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STANDING COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ACCOUNTS

Chairman: Mr. A. D. Hales
Vice-Chairman: Mr. T. Lefebvre

and Messrs.
Allmand, Ethier, Noble,
Bigg, Flemming, Nowlan,
Burton, Howard (Okanagan Rock,
Cafik, Boundary), Rodrigue,
Crouse, ‘Laflamme, Rondeau,
Cullen, ‘Major, Thomas (Maisonneuve),

Winch—20.

Edouard Thomas,
Clerk of the Committee.

* Mr. Laflamme replaced Mr. Cobbe on October 15, 1968.

* Mr. Major replaced Mr. Leblanc (Laurier) on October 23, 1968 who had
replaced Mr. Yanakis on October 15, 1968.




ORDERS OF REFERENCE

TuEespAY, October 8, 1968.

Resolved,—That the following Members do compose the Standing Com-
mittee on Public Accounts.

Messrs.
Allmand, Ethier, Nowlan,
Bigg, Flemming, Rock,
Burton, Hales, Rodrigue,
Cafik, Howard (Okanagan Rondeau,
Cobbe, Boundary), Thomas (Maisonneuve),
Crouse, Lefebvre, Winch,
Cullen, Noble, Yanakis—(20).

TuespAy, October 15, 1968.

Ordered,—That the names of Messrs. Leblanc (Laurier) and Laflamme be

substituted for those of Messrs. Cobbe and Yanakis on the Standing Committee
on Public Accounts.

WEDNESDAY, October 23, 1968.

Ordered,—That the name of Mr. Major be substituted for that of Mr.
Leblanc (Laurier) on the Standing Committee on Public Accounts.

Tuespay, October 29, 1968.

Ordered,—That the Public Accounts Volumes I, II and III for the fiscal
year ended March 31, 1966, laid before the House 'on January 9, 1967, and the
Report of the Auditor General thereon, and the Public Accounts Volumes I,
II and III for the fiscal year ended March 31, 1967, laid before the House on
January 22, 1968, and the Report of the Auditor General thereon, be referred
to the Standing Committee on Public Accounts.

ATTEST:

ALISTAIR FRASER,
The Clerk of the House of Commons.
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(Text)
MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

THURSDAY, October 24, 1968.
(1)

The Standing Committee on Public Accounts met this day at 11.04 am.,
for organization purposes.

Members present: Messrs. Allmand, Burton, Cafik, Crouse, Cullen, Ethier,

Flemming, Hales, Howard (Okanagan Boundary), Laflamme, Lefebvre, Noble,
Rock, Thomas (Maisonneuve), Winch (15).

The Clerk of the Committee attending and having called for nominations,
Mr. Flemming moved, seconded by Mr. Lefebvre, that Mr. Hales be the Chair-

man of the Committee.

Moved by Mr. Thomas (Maisonneuve), seconded by Mr. Noble, and
Resolved,—That nominations be closed.

Mr. Hales, having been declared duly elected Chairman, was invited to
take the Chair. He thanked the members of the Committee for the honour

bestowed upon him.
Moved by Mr. Cafik, seconded by Mr. Noble, and
Resolved,—That Mr. Lefebvre be elected Vice-Chairman.

Moved by Mr. Laflamme, seconded by Mr. Cafik, and

Resolved,—That the Committee print 750 copies in English and 350 copies
in French of its Minutes of Proceedings and Evidence.

The Committee agreed that a Sub-Committee on Agenda and Procedure be
comprised of the Chairman, the Vice-Chairman and three other members

appointed by the Chairman after consultation with the Whips of the different
parties.

At 11.35 a.m. the Committee adjourned to the call of the Chair.

THURSDAY, November 7, 1968.
(2)

The Standing Committee on Public Accounts met this day at 9.50 a.m.,
the Chairman, Mr. A. D. Hales, presiding.

Members present: Messrs. Allmand, Bigg, Burton, Cafik, Crouse, Cullen,
Ethier, Flemming, Hales, Howard (Okanagan Boundary), Laflamme, Lefebvre,
Major, Noble, Nowlan, Rock, Rodrigue, Thomas (Maisonneuve), Winch (19).

In attendance: Mr. A. M. Henderson, Auditor General of Canada; Mr. G. R.
Long, Assistant Auditor General; Mr. H. E. Hayes.
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The Chairman announced that the Sub-Committee on Agenda and Pro-
cedure would be comprised of the Chairman and Messrs. Lefebvre, Cafik,
Rodrigue and Winch.

The Committee agreed to follow the order of business as suggested by the
Auditor General in his letter to the Chairman dated October 30, 1968 which
was tabled.

The Clerk of the Committee was instructed to send to all members of the
Committee copies of (a) the Auditor General’s letter dated October 30, 1968;
(b) the Financial Administration Act; (¢) a Comparison of proposed Auditor
General of Canada Act with corresponding sections of the Financial Admin-
istration Act and explanation of changes proposed.

The Chairman tabled the Follow-up Report by the Auditor General to the
Committee on the action taken by departments and other agencies in response
to recommendations made by the Committee.

A general discussion took place on the first item of the follow-up report—
Second Class Mail.

At 11.06 a.m., the Committee adjourned to the call of the Chair.

Edouard Thomas,
Clerk of the Committee.
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EVIDENCE
(Recorded by Electronic Apparatus)

Thursday, November 7, 1968

The Chairman: Gentlemen, we have a quo-
rum. Welcome to our first meeting of the
Public Accounts Committee.

With your permission I think we will do
something a little different this morning. I
would like to go around the table, have each
member introduce himself, his name and his
riding, and what his vocation is at home,
whether he is a lawyer, an accountant, a
farmer, a businessman or what have you, so
that we will all know one another and our
particular interests because I think it will
help in our deliberations. If we have two or
three accountants in our midst we will look to
them for a lot of guidance and direction.

I will start on my left with Mr. Winch. Just
remain seated, gentlemen.

Mr. Winch: I am Harold Winch, member
for Vancouver East. By occupation I am an
electrician, an inside wireman, by avocation I
am an elected member of the Parliament of
Canada. You invited this. This week I start
my thirty-sixth year as an elected member.
There is one point, Mr. Chairman, that may
be of interest and that is that during my 20
years in the British Columbia legislature I was
always a member of a public accounts com-
mittee and, starting my sixteenth year in the
House of Commons, I have always been a
member of the Public Accounts Committee
and without any disrespect to any other com-
mittee I consider it the most interesting and
important committee of the House of
Commons.

The Chairman: Thank you, Mr. Winch.

Mr. Bigg: I am Jack Bigg member for the
new federal constituency of Pembina which
takes in part of the great city of Edmonton. I
am an ex-Mounted Policeman, a lawyer by
training, and a professional politician.

The Chairman: Next.

Mr. Noble: I am Percy Noble. My riding is
Grey-Simcoe and that is in the beautiful

Georgian Bay area. My vocation is mink
ranching.

The Chairman: Thank you. Next.

Mr. Crouse: I am Lloyd Crouse, the mem-
ber of Parliament for a riding in Nova Scotia
called the South Shore. For 20 years I have
been a ship owner and an executive in the
fishing industry. I first entered the House of
Commons in 1957 and I have 11 years to my
credit in this place. I suppose you would now
call me a professional politician.

The Chairman: Thank you Mr. Crouse.
Next.

Mr. Cafik: I am Norman Cafik, Ontario
riding. I am in the printing and publishing
business and have been so for about 15 years.
Prior to that I was a financial consultant, an
industrial consultant. I was elected in 1968. I
had run twice before in 1962 and 1963 prior
to coming here.

The Chairman: Next.

Mr. Ethier: I am Viateur Ethier, member
for Glengarry-Prescott. I am a retired Civil
Servant and businessman.

The Chairman: Thank you.

[Interpretation]

Mr. Rodrigue: I represent the riding of
Beauce. I was elected for the first time in
1968, it was the first time I ran. For 20 years,
I have been an accountant and administrator
for a contracting electrician in my town. I
live in Saint-Georges-de-Beauce which has a
population of 14,000...

The Chairman: Thank you very much,
Next, our Vice-Chairman, Tom Lefebvre.

Mr. Lefebvre: I am Tom Lefebvre, of Pon-
tiac County, which starts only a few miles
from Parliament Hill and extends all over the
map of Western Quebec. I was first elected in
1965. I am a former garage operator and
sometimes I feel I would like to be there but
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fortunately the electors put their faith in me
once again.
The Chairman: Next.

Mr. Major: I am Robert Major, Argenteuil.
This is my first time around as a member. I
am a businessman.

The Chairman: Thank you, next.

Mr. Cullen: My name is Bud Cullen. I
represent the Sarnia riding. This is my first
time around. I was by profession a lawyer
and I have dedicated myself to being a full-
time member so I have abandoned my law
practice. I must say the Auditor General has
given me a lot of trouble in not only provin-
cial campaigns, but more federal, and
although I like the idea of the independent
Auditor General and I supported it during
my election it was a little difficult, this being
my first election, to answer all of the charges
that were made by the seemingly better-
informed other parties and I was very
pleased to find that I was going to be on this
Committee and find out just how much truth
there is in some of the complaints I have
heard about the way government operates,
and I am very happy.

I would agree with Mr. Winch, although
this is my first time around, it is with consid-
erable satisfaction that I have been selected
to sit on this Committee. I think it will be
very interesting and I would hope that the
Auditor General will be given all the help
that he needs and that we will be able to
retain the independence that has been so
obvious in the reports that he has handed
down.

The Chairman; Thank you, Mr. Cullen.
Next. ,

" Mr. Thomas (Maisonneuve): You do not
expect a speech, Mr. Chairman?

The Chairman: Oh, not over five minutes.

[Interpretation]

Mr. Thomas: I live in the next most beauti-
ful riding, next to yours...Montreal-Maison-
neuve. I was formerly a superintendant at St.
Lawrence Sugar.

[English]
The Chairman: Next.

Mr., Allmand: I am Warren Allmand,
Notre-Dame-de-Gréce, lawyer.
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The Chairman: Now, there are two that
came in. Just for their edification we have
been around the table, gentlemen, and each
member has told us his name and his riding
and his former experience in life and we
missed you.

Mr. Nowlan: I am Pat Nowlan, member for
Annapolis Valley, I am a lawyer, and my
profession is a politician by trade, having had
some experience in school boards and munieci-
pal boards and looking forward to this board.

The Chairman: Next.

Mr. Flemming: I am Hugh John Flemming.
I am not new to the Committee. I have been
on this Committee before and I have enjoyed
the experience very much. I am always
impressed with the responsibility of the Com-
mittee to make a proper assessment of the
problems and recommendations which they
might subsequently make for the improve-
ment of things in general.

Previously, you can call it whatever you
like, I was a politician for part of the time,
business for part of the time and in general
just doing whatever came along to the best of
my ability.

The Chairman: Thank you very much. I
guess I cannot ecape myself.

I am Alf Hales, my riding is Wellington, 60
miles west of Toronto. I was brought up on
the food business—farming—I am a graduate
in agriculture, and I have been in politics
since 1957. I like the Public Accounts Work
very much and have had the honour of being
Chairman of it a couple of times.

I think we are all now well acquainted and
it is very interesting to see the cross-section
that we have here. It is wonderful. We have
practically every trade or profession repre-
sented. We have some accountants, lawyers,
businessmen—all classes—and this will be of
great help to us in committee work, I think
we are ready to proceed now.

Mr. Noble: Mr. Chairman, before you pro-
ceed, would you please excuse me? I have
just been notified by one of the boys from
Agriculture they are short one man and I see
you have plenty here for a quorum so I will
go down and get them on their way and if I
can come back I will be back.

The Chairman: We will let you go this time
as long as it does not happen again, Mr.
Noble. That is fine.
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Mr., Winch: Mr. Chairman, before you pro-
ceed, could I just raise one question? At the
organization meeting which we held I raised
a certain matter and you suggested that I
raise it at our first meeting.

The Chairman: Well, Mr. Winch, would
you just wait until we get our organization
laid out and then we will proceed with that.

I think I should apologize for the conditions
in this room this morning. We are crowded.
Every committee is meeting this morning and
we are working under rather unusual condi-
tions, but I can assure you they will not
always be like that. I would like each one to
speak into the microphone so the tape record-
ing will be complete in all respects.

Now, the Steering Committee has been
chosen as you suggested at the last meeting. It
is composed of five people and they are the
Chairman, the Vice-Chairman, Mr. Lefevre,
Mr. Cafik, Mr. Winch and Mr. Rodrigue.

Now, Mr. Winch, I think we will entertain
your suggestion.

Mr. Winch: I made a suggestion and you
asked me to bring it up at this, the first
regular meeting. If you remember, my point
was that several years ago the Committee
established a practice that the Auditor Gener-
al should submit a report on what had hap-
pened to the previous recommendations made
by this Committee and filed in the House.

I raised a further question based on the fact
that also a few years ago, because it was
found necessary, the Auditor General was
given the right, and unanimously, to employ
a private firm for legal advice when in his
estimation the legal advice given by the Jus-
tice Department to departmental heads or
ministers was legally wrong. I know this has
been followed through, but my suggestion was
that, in addition to the report of what happens
to our recommendations, we support the prin-
ciple that in future we have an additional
report on the occasions upon which he had
found it necessary to use the private firm
authorized by the Committee, the reasons
therefor and the results forthcoming through
this procedure.

It might be advantageous to the Committee,

and perhaps save time, if there was that
additional report.

The Chairman: Thank you, Mr. Winch.

Before calling on Mr. Henderson, I must
apologize, gentlemen, for forgetting to in-
troduce four persons who will be with us at
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practically every meeting: Our clerk, Mr. R.
E. Thomas, on my left; Mr. A. M. Henderson,
our Auditor General, on my right; Mr. G. R.
Long, Assistant Auditor General; and Mr. H.
E. Hayes, Audit Director of the Auditor Gen-
eral’s Office.

Mr. Henderson, perhaps you might like to
answer Mr. Winch’s suggestion before we
proceed with our agenda.

Mr. A. M. Henderson (Auditor General,
Auditor General’s Office): Thank you, Mr.
Chairman. I will, without dealing with any
other matter, if I may, refer first of all to the
point Mr. Winch has raised.

The full circumstances of my employment
of my legal advisers, which was carried out
with the approval of this Committe, are
outlined in my 1964 report to the House.

Unfortunately, we have come armed with
everything from 1965 on, so I canot read you
the short paragraphs. I would like however,
to explain the matter, Mr. Winch, if I may,
and in so doing take the liberty of correcting
one or two of the statements you made.

The background of this is quite simple. The
Deputy Minister of Justice, the Deputy Attor-
ney General of Canada at the time, appeared
before this Committee and said that it was
the considered opinion of the Minister of Jus-
tice and himself that no longer could they
give legal opinions to various of the deputy
ministers and to the Auditor General. This
was the point at issue in the Committee, and
his testimony is on the record.

He enumerated his reasons, but, of course,
it included me, because traditionally the
Auditor General has looked to the Minister of
Justice and his deputy to rule on matters on
which he required an opinion. The arrange-
ment had gone on very satisfactorily.

Following this statement I quite naturally
inquired to whom I should go to obtain legal
opinions. I am a chartered accountant. I do
not pretend to be a lawyer. My predecessor
delivered a number of these opinions. He had
had seme legal training. I have not had any
legal training.

In the course of my work I encounter situa-
tions which, it seems to me, should be looked
at by a lawyer to know whether the suspicions
I have are, in fact, properly founded in law.
There are not many cases. It would not have
paid me to have engaged a lawyer on my
staff, which was one suggestion made to me.

I discussed the matter with the minister of
finance of the day at the suggestion of the
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Committee and he said to me that in his view
I should employ such legal help on the
outside.

I reported back to the Committee and I was
given carte blanche, as I stated in my 1964
report, to employ.

I employed two firms—actually, two of the
most prestigious in Canda, I might add—one
in Montreal and the other in Toronto.

Whenever I encounter a situation in which
I consider I need legal opinion I turn to my
legal advisers. The cost of their services has
borne out my original concept that it would
not have paid me to have anybody on the
staff. The opinions, as I told the Committee of
the day—I was being rather careful of
expenses; I found this out beforehand—were
going to range from $7.50 up. I have been
able to contain it within the area of a few
thousand dollars each year, considerably less
than I would have had to pay for an
employee.

These are their views to me. I make the
final decision. They are known as the legal
advisers to the Auditor General and I turn to
them when I want an interpretation, or when
I take a view on something but I want to be
absolutely positive that it is correctly founded
in law.

I have never been asked to produce their
opinions because I, myself, make the deci-
sion, as I must. They are purely in the realm
of advisers to me.

There are still some cases in which we are
successful in obtaining the views of the
Department of Justice, not directly but by
means of asking the deputy ministers of
departments, if they would please obtain the
views of the Department of Justice and give
us a copy.

When I can solve my problem that way I
naturally do so, but I think this independent
approach has considerable merit. After all, it
is the Department of Justice which has a
hand in the writing of the law that I am
perhaps questioning.

Does that answer the question quite clearly,
gentlemen? If not, I would be happy to...

The Chairman: Thank you, Mr. Henderson.
Mr. Winch?

Mr. Winch: These are confidential reports
with confidential advice to you, and you make
the decision on the basis of it?

Mr. Henderson: I make the decision, Mr.
Winch. It is confidential to me but I regard
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myself always as the servant to this
Committee.

If you were to ask me to produce the opin-
ion I have no doubt that I should, in the final
analysis, produce it. I think it would depend

on the circumstances, as well.

Mr. Winch: In view of this, I will change
my recommendation, Mr. Chairman, and say
that if, as we go through your Report, there
are instances where you have found it neces-
sary to obtain advice which has not been
agreed to, or been met, by the advice of the
Department, it should be drawn to our atten-
tion. I think that would make it more
satisfactory.

The Chairman: Thank you, Mr. Winch.

Are there any further questions on this?
Mr. Allmand?

Mr. Allmand: Mr. Henderson, what are the
names of the law firms that you have engaged
in Montreal and Toronto?

Mr. Henderson: At the time I employed
them I offered the names to this Committee
and they declined to ask me, Mr. Allmand.
For that reason they have never been made
public.

I have no objection to placing them on the
record, if that is the wish of the Committee,
Mr. Chairman, but you will recall that at the
time they were not made public.

Mr. Allmand: Why not? I am new on the
Committee.

Mr. Henderson: That was the decision of
the Committee at that time. I am just telling
you what the Committee. ..

The Chairman: Order.
Mr. Bigg?

Mr. Bigg: On that point, I think it is fairly
obvious that if these firms are doing other
work for the Government it might prejudice
their position in contracts with the Govern-
ment if they came out with advice which was
embarrassing to a department. I think we
have to leave it as discreet as possible when
we are asking for advice which, as I say,
might embarrass a department or a deputy
minister. I think it would prejudice the firm,
to a certain extent, human nature being what
it is.

The Chairman: What are your wishes, gen-
tlemen? I think it is really beyond our terms
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of reference. In the Committee on Public
Accounts we are given the Auditor General’s
Reports. I rather think it would be going
beyond these to demand the names of these
people, but I am in your hands.

Mr, Allmand: Mr. Chairman, I will leave it
for the time being.

The Chairman: Yes; all right. You can
think about it, Mr. Allmand.

Mr. Winch: Do you, as Chairman of the
Committee, and Mr. Henderson agree with
my latter suggestion, that if, as we go
through the Reports, there is an instance
envolving a legal interpretation, and one has
been received and not satisfactorily dealt
with as between yourself and the departments,
it should be drawn to our attention? I
think that would be of assistance to us in
dealing with your report.

Mr. Henderson: At the last sessions of this
Committee, in deciding your position on
something which had particularly legal
implications, you have followed the practice
of asking me did I secure a legal opinion on
this, to which I have always said: “Yes, I did
consult my legal advisers”; then you would
ask the next question: “What did they say?”,
and I would say: “They agree with me.” They
do not by any means always agree with me
and it is very good for me and my staff that
they should not. You have asked those ques-
tions but you have never asked the next
question: “Could we have a copy of their
opinion?” and that, I am suggesting to you, is
perhaps confidential between them and me.

Mr. Winch: Well, I accept that.

Mr. Henderson: But I am the servant of
this Committee and in the final analysis, if
you want it, I would feel that I would have to
produce it,

The Chairman: We will leave that in abey-
ance for the time being, Mr. Allmand, at your
suggestion.

Mr. Allmand: May I ask a related question.
Has this Committee ever engaged legal coun-
sel on various points?

The Chairman: No, not to my knowledge.

Mr. Allmand: You have not found it
necessary?

The Chairman: No.

Public Accounts

Now, gentlemen, we should have had a
steering committee meeting but for various
reasons we were unable to get together.

Mr. Henderson: Mr. Chairman, just for Mr.
Allmand’s information, I might say that the
Committee has never engaged counsel but
they did ask me to ask my legal advisers to
prepare a new act for the office of the Audi-
tor General. I commissioned my legal advis-
ers to do this and that was brought to this
Committee by my legal advisers at my side
the last time. There, unfortunately, has been
no action on this; it is something that is
awaiting action by this Committee. That is
the closest the Committee has ever come to
incurring legal expense, if I can put it that
way—or that I incurred it, at their request.

The Chairman: As I was saying, we should
have had a steering committee meeting but
for various reasons we were unable to do
that. I thought this morning as a Committee,
we might decide the course we will follow
and the agenda. We will try and make this as
brief as possible. As you know, Mr. Hender-
son is our star witness all the time and natu-
rally I asked him for his views on how he
thought we could get over the terrific backlog
of work that we have to do.

I am going to read to you the letter that he
sent to me as your Chairman, a copy of which
went to the Vice-Chairman. This letter will
be of particular interest to the new members
of the Committee—and I think as we proceed
we must remember that we have many new
members on this Committee and those of us
who have been on the Committee before must
not take too much for granted.

The Auditor General writes as follows:

In my capacity as adviser to the Com-
mittee, I have been giving considera-
tion to the agenda I should recommend
to you at this time. As I explained in our
telephone conversation, these are difficult
days for the Audit Office, not only
because of the heavy workload we are
handling, which now includes the United
Nations audit, but because we are in the
midst of preparing my 1968 Report to the
House, a task which will occupy us full-
time until at least the middle of January
next year at the earliest, As you know,
we continue to be short-staffed and very
seriously so at the senior level. The fact
that three of my Directors shortly go on
retirement does not help this. In view of
these factors, I would therefore like to



suggest to you the following agenda
approach. If you would wish to have it
discussed by the entire Committee in
camera, I shall be glad to participate.
Assuming then that the Committee com-
mences its meetings within the next week
or so, the steps I propose are as follows:
(1) That I submit our usual Follow-up
Report to the Committee on the 50-odd
Committee recommendations contained
in Committee reports (1963-1967) still
awaiting implementation by the Execu-
tive or consideration by the Committee
of replies made on the government
side. This will be based on the Follow-
up Report put together last spring and
now brought up to date. It will in fact
be essentially the Appendix 1 to appear
in our 1968 Report.
(2) That the Committee confine itself to
discussing the items in this Follow-up
Report. This should call for several
meetings. The Committee would then
report on this (presumably lack of
progress etc.) to the House.

Having done this, the Committee will
then be faced with the examination of the
following Reports of the Auditor General
to the House:

Report for the year
ended March 31 To be examined

1964 Certain paragraphs

1965 Certain paragraphs

1966 Full Report

1967 Full Report

In my opinion, this backlong is so
weighty—and the transactions so old at
this date—that it is questionable whether
the Committee should be expected to
tackle such a workload. If the Committee
does attempt it, I think a real danger
exists of its efforts bogging down. There-
fore I suggest, in the report it would
make to the House proposed under (2)
above, that the Committee say that: (1) it
proposes to delay commencing its exami-
nation of the Auditor General’'s Reports
until the 1968 one is submitted to the
House of Commons; and (ii) after obtain-
ing the Government's referring motion
(we would hope within a day or so after
its tabling) it would commence its exami-
nation of this 1968 Report paragraph by
paragraph. This should be right after the
House returns from its Christmas and
New Year's recess.

Public Accounts
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If the above steps commend themselves
to you and the members, then I will take
special pains with the 1968 Report to up-
date all of the continuing situations in the
1964, 1965, 1966 and 1967 Reports so that
reference can be made, when the Com-
mittee is discussing each paragraph in
the 1968 Report, to the previous years’
detail. Admittedly this procedure will not
cover the “single occasion” situation con-
tained in the Reports of these years. I
think this procedure has the advantage of
(a) not tying us up between now and the
end of the year while we are engaged on
the all-important task of preparing our
next Report, and (b) tackling the next
Report when it is freshly off the press
and tabled in the House. It will be more
interesting for the members and easier
for us to brief them because the subject
matter will be timely and up to date. I
would hope that this could then be cov-
ered during the months of February and
March because I and a number of my
senior officers will be heavily engaged in
Europe and New York on our United
Nations work during the months of April
and May.

I think that is as far as I need to read as
far as outlining the work that is before the
Committee.

I will entertain any suggestions in this mat-
ter and if we agree with this outline we
would then proceed with a list of the follow-
up recommendations.

Mr. Winch: Mr. Chairman, I hope I have
the intent of the letter correct. First of all, I
completely agree with following our usual
procedure of receiving a report on what has
happened to the recommandations that were
sent from this Committee to the House.
However, I would like to have the comments,
through you, Mr. Chairman, of Mr. Henders-
on on how he arrived at that suggestion of
starting with 1967—the last one we have is
1967. I would like to hear a little discussion
on this because from our past experience we
often found that the recommendations of one
report, not having been dealt with by this
Committee, by the House or by the depart-
ments, were carried forward in a succeeding
report and sometimes in another succeeding
report. I am a little bit disturbed that we
should deal with the latest and then go back
on the others. I do not challenge what is in
the mind of Mr. Henderson in this connection
but I would like to know whether he feels we
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could reach the same objective perhaps a lit-
tle bit differently and in a more co-ordinated
and proper manner by not dealing with one
and then going back for two or three years.
Would it be possible—and I realize how busy
your Department is—to have a breakdown of
the reports that we have not yet dealt with
outlining the numerous recommendations in
1964 or 1965 which are carried forward into
1966 or 1967. In this way there would be no
need whatsoever to consider them because
reference would be made in later reports. Am
I being clear?

The Chairman: Yes. This is taken care of in
this recommendation, Mr. Winch. I think Mr.
Henderson might like to add a comment at
this time.

Mr. Winch: I am certain Mr. Henderson
knows what I have in mind because he will
remember at our last meeting, when we were
going back so often, that he was able to tell

us that such a thing was going to be carried
forward into the next Report.

Mr. Henderson: Mr. Winch, if I might just
explain—and this might be of interest to the
new members. It has been our experience,
where the Committee has not met for a con-
siderable period, that when it does meet it
has been faced with literally dealing with two
Reports. Of course, the ideal way would be to
start with what was not done in 1964 and
move up to 1965, 1966 and 1967 but I think it
will take far more meetings than the Commit-
tee will be able to handle. Now in the past
you have propped up two years and I, in the
discussion, have taken you from paragraph
so-and-so in one year to paragraph so-and-so
in the next year. I propose to carry those
forward to wherever it is pertinent today and
you then would deal with my 1968 Report
right off the press.

Mr. Winch: Might I ask a question?

The Chairman: Let Mr. Henderson finish
first.

Mr. Henderson: A number of these situa-
tions are of a continuing nature. Each year
there is either an improvement or, more of-
ten, they get worse. Therefore, if you were to
consider that situation for 1965 then you
would want to look at 1966 and 1967, would
you not? This way I can take you across the
years right up to and including 1968. After
all, my audit is a post audit—I am only
reporting next February the transactions
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through March 31, 1968—so that we are prac-
tically a year at least behind by the time they
even come out and reach the Committee.

My suggestion is to go right through the
1968 Report and then to go back to deal with
those items, of which I would then give you a
list, that you have not covered and you could
see them. A lot of them are what we call “per
occasion” transactions—single instances of
waste or extravagances that are dealt with in
my reports which you may or may not want
to bother with if they happened far back in
1965 or 1966. As I told your Chairman, it is
too bad that we have to cut our losses in this
manner but I do not know any other answer.

The Chairman: Now, Mr. Winch, we will
take your question.

Mr. Winch: I will ask just one question.
The Chairman: Make it brief, please.

Mr. Winch: It will be. Do I understand, Mr.
Henderson, that as we go through 1968 para-
graph by paragraph you will, from time to
time, make reference to the fact that a cer-
tain matter was in 1967, 1966, or 1965, so that
we then will know that this is a continuation.

Mr. Henderson: Yes, sir. We are in the
middle of our 1968 Report now and, there-
fore, your decision this morning is quite
important to us because it will decide the
direction which we take.

Mr. Allmand: Mr. Chairman, Mr. Hender-
son’s suggestion seems reasonable to me as
long as he refers back when appropriate to
the previous reports. I think this is the best
way of approaching this subject.

I wanted to suggest to you, Mr. Chairman,
that perhaps you could photostat and distrib-
ute that letter to all members of the Commit-
tee. As you know, the reports of these Com-
mittees are about three weeks behind time
and I think it would be worthwhile if the
members of the Committee had a copy of Mr.
Henderson’s letter suggesting the agenda.

I put this question to you, Mr. Henderson,
because I am not familiar with all the an-
swers. You mentioned your work for the
United Nations. I would like to know under
what authority your office works for the
United Nations in addition to the House of
Commons, If that is taking a lot of your time

I wonder whether something should be done
about it,
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The Chairman: Mr. Allmand, I will enter-
tain the first part of your question with
regard to circulating the letter. Mr. Thomas,
will you see that that is done.

Mr, Lefebvre, have you a supplementary on
this point? Is so, will you put it and then we
will revert to the other part of Mr. Allmand’s
guestion.

Mr. Lefebvre: I agree with the suggestion
made by you, Mr. Henderson, that it would
be almost impossible for us to go back to
1964, go right through to the 1967 Report and
then start off with the 1968 Report, especially
when you underline the fact that you will be
taking special pains during our consideration
of the 1968 Report to go back and refer to
special items. I think we will have an impos-
sible task ahead of us if we attempt to do this.

I would like to suggest to the Committee,
and it is not necessarily a motion, that we
accept your suggestion and proceed in the
way that you have outlined in your letter.

The Chairman: Thank you, Mr. Lefebvre.
Mr. Flemming, on the same subject?

Mr. Flemming: On the same subject, yes. I
agree with Mr. Lefebvre’s suggestion, I think
that that is what we should do. I think it
makes a lot of sense and I think we should
proceed accordingly. If Mr. Lefebvre wishes
to put this in the form of a motion I would be
glad to second it.

Mr. Lefebvre: I so move.
Mr. Flemming: I second the motion.

Mr. Bigg: Mr. Chairman, I understand that
up until we return after the Christmas recess
we will be going through some of the major
items in the previous reports. We are not
going to wait. ..

Mr. Henderson: That is right.

Mr. Bigg: ...for the 1968 Report. So we will
have some time to cover some of these rather
serious matters in the 1966-67 Report...

The Chairman: That is right.
Mr. Bigg: ...That are of signal import.

The Chairman: Thank you, Mr. Bigg. Now,
Mr. Major.

Mr, Major: When will this Report be ready,
Mr. Henderson?
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Mr. Henderson: It has been tabled in the
past two years about February 19 or 20. It
will be right around there at my present rate
of progress.

Mr. Major: In other words, the Report will
be available in February.

Mr. Henderson: Yes.

The Chairman: Just before we revert to ask
Mr. Henderson about the United Nations
audit in response to Mr. Allmand’s question, I
must explain to you that there are two para-
graphs in this letter that I did not read
because they deal with other matters. Howev-
er, when it is circulated you will get the
complete letter.

Mr. Crouse: You have a motion before your
Committee, have you not?

The Chairman: It has been moved and
seconded that we proceed on the outline of
our agenda as set before you.

Mr. Allmand: Excuse me, Mr. Chairman, I
thought that the motion was merely that
when we deal with the report we deal with
the 1968 Report first rather than the 1964
Report. Do you understand the motion to be
the complete suggestion of Mr. Henderson?

The Chairman: No, the motion, as I unders-
tand it, is that the Committee will proceed
with the follow-up Reports that have been
submitted to the House one by one. There are
some 55 of them. We will handle each of
those with the understanding that anything
that has been left uncovered in the 1966 or
1967 Report will be updated and will be in
the 1968 Report so that it will not be missed
and the Committee will have an opportunity
to discuss it when we are handling the 1968
Auditor General's Report.

Motion agreed to.

The Chairman: Mr. Allmand asked a ques-
tion. It is slightly beyond our terms of refer-
ence but it is very interesting and I think he
should know about the Auditor General’s
functions at the United Nations. Mr. Hender-
son, would you like to give him a brief outline
of this.

Mr. Henderson: I would first direct Mr.
Allmand’s attention to paragraph 9 of my
1967 report, in which I told the House the
precise circumstances under which I had
agreed to undertake for the Government of
Canada the audit of the United Nations. As
that not indicated, on December 16 last year I
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was appointed to the United Nations Board of
Auditors. This took place, I may say, in a
manner which pleased our government
because I think it was unanimous—about 95
countries to zero—and my work is effective
January 1 1968.

Mr. Allmand’s question carried the sugges-
tion that he wondered how I could do this
work in addition to the work I do for Canada.
I am happy to answer that. I might say, Mr.
Allmand, that it very much has the overtones
that the Government of Canada is getting two
jobs for the price of one, I took this on job,
first of all, because I was asked by the gov-
ernment to take it on, which they can do
pursuant to the Financial Administration Act.
Canada has always participated actively by
offering its services in the United Nations. It
does not cost Canada anything. I recover the
out-of-pocket overhead for my staff and my
expenses. I took it on because not only did I
want to meet the government’s request but I
felt that the experience would be simply
invaluable for my staff. Today I have about
80 people on my 200-odd-man staff who have
accounting degrees, and this type of experi-
ence, involving as it does extensive travel,
nonetheless is very good. However, I have
also had to supplement my staff by bringing
in people from the private sector of my
profession in order to not only give me the
needed additional assistance but also to
increase, help and train my own men in the
area of what is known in my profession as
management auditing. That is, we are doing
a broader type of auditing than we do in
Canada.

So far this partnership with the private
sector is working extremely well and certain-
ly, as far as I know, to the pleasure of the
United Nations. We have only just made a
start this year by having dealt with the first
six months of 1968, but it carries considerable
obligations on my part as a member of the
United Nations Board. It is not a job that I
can delegate to my two counterparts, the
Comptroller and Auditor General of Pakistan
and the Comptroller and Auditor General of
Colombia. Only this morning the Chairman,
the Comptroller and Auditor General of
Pakistan, called a meeting in New York to
which I shall have to go in about a couple of
weeks, and it will mean that I shall have to
miss one of your meetings.

I simply do my best to supervise this activ-
ity and at the same time carry on my own
work. I hasten to assure you there is no dimi-
nution in the attention I am giving to my first
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responsibility, which of course is to the House
of Commons.

Mr. Allmand: A supplementary question,
Mr. Chairman. I ask this question because in
the report the Auditor General has said that
his office is short of staff and that they
require more staff to do a proper job for the
House of Commons.

I also understood that the Auditor General
was appointed and is responsible to the House
of Commons and was not appointed by the
government. This is my understanding.
According to this passage in the Auditor Gen-
eral’s Report he says that he has been asked
by the government to be an auditor for the
United Nations, which to me is a distinction
because I feel the Auditor General is respon-
sible to the House of Commons and I wonder
under the appointment of the Auditor Gener-
al if that is an exclusive appointment and
whether the government was right in request-
ing him to do another job for them, although
he may be a very good man to do it. I ask all
these questions in view of the fact that he
says his staff is short and he does not have an
adequate staff to do a proper job. I would
like to hear the answers to these questions.

The Chairman: I think Mr. Henderson
would like to answer that while he is refer-
ring to your question. By the same token, I
think it is a great honour to Canada and of
course a distinet honour to Mr. Henderson to
have been asked to be an auditor at the Unit-
ed Nations. I realize he is doing it under great
sacrifice; nevertheless it is a great honour.

Mr. Henderson: Mr. Chairman, I can direct
Mr. Allmand’s attention to section 71, Part
VII, of the Financial Administration Act
which relates to the Auditor General. This is
the very Act and section of that Act which
this Committee would like to see changed and
incorporated into a separate act for the Audi-
tor General and which they commissioned
several years ago, and in carrying out what
you have said I think that would definitely be
taken care of in it. This is how the law
stands today, and I am reading Section 71:

71. The Auditor General shall, whenever
the Governor in Council, the Treasury
Board or the Minister directs, inquire
into and report on any matter relating to
the financial affairs of Canada or to pub-
lic property and on any person or organi-
zation that has received financial aid
from the Government of Canada or in
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respect of which financial aid from the
Government of Canada is sought.

My predecessor took this assignment under
that section in 1945 and I took it in 1967. I
could not agree with you more that these
directives should come from the House of
Commons, but until this Committee interests
itself further in the Act that they commission
to be prepared there is nothing more I can
do.

Mr. Allmand: Mr. Chairman, as I have been
referred to certain sections of the Act I would
like to leave this for the moment, but I would
like to have the right to return to it at a later
date if it seems appropriate to do so.

The Chairman: Right. In this regard I think
each member would be well advised to have
a copy of the Financial Administration Act.
You can get a copy from the Distribution
Office. Of course, you have all been given the
1966 and 1967 Auditor General’s Report. May
I remind you to be careful with them and
bring them with you to every meeting,
because they are in short supply. The other
books that have been referred to us are the
Blue Book and volumes 1, 2 and 3 of the
Public Accounts of Canada. I believe you
mau of those. So, we will be using most of

Mr. Winch: Could I make one suggestion?

The Chairman: Mr. Major is first and then
Mr. Winch and Mr. Nowlan.

Mr. Major: Could I perhaps suggest that
the Clerk send those reports to our office?

The Chairman: The Clerk could bring them
to the meeting or send them to you. Thank
you, Mr. Major. Mr. Winch?

Mr. Winch: I would like to suggest, Mr.
Chairman, in view of the question by Mr.
Allmand, and it is a very important one,
could you as Chairman particularly advise all
the new members where they can see the
report which was made some time ago to this
Committee respecting a proposal for a new,
separate Auditor General's act. If we do not
have the exact record perhaps a copy of the
suggestion could be sent to all members, a
copy of the proposed act that was referred to
us on instructions of the Committee respect-
ing the employing of outside advice in the
preparation of it. I' think it would be a good
idea if all members had that, Mr. Chairman.
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The Chairman: That will not create any
problem.

Mr. Henderson: On this subject, Mr. Chair-
man, the Committee will remember that after
devoting one meeting to reading through and
hearing my legal advisers explain the propos-
al it was returned to me and I was asked if I
could compare in columnar fashion what was
being proposed with what is at present in the
Act, with explanations out to the right as to
why this was changed and that was changed.
I did that. We have copies of that here. This
is the first occasion I have had in the past
two years to hand it to you. If you would like
to take it along with you we would be only
too pleased to distribute it.

Mr. Winch: I would move that it be filed
and included as an appendix to the report of
this meeting.

Mr. Burton: Did I understand that you
have copies available?

Mr. Henderson: We brought them to this
meeting as we brought them to the meeting
last March, and they are available. They are
in columnar fashion. First of all, the proposed
Auditor General of Canada act as this Com-
mittee has commissioned it, then the corres-
ponding sections of the present Financial
Administration Act, and then an explanation
of the changes proposed. This might be a
very useful reference for you to take away,
particularly as new members, and it was with
that thought in mind that Mr. Hayes brought
them to this meeting. Mr. Chairman, if you
should decide you would like them issued, we
have 14 in English and seven in French.

The Chairman: Is it your wish, gentlemen?
Some hon. Members: Agreed.

Mr. Nowlan: Along those same questions as
Mr. Allmand to Mr. Henderson, in view of
your well purported evidence of time-studies
and detailed studies into the administrations
of the Departments, have you done any inter-
nal study within your own department as to
the allotment or allocation of either personnel
or actual time involved in these United Nations
studies or this International Lead and Zinc
Study Group that I see here, or the Interna-
tional Monetary Fund? In other words, you
have been asked and directed to do this extra
work. As a result of that direction, and you
have had the general lament I think quite
justifiably set out, although I am new to this
Committee, but just from reading the reports
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of the last couple of years on the lack of staff,
those two things lead me to the question of
whether you have done any time-studies in
your own Department as to how much time is
involved with this United Nations work
and/or people that are actually designated, or
does it change from day to day?

Mr. Henderson: Yes, Mr. Nowlan, the staff
situation was particularly bad several years
ago. It has since improved, as I told the Com-
mittee last March, not improved to the extent
to which I would like to see it but sufficient
so that I am at least able to live with it and
get on with the work, which is what I have
addressed myself to. The United Nations
involves about eight men for six weeks in the
fall, and approximately the same in the
month of April, finalizing the work. As I
mentioned to you, some of this is supplement-
ed by outside assistance that I am able to
bring in. We recapture our costs from the
United Nations. That includes salary and trav-
elling expenses with the exception of the
salary of the Auditor General which by tradi-
tion has always been donated by the country.
I think the short answer to your question is
that the experience my men are gaining on
this outweighs the rearrangements that it
necessitates. And it was with that in mind
that I made a calculated decision. I took it on.

Mr. Nowlan: You have given me the an-
swer too. If I have the previous figure correct,
it is eight men for six weeks twice a year,
balanced against a staff of 200.

Mr. Henderson: Two hundred and thirty
today.

Mr. Nowlan: Two hundred and thirty.

Mr. Henderson: But Lead and Zinc takes
one man a week a year. ICAO takes two men
probably six weeks. My Montreal office han-
dles that. Mr. Long, who speaks on the Inter-
national Monetary Fund, that is solely himself
for about six weeks.

The Chairman: Mr. Long.

Mr. G. R. Long (Assistant Auditor General):
The International Monetary Fund is a two-
year proposition, usually. It is for six weeks
in May and June of the year. We have just
played it two years. I do not expect we will
be asked again for some time now. This is the
third time we have taken part in this. We
were members—the Assistant Auditor Gener-
al was one of the members—of the original
Audit Committee in 1945, I believe it was.
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This is the third time Canada’s turn has come
around.

Mr. Nowlan: Is that six weeks involving
just yourself?

Mr. Long: Six weeks, one man.
The Chairman: Mr. Bigg.

Mr. Bigg: Might I suggest that as far as this
Committee is concerned, our delays are not
caused by a lack of staff but lack of recogni-
tion of our report once it comes in. I think we
are appreciably worried about carrying on
after we have finished our work here, rather
than at this particular time being worried
about the difficulties within the Department
as far as workload is concerned. The work
has been done, and we are principally
worried about nothing being done about it

after we have made our recommendations
here.

Mr, Winch: I think it should be noted, Mr.
Chairman, and I am sorry for putting it this
way for the new members, that every year
for at least 12 years there has been a report
from this Committee on the staff situation. So
it is not the responsibility of the Committee
or the Auditor General. There has been a
report every year on making recommenda-
tions as to how to rectify the shortage of staff.

The Chairman: We will come to that in a
Follow-up Report. Regarding this report,
“Comparison of Proposed Auditor General
Canada Act with corresponding sections of
the Financial Administration Act and expla-
nation of changes proposed”. There are net
enough of these to go around at the moment.
Mr. Thomas will have some of them photo-
stated, so each person will have one. Now,
gentlemen, I think we are ready to proceed
with the Follow-up Report. It has been dis-
tributed to everyone.

Mr. Lefebvre: Mr. Chairman, before we do
this, T would like to bring something to the
attention of the Committee. I think we talked
about it yesterday, and I thought you would
mention it this morning. It would be good
for the Committee members and very in-
formative for all of us if we could have the
President of the Treasury Board, the Minister
responsible, and some of his officials appear
before this Committee at some future meeting,
especially because there will soon be, I
believe, a new form of presenting estimates
tabled in the House. It might be very helpful
to us if we could extend an invitation from
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this Committee to the Treasury Board to in-
vite these officials to a committee meeting.
And I would suggest that you, Mr. Chairman,
see the Minister responsible about this, and
if the Committee agrees I think this could be
set up in the near future.

The Chairman: Thank you, Mr. Lefebvre, I
did forget about that. The Treasury Board are
prepared to come before us and are ready at
our call, and there are some other things in
addition to what you have mentioned. For a
number of years, for two reports at least, we
wanted them to come and explain just why
they had not introduced some accounts
receivable balances in some departments, and
we want to know more about the internal
audit of various departments and some other
subjects. So when they come we will have
these all lined up ready to ask them. Now,
Mr. Henderson. Yes, Mr. Allmand.

Mr. Allmand: I have a point of order. The
first time I have seen this Follow-up Report
is when I walked in here this morning. I am
a new member of this Committee. I do not
want to delay the proceedings this morning,
but I do not feel that I am prepared to really
ask proper questions this morning because I
have not seen it before this morning.

‘ Mz, Rock: The same for me.

Mr. Allmand: Well, the same for probably
many of us. So I think we should proceed, but
I would ask you as Chairman—1I would like to
have the right at a future meeting to return
to points in this report we go through this
morning and ask questions, because I may
not be able to do it this morning. I might see
certain points if I had a chance to examine it
beforehand, and I would suggest that these
be sent out with the notices of meetings, any-
thing that we are going to discuss, so that we
can go through it.

The Chairman: Your point is well taken,
Mr. Allmand, and I will abide by your wishes
in that respect. These Follow-up Reports are
appendixed to your 1966 and 1967, and this is
really just a summarization of them with
some additional notations. But we will cer-
tainly leave it open so you can go back to any
one of them and ask questions. We have
about 15 minutes or so left this morning, so if
you are agreeable we will proceed with that
in mind.

Mr. Nowlan: On that same point of order. I
gather it is included in your acceptance of
Mr. Allmand’s general observation that in
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future it will be the custom of this Committee
to set out in the notice the witnesses that will
be appearing. On some committees—I have
not been on this one like Mr. Allmand—there
were to be many witnesses from time to time
and we had notice of who they were before
they appeared.

The Chairman: You will be well briefed as
to what homework you have to do and there
will be lots of homework to do, and please
come prepared to ask questions. In this
regard, I will entertain all the questions you
have, but I do not want to entertain too many
comments. We will not get over anything if
we have a whole lot of comments here. Mr.
Henderson is here to make the comments and
answer the questions, but our members must
direct questions to the witness. I hope that we
will follow that closely.

