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ORDERS OF REFERENCE
HouseE or COMMONS.
MonbpAy, February 7, 1966.

Resolved,—That the following Members do compose the Standing Committee
on Agriculture, Forestry and Rural Development:

Messrs.

Asselin (Richmond- Herridge, Noble,

Wolfe), Honey, Nowlan,
Beer, Hopkins, Olson,
Berger, Horner (Jasper-Edson), Peters,
Choquette, Isabelle, Pugh,
Comtois, Johnston, Ricard,
Coété (Dorchester), Jorgenson, Roxburgh,
Crossman, Laverdiére, Schreyer,
Danforth, Lefebvre, Tucker,
Ethier, MacDonald (Prince), Vincent,
Faulkner, Madill, - Watson (Assiniboia),
Forbes, Matte, Watson (Chdteauguay-
Gauthier, Moore (Wetaskiwin), Huntingdon-Laprairie),
Gendron, Muir (Lisgar), Whelan,
Godin, Nasserden, Yanakis—(45).

Grills, Neveu,

TuEspAY, February 8, 1966.

Ordered,—That the name of Mr. Horner (Acadia) be substituted for that of
Mr. Horner (Jasper-Edson) on the Standing Committee on Agriculture,
Forestry and Rural Development.

FripAY February 18, 1966.

Ordered,—That the name of Mr. Clermont be substituted for that of Mr.
Isabelle on the Standing Committee on Agriculture, Forestry and Rural Devel-
opment.

TUESDAY, March 22, 1966.

Ordered,—That, saving always the powers of the Committee of Supply in
relation to the voting of public monies, the items listed in the Main Estimates
for 1966-67, relating to the Department of Agriculture, be withdrawn from the
Committee of Supply and referred to the Standing Committee on Agriculture,
Forestry and Rural Development.

Attest.

LEON-J. RAYMOND,
The Clerk of the House.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

THURSDAY, February 17, 1966.
(1)

The Standing Committee on Agriculture, Forestry and Rural Development
met this day at one o’clock p.m. for organization purposes.

Members present: Messrs. Asselin (Richmond-Wolfe), Berger, Comtois,
Coté (Dorchester), Crossman, Danforth, Ethier, Faulkner, Forbes, Gauthier,
Gendron, Godin, Grills, Herridge, Hopkins, Horner (Acadia), Isabelle, Johnston,
Laverdiére, MacDonald (Prince), Madill, Matte, Moore (Wetaskiwin), Noble,
Nowlan, Olson, Peters, Roxburgh, Schreyer, Tucker, Watson (Assiniboia),
Whelan and Yanakis—(33).

The Clerk presiding and having called for nominations to elect a Chairman,

Mr. Asselin (Richmond-Wolfe) moved, seconded by Mr. Roxburgh, that Mr.
Eugene Whelan be elected Chairman.

Mr. Matte moved, seconded by Mr. Berger, that nominations be closed.

The Clerk put the question which was resolved in the affirmative. Mr.
Whelan occupied the Chair and thanked the Committee for the honour.

On motion of Mr. Yanakis, seconded by Mr. Crossman,

Resolved,—That Mr. Herman Laverdiére be elected Vice-Chairman.

Moved by Mr. Tucker, seconded by Mr. Forbes,

Agreed,—That the Committee print 850 copies in English and 250 copies in
French of its Minutes of Proceedings and Evidence.

Mr. Danforth moved, seconded by Mr. Peters, and it was agreed, that the
Subcommittee on Agenda and Procedure be composed of the Chairman and six
(6) other members of the Committee to be named by the chairman after
consultation with party Whips.

At 1:15 o’clock p.m. Mr. Ethier moved, seconded by Mr. Isabelle, that the
Committee adjourn to the call of the Chair:

TUESDAY, March 29, 1966.
(2)

The Standing Committee on Agriculture, Forestry and Rural Development
met this day at 11:10 o’clock a.m. The Chairman Mr. Whelan, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Asselin (Richmond-Wolfe), Beer, Berger,
Clermont, Comtois, Crossman, Danforth, Ethier, Faulkner, Forbes, Gauthier,
Godin, Grills, Herridge, Hopkins, Johnston, Jorgenson, Laverdiére, Lefebvre,

5
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MacDonald (Prince), Madill, Matte, Muir (Lisgar), Nasserden, Neveu, Noble,
Nowlan, Olson, Peters, Ricard, Roxburgh, Schreyer, Vincent, Watson (Assini-
boia), Watson (Chdteauguay-Huntingdon-Laprairie), Whelan, Yanakis—(37).

In attendance: From the Department of Agriculture: Honourable J. J.
Greene, Minister; Mr. Bruce Beer, M.P., Parliamentary Secretary; Mr. S. C.
Barry, Deputy Minister; Mr. S. J. Chagnon, Associate Deputy Minister; Mr. S.
B. Williams, Assistant Deputy Minister (Production and Marketing) and
Chairman Agricultural Stabilization Board; Dr. J. A. Anderson, Director Gen-
eral, Research Branch; Mr. J. S. Parker, Director General, Administration
Branch and Mr. C. B. Grier, Director, Property and Finance.

The Clerk of the Committee read the First Report of the Steering Sub-
committee which was as follows—

“Your Committee recommends that, during the Committee’s consid-
eration of the Estimates of the Department of Agriculture, the following
procedure be followed:

(a) That the first item (Departmental Administration) be called, and
that discussion and questions of a general nature be permitted on the
Minister’s statement, but questions that clearly relate to specific
items be postponed until the appropriate item has been reached;

(b) That the Committee act in accordance to Standing Order 65(5)
which reads as follows:
“Any member of the House of Commons who is not a member of
a standing committee, may, unless the House or the standing com-
mittee otherwise orders, take part in the deliberations of the stand-
ing committee, but shall not vote or move any motion or any
amendment or be counted in the quorum.”;

(c) That each member be allowed twenty (20) minutes to speak or
question the witnesses at any one time;

(d) That meetings of the Committee do not extend beyond two (2)
hours;

(e) That no witnesses will be called, other than Officials of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture.”

On motion of Mr. Danforth seconded by Mr. Asselin (Richmond-Wolfe),
Resolved,—That the First Report of the Steering Subcommittee be adopted.

The Chairman called the first item—Departmental Administration of the
main estimates of the Department of Agriculture, 1966-67; he then introduced
the Honourable J. J. Greene, who in turn introduced the officials from the
Department of Agriculture.

The Minister made a general statement and was questioned on related
matters, assisted by Messrs. Beer, Barry and Williams.
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Mr. Greene suggested that the Committee should prepare a list of specific
items for discussion at each meeting. This would enable him to arrange that the
proper Departmental officials be available to the Committee.

Due to other commitments it was necessary for the Minister and Mr. Barry
to withdraw from the meeting; Mr. Greene requested Mr. Bruce Beer to act on
his behalf before the Committee.

On motion of Mr. Asselin (Richmond-Wolfe) seconded by Mr. Nasserden,

Resolved,—That the Subcommittee on Agenda and Procedure consider what
method might be used to bring the report of the Canadian Wheat Board and
other Boards before the Committee.

On motion of Mr. Peters seconded by Mr. Roxburgh,

Resolved,—That the Subcommittee on Agenda and Procedure take under
consideration the advisability of discussing the Dairy Industry at the Commit-
tee’s next meeting.

At 1:10 o’clock p.m. the Committee adjourned to the call of the Chair.

D. E. Levesque,
Clerk of the Commiittee.






EVIDENCE
(Recorded and transcribed by Electronic Apparatus)

TuESDAY, March 29, 1966.

The CHAIRMAN: Gentlemen, I see a quorum, so we may start the meeting
now.

Your subcommittee met on Friday, March 25. I will ask the clerk to read
the recommendations to you.

(See Minutes of Proceedings)
The CHAIRMAN: May I have a motion to adopt this report?

Mr. DANFORTH: I move the adoption of the report of the subcommittee, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. AsSSELIN (Richmond-Wolfe): I second the motion.

The CHAIRMAN: Is there any discussion?

Mr. ETHIER: Mr. Chairman, will the recommendation that each member will
be allowed twenty minutes of questioning apply to all the meetings of this
session or to this meeting only?

The CHAIRMAN: I think that recommendation is for all the meetings on the
estimates.

Mr. EtHIER: Do you not think that is too long?

The CHAIRMAN: I understand this committee is supposed to act in the same
manner as the House. In the House speakers would be allowed thirty minutes
on estimates if they so desired. It was felt that, in order to expedite the business
of the committee, any one person should be allowed twenty minutes; if there

are no further speakers and there is time, he could possibly speak a second time
on the estimates.

I believe it was the steering committee’s thought—and any member of that
committee can correct me—that no member’s participation in the committee
should be curtailed but that twenty minutes for any one member would be
sufficient time. We know from past history of committee meetings that many
members will never take twenty minutes, but we know also that there may be
the odd member who would like to take over the committee completely. It was
with this in mind that we had the idea of putting on a limitation of this nature.

Mr. HERRIDGE: Mr. Chairman, you are quite correct.

Mr. ErHIER: There are only six times twenty minutes in two hours. That
means only six members may be heard.
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Mr. OLson: We are talking about maximums here.

Mr. HERRIDGE: From experience we have found that this works out very
well indeed. The twenty minutes not only include the questioning by members
but also the replies by the officials. This system has been found to work very
well in practice. There are occasions when a member might take that amount of
time, but as the committee meets you will find that most members probably will
not want more than five minutes at any one time.

The CHAIRMAN: Is there any further discussion?
Motion agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN: The first item of business today is Item No. 1 of the
Minister’s estimates. I understand the general procedure under this new system
of committees dealing with estimates is that the Minister will make a lead-off
statement; and I will therefore ask the Minister to take over now to introduce
his officials and make his statement.

Hon. J. J. GREENE (Minister of Agriculture): Mr. Chairman, gentlemen, this
being a new procedure I am not entirely conversant with your wishes in this
matter, but to the best of our knowledge and ability we will proceed in such a
manner as to give the information you may require.

First of all, the officials we have here are Mr. S. C. Garry, who is on my
right, the Deputy Minister; Mr. S. B. Williams, Assistant Deputy Minister,
Production and Marketing, and Chairman of the Agricultural Stabilization
Board; and Mr. S. J. Chagnon, Associate Deputy Minister.

Sitting at the back, and available if you require them at any time, are Dr.
J. A. Anderson. Director General of the Research Branch, J. S. Parker, Director
General of the Administration Branch, and Mr. C. B. Grier, Director of Property
and Finance.

With respect to my opening statement I may say that I am going to make a
general and broad statement covering Item No. 1 in the estimates in general.
There will be copies of this statement in English and French available this
afternoon and they will be sent to each of the members of the committee
individually.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Greene, before you proceed further may I announce
that the Minister and Deputy Minister have to leave at 12.15. There will be
other officials here after 12.15, but the Minister and Deputy Minister have to
leave at that time for another appointment.

Mr. GREENE: With respect to my attendance, Mr. Chairman, I think
probably the deliberation of these estimates will be lengthy and in very great
detail. I think this is one of the ideas of remitting estimates to committees. The
great advantage will probably be the availability of the officials, and I shall be
here as often as possible and certainly whenever you feel I am particularly
needed. There is always a problem of time, however, because cabinet meetings
are often held at the same time as committee meetings. I trust you will bear
with me any time I am not here. Certainly the officials will be here and my
parliamentary assistant will be here. I will just have to ask for your forbearance
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in this matter and, whenever you, the committee, feel it is essential that I be
here I will certainly do my utmost. Again, it is a matter of allocation of time;
you can only be in one place at one time. I will certainly do everything I can to
meet with your convenience, and I feel certain we can work out methods
whereby I personally will be here just as often as you need me; and either I or
my parliamentary assistant and whatever officials are required will be here.

You have here now for the setting up of your deliberations all the top
officials of the department. Then, as far as possible, if we can know the
Particular persons and the particular areas of the department you require for
meeting it would be very helpful, because if we have to have all the top officials
of the department here for every one of your meetings, which may last
many many sittings it will be pretty hard to run the department, as I think you
V‘{lll understand. So I would ask for your consideration in this regard. If you can
Pinpoint a particular number of items for any particular hearing it would be
very helpful inasmuch as we could have those officials here and possibly not

tie up the entire work of this very complex department.

Mr. PETERS: Before the Minister goes on may I ask if there is any intention
on the part of the department to supply Mr. Phillips for the use of the
Committee again as they did last year? I found him very helpful in being able to
Co-ordinate the operation of the department. As far as I am concerned, I found
him very helpful to the committee last year; he was a real asset. I wonder if
there is any intention of allowing Mr. Phillips again to act as a co-ordinator.

Mr. GREENE: This was when you were studying the feed grain matter.

Mr. PeTERS: He stayed with us on a number of other subjects as well. It
seems to me this was an asset to the committee last year.

Mr. Greene: I think that is a good idea. Mr. Phillips himself has been
Promoted; he has a new job. Whether we can make him available on this basis,
at the moment, I do not know. Perhaps we can supply someone else to perform

this function.

Mr. PeTERS: He was a co-ordinator of different committees. He was very
knowledgeable on many subjects.

Mr. GREENE: We will try to provide him or, if the Deputy Minister cannot
spare him, someone who will serve the function equally well.

Mr. Chairman, I believe this is the first time that the Department of
Agriculture estimates have been referred to a standing committee of the House.
I think this is a very desirable feature.

I believe this is the first time that the Department of Agriculture estimates
have been referred to a Standing Committee of the House. I think this is a very
desirable procedure, not only because it should save some time in the committee
of the whole, but because I am sure that it will give members a better
opportunity to familiarize themselves with the work of the department and to
discuss matters of interest to them.

I think this has been the experience with other departments where this

Procedure has been followed in the past.
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I intend to be present myself at the committee meetings and my senior
officials will also be here to deal with any matters of detail which may be
raised. I do have an appointment at 12:30 today which will require me to leave
shortly before that time. The committee secretary had been informed of that
and I presume that today’s meeting will be a preliminary one.

Turning now, to the estimates, I may mention, first, a matter which I know
is understood by committee members but which apparently has been the cause
of some misunderstanding among the public.

Page 4 of the estimates book shows the amounts to be voted for the various
departments and agencies for 1966-67 and the amount voted for 1965-66. The
two totals, for agriculture, are $127 million for 1966-67 and $56 million for
1965-66. When these figures were published in the press it led some to conclude
that less money was to be voted for agriculture next year than this year. This,
of couse, is not necessarily the case. The figure shown for 1966-67 is the main
estimates only. That for 1965-66 includes both main estimates and supplemen-
taries as at the time the Blue Book was printed. In fact, there have been further
supplementaries since then and the total figure for 1965-66 will be in the order
of $200 million.

Many substantial items go into supplementaries rather than in the main
estimates. This includes, obviously, provision for expenditures which were not
foreseen at the time the main estimates were prepared. Examples of that in
1965-66 would be the crop loss assistance programs with the provinces. Then
there are several substantial items which are only included in supplementaries
when the amount required is known. Examples of this are the recoup of the
Agricultural Stabilization Board account and the operating loss of the Farm
Credit Corporation.

The department administers some 31 acts and several policies which draw
their authority from votes under the Financial Administration Act rather than
from specific statutes. The administration of these is divided among four main
branches, administration, research, production and marketing, and health of
animals, and the Board of Grain Commissioners and P.F.R.A. The estimates are
broken down into these main branches or sections of the department.

The first, in the order in which they appear in the Blue Book, is depart-
mental administration. This includes the central departmental administration
attached to the offices of the Minister and Deputy Minister, and the Information
and Economics Divisions, which come directly under the Deputy Minister. These
are all covered under vote 1. The total requested in the main estimates for
1966-67 is $4.7 million compared to $4.2 million for 1965-66.

