need tc get the concurrence of the federal government to
taktle that letter?
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DR. HORNER:
No, it's our position. It's the Government of Alberta position.
MR. HENDERSON:

All right. I just want to be clear of this for the record in the little
matter of relating returns sc that all returns that are approved by the House =
it's Jjust the letters =-- «ccrrespondence that's coming back from Ottawa that
aren't to ke tabled by the crder.

DR. HCENER:
No ...[Inaudible]...
MR. HENDERSON:
0.K. Just wanted to be sure of that little item, Mr. Chairman.
DR. HORNER:
You're learning ... {Inaudible] ...
MR. CHAIRMAN:
Mr. Buckwell.
MB. BUCKWELL:

Mr. Chairman, to the Pinister of Agriculture. I was not opposed to the
policy of the Future Farmers. 2all I tried tc convey was that this could have
been worked through the 4-H without having another separate group altogether.

MR. CHAIRMAN:
Mr. Strom.
MR. STROM:

Mr. Chairman. I appreciate that the hon. Minister of Agriculture thought
that he could very neatly take cne piece of correspondence, read 1it, and then
suggest that this was gcing tc close the argument and there would be nothing
more said about it.

I certainly have no intention, Mr. Chairman, of letting that rest there
because, I suggest that even Ly his own statements that he <can certainly be
proved wrong. Because if he is suggesting that the reasons that no agreement
was signed, was because the frcvincial government was dragging 1ts heels, then
the very evidence that he is wusing here, right at this point in time, is
defeating the very agrument that he is trying to make. PBecause, if the federal
government did in fact have a letter from us saying that we were agreeing to it
in total, and that there was nc further argument, I ask him, why wasn't it
signed? Because it's the federal government that certainly then were at that
point required to sign it, and I suggest that the hon. wminister has been trying
to throw up the smoke screen to confuse the issue again, as he does on so many
occasions.

Mr. Chairman, that letter is nothing nev to me. I am well aware of that
letter. And I suggest, that when it was written, it was written by the Minister
of Agriculture who was not tctally awvare at that point in time of -~

[Interjections)

-~ Mr. Chairman, it is fine fcr them to pcund their desks and I say that 1f we
are going to lcok at the facts, let's look at all of the facts and not just try
to look at some of them.

Now, MNr. Chairman, at the outset of the discussicn, there was one point
that the hon. Member for Little Bcw and myself were trying to make very clear,
and apparently it didn't get through to the minister from the remarks that he
has just made. Now, that was that the federal government had an agreement with
the east block. ©Now, I don't know how I can say 1t any clearer than that.

Mr. Chairman, the second point, and again I thought that we were being
clear, was that it was not the responsibility of the cgrovincial government to
tell the east block that the federal government was nc lcnger gcing to honour
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that agreement. And when we accepted, and I wrote down the words ‘"accept in
principle", which is what the letter said, we had not any suggestion of changing
the figures. But it was a pcint cf procedure that we were arguing with the
federal gcvernment. We pcinted out very clearly to them that the procedure to
follow was for the federal gcvernment to tell the east block that they were no
longer gcing to continue their agreement.

At that point, and 1I'®m sure that if the hon. minister will check it, he
will find that the rrocedure that should have been followed would Le that the
east block would then come tc the provincial government and make application to
be taken into the irrigation arrangement under prcvincial statute. This they
never did. I'm not aware that to this day that the east block have made any
move, have made any applicaticn tc the ¢province to be taken in under the
provincial statute. And I suggest that as long as they have an agreement with
the federal government, the federal government has a resgonsibility to honour
it. and I say again, ard I say it just as straightforwardly as I can, Mr.
Chairman, that it is not the responsibility of this gcvernment to take away an
agreement that this district has with the federal government.

It is for this reascn that the agreement was not signed at that point in
time. There was no argument cr the figures as this letter has indicated. The
figures at that pcint were accertable.

It was a matter of procedure, and the federal government refused to follow
through. I say that if they want to table all of the ccrresgondence that went
on at that time, fine. It cnly ccvers part of it. Because the main point that
I am raising right now was discussed in my office, when I sat up in the
Premier's office, with twc cr three other members who were involved in it who
sat there with me. I pointed cut very clearly tc the Minister of Agriculture at
that point in time that there was no way we were going tc accept it until he had
made his proper arrangements with the irrigation district. And he refused to do
it. Now I know the minister cver there can sit and smile all he wants to, but
these are the facts as they existed.

And as far as him trying tc read a letter into the record at this time to
try and indicate that it was any different, is just trying to mislead the House.

DR. HCENER:

Mr. Chairman, the hon. Menker for Cypress can be as defensive as he wants
to be. This letter says, "it is understood that after a period of adjustment
the Bow River Project will be given the =same status as all cther Alberta
irriqation districts." That is pretty clear that they were taking cver the Bow
River Project. No ifs, ands, cr ftuts.

The other important thing, Mr. Chairman, somebody talked about -- there
really should ke an escalaticn clause in relation to inflation -- and I'm sure
when the agreement is signed, that it will be substantially better than the
fiqures I read out here this evening in relation to that letter.

I know why the agreement wasn't signed, Mr. Chairman. Because it wasn't at
the right time of the year. Having regard to the provincial election that was
coming up and they didn't have any program or any way in which they could sit
down and talk with the Bow River fpeople, and that is why the agreement wasn't
signed.

MR. BENDERSON:

Mr. Chairman, we would delight in going back over all this history because
we'll be here until Hell freezes over, and we'll have the Minister of
Agriculture to credit for it.

So I Jjust want to go cn record, when later cn in the Estimates we start
hearing pecple on the other side crying about we're delaying the operation, I'd
just 1like this moment to come kack to haunt some of the people seated opposite.

So to start the exercise, #r. Chairman, I can't understand from the
ninister and after all the exercise wetve heard about from the Provincial
Treasurer about making all the effort to provide us with all this information,
how on earth the minister can arrive at 300 emplcyee increases when the book
says 400.

We listened to a great dissertation by the Provincial Treasurer telling us
that the Estimates that are shcwn in the new book here this year, is not the
Estimates that were approved Lty the legislature, are not the manpcwer approved
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by the Legislature, but is the figure that the Executive Council have come up
with after they have juggled rrcgrams.

AN HON. MEMBER:
Juggled the books.
MR. HENDERSON:

So how on earth then, when you go through the arithmetic and I assume on
the basis of what the Treasurer has said, that what is shown here is *72-%73
Estimates 1is what the program finally shook out to be after they finished thear
juggling and adding more warrants and so on in, in manpower. When you go
through that exercise you ccme up with the difference between their adjusted
1972-73 Estimates that they have adjusted, not what the Legislature approved,
but as per their adjustment presumably with a difference of 399 employees on a
net balance.

Now the question comes up then next is, if the figure that 1s shown on the
Estimates for '72-'73 here in dcllars is not the figure that was aprroved by the
Legislature, but rather it is a revised figure as a result cf changes in
government program, wvhat on earth does the manpower figure relate to that is
underneath it? I presume it relates to the revised program after the juggling
has taken place.

So I don't know how on earth you expect us to ccnclude that the minister's
statements of only adding 300 ewvployees when the Estimates show 400 employees
can be accepted in light of what the Provincial Treasurer has said.

I presume that if we +went back to what was in the originmal '72-'73
Estinates we would ccme up -- if it was approved by the Hcuse-- we would come up
vith a different manpower figure again. I don't really know what that would be.
But I'd like to find out where the 100 employees went that are shown in the
Estimates that the Minister cf Agriculture doesn't know any thing akout.

¥R. MINIELY:

Well, Mr. Chairman, again the hon. Leader of the Cggositicn ~- I explained
this at the last session where we first presented the information in this
manner.

In fact my colleague and I are both very aware of what's happened. As a
matter of fact I have said this in the House a ccuple of times, and the hon.
leader and the members of the cpposition seem to refuse to try and accept what I
have said in the rast.

First, in fact, there are transfers of vrpeople, and I think what is
unfortunate is having had 36 years of one government in tbe Province of Alberta
and a new government taking cffice, there is bound to te a great deal of change.
There is bound to be a great deal of change in programming. That's one of the
reasons why this government was elected. So, in fact, Mr. Chairman, the
manpower that is presented in the Estimates -- if the opposition wants to
understand this and is serious atout understanding it -- the manpower figures in
the Estimates include what we started with the previous year, the transfers
vithin the department, because in fact, under the reorganization are transfers
of people into different functicnal areas, and transfers between departments,
witnessed last year as my cclleague knows in the case of irrigation where there
were extensive staff positico transfers within the Department of the Environment
and Department of Agriculture.

And it also includes the fact, Mr. Chairman, that the Estimates as we
present them -- because in my view they are more meaningful -- categorize
manpover equivalents. For that reason part-time staff in the time we have taken
office, perscns who were formerly categorized as part-time staff and were not
included as positions in the civil service, are presented in the Estimates now
in terms of their equivalent manpcwer. And I am happy, Mr. Chairman, to provide
all members of the Legislature with the reconciliation cf manpower, if they wish
to have that as well.

This here is again supplewentary information, which I submit is additional
information which was never fprcvided, in fact, in Estimates before we took
office. In fact the oppositicn has tried to use them tc embarrass us as though
ve had 3,100 positions, when they know that last year an the spring session I
said this very same thing and exglained this very same thing. Sc if they waant a
reconciliation of it, my colleague has indicated the actual increase in position
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relative to the comparative amount last year, and we can provide the members
with that too.

MR. HENDERSON:

Mr. Chairman, I find it difficult to accept the arquments cf the Provincial
Treasurer. In the final analysis it boils dcwn to money. And if it is bodies
ve are talking about, it isc costing the taxpayer money. And he can juggle up
halves of men and fractions cf men and get them out into round numbers, and put
them into equivalents or unequivalents, any way he vants. And I can only
assume, 1n terms of what it rmeans to the taxpayers of RAlkterta, that when one
sees appropriation 1102, there are 39 in this year's estimates for 1972-73, so
it's 39 people. When you lcck at 1102, under the Estipates for last year, it
says 36 people. And so they have added three because of changes in the
programs.

{Interjections]

So I can see the argument cf the Treasurer being relevant in the year they
switch over from the way we did it to the way they are doing it. But the way I
interpret it is the figures they are giving us this year compare their version
of last year and their versicn cf this year, and you come out with 399 gpeople
different. And wvhen either minister, any minister on that side of the House,
stands up and says that we are misleading the House, when we simply take the
arithmetic that they present --

AN HCN. MEMBER:
You can't add.
MR. HENDERSON:

-- and when the Treasurer has gone ahead and given us a great spiel about
his responsibility to make infcrmation available to the public and make the
presentation as thorough as pcssible, he then comes up with a figure that is
unbalanced. There are somewhere arcund 400 people between their revised
Estimates using their methods and their Executive Council changes in bookkeeping
and transferring and so on and sc forth, and comes up with figures that say
there is a 400 rpeople difference in the two years Estimates using their
techniques in both years. The whcle question of mwmanpower equivalents becones
completely irrelevant. And cn the other hand, if the fiqure isn't relevant what
on earth is it in the Estimates fcr? What's it in there for?

