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SMr. MOTHERWELL: Has my hon. friend
any explanation or jiustification ta give for
dropping the grant, formerly S8,000, ta the
Canadian Horticultural Council? If this :ub-
.iect is geing ta cause any discussion, I shahl
net press the matter, but I prestime my bon.
friend bas same reasen for dropping this grant.

Mr. WEIR (Melfort): The matter may be
taken up in the supplementary estimates.

Mr. MOTHERWELL: Ahi right.

Item agreed ta.

Seed, feed and fertihizer contrai, inchuding
grants ta seed f airs. etc., alsa grant of $18,900
te, the Canadian Seed Grewers' Association,
$413,200.

Mr. VENIOT: Wbat is meant by fertilizer
central?

Mr. WEIR (Melfort): Trhe administration
of the Fertilizer Act and the testing of the
strength of fertihizers.

Mr. SANDERSONý: Wbat is the Canadlian
Seed Growers' Association .to whicb there is a
grant of $18,900? Just how does it function?

Mr. WEIR (Mehfort): This is in the nature
of assistance ta an organization, known as the
Canjadian Registered Seed Growers' Associa-
tien, not a government organization. It is te
assist them in investigational work ta kee'p up
the standard of aur registered seed and ta help
in the production of registered seed, and ta
help defray the expenses of meetings cf tbe
executive in this connection.

Mr. SANDERSON: Is this organization
dominion wide in scepe, taking in all the prov-
inces?

Mr. WEIR (Meif art): Yes.

Mr. DONNELLY: Tbere is quite a reduc-
tien in this item, amounting ta $159,000. How
dues the minister acceunt for the decrease?

Mr. WEIR (Melfort): It is accaunted for
as follows:

Publications and stationery. $ 1,000
Subventions and seed competitiens,

etc..............73,800
Market reporting...........2,000
Inspection and sale account admin-

istration............3,000
Agricultural pesta contrai act

administration.. .. .. ........ 5,000
Laboratory inspection services.. .60,900
Chemnical analyses of feeding stuifs,

etc .. .... .............. 8,000
Grant ta Canadian Seed Growers'

Association...........2,100
Development of seed cheaning

centres.............4,000

$ 159,800

Mr. MOTHERWELL: What was the total
grant ta the seed grawers' association last
year?

Mr. WEIR (Melfort): 821,000.

Mr. DONNELLY: Did I understand the
minister to say that there was a ýreduction of
S5,000 in the expenditure on the contrai of
pests?

Mr. WEIR (Melfort): My information is
that this reduction was made hecause the f ull
amaunt was nat necessary, as the work is be-
ing handled thraugh the general labaratory
vote. This has nathing ta do with the ad-
ministration of the Destructive Insect, and
Pest Act.

Mr. DONNELLY: 1 was wondering why
the pests came in here.

Mr. ELLIOTT: Where is the headquarters
of the Canadian Seed Grawers Association,
and what suboffices, if any, have they?

Mr. WEIR (Melfort): The headquarters
are at Ottawa. They have no suboffices.

Mr. MacLEAN: With reference ta fer-
tilizer, we were led ta believe wben aur
friends came into power that they were going
ta do a great deal ta help the farmer. The
farmer was going ta get bis fertilizer cheaper
and be assisted in a great many other ways.
We were led ta believe that ail the ingredients
for mixing fertilizer would be allowed ta enter
this country free of duty, and that generally
aur farmers would be in a haven of rest so far
as the cost of fertilizer was concerned. But
according ta the returns of the statistical
brancb last year, 1 find that there was a large
amount paid eut in duty on the fertilizer
that ivas brougbt in. Last year the ton per
cent duty on fertilizer, net including the anc
per cent excise tax, netted the government a
revenue of $144,185. This year, in addition
ta paying that ten per cent duty, aur farmers
will be faced with a three per cent excise tax
on ahi fertilizer imported. The statistical re-
turnts of last year show that over $5,000,000
worth of fertilizer was imported, and an excise
tax alone of tbree per cent on that would
amaunt ta $162,955. Su I cannot see where
this government is belping the agriculturist
very much.

We were also told that the imposition of a
duty on fertilizer wauld flot increase thi-
price. Some, indeed. dlaim that the price bas
not increased, but wben' we look at the de-
crease in the prie of the raw materials enter-
ing into fertilizer, we find that the farmer
durîng the last two years luas been paying