This is followed by research, under votes 5 and 10, which include the
operating and construction requirements for the 49 experimental farms, re-
search stations and institutes operated by the research branch. The amount
requested for the research branch is $33.3 million compared to $31.8 million for
1965-66.

The next main section is the production and marketing branch, in which
there are five separate votes, numbers 15, 20, 25, 30 and 35. These include the
five divisions of the branch which administer grading legislation for various
classes of farm products and legislation having to do with such matters as plant

ar
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Protection, seeds, feeds, fertilizers, pesticides and stockyards. The branch vote
also includes administration costs under the Agricultural Stabilization Act and
the Prairie Farm Assistance Act. The total of the five votes for 1966-67 is $36.6
million compared to $39.8 million for 1965-66. The difference is due to the
Provision for crop loss assistance programs in 1965-66.

The next two votes, numbers 40 and 45, are for the health of animals
branch. This branch administers matters having to do with animal health, under
the Animal Contagious Diseases Act, and the Meat Inspection Act. The total is
for $14.4 million compared to $14.8 million in 1965-66.

Vote number 50 is for the Board of Grain Commissioners, which adminis-
tel_“s the Canada Grain Act. The amount listed as required for 1966-67 is $8.5
Million, compared to $7.4 million for 1965-66.

The last section, under the title of “land rehabilitation, irrigation and water
Storage projects”, is for P.F.R.A. This includes votes 55 and 60 to a total of
$29.2 million this year as against $37.1 million for 1965-66. The difference of
$7.9 million is more than made up by the reduction of $9 million in the amount
Tequired for the South Saskatchewan Dam. The major works on this project
Will be completed this year.

Apart from that general description of the department’s organization and
OPerations, and the votes applying to the various sections, I doubt that I need to
80 into further details at this time. I know that members will have questions on
Specific points, some of which they have raised previously in the House. I will
be glad to deal with these as time permits today and in subsequent sittings of
the committee, I thought it was best in view of the nature of this investigation
at this time to outline in brief, as I have in my general statement, the general
Mmakeup, context and structure of the estimates rather than to make some
8eneral statement of policies, hopes and aspirations of the Department as is
8enerally done in the House. I trust the committee will agree with this
Procedure. We thought it would be more helpful to the njlem!)ers of the
COmmittee and in particular to the new members to have this kind of non-
Specific detailing of the estimates in my general statement than has been the
case when the estimates were discussed in committee in the House when it was
more of the order that the Minister would make some more general statement
of Policy which might be more beneficial from a publicity standpoint. I trust the
Committee will agree with this procedure. We thought it would be more helpful
to them, and in particular to the new members, to have more of this kind of
Specific detailing of the estimates in my general statement than has been the
case when the estimates were discussed in committee of the whole House. At
that time it was in order for the Minister to make a broad, general statement of
Policy, which might be beneficial from a publicity standpoint but, I think, it
would be less helpful to the committee to do so in their deliberations. I trust
this meets with the approval of the committee a}nd, as I }nd}cated, I and my
officials are prepared to answer any specific questions at this time or, according
to whatever procedure you might establish, to appear before you at a future
time.
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o (11:30 a.m.)

The CHAIRMAN: Thank you, Mr. Minister. I think that, judging by the
reaction of the committee so far, hon. members appreciate the attitude you have
taken, although we will know better as we proceed in the committee.

Members of the committee may now ask questions of the minister.

Mr. JoRGENSON: Mr. Chairman, the Minister very cautiously put his toes
into the waters of the estimates. I can understand that he would want to do
that. I had hoped however that we could have had a statement on his
philosophy and his policy. We had several statements during the course of the
election campaign which tended to lead us to believe that the government was
going to pursue a certain course in agriculture. Following the election campaign
the Ministers changed, of course, so we felt that there might be a change in
philosophy. We know that the Minister’s philosophy, from some of the speeches
and statements that he made, is somewhat different from those of his colleagues’
statements in the House. We are therefore wondering if he had resolved some of
the difficulties which he faces, together with the members of the cabinet, in
evolving a policy for agriculture which he could have presented to this
committee. I think it is important that we have some idea of the direction in
which the Minister intends to guide the department in meeting the many
problems and difficulties that I know he must face.

At the outset I want to assure him that it is not our intention to put road
blocks in his way, but I do think we should have an opportunity of hearing
from him on matters of policy. I can well understand that he will not be able to
be here at all our meetings, and whenever we will be questioning the details of
the estimates I know the officials of the department are quite capable of
handling answers to those questions, but I think officials of the department
should not have to answer questions which concern matters of policy, the
answers to which should emanate from the Minister. I would have thought that
either now or at a later time we could have statements from the Minister on the
direction which he intends to take in leading this particular department.

Hon. Mr. GREeNE: Mr. Chairman, may I answer Mr. Jorgenson in this way?
I may be wrong in my concept of this but I really think that policy is a matter
for the throne speech, for legislation. I think it is the easiest thing in the
world—and possibly both the politicians in and out of office are a little too prone
to do this—to speak in broad generalities with respect to policies which in the
long run are not much more than benign hopes. It was my conclusion that it
would be better to carry out our policies through legislation in the house and
through a declaration in the throne speech when applicable. I think if I as a
Minister have a philosophy of agriculture I would prefer to have that philoso-
phy judged by what I am able to accomplish as the Minister of Agriculture
rather than by any pronouncements which I make and which might never
amount to a hill of beans.

Mr. JoRGENSON: That bears out my statement on the difficulties that you
might anticipate with your colleagues in cabinet.
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Hon. Mr. GrRegNE: I do not think I shall ever anticipate any difficulties with
t}}ose kindly and thoughtful gentlemen in regard to their tender and solicitous
Views of the agricultural community of this country.

My own concept is that, to the greatest possible degree, the idea of remitting
the estimates to the committee was to make this a working group to enable you
p_e0p1e to get your teeth into the items of the estimates and into the interpreta-
tion of the officials’ views of these estimates rather than to have a more general
research, as was possible in committee of the whole.

As I say, I may be wrong in this interpretation, but I thought the whole idea
of remitting the estimates to the committee was to really enable the members of
the committee to get their teeth into the specifics and to get away from the
broader generalities to which I think the committee of the whole house did not
lend itself too well. This would enable members to get at these specifics,
Particularly because they could not question officials in committee of the whole.

€ will certainly have to play some of these things by ear, as they are new
things. But, for the time being, Mr. Jorgenson, may I say with great respect that
I would like to proceed on this basis without sticking my neck out too far. Those
are my own personal hopes and philosophies for the department. I am not quite
Sure where you draw the line between hopes and philosophy, but I think from
the legislative standpoint, as I said earlier, I hope to be judged by what I
accomplish rather than by what I hope to accomplish. All I can say is that if we
can do as well with all the other ramifications of the department as we did with
the dairy policy, if we can get as much money for each thing we wish to do, we
will be in grand shape; this will be the most popular committee there ever was
with the farmers, I do not know how fortunate we will be in future in this
regard. .

Mr. Mumr (Lisgar): Mr. Chairman, I would like to say at the outset that I
am rather disappointed that the Minister did not outline some of the dlﬁ‘icult.les
that he is finding in agriculture. I do not necessarily mean that he should br.mvg
forward his solutions to us at this time. However, if the committee is just going
to investigate the administrative difficulties, which I do not find to be too
Dumerous in agriculture because we have an excellent agricultural c:lepartment,
I do not think the committee is going to find itself with much to discuss. As I
said, T would have thought that the Minister would have talked about some of
the difficulties in agriculture because we all know there are many and thgy are
varied. I thought that perhaps through discussion we might be 'able to gssmt '_che
Minister in finding solutions to these many problems that 'cilg'rlcult.ure is facing
today, and that we would not just be considering the administrative problems

of the department.

Hon. Mr. GREENE: Excuse me again, Mr. Muir. I think I have said what I
had to say on this, and I will repeat that this is a new procedure. I had thought
the general application of problems and areas of solutions in a broad, general
sense is the kind of thing that would be considered by the committee of the
Whole House. After all, these estimates go gack to the House. Here we should
get to the meat of the specifics. I think that as the work of the committee
evolves, if we find we should travel into more general areas, I will certainly be
happy to go over those more airy questions. However, it was my view that the
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committee at this time was here specifically to consider the details of the
estimates. I will certainly watch with interest what your views are in this
regard.

Mr. PETERS: Mr. Chairman, I think that we are probably seeing the change
that has taken place because of an Ontario politician being in this portfolio
rather than a western one. However, I do agree with those who have already
stated that the policy that is being evolved at the present is a changed policy.
Every member of the committee, I am sure, has been interested in and
appreciative of the change that the minister has made in terms of the dairy
policy, but I think there is still considerable misunderstanding of what that
policy is going to be and how it is going to be administered, as well as what the
end result of it will be. I believe the committee is very concerned with the
political pronouncements that have been made regarding crop assistance, for
instance, which has become a real problem.

Several years ago the committee had seriously considered the cost of farm
machinery, which is another agricultural problem that was raised during the
election and which I think is facing the committee. We are going to have to
make some decision on this. And yet I am concerned with the proposition which
the Minister raises, because this is probably a logical conclusion to draw from
the discussions that took place in the changing of the procedures of the House,
which allowed this matter to be referred to the committee as estimates for
detailed study. I am of the opinion that if this is going to be done, it should
follow the general discussion on the agricultural policies that we were going to
be faced with this year. Otherwise we will be coming to an item, for instance,
one on crop insurance, and we will be making a decision on it in terms of
estimates which is not what the committee hopes to project into those esti-
mates.

I may have put it badly, but it seems to me that we should know in what
field we intend to move, because the estimates are really the economic budget of
the department officials for things that have taken place in the past and for
legislation that is already in effect. If we are going to change this in terms of
the cost of farm machinery, are we really going to face the problem of the feed
grain agency on which we have had considerable discussion in the past? If we
make these changes, this will, of course, throw the estimates out in many areas.
To discuss them in terms of the operation of legislation we now have, is one
thing. As the previous speaker said, this will only take a very short period of
time. However, I think the minister should be prepared to give the committee
some indication of his policy. I suggest this has to be done, or else we are going
to be working at cross purposes. We should have some indication of what the
dairy policy will be in terms of the estimates. What is the Minister’s own
philosophy in terms of crop insurance? Crop insurance has reached a very
critical position in the last year because of the crop disasters which have
occurred in three or four provinces and which they were not able to handle. We
should know more about the legislation under which we are operating, for
example, in the province of Ontario. Here we are trying to solve the problem in
my area with the same legislation that has been used in the Minister’s area. His
is a drought area and mine has an excess of rain, and we are using exactly the
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same kind of legislation in both areas because the guide line for any other
course has not been laid down by the federal government. The whole matter of
ARDA, the redistribution and reuse of land, are matters of primary importance
which should be discussed before many of these estimates are considered.

I would therefore make the suggestion that the committee make a decision
now on whether or not they should proceed with the estimates as they are,
reserving the right to hold back some of the estimates in these particular fields.
Maybe the minister would like to reconsider making an over-all statement that
WO}lld be taken into consideration when each of the separate sections in the
estimates is taken into consideration. It seems to me there are two philosophies
hel:e: The one we have always followed in the past, and the one that affects the
estimates as we discussed them in the House. I think those are two different
things. This gives us the advantage of questioning the officials on specifics, and
yet how can we question them until we have an over-all policy that may change

the operation of each of the estimates?

Hon. Mr. GREENE: If I might answer that question briefly, I think what we
are faced with in this new procedure is simply this: This is a system somewhat
C}oser to the U.S. committee system which enables committee members to get
right down to the nub of things much more effectively than they have been able
to do previously. On the other side of the coin, a minister before a U.S.
committee is of course not working in the same way as under our parliamentary
system. I cannot come here and announce policy or changes in policy; that is not
the way our system works. I therefore think that in this regard I am pretty well
tied to the policies to which the government is committed, and to the throne
Speech. I-think this is where the committee can come in, by indicating to me
their views about policy. Under our system I doubt very much whether I can
Come here and announce policy to this committee. I think these are things we
will have to work out as we evolve this new committee system, which I think
can be very useful. We must remember, however, that we are operating within
our parliamentary rules rather than within the republican form of government
Where the ministers are not ultimately responsible to parliament and are not
bound by the collective responsibility of the cabinet. I think these are things
that we will have to feel our way through. I certainly happily concur with the
opinion that it would be very useful to the government if the committee
Members themselves voiced their views about what they think the policy should
be. Whether I can do the converse, in view of our system of government, and
tell you what I think the policy should be, is another matter.

Remember that as a member of the government I am in a position of

Speaking for the government whenever I speak, and yet I have not the
authority to do so. I certainly think the committee members themselves should
relate the estimates to the policy as far as possible, and bearing in mind the
Commitments which the government has made I can talk about policy but I do
not think I can talk about future policy except to make a sort of airy statement
about my hopes, which I do not think is very useful to you as working
politicians. You do not want a political speech, I am sure. I would be very
Pleased to make one at any time.
23596—2
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I think these are the things we will have to work out. I will be quite candid
with you. I have not any firm views as to how this working committee will
evolve, and I am sure that for two or three years we will not really know the
exact methods whereby this working committee on estimates can be most useful
to both the members and the government. I think at this stage you will have to
bear with me if I tread rather gingerly on policies because, as a new Minister
facing a new ordeal and without any precedent, I think it would be better for
me to say too little on the policy side rather than too much at this stage of the
game.

The CHAIRMAN: If I may interject as Chairman of the committee, I would
like to say that I am of the same opinion as a great many members here. I feel
that to a certain extent we have to feel our way along on the proceedings here.
However, in my own humble opinion, as the Minister outlined, this discussion
should be a more flexible one than it ever was in the House when we dealt with
the estimates. The committee can rule on whom they want to see and what they
want to discuss. I think there really should be no limit on what we can do in
questioning agriculture in Canada in this committee.

Hon. Mr. GREENE: Let us take for instance the dairy policy which you
specifically mentioned. We are wide open; that is a policy that is announced.

Mr. VINCENT: You should start on that.

Hon. Mr. GReENE: In that regard I think I and my officials would be
prepared to answer anything you want. However, policies that are not an-
nounced give me a little more concern, and I can see the newspapers writing
tomorrow morning, “Greene says he is going to do so and so with crop
insurance”, and I will find myself walking into the cabinet and being asked,
“Who authorized you to say that?”.

@ (11: 50 a.m.)
The CHAIRMAN: Have you finished, Mr. Peters?
Mr. PETERS: Yes, for now.

Mr. OrsoN: Mr. Chairman, I agree that under this new procedure we
probably will have to advance one step at a time to see how it turns out.

I also agree partly with what the Minister has said in that when we get into
each one of these separate votes we can put questions to the Minister as well as
to his senior officials and perhaps in that way bring up points we wish to raise
with regard to future policies of the government. However, I cannot agree that
government policy is on the same level as benign hope. I hope there is a far
more substantial basis for government policy than to equate it with benign
hope. In my opinion, the Minister ought to feel as free in this committee in
stating future plans of the government as he would be in committee of the
whole on the floor of the House of Commons. Even at the latter stage they do
not announce a great deal of new government policy unless they are ready to
announce it at that time. But, I would think he normally would feel as free to
discuss such matters with this committee as he would when we get back to the
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House of Commons. I am sure the Minister realizes that when we do get back to
the House the time that can be spent on the estimates of the different
committees is restricted. In fact, I think that committee of supply can spend
only 30 days in total, and if you take off the supply motions and the interim
Supply motions there is about one day per department when you can discuss the
estimates on the floor of the House. Of course, all departments are not going to
be dealt with in the same way; some departments may take several days,
whereas on other occasions several departments will go through, after they have
had an exhaustive study in the standing committees, in the same day.