And so I suggest, Mr. Speaker, the explanation that the Treasurer has given
nay make sense in terms of scme accounting circles, but he talks about trying to
communicate to the public and as far as the public is ccncerned it knows it is
in the Estimate bcoks. And the Estimates say there are 399 nmore employees
equivalent. Whether they are hired half-a-man here, a quarter~woman there and
three-eighths some place else is irrelevant in terms of what it means to
taxpayers in expenditure of mcney. That's what we are talking abtout and that's
what is in here. So if he wants to communicate effectively to the public he'd
better figure out some way cf getting together with his colleagues and making
sense out of this so we don't gc through this exercise of taking the Treasurer's
arithmetic that comes up with 400 employees and have the Minister of agriculture
stand up and say it's 300. Ncw which minister is the public going to believe?

MR. CLARK:
Neither one.
MR. HENDERSON:

We can get into all this acccunting terminology and so on and so forth, and
we might even get into a bit c¢f medical terminology with the Minister of
Agriculture, and it isn't gcing to change the basic confusion that exists. I
find the replies that have ccme frcm both ministers, in light of the tremendous
exercise that they've gone thrcugh in saying that they dcn't really need to get
the Legislature tc approve the Estimates, their responsikility is to communicate
it to the public, that they'd better figure out which figure is right and come
up with a figure that is meaningful to the public.

Because I can only conclude that the press also prokably goes by what is in
the book here. What the Prcvincial Treasurer comes up and says on the flootr of
the House as a general philcscphical dissertation does nothing tc explain the
actual difference of 100 peoprle Letween these two departments. It doesn't
explain a single thing. It wmay be fine in his ivory tower and his air-



25-1076 ALEERTA HANSARL March 20, 1973

conditioned office, but from a standpoint of finding cut what's gcing on 1inside
that government, and what kind cf communication there is tetween those ministers
over there, 1t's absolutely irrelevant.

So until we get an explanation that makes some sense, Mr. Speaker, I have
to go by what is in the Estimates book -~ what the Provincial Treasurer said.
Because it's what's in here that is resulting, I assume, 1n the expenditures of
taxpayers' money. If it isn't expending taxpayers' money, what on earth have we
got it in here for in the first place?

MR. HYNDMAN:

Red herring.
MR. HENDERSON:

So when I hear the Minister of Agriculture stand up and say that we are
misleading the House, that is ccmpletely wrong, Mr. Chairman. The government is
misleading this House, and nokody knows what to believe about what they are
saying.

SOME HON. MEMBERS:

Agreed.

MR. HENDERSON:

And I suggest if we have tc stay here all year to go through and find out
what the truth 1s, fine. With the big raise we got last year it would probably
be a damned good investment. Eecause the people of the frovince are wanting to
know what on earth is gcing on with the exploding bureaucracy in this
governnment.

Fine, let's start out with the first agpropriation, 1101, and go right
through each cne, and we'll get a detailed explanation cut of the minister about
what all this gobkledegook akcut what manpower equivalent is and whether it does
or does not end up in an increase in the taxpayers®' money.

MR. HYNDMAN:

We've got all the time in the world.
MR. MINIELY:

Mr. Chairman, I'll be very brief. The hon. leader insists upon not
recognizing the difference tetween manpower eguivalents and permanent civil
service positions. I will <simply say that I am ccnfident that the kind of
tudgetary information that we have provided since we have been in cffice is a
great improvement over what we caw in the past.

MR. HENDERSON:

I would ask the Treasurer one question. Is the figure he shows in this
year's Estimate book for 197z-73 Estimates, is it expressed in terms of manpower
equivalents?

MR. MINIELY:

Yes.

MR. HENDERSON:

And is the figure that is in for 1973-74 expressed in manpower equivalents?
FR. MINIELY:

Yes.

MR. HENDERSON:

And is that manpower egquivalent resulting 1in an increase in the taxpayers'
mcney in terms of peorle?

MR. MINIELY:

Yes.
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MR. HENDERSON:

Well then, how on earth can yocu arqgue in terms cf practical interpretation,
399 reople being added to the department in terms of the expenditure of the
taxpayers' money? Because ky ycur own statement, they have teen added.
¥R. MINIELY:

The hon. Leader of the Crpcsition refuses to acknowledge that there are a
great number of people working for this government who are on a part-time basis
and are not full-time <civil servants and are not part of the permanent civil
service.

MR. HENDERSON:

They are still costing the taxpayers money, Mr. Chairman.
¥R. MINIELY:

That's irrelevant --

{Interjections])

MR. HENDERSON:
No. 1It's not irrelevant. That's the Lasic 1ssue we're going through.

[Interjections]

What on earth are we wastipg this time going through these bocks for if its
irrelevant?

MR. CHAIRMAN:

Order. Order. May we have crder, please.
BR. MINIELY:

It's just plain policy.

MR. CHAIRMAN:
May we have order.
MR. HENDERSON:

Mr. Chairman, when the hcuse leader over there, whc never has anything to
say ordinarily, sits in his seat and spouts off and 1is talking about going
through the Estimates and determining the dcllar expenditure and what it's for,
that it's irrelevant, we'd better all pack up and go honme.

SOME HON. MEMBERS:
He didn't say that.
MR. HENDERSON:

That's exactly what he said.
AN HON. MEMBER:

He didn't say that.

MR. HENDERSON:

That's exactly what he said. It's exactly what he said. There is no point
in wasting anymore time in gcing through this because we've got all these self-
appointed experts over here -- whc I would point out represent only 47 per cent
of the people of the province cf Alkerta =-- that have decided that we don't
need to question anything they do. They know all the answers. But I still come
back to the people of Alberta who want tc know what cn earth the increase in
funds are in the budget for?

And whether it is one man working six months the first part of the year and

the secord man working six mcnths the last part of the year, it still comes out
to what the minister says, the equivalent of one man and when you count through
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that way you come up with 399 enployees. I presume if ycu counted bodies, part-
time bodies, ycu come up with a figure that is even higher. So I can't follow
how his argument ends up by saying that there are fewer people involved in the
payroll -- when he goes at it his way -- because the way I interrret there would
be more pecple in actual fact, if you count part-time employees and name every
part~time employee as full-tigme employees. So I am still asking the Treasurer
and the Minister of Agriculture, where is the hundred men difference between
last year and this year?

AN HON. MEMBER:

Hidden.
MR. CHAIRHMAN:

Any further comments?
AN HON. MEMBER:

No answer?
MR. CHAIRMAN:

Are you ready for the resclutiocn?
HON. MEMBERS:

No.
MR. RUSTE:

Mr. Chairman, I have a gquestion I would 1like to ask the Minister of
Agriculture and it is relative tc vote 1121. Now with the implementation of the
new cror insurance gprogram in the Province of Alberta and the district covered,
it is available to the farmers in that area, what happens if, say, there is a
complete crop failure in a dry year, or there is a disastrous hail storm or a
frost? Will there be any other provision of assistance over and abcve the crop
insurance payments?

DR. HORNER:

I think the ideal =scluticn, of course, would be to have a program which
would be good enough, or that the farmers of Alberta would think was good
enough, that we could get all farmers to take crofp insurance. I think that crop
insurance in a general way -~- as I have said before, we intend to igplement all
of the wmajor recommendaticmns cf the special committee -- crop insurance has to
be dealt with, in my view, in relation to any stabilization program that the
federal government comes forward with and should be related to that. So that in
effect there is scme sort of crcp guarantee -- that would be a kasic¢ thing.

Certainly if we had bad a more reascnable crop~insurance program in the
areas that were hit this year, the need for extra payments would not have been
there. That 1is not to <say that in another year we won't require those
additional paywments, because it may well be that additicnal payments will be
required. But I would think the ultimate aim would be to get a crop-insurance
program which the farmers of Alterta would have faith in and would Jjoin on a
voluntary basis to give themr that sort of basic guarantee of a return on at
least their inputs in agriculture.

I don't expect we will get that right away. I think it will take some time
to have the acceptance by the farmers of the new program. The premiuams have
gone down very substantially with the agreement of the federal government to
take over half the cost cf tte prenmiums. Therefore, and with the npew
reconmendations that are being icplemented as a result of the select committee,
we hope the program will beccme mcre attractive tc the farmers of Alberta and
that eventually we will have all of them on it. Once we get to that stage I
think that supplementary payments and other kinds of things that governments
have to do in times of climatic disturtance will nct ke as hard. I would say
the $3 million we are paying out this year in relaticn to payments is a pretty
substantial amount. The ideal is to get everybody covered by crop insurance.

MR. NOTLEY:
I'm sorry I wasn't akle tc be at the subcommittee during this particular

appropriation’s detailed discussion. What concerns me is the drop of 20.8 per
cent in the afppropriation this year. 1In view of the recommendations of the
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Committee cn Crop Insurance, I would think that our pgrovincial contribution
would actually be going up. I am wcndering if you can advise us in detail why
there is a dror this year?

DR. HORNER:

As a matter of fact it didn't require that much, tut three cr four years
ago in the initiation of the Crcp Insurance Program there were advances mpade
frcm the general revenue c¢f the province to the Crop Insurance Commission. A
year ago we would have had a sutstantial amount that we cculd have given back to
the Provincial Treasurer in a bookeering way from here. But the Provincial
Auditor said that we couldn't transfer it back or Jjust 1leave it in general
revenue, but in fact it had tc go back through the Provincial Auditor to pick up
these previous advances. Therefcre the amount that we had required, the
$1,500,000 that was 1n here last year, and the actual amount spent in 1971-72
reflect the pickug of the previcus advances. We have now cleaned that all off
and therefore even with a nev frcgram we require less to finance our portion of
it. It is a bookeeping entry that came from a few years ago when the progran
vas initiated.

MR. NOTLEY:

Mr. Chairman, if presumakly the government does proceed with all the
reconmmendations of the Crop Insurance Committee Report, there would however be
an increase in the 1974-7%f agppropriation, I would take it, if all these
reccomendations were introduced?

DR. HCRNER:

Not necessarily. Really the <Crop Insurance Corporation has built up a
reserve, a substantial amount ¢f soney that they use -« and that is a reserve
and we want to keep 1t that way. But the $1,500,000 that has Leen voted in the
last two years was enough mcrney nct only to rum the thing but to fpick up the
substantial advances that the Provincial Treasurer had advanced to the
corporation at an earlier time. And so I don't expect this to rise
substantially unless we get a better participation, in other words if more
farmers -- our administrative ccsts are going to go up, and I would think that
that would be a nominal increase in relation to the nuamber of farmers who are in
the program, rather tham any major increase in the apgropriation.

ME. NOTLEY:

One additional questicn. I know this is an extremely complicated
adoinistrative thing to consider, but has there been any thought given to soge
sort of special differential rate or incentive rate in high-risk areas? Because
right ncw cur problem is that the highest-risk areas in the province are the
areas where you have the least crcp insurance.

DR. HORNER:

Well, I think that has tc be considered and that we have to have a look at
that in a real hard way, because I agree with the hon. member that the areas in
vhich there have been difficulties in the past few years are exceptionally high-
risk areas. One of the recommendaticns of the committee, of course, is to
narrow that and also to get dcwn to -- and this is where we hope to be able to
move to =-- the individual farmer's experience. You can't do that in a year and
perhaps not even in two years kecause of the administrative complexities of it,
but that is where we would hcpe tc get to. However, I do agree that in the
high-risk areas we have to have a special look at it.

