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whether a mortgagee is a landiard. I take it
that in the tenant's application he is required
to answer the ordinary question, "Who is your
landierd?" I suggest that that is as far as the
tenant shauld be expected to go and as far as
the landiard should. be required to go if the
matter is not in dispute. If the matter of who
is the landiord and who is entitled to the
Iandlord's share becomes a question which
must be settled, it bas to go to a court of
law, and is often a point of great difficulty.
I could suggest to the minîster the case of a
landierd who migbt be a long way off, who
eould not get in touch with the tenant in order
te obtain that particular acknowledgment by
bis tenant; and, if this section is not complicd
with, I take it that the landiord weuld be
precluded from securing bis proper share of
the payment made under the provisions of
this act. I can imagine, as the minister can,
the landiord and the tenant hiaving a row, and
the tenant saying, "I won't sign anything,"
and there is nothing in the net which would
compel hum to do so. So that I subinit to tbe
minister that tbe act will cause less difficulty-
I suggest it will cause hum less trouble in
answering complaints on the part of landlords
-if he climinates that provision completely
frein the section. I think it will be only a
source of trouble and vexation. There would
be nothing, at law to permit the Prairie Farin
Assistance Act branch to rcly upon the state-
ment of the tenant. Let the tenant in the
application declare whio is commonly known te
be his landlord, and let the landlord make
application for payment.

Mr. DONNELLY: 1 wish to support the
lion. menîber for Swift Currcht iii what he bas
said withi regard to this section of the bill.
I can imnagine a case such as this. that a land-
lord lias his farmi mortgagcd an<l las it rented
to somne tenant. The mortgagee cornpany
malkes application to the representative cf the

w'heat acreage reduetion braneh, and se dees
the landiord. Under this section as it reads at
present, the tenant is asked te deeide which
man is the landlord. In nine cases out of ten

the landlord lias assigned his mertgage to the
mortgage company, but the tenant will Say
that the landleid is the man wvho bas rented
him tlie farm, and this section makes the
tenant the one who is to decide who shall get

tue third or other portion cf the wlieat acre-

age reiluctien. Miy opinion is that thîis should
be left eut entircly. The tenant sheuld net ha
î'equiicd te do that sort of thing. Thora wvil
be diflieulty i n getting the tenant to sign. We
are liere, and w-e bave te send a document
ont te the tenant and get hum te sign it.

['mr. GrahamI.

We shall bave ail kinds of difficulty in getting
that donc. I do net think that should be
asked te, be done.

Mr. GARDINER: I quite agree with the
two bon. members that this is an extraor-
dinary thing te do, but the situation itself
is extraerdinary. We bave constituted our-
selves collectera of rent fer landlerds. The
fact that we do net pay this money dees net
establish the fact that tbe landlord bas ne
right te it. He ewns tbe land. He bas tbe
right -te put the renter off tbe land, or take
othr legal action if the renter dees net pay
the rent. But wc do net want te held up
payment ýte the farmer himscîf over a long
pcriod of time, and that is what we have te
de now. Here is a certain amount of meney.
We bave paid twe-thirds to the fariner, and
wc tbink one-third might be due te somebody
aIse, but the fariner will net admit that this
other party bas any dlaim. Saine of these
payments have been due as far back as 1941.
Wc hepe te make these payments at saine
time. The legal advice we received is that
under the act we have no authority te pay
that moey te anybedy but the landlerd, and
wc cannet prave that be is the landlerd. We
do net want te held Uip paymaent to the
farmer himself. I can understand the cancern
there might ba for landlerds in certain cases,
but I can assure the cammittee that these
payments will be withheld in cases where there
is extraordinary difficulty.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbiury): On prin-
ciple, why sheuld the departinent intervene as
a colcting âgeney for the landierd or mort-
gagc, wlîe bas new more than cemmen law
riglits? He lias lien righits and the right of
distreýs and di,,traint. I do net know much
about this, but I suggest that for the depart-
ment te censtitute itself a eelleeting agency
for the landlerd is geing a long way. I weuld
leave these people te their rights under the
law.

Mr. GARDINER: There is anc reason. The
landierd lias entered into an agreement with
tIre renter, under which the renter agrees te
Iliiuner-fallow se many acres, te saw se many
acres te wheat, se many acres te cearse grains,
and se many acres te be in grass. Then we
cerne along and say that in spite of what is in
that agreement the renter daes net nced te
sew any wheat; wc pay bim fer not growing
~vheat. The agreement probably says that the
anly i-cnt the owner gets is a certain prapor-
tien of the cash whcat crop. But we say te
the tenant: Yeu do net need ta grew any
wlicat at ail; in fact we wilI pay yeu fer nat

grewing wlîeat. Therefare, te prateet the land-
lord we propose te send ane-third-