Mr. Chairman, these are some of the things I would like to know. First of
all, I would like to know what is being done in the research branch to set up
é{dvisory committees, made up of certain practical farmers, who can give some
Cl_lrection to our research people so far as applied research is concerned. I would
like to know if we are going to have a statement of government policy on crop
loss payments, so that some guidelines for the future can be set down to ensure
that all requests are treated in the same manner. The Minister has had some
experience with this in the House. As you know, some members feel there has
been a measure of discrimination between one province and another. For
example, T would like to know if there has been any change in the plans for the
reclassification of livestock at the exhibitions across our country. I would like to
know if any progress has been made on capital construction loans, long-term
loans and so on. I would like to know if the Minister or officials of his
department have anything positive they can announce with regard to a two
price system for wheat which, as you know, has been discussed on a number of
oceasions. I would like to know about water conservation and utilization in
co-operation with the provinces. I understand there are some rather large plans
under way by some of the provinces which are working together, particularly in:
Western Canada.

Perhaps many of the things I have mentioned can be brought out at the
time the specific item in the estimates is brought forward. But, so far as these
estimates for 1966-67 are concerned, if we are going to be confined only to the
expenditure made under these various votes, Mr. Chairman, we would be
dealing with policy that already has been established while at the same time we
would not know the full basis for such a policy; also, we would not know what
the projections are in respect of all these matters. In my opinion, Mr.
Chairman, this is a proper funciton of this committee. When the estimates are
transferred to a standing committee we can and should carry on in exactly the
Same manner as if we were in committee of the whole, except in this case it
allows an opportunity for four or five committees to meet concurrently. This
results in a saving of time by some of the members and. also provides an
obportunity for them to have more time to go into greater detail.

Mr. Chairman, I do not want to elaborate any further on what I have said
at the present time. I have a lot of questions to ask on each of the votes that are
outlined in the estimate book, to which the Minister has made very brief
reference, But Mr. Chairman, I am seriously questioning whether or not we
should start with some specific matter, whether it is dairy policy or research,

23596—2}
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and exhaust that, or whether we should not have some kind of additional
explanation on some of the major policies, major changes, the major plans the
department has for the next few months or for the whole fiscal year, and so on.

These are only some of the matters I have raised; I am sure that other
members have many more questions along these lines. For example, there may
be several questions put on vote 5 and, perhaps, by the time we have completed
the business of this committee we would have had an opportunity to ask
questions, to which answers would be supplied. But Mr. Chairman, I should say
that I do not believe that we should be confined to discussing only matters
involved in these figures before us because, in my view, if we peruse just these
estimates and put questions on these particular votes we would not be dealing
with the future as much as with the past. I think we have to be given an
opportunity to go into some of these matters because we are interested in the
direction the government is going and what plans it has for the future.

Mr. Chairman, for the moment I have nothing further to say. I can
appreciate the problem of trying to feel our way along, at least in the initial
stages.

Mr. GREENE: Mr. Olson, I certainly can see what you are getting at; there is
a line of demarcation. For instance, there is an established policy with regard to
some of the things mentioned by you, such as crop insurance, and certainly we
can discuss that fairly freely. But, may I make this point: if further legislation
is contemplated I doubt very much whether the specifics of it can be discussed
here. Surely that is a function of the House when and if a bill comes before it.

Mr. OrsoN: But surely, Mr. Chairman, the Minister is not going to feel any
more confined in discussing openly and freely what his future plans are to this
committee than he would be in committee of the whole.

Mr. GREENE: No, I do not think one should be.

Mr. OLson: Otherwise, if you do feel that way, I think it would be an
impediment to the usefulness of this committee.

(Translation)

Mr. VINceENT: Mr. Chairman, I think, if the Committee accepts the proposi-
tion, it would be preferable to begin to-day with the new dairy policy, or the
new dairy program which the Minister announced last week. The Minister will
be with us for a few minutes, and I believe it would be interesting to have
replies to our questions, because many members of the Committee are wonder-
ing about many points with regard to this program. Since this program is to be
applied next week, if the Committee accepts this proposition, I think we should
discuss right away the implications of this program. If you will allow me, Mr.
Chairman, I have three or four questions to ask the Minister right now, which
will interest all members of the Committee. The first question which I would
like to ask is: How many producers have made an application, or have made a
claim with regard to last year’s programs and have not yet received their
payments? We know that many producers, or at least this is what I have noted,
did not make an application for a claim last year, and these producers will
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probably not apply. Can the Minister tell us how many milk producers in all of
Canada have not yet made a claim and will not receive the additional payment
under last year’s program?

We know that the Department will have to make an additional payment
50911_ to raise last year’s price to $3.30. This is my second question: Can the
Minister tell us now what is the amount of the supplementary payment, and
around what date this additional payment will be made to the dairy producers
of Canada?

The Minister stated in the House that the government will pay 85 cents per
hundredweight less 10 cents which is most acceptable, but, at the same time, he
has stated that the producer must pay $3.25. In the new dairy program, there
Wwas no mention of the price of cheese nor of powdered milk, nor casein. And
when I asked a question in the House yesterday of the Minister, he told me to
read over the statement he had made in the House last week. I did not have to
read it over; there was no mention of these three items. I am sure, Mr.
Chairman, that the Minister will understand that the producer will not be able
to pay a price of $3.25, before knowing what is the policy of the government
with regard to cheese. This is my third question: Will the price of cheese be
maintained at 35 cents a pound, or does the Minister think that cheese will sell
this year, on the market, at 40 or 42 cents? Moreover, before signing a collective
agreement with the plants, the milk producers will have to know exac.tly what
1s the policy of the government with regard to powdered milk and casein. If we
do not get these details, we will not know if the producer will be able to pay
$3.25 as well as the 75 cents per hundredweight, which will make an average
price of $4.00. I would like the Minister, if possible, to answer these questions,
Which, to my mind, are most important. The answers will enable us to judge
the effectiveness of last year’s programs, and also the implications of the

brogram for this year.

(Translation)

Mr. GREENE: Mr. Chairman, I merely wish to say that it is much easier for
Us to discuss a definite question like this, and I am wondering if, when we come
to these meetings, we could know what particular subjects interest you from
day to day: Item 1 or another Item of the Estimates—it is all the same to us—but
it would be much easier for us to know what subjects will be discussed each
day and what information I should get in order to help you. I do not know if

these questions are to be discussed now. Is it your wish, Mr. Chairman . . .

(Translation)

Mr. ViNceNT: Mr. Chairman, since I asked these questions, may I say if the
Minister believes that the officials of his Department can answer these questions
to-day, it would be most important to obtain these replies because the Minister
knows the new policy is to be applied on April 1 next, that is, this week. It is
our last chance before the application of the new policy.

(English)

The CHATRMAN: As Chairman of this committee, I stated earlier that under
item 1 members are entitled to ask any questions they desire; if the answers to
such questions are not available today I would hope they would be made
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available at the next meeting. I stated that under item 1 we could discuss
agriculture in the same manner as we do in the House when we are in
committee of the whole. After we have passed item 1 we will be able to judge
fairly well ahead what items will be coming before the committee at future
meetings. If the Minister sees fit to answer your questions I, as your Chairman,
feel that they should be answered today, if possible. But, I am in the hands of
the committee in this regard.

Mr. ETHIER: I would be pleased if answers to questions put today were
given.

(Translation)

Mr. GReEENE: I would like to ask Mr. Williams, who is well versed in the
dairy policy, to answer the three questions which have been put by Mr. Vincent.

(English)

Mr. S. B. Williams (Assistant Deputy Minister, Production and Marketing,
and Chairman of the Agricultural Stabilization Board): Mr. Chairman, I will
speak in English because it is easier for all. I believe Mr. Vincent asked three
specific questions, although some have multiple answers.

The first question put by Mr. Vincent was: “How many producers have
made application for supplementary payments under last year’s program who
have not been paid yet?” At this moment I cannot give the exact figures,
although I can say, with very few exceptions, the data processing system at the
present time is dealing only with current applications. There are a few that
have been returned to producers which have not come back yet. Therefore,
technically, some who have made application have not been paid. There falls
within that group those which did not correspond with the other records we
had, and they had to be returned for further questioning. But, the ones that are
with the department at the present time, which do not require a return to the
original applicant or to the plant for questioning, are being dealt with on a very
current basis. At the present time we still are getting applications at the rate of
200 a day, as a result of which we do have some backlog at any one time
because it takes a week or 10 days to process them; you see, they are processed
in batches and our data processing system has to handle them, and then they go
to treasury office for the issuance of cheques. So, essentially, we are on a
current basis at the present time.

Your second question was: “How many have not made applications?” I
cannot answer that question although I can give you some indication. Our
original estimate was that there would be approximately 200,000 to 210,000
applications for eligible producers. As you recall, an eligible producer is one
who has shipped in the year in question 10,000 pounds of milk or 350 pounds of
butter fat, and our original estimates were based on the 1961 census. It looks at
the present time as though we will not get more than 150,000 or perhaps
155,000 applications, but we do know that over the years previous to 1961 we
were losing dairy producers at the rate of 15,000 a year. Therefore, the
difference between 200,000 or 210,000 and 150,000 or 155,000, which we
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expected, is consistent with the rate of losses that we also might expect based
on ‘historic figures with regard to wastage or movement to other areas of
agriculture, or other areas of employment by farmers. As a result of this, I
cannot give you a specific figure, although it looks as though we are going to
pay out to about 150,000 or 155,000 people.

: However, it might be of interest to the committee to know that our
estimate in dollars is almost exactly correct; in other words to start with, our
average payments to producers is higher, but the number of producers is fewer,
Whlch would indicate there has been a consolidation of units, which is consistent
with the population of dairy cows in this country. At the present time our
average payment is approximately $140. At the time the estimate was made I
think it was slightly over $100; I think it was $106.

® (12: 10 p.m.)
Mr. VINCENT: May I interject a question there just before going further?

Is there a date limit for application?

Mr. WiLLiams: When the original application forms were sent out the
words used were “to ensure consideration this must be received by the 31st
July.” No other limit has been placed on it as yet, but applications are being
honoured that have been received since then.

The second question dealt with the deficiency payment and was in two
parts, I believe: Do we have an estimate of how much it would be; and,
secondly, when it would be made? I am afraid I cannot answer either part of
the question. In general, I can say for the information of the committee that
prices of milk based on the records we have to date have been stronger than we
originally thought when we estimated the $3.15. These records, however, are
subject to complete audit, and until the complete audit is done—and incidentally
we will not have the March figures until about the end of April—I think it would

e premature for me to make any statement on the size of the deficiency

bayment, if any. Therefore, the answer as to time is that if there is one to be
bably towards the end of

made we would anticipate that we could make it pro
the month of May. In other words, we will not have the information until the
end of April; it is subject to complete audit at that time. In addition to that,
You will recall that under the deficiency payment the cost of xport assistance
was to be deducted. Complete figures are not yet available under export
assistance because there is still product moving into export assistance and there
will be until the board has authorized all export assistance. There has to be a
complete reconciliation on that, and we will not have that information until
after the board has authorized all the export assistance; so I cannot give

complete information now.

The third question Mr. Vincent asked was a much more complex question.

He asked for the details of the procedures that would be followed in order to
create a climate in which processors could pay $3.25 for manufacturing mil.k. .I
think you gentlemen will all Tecall that in the Minister’s statement he said it
was not the government’s intention nor was it within their ability to set a price
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of $3.25; that this would be a matter that would have to be set by producer
groups and boards. I think possibly if we deal with these on a broad basis to
start with I can then try to answer any specific question.

It is the intention of the board to maintain the price necessary to produce
these returns through a variety of means. This variety of means will include
export assistance; it will include offers to purchase; and it may include direct
purchase at a specific price. The proposal at the present moment—and I may say
this is a matter that was discussed no later than this morning with the board—is
that the actual procedures that will be followed will vary with the product and
with the market at the time.

Let me take an example. At the present time, cheese is selling in Ontario
on the Ontario board for 43% cents per pound. At 43% cents per pound it is
estimated that processors can pay approximately $3.35 or $3.40. The price for
cheese milk in Ontario is set by the Ontario board at $3.35 at the present time.
Therefore it is obvious that in so far as cheese is concerned at the present
moment the board need do nothing in respect of Ontario. Of course, there is the
rest of the country, but in general the Ontario prices set the price of cheese in
the province of Quebec, which is the other major cheese producing area.

It is also quite as obvious that in about a month’s time the cheese supply
will be such that exporters will need some assurance on how much export
assistance will be available in order that they may move this into markets. If
this is not moved into markets off-shore, it will not be possible to maintain a
price of 43% cents because the domestic market simply will not absorb our
cheese during our times of high production. We must find a place for it.

The Agricultural Stabilization Board have a joint committee of producers
and processors which makes recommendations to the Agricultural Stabilization
Board in respect of the level of export assistance. This is a technical committee.
The Agricultural Stabilization Board endeavoured to set up a meeting with this
committee this week. Unfortunately it is not possible because two members are
out of the country, but it is our intention to set up a meeting early next week.
At that time we propose to make an announcement of what the then current
level of export assistance may be in respect of all of these products. You
gentlemen will probably all recall that this fluctuates from time to time
depending on the market. Last year we had export assistance for powder—I am
not too sure of the figures—at I think at least two, three or five different levels
during the year depending on our supply position and our market in relation
to the export market. We have one other consideration, and that is the
question of cheese, where the trade in general buys cheese and holds it for
curing. They are very much in favour of a support price that is related as
closely as possible to the market price; they are not in favour in general of it
being at the market price because this simply interferes with trading. The
reason they ask for this is to finance their holdings so they can obtain bank
loans up to the support level.

In general, it is difficult to put our support level higher than the price in
which it moves to the United Kingdom—in other words, our subsidized price.
This is a question which was discussed briefly at the board this morning, but no
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decision has yet been made. There will be an announcement before the first of
the dairy year, or very shortly thereafter, in respect of our support price for
cheese. We have not in previous years had an official support price under the
Sfcabilization Act for powder or for casein. I think you realize that cheese is in a
different category from casein and powder in so far as its legal status is
concerned. Cheese is a mandatory product under the Stabilization Act and the
board must have a minimum of an 80 per cent support level for it. The other
tv‘(o products in general are dealt with under a different board; they are dealt
with under the Agricultural Products Board.

Mr. VINCENT: What is the support price on cheese right now?
Mr. WiLL1AMS: The support price is 35 cents at the present moment.

Mr. VINCENT: So this is the trouble. If someone wants to put in stock some
cheese he has to go to the bank, and they are counting only on 35 cents.

Mr. WiLriaMms: That is correct, yes.

Mr. VINCENT: You had an offer to buy powder last year, so many pounds at
such a price?

Mr. Wirriams: I do not think that is quite correct, Mr. Vincent. We went
out on tender at certain times in the past years but last year we did not have a
ﬂfit offer to purchase powder. We had export assistance. As a matter of fact, we
did not buy any powder at all last year. This is a rather difficult problem in that
the method whereby we pay our export assistance is to buy the powder from
the tenderer in a paper transaction and sell it back to him immediately. We
never take possession of the powder; we buy it and sell it back to him at the
Price at which we purchase, less the export assistance. This is just a mechanical
means of implementing it. The price at which we bought it on paper last year
bore no relationship to the market; it was 11 cents. When there was a 2 cent
subsidy we sold it back at 9 cents. This was just in an effort to make use of
existing legislation in order to implement a policy, but we did not have a
burchase program at the actual price or close to it. As you know, the price
averaged somewhere around 153 cents or 16 or 163 cents. It is about 164 cents
now. It varied around the 15 to 16 cent level.

Mr. VINCENT: May I ask a few more questions, Mr. Chairman?

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Vincent, you started your questioning at two minutes
after twelve o’clock. I would like to remind the committee that the Minister and
the Deputy Minister have to be at another meeting at 12.30 and that they had
asked to be excused at 12.15. The other officials will remain. I think we should
excuse the Minister and the Deputy Minister at this time and then proceed with
the next questioner, unless the committee is unanimously agreed that Mr.

incent may carry on.