MB. TAYLOR:

Mr. Chairman, I am not sure whether the hon. minister answered this or not,
but if he did I didn't hear the answer. Under the new fprogram, I think a1t was
suggested that the federal government would pay one-half the premium and the
provincial government would take the total administraticn. Will that program be
in effect this coming summer, «ill it be on the acre basis and will it be based
on the acre basis this year? Thank you very much.

DR. HCENER:
Yes. I assume the hcn. members haven't received copies from the Crop

Insurance Corporation of the new program. I will make sure that they are sent
arcund. I thought that they were.
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MR. CLARRK:

Mr. Chairman, under vote 1121, I would like to ask the minister if he would
outline for just a moment or twc -~ I wasn't in the sukccmmittee -- the plan he
has for this year on the Ccmmercial Weather Modification Program. It is my
understanding that this is the first of a five-year pilct project, that it will
cost about $1 mi1llion 1p this first year and that there will bte four planes
involved ccvering the area frco Red Deer to Calgary virtually out to Hanna --
that rectangle there? Thep cculd I also ask the minister if he plans to bring
in legislaticn to formalize the interim board that he has established this year?

Then I would like to ask the minister to once again give consideration to a
point I raised at the fall session. That dealt with the question of an
assessment four or five years dcwn the rcad. You recall at the fall session,
when we discussed the crop insurance report, that I asked ycu give some
consideration to appointing scmecne on this interim board -- the persanent board
was established -- someone whc was not actively involved in the ccmmercial hail
suppression program; somecne who, shall we say, would be fairly reasonable;
scmeone who wasn't very enthusiastic about the ccmmercial program. There are a
nuober of people in that area ncw who were very much ofposed tc the commercial
program, but who are now ~- I think -- prepared to ke rather enthusiastic
tackers of this kind of program with the government spcnsoring it, and I commend
you for putting the $1 millicr in it.

I think 1If ycu could involve at least one of those people on your board,
hopefully the provisional bcard, that when we get to the stage fcur or five
years down the road, Mr, Minister, when we were are dcing an assessment of how
successful the prcgram has teen, there is a lot better chance of «carrying the
judgoment of feople who have Lkeen so very wuch oppcsed to it. I have been
through the pill for the last 1z cr 14 years on it. So I would ask you to give
a bit more consideration on that. I note that the feople you have appointed on
the divisicnal bcard -- and they are a good bunch of people -- are all pretty
active supporters of the ccmpercial program in the past. If you would add one
more who perhaps wasn't quite as actively involved, I think- this gperson would
lend a lot of stature to the kind of assessment that we are going tc get four or
five years down the road. I hcpe that assessment is pcssible.

DR. HORNER:

Mr. Chairman, I would like to say to the hcn. menkter that we have already
added a menber from the Canadian Meteorological Associaticn and, cf course, we
do have the ingut.

What I don®t want to dc at the moment, 2f at all pcssible, is to rekindle
the rrotagcnists cn each side. Eut I'm quite willing to consider that down the
way in evaluation.

Insofar as the interim bcard is concerned, 1t is not our intention at this
session to formalize it, but rather perhaps at the fall session or next year. I
would hope by then we would have a better i1dea cf who effectively can serve on
the board in relaticn to -- as you're saying -- the people that can (I want to
be <careful how I put this) effectively evaluate the prcgram because it has been
contenticus.

It is my own view that we have gone through a lot of experimentation and
arqument. I think 1t's impcrtart enough to spend the money and then evaluate
and see whether cr not, in fact, modification is worthwhile or not. We welcome
any suggestions from members in the area as to hcw the frcgram is gcing. Agaain,
I wculd ask fcr cooperation sc that we don't get back into the prctagonists for
and against.

MR. BUCKWELL:

Mr. Chairman, I Jjust wanted to ask the minister akout areas in which you
provide relief for thcse whc have been unable to get their crogs off. If they
do try to harvest this spring, by the time they get their crogs in they will
prcbably be frozen again next fall, 1t's one of those thiangs. Realizing that
some of these f[people have bad a pretty rough time cf it over the last two or
three years and haven't been akle to pay their taxes and things. Could the
government consider paying their 1nsurance for this year so 1f something did
happen -- you are taking a calculated risk -- you might ke in the same position
next fall, laying ocut ancther $3 million. Maybe a half a millicn dollars for
this spring might save you a lct cf money an the fall.
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DF. HCENEE:

That might be a pretty gccd suggestion. I quess my hon. friend knows that
hope springs eternal in the farmer. He's hcping for a gccd spring, then a wet
June and a good fall tc get it off. And hopefully things will restructure
themselves with the help of wcther nature.

The idea isn't a bad one and we'll have a lcok at it.
MR. CHAIEMAN:

Any cther questions? Fr. Notley.
MR. NCTLEY:

There is cne pcint that I want to raise under Appropriaticn No. 1102. It
concerns the Farmer's Advocate which, by the way, I agree is an excellent move
cn the part cf the frovincial gcvernment and a move that perits congratulations.

I also feel the choice cf a person was a good one and I know that in the
case of several constituency frcktlems which seemed insoluable, I've taken then
tc the Farmer's Advccate and he's done an excellent job. My ccncern though is,
in the Estinmates committee I asked you about the Farmer's Advocate's salary, and
you menticned between $14,0CC and $17,000. I'm not here to try tc narrow it
down, but I was a little disturted that it's at that level. It cecems to nme we
shculd ke looking at a scuewhat higher salary, because if the position is to
have the stature which I Lelieve it should command, then it's my judgement it
should Lke somewhat higher than that particular range which is scmewhere in the
neighbcurhocd of what many cf the executive assistants receive, and I think it's
a higher, mcre important resgpcrsikility.

The cther thing that distrubs me a bit is whether or not we have nailed
down the terms of reference sufficiently well, sc that the Farmer's Advocate
can, in fact, do the job withip the department. I am a little ccncerned there
will be the tendency within the department -- this is true of any department -
to try to smother him with kureaucratic love. I would hope we cauld make sure
he has sufficiently clear guidelines so that he «can tramp c¢n the toes of
everybody when their toes deserve to be tramged cn.

MR. CHAIRMAN:
Mr. Minister.
DR. HORNER:

Well, Mr. Chairman, just briefly, the rpositicn is Leing reviewed in
relaticn tc salary and the hcn. members may be interested in the tremendous
amount o©f <calls he has had, ranging up to 78 in a day -- the numker of rather
bad situations that have been gcing on for years that he has been akle to reach
some conclusicn on. We've fkeen very rleased with the effect sc far. The
quidelines 1 have given him are that administratively he is respcnsible to the
Assistant Deputy Minister im charge of the Family Farm Divisicn so he has a
direct rcute to the Minister, tc make sure he can, in fact, deal with errors
within the department itself.

MR. CHAIRMAN:
Wr. Notley.
MR. NOTLEY:

Will there be moves cn the salary questicn within the next few months to
bring him up tc a higher status?

MR. CHAIRMAN:
Mr. Clark.
MR. CLARK:

Mr. Chairman, I wonder if I could ask the minister about Appropriation
1132. In the last few days, the minister made an announcement in the House with
regard to bringing dairy cattle in from eastern Canada. At the same time, the
minister made reference to his interest in the questicn of export of dairy
cattle from Alterta to Russia, Japan and that general area. My guestion then
centres arcund this question cf a presentation that was wmade to the minister, I
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believe a year ago or perhaps a little more, by, I think it was rerresentatives
of the Edmonton-Calgary Milk Sheds, with regard to the surervised testing
program in the degpartment. BAnd the problem as I understand it centres around
the fact that the present superviced testing program in the province 1is really
not reccgnized by the federal government and therefore is not accegtable as far
as export of Alberta cattle. As the minister is nodding, I assume bhe agrees
vith me cp that pcint.

The second point is this -- this relates especially to the Holstein breed
itself -~ if in changing the testing program 1t can be upgraded in such a manner
so that the program 1s rather acceptable to the federal government and then it
would be to that association. &As I understand it they are looking at upgrading
of the grade cattle themselves. If they are backed up by acceptatle records
over a period of time, these cattle, I think, have tremendous possibilities for
export, especially to Russia.

I recognize the propcsiticn was put to the minister of the department a
year ago, and upon checking with fpeople in the department not so long ago, it is
my understanding very 1little actual progress has been made in mcving on this
particular testing program. Sc, in light of the expcrt cpportunities available,
I think the sccner we can mcve on this program the better it will be, and get
more money in the hands of ... [Inaudible] ....

MR. CHAIEMAN:
Mr. Minister.
DR. HOENER:

Mr. Chairman, as a matter of fact, as I understand it, our dairy industry
people would rather bave our L[HI program than the federal one and we have
resolved the conflict between KOP and DHI, that is, from the federal point of
view. We are hopeful. as a matter of fact, there are pmeetings scheduled in the
next twc or three weeks c¢n this particular point. Because the hcn. member is
quite correct, the future fcr expcrt of dairy cattle lies substantially in the
grade area if we have proper reccrds with which we can back up their production.

I wight say the reascn it hasn't moved as fast as we would have liked it
to, is because of the conflict Letween the federal and the provincial program.
But as I  understand it frcm the Dairymen's Associaticn -- and I met with them
just last week -- they would want us to try and convince the federal government
to accept cur prcgram, or at least most of the components of it.

MB. RUSTE:

Mr. Chairman, first 1 Jjust wanted to make a ccmment cn 1102 where the
Farmer's Advocate was discussed. I can't help but look at his position in the
farming industry as sowmewbat sisiliar to what cur Provincial Omtudsman is in,
and his salary, of course, is up in the $30,000 bracket.

Now 1I'd 1like to raise ancther question at this time for the pinister, and
I'm talking from memory now and I'd like the minister to correct me if I am
wrong. Sowmetime earlier it was late last year, I Lelieve it was, vwhere there
was reference made to the putlic market where farmers were being prohibited from
dealing or exhibiting stuff there unless they met certain requirements under
refrigeration and so on. I Ltelieve the hon. minister had said something to the
city, apd then the city came back to the Minister of Health and Social
Development. I would just like tc ask the minister if this has been reconciled
now, and are the people who are using the public markets bhappy?

DR. HCRNER:

As far as I know they are happy, dr. Chairman. We were akle to get for
them some used refrigeration equipment at very minimum ccst, and so they are now
meeting the Board of Health regulations and are happy and the costs were
minimal.

This, as a mwmatter of fact, came from some of the supermarkets that were
closed dcwn and where the refrigeration equipment was available. We were able
to put the people who were invclved in touch with the right peorle and they were
able to tuy 1t very, very advantageously.

MR. FUSTE:

Were there any ©producers who because of even that cost, weren't able to
continue there?
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DR. HORNER:
Not that I know of.
MR. SORENSON:

Mr. Chairman, I have =scme concerns on Appropriation 1144, 1It's meat
inspection. I have a number ¢f suall meat markets in my constituency and they
seem tc be quite fearful cf meat inspection. Do you anticipate any abattoirs
having tc close in 19732

DR. HORNER:

I don't anticipate any abattoirs having tc close. Our approach would be
cne cf trying tc educate, imprcve, and point out the advantages to them of
upgrading their premises sc that they would be able to expand their market
opportunities.