Mr. Crouse: Mr. Chairman, might I ask one
question before we leave the matter of the
United Nations accounting. Is it the opinion of
our Auditor General that we as a country
should consider relinquishing our position in
this regard, in view of the cost of same and
when consideration is given to the figures of
our deficit that has recently been made avail-
able to all members in the House of Com-
mons? Do you believe that we should consid-
er giving up this type of work in the interests
of economy for our country?

Mr. Henderson: Giving up the type of
work, Mr. Crouse that I am doing for the
United Nations? Is that what you mean?

Mr. Crouse: Yes, Mr. Henderson.

Mr. Henderson: But the United Nations
pays me for doing it. What is the objection to
that? It takes part of my overhead. Is that not
a good thing for my office?

Mr. Crouse: To put it in terms of costs, it
requires only 15 or 20 minutes of my time to
make a speech in my constituency, but it does
take two days to get there and two days to
return. I am thinking of the cost to Canada of
your staff, the disruption of your ordinary
routine and the fact that your Department is
set up to audit the affairs of Canada. I am
wondering if the change in routine is figured
in the overall cost to this country.

Mr. Henderson: I think this country stands
to be a considerable gainer from this in terms
of the experience that it is giving its men,
not to mention the contribution that Canada
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as a country is able to make. Eight men for
six weeks is not too much of a demand on an
assignment of this kind, I suggest.

The Chairman: Mr. Howard.

Mr. Howard (Okanagan Boundary): Did not
the Auditor General say that the money
that is paid to Canada for the services of the
Auditor General is donated by Canada for
this purpose? Is it not just a direct donation
that is received back?

Mr. Henderson: No. We do the actual exter-
nal auditing and bill them for the time and

the cost, the time and the travelling expense,
and are reimbursed.

Mr. Howard (Okanagan Boundary): By all
of the United Nations?

Mr. Henderson: By the United Nations, New
York, yes, out of their general funds. We do
not do it for nothing. The only thing that is
donated happens to be my own time, because
by tradition my predecessor did this work for
many years and this tradition was established
that the time the Auditor General himself
devotes will not be charged, and therefore
Canada has never charged for my time, but it
charges for the time, the salary cost and the
expenses of my men who are engaged on it.

Mr. Howard (Okanagan Boundary): Your
time then is donated by the country.

Mr. Henderson: Yes, because that has
always been the tradition from the founding
of the United Nations, and it is done by the

other two countries who serve with me on
this board.

Mr. Howard (Okanagan Boundary): You
mentioned the matter of gaining extra experi-
ence through doing this. Do you not feel that
you have adequate experience to do the job

of Auditor General in Canada at the present
time?

Mr. Henderson: I do not need the experi-
ence myself, in my opinion—perhaps in other
peoples’—but I am running a professional
office with young men coming up who I
would like to feel have got every chance to go
places. Experience is the keynote to this and
it fits into my planning for my staff very
nicely. If it took any more time than that I
would perhaps be concerned, but I am not
concerned at the present time. That is all I
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can say to you. I appreciate perfectly well the
rationale of your suggestions, but I find I am
able to contain this within my schedule and it
is on that basis that I undertook the work.

The Chairman: We will proceed with the
Follow-up Report.

Mr. Henderson: We could go through it
fairly fast.

The Chairman: Is it agreed that this be
tabled?

Some hon. Members: Agreed.

Mr, Henderson: We could refer to it, if you
like, and take as many numbers as we can
encompass into the time available. Page 1 is,
of course, a statement as to what the back-
ground has been. It is perhaps on the lengthy
side, but that was for the benefit of the new
members. Page 2, we start on the second class
mail.

Perhaps, Mr. Chairman, before I begin I
should direct the attention of the members to
the very last page of this, which is a sum-
mary of the positions. This is like a categori-
zation or a check.

You will see that there are 55 that you are
going to have to consider here. Our categori-
zation of them is that there is no action on 20.
The Executive disagreed with 16, and slow
progress is being made on 13. Only a couple
of them have been implemented. This is
where the 55 stand which were contained in
my report tabled in the House last February.

Mr. Winch: So that the position is that we
are up against the problem we faced all the
time. Out of 55 recommendations, only four
have actually been implemented.

Mr. Henderson:
implemented.

Mr. Winch: Yes.

Two only have been

Mr. Henderson: We are waiting for 53. One
has been withdrawn, so that you have 53 on
which action is pending or to which consider-
ation should be given.

Mr. Winch: That is a remarkable record,
that we had to withdraw only one out of 55
recommendations.

The Chairman: Mr. Cullen?
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Mr. Cullen: Mr. Chairman, I hear this over
and over again; that there are 55 recommen-
dations and only two have been implemented.
I appreciate the fairness through you, Mr.
Chairman, and Mr. Henderson, of the way
this is set up, but there is a category in here,
“Executive has indicated disagreement with
the recommendations”. So it cannot be said
that the Committee has made 55 recommen-
dations and action is being taken on only two.
Obviously 16 of these have been considered
and rejected by the Executive. I am not say-
ing they were right or wrong on this. ..

Mr. Henderson: But this Committee has not
yet considered the reasons of the Executive
for the rejection. You see, that is the trouble,
Mr. Cullen.

Mr. Cullen: I do not disagree with that.

Mr. Henderson: No, I am not saying that
you do.

Mr. Cullen: The blanket statement that 55
recommendations have been made and action
has been taken on only two of them is really
not correct, because in 16 of these cases the
Executive, and as I said, right or wrong,
have obviously considered the recommenda-
tions and have taken the position that they
disagree with them. The other aspect, on 13
of these there is some progress being made,
slow. Now that again is relative; it may be
slow in your opinion but may be quick in the
opinion of the Department.

Let us keep this as non-partisan as possi-
ble, but let us be fair when we say that 55
recommendations have been made. Let us
break it down into the categories as the Audi-
tor General has so fairly done, and that is
that some action has been taken. It has been
considered and rejected. Some progress is
being made, some has been implemented,
soon to be implemented are two, action taken
not satisfactory—and that again is something
we will discuss—but action has been taken on
many of these suggestions, Maybe the Com-
mittee does not agree, or the Auditor General
does not agree, but certainly the Executive
has taken more action than on just two of
these, and I would like to make that point,

Mr. Chairman.

The Chairman: Thank you, Mr. Cullen. Mr.
Lefebvre?

Mr. Lefebvre: There is something else we

should point out. Sometimes as members of
this Committee we will make recommenda-
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tions to Parliament, such as ways and means
of covering the loss of the Post Office Depart-
ment in handling second class mail, and then
when legislation for this comes up in the
House, the very same members of this Com-
mittee who recommended this vote against
such an act.

An hon. Member: Hear, hear.

Mr. Lefebvre: So we often have second
thoughts about what we recommend right
here in Committee.

Some hon. Members: Hear, hear.

The Chairman: Mr. Bigg, you had a ques-
tion, and then Mr. Nowlan.

Mr. Bigg: I would like to interpret this
summary a little, as I see it. We are not
saying that the government is wrong in not
agreeing with us. We are just saying categori-
cally that they have not done what we recom-
mended, and there is nothing partisan in that
at all.

You will find when you have been on this
Committee as long as I have that this is one
of the most non-partisan committees in the
whole House of Commons, and we are not
working, I hope, in the narrow political sense
here whatsoever. We are really riding herd
on the public purse, and to say that they have
not been acted upon is correct as far as our
recommendations are concerned. The Execu-
tive have and will continue to have the last
word, but they have not done what we asked
them to do. But as for thinking that this
Committee is picking on the government, I
think that is far from the facts.

Mr. Winch: Do not point your finger at
me. I voted in this Committee for second
class mail, and I voted in the House of Com-
mons for it, too.

The Chairman: Order. In order to keep us
on the rails, instead of using the word “gov-
ernment”, say “Parliament” and we will be
all right. Mr. Nowlan?

Mr. Nowlan: To keep this on the objective
basis that this present discussion is develop-
ing, were these 55 recommendations
unanimous recommendations from this Com-
mittee, regardless of what happened to them
all?

Mr. Henderson: They were contained in
reports by this Committee to the House as
indicated beginning at page 2. You
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will notice the heading there. That was the
Fourth Report, 1963, to the House on Decem-
ber 19, 1963.

Mr. Nowlan: Regardless of the political
complexion and what has happened to the
recommendations, they were the unanimous
consideration of this Committee, which is
interesting.

An hon. Member: In most cases they were
unanimous.

Mr. Nowlan: I quite agree with the com-
ments of the gentleman from Sarnia. It does
advance the work of this Committee to have
general salutations about government and if
we keep Parliament, but Mr. Lefebvre real-
izes there were many other items in the bill
that might have caused members to vote one
way or another. There was just a recommen-
dation from this Committee.

The Chairman: I think it is fair to say that
another reason some of these have not been
implemented is that it requires legislation to
make a lot of these changes and it is very
difficult to get legislation on the floor of the
House. There is such a heavy backlog of work
to be done in the House that the government
of the day finds it difficult to open up the bill
to make the amendments necessary to make
these implications. We must also keep that in
mind. Mr. Cafik, I think you had a question.

Mr. Cafik: I just want to know if in the
Auditor General’s opinion, in view of recent
legislation in connection with postal rates, he
would now consider that Item 1, which is
listed under “slow progress being made”,
really belongs in a different category now?

Mr. Henderson: These are comments by the
Auditor General.

Mr. Cafik: Yes, that is why I am asking the
Auditor General.

Mr. Henderson: I categorized it as “slow
progress being made”. It is a step in the right
direction. It does not solve it. It make my
comment here, which this Committee can dis-
card or throw out or do what it wants with,

but I am your adviser so I tell you what I
think.

Mr. Cafik: The reason I ask the question is
that this is a summary of the position as at
March 31, 1968, which was prior to the enact-
ment of that legislation.
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Mr. Henderson: No, this Follow-Up

Report is the position as at October 31, 1968,
right now.

Mr. Cafik: I am looking at page 27.
Mr. Henderson: If you look on page 2...

Mr. Cafik: Yes, I have read that and I
understand your position there.

Mr. Henderson: I put it into the “slow
progress being made” category because in my
opinion that was a fair categorization of that
problem. As Mr. Long points out, there is a
slight error at the top. It says, “summary of
the positions at March 31, 1968”. I am sorry,
that should be “October 31, 1968”. 1 stand

corrected. We had to prepare this under pres-
sure of work.

Mr. Cafik: I think that answers the
question.

Mr. Henderson: I beg your pardon.
Mr. Cafik: It was that date.
Mr. Henderson: Yes.
The Chairman: Mr. Howard?
e 1055

Mr. Howard (Okanagan Boundary): Mr.
Chairman, in connection with these recom-
mendations I think it is very important that
the Canadian public get a very clear impres-
sion of exactly what has happened to these
recommendations. Very often we in the House
of Commons may understand that while a
recommendation may have been made, some
action may have been taken that is not agreed
to by the Auditor General or perhaps by this
Committee and there is an area of disagree-
ment. I think it is important that the public
understand the significance of the recommen-
dations that we make. I think it is important
that the relative merits of the recommenda-
tions are weighed in such a way that we
neither whitewash nor condemn the
government.

For example, on the changes in the postal
regulations, this represents a very major dif-
ference in the total budget of the country. It
is only one item on the list. There may be a
number of other items on the list which add
up to a great many items, but they may not
have any great significance in dollar value as
savings to the economy. I think it is very
important that we differentiate in this regard.



The Chairman: Mr. Lefebvre and then Mr.
Allmand.

Mr. Lefebvre: There is also another way of
looking at this list. As you have pointed out,
Mr. Henderson, we have 55 recommendations.
Qut of those 55 I see that on 20 no action has
been taken as yet. That means that on 35
some type of action has been taken or we
have had disagreement from the executive.
So, in other words, there are only 20 that
have not been looked into by the government.
What exactly do you mean by this “no action
as yet”? Have they replied in any way or
have they just—

Mr. Henderson: There has been no reply.
Mr. Lefebvre: No reply.

Mr. Henderson: Nothing has happened. If it
has happened they have not told me. My
office has made inquiries but I have not
heard.

Mr. Lefebvre: Right. Actually these are the
20 we should be aiming at, I believe, more
than the others.

Mr. Henderson: I would think so. You will
come to them in the sequence as you go
through. You may disagree but I have
attempted to categorize them in order to
quickly give you a bird’s eye picture. I would
have preferred not to do so but, if my memo-
ry serves me right, this Committee asked me
to do this. These are your recommendations,
they are not mine. They are the unanimous
recommendations of this Committee of the
House, on which no action has been taken,
and that is why in presenting it to you I
endeavour to keep you up to date at all times
in fairness to the executive, because they are
very good in writing to me and telling me,
“We are at last getting a move on with this
one”, or, “We propose to do this”, and where
I know that I am telling you right here today.

The Chairman: We now have Mr. Allmand
and then Mr. Cafik.

Mr. Allmand: Mr. Chairman, this is further
to the matter Mr. Cafik brought up. The com-
ment with respect to Item 1, which is second
class mail, that slow progress is being made
was made after the Act was passed and I find
it difficult to understand how that could be
categorized as “slow progress being made”. I
was going to ask the Auditor General what he
would consider to be fast progress if the pas-
sage of the Post Office Act was considered to
be slow progress.
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Mr. Henderson: I would suggest that you
read my comment on page 2 because there I
explain precisely what is said and you can
categorize it yourself. I am only trying to
short-circuit it.

Mr. Burton: This action is taken in relation
to the recommendation made, is it not?

Mr. Henderson: I think if Mr. Allmand
were to read this...

The Chairman: We will come back to it.
Mr. Cafik?

Mr. Cafik: I want to pursue this a little
further along the lines of my previous ques-
tioning, as well as Mr. Allmand’s, on this
slow progress. I have read page 2 about three
times in the last half hour and I believe I am
interpreting it correctly. I am looking at the
top in the smaller print under “I. Second
Class Mail”, and I gather that is the actual
report of the Committee. Your comments are
below that in the typed area. It says in the
actual report of the Committee:

It considers it essential that the Post
Office Department or Parliament immedi-
ately find ways and means of covering
the loss of the Post Office Department in
handling second class mail without this
being done at the expense of other classes
of mail,. ..

Then it goes on to point out that we must,
of course, bear in mind “the need of assis-
tance to small independently-owned newspa-
pers circulated in rural areas”. Then in your
comments you make a suggestion which is
brand new. It does not seem to have been
contained in the report. It says at the bottom,
“the deficiency be covered by an annual
appropriation”. That seems to be your view
as opposed to the view of this Committee. It
seems to me that your premise for saying that
slow progress is being made is based upon
your view, as opposed to the view presented
by the Committee in its report. Is that a fair

assumption?

Mr., Henderson: No, I do not agree with
that but I am going to ask Mr. Long to reply
because he is more familiar with the Post
Office Act changes than I am.

The Chairman: This, sir, will be as far as
we can go. It is 11 o'clock and some gentle-
men have other committee meetings; but Mr.
Long, will you answer this?

Mr. Laflamme?
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Mr. Laflamme: Mr. Henderson said that those
recommendations are the recommendations of
this Committee. Did he agree with or support
those recommendations?

Mr. Henderson: It is not my position to
support them. I am the servant of this Com-
mittee, the adviser, and I draw things to the
attention of the Committee which they may
want to consider, pro and con, in assessing a
given situation. Now perhaps Mr. Long could
deal specifically with the Post Office Act for
you.

Mr. Long: Mr. Chairman, I think you have
to put in focus the categorization of “slow
progress”. This recommendation was made in
1963. We are now in 1968. The amount of
coverage that has been given to the deficit on
second class mail is not quite the increase in
cost that is anticipated from 1967 to 1969. In
other words, your deficit is going to be up
anyway and it is now far higher than it was
in 1963.

As far as the recommendations set out and
indented here are concerned, the Committee
did not say that the postage rates had to be
increased. The Committee said ways and
means must be taken or should be taken, to
cover the loss on second class mail. What is
set out here is not the Auditor General’s
recommendation. It is the recommendation
made by the Glassco Commission quite some
years ago, and it is a way that is still open,
that the deficit on second class mail be cov-
ered by a special estimates item so that it
could be reviewed by Parliament annually.

Mr. Cafik: Mr. Chairman, may 1 pursue
that with a couple of supplementaries. First
of all, I did not realize that we were judging
the government in terms of the Auditor Gen-
eral’s report on the basis of the Glassco Com-
mission. I do not think that has anything to
do with it. It might be a very valid point and
it might be something we should look into.

The second thing is that I gather that in
view of the fact that this recommendation
was made a number of years ago and that
steps were taken this year, the same might be
true in all of these things. If we pass legisla-
tion tomorrow morning they would all find
themselves in the category of “slow progress”
being made because it took three or four
years or any number of years to get to that
point. So I do not think that is really a valid
point either.

I still say that I cannot see any basis for
the judgment of slow progress except that it
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has taken two or three years. I do not think
that it is the position of the Auditor General,
in making this categorization, to judge the
method. It says ways and means. This is a
method. It is a way or a means of offsetting
some of these costs and in the report by this
Committee it takes into account the need, I
would suggest, for some kind of subsidy in
any event in rural areas for newspapers and
periodicals. So I still do not agree with that.

The Chairman: I will entertain one more
question and then we must adjourn.

Mr. Bigg: On this very point, we discussed
the postal rates for, as I remember, two full
sittings.

Mr. Cafik: In committee or department?

Mr. Bigg: In committee. This is a report on
our findings here, a very short summary.
Now, if we want to leave the words “slow
progress” out, as one member I would be
quite willing to leave that out if that is sup-
posed to be a direct barb at any particular
unit of the Canadian Parliament. But say that
progress is being made and then you will
decide after you have been on this Committee
a year whether or not it is slow or fast.

Mr. Cafik: I do not think that is really the
point.

Mr. Bigg: Well, you are doing an awful lot
of discussing of this. Perhaps we could delete
this word from now on and say that progress
has been made and it will be an individual
judgment as to whether it is rapid or slow.

The Chairman: Mr. Cullen.

Mr, Cullen: Mr. Winch said earlier that this
is the most interesting committee and I would
have to agree with him.

The Chairman: Fine.

Mr. Winch: If I may, I want to emphasize
this. As I say, and I am not being egotistical,
but I have been on this Committee now for
almost 15 years. I have been on many com-
mittees. This has been the one committee
which I can honestly say has always been
completely non-partisan. That is why it is
such a wonderful committee and I sincerely
hope that all of us—and certainly when I say
all T include myself—will make our record
this year and in the future the same as it has
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been in the past: of a non-partisan oper-
ating committee looking: after the well-being
of the expenditures of Parliament. And I
mean that.

Mr. Nowlan: As a continuation of the point
of order and in that same spiritual light of
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mutuality, why do we not just take out the
“slow”? There is progress being made.

The Chairman: At the next meeting we will
review all of these and whatever the Commit-
tee wishes we will do. The meeting is
adjourned.
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Tuespay, November 19, 1968
(3)
The Standing Committee on Public Accounts met this day at 9.45 a.m.,
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Members present: Messrs. Allmand, Bigg, Burton, Crouse, Cullen, Flem-
ming, Hales, Lefebvre, Nowlan, Rodrigue, Thomas (Maisonneuve), Winch (12).

In attendance: Mr. A. M. Henderson, Auditor General of Canada; Mr.
G. R. Long, Assistant Auditor General; Mr. H. E. Hayes.

The Committee reviewed items 1 to 8 inclusive of the follow-up report
and questioned the Auditor General thereon.

The Auditor General was requested to prepare a memorandum on the
subject of investment of pension funds.

On a motion of Mr. Allmand the Committee agreed to the establishment
of a sub-committee composed of Messrs. Allmand, Burton, Crouse and Rodrigue
to undertake a study of Governor General’s Special Warrants and report to

the Committee.
At 11.00 a.m., the Committee adjourned to the call of the Chair.

Edouard Thomas,
Clerk of the Committee.
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EVIDENCE
(Recorded by Electronic Apparatus)

November 19, 1968.

The Chairman: Gentlemen, with your per-
mission we will proceed. I am advised that
one or two are one their way and if it is
agreeable we will proceed with those present.

First of all we are in a new room again and
it is very important that you speak into the
microphones for the recording. In most cases
1 think you should give your name at the
start until those in charge become acquainted
with the members.

Our next meeting on Thursday is in room
371 and we will have with us the President of
the Treasury Board, Mr. Drury, and his offici-
als to explain to our Committee a new system
of presenting the estimates. I think you will
find this very interesting and I hope we have
all members present. Before we adjourn the
meeting today there will be material given to
you to lead up to our study of the new
revised presentation of estimates for next
Thursday. So I would ask each one to be sure
to read it before going to the meeting next
Thursday.

Now we will proceed where we left off last
week. We were going over the Follow-up
Report of the Auditor General and we were
on the Fourth Report, Item 1, Second Class
Mail. We had just about finished that and
there were one or two questions sort of left in
abeyance. I think it came about by the fact
that this was listed as “slow progress” having
been made and it was my feeling that possi-
bly you felt that it should be raised into a
higher category than that. I think that is
where we left off. The meeting is now open.
Mr. Henderson, do you want to start off with
any comments or shall we move on?

Mr. Winch: I would suggest that we move
on, Mr. Chairman. We had quite a discussion
on that at the last meeting.

The Chairman: Before we move on we
should make sure that that is moved into
another category. I think it is only right that
it should be moved out of that mecause of
the legislation. The other categories are “im-
plemented”, “soon to be implemented”, and so

on. If you feel it has been implemented I
would like to hear from you.

Mr. Allmand: Mr. Chairman, I have looked
at some of the other things in the report that
I presume are also under that “slow progress”
category and they all seem to be in different
stages of progress. There is no doubt that
some are slower than others, that some are
fast, and some of them I would consider as
having been done. What I was going to sug-
gest is that if it is an item that is on its way
to completion but has not yet gone far enough
to be under the “soon to be implemented”
category, should it not be described rather as
“progress under way” or something like that?

If this particular item on the Post Office
was not completed, I would certainly have it
under something like “progress under way”
or “progress being made” rather than that
qualifying adjective “slow”, because in many
cases it is not slow, in my opinion, although
in others’ it is and may be in the Auditor
General’s. But I just do not think it is a fair
classification. I would rather see that whole
classification described in another way unless
you subdivide it.

e 0950

The Chairman: Mr. Allmand, I think what
you are saying is that you would like to see
the word “slow” out of there and say
“progress being made.”

Mr. Allmand: Right.

Mr. Nowlan: I thought that was what we
decided at the tail-end of the last Session, or
that we discussed it.

The Chairman: All right. Is that the wish
of the Committee? Mr. Crouse?

Mr. Crouse: Mr. Chairman, I would refer
the Committee to the words of the Auditor
General where he says:

I would point out to the Committee
that this forecast deficit of $39.1 million is
greater than the 1967-1968 deficit which
was $37.5 million and is more than twice
the deficit of $18.9 million which existed
10 years ago.

19
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These are startling figures and in view of the
fact that these constant reviews of Civil Ser-
vice salaries, which are generally upwards,
will perhaps tend constantly to increase this
deficit, I personally feel that the word “slow”
should remain. Progress is being made but it
is slow progress and it is definitive of the
situation. We just cannot ignore deficits that
are in the nature of $30 million or $40 million
and say that fast progress is being made. I
think the word “slow” is quite definitive, is
quite apt, and serves as a reminder to the
government that they still have a problem on
their hands in so far as the deficit of the Post
Office Department is concerned. Those are my
own views and that is what we are here
for—to express them as members of this
Committee.

The Chairman: Mr. Allmand.

Mr. Allmand: On the other hand, the gov-
ernment dealt with this particular recommen-
dation, this problem, and passed legislation to
cover a certain amount of the deficit; they
could have at this time raised the rate of
Second Class Mail, I suppose, to eliminate the
deficit altogether. However, I guess they felt
that they should still subsidize Second Class
Mail to a certain extent. Therefore, action has
been taken and they have made the decision
to leave it in a certain way with a certain
deficit for the time being. That is why I think
it is not proper to describe it in such a way.
If a person reads that “slow progress is being
made” he gets the impression that nothing
has been done at all or that it is being
allowed to lag; whereas, in fact, the govern-
ment has looked at it and has said that it
would increase Second Class Mail rates by
this amount. Parliament has said it is going to
increase Second Class Mail by that amount
and has left a certain deficit for certain reas-
ons—political, social, economic—whatever
you wish. But that is my own feeling. I feel
that it is a misleading description.

The Chairman: Mr. Winch. We do not want
to spend too much time on this but we want
to get it ironed out.

Mr. Winch: I just want to add a point and
it follows up what has just been said. What
we have to consider here is not policy or
expediency nor is it legislation that has been
or may be introduced. What we have to con-
sider here is the view of the Auditor General
in his position of drawing certain situations to
our attention. It is not government policy or
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opposition questioning or anything else. What
we consider is the view and the opinion of
the Auditor General, who has the responsibil-
ity of drawing certain matters to our
attention.

So I just want to add that when we face a
situation where the Auditor General, in
accepting his responsibilities, again draws to
our attention millions in deficit that he cannot
see being overcome, then we have to consider
this as a report and not government policy or
legislation.

Mr. Allmand: On the other hand, yesterday
in the House of Commons, under the Auditor
General’s Estimates—I am not too sure
whether it was the Treasury Board’s or the
Auditor General’s Estimates—a member of
your party, Mr. Winch, got up and used this
particular table at the back—in the House of
Commons—and used those terms in a way
which I felt was very partisan. That is why I
do not want to have the term “slow progress
being made” there as I feel it can be used
very easily by politicians and by journalists
to mislead and to give the wrong impression.
I think it gives the wrong impression with
respect to the Post Office Bill and the action
that has been taken under Post Office.
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For example, the member of your party
said that only four of these recommendations
had been implemented or were about to be
implemented, based on this particular table at
the back, when, in fact, certain real action
had been taken under “Post Office”. That was
included as one of the 55 where nothing had
been done. So I think it is a misleading table,
and although you say we are not supposed to
consider government policy and the policy of
Parliament and that we are supposed to con-
sider what the Auditor General recommends,
this table in this report is being used by
politicians out of the House and even in the
House to score points against the government
in a partisan way. If they are going to do that
I want the table to be more reflective of what
is being done.

Mr. Orange: That is exactly what you are
doing now.

Mr. Allmand: That is right, but I am going
to retaliate every time somebody uses it
against us.

The Chairman: Thank you, gentlemen. Mr.
Flemming.
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Mr. Flemming: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The controversy that has arisen is due to the
fact that there seems to be a difference of
opinion as to what constitutes “slow”. In my
opinion the Auditor General is quite justified
in saying it is slow. The question is, when
does “slow” become adequate and when does
it become satisfactory?

All you need to do is read the comments,
which are factual. Mr. Allmand would not
deny that they are factual. And so I think
that he is overly sensitive about the comments
made in this Committee with reference to
the government. He will get a great deal
more respect from the government which he
supports if he contributes something which is
going to strengthen and improve the actions
of the government rather than to try, appar-
ently, to say something and do something that
is going to sort of justify everything that has
been done.

Now, in my opinion, the label “slow” is
justified. If action had been taken within six
months it would not be justified. But it was
not and it stayed there for a few years, is
that not right? And so the question is, what
constitutes “slow”? As far as I am concerned,
I think the Auditor General was right and I
will submit this as a proper interpretation.

The Chairman: Mr. Lefebvre.

Mr, Lefebvre: As Mr. Nowlan said a few
minutes ago, I thought we had resolved this
particular argument as we had agreed at the
end of the last meeting—I do not have the
Committee report here—that this particular
adjective would be removed and that we
would say “progress is being made”. I stand
corrected if I am wrong but this is the
impression that I have. If anyone has a Com-
mittee report here, maybe we could check it,
but this is my belief.

I have the French copy here, and under the

comments of the Auditor General, it says in
the second paragaph:

[Interpretation]

By virtue of an amendment to the Post
Office Act which received royal sanction
on October 31, 1968, second class postage
rates were substantialy increased.

[English]

—they were raised considerably. In one ver-
sion we use the words “considerable in-
crease” and in the other we say “slow prog-
ress”. In my opinion, these two things do
not seem to relate and I think we should
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stand by our decision at the last Committee
meeting to remove the controversial word

“slow” and just say “progress is being
made”.

The Chairman: Mr. Flemming.
® 1000

Mr. Flemming: Do you agree, Mr. Chair-
man, that this Committee had made the deci-
sion that we eliminate the word “slow”?

The Chairman: Well now, gentlemen, I
personally would be agreeable to having the
word “slow” removed. But I am at the wish
of the committee.

But as we go through each one of these, if
we are not satisfied with the category that it
is placed in, it will be the prerogative of this
Committee to put it in the proper category.
The next one, for instance, is marked “slow
progress”. You may wish to move that into
another category; I do not know. This seems
to be the stumbling block and there are
points on both sides in whether this word
“slow” should be there or whether it should
not. But I think the general feeling at the
last meeting was that we would remove the
word “slow”. 1 think that was the final
thought. I think it is only a technicality. Mr.
Nowlan said:

As a continuation of the point of order
and in the same spiritual light of mutual-
ity why do we not just take out the
“slow”? There is progress being made.

That was said at the last meeting. Mr.
Burton?

Mr. Burton: Of course, the term “slow” is a
somewhat relative term. Nevertheless, I think
we should consider that the Auditor General
has given his opinion that this is his view of
the progress that is being made with respect
to the recommendations, and he would have
his own definition of what he means by the
term “slow”. I would take it that it would be
along the line that more rapid progress
should have been made. I am only suggesting
that this is what I think he might come up
with. It seems to me we do not have any
power to change this report of the Auditor
General if this is his view. We might ask him
if he would not consider a change of terms,
and we could report that in our view a diﬂer-
ent state of affairs exists as well.

The Chairman: Mr. Burton, at this stage I
would like to point out that this Committee
has the right to change the category regard-

less of the category the Audltor General
places them in. rae



Mr. Burton: In this report.

The Chairman: Yes. This Committee can
rule otherwise if they so wish. I think we
should hear from Mr. Henderson on this
point.

Mr. Henderson: Gentlemen, may I just
attempt for one minute to put this matter into
focus. This recommendation was made by this
Committee and it covers the past five years.
Your recommendation is quoted at the top
and I give you the nub of that recommenda-
tion in my comments below:

early consideration should be given by
Parliament to ways and means of cover-
ing the loss of the Post Office Department
in handling second class mail.

As you well know, that loss has manifested
itself in a very substantial deficit over the
years. I readily agree that the government
has come to grips with this. They put first
class postage up forthwith. They are propos-
ing the substantial increases of which you are
aware in three stages, but not beginning
before April 1, 1969. I make these comments
in my capacity as advisor to you in order to
bring you up to date on the factual situation
and to point out factors that you should know
in order to exercise judgment on the status of
the particular recommendation.
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- I think it was about three years ago that
you asked me if it would not be possible to
prepare some kind of a box score to catego-
rize them in some way. In fact, I think several
of the members who are here will recall
that the Committee attempted to do that and
then they asked me if I would do it for them.
Therefore Mr, Long and I, for better or for
worse, came up with the headings that you
see on page 27 and for the past several years
the items have been placed in that category.
I hold no particular brief for the word
“slow”. Perhaps I could use an adjective
somewhat more derogatory than that. I am
only doing it to help you. If you have a better
way of doing it or would care to form a
committee of your own to do it, believe me, I
should be more than pleased. It is simply to
give you an indication of where the totals
stand. We have here some 50-odd recommen-
dations which have been with us now for a
considerable number of years and which, I
may say, increase substantially the complex-
ity of my work, the size of my report and the
burden of your work, and if you are able to
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follow out the technique that you propose,
that is, to take my 1968 report—and we can
clean it up, believe me—it will not only be a
fine job but it will help me and it will save
money for everybody. So, Mr. Chairman, I
am entirely in your hands on the categoriza-
tion. This is a modest attempt on our part to
provide a shortcut, because time is always of
the essence at these meetings.

The Chairman: Gentlemen, in view of the
past experience of the Public Accounts Com-
mittee I think it is fair to say, on any recom-
mendations we have made to the House, that
we are tickled to death to know that progress
is being made. It does not matter whether it
is fast, slow, medium or intermediate so long
as progress is being made. We are most
interested in progress of some description
being made, and with that in mind I would
suggest that we say “Progress is being made”
and leave out the adjective. If you are agreed
on this we will proceed to the next point.
Agreed?

Some hon. Members: Agreed.

The Chairman: Item No. 2 has to do with
departmental trading and servicing activities,
and so on, and progress is being made on this
one:

Departmental Operating Activities. The
Committee reiterated its belief that it
would be desirable, in order that Mem-
bers may have a clear understanding of
the true financial results of departmental
trading and servicing activities, were
overall financial statements reflecting
these activities to be included in the
Public Accounts, provided this can be
done without undue cost or staff
increases. The Committee requested the
Auditor General to continue to keep the
development of this objective under close
surveillance and to report thereon to the
Committee in due course.

Mr. Henderson has made the following
rather lengthy comment:

Comment by the Auditor General: In
paragraph 251 of my 1967 Report to the
House I referred to the issuance in April
1966 of the Treasury Board policy circu-
lar on the establishment and use of work-
ing capital advances (revolving funds)
which should lead to the increasing use
of working capital advances by depart-
ments and agencies in circumstances
where it would be to their advantage in
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carrying out any program or activity. In
such circumstances annual financial state-
ments would be prepared for isclusion
in the departmental sections of the Public
Accounts. Implementation of this pro-
gram should represent a long step to-
wards reaching the objective which I
have been advocating for several years
and which has been consistently endors-
ed by the Committee. Paragraphs 252 to
266 of that Report indicate how a num-
ber of the larger departments and agen-
cies involved in trading of servicing
activities have already reached or are
progressing toward the development of
financial statement along the lines re-
commended.

On June 27, 1967 the Treasury Board
authorized a contract with a firm of man-
agement consultants to provide consultant
services, to recommend the format of
operating budgets, to cover certain manu-
facturing and trading operations carried
out by departments and financed by
revolving funds and advance accounts.
The study was completed in November
1967.

On February 29, 1968, Treasury Board
approved an extension to the contract
with the consultants for the provision of
additional information for the Treasury
Board in connection with summary budg-
ets for possible printing in the Estimates
Blue Book, the establishment of prinecip-
les and accounting practices which could
be applied to all working capital advances
and the nature of the information on
working capital advances required for
program review purposes. This involved
preparing a revision to the Treasury
Board policy circular. A draft of a
revised circular is now being studied by
the Treasury Board.

It remains my intention to keep the
development of this objective under close
surveillance and to continue to report
thereon to the Committee.

would you like to add anything further to
that, Mr. Henderson?

Mr. Henderson: Mr. Chairman, since the
Committee made its original recommendation
over five years ago, Treasury Board—and you
will hear more particularly about this next
Thursday morning—have been making con-
siderable progress in the area of costing and
producing financial statements. This has
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therefore become, shall I say, one facet of the
total problem. It interested me some ten years
ago because a lot of the departmental operat-
ing activities, had they been properly costed
and set up in the form of financial statements,
would have conveyed considerably more
information than had been the case in the
past. Treasury Board and I are both working
toward this common objective.

When this matter was discussed in 1963 the
Committee gave its blessing to my proposal
but it added the strong proviso that it be
developed without—and I quote the words
they used—“undue cost or staff increases”,
and it directed me to keep the development
of the objective under close surveillance and
to report to the Committee. I have been doing
that, and I think it would be better if you
were to perhaps pass over this item for now,
Mr. Chairman, until you have an opportunity
to consider what Treasury will say to you
next Thursday morning. There may also be
one or two other items which I think you
may want to handle in like manner.

The Chairman: No. 3 is listed as progress
being made. This is a very important item. It
has to do with the area of internal financial
control, and the Committee is very much
interested in this.

3. Internal Financial Control. The
Committee requested the Auditor Gen-
eral to continue his examinations into
the important area of internal financial
control and to report further to the House
on steps taken or which should be taken
to improve financial management in the
various departments, Crown corporations
and other instrumentalities.

Comment by the Auditor General: While
a number of the larger departments and
Crown corporations possess their own
internal audit staffs, some of them have
not yet taken steps along these lines even
though the circumstances justify it. On
the other hand, in the related field of
pre-audit, staffs are larger and methods
more elaborate than modern practice
requires. I do not believe the solution to
these problems lies in engaging more
staff but rather in making more effective
use of the staffs presently engaged in
internal auditing, including pre-audit
work, coupled with a freer exchange of
ideas among the various departments,
Crown corporations and other agencies.
In this connection the President of the
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Treasury Board advised the House on
December 7, 1967 that
44, The Government intends to
introduce legislation to provide for
transfer of the pre-audit responsibility
from the Office of the Comptroller of
the Treasury to individual departments
and agencies. Substantial staff savings
are anticipated when this process is
completed.
(Hansard p. 5183)

It is my intention to keep this matter
under review and to report further there-
on to the House.

As you will note, one sentence in the Auditor

General’s report says that some of the

departments. .
...have not yet taken steps along these
lines even though the circumstances justi-
fy it. On the other hand, in the related
field of pre-audit, staffs are larger and
methods more elaborate than modern
practice requires.
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That is a statement that needs some thought
and some explanation. Does anyone have any
questions they would like to ask the witnesses
in this regard? If not, I will ask Mr. Hender-
son to enlarge upon it.

Mr. Henderson: Mr. Chairman, this is
another item which will come up, or should
come up, when the President of the Treasury
Board is before you. It encompasses a very
large area but the principal point here is that
the Glassco Commission made a very impor-
tant recommendation—I do not know whether
this was included in the 21 which the
President of the Treasury Board tabled
yesterday—namely, that a great many of the
financial responsibilities be decentralized or
delegated to the departments, that the pre-
auditing work of the Office of the Comptroller
of the Treasury, which is now carried out, be
removed, and that the responsibility be vest-
ed in the Deputy Ministers—much along the
same lines as the government delegates this
responsibility to the presidents and manage-
ments of Crown Corporations,

They have been, shall we say, tuning up in
readiness for it, but no action, so far as I
know, has been taken in this respect yet
because before this responsibility can be
transferred—what we call the pre-auditing
responsibility and commitment control—the

November 19, 1968

Financial Administration Act has to be
altered. We have to bear in mind the Comp-
troller of the Treasury does this pursuant to
statutory requirement. I therefore gave you
the quote of what the President of the Treas-
ury Board stated in the House last December
here, namely, that...

The government intends to introduce
legislation to provide for transfer of the
pre-audit responsibility from the Office of
the Comptroller of the Treasury to
individual departments and agencies.
Substantial staff savings are anticipated
when this process is completed.

This, therefore, is the key to this and sev-
eral of the other points here that you will be
considering, and I would suggest that that is
something on which you would like the Presi-
dent of the Treasury Board to expound next
Thursday.

The Chairman: Are there any questions?

Mr. Cullen: A question was raised in the
House yesterday about the fact that all Crown
Corporations do not use the Auditor General,
that some of them retain their own auditors
and for very good reasons—because their spe-
ciality may be in that particular field. Now is
Polymer, of which I am somewhat familiar,
one of the Crown Corporations where you
feel some improvement could be made by
better use of staff, or is hat being too
particular?

Mr. Henderson: I can answer right off in
the case of Polymer. First of all, I am the
auditor of Polymer and have been from its
inception. The auditing of all its foreign sub-
sidiaries, however, I share jointly with a pri-
vate firm under an arrangement that has been
going now for many years and which works
extremely well.

Mr. Cullen: This is the point I am making.

Mr. Henderson: It is not a corporation to
which I would suggest any particularly better
use could be made in this area. I am speaking
more here of the departments and some of
the other Crown Corporations without
particularizing.

Mr. Cullen: Do you feel that it is beneficial
to work together, particularly when working
in a foreign field?

Mr. Henderson: Well, it saves me trouble,
Mr. Cullen. Moreover, a Corporation like
Polymer, as heavily involved as it is in some
of the foreign markets, faces local taxation
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problems the nature of which are more famil-
iar to them than to me, and together we are
able to give them better service.

Mr. Cullen: So in a situation like that...
Mr. Henderson: That is right.

Mr., Cullen:
commendation.

..that would be your re-

Mr. Henderson: This is a very  clear-cut
example of the benefits of the joint auditor
relationship practice.

Mr. Cullen: Thank you very much.

Mr. Henderson: Your Committee has anoth-
er recommendation under this heading which
you will come to in this Report.

The Chairman: We will move on. That one
is listed as “progress being made” and we

will take it up further when Treasury Board
are here.
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Mr. Crouse: Before we move on from this
item there is a question that comes to mind
which has to do with a statement in the
House by the Finance Minister regarding
shared cost programs.

We were informed, if I remember correct-
ly, that the reason for our large budgetary
deficit for example at the present time was
brought about as a result of an inability to
properly keep control of the shared cost pro-
grams—in simple words, they got out of hand
and neither the departments nor the ministers
nor anyone seemingly was aware of just what
was happening. The result was that we have
this enormous deficit facing us and facing
Canada and, having just returned from my
constituency, facing the people who are con-
cerned to a degree that I never before have
been aware of. Would this type of recommen-
dation that is before us now, whereby your
Department would have closer auditing con-
trol within the departments, serve to prevent
this from happening in the future?

Mr. Henderson: Yes, I think it would, Mr.
Crouse.' Of course when you make deals such
as the government has made on the shared
cost programs, which are open-ended, it is
pretty difficult. I thought Mr. Benson’s pres-
entation of that subject was very sensibly
and very well done, if I may say so. Now you
see that exemplified in my report already
under the heading of “Unemployment Assist-
ance.” For many years I have been flogging
that one because the ambiguities of that Act
are so tremendous that a number of things
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are going off under it which we just cannot
stop.

Winter Works is another program, as you
well know from my Report two to three years
ago—I think Mr. Flemming particularly will
recall the discussion he had in the Commit-
tee—where a number of projects were being
carried out which in our view just simply did
not qualify. Now we brought these to atten-
tion and there was considerable discussion. I
recall Mr. Marchand appearing before the
Senate and a great deal of discussion taking
place. This year, as a matter of fact, my
officers and I are engaged in looking at it. I
think this will be perhaps its final year
because the Prime Minister, as you know, has
announced that will cease effective 1967-68, 1
thint :

There is an area indeed for better auditing,
better co-operation and the extent to which
the departments and the Crown Corporations
can perfect their internal auditing so that
they automatically give me something in
which I can place a greater reliance and
therefore have to do less work. Believe me,
there is no duplication but, in many
instances, because they do not have one we
have to do more work than we should. And
we are after them. Sometimes the size of
their organization perhaps does not justify
having a very elaborate thing but the case is
examined on its merits,

If the pre-auditing—and I think this is a
very interesting case—now exercised by the
Comptroller of the Treasury is lifted and the
deputy ministers of departments of govern-
ment are given the cheque book and make the
payments, then a greater accent will have to
be placed on ensuring that they have proper
internal auditing after the event in the
department and a greater accent on the exter-
nal auditing that I do.

Therefore I am extremely interested in the
rate of progress and what the government’s
intentions are with respect to this decentrali-
zation of responsibility. I think the proposals
they are making make complete sense but

you do not just bring a change like this in
overnight.

Mr. Crouse: Would it be true to say.then
that if your department does not do post
auditing the escalation of costs under the
shared cost program could even get wider
without evident control?
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Mr. Henderson: I would hope that our work
would stem it. I do not think I can offer any
guarantees but we are certainly fully aware
of it and we always intend to do our best.

Mr. Nowlan: Mr. Crouse has raised a very
interesting point which is pretty basic to what
little Parliament can do regarding some of
these shared cost programs. Mr. Henderson, it
is admitted that these are open-ended and
that administration, presumably, is in the
hands of the provinces. The Department of
National Health and Welfare is one of the
more basic departments for these open-ended
programs, Let us avoid .this myth of minis-
terial responsibility which was fine a hundred
years ago but government is so complex and
complicated now that I think we are going to
have to face the fact; we face it in reality
anyway. It is a myth.

"Can you go down to the Department of
National Health and Welfare and pick up
some department head who, in February, told
the Minister of Finance that share cost pro-
grams were going to balance out at a certain
figure, and yet come back there four months
later .and have that same man say, ‘“Well,
look, I made a mistake in my figures. The
bridge collapsed, we are in the water, the
deficit is $600 odd million™?

In other words, can you see where the buck
stops to pass and the chairman or the director
of a certain department made a mistake and
we know he made a mistake—and everyone
can make mistakes—but perhaps next year, if
he makes another mistake obviously he gets
red-circled, and perhaps demoted, because I
come to that.

I think this is a basic thing. Perhaps you
have explored this in the past. If not, a Com-
mittee like this and or Parliament is perhaps
going to have to go behind this corporate veil
of ministerial responsibility, For instance, the
fine arts building down here on Confederation
Square. Well, that is not Confederation
Square with that building; that is accounting
confusion because there should be somebody
somewhere who made a wrong estimate.

It ha‘ppens in all governments; we made
wrong estimates when we were in power, I
think we are paying these men who are in
charge of departments or section heads good
money and that the parliamentarian at some
stage, and perhaps a committee of Parlia-
ment, should be able to find out if Sam Jones
made an estimate of $18 million in the fine
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arts centre and it turns out to be $48 million,
or whatever it may be.

I think it is part and parcel of what Mr.
Crouse mentioned on the share cost programs.
Is there someone you can put the finger on
within the Department when you go in on
either a pre-audit or post-audit and say he
made a mistake?

Mr. Henderson: The answer to that, Mr.
Nowlan, is yes, but at the same time you
have to remember that it is not my function
or responsibility nor my desire, in fact, to
wish to interfere in administration. In our
examination of the facts leading up to the
cases with which we would deal in this Com-
mittee, I naturally must be familiar with
what ‘has caused it and always seek to get
just as far down the line as I can to find
where that buck you speak of really passed.

When it comes before this Committee and
you examine it as you will be doing in my
1968 Report, you then examine or have as
witnesses the people who are responsible in
that department, the deputy minister and his
assistants. I feel it is proper that I should
defer to them to answer this guestion to you
although they are fully aware that I have the
total picture. I usually speak on these sub-
jects only when directed by the Committee to
do so. You then have the man who takes the
ultimate responsibility under our system.

Mr. Nowlan: I appreciate that, and I gather
we can wait for these officials to appear, but
as you are aware, without getting political,
there certainly is some suggestion that the
federal government was aware that certain
figures were not realistic and they got that
suggestion from other provincial governments
who allegedly pointed out the differences.
Now, as a parliamentarian—whether I am on
one side or the other, but naturally being on
the side I am in the present make-up of the
Federal Government—I would be most
interested in just seeing, within the internal
accounting, who rationalized some of these
suggestions coming, say, perhaps from On-
tario that share cost programs and figures
were realistic when in fact they were not.