Mr. WaTson (Chdteauguay-Huntingdon-Laprairie): I think we should let
Mer. Vincent carry on for a few more minutes.

] Mr. NAsseErpEN: I have something I would like to say before the Minister
eaves.
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The CHAIRMAN: We will still be dealing with Item No. 1 when the
committee meets again, so if it is the wish of the committee we will be able to
ask the Minister to appear at the next meeting. This is my understanding of our
procedure; and if we leave that procedure I think we can put the work of the
committee out of kilter.

Mr. HeErRrRIDGE: Before the Minister leaves I would like to say that I quite
appreciate the fact that we cannot expect the Minister to announce policy here
that has not been decided by the cabinet. I am sure we all welcome his presence
and I hope he returns when convenient.

I do want to tell the committee that I have had the Minister’s handwriting

read, and I was most impressed. I am informing all my farmer constituents that
they should consider that hope may spring eternal within their breasts!

Mr. GREENE: I hope you will excuse us. I am going to ask Mr. Beer to take
over and I will ask you to consider the feasibility even on Item No. 1, if you
wish to proceed in this way, of giving us a specific subject matter for the next
meeting so we can be prepared and have the right officials here.

The CHAIRMAN: I suggest you obtain a copy of the report of that handwrit=-
ing expert and have it deciphered, Mr. Greene!

Monsieur Vincent.

Mr. VinceNT: I am quite satisfied with the present price of cheese. I do not
think it will be any trouble for the factories to pay $3.25 or more, especially if
the price of cheese keeps on like this all summer. I am sure the price of cheese
will be good all summer. However, you have some factories which are process-
ing milk into butter and milk products. In the new program butter will be 59
cents a pound, and with the price of powder as it is now they can go up to $3.20
or $3.25. But these people are quite sure that during the summer time they will
not be able to pay more than $3 if the price of butter is exactly the same as it
was or a few cents higher than it was last summer.

Is it possible for you to tell us what is the price which the factory can pay
right now with the present price of powder and the present price of butter and
of casein?

Mr. WirLiaMms: I think I would be answering questions that the factory
should be answering if I were to answer that. Let us put it in this way, Mr.
Vincent. I think you gentlemen all realize that the price that a processor can
pay for the milk he makes into butter and powder depends on three things, the
price of powder, the price of butter and his efficiency of operation. Change any
one of those and you change the price he can pay. The calculations used by the
board go something like this: One price is absolutely fixed; that is the price of
butter, which is 59 cents. Because of the board’s purchase and resale price for
butter, a policy for butter at 59 cents in essence fixes the price of butter
everywhere in Canada. We have one variable over which he has some control,
and that is his efficiency of operation. I know there are many who will argue
that they have very little control over that, but no one else will have control
over that if he does not. The third is the price of powder. For each one cent
change in powder the price that a processor can pay for milk goes up or down

S
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bX approximately eight cents. The figures that the board used in general are of
this nature: 59 cent butter, 18 cent powder and about a 67 cent operating cost.
That arithmetic will produce $3.25.

) I am quite convinced in my own mind, and I am sure everybody else who is
involved in this is quite convinced in their minds, that there are plants that can
operate for well under 67 cents or 70 cents. There are plants which can operate
but will have difficulty at certain times of the year. I think you all realize that
thg level at which the plant operates determines to a great extent its efficiency.
'If 1t is operating 24 hours a day at full capacity, the efficiency is one thing, but
if it is operating at half capacity for a part of the year, it is a different thing.
So I do not think we can be quite categorical and say this must be and that
must be.

Mr. ViNceNT: But with the trend of the market as ifc is, do you think the
bowder will go lower than 16 cents during the summer? It is only a forecast.

Mr. WiLLiams: I think, Mr. Vincent, that if it goes lower than 16 cents the
Whole policy is in jeopardy, therefore I think it is incumbent upon the board to
See that it does not go lower than 16 cents. I am not saying by this that it is
incumbent upon the board that it be maintained exactly at 18 cents. We could
80 out and offer to purchase at 18 cents and maintain it at this, but then one
Immediately removes any incentive from the trade to move the powder itself.

hen ‘we have gone into such a program, in general we have ended up in
trouble because after a little while the trade has tended to want all this to go to
the government since one does not need any salesmen on the road if one is

selling to the government.

Mr. VincenT: I have just one more question, Mr. Chairman.
When the cream shipper is sending his cream only to the factory,
people receive only $2.15 plus the 75 cents?

do these

Mr. WiLriams: These people will receive exactly the same subsidy as is
Paid to the man who ships manufacturing milk. They are not going to receive
any subsidy or any assistance on that part of their production that they keep at

ome. I will not quarrel with the figures, the $2.15 and the 75 cents, or anything
of that nature; but what I am saying is that I think one thing that we overlook
Sometimes in dealing with cream shippers is that the $4 figure that is quoted in
the policy announcement is f.0.b. the factory. In general a cream shipper ships
about 10 per cent or one-tenth of the volume that a manufacturing milk shipper
has to ship. In other words, when you work their costs back to the farm their
discrepancy is not as large, and when you work the cost back to the farm and
take into account the value of the skim milk that he retains, the discrepancy is

not as large as the figure you quoted.

® (12: 30 p.m.)
Mr. NasSERDEN: Mr. Chairman, I was rather disappointed at the minister’s
indication of the direction

Statement this morning because it did not give us any i ‘
in which we should be looking concerning the assessment of these estimates and
Perhaps the recommendations which we should be making following the
completion of their study. I cannot help but wonder whether the government
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wants us to take a very close look at the operations of the Stabilization Act. In
the House itself, on a number of occasions, they have indicated it would be
brought before the committee for a complete study. It is now eight years since
it was revised, I believe, and surely during that period of time some recommen-
dations have been made by those who have been charged with the responsibility
of administering the Act, some recommendations on the practice as evidenced
by results in so far as farm people are concerned. There is also the problem of
farm implements which has not been touched in these estimates at all, a
problem that has been mentioned in statements by the minister and by various
members of the government, a problem that was shelved when this government
took office, a problem that is one of the great problems facing the agricultural
industry today.

There is also the matter of the Board of Grain Commissioners, and the
matter of the Canadian Wheat Board coming before the committee for a review
of their operations, and the matter of the decline of the price of wheat during
the past years. There are problems with regard to box car allocations, and so
on. All those problems should be studied by this committee, and perhaps out of
that study conclusions will emerge which will solve the problems we had in the
past.

There is also the matter of research on which questions should be asked at
this time. I myself think of the changing patterns of research in this country at
the present time. I wonder what the government’s policy is. I wonder whether
the budgets for the research program that have been presented by the various
departments have been slashed, whether they have been accepted as they were
presented by the officials concerned, or whether they have been amended by the
department in any other way.

It is also a notable fact that the whole program of ARDA does not come
under these estimates, as I look them over. The problem of feed grain assistance
in eastern Canada does not come under these estimates either. All of these
things tend to raise the question regarding the effectiveness of the whole set-up
of the Department of Agriculture under a minister of the crown. I believe,
because of these things, that we should have had a comprehensive statement
from the minister outlining the attitude that he has towards all of these things,
taking into account the fact that he is a new minister turning over a new leaf,
and, we hope, giving new leadership to the industry.

The CHAiRMAN: I would like to say at this time, Mr. Nasserden, my
understanding is that both the forestry and rural development estimates will
come before this committee separately. The committee will therefore be able to
delve into them in as great detail as they desire. ARDA comes under rural
development. That is the information I have been given. The parliamentary
secretary tells me that feed grains will also come to this committee separately.

Mr. NAsSeRDEN: Could the parliamentary secretary tell us whether the
committee is going to be given an opportunity to go into detail on the
operations of the Stabilization Act and the Wheat Board, as well as the Board of
Grain Commissioners? What are the plans of the department with regard to the
farm implement problem?

e
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Mr. Beer (Parliamentary Secretary): That question wraps up several
questions in one pretty comprehensive one. In the first place, as the Chairman
has suggested, feed grains and rural development will be discussed under the
estimates of the Department of Forestry.

In answer to the question you raised with regard to the Wheat Board
coming before this committee, I will say that this will not be so because at the
moment the Wheat Board is under the jurisdiction of the Minister of Finance,
and when his estimates are before the committee you will have the opportunity
of questioning that operation at that particular time. I would not know of any
reason why the activities of the Board of Grain Commissioners could not be
discussed here, as well as the other items which you mentioned. I would not
know of any limitations which would prevent us from discussing those items
here in this committee.

' Mr. OLsoN: Mr. Chairman, I have a point of order. Before us now are the
estimates of the Department of Agriculture. Surely if the House orders the
Wheat Board and the Board of Grain Commissioners to be specifically referred
to this committee, they could be dealt with here. However, I do not think that it
should be our concern to attempt to have all of these things automatically
referred to us because the estimates were also referred to us. I think there is a
very sharp distinction between dealing with the estimates and dealing with
other subject matter with which this committee is competent to deal if that
matter is referred to it by the House.

The CHAIRMAN: In essence what you are saying is that this committee can
;IC'C on the estimates, and the only other way they can act is by order of the
ouse.

Mr. OLson: Mr. Nasserden raised the matter of the Wheat Board and the
Grain Commissioners. Any time those have been considered by the old commit-
tee on agriculture and colonization, there was a specific motion that this subject
matter be referred to the committee. That has not been done here as yet.

The CHAIRMAN: We cannot go beyond our specific terms of reference. I
hope that Mr. Nasserden, who is so much more of an expert on House procedure

than I am, will agree with this.

Mr. NASSERDEN: This has worried me because last session we heard
Promises in the House that Stabilization Act would be brought before the House.
The Minister had no objection to it. Apparently the committee was master
of its own destiny. It was never brought before the committee; indeed I would
be less than frank if I did not say that I do not think there was any intention of
bringing it before the committee. This is the reason I have raised this today.
The estimates can be put through here, and all of us appreciate that fact, and
yet we need a little more examination of what has taken place over a period of
Years on certain of these items so that we can try to evolve some improvements
in the legislation that we presently have. If we are going to throw the ball back
and forth between the House and the committee—we have no objection to
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studying a specific item and yet, at the same time the committee feels it has to
wait until the House directs it to do so—then we are not going to get very far
with this study and it will be a futile exercise, such as we had last year.

Mr. Watson (Chdteauguay-Huntingdon-Laprairie): I would like to com-
ment on some of the fears that have been expressed today about our inability to
delve into the dairy policy, research, et cetera. I see no reason why this
committee cannot study, as thoroughly as it wants, any topic covered by the
items in these estimates. I do not see any reason why we should deal this year
not only with the estimates but also make any suggestions we wish to make to
the department. This is the real advantage that this committee has over the
previous ones. We can question officials of the department, we can find out what
they are doing now, and if we have ideas of our own, we can suggest them.
This is the purpose of this procedure. I frankly think that a number of fears
that were expressed are unjustified. For example, several people mentioned
research. I have some ideas about research that I would like to mention, and I
would like to find out what has been done about several areas in research.
When we come to it, I would expect that we will be given full freedom.

Mr. Chairman, I would just like to ask a couple of technical questions. Is
the committee going to publish its Minutes of Proceedings and Evidence?

The CHAIRMAN: Yes, it is.

Mr. WATsoN (Chdteauguay-Huntingdon-Laprairie): Have you decided on
the number of copies?

The CrHAIRMAN: That was decided at the organization meeting of this
committee.

Mr. WATsoN (Chdteauguay-Huntingdon-Laprairie): How many will be
printed? I feel that, for example, this morning some extremely interesting an-
swers were given by Mr. Williams. There might conceivably be members who
will want to send out copies to the dairy farmers in their region. I think the
committee should be given permission to print as many copies as they wish to.
There should be flexibility here. At the end of each meeting we should have the
right to decide on the number of copies that we want printed because if you
limit the number of copies of the minutes to, say, a thousand copies in English
and 500 in French, that number would be inadequate for a number of meetings.
For example, it would be inadequate for this morning’s meeting because I want
to send out a few copies.

The CHAIRMAN: I think that the organization meeting which met on
February 17, and to which all members were invited, agreed that the committee
print 850 copies in English and 250 in French of the Minutes of Proceedings and
Evidence. There would have to be an order from the committee to change that
number if the members are desirous of doing so.

I think any member is free to put in an order for a certain number of
copies to be printed if they feel it is important enough and they want these
copies themselves. They can do so by special order.

=g
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Mr. BEER: Mr. Chairman, may I make an observation? It alway seems to me
that under item 1 we can get into a general discussion but that we would get
{nuch further ahead if we dealt with the items before us and then returned to
item 1 to deal with the other things that the members feel have not been
Properly exposed and on which they wish to comment. Maybe we could do the
job that is in front of us and go throught these items one by one, such as the
Board of Grain Commissioners under vote 50, and then come back to item 1 to

di_i(:ﬁxss all the other things that the members feel have not been properly dealt
with.

Mr. HERRIDGE: Hear, hear.

Mr. OLsoN: Mr. Chairman, we discussed this thoroughly in the steering
committee, and if we are going to follow the same form that has been used in
the committee of the whole House of Commons, we will find that they always
pass item 1 first. There are a whole lot of practical problems that arise from
leaving item 1 to be dealt with last, one will be the matter of quorums. When
you know that item 1 will be discussed at the end, you can revive any subject
under it, matters which have been gone through in great detail, such as the
Borad of Grain Commissioners, research or whatever it is. If some of the
members had not been here when those items were discussed, and then item 1
were considered at the end, then any matter that has been gone into thoroughly
can be revised over and over again. I think it would greatly add to the length of
time required to get these estimates through if you left item 1 to the last.

& Mr. AsseLIn: I agree with Mr. Olson. I think it is important we pass item 1
rst.

The CHAIRMAN: We agreed to this at the start of the meeting, if you
followed the steering committee’s report which was adopted by the committee.

Mr. SCHREYER: Mr. Chairman, I think there is some advantage in having the
kind of general discussion we had this morning because it enables the Chairman
and the government to obtain a consensus of opinion among the members on
What are the specific areas which the members of the committee want to
investigate, and it enables the government to prepare by getting the people
ready for the next meeting and by bringing forth certain information. T think,
for example, at least I gathered this from opinions expressed here this morning,
that members will want to concentrate on matters having to do with farm
Machinery prices. I take it the Chairman or the Parliamentary Secrgtary will
EOW undertake to do some preparation before we come to discuss that in greater

etail,

__Secondly, we have the matter of the Wheat Board. I hope that the Chairman
Will attempt to get an undertaking from the House Jeader or someone in the
government to get an order of the House transferring consideration of the
Wheat Board to this committee. It seems to me rather awkward to have this
considered by the Department of Finance.

Thirdly, we have the matter of research programs. By the time we meet
next the government will have had enough warning to have its people before us
Yo answer questions on the research programming. As far as I am concerned, I
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would like to be able to ask some questions relative to the cost of production
research. In that case, what is to be gained from this kind of discussion? I think
you have an adequate warning now regarding what matters we will want to
discuss in the course of our next few meetings.

Mr. ForBes: Could I say a word on that, since this is a new form of
committee, and different from our previous one, possibly with more jurisdiction
than the previous committee had? Like some previous speakers I was disap-
pointed with the Minister’s statement. I was expecting direction from the
Minister, that he would come before this committee and say, “Here is a certain
problem with, let us say, machinery. We would hope to bring this to your
attention and ask for your recommendation on what form of inquiry you want,
an inquiry by a judge or by some other competent person or by this
committee”. I was hoping for the same thing with regard to any other problem
such as crop insurance, that he would say, “We want the benefit of the advice of
this committee on this whole policy. This will be discussed at a certain time,”
and the same thing with respect to the price of wheat, as someone has already
said, owing to the fact that it has dropped. We should discuss the reasons why it
should be raised in relation to the cost of production. I thought this was the
system we would follow in this new committee which was set up to assist the
Minister. Why should we bring this to the attention of the Minister? He should
bring this to the attention of the committee and seek advice from us.

