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certain provinces being denied a cash grant
in lieu of the taxes that they might have
collected? To make the situation even worse,
the government is now going to go back and
make this provision retroactive for two years.
The Minister of National Revenue stated
that they could not calculate what the amount
would be in the case of provinces that do
not levy such a sales tax now, but now the
Minister of Finance says that a recapitulation
is going to be made of all this potential tax
revenue for the past two years as if in fact
the legislation passed on May 13 had been in
effect. There is more to the matter than that.
What is going to happen from now on if
these taxes and fees are going to be paid by
crown corporations? Are directives going to
be issued to crown corporations that they
must make their purchases in certain prov-
inces? If you want to take the two extremes
of Alberta and Manitoba as opposed to Que-
bec, certainly when tenders are called—

Mr. Gordon: Mr. Chairman, surely we
should stick to the subject before the com-
mittee.

Mr. Olson: I cannot believe, Mr. Chairman,
that the minister is objecting to the relevancy
of my remarks.

Mr. Patierson: He is not enjoying them.

Mr. Olson: He may not be enjoying them,
but certainly I am talking now about what
is going to happen in connection with the
administration of this measure. We are con-
sidering clause 5 if the minister is not aware
of that. This is a matter of collecting pro-
vincial taxes from crown corporations. The
point I tried to make, Mr. Chairman, was
that there would be a 6 per cent difference
in the amount of tenders, for example, from
the province of Quebec as opposed to those
from the provinces of Manitoba or Alberta.
Is the federal government going to insist—

Mr. Gordon: I wonder if I might rise on a
point of order, Mr. Chairman? I do not see
how the question of tenders could possibly
come into this matter when we are talking
about a retroactive payment for two years.
We are not talking now about the future or
the present, we are just talking about the
past. So far as I am aware, no tenders are
going to be called retroactively back to 1962.

The Chairman: It appears to the Chair that
the last two or three sentences of the hon.
member’s remarks seem to be getting away
from clause 5 which, as he knows, is the
subject matter of the discussion before the
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committee. He knows also that in committee
discussion must be strictly relevant to the
clause before us. On the other hand, in so
far as the Chair could judge, before those
last few remarks the hon. member appeared
to be relevant. I know he will keep this in
mind in continuing his remarks.

Mr. Olson: I appreciate your guidance in
this matter, Mr. Chairman. I point out to
you, sir, that on a number of occasions in
the past I have tried to get some information
from the minister as to what is going to hap-
pen after federal crown corporations are
required to pay provincial sales taxes. So
far the minister has not said what is going
to happen with respect to the discrepancy
between the cost of purchasing supplies.
Obviously, there is going to be a 6 per cent
differential between some provinces for
exactly the same article, if it is being sold
for the same price. We have had no explana-
tion from him in this respect.

I am asking him now, are there going to
be directives go forward in connection with
this matter to insist that crown corpora-
tions in Saskatchewan, for example, must
buy their supplies in the province of Sas-
katchewan? Is the government going to
grant a measure of tolerance to crown cor-
porations to take care of this differential?
If they do not, then Manitoba and Alberta
are certainly going to be in preferred posi-
tions when it comes to tendering on supplies
for crown corporations. We have had no an-
swer so far, Mr. Chairman. I think I am deal-
ing specifically with matters related to the
payment of provincial taxes by crown corpo-
rations.

The Chairman: It seems to the Chair that
the hon. member is really talking about the
operations of a provision of a prior bill. It
seems to me that, even though there is a ref-
erence in this clause to the prior bill, this
does not open for discussion the details of
the previous legislation.

Mr. Olson: As has been pointed out to me,
Mr. Chairman, we are amending that previ-
ous bill now. This previous bill was passed
on May 13, as I understand it, and is now up
for amendment to the extent that this pro-
vision is being made retroactive for two
years. This is a major amendment, and inas-
much as that is the case surely we have the
right to ask the minister questions about the
practical application of this measure. I still
maintain, with deference to you sir, that when
we are considering a measure amending this