The idea is not to put anytody out of business, but rather to improve their
business and improve the guality cf meat that 1s available to Albertans.

MR. WYSE:

Mr. Chairman, I'm not sure which Appropriation -- it is possikbly 1104, How
many dollars are allocated tc the agriculture exhibitions this year in the forn
of grants?

DR. HCRNER:

Beg pardon.
MR. WYSE:

Possibly under Appropriaticn 1104.
DR. HCRNER:

Right, yes. The exhititicn grants are substantially the same. The grants
to Edmonton and Calgary are $100,000, Lethbridge is $75,000, Red Deer is
$75,000, and Medicine Hat is $%%,000.

MR. DIXON:

Yes, Mr. Chairman, I'd like to make a few remarks toc the hon. minister. I
vas quite impressed with his record of going around the world 1looking for
markets, but I wondered if he paid attenticn tc the market south of us because
apparently there is a greater change taking place in agriculture in the United
States than in any other couptry in the world.

This year they are gcing to put 40 million acres more into production angd
cut down over $1 billion of subeidy to the farmers with the idea of getting more
producticn in hopes that the fccd prices will drop.

And as city nmembers, c¢f course, we are concerned with the cost of food.
We're probably getting more letters on that than a lot cf other things we are
doing here as a government, Lcth federally and provincially.

I was wondering, with the increasing price of our farm products, maybe the
hon. minister could enlarge a little on the need for marketing koards. I think
naturally, following higher ¢fgrices the farmers won't be as anxious to be
controlled by marketing boards as they would naturally when times were a 1little
tougher for them. And I was wcndering if the department has any forecast on the
future of marketing boards in Alberta, in particular in the next few years. And
I wvas wondering what research has been done and how the American market, which
is gcing to have the greatest effect on the Canadian wmarket than any other
country in the world, is going to affect agriculture. PEecause when you think of
40 millicn acres that have Leen put into production, it is almost equal to all
the arable land in our grovince.

DR. HORNER:

Well, the hon. member is correct, of course, that again we have to be aware
of what the Americans are écing. That's part of cur market intelligence
operation. Because it beccmes very important, particularly to us here in
Alberta when we are on a North American market. I think there will continue to
be major opportunities for us in the American market, particularly in the meat
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area, because they are the larqgest importers of meat, of course, of any country
in the world.

We would hope for, and as a matter of fact are now looking at, forward
contracting into the American market in relation to hogs. The Hog BRoard has put
in a lot of work in relation tc fcrward contract.

We would hope that cur cther marketing boards would also be looking at
forward contracting so we can say to our farmers that down the rtoad there are
going to be those markets, they are there and they are pinned down.

I don't have any forecast with regard to marketing boards other than to say
this. I think that they have dcne an effective job and can do an effective job.
We have encouraged them tc be much more market oriented rather than just a
matter of regulaticn. I think this is important. BAll of them are working with
our home economists in commecdity development and in the development of products
from the particular line in which they are involved.

The marketing council has had some hearings with regard to the vegetable
industry. They hope to raticnalize that and to have scme recommendations for nme
in that area.

We intend to review the crerations of the Egq Marketing Board to see if we
can imprcve it, particularly as it affects the smaller producer.

I can't, as I say, give any further forecasts with regard to marketing
boards. I think they are a useful mechanism, but they are only one of the
mechanisms that can be used effectively to handle farmers' marketing. And
perhaps eventually, if I could forecast, I would see down the road a combination
of forward-contracting marketing boards and government direction, with the
government acting as a catalyst more than anything else.

I nmight say with regard tc food costs that we will be appearing before the
House of Commons Food Committee, and once we have appeared, we will be tabling
our submission i1n the Legislature here in that regard.

MR. DIXON:

One further question. I wcnder if you would enlarge, Mr. Minister -- I was
talking to an official of one of the largest packing houses in Canada, and they
claim there isn't the hog surplus to export. I wonder if you could bring myself
and other members up to date cn the hog marketing situation in our province,
regarding surplus hogs.

DR. HORNER:

There 1is no surplus when you have got $50 hogs. There is no surplus. We
don't want to get in the positicn again where we produce hogs, and then we have
a surplus and the price gces dcwn. If you are asking me to lcwer the price of
pork then you are asking the wrcng person, kecause I think, as 1 have said
before, farmers are entitled tc a fair return for their investment and labour.

With regard to the questicn in relation to where we are in marketing, again
I promised the members of the subcommittee I would make available to them the
provisional contracts of the Hog Marketing Board and the forward-contracting
ccncept they have developed. And I think it is a very important one because
vhat we are saying in effect is that we want to 1increase rroduction; but we want
to increase it for a defined market so that we don't get into a situation in
which we keep pushing people in and out of the hog business without giving real
effective help to the guy whc stays in. But I see it down the road as forward
contracting and producing fcr markets that are defined.

MR. DIXON:

Mr. Minister, my final gquestion then would be in another final question
brought about by the statements made regarding ycur appearance, or the
appearance of someone from ycur department, before the Food Consumer Committee
in Ottawa. 1Is your position basic? Basically I suppose your position 1s going
to be from an agricultural point of view, or is it gcing to be taking in not
only the producers, but alsc the consumers of Alberta?

DR. HGRNER:
Mr. Chairman, I want to stress that we are very much concerned with the

consumers and their ability tc get good, nutritious food at reasonable prices.
Again, and I don't want to get back into that hassle, but we have a substantial
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consumer support group within the department made up of home econcmists whose
job is, in fact, to do some cf the things brought out that will help to cut down
the housewife's food budget, withocut a major sort of recession in farm prices.

Without going into it in a lot of detail there are a number of factors that
are involved, of course, related tc food costs that are not related to farm
prcduction. They are related to wages in the secondary processing industry,
wages in the transportation industry, wages in the retail industry, overhead
costs of all of those industries that are involved in Lketween, the demand for
packaged foods, the life-syles that some of our people want to live -- all of
these things have some effect cr food costs.

We think there are interesting ways in which you can help to alleviate some
of the burden of high foocd ccsts, particularly to people on fixed incomes. We
will be suggesting scme of thcse ways to the House of Ccmmons ccmmittee.

MR. NOTLEY:

Mr. Chairman, I wonder if we could go back te marketing toards again. My
understanding, Mr. Minister, is that over the summer of 1972 there was sonme
discussicn among the three rrovincial governments over the establishment of a
central agency to market hogs. I wonder if you are in any positicn to advise us
of what the status is of those negotiations, and what the position of the
government here is, particularly.

DR. HCORNER:

We're willing to work very closely with the other marketing toards and,
providing our producers accept, tc work to what you call a one-selling agency.
The delay has been, as a pmatter of fact, in Saskatchewan setting up its
marketing board. They have ncw done that and we will be continuing our
negotiations on both the ministerial level, and also on the Hog Marketing Board
level itself. The Alberta Hcg Pkarketing Board has had extensive discussions
with the Manitoka board and will be holding discussions with the new board in
Saskatchewan.

MR. NOTLEY:

Back to the question of negotiating with potential customers overseas -- is
this done directly by the board, cr is it done through the packing houses?

DR. HORNER:

In Alberta? It will be done through the board, and the forward-contracting
concept will be through the tcard.

MR. NOTLEY:

I have just one final question and it relates to the structure of the
board. Last fall one of the merbers of the district board in my area brought to
my attention a suggested change in the structure of the board itself. At the
present time producers elect the nmembers of the board in their different
divisions and the proposal which had come before them was the prorposition that
instead these people be elected at annual meetings of the representative groups
within each of the divisions.

I'm wondering whether or not any decision has been made with respect to
that change, because it seems tc me that it's important that we retain the
principle of direct producer ccntrol if at all possible.

DR. HORNER:

There is not even a thought of changing the producer control of the board.
But the rroducers themselves had a lock at the set-up and wanted to change it,
and have changed it intc nine regions. The question of whether or not they
should elect the delegates-at-large or the directors-at-large from the delegate
body or whether the directors should have to run in his area was the point in
question. The marketing council, which oversees the marketing boards, felt that
this was a major change in the plan and should have to be through a plebiscite
by the producers to get that change. That's the way the situation is at the
moment. It will be voted on at the re-elections that are coming up very
shortly.
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MR. NOTLEY:

-~ I <can ask for notification. The marketing ccuncil has not taken any
position on this, it's just gcing to be completely up tc the producer?

MR. ROSTE:

This is on vote 1171 and it gets back to the one dealing with the
Agricultural Development Corporation and loans. Now under the Parm Purchase
Credit Act there was a grcur insurance policy that covered the borrowers from
that fund. I am just wondering if the minister wouldn't look at some type of an
insurance policy on a group kasis and I think that in those cases you will find
the premium is cheaper than cn an individual base.

I think we had delivered in our boxes earlier this session a group policy
that the government has seen fit to take out on on the MLAs as a group rather
than individually. I would 1like to suggest that ycu consider this; a group
insurance policy that would ke available to the borrowers so that we will say,
vhere a breadwinner is killed cr an accident happens or something like that his
family has a coverage, not left just wide open.

DR. HORNER:

I think that as a subccmpittee we are looking at a proposition in which we
could provide self insurance, in cther words, we would ensure them through the
department ourselves. It wmight be less costly than paying the premium to
anybody.

MR, WYSE:

Mr. Chairman, I would 1like to ask the minister what apgropriation The
Alberta Grain Commission is under and how many dollars are allocated?

DR. HORNER:

It would be under the Plant Industry Division 1122, I can't, at this
particular moment, give you the exact cost of the Grain Commission but I «can
make it available.

MR. CLARK:

Mr. Chairman, I wonder if we could just look back at 1132 once again. MNr.
Minister, do you have included in there provision for a number of supervisors?

DR. HORNER:
Yes.
MR. CLARK:
You do. Do you have the fiqure there, how many?
DR. HORNER:
No, I haven't got a figure with me; I can get it for you.
MR. CLARK:
Thanks.
MR, CHAIRMAN:
No further questions?
MR. DRAIN:
Getting back to the American market, 1is it correct that there is an
:gizican import quota on Canadian meat, and is this quota being filled at this
DR. HORNER:

The Americans have remcved all the quotas on the importation of meat from
any place because of their iratility to supply their own market.
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MR. NOTLEY:

Just one question I would like to ask the minister, Mr. Chairman, relating
to the whole marketing thrust. Has the government given any consideration to
the gquestion of what happens tc our marketing efforts elsewhere in the world if
the value of the Canadian dcllar was to go up rather sharrply? Because at the
present time we face that as a very clear prospect, and it seems to me that it
is going to jeopardize much of cur action in the agricultural field in the three
prairie provinces. I am just ucndering whether or not you have considered that.

DR. HCRNER:

That, of course, is a major consideration in the entire area. The recent
financial manoevring that have Lteen going on in the world monetary situation in
fact have helped our marketing thrust in relation to the revaluation upwards,
particularly of the Japenese yen.

Ssome of the really majcr problems of developing markets in South America
have to do with the currency situation in those countries and we are trying to
develop ways in which we «can overcome them. But it certainly has to be a
factor, a factor that all of us in western Canada have to be very concerned
about because it could put us intc a major situation.