Mr. ScHREYER: I have a specific question to direct to you, Mr. Chairman.
Are you now going to ask for an order of the House to transfer the considera-
tion of the Wheat Board to this committee, or are you still waiting for some
indication?

The CHAIRMAN: I do not know what my real powers are as your Chairman
but I will certainly consult with the authorities and with the Minister and
Ministers concerned with the Wheat Board, if it is the wish of the committee,
because I do not feel I should act on my own unless the whole committee is
desirous that I should act this way. I think it would be proper not only for the
Chairman but for the whole steering committee to discuss this with the
ministers concerned. However, it is up to the committee, because I do not
believe I have any real authority to do so as the Chairman.

Mr. ScHREYER: I understand this but there is some consensus here that this
should be so. I do not know' whether it requires a formal motion.

Mr. WaTson (Assiniboia): May I say a word pertaining to what Mr.
Schreyer has said regarding the Canadian Wheat Board? This is the Agriculture
Committee consisting of farmers. We are chiefly concerned with the Canadian
Wheat Board as the agent for selling wheat. I think that if the Wheat Board is
to be considered, then this is definitely the committee that should deal with this
matter, and not the Minister of Finance. Possibly we should ask the government
to look into it, and ask them whether they are planning to put the Canadian
Wheat Board back into agriculture, where I personally feel it should be. If I
understand this properly, the Wheat Board is under the jurisdiction of the
Minister of Finance because he had it before and was familiar with it. I

n-—r."
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understand it will stay with the Minister of Finance until the present Minister
of Agl.viculture more or less gets the feeling of the Department of Agriculture,
when it could possibly be transferred back to him.

Mr. AsseLIN (Richmond-Wolfe): Does there have to be a request from this
committee to the House to have this matter referred to us?

The CHATRMAN: I do not think we have that authority. The parliamentary
secretary is here, and he will take note of it as well as the ministers in charge

of the departments.

® (12: 50 p.m.)

I think what Mr. Watson of Assiniboia has in mind is that if the Wheat
Board does come under the jurisdiction of the Department of Finance at the
present time it should be transferred to this committee.

Mr. WATson (Assiniboia): That is correct.

The CHAIRMAN: And, as Mr. Olson pointed out earlier this morning, this
committee can deal with anything which the House directs to it, and it is
not able to go beyond that jurisdiction. If the House sees fit to give us the
authority to call the Wheat Board officials before this committee, then there is
nothing wrong with the committee doing so.

_Mr. NasserpEN: Mr. Chairman, would you consider entertaining a motion
asking that this be done?

Mr. ASSELIN (Richmond-Wolfe): Mr. Chairman, I would suggesfc we ask the
Str:zermg committee to ascertain what procedure we should follow with regard to
this matter.

The CHAIRMAN: I think Mr. Asselin’s motion is more in order and that we
Sh_ould ask the steering committee to consult with the appropriate officials on
this question.

May we have someone to second that motion right now? ;

Mr. NasserbeN: I would be happy that this be done but, Mr. Chairman, 1
want to establish whether or not we have the right to ask that such thln.gs be
brought before this committee or whether it is someone else’s responsibility to
do that. I am sure a number of members will agree when I say that proce.dural
questions put in the House during the past year have been answered un§at1sfac-
torily, particularly as they pertained to operations under the Agricultural
Stabilization Act. We do not want to be given the same kind of run around
again this year. i

The Crarrnvan: I believe if this matter is put in the hands of the steering
Committee they will be able to make a very thorough study of it. I am in no
Position to clarify this at the present time. I think a motion would be in order at
this time, if we can find a mover and a seconder, that our steering committee
Study this matter and report back to the committee at a later date.

Mr. Asserin (Richmond-Wolfe): Personally, Mr. Chairman, I would like to
Mmove that this matter be brought to the attention of the steering committee for
discussion, with a report back to this committee on what procedure they would
like us to follow.

23596—3
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The CHAIRMAN: Mr, Nasserden, would you second that motion?
Mr. NASSERDEN: I will be glad to.

The CHAIRMAN: Now, I hope members will understand what this motion
means. Although I am not 100 per cent clear on it I believe that it is the
intention of members of this committee that the steering committee should
study how the problems of these different boards can be brought before this
committee for study. Am I correct in this assumption?

Mr. ASSELIN (Richmond-Wolfe): Mr. Chairman, did the motion not just
have to do with the Wheat Board?

Mr. PETERS: Mr. Chairman, I think the whole matter should be raised on
the floor of the House. Do not forget that this motion and the inclusion of a
request in the report will open the whole matter up for discussion on the floor
of the House.

Mr. WaTsoN (Chdteauguay-Huntingdon-Laprairie): You mean a motion to
refer this matter to the steering committee?

Mr. PETERS: No, but you have given directions what you wish to be done,
and it will have to be reported to the House.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Asselin’s motion is that the committee make a study of
what their authority is with regard to bringing these groups before this
committee, and then they are going to report back to our committee on how far
we can go with any action we may wish to take.

The CHAIRMAN: Have you a question, Mr. Nowlan?

Mr. NowLAN: Mr. Chairman, mention was made of the Wheat Board being
dealt with in this committee—and I can appreciate the concern with regard to
this—but I thought I understood differently in respect of ARDA. Is it the
intention that ARDA will be dealt with in this committee, or will it have to go
to the forestry committee?

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Nowlan, it is the same committee, and the members are
the same. The committee is known as the Standing Committee on Agriculture,
Forestry and Rural Development. Both forestry and ARDA will come before
this same committee.

Mr. HERRIDGE: Mr. Chairman, I have a recommendation to make., Would the
mover of the motion broaden that a little because when the steering committee
meets it may run into similar problems with other items. Would you broaden
your motion to give authority to this committee to ask any group of officials or
any board to report, because it may not only be the Wheat Board in which we
are interested.

Mr. AsseLIN (Richmond-Wolfe): I think the same result would be had in
the way I have suggested it. After we have received a report on the Wheat
Board we would know what procedure to follow with any other board.
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: The CHATRMAN: I think there have been many good suggestions. However, I
think you should let the steering committee deal with these matters. In the
meantime members of the steering committee can consult with the necessary
Ofﬁcials and report back to our next meeting, at which time we may be able to
give you more information on what the actual position is.

Mr. ViNceNT: I would just like to mention one thing that the steering
committee should study. We are discussing now the agricultural estimates of the
Department of Agriculture. If we wish at some time in the near future to call
officials of the Forestry Department before this committee, is it necessary that
we complete the agricultural estimates before going on to forestry? Or, would it
be up to us, next week or two weeks from now, if we wish to have the Minister
of Forestry before this committee, without completing the estimates of this
department, to say that it is our wish that he appear at that time?

The CHAIRMAN: I would think there would be nothing wrong with this
brocedure, Mr. Vincent. There may be some rules in this connection with which
I am not conversant but, in my opinion, it would be within the power of this
COpl_mittee, if it saw fit, to stand the estimates of agriculture and bring the
Minister of Forestry before the committee before completing the estimates of
the Department of Agriculture. There may be cases when we feel it is urgent
that some discussion take place on forestry, rural development, or any other
bertinent matter.

Mr. VINCENT: I think the Minister of Forestry should appear before this
committee.

The CuarmaAN: I think all of this can be discussed when the steering
committee meets. As I said, after discussing this in the steering committee a
report will be forthcoming, and I would prefer if you waited for this report.

Mr. VinceENT: It is very important that we have a statement by the Minister
of Fo_reStI‘Y as soon as possible so that when we reach his estimates we will have
had time to study his statement.

The CHAIRMAN: Your suggestion is a good one, Mr. Vincent.

Mr. HEerripGE: Mr. Chairman, in fairness to the officials who will be
appearing here from time to time I think it only right that members of this
committee advise the Chairman of the subjects they are particularly intergsted
In so that the appropriate officials can be on hand at the time when questions
are posed. This would alleviate the situation of so many officials having to be in
attendance each time we meet. In this way they would be able to give more
time to their normal duties.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Herridge, the steering committee will give this some
thought at the same time. There is much we have to learn about the procedures
under this new system. As Mr. Schreyer put it, much has come out of the
discussion we have had this morning, even if it does not seem important,

€cause we are hearing the views of members of this committee on how t}}ey
Wish to proceed. All these questions certainly can be considered by the steering
Committee,
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Mr. LEFEBVRE: I agree with Mr. Herridge’s suggestion that the motion made
by Mr. Asselin should also include all other boards that may come up for
discussion in this committee—not only the Wheat Board but any other boards or
departments.

The CHAIRMAN: We are not limiting the steering committee in its study of
procedure and who shall or shall not come before the committee.

Mr. LEFEBVRE: Then, if I understand correctly, the steering committee will
advise who will be appearing before future meetings of this committee.

Mr. HERRIDGE: What boards will be appearing?

Mr. LErFeBVRE: Then, next week the steering committee should be in a
position to tell us what will be coming up at the next and subsequent meetings
in order that members can get ready to put questions to the appropriate officials
who will be invited to appear at that time.

The CHAIRMAN: That is the usual procedure of any committee, Mr. Lefevre.
We still will be on item 1 at our next meeting, and at the same time we will
have a report from our steering committee to present.

Mr. ROXBURGH: Mr. Chairman—

Mr. PETERS: On a point of order, Mr. Chairman, this raises another
problem; if you are going to do this, then we should be charging the steering
committee with preparing an agenda. Item 1 covers the whole waterfront, and
we are not interested in doing that. This meeting this morning, in my opinion,
has been a highly unsuccessful one.

Mr. HERRIDGE: I do not agree with you.

Mr. PETERS: Well that is my opinion; perhaps before we adjourn today I
will change my opinion. An agenda should be prepared by the steering
committee. We should charge them with doing this task in order that we will
know the various subjects which will be discussed and on what dates these will
be taken up. There would be certain aspects of item 1 which we would want to
discuss, which would necessitate an agenda prepared by the steering committee.
If we are going to have any order in this committee we should charge the
steering committee, as I said, with preparing an agenda, even though this has
not been necessary in the past.

The CHAIRMAN: Will you proceed now, Mr. Roxburgh.

Mr. RoxBURGH: Mr. Chairman, although I was recognized by you the hon.
member jumped up on a point of order, a point of privilege, or whatever you
want to call it. If this type of interference is going to be allowed to persist no
one will have their proper turn and it will affect the progress of this committee.

Mr. Chairman, I was going to comment upon exactly the same thing which
Mr. Peters brought up. Earlier today Mr. Forbes mentioned that the Minister
should put forth certain ideas of his own. I do not know why. What is the
purpose of this committee anyway? If we have a problem we are the one who
should bring it before the committee and suggest remedial action. We should

oy s
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press our own point of view. It would be possible for the Minister to put
fOrward something with which we are not interested in dealing at this time. We
in _this committee may feel the grain business is more important or that the
dairy business is more important.

Irrespective of the hon. member’s view, we have had a good meeting this
morning. But, let us revert to what has been mentioned by the former speaker;
I think it is necessary that we discuss the subject with which we wish to deal at
our next meeting. I do not know whether we are going to proceed with the
dairy problems or the grain problems, both of which are big problems. I have
several questions I would like to put with regard to these and certain other
matters. I think we should advise the steering committee of the subjects which
we wish to study in the order in which we feel they are important. Then, it is
up to the steering committee to ensure that the Minister or those representing
the different departments are available at the allocated times.

The CHATRMAN: I think everyone of us should study standing orders and
the rules under which we proceed. This system is expected to give a much freer
opportunity in going through the estimates than was the case previously. We
are supposed to be dealing with estimates in this committee. And, Mr. Peters, if
you think we have wasted time this morning may I suggest that when item 1
comes before the House all sorts of different subjects will be discussed—they
talk about everything in the House and no one gets any place—whereas in this
committee every member has an opportunity to put questions and obtain direct
answers. The Minister makes statements in the House which have come by way
of his deputy ministers and departmental officials, but you receive direct
answers here. Never before in the history of our House have committees had
this privilege. We can make a big fuss about what should come before. this
committee, but your steering committee has been selected—and I think the
members of it have an average intelligence—and I am sure it will be able to look
after our needs. I would ask that you put a little faith in this committee and let
them iron out these different problems, and then return with a report at our
hext meeting.

Mr. Forpes: Mr. Chairman, in reply to Mr. Roxburgh, I am sure he
ing the Minister’s trip out

misunderstood what I had in mind. For example, duri

West reference was made to the high cost of farm machinery and that something
would have to be done about it. I just mention this to suggest that certain items
would have priority over others in this committee because they are urgent
Matters. T was hoping to receive some direction when I made my statement. I
am satisfied with the steering committee taking these things under consideration
but, in my opinion, some direction will have to be given or we will be talking
about everything and getting nowhere. For example, are we going to have the
Stabilization Board at our next meeting? What is the procedure? .

The CmamRMAN: If we are still on estimates we will have to have some
officials from the department present. The steering committee will endeavour to
Work out a proper program for the next week. Under the standing orders I do
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not think we can be so specific as to say that we are going to discuss dairy
policy when we are discussing something else. Mr. Schreyer is asking for the
floor.

Mr. ScHREYER: Mr. Chairman, I would like to make two observations. First
of all, while I think we should allow a certain discretion to the steering
committee at the same time this committee has authority to issue instructions to
the steering committee. I submit that one instruction which should be given to
the steering committee concerns the bringing forward of the estimates of the
Wheat Board.

The second observation I would like to make—and this has to do with what
the Minister said earlier today—is if we can ascertain what it is members of this
committee wish to discuss, we can arrange to have the appropriate officials
present at the appropriate time. In view of this I think it would expedite
discussion in committee if members were invited by the Chairman to submit a
written memorandum indicating what specific things they wish discussed.

Mr. ETHIER: Mr. Chairman, mention was made of bringing the officials of
the Wheat Board before this committee. I do not see the reason for this request.
As we all know, members of western Canada are the ones who are primarily
involved with the Canadian Wheat Board. I do not think we should ask the
Department of Finance to have the Canadian Wheat Board brought before this
committee because, as I said, those interested in the Wheat Board can attend the
appropriate committee to put forth any questions they have on any problems. I
think this would be a better plan for all those members from western Canada
because they will have only the Wheat Board to discuss at that time in that
particular committee.

The CHAIRMAN: There has been a motion made by Mr. Asselin, seconded by
Mr. Nasserden, which we have not acted upon this morning. There has been a
lot of discussion on this motion and if we do not vote on it right away we may
find that we will be unable to do so because of the lack of a quorum, due to the
busy time schedule members have. Different groups have been mentioned for
study before this committee; very many suggestions have been made by
members on other matters but, in my opinion, and as I have stated, this can be
properly dealt with by the steering committee, which will return with a report
for the whole committee.

Mr. AsseLiN (Richmond-Wolfe): Mr. Chairman, I have no objection to
widening my motion to include the suggestions that have been made for study
by the steering committee.

Mr. WaTsoN (Chdteauguay-Huntingdon-Laprairie) : Mr. Chairman, I would
ask the mover if he would include in that motion a request to the committee to
consult with the two ministers concerned because Mr. Sharp has to agree, if the
‘Wheat Board is going to be referred to us. It would be necessary to consult with
him.

The CHAIRMAN: I believe that was mentioned. We are including that in the
motion. We have made a note of the officials and parties concerned with these
different boards, so I think everything has been looked after.
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Mr. PETERS: I would ask that a vote be taken on the motion because I want
to move a further motion.

MI:. WATSON (Assiniboia): Mr. Chairman, I have been trying to get across
one point for half an hour and this follows up on what was said about the
Wheat Board in the different committees.

I want to point out that there is only one member on the finance committee
who is a farmer from western Canada. There may be some farmers here from
eastern Canada that I am not aware of. But, Mr. Horner from Acadia is the only
farmer, to my knowledge, on the Standing Committee on Finance, Trade and
Eponomic Affairs. He would be the only one in attendance at such a meeting fo
discuss the Wheat Board.