The Chairman: Mr. Nowlan, I think when
the 1968 Report is before us you will have an
opportunity to follow that further. Mr.
Allmand?
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Mr. Allmand: Mr. Chairman, I was merely
going to ask how we do check into these
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types of things. For example, the shared cost
programs; should these miscalculations on
predictions be investigated in the Health and
Welfare Committee where they bring in offici-
als and the Minister or do we bring them
here? For example, for the National Arts
Centre they are trying to question why the
predictions were so out of line. I understand
in the Broadcasting Committee they question
the Minister and the deputies and the other
civil servants. Do we bring these people back
in this Committee also to go through that
same...

The Chairman: Yes, we will, Mr. Allmand.
We can have the CBC officials before this
Committee.

Mr. Allmand: I see.

Mr. Nowlan: We could duplicate or supple-
ment what is going on in the Broadcasting
Committee now with Mr. Southam.

The Chairman: We must remember that the
Auditor General audits the books after the
money has been spent and he is not in a
position to catch this spending of money
before it is spent. His duty is to audit the
moneys that have been spent. Anything prior
to that is really policy and out of his field.

Now, if there is nothing further we will go
on to No. 4, Unemployment Assistance.

4, Unemployment  Assistance., The
Committee shared the opinion of the
Deputy Minister of National Welfare and
the Auditor General that consideration
should be given by Parliament to redraft-
ing the Unemployment Assistance Act so
as to state more clearly the objectives
and methods of achieving them and to
remove ambiguities in the present law
which have resulted in varying interpre-
tations. It believed that consideration
should also be given to including with
Unemployment Assistance other existing
programs to assist the needy so as to
_provide better co-ordination of federal-
provincial efforts in this field.

In its Fourteenth Report 1966-67 pre-
sented to the House on March 2, 1967 the
Committee referred to discussions it had
with the Deputy Minister of National
Welfare concerning the Canada Assis-
tance plan enacted by Parliament in 1966
which permits the Federal Government
to enter into agreements with the prov-
inces to make contributions to the cost of
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providing assistance and welfare services,
pursuant to provincial law, to all persons
in need. The Committee believes that the
new plan should provide a better overall
co-ordination of assistance programs,
although recognizing that, until the regu-
lations under the plan are established and
agreements entered into with the prov-
inces, it is not posible to fully assess the
adequacy of the new comprehensive
approach to social assistance in overcom-
ing administrative weaknesses previously
criticized. The Committee asked the
Auditor General to follow up this matter
and report further to the House thereon
in due course.

The Chairman: This is listed as “soon to be
implemented”. Are there any questions or
observations? Does anybody wish to question
Mr. Henderson or Mr. Long? If not, we will
proceed. I think it is pretty well outlined
there,

No. 5 concerns the findings of the royal
commission on government organization.

5. Findings of the Royal Commission
on Government Organization. The Audi-
tor General referred to the numerous
and widespread findings made public
in 1962 and 1963 by this Royal Com-
mission as a result of its examination
into the organization and methods of
operation of departments and agencies
of the Government. He reminded the
Committee that where administrative
action has caused or contributed to
waste of public money, it is his duty to
report such cases as he considers should
be brought to the notice of the House. He
pointed out that while some instances
come to his attention directly during the
course of his audit work, others are
indirectly brought to light by action on
the part of the administration itself in the
course of examining its own operations,
as for example, through the medium of
internal auditing.

By the same token, he considers it to
be his duty to study reports prepared by
or for the managements of departments
and agencies, as are by law available to
him, directed toward the saving of public
money by the elimination of wasteful
practices and unnecessary or unecono-
mical operations. To the extent such

" reports correctly indicate where and how
savings could be made, the Auditor
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General considers he has a responsibility
to Parliament to follow through in all
such cases and ascertain what action
has been or will be taken toward
achieving such savings, or if no action
is to be taken, to inquire why. On the
other hand, he does not conceive to it to
be his responsibility to assess the prac-
ticability of any specific recommenda-
tions made because, in his view, the
decision with respect to the extent to
which, or the ways in which, such
recommendations can and will be im-
plemented must always be the sole
responsibility of management.

With regard to the findings of the
Royal Commission on Government
Organization, the Auditor General
believes it to be of considerable impor-
tance that those relating to outdated
procedures, uneconomical operations and
wasteful practices be effectively dealt
with, not only in the interests of improv-
ing efficiency but because of the substan-
tial savings of public funds which could
result. It is the opinion of the Committee
that not only does this lie within the
statutory responsibilities of the Auditor
General but that the Auditor General's
concept of his responsibilities in this mat-
ter is in accord with the intent and
wishes of Parliament.

The Chairman: This is listed as “progress
being made”.

Mr. Lefebvre: Mr. Chairman, has this to do
with the announcement yesterday by the
President of the Treasury Board that further
recommendations have been approved by the
government. Has this to do with that?

The Chairman: Do you mean the fact that
they are going to bring before us the new
submission of the Estimates?

Mr. Lefebvre: The President of the Trea-
sury Board on Motions yesterday—and per-
haps I did not catch it clearly—I thought had
listed some more items that have been
approved or accepted by the government as
having to do with this report.

The Chairman: I think that is right. Mr.
Henderson may have an observation because
in his remarks here he says:

This leaves 94 of the original 276 recom-
mendations still to be dealt with,

Mr. Lefebvre: There were some  more
yesterday.
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The Chairman: We will ask Mr. Henderson
for the most up to date report on that.

Mr. Henderson: Mr. Chairman, I noticed in
this morning’s paper that the Minister tabled
21 more yesterday and therefore I think I am
right in saying that it will now leave 73. You
will recall that this particular subject was an
assignment given to me by the Committee on
which I reported back in 1965, and I believe
some of these recommendations the President
of the Treasury Board proposes to discuss
with this Committee, which I think would be
an excellent thing.

The one I am principally interested in is
the one I mentioned earlier, namely the all-
important one of the decentralization of the
responsibility; the lifting of pre-audit control.

The Chairman: The next one, No. 6, will be
dealt with next Thursday. Progress is being
made.

No. 7 concerns Governor General's Special
Warrants.

7. Governor General’s Special War-
rants. The Committee recommended that
a study be made of Governor General’s
special warrants.

Mr. Henderson: Mr. Chairman, if I might
take the liberty of correcting your No. 6,
there is no action here. These are two things
that the Committee proposed on which Treas-
ury Board has taken no action, namely the
inclusion of the supporting financial informa-
tion of Crown corporations. You will recall
our discussions on this over the years where-
by when you vote the money, for example,
for the CBC of a hundred-odd million, there
is just that figure and this Committee felt it
should be in the Blue Book. You should have
the budget, the six or eight categories where
‘the money is going to go put in, so that you
see the general broad areas where the spend-
ing is going to be made. There has been no
action on this. Second, as and when there are
major increases in the size of staff establish-
ments in all governmental departments as
they appear in the Estimates there should be
a brief note at the bottom saying why. There
has been no action on that.
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Mr. Winch: Mr. Chairman, when you say
“no action” you mean there has been no
reported action. We do not mean they have
not discussed it or they have not brought it

up.
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Mr. Henderson: I have not been advised of
anything being done by the Treasury. I hope
that the secretary of the Treasury Board will
be able to submit something to you on Thurs-
day about this.

The Chairman: That is really what I had in
mind when I said progress was being made,
in that they are coming here Thursday, but
up to this point we have not heard.

Mr. Crouse: We will discuss No. 6 then on
Thursday? We are just deferring this discus-
sion then until Thursday?

The Chairman: That is right, Mr. Crouse.

Mr. Crouse: Thank you.

The Chairman: On paragraph 7. Governor
General’s special warrants. This is a very big
and a very important subject.

Mr. Henderson: It was, I suppose, two or
three elections ago that the Committee put
down this request, because it was concerned
over the procedure and requested that a
study be made. I suppose we know there is
no action yet, so I have categorized it as that.
That is Section 28 of the Financial Adminis-
tration Act.

Mr. Lefebvre: This is the way the govern-
ment spends funds between parliaments.

Mr. Henderson: When Parliament is dis-
solved, Mr. Lefebvre.

The Chairman: Mr. Allmand.

Mr. Allmand: I was just wondering what
the end of the study was to be? Why did we
recommend that a study be made? Because
we felt that the warrants were being abused?
There is not very much information there,

Mr. Henderson: If you will refer to this
subject in my 1965-1966 and 1967 reports, you
will find very detailed explanations as to how
they were carried out.

Mr. Allmand: How the warrants. ..

Mr. Henderson: How the money was spent
when Parliament was dissolved during those
particular years.

Mr. Allmand: Yes.
Mr. Henderson: And you will see the cir-

cumstances which led this Committee up to
suggesting that the whole area be studied.

Mr. Allmand: That is in paragraph 48 of
your 1966 report?

Mr. Henderson: Yes, that would be right.
29323—2
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The Chairman: Would the Committee like
to give consideration to setting up a subcom-
mittee, say of three members, that would
study the Governor General’s special war-
rants during the last period when Parliament
was not in session and bring back a report to
this Committee? It would be a very interest-
ing subject and research. If three members
would like to do it, this Committee would be
interested to know how the warrants were
used while Parliament was not sitting; what
the money was spent for; whether it was
spent in line with the warrants; and so on. I
think it would be most interesting.

Mr. Allmand: I too think it would, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. Nowlan: It is not just for dissolution,
Mr. Chairman. Does not prorogation or

adjournment give rise to Governor General’s
warrants?

Mr. Henderson: Well you always...
Mr. Nowlan: Is this not a little vague?

Mr. Henderson: ... vote supply before you
adjourn. This generally exists when Parlia-
ment is dissolved.

Mr. Bigg: But if they ran out. ..

Mr. Henderson: Yes, if they ran out,
then...

Mr. Bigg: ...this is a way of doing it.

Mr. Nowlan: This is one of the vague things
about it, is it not?

Mr. Lefebvre: Actually the Governor Gen-
eral does not have anything personally to do
with the spending of this money, but it gives
the impression that the Governor General is
spending millions of dollars. I do not know,
but I cannot see this term at all. It is too bad
they could not change it.

The Chairman: Mr. Allmand?

Mr. Allmand: I think your suggestion is a
good one, Mr. Chairman. I would move that
we set up a subcommittee. You are in a better
position to know just how many people would
be required, but I would suggest that this
subcommittee be set up.

The Chairman: I would think if we had one
person from each of the parties on this Com-
mittee. If you would leave it to me to name
four, I would do it. I would like Mr. Allmand,
Mr. Crouse, Mr. Burton and Mr. Rodrigue.
The four parties will be represented and they
could make a complete study of Governor
General’s warrants for the last session. I do
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not think we need to go any further than
that, for the last time they were used. They
could report to the Committee and we could
have your report sometime early next year.
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Mr. Nowlan: I think this is a good idea, but
should they not look back. Did not the Audi-
tor General say it goes back to 1966, or is this
just going to be too much? It certainly will
refer to those earlier reports.

The Chairman: We will leave that up to the
subcommittee. They can go back as far as
they like with particular reference to the lat-
ter period. Is it agreed?

Some hon. Members: Agreed.

The Chairman: Mr. Cullen?

Mr, Cullen: May I ask one question? The
recommendation was that the Committee
recommended that a study be made of the
Governor General's special warrants. Now,
are you suggesting a study be made by Cabi-
pet. Is this aside from the internal one?

Mr. Henderson: Mr. Cullen, the Secretary
of the Treasury Board—if my recollection
serves me right—said he would make a study
of it. I do not think he has done it yet, or I
do not think Dr. Davidson had by the time he
left that position.

Mr. Bigg: Perhaps this subcommittee could
check with them to find out if there has not
been much of this research done, and which
they could use rapidly.

- The Chairman: Paragraph 8-—Unemploy-
ment Insurance Fund and its Administration.

8. Unemployment Insurance Fund and
its Administration. The Committee stated
its opinion that it is in the public
interest that the Government’s con-
sideration of the report of the Committee
of Inquiry (which was tabled on Decem-
ber 20, 1962) be completed as soon as
possible and that the Government bring
forward promptly such proposals as it
may deem necessary to deal with the
problem raised by the report.

The Committee also reiterated the
additional recommendation made in its
Fourth Report 1963 that preparation of
the annual financial statements for the
Unemployment Insurance Fund should be
made a statutory responsibility of the
Unemployment Insurance Commission
and that the statements should be report-
ed on by the Auditor General.
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After having a report from departmen-
tal officers, the Committee in its Four-
teenth Report 1966-67, presented to the
House on March 2, 1967, indicated its
understanding that legislation was to be
brought before the House covering the
report of the Committee of Inquiry.

The Chairman: There has been no action
taken on this recommendation and it was a
matter of the Act having been amended so
that the Act would make it the responsibility
of the Unemployment Insurance Commission
to make a report. Also that the Auditor Gen-
eral, as I recall, would be the auditor of that
Commission. Is that right?

Mr. Henderson: That is right.

The Chairman: As you recall, in the House
we had the Act before us, but it was simply
to increase the contributions and the benefits,
and we did not get into this particular part of
the Act. Therefore no action has been taken.
It is being done, but it is not being done
according to statute. Is that right, Mr. Hen-
derson? Mr. Lefebvre?

Mr. Lefebvre: Just recently—I do not know
if it has anything to do with this particular
recommendation of the Committee—I guess
all the members here saw in the newspapers
that there was a loss of $8 million to the
Unemployment Insurance Fund last year
through frauds of different kinds. They were
setting up more strict supervision or observa-
tion or questioning of those applying for
benefits, and they hope to save $3 million this
year and more next year. In the period of
three or four years they are trying to wipe
out this possibility of fraud. Has this anything
to do—this recent announcement that I am
speaking of—with the recommendations put

forth here?

Mr. Henderson: Yes. In part it does,
because this Committee was quite active in
looking into the Unemployment Insurance
Fund and its administration in 1962. Para-
graph 266 of my 1967 report gives the situa-
tion as to what has been taking place and also
there are quite interesting figures on the
benefits, the kind of auditing and checking
and what not which goes on. The principal
point of this No. 8, however, is the fact that
there should be some provision that the annu-
al financial statements of this Fund be exam-
ined and reported on by the Auditor General.
That has not yet been put in, although the
Minister has indicated that they are going to
bring in a revision of the Act one of these
days.
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The basic recommendation that your Com-
mittee would be interested in is that the
Committee stated its opinion that it is in the
public interest that the government’s consid-
eration of the report of the committee of
inquiry—which was tabled back in 1962—be
finished as soon as possible, and the govern-
ment must bring forward promptly such
proposals as they may deem necessary to deal
with the problems raised by the report. Well,
I suppose you could say those were brought
forward on March 7, 1968, when they
increased the contributions and they
increased the benefits. But this rather smaller
and less important point that the Committee
recommended has still got to see the light of
day.
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The Chairman: Mr. Allmand?

Mr. Allmand: Is that the general report?
Mr. Henderson: That is the general report.

The Chairman: Mr. Henderson, are you
reviewing the financial statement of the
Unemployment Insurance Commission now?

Mr. Henderson: Yes, sir. In fact I sign it as
though it were in the law. We always get it to
do each year. I really have no authority to do
it, but I do it anyway. I hope they will make
an honest person out of me soon.

The Chairman: So the point is that you are
doing it, but the Act does not state that it
should be given to you and audited by you.

Mr. Henderson: That is right.

The Chairman: I am wondering why such a
small amendment as this was not incorporat-
ed in the Act when it was before the House
just a short time ago.

Mr. Lefebvre: Excuse me. You are in fact

auditing this, but you have no authority from
the—

Mr. Henderson: The disbursements are
made out of the Consolidated Revenue Fund,
and by law I am the Auditor of that. Some
years ago we were instrumental in getting the
Unemployment Insurance Fund—to prepare
proper financial statements—a  balance
sheet—which I thought was a very sensible
thing. It used to have a large portfolio of
investments. From time to time it gets
changed around, but each year it should have
produced, or so it seemed to me, proper
financial statements so that one could see
what the income was, what the outgo was and
how many people were drawing the money,
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and so on. Up to that point there had not
been any. Then I suggested that if they would
put in all the costs and set them up right I
would sign them on the bottom and we could
put them in the Public Accounts of Canada so
that the whole story would be available.
That is what we proceeded to do. But, legal-
ly, provision for me to sign separately should
be in the Unemployment Insurance Act, as it
is in many other acts. We thought this was a
good thing to do and the statements, I think,
should commend themselves to you now.

Mr. Nowlan: Mr. Chairman, why is it not
there now? You have been given some an-
swer at some time. Probably it is in one of the
earlier reports.

Mr. Henderson: I really do not know, Mr.

Nowlan. I guess it is one of those things that
they have not—

The Chairman:
oversight.

Mr. Lefebvre: All that remains is to give

you official word. Actually, everything else
has been done?

Mr. Henderson: There is provision for my
doing it in most of the legislation dealing
with other similar funds. We do not have
anything like this in the Canada Pension
Plan. If 1 were the Auditor of that, there
would be financial statements—a balance
sheet and a proper setup. I think it is a good
thing. Considering the amount of money
involved in these funds there should be an

acocunting to the people; and the Auditor
should—

Mr. Crouse: Am I to understand that you
do not audit the Canada Pension Plan? :

Mr. Henderson: I do the auditing of that, of
course, because I am the Auditor of the Con-
solidated Revenue Fund which encompasses it
all. However, if I were directed to sign the
financial statements of the Canada Pension
Plan there would be financial statements.
Obviously there would have to be before I
could act. This was a point which was drawn
to the attention of the Ministers of the day at

the time that legislation came down, but they
did not pursue it.

The Chairman: I, as Chairman of this Com-
mittee, am as responsible as anyone for let-
ting this slip by. I think every member of the
Public Accounts Committee bears the respon-
sibility, too.

When this Act was before the House we
should have been on our feet asking that this

It has just been an
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amendment be put in the Act. It is a very
simple thing. It is being done. It is just a
matter of making it statutory. It slipped my
mind and your minds, and officials in the
Department did not do it, and there it is. It is
really a very small matter, but it brings up
the point, gentlemen, that as Members of this
Committee we must be on our toes at all
times to watch for these things when a bill is
before the House and is related to some
recommendations that we as a Committee
have made.

Mr. Flemming, and then Mr. Bigg.

Mr. Flemming: My question of the Auditor
General is very brief. Who has the authority
to invest the Canada Pension funds, which
must run into an enormous amount of money?

Mr, Henderson: I have the authority to do
that. The Comptroller of the Treasury is re-
sponsible for the disbursements and has a
good and capable staff engaged on that; and I
do the auditing.

I would like to see financial statements at
the end of the year showing, in a form that
the layman could follow, the income and out-
go. Several government departments are
mixed up in this.
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Mr. Flemming: What action could this
Committee take to expedite such action? I am
sure everyone agrees with this.

Mr. Henderson: If the Committee wishes I
would be happy to prepare a memorandum
giving the precise facts of the situation, Mr.
Flemming, and indicating what course of
action the Committee might care to consider.
Wt:;al;l that not perhaps be the sensible thing
to do

Mr. Flemming: Perhaps we can leave it at
that for the time being, Mr. Chairman.

The Chairman: You wish to speak of the
Canada Pension, Mr. Bigg?

Mr, Bigg: Mr. Chairman, my question is
very closely related. We claim that no action
has been taken on a great many of these.
From the time we make a recommendation in
the Committee, exactly what liaison is there
to keep it before these people?

All the departments are very busy trying to
get things done. The legal department is
drawing up sections of the act. Whose respon-
sibility is it to look after something like that?

Obviously the Chairman cannot go every
day to the law officers who are drawing up a
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new statute to make sure that our recommen-
dations are followed up.

The Chairman: All right, Mr. Bigg. We will
deal with Mr. Flemming’s suggestion first and
then come back to yours.

The suggestion was that the Auditor Gener-
al prepare a memorandum on this matter.

Mr. Henderson: On the Canada Pension
Plan.

The Chairman: Is it agreed, gentlemen?
Mr. Burton?

Mr. Burton: In addition to the Canada Pen-
sion Plan fund are there any others to which
we should be giving like consideration?

Mr. Henderson: Mr. Burton, I had not
expected this matter to come up this morning.
If you would care to leave it with me I will
discuss it with my directors.

Mr. Burton: That is fine.

Mr. Henderson: Perhaps a small working
paper on the Canada Pension Plan would be
useful.

The Chairman: All right. Is it agreed?
Some hon. Members: Agreed.

The Chairman: Mr. Bigg, Mr. Henderson
way wish to comment on your question on
whose responsibility it is to follow up the
recommendations.

Mr. Henderson, have you anything to say
on Mr, Bigg's question?

Mr. Henderson: Indeed, yes. When you
make recommendations the Chairman sends
them to the Ministers responsible. That is
explained on the first page of the follow-up
Report. Then No. 3 states:

in order that the members of the Com-
mittee may be made aware of the extent
to which the Government is adopting the
recommendations of the Committee in
relation to legislation which is proposed
for Parliament, it is recommended that
the Auditor General advise the Chairman,
Vice-Chairman or whomsoever either may
designate, from time to time, as to the
status of each recommendation contained
in this and subsequent reports of the
Committee.

Accordingly, in the hope that it would aid in
the debates that take place in Parliament, we
have been writing to chairmen and vice-
chairmen to say that such-and-such an act is
coming up and the committee on such-and-
such a date proposed this or that.
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Unfortunately, however, as your Chairman
can probably explain better than I, we have
not always been able to obtain very good
results from that course.

The second point I would like to make to
Mr. Bigg is that in the case of the Unemploy-
ment Insurance Commission—this is the type
of experience we have—it happened that I
had a talk with the Chief Commissioner of
the Unemployment Insurance Commission
shortly after he was appointed. I thought that
I could get this problem solved and I brought
it up. I briefed him fully on the point that we
had been making since 1960, with respect to
his audited financial statements, and he said
that he was fully in accord with our position.
However, he did not feel that the required
change in the legislation should be included
in Bill C-197 to amend the Act which was
just coming before the House.

This bill has a limited purpose, dealing
only with salary limitations and amounts of
contributions. He felt that the necessary
provision about audited financial statements
should be part of the more comprehensive
overhaul of the Act that is to be made. That
was in 1968, eight years after this Committee
first brought it up. We have made a bit of
progress in that respect.

The Chairman: Mr. Allmand?

Mr. Allmand: Mr. Chairman, it seems to me
that the best way for Members of Parliament
to inquire about whether these recommenda-
tions are being carried through is by putting
questions to the Ministers in the House from
time to time.

After all, it is our responsibility, if we have
made a recommendation to a certain Minister
to do something, to ask him every so often
what in fact is being done.
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Having read recommendation 8, I have
already given notice to the Minister of
Labour, whose Estimates are coming up on
Thursday, that I am going to ask him about
the Gill Report. He said that he would try to
have an answer for me. We should do it when
the estimates are up and say, “What about
recommendation No. X that we gave you last
year? Can you give us any progress on that
recommendation? What about the Gill Report,
what about the other report?” and so forth
and so on. I think it is up to us as Members
of Parliament, in the estimates period and

Public Accounts

also in the general question period, to tie
down the Ministers from time to time.

The Chairman: You are quite right. It is
along the views I expressed a few minutes
ago that this is the time to do it in the House
when the estimates or the Act are being

opened up so we can have an amendment.
Mr. Nowlan.

Mr. Nowlan: One further thing on that
point that Mr. Bigg raised and that Mr. All-
mand carried forward a little. Most of the
legislation seems to go through the House
between 2.30 and 6 o’clock on a Friday after-
noon, and I think I was there when this
unemployment thing came up last year and
there were about 10 people in the House and
it came up rather unexpectedly. That is why
I was interested in Mr. Henderson’s statement
that he tries to forewarn the Chairman or the
Vice-Chairman because, as far as I know, if
my memory serves me correctly, I remember
the Gill Report and I thought we should have
had a full-scale debate on the whole Act, or
even on what was raised, but it came up
quickly. There were very few people around.
It went through, I believe.

The Chairman: You will recall, Mr. Now-
lan, that it was just before the adjournment
of the last Parliament and they wanted to
have this put through, and if the bill had
gone into a full-scale debate, it would have
held up proceedings in the House.

Well now, gentlemen, we have time to end
on another one of those controversial ones
like we ended up on the last time—The Office
of the Auditor General. This is an old chest-
nut. We have been talking about this at many
of our Committee meetings. We have had the
Public Service Commission people before us.
It has to do with the staffing of the Office of
the Auditor General. Since we last discussed
this, I was amazed to learn that the new
Public Service Commission legislation then
under study would permit delegation of
staffing functions to departments and agen-
cies, including the Auditor General’s Office, if
the Public Service Commission is satisfied that
the office or agency has the necessary compe-
tence. In October, 1967, Mr. Henderson said
he sought delegation under Section 6 of the
Public Service Employment Act which came
into force on March 13, but was informed that
the Commission was not prepared to grant
this request.

For the new members, our Public Accounts
Committee has always taken the view that



the Auditor General should be allowed to hire
his staff himself. We have supported him in
this matter, but he has not been allowed to do
so. I will let Mr. Henderson speak for him-
self on this, but filling the new members in
on some of the background, he has found that
by hiring through the Public Service Com-
mission, by the time all the red tape has been
handled, the man he wants has secured
another position and he has lost him. He has
lost some good men in this respect. So I
think, Mr. Henderson, you might bring us up
to date in the few minutes remaining and
we could carry on if we do not complete it, at
the next meeting.

Was that a fair observation that I made,
Mr. Henderson?
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Mr. Henderson: Oh perfectly, Mr. Chair-
man. The best answer to this problem is, of
course, contained in the proposals made in
the draft for the Office of the Auditor Gener-
al, text of which was circulated to you at the
last meeting. It will provide that the Auditor
General simply shall be empowered to
employ the staff that he requires to discharge
his responsibilities. There is nothing new
about that. The Government is proposing to
give that to the newly appointed Commission-
er of Official Languages. He is proposed to be
set up in terms identical with the Auditor
General, and it interests me very much to
note that his authority to hire his own staff,
to make his own decisions on money and so
forth, were subject only to the Treasury
Board, as they should be. But they were
word-for-word the language that was con-
tained in the draft that this Committee
authorized my legal advisers to prepare, and
which you have. In this respect, therefore, I
ask no more than is given to other officers of
Parliament, and the freedom that you give to
agencies such as the National Film Board and
Crown corporations. I think that the Auditor
General should be free of any of the execu-
tive agencies that he audits in the recruitment
of his staff, as a matter of principle.

This is a very large subject, Mr. Chairman.
I am tempted to suggest you might like to
defer it until you consider this Act and you
have the total picture before you, perhaps
based on my 1968 Report. I told the House
last year that unless total delegation of the
type the Chairman referred to in reading out
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my comments—and which I may say Mr.
Sharp, as Minister of Finance, drew to your
attention—was available unless total delega-
tion under this Act is granted or a change
accomplishing the same objective is made in
the legislation under which it functions,
namely the Act that you have, my office will
continue to be severely handicapped in its
efforts to meet the standards set by the Pub-
lic Accounts Committee. And those are the
standards that you have reiterated here under
Item 9, namely that it is fundamental that
this independent office be strong, capable,
efficient and equipped to operate in accord-
ance with the highest standards of independ-
ence and objectivity expected of professional
accountants.

That is our major objective. I cannot speak
too highly of the loyalty and the competence
of my staff. We are seeking to achieve that
goal, but it is being made very difficult, and I
may say unnecessarily costly by this con-
tinued situation we have with the Commission.

The Chairman: Mr. Allmand.

Mr. Allmand: I am just wondering where
the refusal had come from—the Public Ser-
vice Commission or the Government?

Mr. Henderson: So far as I am aware, it
comes from the Public Service Commission.

Mr. Allmand: So it is the Chief Commis-
sioner who makes this decision as to whether
he will allow it to be delegated to a group or
not.

Mr. Henderson: That is right.

The Chairman: The Committee might wish
to have the Chairman of the Public Service
Commission before us and ask him some
questions, ask him why.

Yes, Mr. Cullen.

Mr. Cullen: Will this separate Act that you
are talking about, Mr. Henderson, take you
out of that surveillance?

Mr. Henderson: Yes, it would. As a matter
of fact, it would provide simply not that my
staff would be engaged pursuant to the Public
Service Employment Act, but I would be
empowered to employ my own people. They
are going to give that right to the Commis-
sioner for Official Languages, and as an
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officer of the House of Commons, it does not
seem unreasonable that I should have the

same right to recruit as, for example, Mr.
Speaker has.

The Chairman: Gentlemen, you will receive
this afternoon, delivered to your office by
hand, the brief from the Treasury Board. I

Public Accounts

would ask you to do some homework on it so
that it will relieve Mr. Drury from reading it
in full on Thursday, and he will just bring
the highlights to our attention.

I would ask Mr. Henderson, or any one of
his officials, to be present next Thursday to sit
in and observe the presentation.




OFFICIAL REPORT OF MINUTES
OF
PROCEEDINGS AND EVIDENCE

This edition contains the English deliberations
and/or a translation into English of the French.

Copies and complete sets are available to the
public by subscription to the Queen’s Printer.
Cost varies according to Committees.

Translations under the direction of the Bureau
for Translations, Secretary of State.

ALISTAIR FRASER,
The Clerk of the House.




HOUSE OF COMMONS

First Session—Twenty-eighth Parliament
1968

STANDING COMMITTEE

ON

PUBLIC ACCOUNTS

Chairman: Mr. A. D. HALES

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS AND EVIDENCE
No. 3

THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 21, 1968

Revised form of Estimates

WITNESSES:

Honourable C. M. Drury, President of the Treasury Board; Mr. S. S.
Reisman, Secretary of the Treasury Board; Mr. A. M. Henderson,
Auditor General of Canada.

ROGER DUHAMEL, F.R.S.C.
QUEEN’S PRINTER AND CONTROLLER OF STATIONERY
OTTAWA, 1968

29325—1



STANDING COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ACCOUNTS
Chairman: Mr. A. D. Hales
Vice-Chairman: Mr. T. Lefebvre

and Messrs.

Ethier,

Flemming,
Howard (Okanagan

Boundary),
Laflamme,
Major,

(Quorum 11)

Noble,

Nowlan,

Rock,

Rodrigue,

Rondeau,

Thomas (Maisonneuve),
Winch—20.

Edouard Thomas,
Clerk of the Committee.




MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

THURSDAY, November 21, 1968
(4)
The Standing Committee on Public Accounts met this day at 11.10 a.m., the
Chairman, Mr. A. D. Hales, presiding.

Members present: Messrs. Bigg, Burton, Cafik, Crouse, Hales, Howard
(Okanagan Boundary), Laflamme, Lefebvre, Noble, Nowlan, Thomas (Maison-
neuve), Winch—(12).

In attendance: Hon. C. M. Drury, President of the Treasury Board; Mr. S.
S. Reisman, Secretary of the Treasury Board; Mr. A. M. Henderson, Auditor
General of Canada; Messrs. S. Cloutier, J. G. Glashan, G. R. Long.

The Committee agreed to a motion of Mr. Laflamme to print as an appendix
to this day’s proceedings “Remarks prepared for the President of the Treasury
Board relating to a revised form of Estimates”. (See Appendix A)

Hon. C. M. Drury was questioned on his statement to the Committee.

The Committee questioned the Secretary of the Treasury Board and the
Auditor General on the revised form of Estimates.

At 12.50 p.m., the Committee adjourned to the call of the Chair.

Edouard Thomas,
Clerk of the Committee.
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(Recorded by Electronic Apparatus)

Thursday, November 21, 1968
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The Chairman: Gentlemen, shall we pro-
ceed? We welcome this morning the President
and Secretary of the Treasury Board. Before
proceeding I would ask if there is general
agreement to have the remarks prepared for
the Committee by the Treasury Board consid-
ered as read, with the understanding that
they will be an appendix to today’s proceed-
ings. I ask this general agreement in view of
the fact that Mr. Drury is prepared to give a
summary of what is contained herein. Is it
agreed?

Mr. Winch: Mr. Chairman, may I ask a
question here? We appreciate the work and
the business of the President of the Treasury
Board. We have received this document yes-
terday and I understand from you we are
going to get only a summary from the Minis-
ter. In view of the fact that we are going to
get only a summary, and that this 22-page
document says “remarks prepared for the
Honourable C. M. Drury, President of the
Treasury Board, relating to a revised form of
Estimates”, could we have the name of the
person who prepared the remarks for the
Minister and could this person be consistently
available for questioning by this Committee?

The Chairman: Your question is in order,

Mr. Winch. Mr. Drury, would you like to
answer?

Hon, Charles Mills Drury (President of the
Treasury Board): The title indicates that the
composition represents rather a synthesis of a
number of people’s views for which I, of
course, accept full responsibility, The
remarks themselves I suppose contain two
main elements.

Mr. Winch: No. I am sorry, Mr. Minister, I
said: “Who prepared the remarks for Mr.
Drury, and will whoever prepared the
remarks be available for questioning by this
Committee?” Because I realize that you
have to go away.

Mr. Drury: This is a preparation by the
staff of the Treasury Board, and the staff of
the Treasury Board will be available to the
Committee to the extent that it meets the
needs of the Committee in the form of both
the Secretary, Mr. Reisman, and his support-
ing staff.

Mr. Winch: Can I ask who is responsible

for presenting this to you for presentation
here?

Mr. Drury: I am responsible.
e 1115

Mr. Winch: But it says “remarks for”. Now
who do we, as a Committee, ask on this?

Mr. Drury: Me.

r

Mr. Winch: No, no, sir; you cannot be here.

Mr. Drury: I can be here to the extent that
the Committee needs me, and I will be
delighted to. Unfortunately this morning is
the regular weekly meeting of Cabinet and I
hope to get back to it, but I will be glad to
come on any other occasion. I do insist that I
must accept responsibility for these remarks
and not try to suggest that someone else is
responsible for them or has to carry the
responsibility for them.

Mr. Winch: Mr. Chairman, I am afraid the
Minister misunderstands. I am asking again
who will be responsible for the remarks and
be before the Committee.

The Chairman: Mr. Winch, maybe I could
help clear the matter up. Mr. Drury has to go
to the Cabinet after he gives this summary
this morning. Then, if it is the wish of the
committee to go through this report para-
graph by paragraph, the Secretary, Mr. Reis-
man, will be here to go through it paragraph
by paragraph and answer any guestion. Will
that be satisfactory? .

Mr. Winch: You understand the reason for
my question on this and the way it is put.

The Chairman: No, I do not exactly
understand the reason for your question, Mr.
Winch, but does that satisfy you? ’

37
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Mr. Winch: Not at the moment, Mr. Chair-
man. I am sorry. I do not want to hold you
up, but it is a rather important matter when
we are given information which says, “Re-
marks prepared for...”. I just want it clear,
although I cannot clear it now, that it is your
staff that prepared it, but who will be here
because I realize, sir, why you cannot be.

The Chairman: Mr, Reisman, the Secretary
of the Treasury Board, will be here. All
right?

Just before we ask Mr. Drury to give us
the summary of the documents before us
dealing with the revised form of Estimates, I
would like to put on record the position of
the Public Accounts Committee. On Decem-
ber 19, 1963, in the third report of the Public
Accounts Committee, we made this recom-
mendation to the House:

...your Committee believes that the fol-
lowing changes in the form of the annual
Estimates would contribute to a better
understanding of the Estimates:

(a) Adoption of the revised vote pat-
tern proposed by the Treasury Board for
introduction into the Main Estimates
1964-65 subject to certain improvements
suggested by the Auditor General to the
Committee.

(b) Inclusion of supporting financial
information of Crown corporations and
other public instrumentalities in the
Details of Services for the purpose of
providing better information to the
Members and to the public with respect
to the nature of the fiscal requirements of
the Crown corporations and other agen-
cies requiring financing by parliamentary
appropriations.

(¢) Presentation of additional informa-
tion in the Estimates concerning the staff
of all government departments and the
Crown ' corporations and other public
instrumentalities referred to under clause
(b) above :

(i) the number of employees actually
on the payrolls at the latest date avail-
able during the course of the Estimates
preparation and

(i) brief notes explaining proposed
major increases in the size of the
establishments.

I will read no further on the recommendations
but I thought the Committee would like to
be brought up to date on what we had recom-
mended to Treasury Board. We are delighted
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that they have been working on this recom-
mendation from Public Accounts and are now
prepared to give us their findings. Mr. Drury,
will you proceed.

Mr. Drury: Mr. Chairman, Committee
Members, it is a pleasure to be with you this
morning to present for your consideration
the revised form of the Estimates.

In that the full text of the presentation has
already been circulated, I hope the Commit-
tee will accept them as read and I will
confine my remarks basically to a few brief
extracts.

The Committee has not dealt with changes
in the form of Estimates for some time. Per-
haps I might again remind members that as a
result of the deliberations of this Committee
in 1963, the number of votes in the Estimates
was reduced from some 550 to 220 as recom-
mended in the Committee’s report to the
House at that time. The primary reason for
that change was related to the need to bring
together under one heading the different
elements that constitute a departmental
program.
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Since that time, and following the recom-
mendations made by the Royal Commission
on Government Organization, the Treasury
Board staff have been engaged in a funda-
mental review of its expenditure control role
in the context of its position as a central
planning agency, in cooperation with all
departments and agencies. As a result, the
orientation of the Treasury Board has
changed, as the royal commission envisaged,
from an agency primarily concerned with
keeping the lid on expenditures through
highly centralized and detailed control
mechanisms, to a forward-looking planning
body which promotes the effectiveness of
departmental programs through expert analy-
sis of expenditure proposals in terms of both
possible alternatives and the objectives of the
government. Within the constraints pre-
scribed by the government, the Treasury
Board is then able to set goals and proposed
allocation of resources on the basis of priori-
ties and the forecasted availability of funds.

Members will have noticed that the princi-
pal change in the 1968-69 Revised Estimates
was implementation of a new system of
standard object classification.

For the 1969-70 Blue Book, we proposed to
extend this principle and to incorporate cer-
tain other improvements such as inclusion of
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supporting financial information for certain
Crown corporations, elimination of salary
ranges and clarification of grants and contri-
butions. In this last matter, I would like to
emphasize that Parliament would, of course,
retain its fundamental right of determining
grants that are clearly unconditional disburse-
ments, and the government would have
added flexibility in carrying out the wishes of
Parliament and making payments required as
a result of agreements authorized pursuant to
acts of Parliament. In no case of course would
the total of a vote in the estimates for grants
and contributions be exceeded without fur-
ther parliamentary action.

With regard to both expenditure coding
and elimination of salary ranges, the hereto-
fore available detailed information will be
available from the departments if required
for estimates consideration.

We would have preferred to have presented
these changes to the Committee but since
events prevented us from appearing before you
until now, and since they could not have been
implemented in the 1969-70 estimates if the
necessary instructions had not been issued to
the departments and agencies of government
before this September, the Treasury Board
reviewed these changes very carefully last
summer and authorized the issuing of the
necessary instructions.

One essential aspect of the revised form of
the estimates for 1970-71, which is a year
later, which is now before you for considera-
tion, is the implementation of the program
approach to estimates presentation which it is
hoped will permit members of Parliament to
analyze departmental estimates in a more
rational manner.

As you have already received sample copies
and a full description of the proposed
changes, I shall leave the matter to be dis-
cussed in committee rather than repeat what
you have already read.

I thank you very much for your attention
and should you have no specific questions for
me I shall leave it to the capable officials of

the Treasury Board to continue this discus-
sion with you.

The Chairman: Gentlemen, do you have
any specific questions of a general nature that

you would like to ask Mr. Drury before he
leaves?

Mr. Winch: I have one.
Mr. Chairman: Mr, Winch?

Public Accounts

Mr. Winch: Mr. Chairman, over the years
on this Committee—and I am speaking now
on my knowledge of 15 years—on occasion
there has been discussion as to knowledge of
the actual cost of running a department,
whether it is shown in the estimates or in
public accounts. I realize you have only been
in your present position for a few months,
but to your knowledge has any thought been
given by the Department or yourself, in the
presentation of full knowledge to Parliament
through the estimates—and I am also going to
say in public accounts—to see that a true
presentation is given.

I can give you an example of what I mean.
On the estimates which are now before the
House of Commons we find that all rentals go
through the Department of Public Works.
This runs into many many millions of dollars.
Although this money is paid through the
Department of Public Work, in order to have
a picture of the cost to a particular depart-
ment that a notation be made showing that so
much money has been charged to rentals. I
just use that as an example. Has any thought
been given to that? This would give the
members of the House of Commons a clearer
picture of the actual cost of operating a
department. In my opinion it has always been
a little wrong that the Department of Public
Works should have millions of dollars made
available to spend when these expenditures
are actually made in behalf of various depart-
ments. Have I made my position clear, Mr.
Minister? Could you give us any indication
as to your thinking on this matter or whether
it is under advisement.
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Mr. Drury: Some progress is being made
with respect to getting over that. The current
Blue Book shows in respect of each depart-
ment the services which are provided to it by
other government departments. Unfortunately
I do not have a Blue Book with me.

The Chairman: Perhaps you can find it in
this one.

Mr. Drury: Does that include the rental?
The Chairman: Yes.

Mr. Drury: It reads:

Approximate Value of Major Services not
included in these Estimates
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This is for the Department of Indian
Affairs and Northern Development. Then it
says:

Accommodation (provided by the Depart-
ment of Public Works), $2,216,000. Ac-
commodation (in this Department’s own
buildings)

The Chairman: That is in the new...
Mr. Drury: This is the current form.

Mr. Winch: You mean it is now covered
and it shows the rentals?

Mr. Drury: It is not shown as rentals. It is
the general cost of services.

The Chairman: So that everyone will know
what we are speaking about, this is a booklet
entitled “Illustration Only”, and on page
196...

Mr. Winch: That is what I said, it is for
illustration only, it is not now in effect.

The Chairman: Yes, it is. This is a direct
duplication of what is in the Blue Book. He
read from the top of page 196.

Mr. Winch: But it is under services and
there is no breakdown for services.

Mr. Drury: No. This shows part of the total
cost of a department and the elements of the
resources provided by other government
departments are shown in the present form.
In the new scheme of things we hope to
take this information and break it down,
not only in respect of departments but
in respect of programs that a department car-
ries out, in order to show the total cost of
each program. And in respect of each pro-
gram there will not only be the cost of people
and materials, but also the value of these
services which are provided by other govern-
ment departments.

Mr. Winch: That is the point I was making.
It is your intention to have a greater break-
down in order to show where the services
come from,

Mr. Drury: I hope we have had some
success in doing this, but it is up to the
Committee to express their views on our
success or lack of it.

The Chairman: Mr. Winch, on page 12 of
the Revised Estimates for 1968-69 I think you
will find a further explanation of the question
you just asked. No doubt we will be coming
to that.
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Mr. Winch: I am referring to the estimates.

Mr. Drury: These are the proposals for
1970-71.

Mr. Winch: I am sorry, Mr. Chairman, I
am referring to the estimates as they appear
before us, not...

Mr. Drury: As the estimates appear in the
current Blue Book they show the cost of
major services in the appropriations of other
government departments, but the beneficiary
does not actually seek money for these.

The Chairman: Are there any other ques-
tions of a general nature?

I would like to ask a question at this point.
Is it the intention of Treasury Board to scrap
the old Blue Book of estimates as we know it
now, and the new one will be composed of
illustrations in the form as outlined in these
examples that were shown to us?

e 1130

Mr. Drury: Perhaps, Mr. Chairman, we
would seek some advice from the Committee.
I suppose, ideally, the make-up would be a
bilingual text in the form in which statutes
are now published and would contain all this
information in one volume; but a bilingual
text, with the additional information
proposed in this illustrated form and with
quite a lot of narrative, would be a very large
document indeed. It would be quite expensive
to provide this very large volume to everyone
who wished information on the Estimates.

A probable compromise is that there be a
limited number of large volumes containing
all the information and that there be a sup-
plement for special use by departments or
others, with the detail relating only to one
department as a document complete in itself.

The Chairman: Does the Committee follow
that?

Mr. Winch: Mr. Chairman, are we limited
to Revised Estimates, or could we later ask

" the Secretary for certain explanations of the

operation of Treasury Board?

The Chairman: Perhaps you will reserve
that question.

Mr. Winch: I see; we can ask the Secretary
later?

The Chairman: Yes,
Mr. Winch: Thank you.
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The Chairman: Mr. Crouse.

Mr. Crouse: Mr. Chairman, do I correctly
understand the Minister to say that for the 25
departments of government we will in future
get 25 books such as showing the depart-
ments’ Estimates separately, and that for usage
by departments these 25 booklets will be
combined into one massive book in English
and French?

Mr. Drury: I am just saying that the advice
of the Committee would perhaps be helpful
on this. We have not really made up our
minds. What we are talking of now will
happen a year and a bit hence. The first time
the Estimates will be published in this new
form will be for 1970-71.

Mr. Winch: Which we will have at about
the end of February? Am I correct on that?

Mr. Drury: For the 1969-70...

Mr. Winch: In February of this year; but
this new plan will not affect...

Mr. Drury: A year later.
Mr. Winch: A year later.

The Chairman: Has anyone else a question.
If not, I would like to ask one.

Mr. Nowlan: I have a couple of questions. I
appreciate that the Minister wishes to get
back to a Cabinet meeting. Certainly I am all
for his direction in the Cabinet. It needs it.

The Chairman: Mr. Nowlan, is your ques-

tion related to the one that Mr. Crouse was
asking?

Mr. Nowlan: Well, no.

The Chairman: If it is not, I will ask mine,
because it is on exactly what he was asking.
1t is a supplementary.

Putting it into practical application, before
the House yesterday we had the Estimates of
the Department of Labour, the Department of
Justice and one other department. Under the
proposed new plan a Member going into the
House would have taken with him three
books, one for the Department of Labour, one
for the Department of Justice and another,

we will say, for the Department of Public
Works.

Mr. Drury: I suggest that the total Esti-
mates, in some number of copies, will have to
be bound together, but it will be quite a big,
heavy volume. Probably those who have fre-
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quent recourse to this document would great-
ly prefer the special section in which they are
currently interested. We will probably have
to get around this by doing it both ways.

The Chairman: Mr.
supplementary.

Winch, on a

Mr. Winch: This is most intriguing and
interesting. Do you mean that on the question
of whether they should be bound or be in
separate copies you would appreciate receiv-
ing the advice of this Committee?