But again, with forward contracting, with built-in clauses in relation to
this, it relieves a lot of the danger of that.

MR. RUSTE:

Mr. Chairman, dealing with vote 1175, The Farm Implement Act, and more
specifically to page 31 in ycur annual report that was just tabled the other
day. There 1is a reference here to a dealer evaluation procedure has been
completed and is ready to be implemented. Could the wpipister £ill wus in a
little mcre on that?

DR. HORNER:

What we have done is to evaluate the dealers in Alberta to give us an
overall assessment, first of all, of the kind of dealers we have and I felt we
had to have that before we finalized changes to the act which we are bringing in
at this session. We would hcre that the <changes will reflect some of the
conclusions that we got from that dealer evaluation as well as input from the
new Farm Machinery Appeal Board and their relationshig.

I might say that dcwn the road we would like to see developed -- and we
will be negotiating with Saskatchewan and Manitoba so that we have alnmost
identical 1legislation with regard to farm iomplements in the three prairie
provinces. I think this is important to off-set the international machine
companies and to have consistent legislation in western Canada.

MR. BUCKWELL:

Referring to that question to the minister, this was the questionnaire I
asked you about in the sub-ccorittee where they've got tc 60, and I have had
some smaller dealers realizing of course, that in a small town every dealer
can't be up to say, a minimum standard, but they do serve a useful purpose. a
lot of them are concerned, particularly in towns of 500 or less, that these
dealerships are going to clcse cut and they will lose whatever 1little bit of
business they have got. I am just wondering if you would comment on that.

DR. HORNER:

I would hope that amendments to The Farm Implement Act will add in some
exemption for the smaller dealer.

MR. RUSTE:

Further to that then, there is reference here to a Prairie Agricultural
Machinery Institute, I believe we had it at the last session. Will there be
changes in legislation this year to provide for scme of the 1implementation of
that at this time?

DR. HORNER:

Not at this time. I haven't had a response back yet from the federal
government.
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MR. MANDEVILLE:

Thank you, Mr. Chairmar. 71 would just like to make a few comments on Vote
1103 and 1104, Agricultural Research, and Miscellaneocus Grants.

I think this 1s an imgportant part of our agricultural program and I would
like to see possibly mcre mcney spent in the area of spending this research
money or these grants, giving them right to the industry. I think one
particular industry that I have in mind in that area, that is Tyrol Dehydrators
that was set up by 50 farmers. They are making a wafer and it is the first in
Canada. They have spent a lct cf money on research on this and they have
established and exfplored markets all over the world, I might say. If some of
this money could be spent, cr mcre money could be spent as far as research, I
think it would be very beneficial in these areas.

I think that one area that would be very helpful to stabilizing the markets
for this product would be to set up a hay bank scmeplace in the province and I
would think even right down in that area. It would certainly help to stabilize
our markets. They are growing apgroximately 9,000 acres of hay this year,
contracted 9,000 acres which is certainly stabilizing the hay markets, I would
say, in the entire province. There are other plants that are thinking of
setting up so I would hope that the minister would take a good look at giving
some more assistance right tc the industry themselves.

Just before I sit dcwn I would like to convey the appreciation of the
potato growers in this province, from the Potato Association and the Potato
Commission, on the guaranteed potato loans that were made availakle. They have
certainly been of great assistance to the potatc industry and they certainly
helped. They came at the right time when the potato industry situation was
facing serious problems. In my particular constituency I think there is almost
three-quarters of a million dcllars of guaranteed loans and they have certainly
been a big help to the industry in that area. I don't know whether that is the
exact fiqure but I know I have teen working on a half a million dollars worth of
loans myself and I know there are other loans in my constituency. I would just
like to bring the appreciaticn from the potato growers of the progranm.

DR. HORNER:

We appreciate that from the hon. member. The pctato outlook is much better
and we hope that it will continve to be so. HWe have some concerns with the
recent move by the federal government in relation to tariffs on horticultural
produce. We have made our representations along with British Columkia in that
area.

In regard to -- I refer the hon. member to vote 1122 in which there are
funds for a fodder bank pilct froject. In case anybody 1sn't aware, what
happened was that all of the pelleting and cubing plants in Alberta this year
didn't have anything left over to sell. When we tried to make some pellets
available for the Peace River country there just wern't any available. The
price of dehy -~ either sun-cured or rape or cubed -- has more than doubled
vithin the past year. The interest in dehy plants has tecome very substantial.
There are a variety of reasons for it and it has to do with the general shortage
of protein throughout the wcrld, and also has to do with the energy crisis in
the United States and the guestion of use of high-priced land in growing alfalfa
when they could be growing other specialty crops at a greater return. So we are
the process right now within the department of reviewing the entire situation,
and I would think that Lty the end of next year we could have ten plants on
streanm.

I might add that we have made money available to newly-formed associations
of the Alberta Alfalfa Processcrs and we have asked them to get in touch with
the Saskatchewan group and tc wecrk with that Saskatchewan group in the marketing
end so that we, in fact, aren't being split off and isolated in our sales
program. That has worked very well and I have had a lot of communication with
the Saskatchewan government in that area.

We are going to be making some money available for research in relation to
cubing and the combination cf cube product, in relation tc alfatar and if we can
get some rapeseed meal that we can put in there that would also be part of it.

But the question of fcrmulated feeds is very important in relation to the
vhole systen.
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MR. SORENSON:

Mr. Chairman, agricultural societies are an Appropriation No. 1174, and
many towns and villages are rushing in on this program and many more are
inquiring. I'm just wondering 1f the nminister envisions any changes in
regulaticns or tightening up at all on this program?

DR. HORNER:

Would the hon. member want me to tighten it up?
MR. SORENSON:

No.
DR. HORNEPR:

I wight say in this area that we feel agricultural societies are the one
organization in rural communities that can bring together the towns and the
farmers into an organization in which they can work together for the betterment
of the entire community. That is the major thrust behind our program in
provision of capital grants fcr pulti~purpose buildings. If there are any hon.
members, of course, who feel it isn't a good program for their area I would
appreciate knowing about it.

We have worked with the Department of Culture, Youth and Recreation in
relation to the ability of the communities to support these nulti-purpose
buildings, and have an ongcing relationship with that department in relation to
the entire progranm.

MR. NOTLEY:

Mr. Chairman, Jjust further to the conmments that the minister made about
commercial alfalfa processors. I'm just wondering where we stand on their
request on special freight rate considerations. We've all had letters from the
provincial organization dealing with the request. Where do things stand on
that?

DR. HORNER:

One of the reasons, of course, in encouraging the frocessors to get
together in an Alberta organization and then to work closely with the
Saskatchewan one is to give them some power to deal with the transportation
companies in relation to rates. And, of course, then we are fitting into the
entire transportation policy ¢f my colleague the Minister of Industry. I would
suspect this would be a major pcint in relation to the western ccnference. I
haven't had an opportunity yet to talk to the new chairman of the Transport
Committee in the House of Ccmmcns, but I intend to.

ME. RUSTE:

Mr. Chairman, referring to Votes No. 1160 to 1167 dealing with Extension
and particularly CANFARM, there was a letter to the editor that came to ny
attention in the Country Guide issue of January, 1973. It was entitled
Bureaucratic Blunder, and I'mr just going to quote a part of it. I bring this up
now because I would 1like tc have the minister comment on it. It goes as
follows:

We have been exposed to the enthusiastic build-up of CanFarm the past
few years. Now it is time this bureaucratic blunder was ©put into proper
perspective.

I have yet ¢to talk to a farmer-oriented chartered accountant who
doesn't absclutely abhcr the systemn.

Then he goes on to say: "My cwn experience with it is kad, too. Cur farm went

into CanFarm in 1968. I left it the same year when confusion reigned
supreme.” And he goes on further. I would read it if necessary, but I believe
that the minister is probably aware of it. I would like to hear his comments.
MR. CHAIRMAN:

Mr. Minister.
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DR. HCENER:

Mr. Chairman, I would suggest that the hon. Member read in the, either -
anyway, in a more recent issue cf the Country Guide, I think that letter is
answered, and pretty substantially.

I don't suppose that ycu are ever going to please everybody with this kind
of accounting program. It is a federal program in which they provide the inputs
and we provide the counselling. And it is a computerized program and which they
can get a great deal of information out of. I suppose that it is like a lot of
accounting systeas. One has to understand it to get that kind of information
out of it. Certainly it is a program that if people work with it they can get
tremendous amcunt of infcrmaticn as to their cost analysis and where they are
going.

MR. CHAIRNAN:
Mr. Ruste.
MR. RUSTE:

One further question c¢n that. Have you as a ninister received any
complaints on the CanFarm System asset?

DR. HORNER:
No.
MR. CHAIRMAN:
Mr. Strom.
4R. STROM:

Mr. Chairman, before I raise the two points that I want to touch on, I
would like to say the same as my hon. colleague from Bcw Valley constituency
that I appreciate what has keen done in my area by way of guaranteed loans to
potato growers and others who have had difficulty with outstanding tills in that
they have Leen able to consolidate the bills under the new progranm.

One of the concerns that I have in it, in looking back, is that the very
fact that they have had to ccnsclidate their debts, must te an indication that
there was ample credit for them at one time, and they may in fact have had too
much credit and it got them intc the difficulty that they are in today.

I hope -- and I am sure that the hon. minister is doing everything that he
can to try and protect the individuals -- that the consolidation is not simply a
forestalling of the evil day cf reckoning as far as them getting themselves into
trouble with their debts. Because I am sure that a problem that agriculture has
faced down through the years is that during times of easy credit, they have got
thenselves into difficulty simply by being over-extended. And I am sure that 1t
is gcing to be a matter of cencern even though agriculture does look pretty good
at the present time.

Tied very closely to that of course, is the suggestion made by the hon.
minister that the department will be encouraging young people to get back into
farming. I'm not opposed to the grogram but I want to pcint out what I believe,
can be difficulties that will ke involved in such a program. All I have to do
is refer to my own family, if I wanted to take it as an example, having a young
son who grew up on a farm, spent a number of years there, and has a romanticism
about the operation of a farm relating to his young years and the farm. He very
suggests to me that he would like to get back into it. I cannot help but point
out to him that, after having spent a few years on a job where there are regular
hours and a regular paycheck, he would indeed have to make a very great
adjustment if he were to go tack into farming.

I say that if there is a dedication to farming on the part of a young
person, he may well be successful, but if on the other hand he recalls some of
his good days on it and does not have a good assessment of the probtlems he will
have to face, he can be in a great deal of trouble. And I think that the
department would cnly be fair if it were to try and pcint this out -
particularly those who are gcing to go back. I'm not arguing the policy or the
program at this point. 1I'm simply saying that I would hope that these are sonme
of the things that the department would keep in mind when trying to encourage
young pecple to go back intc farming.
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The other point that I wanted to raise, Mr. Chairman, deals with the matter
of decentralization. I would like to know from the Minister whether it |is
intention of the government or his department to mcve other branches out to
other towns and cities other than the Agricultural Development Corporation.

Now here again my view c¢f decentralization is not merely of scattering
various branches throughout the country, but rather of giving greater
responsibility to people at the local 1level to take care of their problenms
themselves rather than having government do it. I think that is the kind of
decentralization vwe should be giving a lot of attention to in the years that lie
ahead.