The CHAIRMAN: I think we all realize that, Mr. Watson.

Mr. AsseLiN (Richmond-Wolfe): Anyone who has an interest can attend
such meetings and make any observations they wish.

Mr. WaTsoN (Assiniboia): But, unless you are a member of the committee
you do not get a blue card advising you when this committee is sitting. If one
happens to use the elevators he would note the time of such a committee,
because it is set out there.

Mr. HerRrIDGE: And, you could consult Votes and Proceedings.

The CHAIRMAN: Are you ready for the question? All those in favour? All
those opposed?

Motion agreed to.
The CHAIRMAN: Have you a comment to make, Mr. Grills?

__Mr. GriLrs: Mr. Chairman, I want to make one observation which I hope
Wwill pour oil on troubled waters.

e (1:10 p.m.)

In all fairness, may I say that Mr. Greene is playing his role very cagey; I
admire him for that. Now, let us be fair with him I say, with all due respect, he
is a lawyer farmer—my good friend, Elmer, has made a lengthy comment in this
connection—and I do not think we should come here expecting the Minister to
advise us on all the needs of agriculture because he is a new man in a new job.
As I said, he is a lawyer and, because of his profession, he is cagey. He has been
trying to get a good grasp of the agricultural situation. I think if we show a
little patience with the Minister he will prove to be very useful to this
committee, to the government, and to the people of Canada. I think probably
some of us in the opposition have to play politics too. Maybe we are expecting
something a little early. Let us give him a chance and let us work with him, and
then I think we will get the best out of everybody.

Mr. Perers: I would like to move that the committee direct the steering
committee to have the Stabilization Board appear before us, and that the clerk
Publish on the agenda that is sent out to us the decision to discuss at the next
meeting the dairy policy under Item No. 1.
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Mr. ViNceNT: I second the motion.
The CHAIRMAN: Is there any further discussion?

Mr. AsSeLIN (Richmond-Wolfe): That is a little premature because that
will be one of the subjects that will be discussed by the steering committee. We
want to discuss the agenda and we want to discuss how we can bring in certain
committees and certain boards.

The CHAIRMAN: A motion has been put forward by Mr. Peters.

Mr. PETERS: It is just roughly that the steering committee take into
consideration the advisability of designating the dairy policy as the topic of
discussion under Item No. 1 for the next meeting. This does a number of things.

It allows the officials of the department to know who should be here, for one
thing.

The CHAIRMAN: Is that motion seconded?
Mr. RoxBURGH: That motion is seconded by me.

The CHAIRMAN: Is there any further discussion?
Motion agreed to.

Mr. LEFEBVRE: I move adjournment, Mr. Chairman.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

TUESDAY, April 26, 1966.
(3)

The Standing Committee on Agriculture, Forestry and Rural Development
met this day at 10:40 a.m. The Chairman, Mr. Whelan presided.

Members present; Messrs. Berger, Choquette, Clermont, Comtois, Cross-
Man, Danforth, Ethier, Faulkner, Gauthier, Grills, Hopkins, Horner (Acadia),
Jorgenson, Laverdiére, Lefebvre, Matte, Muir (Lisgar), Neveu, Noble, Nowlan,
Ricard, Roxburgh. Schreyer, Tucker, Watson (Assiniboia), Watson
(Chéteauguay-Huntingdon-Laprairie ), Whelan, Yanakis (28).

In attendance: From the Department of Agriculture: Mr. S. J. Chagnon,
Associate Deputy Minister; Mr. S. B. Williams, Assistant Deputy Minister
(Production and Marketing) and Chairman of Agricultural Stabilization Board;
M_I‘. D. B, Goodwillie, Director, Dairy Products Division; Mr. J. S. Parker,
Director General—Administration Branch and Dr. H. Mestern, Economist

(Commodity Analyst Section) Economics Branch.

The Chairman read the Second Report of the Subcommittee on Agenda and
Procedure which was as follows,— -
ks “Your Committee met on Tuesday, April 5 and again on Friday, April 22,
66 '

“Your Committee recommends:

1. That we stand Item one and that the Estimates of the Department
of Agriculture (1966-67) be followed.

2. That an outline of policy, by each Department Head, be submitted
to the members prior to his appearance before the Committee.

3. That the item dealing with the “Dairy Industry” be called at this
meeting,

4. That the Chairman consult with the Minister of Finance with a
view to having the Annual Report of the Canadian Wheat Board for the
year 1964-65 referred to the Committee for consideration.

5. That after the Committee has disposed of the Item dealing with
the Dairy Industry, that Item one be recalled and the Minister be invited
to enlarge on his Policy Statement.”

On motion of Mr. Watson (Chateauguay-Huntingdon-Laprairie), seconded

by Mr., Clermont,
Resolved,—That the Second Report of the Subcommittee on Agenda and

Procedure be adopted as read.

41
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On motion of Mr. Watson (Chateauguay-Huntingdon-Laprairie), seconded
by Mr. Choquette,

Resolved,—That the reduction of our quorum be referred to the Subcom-
mittee on Agenda and Procedure for consideration.

The Chairman said that the Committee intends to hold meetings on Fridays
and that it should sit at least twice a week.

The Chairman introduced the officials from the Department of Agriculture
and Mr. Williams presented his brief which was considered as having been read.

Agreed,—That the brief presented by Mr. Williams be appended to this day’s
evidence. (See Appendix (1)).

The Committee proceeded to the questioning of Mr. Williams who was
assisted by Messrs. Chagnon, Goodwillie and Mestern.

At the request of Mr. Muir, an estimate of subsidy payments to producers
of fluid milk, for the year 1966-67, is to be made available to Committee
members.

On completion of the questioning, Mr. Choquette and the Chairman paid
tribute to Dr. Chagnon for his long and faithful service to the Agriculture
industry in Canada.

Appreciation was expressed by Mr. Danforth on behalf of the Committee to
Mr. Williams and his very able aides in the preparation of an excellent brief.

At 12:25 p.m., the Committee adjourned to the call of the Chair.

Timothy D. Ray,
Acting Clerk of the Committee.
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EVIDENCE
(Recorded by Electronic Apparatus)

TUESDAY, April 26, 1966.

® (10:40 a.m.)

The CHAIRMAN: Order. We have a lot of competition for a quorum this
morning. I think there are six other committees meeting this morning and ours
1s the largest one. First of all, we have to consider the subcommittee’s report
and I will read it.

(See Minutes of Proceedings)

May I have a motion for adoption?
Moved by Mr. Watson (Chateauguay-Huntingdon-Laprairie), seconded by
Mr. Clermont, that this report be adopted. Is there any discussion?

Mr. HorNER (Acadia): This is just the initial statement of the committee.
This is not a permanent or ironclad agreement. Am I right in this?

The CHAIRMAN: We are hoping it works out this way.

Mr. HorNER (Acadia): It has been suggested that the Wheat Board will
appear before the committee. If we get through the Wheat Board, there is
nothing stopping us from bringing someone else before the committee, Am I
right in this?

The CHATRMAN: It is in the hands of the Committee.

Mr. HorNER (Acadia): I do not want it to be said later that this was not
Mentioned at the initial stages and therefore we cannot call someone else,

The CHAIRMAN: No, I think we have already discussed this, Mr. Horner, at
the committee level. Is there any further discussion?

Probably I should not add any more but I should explain a little. At the
first meeting, you will all recall, that some members thought the Minister
should have made a more elaborate policy statement. Having read the minutes
of our meeting at that time, and noting the comments of the members, he feels
that he possibly should make a more detailed policy statement; but that is still
UD to the Committee members here. If you adopt this, it will be what we will
follow. This is the suggested agenda for the time being. All in favour of the
motion?

Motion agreed to.

Mr. Warson (Chéteauguay-Huntingdon-Laprairie): Mr. Chairman, just
before we get started, I would like to move, seconded by_ Mr. Choquette, that
the steering committee consider the possibility of reducing the quorum, and
then they can report back to us next wek. Because if we are going to haye four
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or five or six meetings at the same time, it does not make any sense that we
should be wasting the time of these government officials the way we have this
morning.

Mr. DANFORTH: Mr. Chairman, under the new rules is not a quorum already ’

established as one greater than half the committee membership? I think under
the new rules the quorum is established. It is set.

Mr. WATsoN (Chdateauguay-Huntingdon-Laprairie): At least the steering
Committee would look into this and find out if there is a possibility of reducing
it.

Mr. JORGENSON: I think the simplest thing to do is to get the Committee
chairmen together and find out when the Committees are meeting. There is no
need for all of the Committees to meet on the same day. I do not see any reason
for this.

The CHAIRMAN: No. I can probably partly answer that, Mr. Jorgenson. I do
not now what you will think of this but—we have already suggested a date for
the next meeting—rather than Thursday and try to compete with all the
other committee meetings. You will receive notice of it. The only time that I can
arrange for a room that does not compete with other committees is 9.30 Friday
morning. Some of you may object to this, but I believe we could have a
meeting of one and three quarters hours; and probably if we start right at 9.30,
we could get more done than when we are competing with all the other
committees. We have asked the House leaders to discuss this and the people in
charge of committees to try to arrange it. They are having a very difficult time,
actually, trying to arrange rooms and we in agriculture have the biggest
committee. I have asked that this be taken into consideration.

We have the largest quorum to form and I have asked, if at all possible,
that we be given some kind of preferred treatment when the time for these
committees is being set up.

We have had lots of discussion in the last few days on this and I hope that
something comes out of it so that we can meet and carry on the business. We
cannot possibly get the work of the Agriculture Committee done unless we meet
at least twice a week and possibly more often. Now we know, from experience,
that we are not going to get permission from the House to sit while the House is
sitting unless some drastically different approach is taken to getting this done.
There is a way that they can do it but it may take some time in the House,
especially for estimates and we feel, and the steering committee feels, that we
have to meet more often than we are. Are you all in favour of that motion that
the steering committee consider this?

(Translation)

Mr. GAUTHIER: Regarding the proposed motion, I wonder, Mr. Chairman if
it belongs to the sub-committee to decide about the quorum. This should rather
belong to the committee.

Mr. CHoQUETTE: I think that Mr. Watson’s proposal tends to give the
committee the opportunity to consider a possibility or a method.

=
=
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Mr. GauTHIER: Discuss this before our committee instead of the sub-com-
mittee,

(English)

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Gauthier, the only thing the motion is saying is that
the steering committee consider this and the steering committee would bring
back a recommendation to the whole committee on whether it was feasible or
not, or whether it was proper or not, to lower the quorum. The steering
committee has not the power to lower the quorum. Are you all in favour that
the steering committee consider this proposition?

Motion agreed to.

We have with us today officials from the department who will discuss the
dairy industry. On my immediate right is Mr. S. B. Williams, Assistant Deputy
Minister. I might say, I think, you are all familiar with Mr. Williams and his
responsibilities with the Department as Chairman of the Agricultural
Stabilization Board which this dairy program comes under. Next to him is Mr.
D. B. Goodwillie, Director of Dairy Products Division, Production and Mar-
keting and Mr. Parker, Director General of Administration and Dr. H. J.
Mestern who is an Economist with the Economics Division. Is Mr. Chagnon

going to attend?

Mr. WiLLiaMms: A little later.

The CHATRMAN: Mr. Chagnon, the Associate Deputy Minister, will be here
later on.

You Have all received a copy of the statement, as suggested by _your
subcommittee to the department heads, re the Dairy Support Program. Is it the
wish of the committee that this be read now,—it will takg some tln}e—or do you
want to go right into questioning? The idea of your steering committee was that
this would eliminate reading this at committee time if you had it ahead of the
committee meeting. If that is the desire, we are open for business.

Mr. CLERMONT: Can we ask questions now?
The CHAIRMAN: Yes.

(Translation)

Mr. CLErRMONT: Mr. Chairman, my question is about those producers who
ship cream. It seems that they feel very anxious, since it is reported that thgy
will receive $3.25 a hundred pounds, whereas they contend that they will
receive at the most $2.25 a hundred pounds. It seems that the price of skim
milk, as established by the Department of Agriculture is $1.00. They contend
that it can be valued at 53 cents. I think that a U.C.C. delegation from the
Province of Quebec met recently with the authorities of the Department of
Agriculture in Ottawa and made recommendations to them on that subject.

(English)

Mr. S. B. WiLL1aMS (Assistan _
and Chairman of Agricultural Stabilization Board

t Deputy Minister, Production and Marketing,
): Well, Mr. Chairman, the
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members of the U.C.C. did not meet with Departmental officials. They met with
the Minister and Departmental officials were present at the meeting. Your
statement is quite correct. They raised this question with the Minister. The
situation is exactly as you have described it. There is no doubt whatsoever that
cream shippers will not receive $3.25 per hundred weight for their milk.

I think that we have to look at this from the standpoint of the place, first of
all, at which the milk is priced. Under the program, as announced, the $4.00 per
hundred weight applies to milk f.o.b. the factory. Therefore, in making any
estimate of the farmer’s returns who separates milk on the farm and then
subsequently ships the cream, we must add to any of his returns the difference
in average shipping costs. Now I am not going to make an estimate of that at
this time, but the official estimate that is being used at the present time by the
bureau of statistics runs about 25 cents per hundred weight to ship milk, and
cream represents in volume approximately one tenth of the total milk volume.

When the program was devised, the objective was to provide everybody
with the same subsidy, or subsidy at the same rate irrespective of how they
marketed their milk. Thus a cream shipper, a manufacturing milk shipper, or a
fluid milk shipper will receive a direct subsidy from the federal government
that will be equivalent to 75 cents per hundredweight for his milk at the farm,
or the milk as it is in the form that it leaves the cow, shall I say that? But there
is no doubt, sir, that in many cases this will not return to the producers $3.25 for
his milk at the farm. This is before any subsidies are paid.

The question was raised of the Department using in its calculations a value
of approximately $1.00 for skim milk. The Department, in calculating the value
that could accrue for manufacturing milk at the plant, used as a basis
approximately 18 cents a pound for skim milk products. There are approximate-
1y eight pounds of skim milk powder in a hundredweight of milk. Eighteen
times eight, unless I am mistaken, amounts to $1.44 a hundred. The average cost
of manufacturing spray skim milk runs somewhere around 40 cents and this
varies greatly. Therefore, the actual value of skim milk at the plant is
approximately $1.00.

Mr. CLERMONT: The Department thinks it is about $1.00 and the farmers
think it is about 53 cents. Do you not think that the difference of 47 cents is
quite a spread.

Mr. WiLLiaMms: The Federation of Agriculture and the dairy farmers of
Canada, in making their calculations of returns used the figure of 53 cents. The
figure that we are using is the known value at the plant. Now, I am not
prepared to argue as to the validity of their figure if the skim milk is retained
on the farm. Obviously, the value of the skim milk, if retained on the farm, will
vary terrifically with the use to which it is put and with the price at the time of
such products as hogs, calves and things of that nature.

Mr. CLErMONT: Could I make a suggestion that the Government give a
subsidy up to 14 cents for a pound of fat to compensate the cream shipper?

Mr. WirLiamMs: I do not think, sir, that it would be appropriate for me to
comment on that. That would be a policy decision, not one that I, as an official,
should comment on.
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Mr. CLERMONT: There is another objection from the cream s}}ippers that
they will be paid only quarterly, instead of monthly, when they claim, that the
receiver of the cream is paid monthly.