Mr. Drury: That is right. After all, the pur-
pose of this document is that it be useful to
people. Those best able to tell whether or not
it is useful are the users.

The Chairman: Perhaps, Mr. Drury,
thought should be given to whether to publish
some by departments. If, as you say, one
were to publish one big volume of all depart-
ments in a bilingual form the question of
cost would have to be interjected, because
one can run off 3,000 copies as cheaply as
1,000 copies; so this. . .
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Mr. Drury: Not quite.

The Chairman: Not quite; but in propor-
tion. This would have to be considered.

However, we will discuss this further. You
have the idea and the format.

Are there further questions on the proposed
format? If not, Mr. Nowlan, I will take your
question.

Mr. Nowlan: Mine is not on the proposed
format, but on the summary the Minister
gave. More particularly, I refer to the detail
of his remarks, for which he is responsible,
and to page 2 where he mentions that the role
of the Treasury Board has changed, as
envisaged by the Royal Commission on Gov-
ernment Organization, from an agency to
keep the lid on expenditures to a forward-
looking planning body which promotes the
effectiveness of departmental programs
through expert analysis and expenditure
proposals.

Perhaps, to a degree, this is a loaded ques-
tion, but can the Minister say what happened
to the expertise between February, when the
Minister of Finance told us we would have no
budget deficit and the supplementary Esti-
mates came down, and when the budget final-
ly came down and we found we had quite a
substantial deficit?
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I asked in rather a general way the other
day whether, within Treasury Board, one of
the experts in this forward-looking planning
body which promotes eeffctiveness had had
his fingers rapped for making an incorrect
calculation in the amount of substantial
millions?

The Chairman: I wish to rule your question
out of order at this time. We are discussing
the proposed format.

Mr. Nowlan: No; I said I was not dealing
with that. We are discussing the remarks the
Minister has just made. If we are going to sit
all day just discussing formats. . .

The Chairman: You are reading from page
2 of the document that was circulated?

Mr. Nowlan: Yes. Otherwise, let the Minis-
ter get to his Cabinet meeting. We can discuss
the format with his officials and Mr. Reisman.
And I also have a couple of questions for him
on his interesting speech in Toronto before
the Canadian Tax Foundation, which I am
sure the Minister does not want to answer.

If we are merely going to discuss format I
do not think we have to keep the Minister
here, but if we are going to discuss substance
let us discuss substance.

Mr. Winch: That was the reason for my
question a moment ago, Mr. Chairman. I cer-
tainly do not wish to delay the Minister but
are we merely going to be discussing format?
When I asked whether, before the Minister
left, I could ask a question on certain authori-
ties and procedures of the Treasury Board I
understood you to say that I could.

The Chairman: Mr, Winch, we are here to
discuss the proposed revised form of Esti-
mates. These two questions are really related
to the steps leading up to the setting out of
the actual Estimates in dollars and cents. The
Committee is really here to get information
on the proposed format and to make observa-
tions thereon.

Mr, Nowlan: I do not wish to be stubborn
on this at the moment because I appreciate
that the Minister has to move on, but would
it be fair to ask that the new format in set-
ting out the Estimates is to try to avoid the
large gap in the four or five-month period
during which the old Estimates showed up?
The whole thing is related.

The Chairman: That question is in order.
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Mr. Nowlan: I am not casting any aspersion
on the hard-working people in the Treasury
Board. Frankly, your wording and your de-
scriptive narrative about the function and
purpose of the Treasury Board stimulated my
question. If it was so forward-looking, and
had effective programs for expenditure, I, as
a layman, would like to know what happened
to the effective control and for the forward-
looking plan?

Mr. Drury: Mr. Chairman, I would hope that
the statement made in the House would cover
the question.

The large discrepancy between the forecast
in the early part of 1968 and the later revised
Estimates in the fall arose out of a lack of
accuracy on the expenditures to be made dur-
ing the course of the current year by govern-
ments other than the federal government.
Although I would not, perhaps, use the term
“knuckle rapping,” let me say there has been
a lot of soul-searching since that event. I hope
that this has led to a better system of fore-
casting, rather more in the way of checks
being made on the accuracy of forecasts than
perhaps there was in the case in point.
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One particular item I did mention in my
statement in the House was that henceforth
the expenditure by the Government of
Ontario would be provided to the federal
government not by individual departments of
the Government of Ontario but through the
central control agency in the Department of
Finance. This in itself I think will help.
Because the relative size of provincial expend-
itures has been rising very rapidly in past
years there is perhaps now an awareness of
the importance of rather more accurate fore-
casting because of the significance of these
expenditures.

Mr, Nowlan: I appreciate that answer, Mr.
Chairman and Mr. Minister. I have one other
question on this point. Before the computers
picked out the difference between February
and the budget figures had other computers,
say, in Ontario suggested to the federal
government that there were some people in
Treasury Board who had made wrong calcula-
tions?

Mr. Drury: Not perhaps that there were
people in the Treasury Board who had made
wrong calculations but that the provincial
mechanisms or entities had produced wrong
calculations or wrong forecasts. The estimates
were put together in Ottawa previously by
way of a rather detailed analysis by each

—
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department of government here of their
expenditure proposals and added into this in
respect of joint programs—shared cost pro-
grams, was an estimate obtained by that
department from its provincial counterparts
of what they thought would be needed. The
individual government departments here did
not have the machinery to analyze adequately
the estimates provided by provincial
governments.

The Chairman: Mr. Drury, could you relate
Mr. Nowlan’s question to how this might be
overcome in the new proposed estimates and
where would this sort of thing show up in the
new proposed estimates.

Mr. Drury: Mr. Chairman, this question
does not really relate at all to the new form.
The new form will not operate in any way to
cure this particular problem.

Mr. Nowlan: Perhaps it does not relate but
to clarify something that you just said before
the Chairman intervened, do I understand
from your last answer that it was because
there was not federal machinery to digest the
provincial calculations or are you suggesting
the provincial calculations for their part of
the shared cost program were out of line?

Mr. Drury: The latter.

Mr. Nowlan: You are suggesting that it was
the provincial calculations for their shared
cost programs that were vastly under-estimat-
ed and these figures, you suggest, were out of
line?

Mr. Drury: That is correct.

Mr. Nowlan: Not the other way around.

Mr. Drury: Well the figures obtained by the
federal government were from provincial
sources. It is merely a mechanical adding
together of all the estimates provided by the
provincial program departments.
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Mr. Nowlan: But, Mr. Minister, if the pro-
vincial figures were out of line I gather then
that there was no warning from any province
that the total picture was out of line—because
they were not aware of it in the provincial
capitals. Is that what you are suggesting?

Mr. Drury: Well we are dealing with a
chronology here and at some point clearly it
became apparent to the provincial govern-
ment that the sum total of their departmental
programs was clearly in excess of their
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available resources. This happened. Then they
had cause to look at their programs over-all,
which resulted in a recasting of their esti-
mates. There was first a doubt and then the
actual recasting was communicated to the
federal government, but the results of the
recasting only reached us in the late spring of
this year—May and June.

The Chairman: Mr. Winch and then Mr.
Bigg.

Mr. Winch: The estimates and the format
are basically introduced to the House of Com-
mons by the Minister of Finance. You are the
President of the Treasury Board, which is
composed of a number of Cabinet Ministers.
In the actual analysis are you, as President of
the Treasury Board, and the members of the
Cabinet who make up the Treasury Board,
responsible for the estimates and the format
as presented to the House of Commons.

Mr. Drury: You say, in the final analysis
are we responsible? In the final analysis it is
the government that is responsible to the
House. But I am charged with the responsi-

bility of presenting these estimates to the
House.

Mr. Winch: Does that mean that everything
in the estimates and, of course, in the format
that is before us now, has to go before you,
as President, and the Treasury Board before
it can be introduced in the House.

Mr. Drury: That is correct.

Mr. Winch: All expenditures and all esti-

mates must go through you before going to
the House. Is that correct?

Mr. Drury: This is the route to the floor of
the House, that is correct.

Mr. Winch: Is it correct that nothing can be
spent without your authority, acting through
Treasury Board, unless it is conveyed by law
or is in the estimates?

Mr. Drury: That is correct.

Mr, Bigg: Were all the estimates uniform-
ly underestimated by the provinces or did it
pertain to just certain things such as, say,
trade training, health and winter works, just
to take three? Were the discrepancies more
pronounced in any specific department?

Mr. Drury: Unfortunately, I have not come
prepared to answer your question. I did not
realize that we were going to go into this
question,
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Mr. Bigg: Well I thought you might have
the answer.

The Chairman: Mr. Bigg, I will not accept
any more questions like that unless they are
related to the proposed estimates. Can you tie
it in?

Mr. Bigg: I have a supplementary. If some
program really got out of hand perhaps you
could be short a billion dollars. Is there any
way of enforcing a ceiling? Could we say to
the province that we do not want them to go
beyond “X” dollars? The corollary to that
perhaps is what supervision have we over
waste and falsification? A year or two ago
this same problem came before this
Committee.
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The Chairman: Mr. Bigg, if you will add to
that question, is there any way in which this
can be detected by a parliamentarian in the
new proposed form, I will accept it.

Mr. Bigg: Is there anything in the new
proposal that will plug these. ..

Mr. Drury: The answer to that is, directly
“no”. This is not new machinery. This new
form is not new machinery for controlling or
eliminating waste in joint programs.

Mr. Bigg: But it will help us to see
where. . .

Mr. Drury: It will enable members, I hope,
to comprehend rather more easily and better
than in the past what these programs are all
about. In this sense, by reason of being better
informed, perhaps they will be in a better
position to sense dangerous possibilities if
there are any.

The Chairman: Mr. Lefebvre?

Mr. Lefebvre: Mr. Chairman, I would like
to ask the Minister whether I understood cor-
rectly that he said these samples—and I am
looking at the one for Indian Affairs and
Northern Development—would be available
for each department, one series printed in
French and cone series in English, but there
would be a master volume which would be
bilingual, Is th s correct? Is this the way you
explained it, sir?

Mr. Drury: What I suggested was one pos-
sible format, The decision on that would be
most desirable has not been made and I
expressed the view that perhaps the Commit-
tee could provide some advice on this. We
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will be able to give some estimates of cost of
the various ways of putting this information
together and then perhaps the Committee
might express its view at what would be most
useful from the point of view of the people
who are going to have to use these things.

Mr. Lefebvre: If I understood you correctly
further, this master volume would have dis-
tribution limited to those who actually need
it. In other words, those who are interested in
one department only would get the small
booklet and those such as parliamentarians
and others interested in the whole government
would get the master volume as well. Is that
correct?

Mr. Drury: The question of distribution is
an open one. Quite clearly the information
should be readily available to those who
either need or want it. There is a quite wide
distribution of the present volume. If it is
going to be very much larger and more
expensive and, as a consequence, more cum-
bersome to work with and carry about there
would probably be a number of people who
would prefer just a specific part of it.

Mr. Lefebvre: This is what I was referring
to. I am sure that most of the members here
will agree with me. I think the government
puts out lists of those who get certain publi-
cations, I am sure there could be a great
saving by limiting distribution to those people
who actually need them and not go by lists of
people that have been on the books for years
and years who get the books and then throw
them into the nearest wastebasket. I am con-
vinced you could pay for the new cost by
eliminating distribution to those people wo
either do not need or have never requested
them.

Mr. Drury: I think we might take a look at
this.

The Chairman: Do you have a supplemen-
tary, Mr. Winch?

Mr. Winch: In view of the statement by the
Minister, estimates of course must be a bound
book and supplied. This information we are
just getting from the Minister now is the
poss.bility of a bound volume of all depart-
ments this way and separate. I gathered
from what the Minister said that costing is
available. My question is: Is this possible?

Mr. Drury: Will be.
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Mr. Winch: Oh, not today. I was going to
ask the secretary if he is prepared to give us
any costing now, because I think your sugges-
tion that you would welcome a report from
this Committee is most advisable and, I say,
most unusual from a Cabinet Minister, too. I
was just wondering, as you mentioned you
would be able to supply costing, whether it is
available now from your secretary after you
leave, or whether it will be a future date?

The Chairman: At a future date, naturally.
Mr. Burton?

Mr. Burton: Mr. Chairman, I was just
going to comment that I think it is obvious,
of course, that a major concern of both the
executive branch of the government and of
Parliament as such is to ensure that in so far
as is possible when Parliament is considering
estimates and voting supply that we do have
as accurate estimates as possible before us. I
have some appreciation of the difficulties
involved in producing these estimates and it
seems to me that there are three possible

areas where variation and change can take
place.

The first is really the straight mechanical
difficulty of trying accurately to forecast on
the basis of assumptions and known factors
what expenditures are going to be. The
second area where error can occur is due to
external decisions, decisions by other govern-
ments, that have an effect on expenditures,
unforeseen economic or social events, disas-
ters, epidemics and something of this sort
that can affect the whole range of
expenditures.

The third area, of course, is with respect to
subsequent policy decisions or changes in
policies by the federal government itself. All
of these can affect the projections and esti-
mates of expenditures. I was curious to know,
following up the discussion that has already
taken place, whether the Minister considers
the problems that occurred with respect to
this year’s estimates were entirely in the first

area of mechanical problems in forecasting
these expenditures?

The Chairman: Mr. Burton, I think your
question was answered earlier, unless Mr,
Drury would like to add to it.

Mr. Drury: I do not think I have much to
add, Mr. Chairman. I think the fact of the
matter is that the forecasts turned out to be
inaccurate. Why they were inaccurate proba-
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bly resulted from a variety of reasons, per-
haps being rather more concerned with the
administration of provincial governments
than with the operation of the federal
government.

As you know, the mechanics of the prepa-
ration of estimates in any government service
involve a certain amount of bargaining and in
that, rightly so I guess, the operators of pro-
grams have enthusiasm for them. They
believe in them and they believe that their
particular concern is the most important of
all and should enjoy the highest possible
priority and, as a consequence, receive the
assistance of the greatest quantum of
resources they can get. It is the task in every
government for some central agency to allo-
cate the available resources which almost
invariably are less than the demands.

Now, how you as a departmental or pro-
gram manager set about putting forward the
best possible case you can to get the best
possible allocation of resources is, as I say, a
sort of bargaining process. This is carried out
in every government, it is carried out in most
corporations, and in this process the tech-
niques of relating resources to demands, or
relating demands to resources, vary between
different provincial governments. Some, of
course, are more sophisticated than others;
some are larger than others; some are smaller
than others. To generalize, I think, would be
a little dangerous.
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The Chairman: Do you have another ques-
tion, Mr. Burton?

Mr. Burton: Just to elaborate on one aspect
of the point I was making, it seems to me, for
instance, that a budget such as we had in the
current year, basically a deflationary type of
budget, might help to keep some of these
program expenditures under control, but it
could have an effect of increasing other areas
such as the Canada Assistance Plan. It would
have the effect of increasing the Canada
Assistance Plan expenditures.

Mr. Drury: This is part of the process of
endeavouring to achieve a balance in the
proper allocation of resources. There is not
much use denying, if I can put it this way, a
constructive program of resources with a
view to saving, if in fact you are going to
have to expend the same or more on a non-
constructive or transfer type of program.

The Chairman: Mr. Howard.
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Mr. Howard (Okanagan Boundary): My
question is along the same lines. My concern
over this is that when you hand us a book of
estimates, it is really a piece of fiction rather
than a piece of real forecasting when the
errors are that large. The difficulty seems to
be very largely in what we call the open-end
programs. Surely there must be some way of
stopping the ends on these programs during a
specific period. There must be a number of
these programs where the government can
say our budget in this year will be what the
estimated figure is and no more, and when
the province comes to the end of that figure,
then they are on their own.

I realize that in some areas this may not be
possible. But, for example, in the aid to edu-
cation program, surely we do not let the
provinces just share indefinitely in the public
purse in Ottawa. We cannot abdicate control
over our finances to this extent. I would like
to hear the Minister’s comments.

The Chairman: Mr. Howard, I think what
you are getting at is where this will appear in
the new proposed estimates, so that you as a
Member of Parliament can spot such an item.

Mr. Howard (Okanagan Boundary): Yes,
surely there should be certain items that are
categorized not as estimates but as limiting
amounts, as items that have definite limits on
them.

The Chairman: And where it will be found
in this book?

Mr. Howard (Okanagan Boundary): Yes,
how would it be marked in some way so that
we know that this a limited item and not an
estimated item.

The Chairman: Mr. Drury.

Mr. Drury: One would hope that the sense
of this would be conveyed in the narrative
which underlines the figures in the sample
you have.

The Chairman: Mr. Drury, I wonder if I
could interrupt, so that the Committee would
have a concrete example. Could it be found in
“Department of Indian Affairs and Northern
Development”, where there would be a joint
open-end program?

Mr. Drury: Mr. Chairman, you look at Indi-
an Affairs and Northern Development, illus-
tration only, which would be a proposal for
the new form at page 12. In respect of the
Indian program, there is in addition to the

B
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money figure shown at the top of the page, a
definition of the program objective and pro-
gram explanation. In cases where there had
been a joint program with the provinces, this
narrative description would be the place to
put the kind of indication as to whether this
was what you called an open-ended program
or one in which in fact there were limitations
proposed.

Mr, Howard (Okanagan Boundary): Yes,
this program could still be an open-end pro-
gram over a period of years, but it would not
be open-ended in any specific year. There
would be a limit in that year so that the
government would know.
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Mr, Drury: What I think you are talking
about is the technique of controlling expendi-
tures, rather than the form in which they are
to be portrayed. This particular problem you
have raised did largely form the substance
of the last federal-provincial conference
of finance ministers, and it is likely to
arise in future federal-provincial discussions.
This is a problem which both levels of
government face, namely the control of
expenditures ultimately, but in the meantime
rather more accurate forecasting so they
know where we are all going, not only the
federal government but also the provincial
governments.

Mr. Crouse: A supplementary question, Mr.
Chairman. We are dealing with an example
as given by the Minister on page 12. Would it
not be possible in listing program objectives
to say.

Providing education and social services
equal to those provided in the provinces
of residence. ..

up to one half mill'on dollars, and so on
right down the line? Then you would have an
exact knowledge of how much money you
would plan to spend. You would have some
control.

As it is now, it is quite evident, without
being political, that we have lost all control
of our money expenditures in this country
and this is the concern of the small business-
man as well as the large industrialist. Some-
where someone has to start giving direction.
This is my opinion, and I am wondering if
this would not be one way of starting.

Mr. Drury: I think what we are discussing
here are the techniques of fiscal control rath-
er than the method in which we are going to
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present to Parliament the policies which have
been adopted. You are addressing yourself
now to the right kind of policy rather than
how to portray that policy. I had hoped this
morning that we would be discussing an ade-
quate representation or display of the policy
rather than getting down to the business of
what the policy should be.

Mr. Nowlan: I have a supplementary ques-
tion, Mr. Chairman. Under this draft for
future estimates, is there not a basic change
from the past, from setting out only what was
spent in nominal increase in a program to, in
effect, setting out objectives and explanations
and purposes and/or limits or ceilings on
programs? If that is the purpose, which is
commendable in itself, is it the place in the
estimates to do this, or does this lead us back
to the Finance Minister and his budget? At
budget time the Minister takes, for example,
the Indian program on page 12, and indicates
that the objectives were so and so, and says
they have accomplished this to a degree, but
there is a ceiling on this program and now
the Indians must go back and fish.

Is there going to be duplication, or is the
President of the Treasury Board going to pick
up what the Finance Minister vacates, so that
we do not have duplication? There seems to
me to be a fundamental change in this type of
estimate. I am not saying it should not come
somewhere, but if he is going to do it as
President of the Treasury Board, I would
hope the Finance Minister is going to forget
about half his budget speech. Is this a fair
commentary on this pictorial representation
of estimates, that we are getting into the pur-
poses and explanations where in the past all
we looked at was the dollar figure spent one
year, and the increase this year?

e 1210

Mr. Drury: Well, I am not certain it is as
fundamental as suggested. The practice of the
past has been for departmental estimates to
be called in the House of Commons or in
Committee, and the explanations of these
somewhat cryptic figures provided orally
either on the floor of the House or in Com-
mittee. The proposal here is to take a few
steps towards providing these departmental
explanations in the document itself, rather
than orally in Committee where the presenta-
tion or explanation is limited to relatively
few people, the relatively few being the
members of the Committee or the readers of
Hansard or the Committee Proceedings. This
will achieve a very brief summary of this
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departmental explanation and make it availa-
ble to a much wider range of people.

The Chairman: Mr. Noble, then Mr. Winch
and then Mr. Bigg.

Mr. Noble: Mr. Chairman, the Minister has
answered my question. However, I would like
to ask him this: Am I right in concluding that
the Minister feels the new system will save

time and money as well as accomplish greater
efficiency?

Mr. Drury: Yes, I certainly would hope so.
The Chairman: Mr. Winch?

Mr. Winch: I am interested in what is
before us, and that is the estimates and the
format of estimates. I have been most
interested in and intrigued by some of the
comments that have been made by the
Minister but I know his desire is to get back
to Cabinet, so I would like to ask as to
whether or not, Mr. Chairman, through you
to the Minister, if you could come back on
the same subject because I have some ques-
tions I would like to ask in view of your
comments, or would you leave it to our ques-
tioning the Secretary? I do not want to ask a

question of the Secretary that might be
policy. ..

Mr. Drury: I have great confidence in the
Secretary. He will answer all the questions he
can and reserve those, if any, for some future
appearance here,

Mr. Winch: I can ask questions now, but I

know that you want to get back to the
Cabinet.

Mr, Drury: I think he can probably answer
them a lot better than I can.

Mr. S. S. Reisman (Secretary of the Treas-
ury Board): That is very unlikely, sir.

Mr. Winch: Then will you put me down for
questioning the Secretary in view of the
Minister’s statement?

The Chairman: May I excuse Mr. Drury
now and introduce to you the Secretary, Mr,
Reisman? Mr. Reisman will you take Mr.
Drury’s chair?

Mr., Bigg: May I ask just one question?

The Chairman: Before Mr. Drury leaves,
Mr. Bigg?

Mr. Bigg: Yes. As I see it I think we are
going to go into policy and worry about how
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much money is going to be voted to all these
different votes. That is another problem
which is not really the main problem of this
Committee. I think our main problem is to
make sure that accounting procedures and
that sort of thing are tightened up to help the
Auditor General and his staff make sure that
when they present their report to the Canadi-
an people it gives an accurate picture.

Is anything going to be done in accounting
by way of liaison with the provinces? Preven-
tion comes in here, Three years later it is not
much good talking about abuses and I think
that good accounting and liaison between the
provinces and the dominion government
would stop the leak before it occurred. It is
easy to spend money that is not being
accounted for, and so on. Is there anything in
our new procedure that is going to assist us
in this way?

The Chairman: Mr. Drury?

Mr. Drury: There is nothing in the presen-
tation made this morning which will achieve
this, but I can assure you that the federal
government is conscious of the necessity for
achieving a much closer consultative co-
operative arrangement with the provinces in
the problem of controlling the expenditures
in a joint or a shared cost program.

The Chairman: Mr. Burton, one short ques-
tion of Mr. Drury.

Mr. Burton: It may be in part a comment,
but I think part of my concern and part of
the concern of the discussion that has taken
place on some of the recent questions is that I
suppose three different things can happen
with respect to estimates and what subse-
quently happens in terms of actual
expenditures.

It can be said, “Look, we made a mistake.”
Second, it can be said, “We made a mistake
because certain things happened which could
not be anticipated or which could not be
accurately forecast at the time that the fore-
casts were made.” Third, it could be said
that the estimates are mistaken because of
subsequent policy decisions which changed
the expenditure projections and estimates.
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I think beyond that part of my concern is
that I certainly would not want to see some
program suffer because of possible buck pas-
sing between the two levels of government—
the federal and provincial governments—
through the use of techniques that may be
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developed; in other words, to restrict pro-
grams by saying, “Well look, the other gov-
ernment said we could only spend so much”
or “We only agreed to spend so much”, and
that an actual restriction in expenditure takes
place which has a program effect rather than
simply a method of expenditure control in a
mechanical sense.

Mr. Crouse: Mr. Chairman, before the
Minister goes, would it be a fair comment to
say that we in Ottawa have been somewhat
like the businessman who gave his wife ten
credit cards without any ceilings and she
went out and charged everything she could
and finally, when the accounts came in, he
found there was not sufficient income? Are
we now going to apply a closer checkrein on
our credit cards that we have out to ten prov-
inces, Mr. Minister?

Mr. Drury: As I indicated, this was what
the recent Federal-Provincial Conference of
Finance Ministers was all about. I do not
think in a federal system one can or that one
really should try to work to a form of dicta-
torship from the centre. We want to achieve
this. Presumably all levels of government are
pursuing the same objective, namely the
improvement of the quality of life of the
same Canadians and to do this on a co-opera-
tive basis, on a basis of mutual understand-
ing. This is the direction in which we are
trying to go.

The Chairman: Gentlemen, I think it would
be a mistake if I did not ask Mr. Henderson
to say a brief word just before Mr. Drury

goes.

Mr. A. M. Henderson (Auditor General of
Canada): Mr. Chairman, I have been most
interested in what the Minister has said this
morning because beginning at 9.30 a.m. the
Senate Finance Committee held a meeting at
which I was the witness and because they
had copies of the new proposed material
which you, I think, tabled on Monday night
there was a brief discussion about it. I may
say that particularly in the case of the ques-
tions raised by Mr. Crouse and Mr. Nowlan
which have just been dealt with, they have
the same type of suggestions to make.

There is one matter that I feel it might be
quite helpful to me and to my officers and
perhaps to the members of the Committee if I
could put it to the Minister. One of the prin-
cipal purposes of the program of project
budgeting which you are going to be asked to
consider is to achieve a better degree of

W
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accountability so as to pin down what is the
ecause of some of the expenditures, and so
forth, which you discuss, and as you know
from the witnesses we have had before us in
the Committee it has always been very diffi-
cult to determine, as you so often say, where
the buck stops.

This is a very genuine effort to do this and
the Glassco Commission recognized this in
their books, as we all know. Now, one of the
principal recommendations of the Glassco
Commission, on which I had been hoping
there might have been some action by this
date, has to do with the transfer of authority
or the decentralization of the authority to the
departments now that they are getting tooled
up to receive it.

I refer to a statement made by your pred-
ecessor, Mr. Minister, in the House on
December 7, 1967, which we in the Committee
were discussing just last meeting on Internal
Financial Control, Item 3 of the Follow-Up
Report, where he said:

44, The Government intends to
introduce legislation to provide for
transfer of the pre-audit responsibility
from the Office of the Comptroller of the
Treasury to individual departments and
agencies. Substantial staff savings are
anticipated when this process is
completed.

This is, of course, of considerable interest
to me because I have been asked by the
Secretary of the Treasury Board, Mr. Reis-
man’s predecessor, and we have had some
discussions with respect to what will likely be
an increase in my responsibilities when that
pre-audit responsibility is passed to the
departments. Could you perhaps say a word
as to where this stands at the present time?

Mr. Drury: In general terms we have been
proceeding to implement this. This decentrali-
zation calls for a knowledge within the depart-
ments of new techniques and the recruiting
and training of personnel to carry out this
particular function. This has been proceeding,
I think, for the past two years. We are now
getting very close to the point when this
transfer will be made completely and the
present functions or the classical functions of
the control of the Treasury will be changed. I
do not know what a date would be or wheth-
er we want to set a date. I suspect it will be
rather like the implementation of most of the
other recommendations of the Glassco Com-
mission. As a department reaches a stage
where it is prepared to shift onto the new
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basis it will be shifted, and this will be done
progressively throughout the government.

Mr. Henderson: Thank you very much. I
thought this would be helpful to us in our
future discussions, Mr. Chairman.

The Chairman: Thank you, Mr. Henderson.
Now, Mr. Drury, we will excuse you and ask
Mr. Reisman to fill the chair.

Mr. Drury: Thank you very much. It was
nice to see the members of the Committee.

The Chairman: Thank you for coming, Mr.
Drury. We will not come to a conclusion
today, that is for sure, but you can rest
assured that the Committee will make recom-

mendations to you after we have had a good
discussion.

Mr. Drury: A very simple problem.

The Chairman: Mr. Winch, you have a
question?

Mr. Winch: Yes, Mr. Chairman. In view of
the comments by the Minister where he said
that not only he had the fullest confidence, as
we all have, in the Secretary, but also that the
Secretary might be able to answer questions
even better, which I doubt, but however—

Mr. Reisman: I do, too, sir.

Mr. Winch: Based on the format which, of
course, concerns the estimates, I have two
questions I would like to ask the Secretary of
the Treasury Board. I am going to base my
first question, Mr. Chairman, on the illustra-

tion you gave on Indian Affairs and Northern
Development.

The Chairman: What page, Mr. Winch?

Mr. Winch: Page 12. I am going to use that
to present my question.

We find there the budgetary expenditure of
this Department and underneath ‘Program
Objectives”. Could I expand that to the
general picture of format on estimates? As
simply as I can put it my question is this.

When the Treasury Board starts, I believe
around June, getting the estimates for the
budget which goes into effect on April 1 the
following year, the Treasury Board actually
has to deal with all the departmental propos-
als for expenditures. In so doing, the House
of Commons gets your contemplation over a
period of about six months as the proposed
expenditures in the following year. Now, on
the format of presentation, when you prepare
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those estimates, for example on construction
costs, a year ahead, on what has been decid-
ed, or wage costs—your own Public Service
wage costs—does the House of Commons get,
in the format of estimates, any conclusion as
to what the cost is going to be a year ahead
because of the possible, the probable and per-
haps the inevitable increase in salaries and
costs?
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Do I make my first point clear? In other
words, do we get a format of estimates based
on present costing or, because the estimates
are for many months in the year ahead, do
we actually get the true picture as to what it
is going to cost?

Mr. Reisman: Mr. Chairman, this is a pret-
ty profound question and I will try to do
justice to it. The question related to a number
of elements that go into expenditure forcast-
ing. Mr. Winch referred to construction, he
referred to wages and salaries, and he
referred also to other elements.

Mr. Winch: Do you get my point, whether
we are getting an honest picture for the
future?

Mr. Reisman: Yes. On the matter of con-
struction costs, when a department puts for-
ward its proposals and these are reviewed by
the Treasury Board and after agreement is
reached they appear in the printed esti-
mates, they should take into account, as far
as can be known or as far as can be anticipat-
ed or projected, any acceleration or escalation
in costs that may incur in the program. That
is as far as construction is concerned.

My answer to you on wages and salaries
will have to be a little more complex. As you
know, we are not in a regime of collective
bargaining, in so far as the Public Service is
concerned, for a very large proportion of the
Public Service and one cannot in the govern-
ment anymore than in the private sector proj-
ect precisely what the outcome of a collec-
tive bargaining process will be. At the same
time, in the light of what is taking place in
the economy as a whole and what is taking
place in the private sector in particular, an
attempt is made to include in the figures for
expenditures any anticipated changes in the
salary and wages structure.

In connection with the 1968-69 estimates
‘which, as you know, were tabled in the
House of Commons last February, an effort
‘was made to project the increased costs that
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would arise out of the first round of collective
bargaining. This was a very important round
of bargaining because it involved adjustments
that would date back in many, many
instances. Because we could not be certain as
to just how this would affect individual
departments in respect of their employees, a
fairly significant figure was inecluded in the
Treasury Board estimates in their contingen-
cies vote. It was a fairly substantial sum
which would provide moneys and which
would explain to the House of Commons at
that time as providing moneys that may be
required to supplement the departmental esti-
mates in respect of wage and salary
adjustments.

The simple answer to you, sir, is: in so far
as we are able, in an uncertain situation, to
make these projections, the estimates do try
to present to Parliament and to the public a
true picture.

Mr. Winch: When I asked you to explain
construction, you said should provide; you
said should. I would like to know whether
you do provide. I am not misquoting. You
said should. I am asking you: did they, or do
they provide? I am speaking now of the for-
mat of the expenditures. Do we get a true
picture all the time?
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Mr. Reisman: When I use the term
“should”, I use the term in the sense that
with the best effort in the world we cannot be
precise in anticipating cost escalation. We try
to give you the best picture we can, but of
course what actually happens in the course of
a year depends on so many considerations.
Are you going to have an escalation of two or
three or four per cent? We know if we look
back over the past half dozen years or so
there have been occasions when the degree of
escalation of costs in an industry like the

‘construction industry has in some instances

been under-estimated and there have been
occasions when the projections have not
anticipated adequately the degree of escala-
tion. But in so far as is humanly possible
there is an attempt in the Estimates to give
you a true and valid picture.

Mr. Winch: This question also has to deal
with what we are discussing now because we
had a second budget just a short time ago,
also for our present fiscal year. Now at that
timeé I cannot remember any format of pre-
sentation which actually included assignment
of contracts to our own federal civil servants,
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a number of which have been assigned in the
past few weeks. As I understand it, all
expenditures in respect of increases must go
through Treasury Board even if the arrange-
ments are made under the new system of
negotiations with civil servants. In the format
based on the most recent budget how do you
deal with the thousands of civil servants in
relation to the 60-day clause where Treasury
Board does not have to issue the increase or
the rectroactive pay until after 60 days? I
understand if the retroactive pay is not paid
by January 1 they then come under the new
taxation on money earned this year. Has that
been dealt with?

Mr. Reisman: Yes.

Mr. Winch: How has it been dealt with?
Not only I but a great many thousands would
appreciate hearing your explanation on what
is happening in that connection.

Mr. Reisman: If I understood the guestion
correctly, Mr. Chairman, I am being asked to
comment on whether the Revised Estimates
that were tabled in the House in September
took into account the results of the collective
bargaining agreements that were negotiated
with groups of public servants in between the
period of the first Estimates and the Revised
Estimates. The answer to that is yes. In so far
as there were agreements reached, that there
were known results and that these would
affect wage and salary costs, these were
included in the Revised Estimates. However,
in respect of public servants that were about
to enter into negotiations or negotiations that
were proceeding but not completed, we did
not attempt to write into the Estimates an
anticipation of the results of such a process—
and I think the members of the Committee
will understand why.

Mr. Winch: I have a supplementary. In
view of what has now been agreed to since
the introduction in September of the Revised
Estimates, on which Treasury Board has to
pass—I am not asking about supplementa-
ries—what is Treasury Board doing about
paying before January 1 to ensure that public
servants are not hit with a two per cent sur-
charge in January on money they earned this
year. 1 believe that most certainly comes
under Treasury Board?

Mr. Reisman: I am afraid I cannot answer
that question, sir. Payment is made pursuant
to collective bargaining agreements in accord-

ance with the terms of those agreements.
293252}
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Mr. Winch: By Treasury Board authoriza-
tion?

Mr. Reisman: Yes, indeed by Treasury
Board authorization. I can assure you, sir,
that no change in the procedures or in the
speed or in the efficiency with which these
are processed through Treasury Board is in
any way altered or affected by virtue of any
tax changes that may have occurred in the
interim.
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Mr. Winch: Hold it! This is most interest-
ing. Do you mind, Mr. Chairman? i

The Chairman: All right, but make it brief,
Mr. Winch.

Mr. Winch: Does your statement now mean
that notwithstanding that 60-day period with-
in which by law Treasury Board has been
paying money on increased salaries that if the
money is not paid until January that they
will not be charged a two per cent surcharge?

Mr. Reisman: No, this is not what I said,
Mr. Chairman. I said that in so far as the
work and operations of the Treasury Board
are concerned, they proceed in accordance
with schedule in a normal manner and we
make out payments pursuant to those agree-
ments in an orderly way. As to what the tax
situation is, I am not a tax expert although I
know a little bit about taxes from my previ-
ous work in the Ministry of Finance years
ago. If you want a good answer on that kind
of question I would suggest that you call a
witness from the Department of National
Revenue which administers the tax laws.

Mr. Winch: But as far as agreements made
this year are concerned, Treasury Board will
pass them fast?

Mr. Reisman: They will pass them as
expeditiously as we can do our work, sir.

Mr. Bigg: I am asking my next question
because I think it relates to the whole pro-
gram. I trust I will not be ruled out of order.

At one time an expenditure of $2 million
was passed for the digging of the Welland
Canal and, as I understand it, the engineers
who made the estimate were paid a fee in
relation to the total amount of the expendi~
ture. Is it correct that if there was a mistake
made in estimating the cost of constructing a
building, say a difference between $2 million
and $34 million, that the building would be
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proceeded with on a cost-plus basis, regard-
less of the size of the error made, and that
the engineer and architect would draw a fee
of five per cent, or whatever it is, of the total
even though the error made was so great that
it becomes scandalous? If this is so, are you
people going to be given the authority to
impose a penalty or to do something which
will act as a deterrent to the continuation of
this sort of thing.

Have I made myself clear?

The Chairman: Yes, you have made it
maybe too clear, Mr. Bigg.

Mr. Bigg: Is my question out of order?

The Chairman: We will have to bounce the
ball here to see who will answer that one.

Mr. Reisman: Mr. Henderson, if you would
like priority of place in answering that ques-
tion, I would be very pleased to hear what
you have to say.

Mr. Henderson: Mr. Chairman, I know that
we have been discussing such cases in Com-
mittee now for some years and it is the same
old question.

Mr. Winch:
knowledge.

Mr, Bigg: Is there not some cut-off that we
can put on or that we can help you put on
this constant waste of public money. There
should be some deterrent. If an engineer is so
scandalously inadequate that he makes a mis-
take in the amount of the difference between
$2 million and $34 million, should he be enti-
tled to a five per cent cost-plus payment? Is
there any way that we can help you in this
particular field?

Mr. Henderson: It is a good question, Mr,
Chairman, because after all, although a lot of
these things originate in the Department of
Transport and the Department of Public
Works, they do make their request to the
Treasury Board and. ..

Mr. Winch: They have the veto.

The Chairman: Just a minute now. Mr.
Henderson is speaking.

Mr. Henderson: Just as in the correspond-
ence you and I are having now on the ques-
tion of disclosure of ex gratia payments—ex
gratia settlements which come into this mat-
ter. With a little tightening up or re-examina-
tion of your Treasury Board procedures you

It is fifteen years, to my
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could catch them and probably ask more
questions than you do now. Would you not
think that is worth examination?
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Mr. Reisman: Certainly any suggestions
that can be made by this Committee or by
Mr. Henderson which would lead to a tighten-
ing of control on expenditures by way of
improvement in Treasury Board procedures
would be most welcome, I can assure you, sir.

Mr. Winch: But do you have the power of
veto?

Mr. Reisman: May I continue?
The Chairman: Continue, Mr. Reisman.

Mr. Reisman: As you know, the procedures
which apply in respect of departments of gov-
ernment in so far as financial control is con-
cerned are different from those which apply
to Crown or to agency corporations, and the
degree of influence and control which Treas-
ury Board may have would vary with these
different institutions.

In connection with the specific case which
was put—I think a reference was made to the
Seaway and to certain contracts in connection
with the deepening of the Welland Canal and
the architectural or engineering fees relative
thereto—I might say that the contracts that
individual agencies or departments enter into
vary a good deal from case to case. In some
instances the agreement with an architect or
engineer may be on a fixed price basis. In
other instances it may be on a cost of work
basis. The actual management of projects of
that kind would rest with the agency or
department that initiates the work.

However, Treasury Board has an interest
in this in a number of ways. We are concerned
with management and management systems
and procedures. Within the Treasury Board
staff we have a branch which is called the
Management Improvement Branch. I would
accept some responsibility for the kind of
work and the kind of advice that emanates
from that Management Improvement Branch
in respect of this kind of situation. If there is
evidence that in the contracting procedures
applied by Crown corporations or by depart-
ments there is a practice which leads to
incentives to escalate costs in order to esca-
late fees, then we ought to do something
about that kind of management practice. I am
not aware that this is a general situation,
although I do not doubt that such cases have
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arisen in the past and may indeed arise in the
future,

May I make an apology, Mr. Chairman. I
think the Committee knows that I am a rath-
er new Secretary of the Treasury Board and I
do not know all that I should know—and I
hope I will know in time—about these mat-
ters, but I promise that if it comes to my
attention that practices of the kind you
indicate are taking place, I would not hesitate
for a moment to advise the ministers of the
Treasury Board to authorize some change in
the procedures in respect of these matters. I
would be very interested to know, both from
the Committee and from Mr. Henderson, if
there are such cases.

The Chairman: Before we proceed, I think
the Committee can assure Mr. Reisman that
we will be inviting him and the head of his
Management Improvement Branch to appear
before our Committee, because we had
examples of this in the past and our 1968
report will probably contain some of those
cases and we will be asking for explanations
of those at a later date. I think we will let it
rest at that point for now.

Mr. Bigg: I just wish to make one remark
on this occasion. I was not trying to make any
specific references at all. It was really
exploratory to see if, in procedures and gen-
eral principles, we could assist them in the
over-all picture. I am not suggesting that the
Board has been delinquent, in any way, or
anything of that nature at all. It is merely

that we are trying to help them from this
end.

The Chairman: The Committee is glad to
hear Mr. Reisman’s assurance, as Secretary of
the Treasury Board, that he is going to watch
this point very, very carefully.
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Gentlemen, it is now a quarter to one. I
realize you have been kept here quite a long
time. Mr. Nowlan has a question and the
chances are there are others who may want to
ask questions. Would you like to proceed now
or wait until next Tuesday, Mr. Nowlan?

Mr. Nowlan: I do not have one question, I
have several. However, I would like to ask

one question, which will perhaps take care of
the others.

The Chairman: Treasury Board will be
back with us again next Tuesday, if that is all
right with you, Mr. Nowlan. In the meantime
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you may ask one question and then we will
adjourn.

Mr. Nowlan: I have one question, and I
think I know the answer. Mr. Reisman, in
your speech before the Canadian Tax Foun-
dation yesterday in Toronto were you talking
about the same form of estimates that we
have before us now?

Mr. Reisman: That is right, sir. Mr. Chair-

man, I gave a speech in Toronto on Monday
morning. . .

Mr. Nowlan: It was a good speech.

Mr. Reisman: ...to the Canadian Tax
Foundation. They invited me some time ago
to speak on expenditures, planning and con-
trol within the federal government. It was
with the Ministers’ permission that I gave
this speech. It was a speech that I think was
devoid of many of the standard type of ques-
tions that this Committee and the public are
interested in. It dealt with procedures, meth-
ods and mechanisms, and in it I made refer-
ence to the program planning and budgeting
system that we hope to introduce and the new
form of the estimates which I think I said in
my speech we would put to this Public
Accounts Committee for their views, com-
ments and advice, and in due course we hope
to introduce a system which will meet with
the wishes of this Committee and Parliament.

Mr. Nowlan: So you were talking about one
and the same thing.

Mr. Reisman: That is right, sir.

Mr. Winch: I would like to ask just one
question. If this Committee’s advice is to be
presented in time for the next estimates,
could you obtain for us the latest date upon
which our Committee could report on this
phase of the format of the estimates if it is to
have an influence on the next estimates which
will be introduced.

The Chairman: I presume, Mr. Reisman,
that you would like our report just as soon as
you could get it.

Mr. Reisman: That is right, Mr. Chairman.

The Chairman: We will proceed along those
lines and continue with this matter until we
are in a position to make recommendations.

Mr. Nowlan: Mr. Chairman, is Mr. Reisman
going to be the first witness on Tuesday?

Mr. Reisman: Sir, all you have to do is ask
and I will be here.



Mr. Nowlan: In other words, are we just
going to continue and I will still be the first
questioner?

. The Chairman: We will have Mr. Reisman
here next Tuesday as our witness, and I
would like you to confine your questions as
much as possible to the revised estimates.
The Treasury Board is going to be back again
to deal with items under the Auditor Gener-
al's report, and I know that this will take
care of a lot of the questions that you have in
mind. I have shown quite a bit of latitude
this morning ...

Mr. Winch: We appreciate it.

The Chairman: ...but I do not propose to
do it at the next meeting. I am giving you
fair warning.

With respect to our next meeting, would
Friday morning at 9.30 be suitable? Do you
think a goodly number could attend? The
reason for my concern is that the Committee
rooms are crowded on Thursday, and we are
overlapping with other committees. I know
that some of you have experienced this. I
throw this out just for...

Mr. Lefebvre: Do you mean tomorrow, Mr.
Chairman?

The Chairman:
week.

Mr. Bigg: Do you mean rather than Thurs-
day, or just on this one occasion?

The Chairman: Rather than Thursday.

Mr. Nowlan: Mr. Chairman, this business of
the committees is causing difficulties to every
member. I do not know, but I think the
House leaders had better get together. There
are ten committees meeting on Tuesdays and
Thursdays and the members are out of their
offices all day.

No, not tomorrow, next

The Chairman: They have a co-ordinating
committee and they are doing their best, but
it is impossible to crowd all the meetings into
Tuesdays and Thursdays without some
overlapping,

Mr. Lefebvre: I understand we are on the
schedule for next week.
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The Chairman: Yes, we are on the schedule
for Thursday but we are overlapping with
Finance, Trade and Economic Affairs and one
other. I understand there are three or four
more.

Mr. Lefebvre: I think Agriculture has been
dropped next week to make way for our
Committee.

The Chairman: I take it you do not favour
Friday morning too heartily?

Mr. Winch: The House commences at 11
o'clock, but we could sit for an hour and a
half at 9.30 if we were sure of a quorum.

Some hon. Members: I have no objection to
i,
An hon. Member: I have a commitment on

Friday morning, so I will be engaged until
10.30. I will miss an hour of it.

The Chairman: We will meet on Tuesday
and Thursday of next week, but I would like
you to keep this Friday morning meeting in
mind. I think we will have to hold a meeting
then in order to come up with a report in
time.
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Mr. Reisman: With your permission, Mr.
Chairman, I answered rather quickly on the
question of my appearing as a witness at your
meeting on Tuesday. I am reminded that I
was asked to appear and give evidence at a
Cabinet Committee on Tuesday morning, and
the meeting is to commence at 10 o'clock.
Staff will be available from the Treasury
Board and with your permission I will appear
as quickly as I can fulfill my duties at that
Cabinet Committee.

The Chairman: I do not know whether we
should demand precedence over that Cabinet
Committee! I think we will have to bow to
that committee, Mr. Reisman.

We will commence at 9.30 am. Please come
as soon as you can. Will you have a substitute
here?

Mr. Reisman: Yes, sir.

The Chairman: Thank you. The meeting is
adjourned.
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Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee,
I am happy to have the opportunity to be
here this morning to review briefly with the
Public Accounts Committee the changes that
have occurred in the form of Estimates in the
past few years and to present you with
proposals for further changes that are
designed to assist Parliament in its considera-
tion of Governmental expenditure plans.