But I have already at this point had a concern exgressed to me by one of my
constituents who suggested that if they were making a trip to Edmonton to deal
with a certain problem involving a certain department, and then hope that he
would be able to carry out all his business that he had while in the city, that
he could see some real prctlems developing if he were to be told that he would
have to go out to Camrose tc deal with the Agricultural Development Corporation.

I'm wondering how the rwinister is propcsing to establish communication
lines or other arrangements that will minimize the problems that will arise as
individuals come to the «city. Because I see that as a problem that will
actually destroy any advantages of decentralization cost-wise, simply by adding
a cost to government by being decentralized in that manner, plus the fact that
individuals who have problems arise will have a dreater cost simply because
there is a scattering of branches within the various gparts of the province.

I would be interested in the minister's explanation as to how he expects it
will now operate with the branches placed in outlying regions.

DR. HGRNER:

If I could just respcnd to the latter part of the hon., member's query
first.

I agree there are two forms of decentralization. One is to have your
people in the field with additional authority. Secondly, the question of
decentralizing offices is alsc teing considered for cther areas of my department
because I view, that with mcdern communications surely that Treally isn't a
problenm. The question =-- ycu know -- used to be in the old days that you could
drive into Edmonton when it was a much smaller city and get several things done
in one day. Today if you can drive in here and get one thing done you are very
fortunate because of the traffic -- because of the very nature of the kind of
thing that is involved.

In addition to that, I think there are other things that have to be
considered in relation to whether cr not you can congregate all of your
agricultural people within a metropolitan area. I think these people have to
be, in my view, in an agricultural setting to get the feel of the people they
are dealing with in a much ketter way than they have in the past.

In relation to the gquestion of farm credit, and the gquestion of
consolidation. I refer my hcn. friend to the Economic Council of Canada in the
last two years in which they have nmade some comment in regard to the ability of
Canadian farmers, and western Canadian farmers as well, in their ability ¢to
produce, and that we were 30 per cent behind our friends in the United States.

We then go on and there are supplementary reports by the Economic Council
of Canada to point out very clearly that the major reason we are behind is
because of the lack of availakle credit in agriculture in Canada, that lack of
credit started in 1967 and accelerated over the next three years so that there
was a great deal less money available for agriculture in '68, '69, '70, and part
of *71. Whether it was a conscious policy of the financial institutions I'm not
prepared to say, but 1t ic a fact that it happened and was substantial. There
were billions of dollars less available for farmers in Canada in relation to
their credit needs, and I think this is a major factor in what happened to a lot
of our farmers in regard to their debt.

There is the other factcr, of course, in relaticn to over-borrowing, the
cash flow isn't there and then you are into a situation.

I wmight say I have had occasion to meet the hon. member's son who is
involved in agriculture, and he, I am sure, is aware of the problems because he
is doing a very good job with the Farm Credit Corporaticn. So we are aware of
the credit problems, but I still believe very strongly the shrinking of credit
to agriculture in Canada caused part of our problem in relation to our ability
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to produce on a per capita basis. I think we have to lcck at credit as one of
the inputs to agriculture and it is a cost factor that has to be there. I think
a lot of times our farmers have not appreciated that it is part of their cost,
and they have to consider that very carefully in their cash flow analysis. I
can't say anything further than that.

Any further decentralizaticn by branches, et cetera will be done on a
staged basis with plenty of fcrewarning and plenty of consultation with the
people involved. I think there are very compelling arguments to do further
decentralization on a branch tasis.

MR, SORENSON:

Getting back to 1103, the Kinsella Research Station, do they answer to the
minister, this research staticn?

DR. HORNER:

They provide us with reports. They are under the direct supervision of the
University of Alberta.

MR. SORENSON:

I know last year they burnt, I guess, hundreds of acres and the Fish and
Game Association in my area was just wild. They burnt these fields in nesting
season and I was just wondering if they answer to you.

DR. HCRNER:

I am aware cf the problem.
MR. DIACHUK:

Any further questions? FKeady for the resolution?
MR. HENDERSON:

Mr. Chairman, I would like to take a look at some of the approgriations and
get a detailed explanation tc try to find the difference between the figures
that are in the Estimates Lock and the figures the Minister of Agriculture was
guoting., It's not a case of cf 5 or 10 error in arithmetic, or faulty addition.
When there is a difference cf this magnitude tetween the tvo sets of figures,
they have to be explained. And so, in light of the disccurse that has gone on
to date I presume the only way to find out what the answer is, is to take some
of the appropriations and lock at them.

So I would like to start by looking at 1105. And I presume it says there
are 27 permanent employees in the 1972-73 estimates. Aand I understand that is
according to whatever way the Treasurer has revised them. It is not the way
they were in the original Estimates. They may or may not be the way it was in
last year's Estimates book and he shows an addition of one permanent employee,
Down below it, he has the addition of two wage positions. And I conclude the
difference in the arithmetic relates basically to the wage positions.

What the minister is saying, is that represents the equivalent of two man-
years of work -~ or does it represent two people? It's two man-years of work.

And so, if one wanted tc take and count bodies -- and I think this is what
the Minister of Agriculture is doing -- and counted the number of people who may
be involved in that two man-years of work, he might have four people working
one-half year and come up with twc man-years of work. And you come up with a
higher figure than what's in the Estimates book.

So the way I interpret it, is that there is money in the Estimates to cover
the equivalent of two wage earners working for one year. Aall right, when I go
through and add up those estimates, taking that into account on that basis, and
I presume where there is a Llank on 1105 there either were none in that
particular position last year -- no wage positions -- and so in terms of money
that is provided in the budget funds, there is money in the kudget to cover the
addition of in the order of 390 tc 400 man years of work.

And whether 300 of them are permanent and the other 100 or 90 are made up
of people -~ 99 or 100 -- just using a rcund figure, are made up of 500 people
that are all working one-fifths of a year in terms of the cost of increase of
administration for the taxpayers of Alberta, the Department of Agriculture
Estimates have provided for 299 man years of work. I assume that if they are on
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here, it is costing the taxpayers money. If it isn't costing them any, I
couldn't care about it. But when the Minister of Agriculture stands up and says
no, he doesn't have money in his Estimates to take care of an increase of this
number of people, the minister is wmisleading the House, because he is only
talking about the number of permanent employees the way I interpret --

MR. CHAIRMAN:
order.
DR. HORNER:

I didn't say what the hcn. member just said. I said that the total staff
establishment in the Estimates allows for an increase of some 300 positions.
That's what I said.

¥R. HENDERSON:

Then wmay I suggest that the Mirister of Agriculture take and add up the
Estimates, because either he cr I do elementary arithmetic differently. When I
take the permanent and temporary positions and the difference ketween the 1972~
73 and the 1973-74 Estimates, and go over them page by page, I come up with a
figqure in the crder of 399. 1I'm quite prepared to say there might be an error
of plus or minus 10. And when the minister says he isn't adding to the cost of
the taxpayers, if he's talking in terms of people and wants to talk the total
numbers, then the wage earners are only working -- as I said, in Appropriation
No. 1105 we might have four people working six months. So he's got in his
Estimates in terms of employment, in terms of man years of work, 400 positions.
And when he stands up and says he is only adding 300 people to the payroll,
somebody is wrong or I don't understand what the Provincial Treasurer is telling
ne.

So I'd 1like to get it straight whether my understanding of this is right,
because it is the question cf the cost to the taxpayers of Alberta that we are
talking about. If somebcdy says it is just people we are talking about, it
isn’t. 1It's the cost to the taxpayers, and we bhave in this department,
according to the way I add it up, a 399 man year additicn to the wcrk force and
there is money in the Estimates for it.

DR. HORNER:
That's right.
MR. HENDERSON:

Then what's all the nonsense abcut saying that I am wrong, and the minister
stands up and says 300 people are all he is adding to his Estimates? I'm not
arguing whether the increase is justified or whether it isn't. Try and bear
that out. We'll leave that to the public to judge. I don't pretend to have the
competency and all the things the minister is vorking on to judge personally
vhether they are or whether they aren't. But it is relevant to this budget
exercise to get straight and to get on record the increase that is in these
Estimates, the cost to the taxpayer of Alberta, and whether it is represented in
terms of exploding bureaucracy in this government.

If my arithmetic amd the way I interpret it 1is wrong, I'd like the
Provincial Treasurer to tell me where I am wrong and tell me why the Minister of
Agriculture gets up and says he is only adding 300 pecple to his department,
when in terms of employment -- he's got the opportunity in some cases, he can
divide it up into four temrorary positions for three months. That's his
decision, and that's academic to nme. But that actually adds up to one
additional position in terme c¢f cost to the taxpayer. That's the way I
interpret it. I therefore =sutmit, Mr., Chairman, that if the Minister of
Agriculture stands up and says he has only got money in there for 300 people he
is not correct, if I correctly intergret the statements the Treasurer has made
in this House. If I am not interpreting them correctly, using this
appropriation, I'd like an explanation of where I am wrong.

DR. HORNER:

Mr. Chairman, again, the hon. gentleman can use words any way he likes.
There is in these Estimates mcney for 399, or whatever fiqure he gquoted, man
years of work. I said, and I say again, we are increasing the total staff of
the department on a permanent civil service basis by approximately 300 jobs.
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The balance in every department prior to 1971, for instance, was 447 wage
positions. These have been gradually cut down but summer employment programs to
1971, for instance, there were 447 wage positions. These have been gradually
cut down, but we use them in summer employment programs in the veterinary field
sitvation, in the veterinary ... one in the dairy position, and a lot of them in
marketing intelligence. The gquestion of using people at the aprropriate time of
the year, but particularly students in the summer time, is a major one and
accounts for this groposition in a major way. But the question of equivalent
positions in manpower Yyears is the question -- the other area where we use a
fair amount of manpower years is the use of the patients at the Oliver Hospital
in relation to the tree farm and the horticultural activities there. They are
all included in the manpower equivalents.

MR. HENDERSON:

Mr. Chairman, there are 99 wage positions in the Estimates. That's all I
wanted to get straight, Mr. Chairwan, that in the estimates there 1is provision
for an increase in the overall manpower increment of 399 man years of work, not
300 as the Minister of Agriculture previously said.

MR. MINIELY:

...that we just put this in context because earlier the hon. leader asked
me whether the fiqures in the 1973-74 estimates were manpower equivalents, and I
said yes, and whether the figures in the 1972-73 estimates were manpower
equivalents, and I said yes. Put, Mr. Chairman, what is important is that there
have been several occasions in this House since the session started when these
vere compared or when statements were made relevant to civil service positions.

Mr. Chairman, it wasn't the practice of the former government to include
vage positions as increases in the «civil service. We are providing both
salaried and wage positicpms in terms of oanpower equivalents and that
information is relevant and valid to this Legislature. PBut, Mr. Chairman, if
the opposition is going to speak of these in terms of growth in the civil
service relevant to what has existed in the past they are not relevant and I
think ...

MR. HENDERSON:

I can only come back tc say that the whole exercise is only relevant in
terms of dollars, tax dollars, increased expenditures to the taxpayers of
Alberta. And that is the relevant arqument. Whether they want to classify them
as temporary, permanent, half-man, three quarter man, five eighths women is
irrelevant to the basic cost to the taxpayer. That't what we are talking about.