Mr. WiLLiams: This is a problem that is recognized. It is not any desire on
the part of the Board to limit the number of payments; it is simply facing a fact
of life. The receiver of manufacturing milk has been in contact with and
making reports to the Board for some several years now. In addition to that, all
manufacturing milk shippers are registered under previous programs. It was
the opinion of the Board, from an administrative standpoint, that the registra-
tion and reporting system for manufacturing milk was sufficiently well deve-
!oped to permit of making the payments on a monthly basis. On the other hand,
it was the Board’s opinion that we could not promise to be able to do this on a
monthly basis, to start with, for cream. Now, the Minister, at that time, told this
d'elegation that as soon as it was considered possible to change over, considera-
t{on would be given to changing over to a more frequent paying system, but it is
Simply a mechanical administrative problem.

I think you gentlemen all appreciate that many of the receivers of farm
shipped cream do not have as extensive bookkeeping systems as do most receiv-
ers of manufacturing milk, and it was just thought that there would be some
difficulty in establishing a program. We simply felt that we were better to be on

a basis of being reasonably sure of being able to meet a three month deadline

than being reasonably unsure that we could not meet a one month deadline.

Mr. CLERMONT: Is it your intention later on to change this?

Mr. Wirriams: That is our hope, sir. Yes.

Mr. DanForTH: Mr. Chairman, I have three short questions that I would
like to ask Mr. Williams. Is it the intention of the Department to establish
minimum Canadian prices for cheese and skim milk? According to my figures it
would have to be about 42 cents for cheese and 18 cents for skim milk powder
in order to enable the manufacturers to meet the $3.25 minimum. The basis for
my question is this: I am interested in the mechanics that the Board is going to
Use to see, if possible, that the manufacturers do maintain a $3.25 price to the
Producer.

Mr. WiLLiams: The Board does not pro ! 1
Mmanufacturers simply because the Board does not have au'thorlt.y to dictate to
Mmanufacturers as to the price they will pay for manufacturmg milk. The Board
Will, however, by whatever actions are deemed appropriate at the time,
Mmaintain a price for the products that will permit manufacturers fco pay this
Price, and I think you gentlemen will all appreciate that one can get into quite a
few arguments as to what level will permit them to pay it. Plants vary in
efficiency. Yields of various products vary from time to time; that is to say, a
little Jater yields of cheese will be lower per one hundredweight of milk than

they will be later in the year. So, at any particular time this is difficult.

The action that the Board is going to take, however, is first of all direct
burchase. We have already announced that. We will purchase butter _offered to
us at 59 cents a pound. This underwrites basically the butterfat portion of the
milk. We have announced export assistance to the trade on four products.

pose to take any action to dictate to
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Another one will be announced as soon as the Order in Council is passed. If
necessary, we may buy other products, but at this present moment the Board
has not put out any offers to purchase on anything other than butter. But we
have announced export assistance on various commodities. The level of the
export assistance is designed to provide a Canadian market price for the solids,
not fat portion, that will permit of the payment of this price for top quality
milk.

I think you will appreciate that in the Province of Ontario, the Milk
Marketing Board has already passed a regulation requiring the paying of $3.25
for class one and class two milk and $3.15 for classes three and four milk.

Mr. DanrorTH: To follow that a little further then, Mr. Williams; this
policy then will not provide $4.00 for manufactured milk unless the factories do
meet the $3.25 minimum. This is correct, is it not?

Mr. WiLLiaMs: That is correct.

Mr. DANFORTH: And then the other statement you made where you are
providing export assistance, am I correct in assuming that this will be deducted
from the 10 cents that is being retained from the subsidy, eighty-five minus the
10?

Mr. WiLriams: That is correct. The 10 cents will create a fund that will be
utilized for export assistance. That fund is presently being administered by the
Agricultural Stabilization Board pending establishment of the National Dairy
Commission on the basis of advice from a joint producer-processor committee.

Mr. DANFORTH: Is there any further liability that the producers are faced
with, should that export subsidy exceed the 10 cents that the Government is
retaining from the subsidy?

Mr. WiLLiaMs: Not under the policy as announced, Mr. Danforth, no.

Mr. DANFORTH: One more question, if I may, Mr. Williams: I know that
there has been a great deal of investigation and very sound thinking gone into
the preparation of this policy. May I inquire why the 120 per cent figure was
used in referring to payments for fluid milk surplus? Why was the figure, the
subsidy over 120 per cent of the basis quota used? Why not 115 or 130? Why
was the 120 per cent figure taken?

Mr. WiLLiamMms: Well, I think I will have to say, sir, that this was a matter
of opinion. The 120 per cent was considered to be a reasonable figure in the
light of the amount of milk that would normally be supplied by a fluid milk
producer on a monthly basis to a fluid milk distributor if he was to be sure of
always meeting the 100 per cent. I think that you could get into lots of debates
whether this is too large or too small for that purpose, but there are places
where they do say that they must deliver at least 120 per cent in order to retain
their quota.

There are some markets that use this figure. I grant quite freely that other
markets use other figures.

Mr. RoxBURGH: The thought is in my mind, and I do not know whether this
is right, that one of the principles was that this extra subsidy actually to start

wr

™~
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;’:i gé’;th was supposed originally to help the smaller man, in particular, not the

ik CeD‘foducers. I thought the principle of ’Fhis subsidy for the fluid milk of 120

-y I'}hwa; not for the benefit of fche big 'producer who was producing so

g e big producer should not gain on this extra subsidy at the expense of
smaller man. Was that not the principle?

s 11\/[1‘. WiLLiams: Irrespective of the percentage, it would apply equally to big
ple or small people, big shippers or small shippers. I think basically,

s
l0Wever, one must say, that a man with a small percentage quota will benefit

m ; 3
ore, under this program, than a man with a large percentage quota; but the

sflezli}ozf the shipment does not mean anything in this. In other words, suppose a
R ha_s a quota shipment of 1000 pou.nds a month, and he ships 1500
Sl S.hHls benefit will be three hundredweight a month. If he is a big shipper
R fe as a quota of ten thousand—and that is not a very big shipper—but let us
WOu’ldor the ;ake of example, that it is ten times that, the percentage that he
Dero be paid on is exactly the same thing. But the man with the low
comentage quota will get additional benefits in respect of this program as

pared to the man who has a relatively high percentage of his milk being

baid for at fluid milk prices.

alonM‘:}'l DanrortH: I have one further
Oppogs X e question that has been asked b
e hlte approach. Does the Board not fee
e g for over 120 per cent of the base quo

vy duce_r to produce and in this fashion, onc

def; P‘Ctmf} up in keeping with our consump
eficit position.

question, Mr. Williams, and it is right
y Mr. Roxburgh but it is exactly the
1 that by paying 75 cents a hundred-
ta, it is going to encourage the big
e again, perhaps bring our butter
tion rather than placing us in a

Mr. Wirriams: I think this was covered in part, at least, if I remember
hich he stated that this

¢ ;

p(:‘l‘ectly, by the Minister in his statement m W

porflgntage could be revised in subsequent years should the supply demand
Sition so indicate. I think that this, in essence Mr. Danforth, recognizes what

you have said.
Mr. DanrForTH: I was wondering if this

lﬁir to control either the surplus or de
erfat. I was just wondering if this was not why thi

Up in this fashion.

q Mr WirLiams: I think that certainly the program, as announced, has that
Of‘xiblht}’, that by adjustment of this percentage in subsequent programs more
ess incentive to produce can be directed towards the surplus fluid milk

Segment of the industry.
Mr. DanrForTH: Thank you, Mr. Williams. o
® (11:00 a.m.)

94 Mr. ETHIER: In the past years there
per cent score cheese. Is it still being pai

Mr. WiLLiams: Yes, Mr. Ethier. That is unchanged.
Mr. Ernier: Is it paid to the processor?

was not going to be the guideline in
ficit production of the necessary
s was organized and set

Mr. Chairman.

was a premium paid on the 92, 93 and
d, Mr. Williams?
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Mr. WiLLiamMs: That is paid to the processor.

Mr. Eraier: If during the year he has an average of 95 per cent of his
production in this 93 score he will benefit a cent a pound on 95 per cent of his
production. That is not elaborated in any of your policy though. The milk
producer is not aware of that. He just passes it over to the milk producer if he
wants to.

Mr. WiLLiams: I think that we have to say this about it, Mr. Ethier. This is
covered by an act that has been in force for a considerable length of time. I
think that most producers realize this. Certainly, all the producer organizations
realize this, and take it into very direct consideration when they are negotiating
prices with processors. I do not think it is quite right to say that this does not
get back to the producer because I think—

Mr. Etaier: In any communique that comes out, for example, there is no
mention of that premium still being paid?

Mr. WiLriaMs: That is right. This has not been mentioned because it has

been a continuing program that has been part of the departmental policy for
quite a long time.

Mr. ETHIER: It is still being paid this year?
Mr. WiLLiaMs: I beg your pardon?
Mr. ETHIER: Tt is still being paid this year?

Mr. WiLLiAMS: Yes, it is still being paid this year and it amounts, on the
average, to one cent a pound for all cheese manufactured in Canada.

Mr. Etuier: Now, the second question is that all bonuses that have been
paid on milk during the last few years, beginning in 1959, I believe, 25 cents a
hundred, were paid regardless of any butter fact percentage in the milk. It was
paid on the understanding that it was supposed to be passed over to be
producers, but up to last year it was paid to the manufacturer. Last year there
were two different bonuses, one subsidy payment and one supplementary
payment. It was not based on a fat percentage at all. It was based on a one
hundred pound of milk. This year, I see on this memo that we have in front of
us that that 75 cents per hundred weight is going to be paid on a percentage of
fat of 3.5. Will the Department have field men to check on those milk testers to
see that the Department will know where they are going? Otherwise the
processor will send you the amount of milk at a certain time of shipment, but
that milk has been tested by that processor only, not by any inspector of the
federal government. Is that true?

Mr. WiLLIAMS: That is correct, Mr. Ethier. It will not have been tested by
an inspector of the federal government. The inspection of fat testing is a
provincial responsibility and the provinces are active in this field. It is our
proposal that we will accept the provincial inspection in so far as the fat content
is concerned. You are quite correct in terms of our direct subsidies that have
been paid over the past few years. They have not been paid on the basis of
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butterfat but one ‘major subsidy—the largest one—was paid on the basis of
butterfat. That is the 14.5 that later became 13.3 and last year was 10.9 cents
per pound of butterfat. That accrued to the producer and it was on the basis of
tests obviously, because it was paid for on the basis of pounds of butterfat
delivered by the producer.

3 It was the opinion of the Board that when the payments became of such a
significant size, to pay on anything else but tests, could lead us into difficulties
th?t we did not wish to get into in terms of paying on very low testing
milk—paying the same rate on it as on high—and I am sure you will all
appreciate that milk is bought and sold in this country almost entirely on the
basis of butterfat test.

Mr. Erurer: Is it true, Mr. Williams, that we are here at the wrong end of
the rope in Ottawa? We are paying a subsidy and we are at the mercy of the
Provineial department of agriculture, as far as testing is concerned. You just
told me that it is under provincial jurisdiction. But as we are now paying close
?O $1.00 a hundred, it was not thought by the Department that we should have
inspectors. It seems that the most information we get from the producers is that
they are not getting an adequate test for their products and it seems now that
there may be one inspector for maybe 25 or 30 plants. It seems that the way it
is operating now, it is not adequate. The farmers are not getting a fair break.

Mr. WiLrtams: As far as protecting the federal government’s interests in
this matter is concerned, the audit section of the Department of Finance,
working on behalf of the Board, will make periodic audits of plants. Plants are
required to maintain and submit to the Board statements of all milk and
butterfat receipts and all disposals. This means that no plant can, on any kind of
a continuous basis, report to the Board falsely high butterfat tests simply
because its books will not show then where it disposed of this butter fat unless
it has complete falsification of deliveries t0 supermarkets and everything else. I
would venture to say, sir, that on a continuing basis it would be completely
impossible for a plant or plants to continue to report falsely high butterfat
readings to the Board for the purpose of increasing the returns to their
broducers.

Mr. Errer: No, the effect will be completely the other way. I was informed
that in the vicinity between Gananoque and Montreal the average tests in the
last few years ran around 3, 3.1 and 3 9 and the average in C.anada on a national

asis was 3.6. I represent a riding in Eastern Ontario and it 1s & fact here which
will have to be investigated—I do not know through which Board—our policy is
good for the farmers but it seems that it is losing a lot of its importance because

the farmers claim their milk is not tested adequately.

Mr. WirLiams: Well, of course, Mr. fthier, the 3.25 which is the provincial
government requirement and the provincial Board requirement is based on
exactly that same test and certainly the provincial government and the Milk
Marketing Board have told me that they propose to be active in this field to
ensure that the producer does get a return. ’

We all know that probably one of the mos
ever been brought to our attention has been th

t controversial items that have
is question of the validity or
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otherwise of the test and this is one of the reasons why many farmers ship to
two different places at once so they can play the tests of one off against the
other and the test in some areas has become the bargaining point. I may say, in
this connection, that we have an active meeting proposed with provincial
authorities to review completely testing procedures from the technical stand-
point to see what can be done to ensure that we have the best technical means
being used in order to make it as easy as possible to have an accurate test.

The CHAIRMAN: Thank you, Mr. Williams.
Mr. CHOQUETTE: I would like to ask my questions in French.

(Translation)

Is the Stabilization Board now considering a purchase policy like the one
in existence regarding butter, a purchase policy of skim milk-powder at 18
cent or 18.5 cents a pound, together with the purchase policy of casein at
40 cents a pound I think?

(English)

Mr. WiLLiaMs: At the present moment the Board does not envision that.
The Board, however, certainly does not rule out the possibility. It will depend
upon what the market does; what export markets the trade is able to obtain;
what happens, for example, in the international casein market. At the present
time it is strengthening. Were it or the powder market to weaken, the action
you have suggested might become a necessity. It is the opinion of the board that
it is better, for the industry as a whole, for the Board not to go into the direct
purchase until it becomes necessary.

(Translation)

Mr. CHOQUETTE: A while ago, Mr. Williams, when answering a question to
Mr. Danforth, you made it clear that the government cannot, by any means,
compel the producers to pay $3.25. However, this would be a breach of
commercial freedom. However, you wish to lay down a policy capable of inciting
producers to pay that price. Do you think that the national average will reach
the figure of $3.25?

(English)

Mr. WiLLiAMS: Possibly the word “confident” is a little too strong. I think
that the leadership that the Board of the Province of Ontario has given in this
matter certainly would indicate that it is quite possible, within the scope of the
program, for this price to be paid and depending upon the supply of milk, unless
the season is such that a supply of milk is stimulated which we do not envision,
it is the Board’s opinion that $3.25 for top quality milk will result this year.

(Translation)

Mr. CHOQUETTE: I wonder whether I am not stepping out of the limits of
your competence, here as a witness, by asking you if, last year, as far as you can
remember, the policy that had been laid down consisted of two distinct
programs: a deficiency payment and a supplementary grant: 25 cents, 20 cents

%
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and 10 cents, The deficiency payment amounted then to 15 cents and its purpose
Was to establish a national average price of $3.30. Has this price been reached
according the statistics or figures in your possession?
(English)
Mr. WiLLiams: It is not possible at this moment to answer that question.

We have not yet received full reports for the month of February and for the
monfch of March. February is essentially completed but some of these plants are
not just as quick coming around to the end of their own year and getting the
feports in. We collect this information from plants right across Canada. The

alfc{“ figures are not yet all in and we have to have a final audit done up. It is
anticipated that the Board will be in a position to make an announcement in
Tespect of the deficiency payment portion of last year’s program sometime
Within the next week or ten days. I cannot guarantee that but this is what we
anticipate at the present time.

(Translation)

Mr. CHOQUETTE: I have nearly finished, Mr. Williams. In the report
Submitted to us, you expect that the new policy will cause the first payments of
the 75 cents grant to be made at the end of May, because of the deduction of the
€Xport subsidy. I want to ask a last question: You spoke, a while ago, of the
€Xport assistance that affects some products. What are those products? Is it
cheese, milk powder?