As committee members no doubt know, the
Financial Administration Act vests in the
Treasury Board, in the name of the Queen’s
Privy Council for Canada, authority to deal
among other things with matters relating to
financial management, Estimates and the
review of annual and longer term expendi-
ture plans and programs of departments. The
Estimates Blue Book is a reflection of this
responsibility.

The Estimates in a very real sense provide
the basis for financial management in the Gov-
ernment service. Because the Public Accounts
Committee is very much concerned with this
function, it has been the practice to seek its
concurrence for any change in Estimates pres-
entation. After its deliberations are complet-
ed the Committee may recommend to the
House changes that it, in its review of depart-
mental spending, views as desirable. It also
makes recommendations with regard to
changes that are brought before it from time
to time by the Treasury Board.

This Committee has not dealt with changes
in the form of Estimates for some time. I
therefore thought that I would recall to
members that as result of the deliberations of
this Committee in 1963, the number of votes
in the Estimates was reduced from some 550
to 220 as recommended in the Committee’s
report to the House at that time. The primary
reason for that change was related to the
need to bring together under one heading the

different elements that constitute a depart-
mental program. This purpose, generally
speaking, was achieved by setting up one
administration, one capital and one grants
vote for each departmental program. This
resulted in a more rational presentation of
activities within each Departmental structure,
but it was only the beginning of what was to
become an exhaustive study of how best to
achieve better departmental control over
existing operations, to improve governmental
assessment and control over both new and
existing programs, and to provide more
meaningful information on public expendi-
tures to Parliament.

Since that time, and following the recom-
mendations made by the Royal Commission
on Government Organization, the Treasury
Board staff has been engaged in a funda-
mental review of its expenditure control role
in the context of its position as a central plan-
ning agency, in cooperation with all depart-
ments and agencies. As a result, the orienta-
tion of the Treasury Board has changed, as
the Royal Commission envisaged, from an
Agency primarily concerned with keeping the
lid on expenditures through highly central-
ized and detailed control mechanisms, to a
forward looking planming body which pro-
motes the effectiveness of departmental pro-
grams through expert analysis of expenditure
proposals in terms of both possible alterna-
tives and the objectives of the Government.
Within the constraints prescribed by the Gov-
ernment, the Treasury Board is then able to
set goals and propose allocation of resources
on the basis of priorities and the forecasted
availability of funds.

I would now like to deal with a number of
changes that we are proposing for future
Estimates presentation as well as with certain
changes that we are incorporating in the



1969-70 Blue Book now under preparation.
Committee members should note that the
changes being made to the current form Blue
Book, that is the book that will display the
estimates for 1969-70, fall into two categories:
those of a purely presentational character;
and those featuring an element of control.

Before I review the changes for 1969-70 I
might mention that the Revised Estimates for
1968-69 which were tabled in the House on
September 25 reflect a change that was
introduced earlier this year in the original
Estimates tabled on February 12. I refer to
new standard objects of expenditure that are
designed to serve the needs of internal
accounting procedures and a national accounts
presentation. This new system was devel-
oped by an inter-departmental committee
which was asked to determine the coding
procedures that would be compatible with
these needs, while retaining the existing level
of information for publication in the Blue
Book.

The inter-departmental committee made
recommendations on the restructuring of the
standard object classification and this restruc-
turing was subsequently approved by the
Treasury Board. The new system consists of
13 standard objects in place of the traditional
34 standard and special objects which have
appeared in Estimates until now. The new
system is adaptable to whatever object clas-
sification individual departments adopt for
internal purposes, because each of the 13 new
standard objects can be further broken down
into reporting objects and economic objects
that can be used for expenditure accounting
purposes by departments and for the provi-
sion of information needed for the presenta-
tion of expenditures on the National Accounts
basis.

With regard to the 1969-70 Blue Book, we
would have preferred to present you with
proposals for changes earlier this year, but
since events prevented us from appearing
before you until now, and since they could
not have been implemented in the 1969-70
Estimates if the necessary instructions had
not been issued to the departments and agen-
cies of Government before this September,
the Treasury Board reviewed these changes
very carefully last summer and authorized
the issuing of the necessary instructions.

1. Expenditure Coding

Having briefly explained the new system of
standard object classification which is incor-
porated in the Revised Estimates for 1968-69

Public Accounts

November 21, 1968

we plan to extend the implementation of the
system by consolidating in single line entries,
under new descriptive titles, the entries that
appear separately in these Estimates. For
example, the “Traveling and Removal
Expenses”, and the “Telephone and Tele-
grams” which are both shown as standard
object (2) in the Revised Estimates would be
grouped under the heading “Transportation
and Communications” as standard object (2).

I might add that this change will reduce
the length of the Blue Book by some 27
pages. However, the more detailed informa-
tion which heretofore appeared in Estimates
will continue to be available at the depart-
mental level and can be provided to Parlia-
mentary committees, or the House during
Estimates consideration.

2. Supporting Financial Information for Cer-
tain Crown corporations

It is now the custom in Canadian Estimates
to give much less detail for votes containing
provision for the requirements of agency and
proprietary Crown corporations than is given
for the requirements of departments and
departmental corporations. This treatment is
a reflection of the different expenditure con-
trol relationship which Parliament has pre-
scribed should exist between the Treasury
Board and Crown corporations. It is also a
reflection of the requirement that the budgets
of Crown corporations be tabled separately in
the House of Commons.

As you are well aware, the Public Accounts
Committee has in past years endorsed recom-
mendations made by the Auditor General that
supporting financial information be given in
Estimates for Crown corporations requiring
appropriations. At the request of the Public
Accounts Committee, the Treasury Board
undertook to consult with the heads of these
Crown corporations regarding the provision
of such supporting information. Earlier this
year, we wrote to a number of Crown corpo-
rations expressing the views of the Public
Accounts Committee and asked them to con-
sider how they could best respond to your
Committee's wishes.

I am pleased to report that, as a result of
these consultations, we will include in the
printed Estimates for 1969-70 a statement of
income and expenditure in support of Crown
corporation operating requirements funded
through Estimates and an indication of
proposed capital expenditure where these are
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funded through Estimates. This change, I am
certain, will be most welcome by your
Committee.

3. Elimination of Salary Ranges

We propose to eliminate the various salary
ranges now appearing in the Estimates and
indicate instead the numbers of continuing
full-time employees in each major occupa-
tional category. The kind of detail now pro-
vided is rather meaningless since there are
continuous changes between ranges in the
course of the year as a result of economic
salary revisions and the reclassification of
Staff.

The inclusion of numbers of employees in
each category should provide a better
appreciation of the type of personnel engaged
in carrying out the purposes of individual
programs.

I might say that this change would result in
a reduction of some 70 pages in the current
Blue Book. In this case also, should more
detailed information be required during Esti-
mates consideration it would be made availa-
ble by the Departments concerned. We pro-
pose of course, to retain the Manpower Allo-
cation and Utilization Summary which now
appears at end of the current Blue Book.

4. Clarification of Grants and Contributions

As members of the Committee are no doubt
aware, it is an accepted principle of Parlia-
mentary practice that the making of outright
grants is a prerogative of Parliament. This is
reflected in Canadian Estimates in such vote
titles as “Grants and Contributions as detailed
in the Estimates.”

However, the situation is now such that we
do not have any rational distinction between
outright subsidies on the one hand (such as
the grant to the Boy Scouts as shown on page
445 of the Revised Estimates for 1968-69) and
payments made by the Federal Government
in pursuit of programs already authorized by
legislation. For example, the Occupational
Training of Adults’ Act authorizes payments
by the Government for several purposes, such
as for training allowance and for capital
assistance. These payments are made pursu-
ant to agreements entered into with the Prov-
inces, under the authority of legislation. The
agreements always call for the auditing of
accounts to be presented by the recipients of
the payments. Present vote titles however
(such as Manpower and Immigration, Vote 10,
at page 304 of the Revised Estimates for 1968-
69), do not allow the transfer of an excess
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provision that might arise under one agree-
ment to meet a deficiency arising under a
different agreement. Such excesses or defici-
encies may occur as a result of the difficulty
of forecasting with precision at the time of
the printing of the Estimates, levels of
anticipated expenditures which depend
entirely upon the extent of participation in
the program in question. To achieve such a
transfer of funds, it is now necessary to
include an item in Supplementary Estimates,
regardless of the fact that authority to enter
into the agreement already exists and that
sufficient funds may be available within the
vote as a whole.

On the other hand, there are vote wordings
which permit the transfer between contribu-
tions without the requirement for a Supple-
mentary Estimates. An example of this is
shown at page 104 of the Revised Estimates
for 1968-69 where the wording of Vote 50 for
Energy, Mines and Resources allows transfers
between the ten contributions that are pres-
ently listed pursuant to the Canada Water
Conservation Assistance Act.

We propose that restrictive vote titles be
used only in those cases where no Parliamen-
tary authority for the expenditure exists and
where no accounting or auditing is made of
the expenditure in question. Under this
change, Parliament would retain its funda-
mental right of determining grants that are
clearly unconditional disbursements, and the
Government would have added flexibility in
carrying out the wishes of Parliament and
making payments required as a result of
agreements authorized pursuant to Acts of
Parliament. In no case of course would the
total of a Vote in the Estimates for grants and
contributions be exceeded without further
Parliamentary action.

Having dealt with changes for the fiscal
years 1968-69 and 1969-70, we now have fur-
ther changes to propose for the Estimates for
1970-71.

The Committee will recall that the Royal

Commission on Government Organization
recommended that:

1. the form of the Estimates be revised
so that the votes more clearly describe
the purpose of expenditures, that more
comparable and complete supporting
information be provided, and that
unnecessary detail be eliminated;

2. departmental Estimates be prepared
on the basis of programs and activity and
not only by standard objects of
expenditure.
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One of the first steps taken by the Govern-
ment following the receipt of the Glassco
report was to engage management consultants
who were given the task of proposing expen-
diture control and financial management
procedures for four departments. These
departments were Agriculture, Northern
Affairs and National Resources, Transport,
and Veterans Affairs. As a result of these
studies, there arose proposals to change the
form of Estimates presentation designed to
better reflect the new concepts of financial
management, as recommended by the Glassco
Commission, and to provide Parliament with
the kind of information necessary for a mean-
ingful review and discussion of governmental
activity.

Subsequently, five departments (Dominion
Bureau of Statistics, Indian Affairs and
Northern Development, Insurance, Manpower
and Immigration and Royal Canadian Mount-
ed Police) submitted their 1967-68 Main Esti-
mates in the suggested new form as well as in
the traditional form. After further refine-
ments, and I might say at this point that we
are continually refining the presentational
aspect of this proposed new form, twenty six
departments and agencies were able to submit
their Estimates for 1968-69 to the Treasury
Board in both the current form and the pro-
posed new form. Finally, I expect that for the
1969-70 Estimates, most departments and
agencies will be in a position to submit their
Estimates in both forms.

Several booklets were distributed this morn-
ing to illustrate the Estimates for 1968-69 in
the suggested new form for the departments
of Insurance, Indian Affairs and Northern
Development, and for Solicitor General. The
current form of Estimates for the Department
of Indian Affairs and Northern Development
was also distributed to permit comparison
between the two forms. You may wish to
refer to these as I review briefly the proposed
new form of Estimates, which reflects the
changes I have already mentioned as well as
several additional new features.

If Committee members will look at their
sample new form for the Department of Indi-
an Affairs and Northern Development, they
will note that a forword appears on page 3
which outlines in general terms some of the
features that are proposed to be included.
With this in mind, perhaps the Committee
will now permit me to discuss in more detail
some of these new features.

(a) Members will note that on page 5 there
appears a statement of departmental objec-

1
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tives which are explained in terms of the four
programs of the department.

(b) On page 6, where a detailed breakdown
of the Administration Program begins, you
will note the statement of the program objec-
tives followed by a narrative description of
the Program itself outlined in terms of those
objectives. The Program has broken down
into a number of activities that are the
means by which the objectives, as set out, are
to be achieved. This approach is designed to
assist Members of Parliament in identifying
the purpose of the Administration Program,
thereby aiding in their examination of the
Expenditures proposed under it.

This same approach for each of the other
three programs is followed throughout the
sample (at pages 12, 20 and 30). In this
regard, I might remind the Committee that
the current form of estimates does not include
any narrative material concerning the depart-
ment nor, for that matter, any of its pro-
grams or activities.

(¢ As I reviewed the vote structure
appearing in the current Estimates, I recalled
to the Committee that it had agreed in 1963,
to reduce the number of votes in the Esti-
mates, so that generally speaking, each
departmental program would show one Vote
for each of the categories administration,
capital and grants. The purpose of that
change was to provide Parliament with a
appreciation of the cost of any given program
and the elements which went into its makeup.

In line with the concepts of program budg-
eting and responsibility accounting under
which each program is considered as a unit,
made up of these three different elements, we
are proposing to take the next logical step in
the development of a rational vote structure
and to consolidate into a single vote the three
votes presently being shown for each pro-
gram. This would permit Members of Parlia-
ment to review more readily each departmen-
tal program in the light of its total cost and
would give members a firm basis for a more
complete discussion of each particular pro-
gram. The total cost of each program would
of course continue to be broken down in the
Estimates details into its main elements of
administration, capital and grants.

Together with this, we also propose that
non-budgetary requirements (that is loans,
investments and advances) be shown with the
appropriate program. Pages 10, 12 and 13 of
the sample new form of Estimates for Indian
Affairs and Northern Development illustrate
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how this treatment would be reflected in the
Estimates for the Indian Program of that
department.

This change in the vote structure, if it com-
mends itself to your Committee would have
resulted in a reduction of some 100 Vote
items from the current 236, had it been
applied to the Estimates for 1968-69.

(d) The Estimate for each program is dis-
played by activities broken down into the
usual categories of operating requirements,
capital requirements and grants and, where
applicable, into non-budgetary requirements,
against the operating requirements for each,
there is shown the proposed man-years of
employment allocated for each activity.
(pages 6, 12, 20 and 30 of the sample).

The indication of manpower utilization in
this manner should allow members of Parlia-
ment and the public to relate more effectively
than is possible at present to a given activity
the number of employees engaged in that
activity.

(e) There is also added to the estimate of
the cash requirement for each program the
value of services received from the depart-
ment itself or from other departments.

In the case of the Indian Program illustrat-
ed on page 12 of the sample new form, the
value of services provided by other depart-
ments includes: accommodation provided by
Public Works; (this includes only the cost of
office accommodation for which the Depart-
ment of Public Works is responsible. For
specialized accommodation such as laborato-
ries, warehouses, schools, hospitals, etc., the
cost is shown against the entry “Accommoda-
tion provided by this Department”); account-
ing and cheque issue services provided by the
Comptroller of the Treasury; contributions by
the Government as an employer to the Super-
annuation account, the Canada Pension Plan
account and the Quebec Pension Plan
account; the Government’s share, as an
employer, of Group Surgical Medical Insu-
rance premiums; the Government’s share of
employee compensation payments; and the
carrying of franked mail by the Post Office
Department. This should assist Members of
Parliament in assessing the total cost of the
various programs.

In the current Blue Book, the value of ser-
vices received free of charge from other
department is provided for the total depart-
ment only. Page 196 of the current form sam-
ple in front of you illustrates this point.
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(f) For each program, we propose to pro-
vide a table showing the total cost of the
program by standard object of expenditure,
again broken down into the three main
elements of Administration, Capital and
Grants, (pages 7, 14, 23 and 32 of the sample
new form).

(g) Details of the manpower allocation
among the major occupational categories (and
its utilization) are shown for each program as
the committee can see at pages 8, 14, 23 and
32 of the sample new form of Estimates. The
total man-year utilization in the first column
of the table is of course identical to the total
shown against the activity breakdown on the
program, which I just mentioned. One impor-
tant feature of this table is the allowable
strength at year-end figure which is shown
for both the current and new years. In addi-
tion, a three-year comparison of staff numb-
ers is offered instead of the two-year com-
parison in the current form. The Manpower
Allocation and Utilization Summary appear-
ing at the end of the current Blue Book
would of course be retained.

(h) Members will also note at pages 15, 24
and 33 of the sample new form of Estimates
that construction and acquisition projects
with a total estimated cost—regardless of the
year of expenditure—in excess of $250,000,

are shown in a separate table for each
program.

(i) Having in mind the principles which I
described earlier in relation to grants and
contributions, where I outlined the distinction
to be made between outright subsidies and
payments made pursuant to agreements, we
propose that for each program there be a
listing of each grant and of each contribution
that is to be made under the program. An
example of this is shown at page 26 of the
sample.

Having reviewed the main features of the
proposed new form of Estimates, it is evi-
dent, I believe, that the program approach to
Estimates presentation is the fundamental
concept that emerges. Perhaps 1 might
recapitulate by stating what is a program and
what is an activity. A program is a group of
departmental activities authorized by legisla-
tion or authority emanating from legislation,
that is directed to the achievement of a defi-
nite objective. The activities are the varied
means employed in carrying out the program.
Bearing this in mind, the program structure
must be carefully designed to assist in the
resource allocation decisions made by the
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Government. The programs of a department
are the headings under which that depart-
ment makes its request for funds and under
which requirements can best be justified and
the benefits forecast.

It might be appropriate at this point, Mr.
Chairman, to outline briefly to the Commit-
tee, the process through which Estimates are
prepared for presentation to Parliament.

In recent years, the Treasury Board has
developed a two-stage approach to the exami-
nation of departmental expenditure plans.
First, there is the review during the summer
months of departmental 5-year forecasts of
Estimates requirements, on the basis of which
targets are set for the following fiscal year.
Secondly, there is the traditional detailed
Estimates review in the late autumn and
early winter.

During the review of program forecasts,
the Treasury Board considers this information
against the background of overall government
priorities and the most recent estimates of the
total funds that are likely to be available
throughout the 5-year period. This review
is the occasion where the Treasury Board,
following discussion and consultation with
departments, sets financial and manpower
targets for each program for the subse-
quent fiscal year. Eventually, when the sys-
tem is more refined, it is proposed that this
would be the occasion for Treasury Board to
grant broad approval in principle for the
department’s long-term plans for each
program.

Following the program review, the second
phase of Estimates preparation and review
for the subsequent fiscal year begins. With
the approval in principle of their plans for
each program, and against the financial and
manpower targets that have been set for each
program, departments are asked to develop
their detailed operational plans for the next
fiscal year—establishing recognized goals for
each centre of budgetary responsibility and
allocating the necessary funds within
individual programs.

The Board's review of the Main Estimates
submissions consists of an examination of
departmental proposals, and of their detailed
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plans to confirm that they are in line with
previously approved targets, and the govern-
ment’s expenditure policy for the forthcoming
fiscal year. In addition, the Board reviews at
this time the departments’ detailed costing of
the operational plans for each program for
the new year.

The product of this second phase is the
Book of Estimates. The Estimates for 1969-70
will of course be produced in the present
form, incorporating the changes that I men-
tioned earlier. In addition, we expect to be in
a position next Spring to provide Parliamen-
tary Committees that will be considering
departmental Estimates, with Estimates
booklets similar to those that have been dis-
tributed to you today. We believe that these
booklets will permit a more informed exami-
nation of departmental Estimates by the Com-
mittees. From the discussions of your commit-
tee and from the examination of Estimates by
Parliamentary committees next Spring, I
would expect that there will emerge sugges-
tions for further refinements which could be
incorporated into the Estimates for 1970-71.

In 1970-71, then, Estimates would be pre-
pared and presented to Parliament in the new
form only. It would be our intention to pro-
duce them both in booklet form for each
department as well as in the form of a com-
plete volume containing the Estimates of all
departments and agencies.

I want to conclude, Mr. Chairman, and
members of the Committee, by re-emphasiz-
ing what I said at the beginning of my
remarks. The Blue Book of Estimates consti-
tutes the framework for Parliamentary con-
trol and the examination of Departmental
expenditure plans. The primary objective of
the proposals that I have presented to you is
designed to facilitate your task in carrying
out your responsibilities as Members of Par-
liament. At the same time, they are designed
to serve better the needs for more effective
Government Administration.

I know Committee members will want to
express their views and reactions to these
proposals. My officials and I are at your dis-
posal and we would be willing to provide you
with all the assistance we are able to.

Thank You.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

Tuespay, November 26, 1968.
(5)

The Standing Committee on Public Accounts met this day at 9.49 a.m., the
Chairman, Mr. A. D. Hales, presiding.

Members present: Messrs. Allmand, Bigg, Cafik, Crouse, Cullen, Flemming,
Hales, Howard (Okanagan Boundary), Lefebvre, Major, Nowlan, Rodrigue,
Thomas (Maisonneuve), Winch—(14).

Also present: Mr. Ritchie.

In attendance: Mr. S. Cloutier, Assistant Secretary of the Treasury Board;
Mr. G. R. Long, Assistant Auditor General; Mr. J. G. Glashan, Director of
Estimates and Supply Procedures Division, Treasury Board.

The Committee undertook a review, paragraph by paragraph of Appendix
A “Remarks prepared for the President of the Treasury Board relating to a
revised form of Estimates” and questioned the witnesses.

At 11.02 a.m., the Committee adjourned to the call of the Chair.

Edouard Thomas,
Clerk of the Committee.
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EVIDENCE
(Recorded by Electronic Apparatus)

Tuesday, November 26, 1968.
e 0939

The Chairman: Gentlemen, we have a quo-
rum and are ready to proceed.

At the last meeting we were discussing
with Treasury Board the new proposed for-
mat for Estimates and at that time we had a
general discussion on a number of far-ranging
questions. I am in your hands today, gentle-
men, on the procedure we will follow. I have
been giving this matter some thought. Per-
haps it would be desirable to go through this
Treasury Board document paragraph by para-
graph as each paragraph brings up a suggest-
ed change. Mr. Cloutier will be representing
Mr. Reisman for most of the morning. Mr.
Reisman may be here a little later on.

Are there any other suggestions?

e 0940

Mr. Cafik: Mr. Chairman, what is the title
of the document you are referring to?

The Chairman: These are remarks prepared
for the Honourable C. M. Drury, President of

the Treasury Board, relating to a revised
form of Estimates.

Mr. Cafik: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The Chairman: If it is agreed to proceed on
that basis, we will discuss each paragraph as
we go along.

The first page is purely introduction. The
first paragraph on page 2 states what the
Committee did in 1963. As a result of its
recommendations the number of votes was
reduced from 550 to 220. There is not too
much in particular at the bottom of that page.
Then follows a number of changes that we

are proposing for future estimates. We get
into the meat of it on page 4.

Mr. Winch: Mr. Chairman, starting at the
bottom of page 2 and then going on to page 3,
does this refer to a contemplation for the

future or something that has been in effect
for a while?

I ask that question because it says:

Within the constraints prescribed by the
Government, the Treasury Board is then

able to set goals and propose allocation of
resources. . .

and so forth. In view of the situation a year
ago and this year it would hardly seem that it
has been functioning that way. That is the
reason I ask whether this is what you con-
template would be the results of the new
set-up and the new arrangement. Because of
the very heavy deficits that we have been
faced up with it would rather appear that this
has not functioned.

Mr. S. Cloutier (Assistant Secretary, Pro-
gram Branch, Treasury Board): Mr. Chair-
man, this statement on page 3 of the docu-
ment before us refers to a process that is ever
being refined. It does relate to the present
practices and also to the practices that we are
getting into under the new form of Estimates.

Mr. Winch: That does not quite clarify it,
Mr. Chairman. I believe, from your looks,
that it does not quite clarify it for you either.
As you say, it means the carrying on of a
past practice, with a refinement, but does the
latter part of the paragraph on page 3 indi-
cate that your refinements as outlined here
are such that we will not be facing $500 mil-
lion or $700 million deficits which are com-
pletely out of line with your estimates
budgeting.

Mr. Cloutier: It is our expectation, sir, that
this will be the case.

Mr, Winch: On the new refinements.
Mr. Cloutier: That is right.

Mr. Winch: It does not apply to the past
though?

Mr. Cloutier: Not to the extent that we
would wish.

The Chairman: Perhaps we should read
this as we go along in case we miss some-
thing. What do you think, gentlemen?

Mr, Cafik: It would be a good idea.

Mr. Cloutier: Of course this is Mr. Drury
speaking, and I am reading from the text:
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I would now like to deal with a number
of changes that we are proposing for
future Estimates presentation as well as
with certain changes that we are incor-
porating in the 1969-70 Blue Book now
under preparation. Committee members
should note that the changes being made
fo the current form Blue Book, that is
the book that will display the estimates
for 1969-70, fall into two categories: those
of a purely presentational character; and
those featuring an element of control.

Before I review the changes for 1969-70
I might mention that the Revised Esti-
mates for 1968-69 which were tabled in
the House on September 25 reflect a
change that was introduced earlier this
year in the original Estimates tabled on
February 12. I refer to new standard
objects of expenditure that are designed
to serve the needs of internal accounting
procedures and a national accounts pres-
entation. This new system was devel-
oped by an inter-departmental commit-
tee which was asked to determine the
coding procedures that would be compati-
ble with these needs, while retaining the
existing level of information for publica-
tion in the Blue Book.

® 0945

The Chairman: Are there any questions so
far? If not, I would like to ask one. It says on
page 4:

I refer to new standard objects of expen-
diture that are designed to serve the
needs of internal accounting procedures
and a national accounts presentation.

I repeat, in part, “to serve the needs of inter-
nal accounting procedures”. Does this mean
that the whole accounting procedure will
have to be revamped or revised in keeping
with the new proposed Estimates.

Mr. Cloutier: The accounting procedure has
already been revamped, as you say, and
revised to follow this new approach, so that
the presentation of the standard objects in the
current Blue Book really represent a transi-
tional phase where the inclusion of the ac-
counts reflect the new system.

The Chairman: Could we ask Mr. Long to
give us the views of the auditing department
with respect to this change.

Mr. G. R. Long (Assistant Auditor-General):
Mr. Chairman, we had the privilege of having
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a presentation by the Treasury Board staff
quite some time ago. It appears to us that this
change is not going to be harmful in any way
and that, in fact, it will be helpful because of
greater standardization of reporting. There
will be fewer main objects, as I understand
it, but all present objects fit into these some-
where and can be retained, and the informa-
tion will be available.

Mr. Allmand: Mr. Chairman, excuse my
ignorance, but I am not too sure what is
meant by “standard objects”. I see in the next
paragraph that we will now have 13 stand-
ard objects instead of 34. Could somebody
point out what is really meant by standard
objects?

Mr. Cloutier: If you turn to the bottom of
page 7 of the Indian Affairs and Northern
Development booklet you will see the total
estimates items of that particular program
broken down by standard objects of expendi-
ture. These standard objects of expenditure
really fall into three categories: Administra-
tion, Operation and Maintenance; Construc-
tion and Acquisition; and Grants and Contri-
butions. So that this is another way of pre-
senting the same estimate cycle. If we go to
the current Blue Book you will find that each
vote is broken down by standard objects of
expenditure, In this new form of Estimates
we would propose to provide that informa-
tion, and then provide the same information
broken down by activity—and this is shown
on page 6 of the same booklet.

Mr. Allmand: Therefore standard objects of
the expenditure as against the purpose of the
expenditure into different categories.

Mr, Cloutier: That is right, the nature of
the expenditure as against the purpose of the
expenditure.

Mr. Allmand: Thank you.

The Chairman: Gentlemen, there is in the
back of your Blue Estimates Book a large
sheet divided into a number of columns, Each
column has a number at the top of it. No. 1 is
Civil Salaries and Wages. That is commonly
referred to as object no. 1.

In the next paragraph you tell us where
you are cutting 34 standard and special ob-
jects down to 13.

Mr. Cloutier: That is right.

The Chairman: Are there any questions on
that?

e -
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In order to reduce it from 34 to 13 you
must have had to co-ordinate a lot of these
and condense them.

e 0950
Mr. Cloutier: That is right, sir.

The Chairman: Could you give us an
example?

Mr. Cloutier: Yes, sir. For instance, if we
go to the current form of the current break-
down we find that we have a separate object
for Freight, Express and Cartage, for Travel-
ling and Removal, for Postage, for Tele-
phones, Telegrams and Other Communication
Services. Under the new breakdown all of
these expenditures at the primary classifica-
tion level would appear together.

Now the system of classification of accounts
provides for a three tier classification. The
second as in the current estimates tier would
provide the same information and the third
tier would break it down even finer. This is
required for internal control purposes and for
re-allocations between the various responsi-
bility centres in the Department.

The Chairman: Would you mind giving us
a list of those that you are putting under one
heading?

Mr. Cloutier: I gave an example: Travelling
and Removal, Freight, Express and Cartage,

Postage, Telephones, Telegrams and Other
Communication Services.

Mr. Major: And this is now under one
object.

Mr. Cloutier: That is right, sir, and the

name of that new object is Transportation
and Communication.

Mr. Flemming: It would still be itemized
under the second heading?

Mr. Cloutier: The information would be
available under the second heading.

Mr. Flemming: Would it be itemized for
purposes of Treasury Board or for our
purposes?

Mr. Cloutier: The information would be
available when the various departments
appear before the Parliamentary Committee
examining the Estimates of the particular
department.

' The Chairman: Mr. Flemming, you are on a
very important matter.

Public Accounts
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Mr. Flemming: It is the breakdown of
items that I am concerned with. I am won-
dering if we as a committee would still have
that information relative to each item.

Mr. Cloutier: Under the current proposal
the standard breakdown would not appear in
the new form of Estimates, sir.

Mr. Flemming: I do not want to pre-judge
anything, neither do I want to assume things
that do not exist, but it seems to me that the
very thing that we are looking for, which is
really a close examination of detail, would be
denied us under this system.

Mr. Cloutier: The proposal envisages differ-
ent types of detail, and in this particular
regard it envisages also a much finer break-
down that could be made available on request
at the parliamentary committee stage. The
proposal that is now before you results from
the examination of the concern that was evi-
denced by the various questions that were
raised in previous meetings of various parlia-
mentary committees.

Mr. Chairman, perhaps I could suggest that
if members of the Committee are interested
in this particular point we might have a full
explanation of the reclassification of the
standard objects of expenditure so that
members could see how the operation was
carried out. For that purpose I suggest that
the Committee might wish to call as a witness
the chairman of the interdepartmental com-
mittee that produced this work.

e 0955

Mr. Flemming: I have no more comments,
except to express my misgivings about not
having full details.

The Chairman: Mr. Allmand?

Mr. Allmand: Was this new standard object

classification recommended by the Glassco
Commission?

Mr. Cloutier: Specifically? No, I do not
think so, sir. The Glassco Commission, as I
recall it, did have observations on the inter-
nal accounting methods of departments and
the need to rationalize and standardize these,
and this proposal is a result of our examina-

tion of those concerns expressed by the Glass-
co Commission.

Mr. Allmand: In other words, he recom-
mended a rationalization of the whole busi-
ness and this is how you interpret a
rationalization.
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Mr, Cloutier: Partly.

Mr. Allmand: What about the Auditor Gen-
eral? What were his recommendations with
respect to these standard object classifica-
tions? I cannot remember that.

The Chairman: Mr. Long?

Mr. Long: The Auditor General has never
made any recommendations on these, Mr. All-
mand. The standard objects just divide up
your expenditure by telephones, travel and so
on., It seems to us the more important thing
is the broad program you are carrying out,
not necessarily how much you might spend on
telephones or freight or express. Our under-
standing is that while the information may not
be given in the estimates, or in the public
accounts, the further breakdown is going to
be maintained and the information is availa-
ble at any time it is needed.

Mr. Cloutier: We concentrated on what we
took as the result of the observations made
by the Glassco Commission and, I believe,
from the Auditor General, to provide more
information on the purpose of the expendi-
tures and this brings us to the activity break-
down that is essential to the whole proposal.

The Chairman: Mr. Winch and then Mr.
Flemming.

Mr. Winch: I would just like a little further
clarification of what Mr. Long said. He said
that details will be available. I am interested
in how. Perhaps I can put it this way, Mr.
Chairman. I believe that I agree now with
what the Department has in mind on consoli-
dation under objects, but let us say from the
old book you put telephone, postage and tele-
graph together, to me that is communications,
so what is meant by communications? I will
give an eéxample; does that mean a fair share
or a proportionate share of the use of Telex
or line 151 on the leased line? You see, just
how would you term that under the new
set-up?

Mr. Cloutier: The new set-up, you see, is
really theoretical. I forget the number of
individual items that go to make up the new
Standard Objects of Expenditure, but I might
refer you to the spread sheet in a pocket in
the back of the Blue Book. The obverse is the
presentation of the totals by standard object
for each department and agency. On the
reverse side of this sheet you have, in effect,
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the definition of each of the Standard Objects
of Expenditure.

To answer your particular question Mr.
Winch, if we go to the item labelled tele-
phones, telegrams and other communication
services. . .

Mr. Winch: Yes, the other communication
services; how would you. . .

Mr. Cloutier: The definition for this is:

Includes all costs of communication
services by telephone, telegram, cable,
teletype, radio and wireless communica-
tion (tolls, rates, rentals, etc.) and other
communication costs such as courier ser-
vices provided by outside agencies and
communication services performed under
contract or agreement.

Mr. Winch: How would you get that detail?
Mr. Cloutier: Pardon me?
Mr. Winch: How would you get the details?

Mr. Cloutier: The details would be made
available to parliamentary committees when
the departments appears before them.

e 1000
Mr. Winch: Oh, by asking a question.

Mr. Cloutier: It is a question of coming
down to a level of presentation that would
serve the majority of purposes and yet build
into the system the further detail that would
be of interest in particular instances.

Mr. Winch: You would get it only by ask-
ing a question if you had a particular interest
in getting it.

Mr. Cloutier: That is right, sir.
Mr. Winch: I see.
The Chairman: Mr. Flemming?

Mr. Flemming: My question, and perhaps
Mr. Winch has asked it partially at least, is
at what point is the information available? Is
it available to this Committee or is it just
available when the estimates are finally before
the House?

Mr. Cloutier: It could be made available to
this Committee depending on which witness
you call. I suggest that with respect to a
question concerning the detailed operation of
a given department or a given section within

*X
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a department the best witness would be an
official from that department.

Mr. Flemming: Do I understand correctly
that all departments come under this general
heading, telephones, telegraphs and communi-
cations and so forth?

Mr. Cloutier: The expenditures of each par-
liamentary vote are broken down by these
Standard Objects of Expenditure and further
details would be available under each such
vote.

Mr. Flemming: Yes, but my point is, is it
under a general heading of all departments,
or is it segregated?

Mr. Cloutier: The present form of estimates,
that is, the majority of the Book itself, shows
the detail by vote and then in back of the
Blue Book we show this detail by summary
for each department, so in effect the total of
this rather huge spread sheet adds up to
exactly the same amount of budgetary ex-
penditures that make up the blue book.

For instance in the Revised Estimates on
page 5 you will see that the total budgetary
expenditures are $10,670,930,598. In the bot-
tom right corner of this spread sheet, which
again breaks down all expenditures by
Standard Objects of Expenditure, you will

see total for all departments is the same
$10,670,930,598.

The Chairman: Mr. Flemming?

Mr. Flemming: Do we have access to the
amount that is paid for telephones, telegraphs,
and communications in each department
the same as we do now?

Mr. Cloutier: Exactly, sir.

The Chairman: But, Mr. Flemming, you
will have that information only if you ask for
it.

Mr. Flemming: Oh, I understand, Mr.

Chairman, but we may ask for it in the
Committee?

Mr. Cloutier: That is right.
The Chairman: Mr. Cafik?

Mr. Cafik: I have a question so that I will
understand this more fully. I gather now that
the Revised Estimates in the Blue Book, if
this goes through, will include for each
department 13 standard objects under which
all the expenditures of that department will
be placed. Is that correct?
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Mr, Cloutier: Yes, sir.

Mr. Cafik: This has been asked, but I
would like to pursue it a little further; to get
the breakdown of each one of those standard
objects I gather from what has been said we
must ask for that information, but could we
ask one simple question, for instance in Pub-
lic Accounts, that we would like that infor-
mation in a broken down formal manner
presented in a written form for each one of
the departments and would we get it?

Mr. Cloutier: I think you are asking at
what level of a breakdown. ‘

Mr. Cafik: I gather from this pyramid form
that you have you start at the top of the
pyramid and you have the 13 standard
objects.

Mr. Cloutier: That is right.

Mr. Cafik: Below that you might break it
down into perhaps 50 sub-objects and below
that perhaps into 300 or 400.

Mr. Cloutier: That is right.

Mr. Cafik: Now, is it possible in Public
Accounts for us to do our job properly to ask
for the breakdown in a written form for both
of these pyramids?

Mr. Cloutier: For all departments?

Mr. Cafik: Yes sir, for whatever depart-
ment we are concerned with.

Mr, Cloutier: If a parliamentary committee
wants it for a particular department it can be
made available to the Public Accounts Com-
mittee or to any parliamentary committee,
and indeed this is the intention.

Mr, Cafik: So any individual committee,
then, looking at the estimates for that par-
ticular department may, in fact, get the

breakdown in a written form as we previous-
ly had it.

Mr. Cloutier: Very definitely, and if you go
to the secondary level you would have it in
greater detail than is available now.
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Mr. Cafik: Is it true, then, to say that real-

ly we are not losing anything by this new
form in terms of detail?

Mr. Cloutier: Not at all; that is absolutely
true.



The Chairman: I think we had better ask a
question. I am afraid I do not agree with that.

Mr. Cafik: I am just seeking information of
course, Mr. Chairman.

The Chairman: Yes, well that is what we
want.

Mr. Cafik: There seems to be a conflict
between what he is saying to me and what
was understood previously.

The Chairman: Perhaps we could explain it
just for a little more clearly. If you pick up
the Department of Indian Affairs—illustration
only, it says—on page 197, Vote 1, you will
see Travelling and Removal Expenses, $133,-
200; underneath it Freight, Express and Cart-
age; under that Postage; under that Tele-
phones and Telegrams. Now, as I understand
it, those four items under the proposed sys-
tem will appear as one line called, “Transpor-
tation and Communications.” Is that right Mr.
Cloutier?

Mr. Cloutier: That is right, Mr. Chairman.

The Chairman: You will have opposite that
X number of dollars. Any parliamentarian,
whether he be in the Public Accounts Com-
mittee or in any other committee of the
House studying estimates, or if he is on the
floor of the House discussing estimates, will
not know how much money was spent for
travel and removal expenses unless he asks
the question from some official present. Are
we correct up to that point?

Mr. Cafik: Well that does not seem to tie in
with what Mr. Long has indicated to me.

The Chairman: Well, I think those are the
facts.

Mr. Cloutier: That is precisely the proposal.

Mr, Cafik: It is not true, then, that the
Public Accounts Committee can simply ask
the Treasury Board for a written breakdown.

The Chairman: Yes. As I said, Mr. Cafik,
you can ask for these individual items on the
floor of the House or in this Committee or
any other committee that is discussing esti-
mates. You have a perfect right to ask for the
amount that was spent on those individual
items which are now classsified under one
heading, or will be classified under one
heading.

Mr. Cafik: But as a committee can we not
ask the Treasury Board to give us a break-
down of all these items in written form, so

Public Accounts
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that from that point on we just have them in
front of us and we can look at them without
having to pursue them by individual specific
questions in respect of any particular object?
That is my question and what I would like
answered.

The Chairman: Mr. Cloutier?

Mr. Cloutier: The intention here, sir, is that
if a committee is examining the expenditures
of a particular department, then the final
breakdown for all expenditures of that
department could be made available, as you
say, or as you propose, in a written
presentation.

Mr. Cafik: That would eliminate the neces-
sity, then, to pursue each individual item by a
vocal question.

Mr. Cloutier: Oh, yes.
The Chairman: Mr. Howard?

Mr. Howard (Okanagan Boundary): If this
is done, then are we not negating the whole
process of the Glassco Report? Presumably
the purpose of changing the method of pre-
sentation was to improve the efficiency of the
department. There is no doubt considerable
cost involved in preparing all these individual
statements of expenses. I am always some-
what appalled at the number of pieces of pa-
per put down in front of me every day, each
one of them not just costing the amount that
it takes to print it but also involving a great
deal of labour in its preparation. Surely there
is not much point in changing the method of
presentation here in order to modernize and
update the system according to the recom-
mendations of the Commission if we then turn
around and require all the departments to
prepare a detailed breakdown of every expen-
diture for this Committee. We just reverse
the whole procedure at one stroke. Could I
have some comments on this?
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Mr. Cloutier: Yes, sir. Your observation is
completely in line with our thinking in pre-
paring this new format. But one must remem-
ber that the internal accounting systems of
departments do provide for a final breakdown
and it is in the books of accounts. What we
were contemplating in formulating this par-
ticular proposal was that instead of printing
in the Blue Book all of this detail to a fine
degree for all departments, all the time,
thereby increasing the size of the Blue Book
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considerably, the departments’ own internal
accounting systems would be able to provide
the information when it was required, for
those instances when parliamentarians want
and need them for the breakdown.

Mr. Howard (Okanagan Boundary): Mr.
Chairman, according to this most recent
suggestion you are asking for a blanket provi-
sion that it be provided not just for specific
instances, but for all departments. Now you
are right back to presenting a book that is
much greater in size than it ever was in the
past.

The Chairman: Perhaps Mr. Cafik would
like to explain further what he meant.

Mr, Cafik: Mr. Chairman, I did not make
any recommendation that it be provided. I
simply was asking whether it would be pro-
vided if asked for, or if required. I think that
parliamentarians have every right to that
information.

The Chairman: The answer is “yes”. Mr.
Allmand.

Mr. Allmand: Mr. Chairman, is it not true
that under the present estimates there is a
much finer breakdown than appears? For
example, under the item “freight, express and
cartage” I could ask how much cartage by
truck and how much cartage by piggyback
and how much freight. In other words, as it
is right now there is a much more detailed
breakdown in the books of the departments;
as it is, we have rationalized it to a certain
extent. What you are really saying is that we
are going to rationalize it a bit more and give
more general objects.

Mr. Cloutier: The main distinction, sir, is
that under the previous system there were
these sub-breakdowns, but they lacked uni-
formity across the service; whereas the new
system is a complete service which covers
every conceivable type of expenditure, so
that each department would classify a given
expenditure in the same manner.

Mr. Allmand: I see. Therefore if we were
examining Indian Affairs and Northern Devel-
opment and we came to the part “transporta-
tion and communications” we would know
that the breakdown for “transportation and
communications” under Indian Affairs and
Northern Development would be the same, let
us say, as for the Department of Finance.

Mz, Cloutier: Exactly.
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Mr. Allmand: And for every other depart-
ment. They would all have the same break-
down and object classification.

Mr, Cloutier: And the same secondary
breakdown when required.

Mr. Allmand: So that members of Parlia-
ment, once they became experienced in ques-
tioning on estimates, would know exactly
what those further breakdowns would be no
matter what department they had before
them?

Mr. Cloutier: Exactly, sir.
The Chairman: Mr. Major?

Mr. Major: Could you tell me what system
of accounting you are planning to use to pro-
vide this information?

Mr, Cloutier: The mechanical system?
Mr. Major: Yes.

Mr, Cloutier: It varies from agency to agen-
cy, depending on the size and complexity of
their operation. I cannot think right now of
any that would have a purely manual system,
but it is conceivable. Certainly not too many
years ago those manual systems existed. Now
it is a variety of mechanical systems, from the
ordinary bookkeeping machine to the most
sophisticated computer.

Mr. Major: This is what I am getting at. Is
it your plan for the future to computerize all
this information so that it will be available
for a variety of purposes?

Mr, Cloutier: That is right.
Mr. Major: That is what I am getting at.

Mr. Cloutier: The interdepartmental com-
mittee was composed in part of computer
experts, who built into the system of clas-
sification and accounts—
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Mr. Major: So you did get computer experts
to set up your system in order to imple-
ment it.

Mr. Cloutier: Oh, yes.

Mr. Major: And therefore your system will
be very efficient once it is implemented.

Mr, Cloutier: This is the whole intention.

Mr. Major: And if it is computerized, when
we ask a question or want information on a



certain subject it could be available almost
immediately?

Mr. Cloutier: Right.
The Chairman: Mr. Cullen.

Mr. Cullen: This was really my question.
Since we are getting into this modern era of
the computers I assumed that was the basis
for this—that it would be fed into computers
and we could probably have the information
much more quickly in the future than we
have been able to get it in the past.

The Chairman: Excuse me. Mr. Allmand is
next, followed by Mr. Major.

Mr. Allmand: I forgot to ask this when I
was questioning before. When we examine,
let us say, the estimates of a department
under this proposed new system, we seem
to—or I seem to—have more details than
from financial statements of public corpora-
tions prepared for shareholders. If I were a
shareholder in some public corporation I
would get the annual financial statement, but
I seem to have more details in these than in
a corporation statement. Is this system that
you are setting up similar to systems used in
private business for estimates and for report-
ing financial details?

Mr. Cloutier: It is very difficult to general-
ize when one talks of a private sector, but in
presenting this particular format, the experi-
ence and advice of outside consultants was
sought to make sure that we do gear our
procedures to the most efficient and the most
modern.

You compared the estimates as we are
proposing them under the new format to a
corporation annual report. The essential dif-
ference between the two, of course, is that this
estimate book is an expenditure proposal; it
is not a report after the fact. It is also, by its
very essence, a request to Parliament for
funds. And for this reason it was thought
quite advisable to go into more detail, both in
terms of substance and in terms of degree,
than one would go into in an annual report.

Mr. Allmand: But I was thinking also of
the setting up of the standard object, for
example if a man experienced in business
was to look at these standard object break-
downs. Are these standard object breakdowns
similar to those used in business? For exam-
ple is “transportation and communications” a
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category that we would find in private busi-
ness—and also, let us say, “purchase, repair
and upkeep”—these types of categories?

Mr. Cloutier: These types of categories are
not dissimilar from what you would find in
the private sector.

The Chairman: Mr. Major, did you finish
your questioning?

Mr. Major: Yes.

The Chairman:
any observations
standpoint?

Mr. Long: Nothing additional, Mr. Chair-
man. As I said we have been shown what the
proposal is here and it seemed to us to be a
reasonable approach to updating the system
of accounting and the way the accounts are
kept.

The Chairman: May we ask Mr. Cloutier
these questions. I think he has answered some
of them. Why do you want to do this? First
you said that it would cut 27 pages out of the
Blue Book; secondly it should reduce costs a
bit.