And I think we finally gct it straight that the rercentage increases shown
in the Estimates as the numler increased in terms of man years of work to the
Department of Agriculture are correct as per the estimates. As far as wvhat
happened previously, if the adainistration wants to dig back into that bring it
here and we'll 1look into it -~ all the previous statistics. I would be quite
happy to take up a week or twc examining that too, if the minister thinks it is
relevant.

MR. GETTY:

Mr. Chairman, it is interesting to hear that the hon. Leader of the
Opposition has finally got it straight, and I am pleased that we now no 1longer
have to 1listen to the shcuting and screaming over there when he is trying to
cover up for the fact that he doesn't wunderstand a simple exercise the
Provincial Treasurer explained tc hinm.

It is unfortunate, Mr. Chairmanm, but I have noticed that when he doesn't
understand or he doesn't kncw what is going on, he just yells a 1little 1louder.
Finally he has been able to sit there -- some of his own members took some time
to explain it to him because they understood -- and now thank gosh he knows and
we can get on with the business.
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MR. HENDERSON:

Mr. Chairman, I am guite accustomed to the fact that the Minister of
Intergovernmental Affairs trys to justify his existence in the front row by
standing up and trying to pick up the pieces for his colleagues. But Hansard
quite clearly is going to shcw that the Minister of Agriculture got up here and
spouted off a bunch of fiqures to say there is only money in his estimates for
300 pecple. When we finally gct it on record there is money is his estimates
for close to 400 geople.

So I have no objecticn to the Minister of Interqgovernmental Affairs
justifying his existence in the front row even further, if he wants to go on a
little further, and 1I'1l1l start shouting some more so he can have some more to
talk about if he wants and we finally got it straight what is in the Estimate
books as far as the increase in staff. I submit that the statements that have
been made on this side of the Hcuse are 1n keeping with the arthmetic of the
Treasurer and they are correct.

MR. GETTY:

There is a question in my mind that he will be shouting some more because
he shouts when he doesn't kncw what is going on., There is no gquestion in my
mind that we will hear him shcuting plenty of times in the future because as I
have said, it is just those times when he isn't quite sure or doesn't understand
exactly what is happening.

I think that the Prcvincial Treasurer has done an extremely good job of
finally shaking cut all those wage figures that used to slide through that no
one knew about -- the vrpecrle who were working -- and they finally tried to
identify them. If that is a 1little too deep for the hon. Leader of the
Opposition, that 1is tough. But we tried to explain it to him and it is
unfortunate that he just doesn't know.

MR. HENDERSON:

Oh, ycu are not finished.

MR. GETTY:

After all, Mr. Chairmar, there are many days we sat in this House and could
not find the varicus peogle whc were on wages. It Lbecame obvious that even
though you declare or have sc many positions established through the civil
service and you are supposed to stick by those, that it is very simple for the
government to go out and hire cn wages any number of people they wanted.

And that, Mr. Chairman, is something that the House should know about. And
so the Provincial Treasurer has in fact tried to show that in this tudget. And
it is unfortunate that 3€ years of doing it one way, they are unable to
understand a new way, a better way and a clearer way. And so, Mr. Chairman, we
can only say that the figures are there for the people and for the House, and I
am glad that the members on the other side finally understand.

MR. HENDERSON:

Mr. Chairman, the minister has just convinced me I really don‘'t understand
it yet. And so I think we shculd hold the Estimates wuntil the Minister of
Intergovernmental Affairs, whc has all the answers, brings all the 36 year
history in here and we can examine all the wage positions to establish whether
he is as smart and right as he thinks he is.

And so in the meantime, since I don*t understand it, I would like to turn
to Appropriation 1112.-and take a look at that reduction from 12 to 10. I would
like to ask how many men were actually employed in that appropriation in 1972-73
that shows as 12 man years, and how many men are going to be employed in 1973-
74? And by the time we gc through them, I hope it might sink through my thick
skull. And so, I wonder, hcw many positions are we talking about?

MR. GETTY:

I don't think anything --

MR. HENDERSON:

You have gct to keep trying. I am a slow learner.
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let's have the Minister of Intergovernmental Affairs explain 1t. He has
the guy who has all the answers, MWr. Chairman. Let's have it.

MR. GETTY:

Mr. Chairman, the hon. member started out by saying that it had to go
through his thick skull. Now I am not sure that we really have the time to get
things through that thick skull.

MR. HENDERSON:

Mr. Speaker, I would like to know in terms of the 12 man positions were in
last year's Estimates, how many men were actually involved and employed in that
estimate and how many are going to be employed 1n the two for this year on 1112,

DR. HORNER:

1112 is the Conservaticn and Development Branch of the Irrigation Division
which, as a matter of fact was cne of those areas in which there were a number
of wage positions previously; and in which, as a matter of fact, when the entire
Water Resources Section was transferred to the Department of Environment,
something 1like over 210 wage positions were transferred. They were then
transferred back to the Alberta Department of Agriculture, 27 salary posations
and 19 wage positions. That was in April of 1972.

Subsequently, the numter cf wage positions has been reduced, the number of
salary positions has been increased by five, the total reduction in the area is
the difference between that. In total, a reduction of five people in The
Conservation and Development PBranch.

I could give the hon, gentleman the statistical summary of the work the
people have done, but obviously it's a transfer of some wage people to salaried
positions, and the doing away with five wage positions.

MR. HENDERSON:

Mr. Chairman, I asked this question about the wage positions. Could the
ninister just express it in terms of wage positions, because I gather this is
where the difference in arithmetic comes. So it's 12 to 2, then how did we get
into salaried positions?

DR. HORNER:

Some of them have been ccnverted to salaried positions. Most of the wage
positions are part time positicns in relation to summer work in the irrigation
areas.

MR. HENDERSON:

Once again, M#r. Chairman, we've established the point that whether it's
temporary or permanent 15 somewhat irrevelent because there is a flexibilaty to
switch back and forth. So it's the total we are talking about and in that case
we gain ground . . .

MR. GETTY:
[Inaudible]
MR. HENDERSON:

If the Minister of Federal and Intergovernmental Affairs wants to play
games, I don't object. Let's gc cn to No. 1122 -- 1s there 3juggling back and
forth between wage and salary in that one as well, or is it just a straight
increase in two wage positione?

DR. HCRNER:

This is the area -- as I have suggested to the hon. Member for Bow Valley
-=- in which we are doing sowme things 1n regard tc a range improvement progran,
grain and corn promotion in the Taber area particularly. There will be an
increase in wage positions because of the nature of the programs taking place in
the summer time that don't require full time positions.
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MR. HENDERSON:

So there's two increases in wage positions and no shifting back and forth
between wage and salaries in that particular appropriation?

DR, HORNER:
Not in that particular apgropriation.
MR. HENDERSON:

So we come up with the seven man year increase in staff. Then the one down
below, No. 1123, what is the explanation of that? Is 1t Jjust a straight
increase in wage position? I'm not concerned about the salary, that is not the
issue, unless there has been a shifting back and forth from wage to salary.

DR. HORNER:

Again, it's in the weed control program which is primarily a summer
operation, Mr. Chairman. The increase 1is pramarily ir relation to wage
positions in relation to the summer help and the additional service we are
providing in a very minimal way to urban municipalities. Because We are
finding, of course, that weeds growing on vacant lots, and particularly on the
edges of urban municipalities, are a substantial hazard tc farmers adjacent to
those areas. That 1is the question in regard to the wvage positions. The
salaried positions are involved in relation to the increased activity through
the service board programs, and the research and special weed problems
particularly in the wild oat area.

MR. HENDERSON:

Once again there is no shifting or interchange tetween salaried and wage
position as far as classificaticns are ccncerned.

Turning then to VNo. 1124, it shows a reduction in wage positions and it
shows an increase in salaried pcsitions. Is there an interchange there between
wage and salary?

DR. HORNER:

There is a minor decrease in the wage positions because more of this
particular work has been dcone through the ... service toards,and the
requirements in the wage positions are less. The increase in relation to the
salaried positions is related to the increased volumne of activity in the plant
industry laboratory and in the program we are doing in Athabasca in regard to
blackfly research.

MR. HENDERSON:

Once again there is no change -- the increase in salary, the decrease in
wages, is not due to a reclassification?

DR. HORNER:

No.

MR. HENDERSON:

No. 1125 =-- +there has been a 14 man increase in permanent salaried
positions and a 10.5 position increase in wages. Again, is there an
interchange?

DR. HORNER:
No.
MR. HENDERSON:
Then what is the increase for?
DR. HORNER:
This is to put into cperation what is known as the Macleod Farm in the

Brooks Horticultural Station which was purchased some years ago and hadn't been
put into effect. The increase in salaried positions is directly related to the
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increased activity at Brooks, which is also related to the vegetable industry
there.

The amount of help that we have been able to give to organizations like
Newal Co-Op and other potato grcwers in the area. One of the salaried positions
is directly related to upgrading storage research in the potato industry which
is of particular importantance to the area at the moment because of last year's
crop.

There is an increase in the salaried positions in relation to the
greenhouse industry and one of the positions that has to do with the research
that we are doing at Wabamum and other thermo plants in relation in the use of
that water in the greenhouse industry.

The question on wage positions again as reflected in the summer employment
program at the horticultural station and the increased activity because of the
going into production on Mcleod Farm.

MR. CHAIRMAN:
Mr. Henderson.
MR. HENDERSON:

And on the increase in ten-and-a-half wage positions, how many actual
people is it expected during the year that that ten and a half increase in wage
position will actually be invclved? Will it be 30 people, 40 people, 20 people,
how many people would anticipate would be involved 1in that ten-and-a-half
position?

¥R. CHAIRMAN:
Mr. Minister.
DR. HORNER:

Well, I cannot give that correct answer at the moment, because that will
depend ~ I would rather suspect on the activity that goes on at the statjion
during the summer months - the kind of climate that we have, the number of part-
time people that might be required for any particular programs. And, as my hon.
friend appreciates, the weather is is going to have something to do with the
nunber of people that are gcing to be required, the question of 1looking after
the research plots and this kind of thing is directly related to the kind of
sunmer that we have. So it's almost impossible to say. But I can say this,
that this is a major program of student employment and particularly for people
interested in the area or in that particular ... [Inaudible]

MR. CHAIRMAN:
Any further questions?
MR. HENDERSON:

No, Mr. Chairman. I think we've probably made the point and I would
welcome any further contributicn from the Minister of Intergovernmental Affairs.

[Laughter]
MR. GETTY:

Well, Mr. Chairman, I'm very pleased that the hon. Leader of the Opposition
has now been able to find out what it is all about. I think though, that he
should have sent some of his crew who went to the committees to find that out.
I don't know why they were akle to go to so many hours cf committee meetings and
in some way not do their Jjob and provide the information to their leader.
Certainly it was there to be asked. 1It's a shame they had to wait this long to
finally find out.

HON. MEMBERS:

We were there.