(English) ;
Mr. WiLLIAMS: Cheese, skim milk powder, whole milk powder, casein,
Condensed and evaporated milk,

(Transtation)

Mr. MaTTE: Now, what price will be paid for the surplus milk, which tl}e
New program does not take into account? What price do you think will be paid
for the surplus milk, fluid milk, since there is a surplus of fluid milk, which the
Program does not take into account? It is paid only 120 per cent?

(English) :

Mr. WiLLiaMSs: On the butterfat content of the milk or the cream as
delivered to the factory. It will not be paid en the butter made. It was in
Previous years—at least in one previous year. I think it was three years ago it
Was paid actually on the butter made from the product. This year it will be paid
On the butterfat content of the product as delivered by the producer.

(Translation)
. Mr. MaTTE: If somebody brings his milk to the factory where it is turned
Into butter, will he be paid on the basis of the milk that he brought, of the

utter or of the cream?
(English)

. Mr. WiLL1AMS: I presume you are speaking about the 20 per cent. A fluid
milk shipper will get presumably three prices for his milk if he ships over 120
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per cent of the amount on which he receives fluid milk prices. He will get a
fluid milk price. There will be a 20 per cent—not 20 per cent of his total
shipments—but 20 per cent of the amount on which he got the fluid milk price
on which he will be paid essentially market prices. The price that he will get for
this will depend on where he is and what the dairy can do with the product. In
Ontario, it is my understanding, that it will be set at the 3.25-3.15, that is the 20
per cent I am talking about now. I am sure there are dairies in Canada,
however, in some small areas that do not have a use for skim milk powder, or
the skim milk portion of it, because their volumes are small. If they are to
throw the skim milk away or put it down the drain, unless provincial legislation
states the price they are going to pay for it, they will pay for it just on a
straight fat basis, I am sure.

The third price a fluid milk receiver will receive will be for that portion
over and above 120 per cent. Now, presumably, he will get the same base price
for that as he did for the 20 per cent, but to that will be added the 75 cents
federal subsidy.

(Translation)

Mr. MATTE: There is a question that I want to ask, although it is perhaps
irrelevant. Farmers have been prosecuted because their milk contained too
many germs. However, first quality butter was produced. Those farmers went to
court and the Government lost. What do you think of it?

(English)

Mr. WiLLiaMms: I believe the question was directed to what the Board’s
opinion was in respect of milk quality? This is a point I may say that the Board
discussed at very great length, namely the question of tying the subsidy or the
federal support in some way to quality. I think you gentlemen all appreciate
that in almost every program that the Board has, we directed, in addition to
providing a measure of support to producers, to trying to improve production.
In other words, we try not to subsidize low quality products.

The Board, unfortunately, was unable, because of the very great difference
in regulations across the country, to come up with a recommendation that it felt
was sound in respect of milk at the present time of trying to tie this entire
program to quality. Now, whenever possible, it is still tied to quality. For
example, in our purchase program on butter, the support level is 59 cents. Now,
59 cents is for top rate but 58 cents is for lower grade butter. Our export
assistance on cheese, for example, applies only to first grade cheese. So
wherever possible we have tried to tie it to quality but we were unable, as I
say, to come up with what we considered was a workable recommendation that
would tie the direct subsidy to quality. I may say, however, that the two
provinces that have taken action along this line, have taken action in respect of
their minimum pricing program to recognize quality.

(Translation)

Mr. MATTE: What is the actual price paid by the factories? What is the price
normally paid?
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(English) :
p Ml‘~ WiLriams: I would generalize when I say this. I would say that in the
rovince of Ontario and in the Province of Quebec, at the present time, it runs
something of this nature: 3.40 for bulk tank, 3.25 for grades one and two in
Ontario and 3.25 for in Quebec what they call “cooled milk” and 3.15 for grades
lower than this. But this is a generalization, cir. They are not figures that I
;;)ul'd stand behind, so to speak. Maybe MI. Goodwillie could comment on that.
e is in very close contact with the plants on a day to day basis.; ‘
e _Mr. GoOopWILLIE (Director ‘Dairy Products Division, Production and Mar-
et"‘{Lg): The prices that Mr. williams has quoted are essentially right. We were
talking to two or three of the largest purchasers of milk in Quebec yesterday
and this is what they said they were going to pay- It was 3.40 for bulk, 3.25 for
cooled milk, that is refrigerated cooled milk, and 3.15 for uncooled milk. In
Ontario, it is 3.25 for one and two resazurin and three and four resazurin is 3.15.
The bulk tank premiums vary Very greatly in Ontario. In some places are ten

cents over and in some places are as high as 25 cents. But the minimum prices
1ly what has been quoted—irom

n . & = -
ow being considered in both cases are essentia

3.15 t0 3.40.

i Mr. WarsoN (Chateauguay-Huntingdon-Laprairig): 1 wonder, Mr. Wil-
lams, if you are in a position to give us an idea of just approximately what
brice the cream shippers will get—what the yield to the cream shippers will be.

At the moment how does it look to you?
t the present time as to what the

Mr. WirLiams: Well, our best estimate 2 _ 1 :
cream shippers will get for that portion of their milk which they deliver—which
is the butterfat portion—will be somewhere around 80 cents, 81 cents, 8? cents
per pound of butterfat; that is over the entire year including all subsidies and

everything else.

$3.001\‘.,>[r_ . Warson(Chateuguay-Huntin

_ Mr. WizLiams: No, that is 4.2 pound
arithmetic here—Mr. Goodwillie tells me it should come to $2.80.

Mr. WATsON (Chateauguay-Huntingdon—Laprairie): For 3.5 milk?

Mr. WILLIAMS: 3.5 milk. And with the skim milk not taken into
i i1l find that there are some who pay higher

consideration at all. I think we W ni
than that. It depends, once again, very largely on competition and I have had
one or two letters where people indicated that they Were getting less than that

at the present time.
i Mr. WATSON (Chateauguay-Huntingdqn'LapT

e fear to me that the manufacturing milk people, some
Paying as high, in my area, as $3.40 and $3.60, will now reduce
down to $3.25 and let the government. fill in the difference. This may not be a
danger provided that the competition for the milk continues, but do you foresee
a flow from the cream shippers into the other areas of manufacturing milk and;
as a result, a forcing down of the price that some of these manufacturers have

23598—2

gdon-Laprairie): Should this give them

s of butter. At 80 cents—1I did not do the

girie): Some people expressed
of whom have been
duce their payments
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been paying in the last while. Do you foresee a flow from the cream shippers
into the manufacturing milk field and a consequent lowering of certain prices in
some areas?

Mr. Wirriams: Before I answer that question, there is one word I might
add in explanation further to the answer to the previous question. We have had
reports to date of cream receivers paying for butterfat, prices that range from
56 cents a pound to 66 cents a pound, so that is the nature of the variation.
Now, in reply to your other question, the Board definitely envisions a movement
from cream shipment to fluid milk shipment, to manufacturing milk shipment.
But this is nothing new. In the last several years, the amount of butter
manufactured from shipped milk has increased, I believe, from 25 per cent to 53
per cent, with the bigger jumps being in recent years. Basically, however, the
incentive has been ever since solids not fat increased in value, for people to
shift from cream shipment to manufacturing milk shipment. Other factors have
entered into it, labour, separation, transportation and transportation facilities
have improved. There are many factors that enter into this, but I think one has
to say that there is no significant change in the incentive under this year’s
program as compared to the incentive that has existed in previous years. I am
quite certain in my own mind, at least, that cream shippers, wherever possible,
will change over.

Mr. WaTsoN (Chateauguay-Huntingdon-Laprairie): Does it look to you as
though this will resolve in a forcing down of some manufacturing milk prices?

Mr. WiLLiaMs: No, I do not believe it will, as long as the Board maintains
the price of the solids not fat portion in the manner that it did previously. The
phenomenon that you have referred to, Mr. Watson, is a very common one at
this time of the year. Plants tend to, during the winter, pay, what might loosely
be called winter bonuses. In general, these bonuses are aimed at trying to
maintain volume so that their own operation can be more efficient; and,
secondly, to win over shippers for the coming big portion of the season and,
invariably, I think at this time of the year, milk receivers decrease their
bonuses or the bonus portion of their payment.

Mr. WaTsoN (Chateauguay-Huntingdon-Laprairie): In Quebec, and I be-
lieve that this has been the case in Ontario too, recently, the fluid milk shipments
have been divided into several grades. I guess the number one grade gets the
full price of $5.27. Now, for the purposes of your calculations as surplus, are you
considering all the other grades of milk, all the other classes, of milk as surplus
milk, two, three and four?

Mr. WirLriamMs: This is a rather difficult question to answer. At the present
moment I cannot answer it categorically. We have written to all dairy commis-
sioners across Canada or control agencies or boards that administer fluid milk
prices and asked them their pricing schedules. In addition to that, we have
written to every fluid milk distributor asking him his paying prices. The general
criterion the Board will use will be that if the milk goes into the retail trade, it
is fluid milk, and I cannot make a categorical statement as to what it will be
because the legislation in different provinces varies considerably as to what the
processor must pay the producer for in terms of fluid usage. For example, in the

»

‘
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ﬁzog;r_lge of Ontario, any shringkage over a certain percentage in the milk has to

Yep é tg the producer at fluid milk prices. In .the other provinces this does not

goep' n. But the general criterion will be that if it is sold to the retail trade or
s into retail channels, it will be considered fluid milk.

L IMr. WA'].?SON (Chziteauguay—Huntingdon—Laprairie): In reply to questions I

= I;lillivii using the terminolpgy thgt was‘used, I think, by the Minister and that

iy, .at s usc_ed for bottling or is out into ques or gallons, or whatever you

& , milk that is sold this way would be considered fluid milk and everything

- would. be, regardless of what grade it was or what the previous payments
re, considered in the surplus category- Is this correct?

th 1:1’\/Ir. _WILLIAMs: In essence that is correct, yes, Mr. Watson; particularly in
e Province of Quebec because that is the way their pricing regulations work.

® (11:40 p.m.)
Mr. WATSON (Chdteauguay-Huntingdon-L

th Mr. ‘C'ROSSMAN: This figure of 59 cents & pound on butter is established by
the Stabilization Board which offers to purchase at that price. In most cases will
e small manufacturer be in a position to pay the producer the 59 cents? Will

not this vary from place to place across the country?

& Mr. .WILLIAMS: There will be some slight variation, sir, but the butter
idarkgt is remarkably stable and the variation under this program will be

. f'éntlcal with the variation under previous programs because for the last quite

ew years the price of butter has been established in Canada in this manner.
in thMr. _CROSSMAN: Well, depending on locality will there be quite a difference
e price, for example, to the maritime producer? :

: Mr. WiLLiams: There will be less variation depending on locality under this

hear S program than would be under previous programs because previously we

d‘_ad differentials across the country based on essentially freight hauls and these

ulﬁerentlals have disappeared at the present time. The maritime situation 1S,
nchanged as compared with previous years other than the four cent increase in-

the purchase price.
Mr. CrossMAN: They would be probabl

Mr. WiLLiams: It wi their abili
o . Tt will depend upon

aprairie) : I thank you.

y nearer to the $4.00 milk price? ‘
ty to use the solids, not fat

nced an increase in milk:

Mr. RoxsURGH: Recently, there has been annou
on the panel feel this is

Prices by the dairies to the consumers. Does anyone
Justified?

th Apother question' is, do you think then, because of the present set-up, that
ere is a possibility of a trend to increase the prices of dairy products by the
It’;?cesmr fo the consumer, thus enabling him to make an extra profit because of
1s set-up? ‘ . % : o
e Mr. WiLriams: That is a very difficult question to answer, Mr. Roxburgh. It
ncludes matters of opinion that ! oot think T woultl be‘prepared 16 SXETEL
le‘z”ss on at the present time, but I think that-in almost all provinces there are:;
598—23
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safegua);ds here in that, in many provinces at least, both the paying price of the
processor and the retail price is administered. At least the price that he can
charge for his milk.

Mr. RoxBURGH: It seems to be in all agricultural products that as soon as
there is a small increase or any kind of an increase whether it has to do with
milk or any other of our products, automatically the price goes up to the
consumer. I am just wondering whether it would have that effect or, as you

have already stated, there is possibly a check on that. I was just wondering’

about that angle.

Mr. WiLLiaMms: I do not have the data with me at the present moment, Mr.
Roxburgh, but it is of interest to note that I think of pretty nearly all products,
dairy products returned to the farmers the biggest percentage of the consumers
dollar. I think butter is the top one on the list and it has not changed. If
anything, the percentage being returned to the farmer has gone up over the
past years rather than down. Now that is to say the percentage of the retail
dollar accruing back to the producer, I believe for butter has increased
fractionally over the past years but it has been remarkably constant compared
with many other produects.

(Translation)

Mr. MATTE: Do you think that the grain prices have actually been
influenced by the new program, as they have increased considerably in one
year? I know that the program works for the farmers as well as against them,
because the grain prices have increased due to—

(English)

Mr. WiLLiAMs: I think I would have to say that during the past year, in
particular, it has been a difficult time for dairy producers. Our dairy industry is
centered in the two provinces that suffered most from adverse weather condi-
tions during the past summer. Therefore, a higher percentage of grains had to
be purchased than was normal, but I think that one has to balance that with the
fact that many of these producers did receive joint federal-provincial assistance
on the purchase of their grain that, for a certain percentage of their grain at
least, reduced the price below that that they had paid in previous years rather
than increase it. But based on the market prices, and based on the relative
shortage of home-grown grain in Eastern Canada during the past year—at least
in certain parts of Eastern Canada during the past year—the farmer probably
was in a somewhat more difficult position and certainly would have been had he
not had the joint federal-provincial assistance.

The CHAIRMAN Mr._ Grills, do you have some questions?

_Mr. GriLLs: L Aha_x're.severalv Qﬁestions I would like to ask Mr. Williams. 14
notice, when you were speaking of whole milk, you mentioned retail milk. I
presume you meant all bottled milk?

- “Mr: WILLLAMG Yes .in essence, Mr. Grills, when 3 speak of retail milk, I
mean retail whether it goes to a restaurant or not. If it goes to: a restaurant as

v
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?suid milk it is still, as far as I am concerned, in this definition that I use which
only, I think you will appreciate, a rough definition.

fo Mr. GriLLs: That was all I wanted to clear with you, anything that is used
cer twho~1e milk consumption. I might say in Ontario we are allowed two per
nt shrinkage for dairies and we pay 5.29 a hundred.

m'lkMr' Roxburgh asked a question about whether the increase in the price of
ilk was justified. We will not deal with that here, but I will talk to him

outside. I still say it is the cheapest thing you can buy in a bottle.

o Yesterday morning, on my way down here, I was c_alled by a creamery man
o 0 was quite alarmed about the creamery man’s position. We do not have a lot
ri df?ream shippers in our immediate area put to the morth a bit, in the next
I ing, there is and he was quite alarmed. I agree with what Mr. Williams said.

cannot see anything else happening but the cream shippers going to change

more than ever before because of transportation, better roads and his wife
Probably got tired of washing that cream separator and found there was an
lue than it has home on a

::rSler way. That skim milk at a factory has more va .
Valm. I have always thought myself that about 50 cents was an approxlmate
ue on the farm, probably an average; whereas at the plant it is probably
Wor_th a dollar. What he said was that many creameries were going out of
usiness, and then he wondered what was going to happen to them. Have you
t.ad any representations from the creamery men, or from the creamery associa-
lons recently?
Mr. Wirriams: I cannot recall at this moment any direct representations.
hOW, we certainly have had the odd letter from the odd creamery. We had
eard before this program was announcee however, that they were feeling the
fress‘ure of decreased supplies and increased costs but I think that this is a
ransition. Whether it is desirable or not, it is difficult to say, but it certainly is

a transition through which they are passing.
ther way. There is one

oth Mr. Grirts: I would think so. I cannot see it any © ‘ 2
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