Mr. Cloutier: It makes for a more efficient
internal accounting system as well as provid-
ing a breakdown of expenditures that is more
amenable to analysis by columns.

The Chairman: Are there any other reasons
why you want to do this?

Mr. Cloutier: That is about it, sir.
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The Chairman: All right, what is on the
other side of the ledger, gentlemen? What are
your objections to it? We are going to have to
report on this very important classification of
standards and so on.

1 would see one objection to it, in that
parliamentarians are going to have to ask for
this information. It is not provided as it is
now. You are going to have to ask for it.
Travel and removal expenses are a very big
item. I have always been very much con-
cerned about the cost of travelling of govern-
ment employees in all departments. It has
risen to very, very high levels and this is all
going to be lumped into one object and we
will not know what travelling and removal
expenses are unless we ask for them. It is a
big item and we will have to decide whether

Mr. Long, would you have
so far from the Auditor’s
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we want to see it covered up in one heading
or not. Mr. Cullen?

Mr. Cullen: The only objection I see to
your comment, sir, is that as a new member I
find the books and the present estimates as
presented a pretty overwhelming thing, quite
frankly. I felt that I had an obligation to
learn what the estimates were and how to get
this particular information, because, frankly,
going through these books the first couple of
times is to me, as a layman lawyer and know-
ing very little about accounting, extremely
difficult. So I had to do a bit of searching and
inquiring. I do not think we are asked really
to do that much more.

Your area of concern is travelling and that
sort of thing. Others might have other areas
of concern. I think if they have that concern,
then they have an obligation to ask the ques-
tion in the House and certainly to ask for it
in Committee and to ask for it right here. 1
think we are going to get better informed and
better educated members because they have
to do a bit of inquiring. Someone from your
party is going to come to you as Chairman of
this Committee and ask: “Well now, where do
I find out how much money was spent on
travelling by Indian Affairs and Northern
Development? They have been all over the
Northwest Territories and I want to know
where they have been and who has been.”
It is his obligation to find out and if
he cannot get the information from you then
surely he would go to the appropriate depart-
ment and if he could not get it there then he
would go to the Auditor General. I think this
is something that we should do. I think we
should have an interest in this. I would not
want it to be covered up, I do not think it
should be, and if that is your area of concern
then I think you have an obligation to seek it
out. Frankly, I like this idea. I think if we
could cut down the number of pages then we
would be better able to concentrate on this. I
am overwhelmed by the size of the books at
the present time and anything that we can do
to reduce their size without reducing the
available information I think is a step in the
right direction.

Thank you, sir.
' The Chairman: Mr. Flemming?

Mr. Flemming: If we look at Indian
Affairs, for example—page 197 to which Mr.
Cloutier has made reference, we are able to
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compare the current year 1968-69 with 1967-
68 and under the various headings we are
able to see at a glance whether or not the
expenditure has increased. Now if it is all
covered up in one vote then you have nothing
to bring it to your mind. The old saying is
that one picture is worth a thousand words.

Continuing, we take the third item that the
Chairman has referred to and we find that it
is up by $23,000 in 1968-69 over 1967-68, and
a proper question for someone to ask would
be: “What was the cause of the increase, how
much extra travelling did they do?” and so
on. Now if you did not have something to
bring it to your attention it would seem to me
that you would know nothing about it and
you would have no reason to ask a question.

Then you go down to Telephones and Tele-
grams and you find it is $56,900 in 1968-69
and $29,700 in 1967-68, more than double, and
you ask what happened here? Is it not the
function of the Public Accounts Committee to
inquire into these things? Is that not the rea-
son we are here? I do not thing we are here
particularly in the interest of streamlining, I
think we are here in the interest of finding
out anything that we feel is of general public
concern and public interest.

The Chairman: Mr. Flemming, this Com-
mittee is pretty well versed on Estimates and
how to read and study them. Other commit-
tees that have Estimates of the House
referred to them are not as familiar with
Estimates as we in this Committee are. We
must bear that in mind and think about it in
our revised plans. Mr. Cloutier, maybe you
would like to make an observation.
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Mr. Cloutier: Taking just the items that Mr.
Flemming referred to, could I refer the
members of the Committee again to page 7 of
the Indian Affairs sample booklet. You quite
properly said, sir, that in the old form you go
to Travelling and Removal Expenses and you
see that the proposal is $133,200 as against
$110,700 and so on. In the new form we
would propose to go quite a few steps further
than the present form does, and under the
item labelled Transportation and Communica-
tion we would propose to give you the
proposed Estimates at a total of $198,000, to
show you the forecast expenditure for 1967-
68, and to actually show you the difference.
So that in effect it is presenting you with a
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more complete picture. Here we are dealing
with the current and the new year but, in
addition, we are proposing to show you the
actual expenditure for the past years, which
is more informative I think by far than what
you have in the current Blue Book.

Mr. Flemming: Mr. Chairman, I am not
proposing to argue the point at any length.
Everything that Mr. Cloutier has said is cor-
rect of course and you do see the difference,
but what is of concern is that you do not see
the items that make it up. It then follows,
what reason have you to ask a question on
any particular item when it is not brought to
your notice. There are probably 13 different
things there and all you have is a consolida-
tion; you do have it brought to your attention
particularly under a specific heading.
Undoubtedly, if the cost one year was up
substantially though perhaps any of us would
enquire about it, and that information of
course would be available.

The Chairman: Mr, Flemming, dealing with
your observations and those of Mr. Cullen in
the new proposed Estimates, a member would
put the question: “Under Transportation and
Communication I nhotice there is an increase
of $53,000. Where does this increase occur, in
travel or telephone or postage or where?” and
at that point an official would bring forth the
figures for those four different columns.

Mr. Flemming: Mr. Chairman, following
that through, I assume that the official would
not have such information with him and that
it would not be available until the following

meeting.

Mr. Cloutier: It would be the intention, sir,
that officials appearing before Parliamentary
Committees would have that information.

Mr. Flemming: Because you have so many
different departments would it be practical
for them to carry such information with

them?

Mr. Cloutier: Again, it is a question of how
deep do you go.

Mr. Flemming: There are 30 departments
so they would have to have all the informa-
tion for 30 different departments and you
would need a few trucks to carry the
information.

Mr. Cloutier: That is precisely it. You see,
the secondary classification in this system
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includes between 50 and 60 breakdowns and
if 50 or 60 breakdowns were reflected in the
Estimates you would end up with a major
volume, and this is why we are proposing to
reflect only up to the first level.
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Mr. Flemming: I do not want to take up the
time of the Committee. I have no strong
views about this, and if it is going to be
better I am willing to be convinced. However,
I do think that the Committee is surrendering
something which is important—what you
might call instantaneous comment on some-
thing of quite general public interest which,
otherwise, might be ignored.

The Chairman: We have had a pretty good
discussion on this point. Perhaps the Commit-
tee would like to have the Chairman of the
inter-departmental committee at some later
date elaborate on this and maybe answer
some questions that you will be thinking up
in the meantime.

Mr. Crouse: I have just one comment to
make on this, Mr. Chairman. As a maritimer,
I think of the case of a ship at sea being lost
by fire. In this case the insurance investigator
does not really want to know how many of
the crew members left with their shaving
kits; what he really wants to know is who
was in the engine room when the fire started.
We have been told this morning that this is a
more efficient internal accounting system, but
literally, in my opinion, this is an accounting
after the expenditure. I have always been
concerned as a member of Parliament, wheth-
er I supported the government or was in
opposition—and I do not mean this statement
to be political—with my inability to have any
control over expenditures. Every day we are
being made aware of increased expenditures
and I am sure we are all beginning to wonder
where the money is coming from. If we are to
have these increased expenditures which are
resulting in unbearable deficits, what con-
cerns me is how do we get around to control-
ling them. We are auditing and we are giving
an accounting, but who was in the engine
room when the fire started? Who keeps
proposing these things? I look around and I
see in Ottawa a piece of land and the first
thing I know there is a multi-million dollar
building going up. I have never heard about
this in Parliament, I have never been asked if
1 approve or disapprove of it, I only know
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that the people back home are going to be
asked to pay more taxes to support this. I as
a member of Parliament have never been
consulted. Mr. Cloutier and Mr. Long can
come and give us a good accounting of where
the money went and how it was spent, but I
am concerned—I have been concerned for 11
years as a member of Parliament—about the
lack of control which we as members have
over these expenditures. We sit here and dis-
cuss these expenditures after they have been
made, but is there no way of having closer
control of these expenditures before they
have gone so far out of line that obviously we
have lost complete control.

Mr. Cloutier: This concern, sir, that you are
expressing is one that we hope the new form
of estimates would go a long way towards
alleviating. You are really saying, what is the
purpose of the expenditure? It is definitely of
importance to know the nature of the expen-
ditures, the kinds of things that we are buy-
ing with our money. What are we trying to
achieve? What are our objectives in making
these expenditures? For this I would like to
go to the other side of the presentation here
and say that the estimates under the new
proposal would be shown by activity; that is,
what are the purposes served by these expen-
ditures? If you go to page 6, for instance, of
the Indian Affairs booklet, you will find we
are proposing to show under an activities
structure the same administration program
about which we have been talking under the
heading “Objects of Expenditure”. In other
words, the administration program is defined
in the text: what are their objectives and
what is the program explanation? What are
these things? What are the activities? You also
have a table that shows a breakdown of the
proposed estimates by these activities.
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In addition, to refer to a particular com-
ment which you made about a building, the
new form of estimates would list the
proposed major construction items. It would
show the amount of money spent to date on
these projects, the amount proposed to be
spent in the new year, and would also show
the amount that would be spent in later years
to complete the particular structures.

The Chairman: Mr. Crouse, the explanation
Mr. Cloutier has given is a step in the right
direction but, supposing a member of the
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House does not agree with the objective or
the program explanation, and the estimated
amount of money is higher than the amount
he thinks should be spent, where does a Par-
liamentarian fit into this picture to find out
who was in the engine room when the fire
started? The only way that we, as Parliamen-
tarians, can control the spending of money is
not to approve the estimates. Then we go on
from there, and it does not matter what side
of the House you sit on, has anybody ever
refused to approve any estimates in this or
any other Parliament? We pass them all and 1
maintain that this is wrong. The House, or
committees or somebody, should object: “We
do not approve these estimates of such and
such a department. You must take them back
and reduce them by $4 million before we will
pass them.” In that way we will have some
control of the spending of the taxpayer’s
money.

Mr. Cullen: I am down here as a brand
new member, but is not this really the func-
tion of the party in power, or the government
that happens to be in power at the time, be
it, as Mr. Crouse says, his party, my party or
any party that we have an obligation to put
forth these estimates? Surely these are esti-
mates put forth by the government, and when
they go back to the people they have to be
able to substantiate them. Believe me, I had
some difficulty in the past election answering
some of the queries that were raised by the
people. However, they did not seem to be
unduly disturbed because they elected me.
They felt that this was an expenditure well
within the means of the government, or
maybe beyond, but not too far beyond. Obvi-
ously Mr. Crouse was able to convince them
differently in his area. Is this not really what
Parliament and government is all about? I
appreciate it is an oversimplification but sure-
ly it is practical. You put your program for-
ward; this is what it is going to cost, this is
what we are standing behind. Then the Oppo-
sition has its obligation to object as it so
frequently, and sometimes forcibly, does.

Mr. Allmand: Mr. Chairman, on the point
you raised we always have had and still have
the power to reduce or to vote down any
proposed expenditure. If the Committee Sys-
tem is improved by the Procedure of the
House Committee and I, as a member of the
Transport Committee studying the estimates
of the Department of Transport, see an
increase under one item of $110 million—for

<
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the erection of a structure in Toronto, I can
make a motion to reduce that vote by so
many million dollars and it will either carry
or it will not carry. There is no doubt that
government is becoming more and more com-
plex. Government is getting into more and
more programs and the only way Parliament
can operate efficiently is by the parties having
a more organised approach to the estimates.
No one member of Parliament can be “au
courant” with every expenditure in the House
of Commons. We all have to limit ourselves to
one or two departments and try to be expert
in those one or two departments. A well-
organized political party in Parliament should
have its caucus broken down so that people
who are experts can go into each committee
of Parliament, study the estimates in detail
and know what to ask having been briefed by
their own experts. More help is being given
to the Opposition members in the form of
briefing by their experts. I think this is the
only way it can be done. None of us can ever
hope to open the “blue book” and know the
probing questions to ask on every depart-
ment. It has to be a team effort; that is the
only way it can be done. It is going to be
even worse in the future: we are going to
have to become more and more specialized
and have more and more advice. The new
system of estimates is a good step in the right
direction because it should make things sim-
pler, and I will be able to ask better ques-
tions and be more effective as a member of
Parliament, whether in Opposition or with
Government.
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Mr. Major: I suspect this system is very
similar to the system that we use in business.
When a certain department asks for informa-
tion, management must supply it. That is all
th’ere is to it. It is very simple. I do not see
any problem at all here. It will be a lot
quicker. I do not know what system was used
before but this is the one to which I am
accustomed.

Mr. Chairman, I am sorry but I was late
getting here. Mr. Cloutier, what is your
function?

: Mr., Cloutier: I am Assistant Secretary,
Programs, in the Treasury Board, sir.

Mr. Major: In the Treasury Board?
_ Mr. Cloutier: Yes.

' Mr. Major: And what is your first name,
Mr. Cloutier?
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Mr. Cloutier: Sylvain.

Mr. Major: If we want information on vari-
ous subjects can we get in touch directly with
Mr. Cloutier?

Mr. Cloutier: I would certainly be pleased
to supply any information.

Mr. Major: There is no objection to asking
directly? There is no problem in calling you
directly?

Mr. Cloutier: No. If I do not have the infor-
mation I would be pleased to suggest where it
might be obtained.

Mr. Major: Thank you very much.

The Chairman: All right, gentlemen. We
have completed page 4. We have discussed all
those matters on page 5. It reduces the “blue
book™ by 27 pages. On page 6, No. 2, “Suppos-
ing Financial Information for Certain Crown
Corporations”. This Committee over the past
number of years has recommended by reports
to the House that the House and Parliament
be provided with more details concerning
Crown Corporation expenditures. Mr. Cloutier
you might like to elaborate on this new
proposed idea.

Mr. Cloutier: I have nothing to show you
yvet because, of course, we are in the process
of preparing the 1969-70 Blue Book. However,
we have communicated, as indicated in the
statement, with the presidents of the Crown
Corporations that have estimates in the Blue
Book, and as a result the Blue Book will
include the statement of income and expendi-
tures in support of the operating requirements
of these Crown Corporations which are
funded through estimates and an indication of
a proposed capital expenditure also will be
provided for those Corporations. Again, this
will be in the Blue Book which we hope to
have available for Parliament early in the

new year.

Mr. Cafik: Just as a point of information,
on this Public Accounts Committee do we
have the right to bring witnesses before us
from Crown corporations, and are they obli-
gated by statute to answer these questions
and to provide information that we require?

The Chairman: That is right.
Mr. Cafik: Without limitation?
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The Chairman: That is right. We have had
only one refusal that I recall. We had the
Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation
before us, which is a Crown corporation and
not audited by the Auditor General; the first
time that this Committee ever brought in a
Crown corporation that was not audited by
the Auditor General.

During our investigation we asked them for
their auditor’s report. As you know, an audi-
tor makes two reports; one is a sort of a
general report, and the other contains facts
and figures leading up to his observations in
the other one. They presented us with only
one of those auditor’s reports and we asked
for the other and we were denied. Their reas-
on was that they felt it was confidential and
providing it might interfere with their opera-
tion somewhat; we were not given that.
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That is the only time that I recall our being
refused anything. We did not press the matter
any further. This Committee may wish to do
it again, but we will come to that later on.

Mr. Flemming: Mr. Chairman, in connec-
tion with the first paragraph on page 7 where
the statement is made, to include in the print-
ed Estimates for 1969-70 a statement of
income and expenditure. Just for clarification
purposes, I presume it is a statement of
estimated. ..

Mr. Cloutier: Oh, yes, sir,

Mr. Flemming: My second question is: Is
this a new procedure when they propose in
their estimates to contain their estimated
expenditure for capital.

Mr. Cloutier: Oh, yes, sir.
Mr. Flemming: Is that new?

Mr. Cloutier: Oh no; the present require-
ments with respect to a Crown corporation, of
course, are laid down in the Financial
Administration Act. It involves the presenta-
tion of a budget to be approved by Governor
in Council prior to being tabled in the House
of Commons. This will continue, sir, as in the
past. The inclusion in the Estimates of infor-
mation as outlined in the statement will be
quite in addition to this, and will reflect a
more complete explanation of the items which
Parliament is asked to vote through the
Estimates.

Mr. Flemming: It seems to me that in the

case of Crown corporations, unless their capi-
29378—2
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tal expenditures are submitted in the Esti-
mates as is proposed, a government is in
great difficulty in balancing its budget and
doing various other things that it wishes to
do, considering the availability of funds and
considering all the things that go with large
expenditures.

There is nothing to stop the CBC from
spending $200 million to $300 million except
getting the Estimates through Parliament,
and submitting them to Parliament seems to
me to be most important, so I am relieved
that there is an indication that all capital
requirements will be included in the Esti-
mates and passed by Parliament before they
are undertaken by the corporations. I think
that is tremendously important.

The Chairman: Mr. Cloutier, what will be
provided in the new revised form of Esti-
mates in the way of information concerning
the CBC? I think this is one we will be look-
ing at very carefully in the House.

Mr. Cloutier: I cannot speak with finality
on this at this time because, as I mentioned
earlier, we are preparing the material that
will be printed in the new book, but the
intention is to show for the CBC all their
revenues, either from a commercial source or
from the Parliamentary grant, and to show
their disposition of these revenues according
to their main activities. We would also show
in the CBC the disposition of any loan for
capital purposes that is granted to the CBC.,

Mr, Cafik: Would a request be made of the
Crown corporations to present their budge-
tary expenses along the same lines and in the
same format as the Treasury Board is propos-
ing to do with other departments?
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Mr. Cloutier: This is the intention, to show
these in the same manner asitis ...

Mr, Cafik: And using the same 13 standard
objects and the same pyramid approach to
things?

Mr. Cloutier: For the Crown corporations
the arrangements are slightly different
because the moneys voted by Parliament to
the corporations are either grants or loans,
and they are classified as such for purposes of
public accounts. The Standard Object of
Expenditure breakdown is not ordinarily
available from Crown corporations.
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Mr. Cafik: To proceed one point further, is
the only control Parliament has in respect of
the budget of a Crown corporation either the
granting or denial of the grant or loan? Is
that the only direct control we have in a
financial way?

The Chairman: Yes, I would say so. Mr.
Flemming?

Mr. Flemming: Let us take the CBC, for
instance. Suppose they asked for $200 million
for capital expenditures; unless they break it
down into items then you really have to give
it to them, as my friend across the table says,
or else you have to refuse. You might be
completely in favour of 90 per cent, but there
might be a 10 per cent item that you had
pretty strong views was not needed, and you
were going to register your opposition to it.
You could not do it if you are going to vote
(floriit in an aggregate sum; you just could not

o it.

Mr. Cafik: May I pursue this one point
further? In approving a loan or a grant, do
we have any control over the use of that
grant or is it just a straight grant of $100
million? Is it earmarked for a specific pur-
pose and they must, by law, use it for that

purpose?

The Chairman: I think Mr. Long would
answer that one.

Mr. G. R. Long (Assistant Auditor General):
Well, I have to try to set an example, Mr.
Chairman. I do not think you have been get-
ting very much in the way of details. For
example, the CBC operating grant is one
figure. You give it to the CBC and they carry
on and I think the construction is somewhat
the same.

The Chairman: I think Mr. Cafik’s question
is do we give an appropriation to CBC of $200
million and say, there it is, $200 million, now
you go ahead and spend it any way you like.

Mr. Cafik: Yes, or is it for a specific project
and if we disagree with the project we can
turn back the request?

The Chairman: Well in the new estimates,
Mr. Cloutier, there will be—

Mr. Cloutier: There would be some break-
down of the purposes for which the Corpora-
tion would use this money.

Mr. Cafik: You mentioned that the Gover-
nor in Council has something to do with it.
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Does he appropriate the money prior to its
going to Parliament?

Mr. Cloutier: No, no. The Governor in
Council under the Financial Administration
Act approves the budgets of the Crown cor-
porations and tables them in Parliament.
There are some Crown corporations that
operate fully out of their own funds without
coming to Parliament every year for appro-
priations. These are not reflected in the esti-
mates simply because they are not estimate
items; they do not require appropriation by
Parliament. Some corporations operate with
Parliamentary grants and the CBC is an
example.

In the Revised Estimates for 1968-69 you
will find at page 449 for the CBC Vote 30, an
operating grant of $151 million. In addition to
this $151 million the CBC has available to it
certain commerical revenues that it obtains
through its operation. These are not now re-
flected in the Blue Book. The proposal is that
you will have in the new form of estimates, a
picture of the total operating performance of
the CBC with a breakdown of the various
activities they engage in.

Mr. Cafik: We would be able to see, then,
the sharing that Parliament has in terms of
loans or, whatever it is, in relation to the
over-all picture. That is what you are trying
to give us.
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Mr. Cloutier: Exactly, sir, We understood
from previous recommendations of the Public
Accounts Committee that this was what the
Committee wanted.

The Chairman: Mr. Cullen, do you have a
question?

Mr. Cullen: Yes. You mentioned Crown cor-
porations, and I am thinking in my area of
Polymer Corporation which has shown a
profit varying between $5 million and $10
million. Is there any control of that? For
example, I am thinking that if they had a
profit of $10 million it could be applied, say,
to a deficit. Do they decide whether the
money is going to be, in essence, a book entry
with the government? If they make, say, a $6
million profit do they say: “I think next year
we should have a capital expenditure on
buildings”? Do we have any control over
that corporation for example? That money
could be used on the deficit referred to. Is
there any policy control.
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Mr. Cloutier: I am afraid, sir, that I could
not answer your specific question other than
by a general statement. The Act incorporating
Polymer would, I would imagine, specify the
disposition of any surpluses.

Perhaps Mr. Long could elucidate what I
have just said here.

The Chairman: Mr. Long?

Mr. Long: Well, Mr. Chairman, Polymer
Corporation is operating just as any corpora-
tion. There are shareholders; the shares are
held by the Minister and I think this is where
the control is. The shareholders would have
something to say if they thought dividends
should be declared and were not.

I am not sure of the current record of
Polymer but for a number of years they did
pay a dividend to the federal government.
However, I think this would be pretty well in
the hands of the Minister as the shareholder
of the Corporation.

The Chairman: All right. Well will take one
more question, Mr. Allmand, and then we
will adjourn.

Mr. Allmand: Mr. Chairman, I just want to
clarify a matter that Mr. Flemming put for-
ward. He suggested that in the estimates of
CBC there might be an estimate for construc-
tion of $200 million and when we asked for
details of it, within that global amount there
might be one construction project we thought
was extravagant in the amount of $200,000
and that we could not do anything about
it—we would have to vote the total amount,
or not vote it at all.

Can we not move in the Committee of the
Whole in the House or in the Committee to
reduce a vote of $200 million by $200,000? If
that were carried and the estimates were
reduced by $200,000, legally they would be
obliged to forget about that particular proj-
ect, but could they not then take the balance
of the money and use it for the project and
forget about other things?

There are two questions; first, can we not
reduce a vote by a certain amount of money?
I thought we could.

The Chairman: The answer to that is, yes.

Mr. Allmand: If we do not like one of the
projects we can move that a certain vote be
reduced by so many dollars?

The Chairman: Even one dollar.
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Mr. Allmand: I see. Then my second ques-
tion is, after such a vote can a department or
Crown corporation take it upon themselves to
transfer money from one thing to another
after the estimates have been passed and go
ahead with what they wanted to do despite
our vote?

The Chairman: I think Mr. Cloutier could
answer your second question about the
transfer of moneys between votes.

Mr. Cloutier: Well, there is, of course, no
transfer of moneys between votes. The Parlia-
mentary appropriation cannot be varied
except through Parliamentary authority.

Mr. Allmand: Let us say within a vote, Mr.
Cloutier. If there had been $200 million for
many construction projects and we voted to
reduce the total vote by so much because we
did not like one project, could that Crown
corporation switch around projects within
that Vote so they could go ahead with the
particular project despite the fact that we had
indicated we did not want it by reducing the
vote?

The Chairman: Mr. Cloutier?

Mr. Cloutier: I think the powers given to
the Board of Directors of a Corporation
would allow them that authority. On the
other hand, whether they would deem it
advisable to do so, is a question.
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Mr. Allmand: I am inclined to think they
would be flying in the face of political and
public opinion if they did.

The Chairman: They could transfer the
money within a vote; I do not think there is
anything to stop them from doing that.

Mr. Cloutier: Yes, because you see with
respect to Crown corporations it is a grant;
whether it is $151 million or $149 million it is
still a grant.

The Chairman: Mr. Cafik?

Mr. Cafik: I have one question. Is there any
way that the Public Accounts can insist upon
the changing of a Vote? In order to get
around this problem, if they had Vote 5, $200
million for a whole series of construction
projects, could we send it back and say that
we would like that broken down into 6 differ-
ent votes so that this specific project we do
not want becomes Vote 9 rather than one of a
group being Vote 57 Could this be done?



Mr. Cloutier: I think theoretically it could
be done. Another approach to the particular
problem would be to provide a restriction in
the vote wording. This is just an example,
but you could say—and this is certainly not
the language a lawyer would use—a grant of
so much provided that no moneys are used
for this purpose. This would be, of course,
within the powers of Parliament and then it
would be binding on the corporation, because
the grant would be a conditional grant.

The Chairman: Mr. Flemming?

Mr. Flemming: Mr. Chairman, my question
I think will not take too much time of the
Committee. Mr. Cloutier told us that any
information we wished from departments of
government would be available at the request
of the Committee, and also I presume the
same thing applies to Crown corporations.

Public Accounis
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Mr. Cloutier: Crown corporations, sir, do
not come under the same degree of control
from the Treasury Board.

Mr. Flemming: I realize that, but as a mat-
ter of policy I doubt they would furnish the
information. My second question is, would it
have to be a vote of the Committee to ask for
certain information, or could any member of
the Committee ask for and receive informa-
tion without a formal vote?

Mr. Cloutier: I think I will defer to the
Chairman; this is really the internal operation
of the Committee.

The Chairman: If you are a member of any
Committee studying estimates, be it of a cor-
poration or a government department, you
can through that Committee request any
information or papers or persons to appear.

Gentlemen, the meeting is adjourned. At
the next meeting we will start with the elimi-
nation of salary ranges on page 7, No. 3.




HOUSE OF COMMONS

First Session—Twenty-eighth Parliament
1968

STANDING COMMITTEE
ON

PUBLIC ACCOUNTS

Chairman: Mr. A. D. HALES

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS AND EVIDENCE
No. 5

THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 28, 1968

Revised form of Estimates

WITNESSES:

Mr. S. Cloutier, Assistant Secretary of Treasury Board; Mr. A. M.
Henderson, Auditor General of Canada; Mr. G. R. Long, Assistant
Auditor General.

ROGER DUHAMEL, F.R.S.C.
QUEEN’'S PRINTER AND CONTROLLER OF STATIONERY
OTTAWA, 1968
29376—1



STANDING COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ACCOUNTS
Chairman: Mr. A. D. Hales
Vice-Chairman: Mr. T. Lefebvre

and Messrs.
Bigg, Cullen, Noble,
! Borrie, Flemming, Nowlan,
Burton, * Isabelle, Rodrigue,
* Cobbe, Laflamme, Rondeau,
Cafik, ‘ Leblanc (Laurier), Thomas (Maisonneuve),
Crouse, Major, Winch—20.
(Quorum 11)

Edouard Thomas,
Clerk of the Committee.

' Mr. Borrie replaced Mr. Rock

*Mr. Cobbe replaced Mr. Ethier

e, I”ben‘fggﬁ?an;;fxfx on November 27, 1968
‘Mr. Leblanc (Laurier) replaced

Mr. Allmand




ORDER OF REFERENCE

WEeDNESDAY, November 27, 1968.

Ordered,—That the names of Messrs. Isabelle, Leblanc (Laurier), Borrie
and Cobbe be substituted for those of Messrs. Howard (Okanagan Boundary),
Allmand, Rock and Ethier on the Standing Committee on Public Accounts.

ATTEST:

ALISTAIR FRASER,
The Clerk of the House of Commons.

29376—13




~r
e

&1alM Yo samsa adi-tedT—DaalvO
m&l addoD hus

B DGR PRAED sbit ot
WWMPW“MW

Wm Me. T, Létebvre TEETTA

Nalda,

Nowlan,

Rodrigue,

Rondesn,

Thomes { Matsaonnmy -
Winch-- 30,

PR S .

Edouard Thomas
Clerk of the Comwmitiee

-

on November 37, 1048

e 1-'- K k“‘ L !
i B ST B
R0 hngvall® -]H*_a.' LR L
b s e




MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

THURSDAY, November 28, 1968.
(6)

The Standing Committee on Public Accounts met this day at 9.40 a.m.,
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Thursday, November 28, 1968

The Chairman: Gentlemen, we will now
come to order. This morning we have with us
a few new members. To recapitulate, we are
studying the new proposed estimates as sub-
mitted to this committee by Treasury Board.
Mr. Cloutier, to my right, is from Treasury
Board and is here to answer questions and
make explanations. Mr. Henderson, the Audi-
tor General, is also here, as is his assistant,
Mr. Long. They are prepared to answer ques-
tions related to the audit department.

You have in front of you two booklets. We
have been dealing with the Department of
Indian Affairs, and the little booklet dealing
with that is in front of you. Would you at this
time, though, please pick up the little book
which says on the front “Illustration”. This
morning we shall study these two booklets
and ask questions about them. Would you
please turn to page 196 in the book marked
“Illustration”. You will see that heading No. 3
refers to elimination of salary ranges.

Mr. Cafik: Mr. Chairman, I take it you are
referring to the old one and not the new one?

The Chairman: This is the old one. We will
now begin by talking about the elimination of
salary ranges.

Mr. Cullen: On a point of information, Mr.
Chairman. Do the items we have covered so
far have the endorsement of the Auditor Gen-
eral, or have objections been raised?

The Chairman: That matter will be dealt
with later. Mr. Long was at the last meeting
and he made notes. We will call on the Audi-
tor General or Mr. Long to give their obser-
vations on how this all fits in with their oper-
ation. Are there any other questions? If not,
would you please begin, Mr. Cloutier.

Mr. Cloutier: Mr. Chairman, in accordance
with the procedure adopted at the last meet-
ing I suppose I ought to read the paragraphs

i in the statement that refer to this subject.

- We propose to eliminate the various salary
ranges now appearing in the estimates and

|

indicate instead the numbers of continuing

EVIDENCE
(Hansard reporters present and reporting)

full-time employees in each major occupa-
tional category. The kind of detail now pro-
vided is rather meaningless since there are
continuous changes between ranges in the
course of the year as a result of economic
salary revisions and the reclassification of
staff,

The inclusion of numbers of employees in
each category should provide a Dbetter
appreciation of the types of personnel
engaged in carrying out the purposes of
individual programs.

I might say that this change would result in
a reduction of some 70 pages in the current
blue book. In this case also, should more
detailed information be required during esti-
mates consideration, it would be made avail-
able by the departments concerned. We
propose, of course, to retain the manpower
allocation and utilization summary which

now appears at the end of the current blue
book.

The Chairman: Are there any questions?

Mr. Leblanc (Laurier): Perhaps this ques-
tion has been asked before. Could someone
say what is the cost of one page of the blue
book? If we save, say, 70 pages, how much
would be the saving in money? Have you a
figure?

Mr. Cloutier: It is being calculated for me

now in rough form; I do not have a figure in
mind at the moment.

I have just been given a figure of $60 a
page.

Mr. Leblanc (Laurier): So we would save 70
times $607?

Mr. Cloutier: That is right.

The Chairman: Are there any other ques-
tions on this paragraph? If not, I presume
that vote 1, departmental administration, will
disappear, the salaried position and so on.

Mr. Cloutier: That will remain at one line
for each heading among the salary ranges.
You have one line for executive categories,
one for the scientific and the professional

IEI ”
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personnel, and one for administration and
foreign services.

Mr, Lefebvre: That is on page 8, is it?

Mr. Cloutier: This part of the department
concerns changes that were introduced in the
current form of the blue book for 1969-70. In
essence, it is very close to what you have on
page 14 of the new format; the breakdown
that appears is something like that.

The Chairman: That is on page 14, at the
bottom. Was any thought given to adding an
appendix to the new blue book, if I may call
it an appendix, listing the salary ranges for
executive, scientific and professional catego-
ries, just as we have, more or less, at the
moment?

Mr. Cloutier: Certainly.

The Chairman: There is a page in the back
listing the salary ranges for each
classification.

Mr. Cloutier: That could be done. But again
those ranges would be those that are in exis-
tence at the time of the printing of the blue
book. They do change in the course of the
year. We could easily indicate the total salary
range in a given category from minimum to
maximum.

The Chairman: Does the committee feel
that it would be of interest to members of
parliament to know the salaries?

Mr. Cafik: I think that the suggestion is
worth while. It will not be very costly if you
are only talking of two pages covering one
department added at the back of the blue
book. I think it is a first class suggestion.

Mr. Cloutier: This is a suggestion that we
made and would be happy to adopt. We have
not gone so far as to develop the kind of
information that would have to be included in
a foreword so as to explain the mysteries, if
you want to call them that, of the book.

There is on the first page of the proposed
booklet a foreword that purports to explain
briefly all of the things we are discussing in
this committee. It will be very easy to put a
similar foreword in the front of the entire
book so as to cover the point that the Chair-
man raised, and also to include other types of
interpretative information.

For instance, to a certain extent there is a
kind of jargon that attaches to the business of
estimates. In order to make the book as infor-
mative and useful as possible we hope to
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identify most of this jargon and to explain
exactly what is meant.

The Chairman: We will still have in the
one book the number of people in each of
these classifications?

Mr. Cloutier: Yes, sir.

The Chairman: I see you refer to them as
“total man years.”

Mr. Cloutier: This is one of the jargonistic
expressions that I think we could explain in
such a foreword. The total man year concept
is the total manpower utilization concept
whereby a department is given an allocation
of so much human resources to carry out its
program. This manpower allocation can be
used either through the employment of full
time employees, or it can be used through the
employment of casual employees who are
brought in for a few weeks, or even term
employees who are brought in for a few
hours during the day.

The concept of total man years is a global
one. You will see in the column next to it,
which is headed “Allowable Strength on
March 31, 19697, the number of full time
employees. So that parliament would be given
a clear picture as to what the continuing size
of the public service is, or is estimated to be,
at the end of the next fiscal year.

Where a department is given so many man
years with which to operate a program it
does its recruitment throughout the year and
it is impossible, or at least it is not practical
to conceive of its establishment being full
strength throughout the year. In other words,
before the new year if a department is given
authority to hire ten new employees, continu-
ing employees, it is often impossible and
often not necessary that all of these ten new
full time employees be hired on the first of
the year. They will be hired throughout the
year. The figure we are referring to, allowa-
ble strength at the end of the year, means the
maximum number of full time employees
allowable.

Mr. Major: Mr. Cloutier, what are the cri-
teria that you establish to arrive at a man
year? Do you start from man hours?

Mr. Cloutier: The criteria that we use to
justify the manpower allocation to any pro-
grams varies, of course, program by program.
It is ideally related to a work measurement
technique. To give a rather simple explana-
tion I take the example of the processing of
family allowance cheques. You know how
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many family allowance cheques you have to
process each month. You know the machinery
you have, and you know the number of men
that must be employed to operate that ma-
chinery, so that the number of man years
allocated to that particular operation is a
function of the number of cheques you have
and the number of machines you have. These
criteria must vary from operation to
operation.

In an operation of the type I have de-
scribed it is rather mechanical or mathemati-
cal. In other instances more reliance must be
given to judgment, human judgment.

Mr. Cafik: Mr. Cloutier, I notice the bottom
section on page 14 which is a example of the
new change. In the 1968-69 section we have
two columns, total man hours and allowable
strength at March 31, 1969. In 1967-68 and
1966-67 each of them have three columns,
showing the actual strength as of September
30 in those respective years. When we get the
new bluebook would 1968-69 contain an addi-

tional column indicating the actual strength at
September 30, 1968?

Mr. Cloutier: Yes, sir. This sample really
applies to the year 1968-69, and those esti-
mates were prepared in the fall of 1967.

Mr. Cafik: I understand the reason why it
is not in the sample, but when we come out
with our new bluebook that column will actu-
ally be in it?

Mr. Cloutier: Yes. The booklet we would
hope to have available for parliament in
February would apply to 1969-70, so that
where in this book you see 1968-69 that would
be 1969-70, and where you see 1967-68 that
would be 1968-69, and under that heading we

would have the actual strength at September
30, 1968.

Mr. Cafik: Pursuing this a little further, in
the 1969 estimates, if they are being prepared

now, you would have the actual strength as at
September 30, 1968?

Mr. Cloutier: Yes.

Mr. Leblanc (Laurier): Is there any particu-

lar reason why you are using that date, Sep-
tember 307

Mr. Cloutier: Yes, sir.

Mr. Leblanc (Laurier): Because the period
goes from March to April. Just how do you
arrive at the date September 30?

Public Accounts 79

Mr. Cloutier: This is all tied in with the
process of preparing estimates. Departments
have to have their estimates submissions in
the Treasury Board by October 31. This hap-
pens to be the last month before that date, so
that it would not be possible to have a later
date in the bluebook. It also happens that
September 30 is the mid-point in the year.

The Chairman: I think the matter we are
interested in is the number of persons or
number of positions in any department rather
than the man years. I think we can under-
stand that a little clearer, and we can get that
in the second column where it says “allowa-
ble strength, March 31, executive”’—that
means four persons, and each figure in that
column represents persons?

Mr. Cloutier: That is right.

The Chairman: I think this will be the
important column to the members. Before we
proceed with the next paragraph it might be
advisable for the committee to hear from Mr.
Henderson with observations on each para-
graph as we go along. For instance, with
regard to the elimination of salary ranges do
you, Mr. Henderson, see any problems so far

as the auditing part is concerned in this
change?

Mr. Henderson: Not so far as the audit part
is concerned, Mr. Chairman, but if I may
observe in my capacity as adviser to the com-
mittee I think the question is one for the
members to decide whether this is or is not a
reduction in the information previously made
available to them. It might be advisable if I
asked Mr. Long to go through some notes that
he put together since the last meeting, if you
desire to catch up with each individual para-
graph. That might be a practical way of
assisting the committee.

The Chairman: To bring us up to date in
each department.

Mr. Cullen: I think that would be tying up
two departments. I suggest we hear Mr. Clou-
tier and then hear the Auditor General before
we make our observations. Otherwise Mr.
Cloutier is going to have to say here and both
of them will be tied up when they could be
used effectively elsewhere.

The Chairman: Any other views on this?

Mr. Flemming: It is going to take all day,
anyway. I do not want to disagree with any-
body but I am sure they have put today
aside, anyhow, and we would not want to be
deprived of the opportunity to hear them.



The Chairman: We are only here until 11
oclock.

Mr. Flemming: That is all the more reason
we should hear Mr. Long.

The Chairman: Any other views?

Mr. Cafik: Although it may seem inadvisa-
ble to tie two people up at the same time, the
comments of the Auditor General might well
be queried by Mr. Long and I think a little
interplay between the two might be helpful to
the committee.

Some hon. Members: Agreed.

The Chairman: Then we shall go back.
There are only a few observations to be made
by Mr. Long and then I will take each para-
graph as we continue. On what paragraph
will you comment, Mr. Long?

Mr. Long: In the paragraph you called at
the last meeting on Tuesday, I think it was
on page 7 of Mr. Drury’s text, there was a
reference to the carrying out of one of the
recommendations of the committee about put-
ting in information with respect to Crown
corporations which are dependent on estimate
items for their financial resources. I had
intended to remind you at that point that
though this does meet the committee’s recom-
mendation, at the time the committee was
dealing with this matter there was discussion
about financial information about all Crown
corporations.

You still will not have any information
about corporations which are wholly depend-
ent on their own resources and which do not
need to go to parliament for money, and I
think the committee should have these
particulars.

On the subject of recommendations, the
committee did have in there a recommenda-
tion that a brief note be included in the esti-
mates explaining major increases in the size
of staff establishments in all government
departments and Crown corporations as well
as other public instrumentalities requiring
financing by parliament. I have not been able
to find anything in the revised form of the
estimates to indicate there is to be any expla-
nation of such increases in establishments.

The Chairman: You are quite right in
bringing our attention the fact that we did
make this recommendation—Mr, Lefebvre
will recall it—that a note be included saying
why the increase in staff was necessary. Do
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you propose anything along this line, Mr.
Cloutier?

Mr. Cloutier: In the illustration which is
before the committee there is no verbal
explanation of these increases. The main reas-
on at this time is one of logistics. As has been
explained to the committee previously, the
operation of putting these booklets together
at the same time as the original blue book
is a mammoth job for which no additional
staff has been allowed either in the depart-
ments or in my own branch.

We considered that to add this additional
item of information would complicate the
logistics of preparing these booklets at the
same time as we are preparing the original
blue book. For the year 1970-71 when we
hope to be preparing only the new form of
estimates I think it would be quite possible to
provide a brief explanation of major changes
in establishment. However, as Mr. Drury
indicated at the opening sitting, we would be
very pleased to receive the views of the com-
mittee in this regard.

Mr. Henderson: Members will recall that
when this subject was discussed several years
ago the committee suggested that because of
the great importance of staff increases—and
you must remember that additional staff is
the biggest single cost you are facing in the
housekeeping costs of government—where the
number of bodies or positions showed an
increase of any size—I think the rough idea
was something like 5 per cent, if my memory
serves me right—the treasury be asked to put
half a dozen words or so at the bottom of the
page showing what caused it. I thought that
was a very good suggestion at the time. It has
never been implemented or dealt with and I
think it is a very proper question to ask at
this time. If this were done members would
have a better comprehension of what it is
they were being asked to approve.

Perhaps it is not very important in the case
before you, now. The figure rises from 310 to
312, or 315—in this instance I see it goes to
322. But there are some instances where the
increase is considerably greater and I think
an explanation in a few words as to the rai-
son d'étre is something to which hon. mem-
bers are entitled.

Mr. Cafik: I cannot imagine what could be
said in a few words other than “They were
needed” or “A larger workload required addi-
tional staff”. Could you suggest an example of
what might be said which might be meaning-
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ful and which would not take a paragraph or
two?

Mr. Henderson: Yes. For example: “Due to
the introduction of medicare” or “Due to the
introduction of a new program...” That
would be meaningful and it would not take a
paragraph or two. It would, however, be a
sufficient lead if members wished to ask fur-
ther questions in debates. Otherwise the
increases might escape attention. Having in
mind the type of text it is proposed to include
in this report it seems to me this would be a
good opportunity to get an explanation, brief
remarks, half a dozen words or so, saying
why the staff of a department had increased.

Mr. Cafik: Would it not be just as useful
and perhaps not so difficult to do, if the trea-
sury board were to provide a paragraph in
the preamble indicating any change in the
function or workload of a department, or any
increase in its duties? It would amount to the
same thing.

Mr. Henderson: Do you not think it would
be helpful if they went on to say “...which
would necessitate the employment of 50 more
people”?

Mr. Cafik: Yes, I agree.

Mr. Henderson: I think the programmed
explanation of major changes in policy or
function is a step forward.

The Chairman: Thank you, Mr. Henderson.

Mr. Winch: It is somewhat unusual for one
who has come in only five minutes ago to ask
a question—

The Chairman: We will accept it.

Mr. Winch: I did let you know I would be
late, Mr. Chairman. I had to cut a radio tape
this morning, which is damned important to
an ML.P. reporting to his constituents.

The Chairman: Go ahead, Mr. Winch.

Mr. Winch: I was interested in what Mr.
Long had to say when he referred to page 7
on the subject of Crown corporations and the
provision of information. Could I ask Mr.
Henderson or Mr. Long whether this refers,
also, to cases where a Crown corporation is a
subsidiary as, for example, in the case of Air
Canada which operates under the Canadian
National Railways. Does this mean the provi-
sion of full details even when a Crown corpo-
ration is in a subsidiary position?

Mr. Henderson: I think that question should
be dealt with by Mr. Cloutier.
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Mr. Cloutier: There is no item in the esti-
mates for Air Canada.

Mr. Winch: It is a Crown corporation.

Mr. Cloutier: A subsidiary of a Crown cor-
poration. We must go back to the legal ruling
of the vote concerning provision for recupera-
tion—a sum equivalent to the amount of the
deficit of the C.N.R. So the actual financial
transaction between the C.N.R. and Air Cana-
da would not be divulged in this manner.

Mr. Winch: It is therefore a matter of pol-
icy that although this corporation is a sub-
sidiary of a Crown corporation, what is set
out in this paragraph on page 7 would not
include Air Canada.

Mr. Cloutier: That is right.

Mr. Winch: May I ask that this be noted,
because I think it is something we might wish
to discuss in committee later.

Mr. Lefebvre: Dealing here with the num-
ber of employees per department, we have
had news over the past few months that there
is a freeze on government positions. Accord-
ing to this, on page 14, allowable strength on
March 31, 1968, was 3,217; allowable strength
on March 31, 1969 is 3,414, an increase of
approximately 200. Could we be told, because
the public is quite interested in this, when
the freeze takes place? Is it only in 1969-1970,
or is this figure of 3,414 subject to review
and liable to be reduced? Could we have an
explanation of the general policy which will
be followed to implement this freeze on gov-
ernment positions which has been announced?

Mr. Cloutier: The estimates blue book for
1968-69 does not reflect the effects of the
freeze. It is our expectation that the 1969-70
blue book will show in detail the decrease in
total man years and this decrease will be in

effect as a consequence of the freeze which is
on now.

Mr. Lefebvre: Is there an attempt being
made by quite a few of the departments to
increase their staff right now so that when
the freeze does come into effect they might be
overloaded for a year or so but take up the
slack when the freeze is in effect? I am not
sure of the position myself. Perhaps you
could advise me what the position is.

Mr. Cloutier: That slack, if if it does exist,
is being taken out in the 1969-70 blue book.

Mr. Lefebvre: Is it 10 per cent across the
board?