MR. MINIELY:

Mr. Chairman, could I have the floor?
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MB. CHAIRMAN:
Mr. Minister, and then Mr. Henderson.
¥R. MINIELY:

As Provincial Treasurer, I would just like to say onme thing. That in my
view, the exercise that I have witnessed tonight is an example of where I have
tried through Estimates to prcvide information on wage positions which had never
been provided in this Legislature before. The hon. leader is just nmaking a
mockery out of it.

MR. HENDERSON:

Mr. <Chairman, it's atsclute nonsense. This exercise relates to the
difference in the statements that the Treasurer has made and what his arithmetic
adds up to and what the Minister of Agriculture is claiming about the fact that
the increase to the cost to the taxpayer in terms of work force has been
exaggerated. And we have estatlished quite clearly it hasn't been exaggerated.
Insofar as the business of the exercice going through in this particular
committee, I would like to suggest to the Minister of Intergovernmental Affairs,
would he rather have gone through it four times in every committee and taken all
that extra time there, or dc it once here?

MR. MINIELY:

Once there.
¥R. HENDERSON:

In every committee...
MR. CHAIRMAN:

Mr. Strom.
MR. STROM:

0f the work on the committee: I would like to say that I appreciate the
experiment that we are going thrcugh and it is an experiment and I think that
the hon. Minister of Intergovernmental Affairs knows that, And one of the
concerns that was expressed by cne of our members was the fact that, as an MLA,
he is now not going to be in the position of being able to bring to his people
all of the information that he would be able to get if we were to proceed with
Estimates as we had previously. Now, I'm not suggesting, Mr. Chairman, that
that is an argument for continuing as we have.

But I certainly think that the hon. Minister of Federal and
Intergovernmental Affairs ought to think twice before he starts suggesting that
those of us who happen to sit on one committee should be trying to go and
educate every other member who is not on that committee on everything that we
discussed. I have no intention of doing it and I say it very clearly to the
house. But I am hoping, that is in the general run, that those of us who happen
to sit on one committee shculd we try to go and educate every other member who
is not on that committee on everything we discuss? I have no intention of doing
it, and I say it very clearly to the House.

What I am hoping is that in the general run of considering the Estimates,
we can bring out information cn a different basis than we have been able to do
before. And 1in spite of all of the debate we have had this evening, I want to
say to the hon. Minister of agriculture, whose estimates we have gone through,
the hon. Minister of the Envircnment, that we proceeded on a very good basis on
getting information within the committee.

But we certainly cannot preclude any member afterward from following a line
of questions he might wish tc pursue. That was the very point that I raised at
the beginning of the Committee of Supply this evening. Were we going to be
denied that right? It wculd appear that the Minister of Federal and
Intergovernmental Affairs is almost suggesting that, “Why didn't the hon. Leader
of the Opposition get that information from one of the members of the
committee?" I say that is nct the way I think it is going to work.

But, Mr. Chairman, let me make it very clear, we're in an experimental
process. I don't think at this point in time any member on either side of the
House should be suggesting we are not exercising our true right or
responsibility in following the procedure that we have this evening.
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I think we ought to wait until we get to the end of Committee of Supply and
then have a fair assessment, and then maybe make our statements as to how we
think it has operated.

MR. GETTY:

Well, Mr. Chairman, I'm sorry I touched such a nerve with the hon. Member
for Cypress. 1I'm happy we have the committees, and I hope that every amember
takes as long as he feels it is necessary to find out everything that is in the
budget.

However, the point I was making was not a detail that had to do with any
particular department, 1t was the basic structure of this budget. It runs
through every single department -- what those numbers mean, what the wage and
salaried positions mean. That 1s a basic feature cf the budget. It should have
been the first thing perhaps that was mentioned. That is what I mean. I don't
mean you run back and forth to the Leader of the Opposition with this bit of
information and that bait of information. My position was they should have, very
early, found out and established what 1t took so long to find out teday.

MR. TAYLOR:

Wwell, Mr. Chairman, the very point that the Minister of Federal and
Intergovernmental Affairs just mentioned is the reason it is being done here.
It 1is far better to do it here, it's the first chance we've had to do it, and
this is the proper place to dc it, not in each committee because it applies to
all Estimates. So this was the proper place to do it, not in the committees at
all.

MR. HENDERSON:

May I suggest further, Mr. Chairman, it's appropriate to do it here by
simple virtue of the fact that the transcripting wmachinery is working.
Statements have been made cutside the House on this particular point, by the
government that the arithmetic we have come out of this budget with, on
increases in manpover and manpower costs to the government that have been made
by the Treasurer, and the Minister of Agriculture made them here in the start of
this debate tonight, were exaggerated and to get it on record thics is the only
place to get it done.

It has been, I think, established to my satisfaction 1in this particular
appropriation what is the intergretation between the Estimates book and the
interpretation that 1s being put on the matter politically, and I just use the
example of this case, the Minister of Agriculture.

If the Minister of Federal and Intergovernmental Affairs wants to continue
to try to pick up the pieces and justify the seat that he warms, I welcome the
opportunity. We don't have tc sit until tomorrow afterncon at 2:30.

MR. BENOIT:

Mr. Chairman, there is ancther factor involved here that indicates to me we
are not out of the woods yet. The hon. Minister of Federal and
Intergovernmental Affairs =said, "Why di1dn't this come up sooner?" At first in
our committee we were only using the one book and 1t wasn't until it suddenly
dawned on us there was some discrepancy between the 1972-'73 Estimates and this
book, and the 1972-¢73 Estimates in this book, that we began to raise sonme
questaons.

Now with regard to this particular department, the 1972<'73 Estimates
indicate to us that there are scme 60 positions less in the '72-'73 Estimates in
this book than there are in this book. and that 1is another further 60
discrepancies between the 1973-74 Estimates and the 1972-73 Estimates. So we
haven't dascussed that aspect yet. And I don't intend to do 1t tonight. HMaybe
we can do it on another apprcgriation and another department later on.

MR. CLARK:

Mr. Chairman, may I further add for the benefit of the Minister of Skulking
Affairs that last night whep &€ were in Subcommittee A -~

AN HON. MEMBER:

Sulking.
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MR. CLARK:

No, skulking, skulking. Both, all right. For the broadening of the
Minister of Intergovernmental Affairs, might I say that last evening in
Committee A when we were discussing 2561 it wasn't only members of the
opposition who couldn't understand where the 80 people came from, the minister
had to refer to the people from his department and also the Conservative back
benchers didn't know where the feople came from either until they had the
explanation. And here is the place to find out also. And we did. Good.

MR. RUSTE:

Mr. Chairman, with reference to a remark by the Provincial Treasurer about
the additional information keinc given, I would suggest to him that no one was
denied the information previcusly in committee. I submit that at that it was on
the floor of this House the minister was there, he didn't have his deputy, he
didn*'t have his staff there tc answer for him. It was up to him to give that
information. So I think the inference that that information isn't available,
wasn't gquite so.

But there is one problem that I am faced with at this time and that goes
back to the Annual Report of the department. And there is one individual who is
lost and T take it at this time, this being spring, and that goes back to
Surface Rights Board. Maybe I will just read this part, it's in the annual
report on page 34 dealing with the Surface Rights Board. I am not going to read
the whole thing, but the pertinent parts. And it says:

The present chairman cf the Board, John D. McArthur, was appcinted to the
Board as a member, effective August 1, 1972 and was appointed chairman
effective November 15, 1972, replacing the former chairman, F.J. Skrypnyk
who retired. L.P. Pollard, S.C. Tippett, A.W. Benedix and C.H. VNielsen
were appointed members cof the Board effective August 1, 1972, November 1,
1972 and December 1, 1972, respectively.

Now in an Order in Ccuncil, dated July 12, 1972, there is reference to
three men, John Duncan McArthur, Clifford. S. Smallwood, and Lewis Pollard. And
my duestion to the minister is, there is one name that is omitted from this,
what happened to him?

DR. HORNER:

As the hon. member c¢f course knows, Mr. Smallwood, after trying out the
position felt he was much better off home on the farm than he was being a civil
servant. And therefore declined to continue. It is as simple as that.

MR. RUSTE:

Is his address at Irma?
DR. HORNER:

Do you want to play games, Henry?
MR. DIXON:

Mr. Chairman, I want to ask a question on vote 1144 and if more for the
information of the House this is a new vote with eight new salaried positions.
I was wondering if the minister cculd outline to the House is it just the actual
inspection of meat in the plant, or is it an inspection to see that the animals
are slaughtered in a humane way as well? 1In cther words is the inspection prior
to the slaughter and after the slaughter?

DR. HCRNER:

Both mortem and post-mortem inspection. Most of the people in the eight
positions, as a matter of fact it was in the subcommjttee and we had a breakdown
of those eight people and I think six of them, as a matter of fact, are
veterinarians and the other two are technicians. A great deal of the
inspection, of course, is dcne under fees and commissions in relaticn to the use
of local veterinarians in varicus areas.

MR. DIXON:
Mr. Minister, what rules do you lay down as far as the slaughter of animals

is concerned? Do you carry out the same as the federal government where they
have to te rendered unconscicus before any action -~
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DR. HORNER:

In a general way, the regulations are very similar to those by the federal
government as far as the killing is concerned and we operate within the confines
of the SPCA and ~-

MR. DIACHUK:

No further gquestions? Ready for the resolution?
HON. MEMBERS:

Agreed.

MR. DIACHUK:

The resolution as submitted by, moved by Mr. Cookson, seconded by the hon.
Minister of Agriculture:

Resolved that a sum not exceeding $27,148,544 be granted to Her Majesty for
the fiscal year ending tarch 31, 1974 for the Department of Agriculture.

(The motion was carried.]
DR. HORNER:
I mcve the resolution ke reported.
{The moticon was carried.]
MR. HYNDMAN:
Mr. Chairman, I move the ccmmittee rise and repcrt.
[The motion was carried.]
MR. CHAIRMAN:

While we are waitang fcr the Speaker, I have a message here from Hansard
indicating to the members whc spoke this afternoon that, because of a Xerox
breakdown, if any of the members would like to see their copy of the addresses,
they could go up to Room 412 and peruse them to see that they are correct.

¥ & & k&£ & & & & ¥ & & ¥ x x £ & B & & & & ¥ ¥ %® * %
{Mr. Speaker resumed the Chair.]
MR. DIACHUK:

Mr. Speaker, the Committee of Supply has had under consideration the
following resolution, begs to repcrt same and leave to sit again:

Resolved that a sum, not exceeding $27,148,544 be granted tc Her Majesty
for the fiscal year ending March 31, 1974 for the Department of
Agriculture.

MR. SPEARKER:

Having heard the report and the reguest for leave to sit again, do you all
agree?

HON. MEMBERS

Agreed.
MR. HYNDMAN:

Mr. Speaker, I mwmove the Hcuse do now adjourn until tomorrow afternocon at
2:30 o'clock.

SOME HON. MEMBERS:

Today.
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¥R. HYNDMAN:

If I can amend my own motion, with leave of the House, Mr. Speaker, I move
the House do now adjourn until today at 2:30 o'clock.

MR. SPEAKER:

Having heard the moticn by the hon. Government House Leader, do you all
agree?

HON. MEMBERS:
Agreed.
MR. SPEAKER:
The House stands adjourned until this afternoon at 2:30 o'clock.

[The House rose at 12:20 c'clock. ]