Mr. Cloutier: I think the freeze was estab-
lished on March 6, 1968. At that point the
departments were advised that their estab-
lishment was frozen at the level of their
actual strength on that date, adjusted for
outstanding offers of employment which had
actually been made prior to March 6. Adjust-
ments to these levels will be made in excep-
tional circumstances when the effectiveness of
a program will be seriously affected
otherwise.

In toto, the freeze is still on. Nevertheless,
to react and to be flexible to the varying
requests of individual departments and agen-
cies, there have been areas of give and take.
The total effect of this will be shown in the
1969-70 blue book.

Mr. Winch: May I ask a question arising
out of what has been said. Am I to under-
stand that in no way does the freeze apply to
the fantastic increase of employees in the
offices of the Prime Minister or ministers?

Mr. Cloutier: These, sir, have been offset.
Where there have been increases, they have
been offset by decreases elsewhere. In other
words, where a department asks for relief
from the freeze in any given segment we
proceed to examine closely the other seg-
ments of the department to see whether it is
possible to offset, through internal manipula-
tion, the increased manpower. In other
words, we would try to reduce the actual
manpower used in other parts of the depart-
ment in order to accommodate an increase
elsewhere.

Mr. Winch: I do not understand that, I am
afraid. I have been speaking of the Prime
Minister and cabinet ministers. There is no
question of a freeze or control of staff for the
Prime Minister or cabinet ministers. Is that
correct?

The Chairman: I think Mr. Cloutier said
that they examined the rest of the depart-
ment, and any increase in one part of the
department would be offset by economies in
the rest of the department.

Mr. Winch: Then, savings made in the
regular work of a department could be offset
when the Prime Minister or cabinet ministers
add to their staffs?

Mr. Cloutier: This is a question of internal
priorities. There must be an assessment of
whether there is that flexibility in internal
priorities. In other words, where that is not
present the Treasury Board is faced with the
decision of whether to allow an increase in a
given area.
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Mr. Lefebvre: Does this also apply to the
staffs that have been offered to members of
opposition parties? Or are they, in some way,
to be offset? Are those staffs included in any
plans to offset?

Mr. Cloutier: This has been covered by a
supplementary estimate which was tabled a
few weeks ago. I understand these staffs are
not to be part of the public service. At least,
at that time that decision had not been made.
I think former ministers were provided for.
Amounts for their staffs were not provided
for under salaries.

Mr. Cafik: Would they come under the
House of Commons staff?

Mr. Lefebvre: Yes. Would they be listed as
House of Commons staff?

Mr. Cloutier: I am sorry; the amount is
provided for as salaries. We do not have a
man-year equivalent against these salaries. At
the time this item was put forward it was not
decided whether this would represent
individual salaries, contracts or reimburse-
ment for work received through other means.

Mr. Cullen: On a point of order, Mr. Chair-
man. Is this an area we ought to be discuss-
ing at this time? It strikes me that Mr. Clou-
tier is suggesting that estimates should be in
a particular form. We are now pursuing the
question of staff increases. The matter is a
key one, but I wonder if this is the time to
pursue it.

The Chairman: That point of order will be
noted. We are entering the field of policy
here, and it is not for Mr. Cloutier to answer
on policy. He has handled questions which
have arisen well. Yet I think everyone will
agree that we have wandered rather far afield
in our questioning.

Mr. Winch: Mr. Chairman, may I ask a
supplementary question to the question that
has just been raised. I appreciate the way you
have been answering, Mr. Cloutier. I think
we had been referring to research assistants.
Will those research assistants be made availa-
ble just to leaders of parties, or to rank and
file members, such as I am?

The Chairman: That is a question on poli-
cy, surely.

Mr. Borrie: May I raise a point, Mr. Chair-
man. I think this matter was covered by
house leaders in the house and I do not think
it should be brought up at this time.

The Chairman: Are there any more
questions?
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Mr. Cafik: Mr. Chairman, I have two ques-
tions, the first being on the freeze which was
implemented as of March 6, 1968. As a net
result of that freeze is it expected that the
total manpower of all government depart-
ments will be less after that date than it was
previous to that date? Will that be reflected
in our new estimates book? Or, will the man-
power of all departments remain the same?
What is the expected result of this freeze?

Mr. Cloutier: I cannot give a precise an-
swer, for the simple reason that my branch is
now in the midst of preparing estimates for
next year. It is expected that the global man-
year authorization that will be included in the
1969-70 blue book will be lower than the glo-
bal man-year utilization in the current fiscal
year.

Mr. Cafik: May I now draw your attention
to the bottom section of page 14 of the book-
let dealing with Indian affairs and northern
development that we talked about previously.
Is it possible for a column to be inserted
down there indicating the percentage of
increase or decrease in allowable strength or
total man-years? I do not think that would
require any more pages to be inserted in the
booklet; an additional column only would be
required.

Could we not have a column indicating
what percentage of increase or decrease there
is under classifications such as executive,
scientific, professional, etc?

Mr. Cloutier: If it is the wish of the com-
mittee that it be done, that could be done,
certainly.

Mr. Cafik: I think it might be useful to
have some way of showing the percentage of
increase or decrease under these categories.

Mr. Cloutier: Of course, the figures would
be rounded off. You might have a situation in
a technical category of having an increase of
one man who would be added to 25 others.

The Chairman: Mr. Cafik has made a
suggestion that the committee very likely will
put forward. You are speaking of page 14,
Mr. Cafik?

Mr. Cafik: I am speaking of page 14 where,
at the present time, three columns are shown
for the preceding year and two columns for
the present year. I am referring, of course, to
the total man-years that are allowable under
this. T suggest that we insert a column here
which will indicate the percentage of increase
over the previous year in terms of either (1)
the increase of man-years or (2) in terms of
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allowable strength. This should show the per-
centage of increase, decrease, or both. Of
course, the committee must decide this but I
think it is worth considering.

Mr. Noble: May I ask a further supplemen-
tary question? Over what period of time is
this man-year freeze to last? Is it to be for a
period of years? How long will it be
enforced?

Mr. Cloutier: A statement was made in the
house that the freeze would continue in the
years 1969 and 1970. The estimates that are
now being prepared continue that policy.

Mr. Long: No period of years is stated. It
could be changed at the end of another year.

Mr. Cloutier: I do not think there is a need
to show that at one point the freeze is to
come off. In fact, I should be surprised if that
is ever said. The simple fact is that the freeze
is being adhered to in the preparation of esti-
mates for 1969-70.

The Chairman: Mr. Henderson or Mr.
Long, have either of you any observations to
make on the subject of elimination of salary
ranges? I ask that with the thought that there
would be an appendix to the new blue book
showing the salary ranges it is proposed to
leave out.

Mr. Long: I thought of making the point at
this time that the committee should look care-
fully at those categories we are referring to
to make sure that they are meaningful catego-
ries to the committee. Of course, I am refer-
ring to the categories now being used by the
Public Service Commission to reduce the
number of classes, and they are quite general.

My second point relates to the proposed
appendix the Chairman referred to. As I
understand it, the appendix would give the
salary range of persons coming under the
category of, say, “administration, foreign serv-
ice”. In the present blue book the salaries of
persons in that category range from $6,000 a
year to $21,000 a year. I do not think that
under this proposal you will have any idea of
how many people come under any fairly nar-
row range of salary.

Mr. Winch: Could I ask a question, Mr,
Chairman. I want to refer to the matter of
salary ranges and to what appears in the esti-
mates. I hope my question is in order. In any
event, I want this matter clarified. Perhaps 1
cannot speak for other hon. members on this
committee but I would say that almost 50 per
cent of my correspondence these days deals
with salary ranges and categories. I wonder if
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Mr. Cloutier, Mr. Henderson or Mr. Long
could say whether it would be of advantage
for this committee to know how categories
and salary ranges are tied together. How does
this all appear in the estimates?

The Chairman: I think that suggestion
ought to be handled at some later date, when
we have officials here to explain the various
categories. I take it that this is your thought?

Mr. Winch: Yes. I want to know how this
all ties in with what we have before us, and
how that appears in the estimates.

Mr. Cafik: I do not see how we can make
use of salary ranges in any purposeful way
unless we know what the salary ranges are
for similar kinds of functions in the public
sector of the economy. In the old estimates
there is no background information in this
area. Perhaps, taking Mr. Winch’s idea fur-
ther, we ought to look into this matter and
find out what the salary ranges are for simi-
lar functions in the public service. Also it
would be useful if we knew the value of
fringe benefits in the public sector. Fringe
benefits are as important to employees in the
public sector as they are to civil servants.
Unless we know what fringe benefits are
available to employees who come within any
salary range and compare those benefits with
similar employees in the public sector we
cannot make any meaningful judgment.

The Chairman: That is a very large area to
consider, and a great deal of investigation on
the subject will have to be done.

May we now proceed to page 8 of the pre-
pared statement and deal with clarification of
grants and contributions. I shall ask Mr.
Cloutier to read the next part to us.

Mr, Cloutier: May I read from the text, Mr.
Chairman. As members of the committee are
no doubt aware, it is an accepted principle of
parliamentary practice that the making of
outright grants is a prerogative of parliament.
This is reflected in Canadian estimates in
such vote titles as “Grants and Contributions
as detailed in the Estimates.”

However, the situation is now such that we
do not have any rational distinction between
outright subsidies on the one hand (such as
the grant to the Boy Scouts as shown on page
445 of the Revised Estimates for 1968-69) and
payments made by the federal government in
pursuit of programs already authorized by
legislation. For example, the Occupational
Training of Adults’ Act authorizes payments
by the government for several purposes, such
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as for training allowances and for capital
assistance. These payments are made pursu-
ant to agreements entered into with the prov-
inces, under the authority of legislation.
These agreements always call for the auditing
of accounts to be presented by the recipients
of the payments. Present vote titles however
(such as manpower and immigration, vote 10,
at page 304 of the revised estimates for 1968-
69), do not allow the transfer of an excess
provision that might arise under one agree-
ment to meet deficiency arising under a dif-
ferent agreement. Such excesses or deficien-
cies may occur as a result of the difficulty of
forecasting with precision at the time of the
printing of the estimates, levels of anticipated
expenditures which depend entirely upon the
extent of participation in the program in
question. To achieve such a transfer of funds,
it is now necessary to include an item in
supplementary estimates, regardless of the
fact that authority to enter into the agree-
ment already exists and that sufficient funds
may be available within the vote as a whole.

On the other hand, there are vote wordings
which permit the transfer between contribu-
tions without the requirement for a supple-
mentary estimate. An example of this is
shown at page 104 of the revised estimates
for 1968-69 where the wording of vote 50 for
energy, mines and resources allows transfers
between the ten contributions that are pres-
ently listed pursuant to the Canada Water
Conservation Assistance Act.

We propose that restrictive vote titles be
used only in those cases where no parliamen-
tary authority for the expenditure exists and
where no accounting or auditing is made of
the expenditure in question. Under this
change, parliament would retain its funda-
mental right of determining grants that are
clearly unconditional disbursements, and the
government would have added flexibility in
carrying out the wishes of parliament and
making payments required as a result of
agreements authorized pursuant to acts of
parliament. In no case, of course, would the
total of a vote in the estimates for grants and
contributions be exceeded without further
parliamentary action,

The Chairman: Mr. Cloutier, would you
explain that part? I think I am lost at this
point.

Mr. Winch: T wonder whether I might ask a
question of the same time. It is said that no
auditing is done. I know of no expenditure of
the federal government that the Auditor Gen-
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eral does not examine. Would you deal with
that too, Mr. Cloutier?

Mr. Cloutier: Yes. When parliament gives a
grant to an association it is an outright grant,
and no auditing of the use made of the grant
it done. In other words, there is no auditing
of the books of the organization that receives
the grant. That is what I refer to as an out-
right grant. This is now, and will continue to
be, specifically provided for in the estimates.

Mr. Winch: I am sorry; perhaps there is a
misunderstanding. In addition to the amounts
covered by legislation, it is always the case
over the years that some grants are made
which are not foreseen. How are they cov-
ered? For example, grants are made by order
in council. How are they made, under what
authority, and how does the Auditor General
check into them?

Mr. Cloutier: If we are dealing with an
outright grant, the grant is always covered in
the estimates, either in the main estimates or
supplementary estimates. The problem here
that we are seeking to resolve is with respect
to contributions, or with respect to payments,
following the making of which there is an
audit done by the department making the
grant, by the audit services division of the
Comptroller of the Treasury, or by the
Auditor General. That is, an audit of the
books of the receiving organization.

The Chairman: Could you just give us an
example of that, Mr. Cloutier? I mean the
federal government making a contribution to
an ogranization.

Mr, Cloutier: Payments made to the prov-
inces in relation to occupational training for
adults. These are payments made to the prov-
inces under an agreement entered into with
each province under the authority of the
occupational training for adults legislation.
Although these payments are made to the
provinces, there is an audit of the provinces’

books of account, if you wish to call them
that.

Mr. Winch: Is the audit made by the Audi-
tor General?

Mr. Cloutier:
auditors.

No, by the provineial

Mr. Cafik: On page 9 there is the statement
that the agreements always call for the audit-
ing of accounts to be presented by the reci-
pients of the payments. So I gather that the
province presents the accounts for audit to
the federal government?
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Mr. Henderson: There is a wide variety of
arrangements in this regard. The Senate
finance committee were interested in this and
a schedule was prepared, but unfortunately I
do not have it with me.

The provincial auditor certifies the pay-
ment and this money is disbursed, and then
the audit services branch of the Comptroller
of the Treasury will either go in and verify it
or we will. We do not wish to duplicate our
work, naturally. In some cases the depart-
ment itself does the work.

If you are interested in seeing some precise
cases, the Senate finance committee minutes
of last week contain this information, because
they were asking me a lot of questions about
shared cost programs.

Mr. Winch: The Chairman asked for an
example and I would like to ask, through
you, Mr. Chairman, about a case where the
federal government pays out millions and
millions on hospital insurance, say. Do you as
Auditor General accept the audit made by
British Columbia, for example, or do you as
Auditor General check the audit?

Mr. Henderson: The contracts that are
written by the federal government generally
contain the provision that right of access is
reserved to the federal government to have
its auditors check, whether it be the Auditor
General, the Comptroller of the Treasury or
the internal audit staff of the department. If
we know that the provincial auditor, when he
so to speak certifies payment to Ottawa, is
carrying out an audit, then naturally we
would have every confidence in him and we
do not want unnecessarily to duplicate work.
If it is a matter of simply certifying the pay-
ment without any work behind it being done,
then we would carry out our responsibility
under it. We do it on a test basis.

You have a very good example in my re-
ports in the case of winter works and in the
case of unemployment assistance. In the case
of unemployment assistance the law, as I
have complained for years, is so ambiguous
that we have an awful time trying to ascer-
tain whether the payments have been made
pursuant to the statutes enacted by parlia-
ment. This is being superseded today by the
Canada Assistance Act.

Mr. Winch: Was it because you were not
satisfied about winter works that you made a
check?

Mr. Henderson: We found that abuses were
creeping in. The provincial auditors and our-
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selves discovered this. The provincial auditor
works for the province and the Comptroller
of the Treasury staff are now working for the
federal government.

Mr. Winch: So these abuses have been
brought to your attention by the provincial
auditor?

Mr. Henderson: Yes, in a great many cases
they have.

Mr. Lefebvre: While we had the winter
works program, Mr. Henderson, were you
allowed to go into the different municipalities
in the provinces to check the books and verify
the audits, or did you have to do this
through the provincial auditors only?

Mr. Henderson: We did it with the concur-
rence and knowledge of and by arrangement
with the provincial auditor. In some cases he
made his working papers available to show us
the work that he did, and that proved to be
satisfactory. In other cases he had made such
a limited test that he suggested the area we
should examine. It is a question of the
application of—

Mr, Lefebvre: Was it your staff or some-
body else’s staff that went into the municipal
offices?

Mr. Henderson: Not in every case was that
done. I have a small staff only and our work
is basically to conduct a test check. I do not
pretend to cover it all. I make the best check
I can with the staff available.

Mr, Lefebvre: I do not mean that you
checked every municipality’s books, but you
did go into the books of some municipalities?

Mr. Henderson: Yes, sir.

The Chairman: I have one question, Mr.
Henderson. I was interested by your observa-
tion that you accept the audit of the provin-
cial auditors. Do you meet the provincial
auditors and lay down the type of audit you
would like them to do and the fields into
which you want them to go, or do they work
pretty well independently?

Mr., Henderson: We are in touch with them
pretty regularly. Only last fall sometime we
had what was the first meeting of the provin-
cial auditors and the federal Auditor General.
We had a most useful discussion of their
practices and ours. I hope that this can be
repeated.

The Chairman:
suggestion to me.

It sounds a very useful
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Mr. Cafik: Just on a point of information,
Mr. Chairman, page 9 rather implies that
money is given to the provinces by agree-
ment, and that the provinces are obligated to
use such money for the purpose for which
parliament assigned it. I have the impression
that this is not always true, that there are
cases where the provinces get money under
an agreement for one purpose and then use it
for a totally different purpose. Is this true or
do I have a false impression?

Mr. Cloutier: There are situations where
the type of payments that you are referring
to are made, and these are fiscal transfers.
This does not apply to the contributions to
which I am referring here. The contributions
to which I am referring in this document
apply strictly to payments for which there is
an accounting.

Mr. Cafik: And the provinces must use the
money for the purpose allocated to it?

Mr. Cloutier: Yes, in these instances. The
level of payment is geared precisely to the
evidence that is submitted by the province,
which in turn is subject to audit by the
federal government so as to ascertain that the
province has actually made the expenditure
on the purposes for which it was assigned.

Mr. Calik: So that really we are talking
primarily about open-ended agreements here?

Mr. Cloutier: Not necessarily.

Mr. Cafik: Not all of them are, of course,
but many are?

Mr. Cloutier: Yes, some of them might be.

Mr. Henderson: I think it is fair to say that
neither Mr. Long nor I is clear about what
the minister has in mind in the two para-
graphs read by Mr. Cloutier. I should like to
take up several points with him.

The Chairman: Then you make me feel bet-
ter, Mr. Henderson. I did say that I was lost
but I feel better now.

Mr. Winch: Before we leave this point, Mr.
Chairman, I am sorry to say that the matter
has not been completely clarified for me. I
was not referring to grants or moneys that
are made available under legislation. What I
have in mind is that fact that during the
course of a year something arises that is not
contemplated by the legislature or by those
who draft applications for grants. For exam-
ple, these applications may concern the
Olympiecs, sports, almost anything, even the
Halfway House about which I have some
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knowledge. The minister or cabinet decides to
make these grants and they were not previ-
ously covered by legislation.

Now, my point is: How are these expendi-
tures covered in the public accounts, in the
estimates or by the Auditor General?

The Chairman: I think Mr. Cloutier ans-
wered that a moment ago when he said it was
covered either by statute or by supplemen-
tary estimate. But it must be covered one
way or another in the house. Is that right,
Mr. Cloutier?

Mr. Cloutier: Yes. If the cabinet decides to
make the grant at a stage that is between
main estimates and supplementary estimates,
and the amount involved is relatively small,
payment would be made out of an allocation
from the contingencies book. But the grant
will appear in the next supplementary esti-
mates that are tabled.

Mr. Winch: So if the House of Commons
did not pass those supplementary estimates,
the minister would pay the money himself?

Mr. Cloutier: The amount would be recov-
erable because parliamentary authority for it
would not exist.

Mr. Winch: You mean at the time the grant
was made?

Mr. Cloutier: Yes.

Mr. Cafik: If I may pass on to page 10, the
second paragraph proposes that restrictive
vote titles be used only in those cases where
no parliamentary authority for the expendi-
ture exists and where no accounting or audit-
ing is made of the expenditure in question,
That seems to me to be the operative part of
everything we have been told this morning.

Mr. Cloutier: That is right.

Mr. Cafik: If I interpret that correctly,
what you mean is that in the event of a
straight grant being made, say to the Boy
Scouts or to some non-governmental agency,
that grant is restrictive in the sense that that
is a fixed amount that cannot be transferred?

Mr. Cloutier: That is right.

Mr. Cafik: In all other cases where grants
are going for this program, that program or
any other program, the suggestion is that
they be written up in such a way that if a
grant is not used in this particular vote it can
then be transferred to another vote?

Mr. Cloutier: Not between votes.

Mr, Cafik: Well, within the vote?
29376—2
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Mr. Cloutier: Yes, that is right, within the
grant vote. If for instance, you have two or
three contributions the total amount—

Mr, Cafik: Is fixed?

Mr. Cloutier: —is fixed, but there might
be flexibility between these two or three
contributions.

Mr. Cafik: That is precisely the intent of
everything that has gone on here this
morning?

Mr. Cloutier: That is correct.

Mr. Winch: When the House of Commons
deals with the estimates it is set forth that
there is so much, let us say, for the Boy
Scouts and so much for something else, but
do I gather then that if the cabinet or the
minister decides on a change in between is
that not thwarting what was the understand-
ing and the will of parliament?

Mr. Cloutier: No, sir, because the Appro-
priation Act applies to the total of the vote,
except for those outright grants and except
also for any restrictive words in the vote title.
I think I may give an example—

Mr, Cafik: If I may ask a supplementary
question I think it might clarify something.

The Chairman: Mr. Cloutier is going to give
an example.

Mr. Cloutier: I am looking at vote 45 in
agriculture.

Mr. Cafik: What page is that?
Mr. Cloutier: This is on page 33.
Mr. Winch: Of the revised estimates?

Mr. Cloutier: Of the revised estimates. The
vote wording says, “Grants, contributions and
subsidies as detailed in the estimates.” This is
a standard wording for such votes.

Mr. Winch: It says “as detailed.”

Mr. Cloutier: That is right. If we look at
the items under this particular vote you find
we have, “Compensation for animals slaugh-
tered in accordance with the terms of the
Animal Contagious Diseases Act,” “Payment
of compensation at the rates determined in
the manner provided. .. to owners of animals
affected with diseases coming under that
act...” and “Contributions to the provinces,
in accordance with regulations... to owners
of animals that have died as a result of
rabies.” Then we have other cases of animals
that have died as a result of anthrax and we
have a contribution to the construction of a



veterinary college. Then we have a fee, which
is a grant, and the total vote comes to
$1,766,600.

Because the wording of the vote, which is
the operative direction of parliament,
includes “as detailed in the estimates”, the
three contributions listed at the bottom of
page 33 cannot be transferred from one to the
other. If at the close of the year more animals
have died from rabies than can be covered by
the $21,000 provided in the estimates, because
of those restrictive words in the vote heading
this means that an item must be provided in
the next set of supplementary estimates to
add an additional amount of, say, $2,000 or
$3,000. What we are proposing is that because
all of these payments are audited, if we run
short on the rabies side the Treasury Board
could transfer moneys from the first item to
the third item under the vote without bother-
ing parliament to get specific approval from
it. This is a very good example because, as I
recall it, the last set of supplementary esti-
mates included an amount for animals that
died of some disease, a few thousand dollars,
whereas within the total vote there had been
enough money to make the payment.

The Chairman: That was very clear and
precise, and I thank you very much, Mr.
Cloutier, Before we get confused I would like
to ask the Auditor General if he sees any
problem in a change such as this?

Mr. Henderson: No, I think this is reasona-
ble, but I do have a question I would like to
ask Mr. Cloutier. Included under this vote
covering animals dying of rabies and anthrax,
$1,766,600, is the contribution towards the
cost of constructing and equipping a veteri-
nary college at the University of Saskatche-
wan, $1,050,000. Do you mean that if you have
been able to save on compensation for ani-
mals that have died and the cost of the con-
struction. of the hospital goes higher, you
would be able to transfer money from the
other items to make up the difference?

Mr. Cloutier: As I recall it, this item is in
the order of a grant. This really points up the
problem to which I was referring. We have
not got a guiding principle in this area where
there is clear delineation, where there is
auditing and not auditing so that this type of
payment would be classified as a grant.

Mr. Cafik: And should not be in this
category?

Mr, Cloutier: And should not be in this
category. If you look at the new form of
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estimates, for instance at page 16 of the new
booklet for Indian Affairs, we would hope to
delineate very clearly under the headings
what are grants and what are contributions.
Does that answer your question, Mr.
Henderson?

Mr. Henderson: I think that is a very good
explanation, Mr. Chairman. It clears it up in
my mind.

Mr. Lefebvre: When the federal govern-
ment gives a grant to a society or group or
anything like this, do I understand you to say
that we do not verify the accounts of this
society? If they are eligible for a grant of
$100,000 they get a cheque for $100,000 and
that is it?

Mr. Cloutier: That is right if it is a grant.

Mr. Lefebvre: We have no control on the
way they spend it and they don't have to
account to anybody for spending it?

Mr. Cloutier: That is so. But before a
recommendation is made to the government
to make the grant, in most instances, and
indeed I would venture to say that perhaps in
all instances, at the departmental level there
is an examination of the budget of the organi-
zation to which the grant is proposed to be
made, to satisfy ourselves that the kind of
moneys being sought are indeed required for
the operation of the organization, and also
that the purposes of the organization are in
keeping with the objectives of the department
making the grant.

Mr. Lefebvre: Do any of these societies that
get federal grants ever offer, without being
asked, to send us an account of the money
spent during their fiscal year?

Mr. Cloutier: Most of these grants have to
be reviewed every year. I am thinking of one
particular organization which, when they
apply for the grant, they send us their budget
or plan of operations for the year and they
try to convince us that what they want to do
is really in keeping with the programs and
objectives of the department to which they
are applying.

For instance, one organization that comes
to my mind at this point concerns a grant
that was made—I think it appears in the
revised estimates for the first time this year—
to the Audubon Society. That society's pur-
poses are very much in line with the pro-
grams of the wildlife service. In that instance
the Audubon Society provided the department
with budgets and explanations of what they
were doing and why they wanted this addi-
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tional money. When the application for that
grant came to the Treasury Board we called
for the documents from the department. We
looked at them and discussed them with the
department. We satisfied ourselves that this
would be money well invested and that the
reputation, past practices and accomplish-
ments of the organization warranted this
additional expenditure of federal funds.

Mr. Lefebvre: Do you know offhand the
total amount of moneys given by the federal
government in grants such as these on which
no accounting is given fo the federal
government?

Mr. Cloutier: At the moment it would be
very difficult for me to say so precisely
because the system we have, you know, is not
clear. Under the proposal that we are putting
forward it would be relatively easy to pick
out these outright grants in total by depart-
ment and in total for the government.

Mr. Lefebvre: Could it amount to millions
of dollars?

Mr. Cloutier: Oh, yes.

The Chairman: Mr. Lefebvre, I think I
might interject that if it is a charity organiza-
tion the Department of National Revenue
would scrutinize it very carefully before
moneys were granted.

[Interpretation]

Mr. Leblanc (Laurier): Thank you, Mr.
Chairman. I would like to get one or two
points straight, in French, with regard to
what has been said so far. We were told that
the total estimates for expenditures in respect
of grants or contributions could not be
exceeded without further approval by Parlia-
ment. This means that in the case of specific
appropriations which constitute part of a
Department’s estimates, any one grant may
be exceeded so long as the total is within the
limits set. This means also that if the
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approved total is exceeded, the additional
amounts requested are in respect of the
Departmental total and not for any particular
item.

Mr. Cloutier: Here the distinction has to be
made between the word “grant” and “contri-
bution”; grants would be invariable and are
as they appear—the budget of expenditures
while contributions would be subject to
modifications.

Mr. Leblanc (Laurier): Contributions?

Mr. Cloutier: Yes, the contributions only.
The grants would remain fixed.

Mr. Leblanc (Laurier): What distinction do
you make, Mr. Cloutier, between a grant and
a contribution? How do you define the two
expressions?

Mr. Cloutier: A grant is a gift purely and
simply. There is no audit of the books of a
body receiving a grant while the payment of
a contribution entails such an audit to ensure
that the organization in question did in fact

use the funds for the purpose they received
them.

Mr. Leblanc (Laurier): Thank you.
[English)

The Chairman: You have a question, Mr.
Cullen?

Mr. Cullen: Actually I think most of it has
been answered. I was concerned about grants
being made and no auditing being done, and
whether this was an annual matter. I suppose
this is under review by the individual
departments?.

Mr. Cloutier: That is right.
Mr. Cullen: So that when some of these

organizations would come back asking for
more money they would have to justify it.

The Chairman: It is now 11 o’clock and we
will adjourn. Thank you very much for your
interest, gentlemen.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

TuespAy, December 3, 1968.
(7

The Standing Committee on Public Accounts met this day at 9.46 a.m., the
Chairman, Mr. A. D. Hales, presiding.

Members present: Messrs. Bigg, Boulanger, Burton, Crouse, Cyr, Flem-
ming, Forget, Hales, Guilbault, Major, Nowlan, Rodrigue, Thomas (Maison-
neuve), Winch—(14).

In attendance: Mr. Sylvain Cloutier, Assistant Secretary of the Treasury
Board; Mr. A. M. Henderson, Auditor General of Canada; Mr. J. G. Glashan,
Director of Estimates and Supply Procedures Division, Treasury Board; Mr.
G. R. Long, Assistant Auditor General.

The Committee continued the review of APPENDIX A “Remarks prepared

for the President of the Treasury Board relating to a revised form of Estimates”
and questioned the witnesses.

At 11:00 a.m., the Committee adjourned to the call of the Chair.

Edouard Thomas,
Clerk of the Committee.
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(Recorded by Electronic Apparatus)

Tuesday, December 3, 1968
00947

The Chairman: Gentlemen, we shall open
our meeting.

First of all, I would like to welcome some
new members that are with us this morning.
We hope we can make our meetings interest-
ing enough that you will be here permanently
rather than for just an exchange of a meeting
or two. To bring you up to date, we are in
the process of studying the proposed form of
the new estimate book as submitted to us by
Treasury Board.

We will commence this morning on page 13
at the English copy and page 14 of the French
edition of the remarks prepared by the
Honourable C. M. Drury, President of the
Treasury Board, relating to the revised forms
of estimates. Please also have before you this
Estimates, Indian Affairs and
Northern Development, for illustration only
and open it at page 5.

Before proceeding I think Mr. Cloutier
would like to make a clarification of some
remarks made at the last meeting, Mr.,

Mr. S. Cloutier (Assistant Secretary, Treas-
ury Board): Thank you, Mr. Chairman. In
the evidence I gave the Committee last
Thursday, I believe I stated that all grants to
organizations are specifically listed in the
details of the estimates Blue Book. On re-
flection I realize that this is a too sweeping
statement and I would like to qualify it if I
may,

In some cases where there is a great num-
ber of recipients of small grants which are all
made for the same purpose, the individual
organizations receiving the grants are not list-
ed. For example, on page 200 of the current
Blue Book for 1968-69, in the current form of
estimates for the Department of Indian
Affairs and Northern Development, there
appears the following line entry:

Grants to individuals or organizations for

the development or advancement of Indi-
an culture,

for an amount of $44,700. Similar treatment is
given to grants for citizenship promotion in
the vote covering the citizenship program of
the estimates of the Secretary of State at page
445 of the revised estimates for 1968-69, and
another example is the scholarships and
grants in aid of research in vote 25 of the
National Research Council estimates, page 553
of the revised estimates for 1968-69.

e 0950

In line with the proposal before you, these
amounts would be included in the grants part
of the new form of estimates and would be
set by Parliament and could not be changed,
except through parliamentary authority.

The point of clarification is that I think I
said last Thursday all organizations were
individually listed, whereas in some cases
such as those examples I have stated, because
there are a great number of recipients and
because these recipients are not all known at
the time of the preparation of the estimates,
the estimates are presented in that manner.

Mr. Winch: I believe I asked at the last
meeting and in order to be certain, if grants
are made which are not in the estimates, do
they come completely from contingency
funds? Is there any time when they do not
come from contingency funds?

Mr, Cloutier: Yes, sir. In these cases that I
have mentioned, there are amounts specifical-
ly provided in the estimates for these grants
and these grants would be made from those
items in the estimates to the maximum of the
amount provided for that purpose in the esti-
mates. If that amount proves to be insufficient
in the course of the year—as I explained last
Thursday—it might be supplemented through
the contingency vote, subject to the thus sup-
plemented amounts being approved through
supplementary estimates which would again
show the purpose of the other grants,

Mr. Winch: May I then ask a question of
Mr. Henderson? How does your Department
check on grants that are made out of contin-
gency funds? How do you check through your

Department on grants that are not shown in
estimates?
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Mr. A. M. Henderson (Auditor General):
Would you mind if Mr. Long answered that?

Mr. G. R. Long (Assistant Auditor General):
Mr. Winch, we regard as necessary prior par-
liamentary approval of grants. To put in a
plug for our next report, you will find a
paragraph there about grants made from the
contingency fund which we consider to have
been improperly made.

Mr. Winch. Oh, so that will be in the next
report?

Mr. Long: Any grants made in that man-
ner, in our opinion, are not in accordance
with the parliamentary procedure which
requires that Parliament give prior approval
to all grants. One thing that has bothered us
is the groups of small grants that Mr. Cloutier
mentioned just a few moments ago. There is
not individual parliamentary approval in that
case. We have done research on it and studied
it and are still thinking about it, but it would
almost seem as if there needs to be some
formal recognition of perhaps the minimum
below which parliamentary approval would
not be required.

Mr. Winch: I will then follow that up,
because I think it is a most important phase.
If there is not prior approval but a grant is
made, and then at a later date it is covered
by a supplemental, where do you stand as
auditors in that situation?

Mr. Long: We simply report it to Parlia-
ment and usually point out to you that you
were not advised that it had already been
made when the supplementary went through.

The Chairman: I think we will leave this
point.

Mr, Winch: I think perhaps you could fol-
low that up, Mr. Chairman, because I know
you are interested.

The Chairman: Mr. Winch, we will follow
this up when the Auditor General’s paragraph
comes before us. I understand it is in the 1968
report.

Mr. Henderson:
Chairman.

The Chairman: We will follow it up in that
report,

That is right, Mr.

Mr. Major: I have just one question with
regard to this, Who authorizes these grants in
specific departments?

Public Accounts

December 3, 1968

Mr. Cloutier: I take it you are referring to
these small grants that are not specifically
listed?

Mr. Major: Yes.

Mr. Cloutier: These grants are usually
authorized pursuant to regulations approved
by the Treasury Board which would provide
the limits within which the department itself
could authorize the grant or, if the grant is
larger than a given amount, it would have to
be authorized by the Treasury Board
formally.

® 0955

Mr. Winch: Mr. Chairman, may I ask just
one question.

The Chairman: Mr. Winch and then Mr.
Crouse.

Mr. Winch: My question is for clarification.
Do I understand correctly, Mr. Cloutier, that
what happens now is that without prior au-
thority the Treasury Board gives authority for
a grant on the understanding that in the
future they will bring in a supplementary to
cover what they have done without authority?
Do I have that right?

Mr. Cloutier: I would not put it quite that
way, Mr. Winch. I would rather say that the
Treasury Board authorizes an expenditure to
be made from the contingencies vote. Now,
the wording of the contingencies vote author-
izes the Treasury Board to approve the
expenditure of funds from that vote for
minor and unforeseen expenses. It does not
prohibit expenditures in the form of grants.
Now, all expenditures except salaries items
that are financed through the contingencies
vote...

Mr. Winch: Then why does it require a
supplementary vote?

The Chairman: Mr. Winch, let him finish.
Mr. Winch: I am sorry.

Mr. Cloutier: All expenditures made from
the contingencies vote, except salary items,
have to be approved by Parliament in the
supplementary estimates. This is the normal
procedure that applies to every expenditure,
except salaries items, made from the contin-
gencies vote including grants. Let me put it
this way: There is parliamentary authority
for the Treasury Board to authorize these
expenditures.
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Mr. Winch: Then why does it require a
supplementary vote?

Mr. Cloutier: This is provided, I think, in
the wording of the contingencies votes.

Mr. Bigg: Is the contingencies vote the one
we just passed for $70 million?

The Chairman: That is the one.

Mr. Henderson: Mr. Chairman, one of our
points is that when the supplementary esti-
mate is laid before you to recoup the contin-
gency vote, you should at least be told that
the contribution or grant has in fact been
paid. It appears from the wording of the vote
that that is not the case and you approve it
without realizing that it has already been
paid. I see nothing wrong with this proce-
dure, provided you are told this at the time
You are asked to give it approval.

The Chairman: All right. We shall now pro-
ceed with page 13 in English and page 14 in
French.

Mr. Cloutier: Mr. Chairman, the recommen-
dations that we will be referring to from now
on, I think, all stem from the recommenda-
tion of the Royal Commission on government
organization, the Glassco Commission, which
recommended that the form of estimates be
revised so that the votes more clearly de-
scribe the purpose of expenditures, that more
comparable and more complete supporting
information be provided and that unnecessary
detail be eliminated, and also that depart-
mental estimates be prepared on the basis of
programs and activities and not only by
standard objects of expenditure.

The first proposal which appears at the top
of page 13 is, I think, exemplified by the
booklet that you have, the illustration of the
revised estimates for 1968-69 of the Depart-
ment of Indian Affairs and Northern Develop-
ment. Members will note that on page 5 there

:'ppears a statement of departmental objec-
ives.

Mr. Winch: When you say page 5, do you
mean this book?

Mr. Cloutier: T mean the larger book, sir;
the revised form, the new form of estimates,
not the current form. Members will note that
on page 4 there appears a statement of
departmental objectives which are explained
in terms of the programs of the department,

If T may go on, on page 6 where a detailed
breakdown. . .
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The Chairman: Just one moment Mr. Clou-
tier. I wonder if there are any questions on
page 5, or will we be coming back to that?

Mr. Major: Mr. Chairman, I suggest that
Mr. Cloutier proceed and then we can ask
him questions.

The Chairman: Thank you, Mr. Major.
e 1000

Mr. Cloutier: On page 6 where a detailed
breakdown of the Administration Program
begins, you will note the statement of the
program objectives followed by a narrative
description of the program itself outlined in
terms of those objectives. The program is
broken down into a number of activities that
are the means by which the objectives, as set
out, are to be achieved. This approach is
designed to assist members of Parliament in
identifying the purpose of the Administration
Program, thereby aiding in their examination
of the expenditures proposed under it,

The same approach for each of the other
three programs is followed throughout the
sample. In this regard, I might remind the
Committee that the current form of estimates
does not include any narrative material con-
cerning the department nor, for that matter,
any of its programs or activities.

The Chairman: Mr. Cloutier, may I ask at
this point whether we could not have the
program objectivities and program explana-
tion on a separate page in the existing Blue
Book, or existing Estimates, as we know it
now? Could that be done?

Mr. Cloutier: Certainly, it could be done,
but the whole presentation, you see, of the
current book does not break out Vote 1 in
terms of the various activities. All that we
have in the current Blue Book is Vote 1
broken down according to the standard
objects of expenditure, This presentation
would give you both.

If you look at the table at the middle of
page 6, it would give you the breakdown by
activities, followed by the program objective
and the program explanation in terms of
those activities, and then it would give you
the program by object of expenditure, in
much the same way as you have it now, so
you have more information, better presented

and explained in terms of narrative
information,

Also, if you go to page 8, you would have
the breakdown of the ‘manpower allocation

B
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and utilization of that program in what we
think is a more informative presentation than
what is available now in the current Blue
Book, so I might say that you have the same
information plus more details for that one

program

The Chairman: Mr. Major and then Mr.
Winch.

[Interpretation]

Mr. Major: Could you tell us what you
mean by “man-years”? I do not understand
this. It seems to be a bit too general. Would it
not be possible to clarify this point.

Mr. Cloutier: I shall be glad to try, sir.

Mr. Major: If you will allow me, Mr. Clou-
tier, on page 8, you mention: Executive total
man-years. I do not understand what you
exactly mean.

Mr. Cloutier: By total allowable staff
strength, is meant the number of people the
department can take on staff up to the 31st of
March 1969.

Mr. Major:
explain this.

Mr. Cloutier: Well, I will admit that the
various titles used in this booklet must be
slightly confusing. However, as this was dis-
cussed in the Committee a few meetings ago,
we hopefully thought we could include as a
preface to the budget book a glossary of the
words used, definitions if you wish, of the
precise meaning of all these abbreviated
terms.

Mr. Major: Then, people will get acquaint-
ed with this.

e 1005
[English]

The Chairman: Now Mr. Winch, and then
Mr. Thomas.

Mr. Winch: Mr. Chairman, I think I am
following up a little on the previous question.
It referred to page 8 of the illustration only
document that we have been referred to. I
notice that in 1967-68 the allowable strength
was 296 but the man-years were 301. To look
at 1968-69 the allowable strength is put at 317
and the total man-years is 322, so my ques-
tion is, first, who establishes the allowable
strength; who authorizes an extension beyond
the allowable strength?

You use different terms to
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Mr. Cloutier: These figures are established
by the Treasury Board in the course of its
examination of the departmental estimates.
The allowable strength was allowed to . ..

Mr. Winch: Increase.

Mr. Cloutier: ... increase between 1967-68
and 1968-69 by a figure of 41 in this case,
following detailed justifications provided by
the Department to the Treasury Board and
the Treasury Board authorized this increase
and this total new allowable strength at
March 31, 1969 in the course of its examina-
tion of estimates. The results of that authori-
zation by the Treasury Board are illustrated
in the estimates.

Mr. Winch: But the allowable authorization
is always under the actual number of
man-years.

Mr, Cloutier: Well, no; it could be the other
way around, sir.

Mr. Winch: I am just going by page 8.

Mr. Cloutier: Yes. In this case, you see,
there is casual employment; people who come
in for two weeks, or three weeks, or three
months and these short periods of employ-
ment go towards making up a man-year. Nor-
mally, if we are dealing with a program
where there is no casual employment at all
and only permanent employees, you should
expect to find the total man-years figure at a
lower level than the total allowable strength
at year end.

The reason for this is that while the depart-
ment may have authorization to go up to 317
in that program at the end of the year, it will
not have all these people on staff for the
whole year. Some of them will be taken on
strength after the first month, some might be
taken on strength at the eleventh hour and
the difference between the total man-years
and the allowable strength in such a case
would be simply a reflection of the actual
utilization of manpower.

Mr. Winch: Knowing you are going to have
casuals, why do you not include that in your
allowable strength instead of putting it on
later? You know there is going to be a num-
ber so why is that not included in the man-
years in the estimate?

Mr. Cloutier: It is included in the man-year
figure but we came to the conclusion that the
number of casuals that happen to be on
strength at a given point—let us say we are
talking of March 31 or September 30—is not
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all that significant. What really is significant
is the number of permanent, full-time, con-
tinuing employees. You see, the casuals come
and go. You have a terrible rush of work and
you do not have enough permanent employees
to cope with it within the time that it has to
be completed, so you have the flexibility to
hire casual employees to get on with it.

Mr. Winch: Well, then, I just want to clari-
fy it. Let us take the Post Office Department
as an example.

Mr. Cloutier: Yes, sir.

Mr. Winch: In Vancouver right now,
through the Department of Manpower and
Immigration, they are taking on approximate-
ly 4,000 additional employees for Christmas. I
am just saying that when you make up the
estimates you know that you are going to take
on 4,000 extra—I am just using Vancouver as
an example—so why is that not included in
the estimate of the allowable man-years?
That is the point I am not quite sure of.

® 1010

Mr. Cloutier: It is included in the man-
years figure, sir.

Mr. Winch: It is included?

Mr. Cloutier: That is right. It is included in
the man-years figure but it is not segregated.

Mr. Winch: But they are still casual; they
are employed for only three weeks.

Mr. Cloutier: That is right; they are casu-
als, you see, for instance, against this 317
allowable strength of full-time employees—I
do not know precisely for this particular pro-
gram—my guess would be that the man-year
equivalent of this figure of 317 might be
something like 300 man-years. In other
words, while the department has the approval
to have up to 317 full-time employees by the
end of the year, if we look only at that type
of employees they will represent the figure of
about 300 man-years of work. Now, you find
pere that the man-years are 322, so that
implies the department in that program can
utilize up to 22 man-years of casual labour at

various times of the year depending on the
seasonal pattern of its work.

The Chairman: Mr. Thomas?

[Interpretation]

Mr. Thomas (Maisonneuve): Mr. Cloutier
answered my question in his reply to Mr.
Winch. Thank you.

Public Accounis

(English]

The Chairman: I wonder if I could ask a
question here, Mr. Cloutier? Under the allow-
able strength column, and we have a govern-
ment freeze on, why would the total not be
the same in those two columns; 296, and it
should be 296 instead of 3177

Mr. Cloutier: The employment freeze took
place, as you will recall, early in 1968 after
these estimates were prepared. We are really
looking at the document that has been ready
to present to the Public Accounts Committee
for about a year.

The Chairman: To follow that up, if we
had, say, 1969 and 1970 and the freeze were
still on, that figure should remain constant.

Mr. Cloutier: Theoretically it should. On
the other hand, I cannot say, simply because
I do not know at this moment, what has
happened in that particular program. You
will recall that when the employment freeze
was announced, the government said that
total employment would not increase but that
variations between departments would be
allowed provided the total man-years did not
increase.

The Chairman: Are there any further ques-
tions? If not we will proceed.

Mr. Cloutier: Mr. Chairman, if I may I
would like to continue reading from the docu-
ment before the Committee.

As I reviewed the vote structure appearing
in the current Estimates, I recalled to the
Committee that it had agreed in 1963 to
reduce the number of votes in the Estimates
so that generally speaking each departmental
program would show one Vote for each of the
categories administration, capital and grants.
The purpose of that change was to provide
Parliament with a better appreciation of the
cost of any given program and the elements
that went into its makeup.

The Chairman: Mr. Cloutier, would you
mind explaining administration, capital and
grants before we proceed?

Mr. Cloutier: May I refer the members of
the Committee to pages 12 and 13 of the
illustration? You have here an illustration of
the Indian Program which, under the propos-
al, would become one vote and that vote is
made up on the one hand of “Administration,
Operation and Maintenance” which is the
heading on page 12 immediately to the right
of the “Activity”. These are administration
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expenses. Then the next series of columns
under the heading Construction and Acquisi-
tion are really capital items, construction and
acquisition of large capital items; and the
third breakdown is immediately on page 13,
Grants and Contributions, which is a third
element of the program. And finally the nex#
set of columns under the title Total Budget-
ary Expenditures is the sum of the first
three.
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The amounts voted as expenditures are
detailed in the Total Budgetary Expenditures
column. The last column is Loans, Invest-
ments and Advances, which are not budget-
ary expenditures; they are loans items that
are proposed for approval by Parliament.

The Chairman: I wonder if Mr. Henderson
and Mr. Long would like to make an observa-
tion at this point on that breakdown as to its
effect in the auditing. Is this going to work
out all right?

Mr. Henderson: Mr. Chairman, we have
some views on this, but it might be more
helpful to the members if Mr. Cloutier were
to continue with his explanation because the
end result is going to be a reduction of over
100 votes in the number that will come before
the members of the House. I think it is
important that you understand his line of
thinking before we comment, if I may suggest
that.

The Chairman: Thank you, Mr. Henderson.

Mr. Cloutier: Then I will resume reading
from this document.

In line with the concepts of program
budgeting and responsibility accounting
under which each program is considered
as a unit, made up of these three differ-
ent elements, we are proposing to take
the next logical step in the development
of a rational vote structure and to con-
solidate into a single vote the three votes
presently being shown for each program.

In other words at the moment there is one
separate vote for administrative expenses;
there is one separate vote for construction
and acquisition or capital and there is usually
one separate vote for grants and contribu-
tions. I have said usually there are three
separate votes. On the other hand we have a
number of situations where the capital ele-
ment and the grants element are relatively
minor in relation to the total expenditures
and these items would be found in an
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administration vote. In other words the situa-
tion is not clear and is not consistent from
one department or one program to the other.

What we are proposing is to display these
three types of expenditures quite clearly and
quite consistently in each vote and, of course,
in those cases where there are three separate
votes relating to the same program, to com-
bine these three votes under a single one.

Mr. Winch: I think we all appreciate the
idea to make clear what is taking place when
we get the estimates, but because the witness
refers to page 18 of this document “Illustra-
tion Only—Indian Affairs”, in the presenta-
tion to make it clear to the members of the
House of Commons as to what the proposed
expenditures are, could I refer you to, on
page 13 where you have Total Budgetary
Expenditures and a forecast—this is an exam-
ple, $123,854; actual expenditures $105,553.
Could I ask if in the estimation it is normal—
and I am just trying to think it through; I am
not good at mathematics—whether it is up or
down, and 18 per cent—I am just using that
as a rough figure because it seems to strike
me it is around 18 per cent—is 18 per cent
considered on presentation a good average
between estimation on estimates and expendi-
tures? What is above or below? It is just that
one point of 18 per cent which I gather. ..

Mr. Cloutier: The Total Budgetary Expen-
ditures column here indicates a change of $18
million between the forecast expenditure for
1967-68 and the proposed estimates for 1968-
69. I would not want to generalize and say
that an 18 per cent increase is considered
normal. However, these figures would repre-
sent a decision made by the Treasury Board
that the purposes, the objectives of this par-
ticular program if they were to be met in a
satisfactory manner would require an addi-
tional expenditure of that order, so that
again I think we are talking of only one
program.

e 1020

Mr. Winch: I am sorry, but perhaps you
can go into it some other time. But to me—I
hope I am not wrong here—something is
haywire when the House of Commons is
faced with estimates and when we go back
and study we find—just using this one exam-
ple—an 18 per cent difference. What is the
position of the members of the House of
Commons? I am trying to figure out what
they are actually dealing with. This 18 per
cent to me seems rather fantastic.
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Mr. Cloutier: If you look at the manner of
presentation of these estimates as against the
current form of estimates, you will find—if I
may use the figure $18 million, rather than
18 per cent—that this $18 million increase is
in the Total Cost of Program. If you read up
from that figure you will see where the
increase has taken place. You will find, for
instance, that the service provided by other
departments, that is the accommodation, the
accounting services the pension contributions
and so on, account for $4.5 million of that
increase. You will also find that an increase
of $7.9 million has taken place in the educa-
tion activity of that program and you will
find, to mention only the major items, that an
increase of practically $5.3 million has taken
place in the development activity of that
particular program.

Mr. Winch: Why was that not forecast?

Mr. Cloutier: We are dealing with two
separate years, sir. This is the increase
between 1967-68 and 1968-69. This is the fore-
cast that is put before Parliament that says
that in the year 1968-69 these additional
amounts will be required for the education of
Indians. In other words the government is
recommending to Parliament that $7.9
million, practically $8 million, more be spent
in the year 1968-69 for the education of
Indians than has been spent in previous
years, and similarly that an additional $5.3
million be spent for the development of
Indians, because again we are only dealing
with the Indian program.

Here I would like to emphasize that this
type of insight is not available in the current
Blue Book unless you take your pen and
paper and do a lot of work. In other words,
if you look at this and want to see what the
increase is, there is $7.9 million. When the
department is before the parliamentary com-
mittee it would be quite in order, it would be
quite normal for a member of Parliament to
say, “All right, you want to spend $8 million
more on education; where?” Now if you go to
the left of these columns you will see that for
Education, for instance, there are no grants:
in the Construction and Acquisition, in the
capital side, the Department is proposing to
spend $1} million more than it did the year
before, and that in the Operation and
Maintenance side it is proposing to spend
$64 million more.

_That you have before you, so that this
gives you, I think, a better base on which to
examine these estimates and to get the addi-
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tional information that you may want from
the witnesses of the Department of Indian
Affairs when they come before this or any
other estimates committee.

The Chairman: Mr. Cloutier, I think you
are trying to prove, and I think you have
proved at this point. ..

Mr. Winch: That is the reason I wanted it
clarified, Mr. Chairman.

The Chairman: ...that by combining ad-
ministration, capital and grants into one vote,
we are still going to get as much information,
or maybe a little more than we are getting
now. Is that the fact?

Mr, Cloutier: This is the objective.

e 1025

The Chairman: I think we, as members of
the House, are very much concerned about
combining any three items into one for fear
we might lose some information that we
think we are entitled to get. I think this is
what the Committee is on guard against as
we go along. Is that correct, gentlemen?

Mr. Winch: Yes, that was the reason for
my question, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Bigg: That was mine too. Although
they are going to be combined into one vote
we are going to have more detail available at

a quick glance than we had before. Is that
correct?

Mr. Cloutier: And presented in a manner
that helps, rather than just a lot of figures
that really have to be massaged three or four
ways before you can get the gist, the essence.

The Chairman: I think it is only right to
think or to believe that if you cut 236 votes
down to 136 votes some information is going
to disappear and we want to make sure that
it does not.

Mr. Cloutier:

Together with this, we also propose
that non-budgetary requirements (that is
loans, investments and advances) be
shown with the appropriate program.
Pages 10, 12 and 13 of the sample new
form of Estimates for Indian Affairs and
Northern Development illustrate how this
treatment would be reflected in the Esti-
mates for the Indian Program of that
department.

And here I would like to refer you to the
column to the right side of page 13. You will
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find that opposite the Development Activity
there is a proposed estimate shown of $1.4
million as a loan item or an advance against
the Development Activity. In the current Blue
Book that same loan appears, but it does not
even appear with the other details of the
department; it appears at the very end of the
Blue Book, so that unless you know that
there is a loan associated with that program,
there is nothing in the departmental section
that would refer you to the end of the book.
And yet if you are considering the Indian
program which is, in effect, the effort of the
federal government in its discharge of its
responsibilities towards the Indians, it is very
much part of that program and should be
considered as a whole.

The details of this particular loan would be
available on the other pages of the proposal.

Mr. Winch: On Loans, Investments and
Advances, is that a required estimate vote of
the House of Commons?

Mr. Cloutier: Yes, sir, it is. This is a loan
that is made with the authority of Parlia-
ment; it requires the authority of Parliament
to be made.

Mr. Major: Why would a loan be involved
in this type of operation? Where would it
come from?

Mr. Cloutier: If you go back to page 10 you
will find that indeed these are two loans; one
is Vote L35

To provide that the total amount of out-
standing advances at any one time with
respect to loans to Indians under Section
69 of the Indian Act, notwithstanding
subsection 5 thereof, shall not exceed $2,-
400,000; additional amount required
$400,000.

Mr. Major: These are loans through the
Indian Act.

Mr. Cloutier: That is right; these are loans
through the Indian Act.

Mr. Major: They do not go through the
Department.

Mr, Cloutier: No, no; these are advances to
the Indians.

Mr., Winch: Mr. Chairman, that is not the
point that I wanted clarified. On page 10 you
have Vote 140 to increase to two million dol-
lars. On page 13 under Loans, Investments
and Advances, you have $1.4 million. Do I
therefore gather that although this one is two
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million dollars this is only an amount to bring
it up to two million dollars, that you already
have...

Mr. Cloutier: We already have authority for
the balance.

Mr. Winch: So the reason for two million
dollars and one million dollars of the $1.4
million on page 13 is that this is the amount
to bring it up to two million dollars. Is that
correct?

Mr. Cloutier: That is correct. In other
words, the first one million dollars is already
loaned. This amount is put to good purpose.
The Department estimates that it will have
other good projects to finance in the course of
the year and they will need an additional one
million dollars. Now they cannot have that
additional one million dollars without parlia-
mentary authority, and this is why this is a
loan item.

e 1030
Mr. Winch: Thank you.

The Chairman: Mr. Flemming and then Mr.
Bigg.

Mr. Flemming: Are these all hypothetical
situations or are they actual situations?

Mr. Cloutier: Oh, no. This booklet, sir, is as
accurate a reflection of the Indian Affairs sec-
tion of the current Blue Book as could be
made.

Mr. Flemming: The reason I questioned it
is that it says illustration only, and I just
wondered.

Mr. Cloutier: You see, the Appropriation
Act will be based on this document, not on
this, and in order to eliminate any confusion
we said “illustration only™.

Now, as has been mentioned earlier, it is
our hope for the year 1969-70 to continue
having the Blue Book as the official document
upon which the Appropriation Act would be
based, and to have in addition, for use of
members in Committees, these samples. Now
in the year 1970-71, when the transition will
have been further along and when we will
have had a chance to insert in this new form
of estimates the recommendations that this
Committee will be making, we would hope to
have our estimates only in the new form. An
Appropriation Act would be based on these

documents.
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Mr. Flemming: In the making of loans to
Indians is it contemplated that they will be
made to the Band or the individuals?

Mr. Cloutier: This is a question that I will
answer from my understanding of the situa-
tion rather than from my knowledge of it.
There are instances where loans are made to
individuals—a fellow who wants to set up a
business for instance, and there are loans that
are also made to Indian organizations, Indi-
ans Bands and so on.

Mr. Flemming: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The Chairman: Mr. Bigg?

Mr. Bigg: Although this procedure is pre-
sumed to simplify everything, is there going
to be a preamble in the Blue Book itself
which will explain to amateurs like myself
who do not know anything about accounting
and so on how to use these two documents
effectively? I have not a clue myself on when
to look at the end of the estimates for grants
not shown and so forth and even—though you
put them in one neat little column—the details
do not appear in this column. If I want
further information what instruction is there
to tell me where to go in rapid order?

Mr. Cloutier: I would expect, sir on the
basis of observations made in Committee,
that the Committee would recommend that
there be provided a foreword. . .

Mr. Bigg: A kind of a little handbook.

Mr. Cloutier: ...which would explain how
to navigate through this maze.

Mr. Winch: Excellent.

h}r. Flemming: I have just one question
wh_lch perhaps will be a little bit too general
in its application at this moment. If you think

it is, Mr. Chairman, then I would be glad to
wait,

What is the approximate cost of this
proposed new system? Is it going to cost a

good deal of money or will it be a nominal
sum?

Mx.’ Cloutier: I am afraid, sir, that I could
not give you an accurate figure at this point

simply because we have not yet gone through
a first cycle.

Mr. Flemming: I appreciate that.

Mr. Cloutier: And even after having gone
through_ the first cycle, since we are really
developing this thing, I am afraid that our
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actual experience for the current year might
not be representative of what it would be in
the future. If you just look at the narrative
text that is provided, you will note that there
will undoubtedly have to be many revisions
and corrections made—in French we say “le
systtme est rodé”—before the system is
debugged, if I could use that word.

The Chairman: I think you have brought
up a point, Mr. Flemming, that the Commit-
tee will want to know the cost of this whole
change-over before making recommendations.

Mr. Flemming: Yes, that is the reason I
questioned it.

e 1035
The Chairman: Mr. Major?

[Interpretation]

Mr. Major: Mr. Chairman, I see there are
new members on the committee including
myself. I got here late. Would it be too much
to ask at another meeting to give us a run-
down on your plans? This might be useful
because there are new members who do not
know about them.

Mr. Cloutier: Mr. Major, we began examin-
ing the proposals this morning. We have gone
through all the proposals for the new form
of the estimates. The subjects discussed today
really covered the changes made in the cur-
rent year’s budget book and the further
changes to be made for 1969-70 under the
present form. We began only this morning to
study the new proposals. But if I can usefully
go over what we did or answer any questions
which you might put, I am of course in your
hands.

Mr. Major: T had hoped to expedite matters
but if you feel that should be done first let’s
go ahead and do it.

Mr. Cloutier: I am in your hands.
[English]

The Chairman: Mr. Major, it makes no dif-
ference whether you are a former member or
a new member, it is completely new to all of
us, and I think the procedure we are follow-
ing is satisfactory.

Mr. Major: Mr. Chairman, I am not being

critical; I am just pointing this out for the
benefit of new members.

The Chairman: Be assured that I or any-
body else that has been on the Committee
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before are in the same position as you are, as
far as this is concerned. It is completely new
to us all.

Mr. Major: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The Chairman: Now, this paragraph is a
very important one.

Mr. Cloutier: Mr. Chairman, this paragraph
reads:
This change in the vote structure, if it
commends itself to your Committee
would have resulted in a reduction of
some 100 Vote items from the current
236, had it been applied to the Estimates
for 1968-69.
In other words, the number of votes will
have been reduced by 100, but as I have tried
to convey in my earlier remarks, the same
information and more would be available to
members of Parliament in the new form of
estimates.

Item (d):

The Estimate for each program is dis-
played by activities broken down into the
usual categories of operating require-
ments, capital requirements and grants
and, where applicable, into non-budgetary
requirements.

That is, the loans, advances and so on.
Against the operating requirements for
each, there is shown the proposed man-
years of employment allocated for each
activity.

This is really the first column of that large
table. You will see proposed man-years 1968-
69 broken down by the activities.

The Chairman: I am sorry to interrupt
here, Mr. Cloutier, but I did not think fast
enough. In one of the paragraphs you just
read you said, and I quote:

... a reduction of some 100 Vote items

from the current 236
would it be possible for Treasury Board to
present to the Committee, in tabular form we
will say, three votes, name them and bracket
them all into one, another set of votes com-
bined into one vote, and so on until the 100
votes have been used up? We would like to
see how this has been condensed. We do not
want this information today but perhaps you
could let us have it for our next meeting.

Mr. Cloutier: Yes, Mr. Chairman, I can
undertake to provide the Committee with
such a table. I would like to emphasize
though that this table is not definitive by any
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means. Indeed no irrevocable steps have been
taken in the implementation or in the putting
into effect of the new form of estimates.

e 1040

Mr. Bigg: Mr. Chairman, would fewer
samples not be sufficient? Three or four good
examples of how this will work might be
sufficient.

Mr. Cloutier: Well gentlemen, you have in
here an example of what would be done.

If I may refer to page 192 of the small
booklet which illustrates the revised estimates
of Indian Affairs for the year 1968-69—which
is really a reprint of that section of the Blue
Book which relates to that Department, you
will find about two-thirds down the page the
title Indian Affairs. There you have Vote 5,
Vote 10, and a statutory item—really two
votes that would have to be voted separately
in Parliament. The total of these three is
$135,974. Now if you go to pages 12 and 13 of
the new form you will find under the column
Total Budgetary Expenditures the total esti-
mates item displayed at $135,974. So that in
this particular case we would be combining
Votes 5 and 10 into a single vote which would
be called The Indian Program.

The same thing applies to the other seg-
ments of the Indian Affairs Department. If we
go to page 20 of the new form sample and
deal with a northern program, you will find
that the total estimates items there add up to
$76,200,000. Now if you go to the old form
booklet and just read on from Northern Pro-
gram you will find Vote 20—Administration,
Vote 25—Construction and Acquisition, a
statutory item for $1.5 million, Vote 33 and
Vote 34, all of which total $76,200,000. So that
in this particular case the one new vote for
the one program would combine Vote 20,
Vote 25, Vote 33, Vote 34 and so on.

The Chairman: You have just mentioned
the very thing that the Committee is interest-
ed in.

Mr. Boulanger: Mr. Chairman, I do not
understand your concern for the details of
this group of 100 votes because we have prac-
tically all the information before us now. Am

I not correct?

The Chairman: Yes, that is quite true, Mr.
Boulanger, but I did not know it was there
until he explained it to me. Now I have the
picture. He has shown us where three votes
have become one.

34
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Mr. Boulanger: If you will permit me to
continue, Mr. Chairman, there is no doubt
about these things not being all accounted for.
It just seems more difficult for us to follow
because it is a new procedure. However, if
you issue information booklets, as one mem-
ber suggested, I think that will probably clear
everything up for us. I suppose this would be
easier than trying to get more details on
these 100 loans, as you asked, Mr. Chairman.
I am quite sure we will get it that way.

e 1045

The Chairman: We will leave it with Mr.
Cloutier and if it involves too much work, do
not bother with it. You have given us an
example here.

Mr. Boulanger: You know, when you ask
public servants to do extra work, it always
means a lot of money.

The Chairman: Yes, that is right.

Mr. Cloutier: The sense of the proposal is
illustrated in these two documents and as no
monies can be expended without their having
been covered in one of the Appropriation
Acts, it was our interpretation of the Glassco
recommendations that it made more sense for
Parliament to examine and declare its
acceptance or otherwise of a total program
rather than doing it in bits and pieces. For
instance—and this is probably projecting the
example to the ridiculous—it would not make

- much sense if Parliament were to approve an

administration vote and refuse to accept the
capital vote, because the chances are that the
expenditures under the capital vote would be
controlled by the administration, so that you
end up by approving too much staff and too
many other expenditures that would be

required and which are tied in with the
others.

You have a similar situation with grants.
Let me give you an example. In the grants
and scholarships administered by the Nation-
al Research Council there is an item, if my
memory serves me correctly, of between $60
and $70 million. The grants vote that we

L g have in the estimates, which 1 think is Vote

25 under NRC, only provides for the grants.

47 The administration of that grant. ..

Mr. Boulanger: It only provides for what?

Mr. Cloutier: For the grants, but the
expenditures related to those grants, the men
who have to receive the applications, exam-
ine them, adjudicate on them and decide
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whether the applications are worthy of the
grant or not, are provided for in the adminis-
tration vote, so this is why we feel it makes
more sense to bring these together and show
them under an activity structure. You can
see that we are asked to provide $70 million
for these grants, and under administration
you can see the number of man years and
the total expenditures that will be related to
the administration of those grants. If you do
not like the total package you can reject or
approve it as a whole, because one hangs on
the other.

The Chairman: Mr. Bigg.

Mr. Bigg: These will be available to the
Committee to look at before the thing is
done?

Mr. Cloutier: Our aim for the current year
is to have the Blue Book ready. I am hedging
here. Although I am saying our aim is to have
the old form Blue Book ready for tabling
early in February, I must apologize to the
members of the Committee because this is
the first year that my staff has had to pro-
duce both sides, and we have not increased
our staff in order to do this, so we do not see
how it will be humanly possible to have both
sets ready at the same time.

Mr. Bigg: No, I did not mean that. I meant
when this is in effect.

Mr. Cloutier: When this is in effect you
will definitely have the whole thing.

[Interpretation]

Mr. Boulanger: From the time point of
view, we will have the Blue Book a few
months earlier than usual?

e 1050

Mr. Cloutier: No, we expect to table the
Blue Book in the House at approximately the
same time as before.

Mr, Boulanger: So, it will get there about
the same time.

Mr. Cloutier: No, frankly, that was not one
of the purposes that we had in mind for the
good reason that already, by tabling in the
House the book of estimates in early Febru-
ary, the book of estimates for the year to
come, we are anticipating on the new year
by one and a half to two months.

The farther ahead we anticipate the more
difficult it becomes to produce accurate and
realistic estimates.
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Mr. Boulanger: I understand. In other
words, you have been doing all this without
having anybody extra on your staff?

Mr. Cloutier: Yes. That is so.

Mr. Boulanger: It is almost as good as the
miracle at St-Bruno.

Mr. Cloutier: We haven’t yet got to the end
of this miracle. That is why I say that it is
possible for the new books to be available
perhaps a week or so after the Blue Book
itself.

[English]

The Chairman: I think it is quite evident
that a tremendous amount of work and study
has gone into the preparation of these new
proposed estimates.

Mr. Winch: Mr. Chairman, because of what
you just said and the most marvellous infor-
mation we got from Mr. Cloutier, and I hope
this is not irrelevant because I think it is
important, but hypothetically—it is not hypo-
thetical to me, I like the presentation, the
idea—if this Committee were to support and
recommend this, it will also have to consider
costs. Because it must be considered by the
Committee, I would like to ask, Mr. Chair-
man, if it would be possible for Mr. Cloutier
in the next few days, working on the suppo-
sition that the Committee approves this new
presentation, to give us an idea of the
approximate cost of the new presentation as
prepared. . .

The Chairman: Mr. Winch, Mr. Flemming
asked that question not too long ago.

Mr. Winch: I know, but I wonder if he
could tell us the approximate cost, because
Mr. Cloutier said that at the moment he did
not have any idea of the cost.

The Chairman: Mr. Winch, they agreed to
do it. It has already been looked after. I am
sorry I asked that last question. We got off
the track a little bit.

All right, gentlemen, we have a few
minutes left.

Mr, Cloutier: I would like to go to para-
graph (e):

e) There is also added to the estimate of
the cash requirement for each program
the value of services received from the
department itself or from other
departments.
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In the case of the Indian Program
illustrated on page 12 of the sample new
form, the value of services provided by
other departments includes: accommoda-
tion provided by Public Works; (this
includes only the cost of office accommo-
dation for which the Department of Pub-
lic Works is responsible. For specialized
accommodation such as laboratories,
warehouses, schools, hospitals, etc., the
cost is shown against the entry “Accom-
modation provided by this Department™);

In this respect I would draw your attention
to what I think might be an error in the
current Blue Book. The last entry refers to
“Services provided by this Department”. I
think that entry might more appropriately
have been labelled “Accommodation provided
by this Department”, as is shown on page 20
for the northern program and on page 29 for
the conservation program.

The Chairman: Mr. Cloutier, in our present
Blue Book we have the approximate values
of major services at the head of each Depart-
ment. In what way does that differ in the
new setup?

e 1055

Mr. Cloutier: If you will look at page 196
of the current form for the Department of
Indian Affairs you will see a list of the major
services. This list applies to the total depart-
ment, with no breakdown between each pro-
gram. Again we felt that this was interesting
but not very informative, not as informative
as it might be if we are considering the task
of estimates on a program basis. So, in the
new form we are proposing to show these
costs against each applicable program.

The Chairman: Mr. Winch.

Mr. Winch: May I ask one question on a
point of clarification. I certainly like the idea
of showing by department the cost of rentals
or accommodation, although it comes through
the Department of Public Works. Does the
entire cost show in the Department of Public
Works estimates, that is, the allocated cost
for each department?

Mr. Cloutier: In the case of the Depart-
ment of Public Works, I do not think this
data is a reflection of the actual estimates of
the Department of Public Works; it is the
value of the accommodation. If the Depart-
ment of Public Works built a building 20
years ago, the cost of that building is gone. It
was voted and passed 20 years ago. However,
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that building is still in use and there is a
value attached to it. That is what this figure
is.

Mr. Winch: Let us take rentals, of which
we have a number of millions in Ottawa. I
should know this, but I am sorry to say I do
not have it. Does the rental show as a
straight vote for all departments in the
Department of Public Works as rentals? This
is for information.

Mr. Cloutier: In the Department of Public
Works there is an item for rental of office
buildings. However, the figures that we are
talking about now include both the rental
costs and the accommodation value of the
office space which is provided by government
buildings.

Mr. Winch: Mr. Chairman, may I direct a
question to Mr. Henderson.

In your auditing procedure do you check
on the correct rental for a department, even
though it is paid by the Department of Pub-
lic Works? I do not know if I am getting my
question across.

The Chairman:
understands.

I think Mr. Henderson

Mr. Winch: In order to have a true audit-
ing picture as to costing—and this is related
to the fact that it goes through the Depart-
ment of Public Works—do you check on the
amount which a department shows as its true
cost of rental?

Mr. Henderson: No. We cannot do that
under the present system, Mr. Winch,
because a great many of the rentals come to
rest in the Department of Public Works and
that is where they stay, even though it may
be an eintrely different department. You may
remember that it was because of this situa-
tion that in 1960-61 this Committee made the
recommendation that the approximate value
of these major services be shown. I think I
recommended this in my report and you sup-
ported it. That is why a very genuine effort
was made at that time to at least show them
on an approximate basis, because one of the
criticisms levelled at government has been
that they never have true costs, and in many
areas we do not have true costs in the gov-
ernment here at all. There are a lot of factors
we do not take into account. This was the
best step that could be taken at that time,
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and if I understand the plans of Treasury
Board correctly they hope to eventually
translate these costs to where they belong in
the actual departments. However, it is a rath-
er tricky matter, as Mr. Cloutier is explaining,
to determine what the proper rental should
be for this building in which we are now
working, for example, in order to determine
the cost of. . .

Mr. Winch: My point there is as an audi-
tor. As an auditor. ..

Mr. Henderson:
payments. . .

Mr. Winch: As far as possible you want to
have the true costing of the operation of a
department, so this is an advance. ..

Mr. Henderson: Oh, very much so.

Mr. Winch: ...and whether it is done
directly or through Public Works, it at least
gives them an indication.

Mr. Henderson: If you do not work toward
and achieve true costs, then what are these
Estimates worth to you, when you come to
approve them?

[Interpretation]

Mr. Boulanger: Mr. Chairman, the princi-
ple of bookkeeping will certainly continue as
before, as Mr. Winch was saying.

[English]
e 1100

I had a hard time following what you are
getting at.

We can only check the

Mr. Winch: I am sorry, but my microphone
is as close to me as yours is to you. My point
was that the Auditor would like to have
presented to Parliament as true a picture as
possible of the costs of a department, and,
therefore, although the majority of rents are
paid through Public Works, my point is that
this is a good advance because it shows for a
department the approximate cost of rentals
against the department although it may be
paid by Public Works. It gives a truer pic-
ture of the cost of a department.

The Chairman: Gentlemen, we will now
adjourn, and 1 think the good point is that
this is the adoption of another suggestion
made by the Public Accounts Committee in
bringing this information into better perspec-
tive in the proposed Estimates.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

THURSDAY, December 5, 1968.
(8)

The Standing Committee on Public Accounts met this day at 9.45 am.,,
the Chairman, Mr. A. D. Hales, presiding.

Members present: Messrs. Allmand, Bigg, Boulanger, Buchanan, Burton,

Crouse, Cyr, Flemming, Forget, Gibson, Hales, Lefebvre, Nowlan, Rodrigue,
Thomas (Maisonneuve), Winch (16).

In attendance: Mr. Sylvain Cloutier, Assistant Secretary of the Treasury
Board; Mr. A. M. Henderson, Auditor General of Canada; Mr. J. G. Glashan,

Director of Estimates and Supply Procedures Division, Treasury Board; Mr.
G. R. Long, Assistant Auditor General.

Moved by Mr. Thomas (Maisonneuve), and
Agreed,—That Mr. Lefebvre be the Vice-Chairman of this Committee.
Moved by Mr. Lefebvre, and

Agreed,—That Mr. Allmand be appointed to the Sub-committee studying
Governor General’s Special Warrants.

The Committee continued the review of APPENDIX A “Remarks prepared

for the President of the Treasury Board relating to a revised form of Estimates”
and questioned the witnesses.

The Committee agreed to the Chairman’s proposal that the Sub-Committee
on Agenda and Procedure prepare the draft report to the House of Commons
relating to the revised form of Estimates.

At 11.06 a.m., the Committee adjourned to the call of the Chair.

Edouard Thomas,
Clerk of the Committee.
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EVIDENCE
(Recorded by Electronic Apparatus)

Thursday, December 5, 1968
o 0944

The Chairman:
quorum.

Gentlemen, we have a

[Interpretation]

Mr. Thomas (Maisonneuve): Mr. Chairman,
I would like to put forward the name of Mr.
Tom Lefebvre as vice-chairman, as we have
not yet appointed one. Is there a seconder?

Mr. Boulanger: I shall be glad to second the
motion in view of our colleague’s excellent
record and conscientiousness.

[English]

The Chairman: Gentlemen, moved by Mr.
Thomas, seconded by Mr. Boulanger that Mr.
Lefebvre be Vice-Chairman of the Public Ac-
counts Committee. All in favour? I may
explain first, the reason for this motion is
that Mr. Lefebvre had been transferred to
another committee inadvertently, and with-
out those transferring him realizing that,
if they did so, he would cease to be Vice-
Chairman. So when he is transferred back
to our Committee, we have to have a mo-
tion to reinstate him. This is the motion
before the Committee at the moment.

All in favour?

e 0945
Motion agreed to.

The Chairman: Carried. Tom Lefebvre, you
are back as Vice-Chairman.

Mr. Lefebvre: I will also ask for explana-

tions ‘from the Privy Council President’s office
on this occurrence.

The Chairman: Thank you. I would also
ask at this time if someone would nominate
Mr. Allmand back on the Subcommittee
studying the Governor General’s warrants. He
also was transferred from the Committee, but
has been transferred back. He is not here at
ttﬁren moment, but this has been cleared with

Mr. Winch: Has that also been checked
with the Privy Council?

Mr. Lefebvre: I will make the motion.
The Chairman: All in favour?
Motion agreed to.

The Chairman: Gentlemen, we will proceed
on page 17 in the English text, page 18 of the
French text, with our study of the proposed
new format for the Estimates. Mr. Cloutier
will be our witness and will proceed at this
time.

Mr. S. Cloutier (Assistant Secretary, Pro-
grams Treasury Board): Thank you, Mr.
Chairman. Going back again to the document
before you:

For each program, we propose to provide
a table showing the total cost of the pro-
gram by standard object of expenditure,
again broken down into the three main
elements of Administration, Capital and
Grants.

This is shown in the illustration booklet
that you have, on page 14 for instance, for the
Indian Program.

If I may go to the next proposal:

Details of the manpower allocation
among the major occupational categories
(and its utilization) are shown for each
program as the committee can see at page
14 again of the sample new form of Esti-
mates. The total man-year utilization in
the first column of the table is of course
identical to the total shown against the
activity breakdown of the program,
which was discussed at a previous meet-
ing. One important feature of this table is
the allowable strength or allowable num-
ber of continuing employees at year-end
which is shown for both the current and
new years. In addition, a three-year com-
parison of staff members is offered in-
stead of the two-year comparison in the
current form of the Blue Book.

On this point, Mr. Chairman, I might point to
an error in the French text where the com-
parison is stated as being three years in the
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present form of Estimates, where it is actual-
ly only two years.
Manpower Allocation and Utilization
Summary appearing at the end of the
current Blue Book would of course be
retained.

0950

The Chairman: Are there any questions on
that section? This is very important. I think
all members of Parliament like to know the
strength of the staff in all departments, and
this gives you the information you are looking
for. For instance, on page 14 we would take
the second line, Scientific and Professional
Sep. 30, 1966 there was 1,629. The following
year that had decreased by one. Then you can
compare 1968, and it had jumped to 1,750. So
there is information for three years as to the
number of people on staff. This is a little
more than we have had in the past; is that
right, Mr. Cloutier?

Mr. Cloutier: Yes, sir; in the past you have
had only a two-year comparison.

The Chairman: Mr. Nowlan?

Mr. Nowlan: Mr. Chairman, first on page 16
of the Remarks, the reference is to page 12 in
the English text. You are taking a different
example, but it applies equally for page 12 as
for page 14, does it?

Mr. Cloutier: No, I was reading, sir, from
the second paragraph of page 17 where the
details of the. ..

Mr. Nowlan: You are reading from page
17?

The Chairman: Part g on page 17.
Mr. Nowlan: That clarifies that.

Mr. Cloutier: In the booklet you have four
of these tables relating to the four programs
of the Department of Indian Affairs. The first
one really is on page 8, the second one is on
page 14, the third on page 23 and the fourth
on page 32. I was just using page 14 by way
of illustration.

Mr. Nowlan: Yes, I was following page 14
but I was on the wrong page of the Remarks,
which was a minor problem. What I would
like to ask, in this explanation—and I missed
one of the sessions and was here for part of
another one so this may have been covered—
but what I thought this new form would do,
would be to show if there were other depart-
ments involved in, say, Indians Programs,
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even though they may not have been under
the Department of Indian Affairs, but were
either for Health or Welfare or Education
that at some stage you could in effect assess
the total program, even though it may have
been covered under different departments,
am I right?

Mr. Cloutier: You are entirely right. It is
our intention to provide an over-all summary
in the new form of the Estimates which
would attempt to relate like items with like
items; in other words, which would attempt
to bring out under the heading of Indian
Affairs work, the expenditures by the Depart-
ment of Indian Affairs, the expenditures by
the Department of National Health and Wel-
fare in Indian health, as well as the expendi-
tures of the Department of the Secretary of
State in Indian integration and so on. Un-
fortunately, I am not in a position now to give
you a sample of this summary because we are
still in the midst of the preparation of this
new approach to Estimate presentations.

Mr. Nowlan: Thank you. I asked the ques-
tion because—and I appreciate that thing is
just a draft—I thought, from the example you
just gave, that this would only refer directly
to the Department itself; it would not refer to
the executive or the scientific and profession-
al personnel in other departments which had
programs related to Indian Affairs, to take
this page 14.

Mr. Cloutier: No, this booklet would con-
tain, in effect, all of the appropriations which
would be found under the name of the
Minister of Indian Affairs and Northern
Development. The summary that I am speak-
ing about would provide you with a road
map, so to speak, with which to find your
way through the book to where you could
expect to find the details of the other activi-
ties relating to Indians performed in other
departments.
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Mr. Nowlan: I appreciate that, but on this
details of manpower allocation, will that
summary also show the total man-years,
which, for instance, for 1968-69 is four, on
page 14, and by taking the total of other
related departments, will it show that the
executive might in actual fact be 12, or six,
or eight?

Mr. Cloutier: This is rather more difficult
because this manpower allocation table
relates to a total program whereas those por-
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tions of the work of another department hav-
ing to do with Indians may not be a total
program. It may be just an activity in anoth-
er program. So that, this level of detail could
not be produced in the Blue Book of Esti-
mates. It could be made available by the
Department concerned when it appears before
an estimates committee,

Mr. Nowlan: So the new Blue Book, in fact
then, will have a more detailed breakdown
and a road map provided by this summary,
but it will not have set out in any table the
fact that there are 500 men in Indian Affairs

plus 200 in Health and Welfare and 100 under
the Secretary of State.

Mr. Cloutier: Not in one table.
Mr. Nowlan: All right.

The Chairman: Mr.
Lefebvre. Mr. Thomas?

[Interpretation]
Mr. Thomas (Maisonneuve): Mr, Chairman,

Mr. Cloutier, just now you made a correction
on the lower part of page 18 of the French
text. I do not want to change anything but
you say that: “This is a comparison covering
..."” shall stand?

Mr. Cloutier; If you wish, I will read the
sentence of the French text as it should have
appeared. I am reading in the lower part
of page 18 and the beginning of page 19:

In addition, a three-year comparison of
staff numbers is offered instead rather

than a two-year comparison only in the
present form,

Mr. Thomas (Maisonneuve): k
e &id : v Thank you,

[English]

The Chairman: Al] right, Mr. Thomas. Mr.
Lefebvre?

[lntermetation]

Mr. Lefebvre:
on page 14:

“administration and foreign services. , .”

Do we have Indian Affairs officials working
outside Canada?

Mr. Cloutier: I do not think s0, Mr.
Lefebvre. The title of the category “adminis-
tration and foreign services” contains approx-
imately, if 1 remember well, 18 or 19 occupa-
tional groups: some of these are lawyers,
accountants, economists. One group, in par-

Thomas and then Mr.

I want to ask Mr, Cloutier,
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ticular, consists of External Affairs officers
who are in this category,

So this is merely for the sake of consistency
that we have used these occupational titles.
But, in answer to your question, I do not
think that the Department of Indian Affairs
and Northern Development have any staff in
that group.

Mr. Lefebvre: This is going to create prob-
lems, because you read on page 14:
Administration and foreign services
That gives me the impression that these
officials are working in other countries; could
we use a different term for this?

Mr. Cloutier: I think that following a dis-
cussion at a previous meeting, the members
of the Committee gave me to understand that
they would like to have an introduction to the
budget, an explanation of the terms used and
then this term “administrative and foreign
services” would then be defined.

Mr. Lefebvre: In each pamphlet?

Mr. Cloutier: No, not in each pamphlet, but
in the estimates book,

Mr. Lefebvre: Thank you.
e 1000

[English]
The Chairman: All right, we will proceed.

Mr. Cloutier: Members will also note at
page 15 of the sample new form of Estimates
that construction and acquisition projects with
a total estimated cost—regardness of the year
of expenditure—in excess of $250,000, are
shown in a separate table for eath program,

This would provide members with consid-
erably more detail than is currently available
in the present form of the Blue Book on the
construction and acquisition projects of the
Department of Indian Affairs, for instance,
since we are talking from this sample.

The Chairman: Mr. Cloutier, would you
like to take one example and follow it
through? This is rather complicated to me.

Mr. Cloutier: Let us take the first item
under “Development”, “Draining and Improv-
ing  Agricultural land—Walpole  Island
Reserve”. The figures you see here indicate
that the total estimated cost of that particular
project is $300,000. The expenditure to 1967-
68 on that project has been $180,000. On that
same project, in the year 1968-69, which is
the year of the estimates illustrated in this
booklet, it is proposed to spend $10,000 on

N



108

that same project, and it is also estimated
that that same project will not be completed
until a further $110,000 has been spent.

The Chairman: So that would make the
total cost $410,000.

Mr. Cloutier: No, it would be $300,000.

The Chairman: That $110,000 is included in
the $300,000.

Mr. Cloutier: That is right. So the total cost
is the total cost past, present and future.

The Chairman: Mr. Winch.

Mr. Winch: This interests me because of
the question I asked yesterday in the Com-
mittee on External Affaires and Defence, in
which I noted that last year the federal gov-
ernment paid $500,000 as a grant towards the
cost or the rental of a civil aviation organiza-
tion in Montreal, and it is $500,000 again this
year. Do I gather, using that as an illustration
where there was $500,000 last year and $500,-
000 this year on this building in Montreal,
that we will then have a picture at to what is
the total cost and how long it will go on, or
have I misunderstood you?

Mr. Cloutier: I am not familiar with the
particular case that you are referring to, Mr.
Winch. I think you said “grant”. And if. ..

Mr. Winch: I said grant towards the
accomodation of civil—that is a new building,
I understand, in Montreal.

Mr. Cloutier: This is civil aviation? I am
not aware. . .

Mr. Winch: It is the principle that I am
interested in. It was $500,000 last year, and
$500,000 this year.

The Chairman: Mr. Winch, if you will keep
your question relative to this particular pro-
ject that we have just had explained, I think
this will apply to what you have in mind.

Mr. Winch: It was the principle that I was
interested in.

The Chairman: Mr. Cloutier, we will keep
the questions on this particular item here.
Are there any questions on that particular
item? Underneath it says, “New Projects”,
$300,000. That is the total, I take it.

Mr. Cloutier: That is the total that will be
spent, or what is proposed to be spent, in
1968-69, and what these particular new proj-
ects would cost in the future years.
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The Chairman: Mr. Nowlan.

Mr. Nowlan: Where do the supplementary
estimates show up when the estimate of
$300,000 for this project is spread out over
a period of time. For many reasons in actual
fact. the $110,000 will not be enough to
complete the project, as we have seen some-
times in the past? Will it show up in next
year’s draft that it is not $110,000, but
$140,000?
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Mr. Cloutier: You are referring to the
“Draining and Improving”?

Mr. Nowlan:

Mr. Cloutier: Yes, all right. If this project
has proceeded according to schedule, in the
following year the item would read: total
estimated cost, $300,000; expenditures to 1968-
69, $190,000; then the year for which the esti-
mates are presented would show the amount
to be spent in that year, and the balance
would be shown against future years. At that
point, if there has been an escalation in the
cost, it would be apparent by comparison of
the two books.

Mr. Nowlan: Yes, by comparison of the two
books, but you will not actually see it on this
page. There will not be your total estimated
cost when this thing first appeared in the
Blue Book. This year it is $300,000. That is
the first time it appears.

Mr. Cloutier: That is right.

Mr. Nowlan: Five years hence it might be
$500,000, but by looking at that book five
years hence, would it not be a nice bird’s eye
view to see in a bracket that when this thing
first appeared it was $300,000? This is my
point, rather than going back five years and
looking through the Blue Books. You get so
much paper, it is hard to keep even Blue
Books after several years.

The Chairman: In other words, Mr. Now-
lan, your thought is that it would be advan-
tageous for members to know if there had
been an escalation in the estimated cost, and
put that in brackets beside it.

Mr, Cloutier: In relation to the total costs.

Mr. Nowlan: Yes. Without, I would think,
changing the form too much. But five years
hence when some of these things come up, a
member in the Committee might not ask any

Your example.
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questions if this looks all right on the surface.
But if he sees it has gone from $300,000 to
$600,000, there might be some legitimate ques-
tions. It would tend to make someone re-
sponsible for the original estimate., That is all
Iam wondering.

The Chairman: Mr., Nowlan, I think those
of us who have been on Public Accounts for a
while will realize that we see quite a few
brackets appearing and we might run out of
Space to print some of it, too.

Mr. Nowlan: The only relevant bracket is
the original bracket, the original estimate,
and it must be some responsible estimate to
finally appear in the Blue Book. I do not
mean a bracket each year.

The Chairman: I think it is an excellent
idea.

Mr. Nowlan: I just throw it out.

The Chairman: This could be accomplished
by an extra column there, or by brackets as
you suggest. But I think it is an excellent
idea because the members would know at
first glance whether that project had stayed
within its estimated cost or not.

Mr. Nowlan: This is right.

An hon. Member:
Proposal.

Mr. Buchanan: Mr. Chairman, that just
means the column ahead of “Total Estimated
Cost”, showing original estimates.

The Chairman: That is right.

That is an excellent

Mr. Nowlan: It may be the same thing. It
may not be, too.

'l'hg Chairman; They might even have it
showing less than the estimated cost?

Mr. Winch: No, please, I cannot stand a
heart attack.

The Chairman: AJ right, are there any
other questions? If not, we will proceed.

, and I am reading again from the
document at page 18,

Having in mind the principles de-
scribed earlier in relation to grants and
contributions, where the distinction to be
made between outright subsidies and
Payments made pursuant to agreements
Wwas outlined, we propose that for each
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program there be a listing of each grant
and of each contribution that is to be
made under the program. An example of
this is shown at page 16 of the illustration
booklet.
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The Chairman: Would you take another
case here and just follow it through?

Mr. Cloutier: Well, there again, you have
the first item. You notice that this table is
divided into two separate sections; the
“Grants” which are outright assistance or
subsidies, and the “Contributions” which,
along the remarks that we made earlier, in-
volve an auditing of the payments made,

Take the first one for instance. “Grant to
the Trustees of Skookum Jim Memorial Hall
in Whitehorse”. I confess right away that I
have no idea what this hall is. The figures
here show the proposed estimates for the year
of the Estimate Book, and the forecast expen-

diture in the immediately preceding year, and
SO on.

The Chairman: And that is an outright
grant, and will not have to be repaid in any
way.

Mr. Cloutier: That is right, sir,

Mr. Winch: Mr. Chairman, could I just ask
one question?

The Chairman: Mr. Winch.

Mr. Winch: There is one question here on
the section dealing with grants, It gives us
the information as to what you call outright
grants. As it is, it does not give the informa-
tion as to whether or not this grant is coming
out of the band or the tribal funds. Basically
we have never been shown the amount of
money which is held by the government in
trust, either for the tribes, the bands, or the
reserves. Would this give the additional infor-
mation as to whether it is a grant from their
own funds in trust or a government grant?

Mr. Cloutier: The details shown in these
estimates pertain only to the items on which
the appropriation acts would be based, and,
of course, the band funds do not come under
this definition.

Mr. Winch: It has to be a straight govern-
ment grant, otherwise it would not be here.

Mr. Cloutier: That is right
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Mr. Winch: Yes, I should have thought of
that.

Mr. Cloutier: Now, under the ‘“Contribu-
tions”, you have various items here where the
purpose of the contribution is shown, and
again the only change really from the current
presentation of these items is that they are
clearly identified as contributions.

The Chairman: Mr. Crouse.

Mr. Crouse: Mr. Chairman, under the head-
ing of “Grants”, I am just a little bit curious.
The name intrigues me—“Skookum Jim
Memorial Hall”"—as it does all of us, but I am
a little curious as to who determines the
amount of a grant? Why $1,200,000, for exam-
ple, for that hall? Why was this not $1 mil-
lion, or why was it not $2 million? Who
reaches the decision on how much money is
granted?

Mr. Cloutier: On a point of correction, I
have just been reminded that this is $1,200.

Mr. Crouse: I am sorry. I was looking at
thousands of dollars on the preceding page
and I just presumed that it continued on. But
the principle is what I am inquiring about.
Who reaches that determination?

Mr. Cloutier: Well, I cannot speak specifi-
cally for this grant, but the normal approach
to the approval of a grant is that the Depart-
ment would make a submission to the Treas-
ury Board outlining the reasons why it
thinks it would be a good thing to make a
grant for that organization.

There are various methods of justifying a
grant. A grant of $1,200, I would imagine,
would not require a very large amount of
substantiation, but usually grants to organiza-
tions are given to assist the organization to
meet its objectives, which objectives are in
line with the programs of the Department.

Normally, the request to the Treasury
Board would be accompanied with details of
the operating budget of that organization,
showing how they spend their money, to what
end, showing how they finance themselves,
and in effect requesting that the balance
between what they have and what they need,
be provided by a grant.

This submission is examined by my staff in
consultation with departmental staff and is
presented formally to the Treasury Board for
a decision of whether the Ministers of the
Treasury Board are of the opinion that this is
a worthy cause, so to speak. Following
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approval of the Treasury Board, this item
would be put in the Estimates for parliamen-
tary approval.
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Mr. Crouse: Thank you.

The Chairman: In this connection, Mr.
Cloutier, the heading reads, Forecast Expen-
diture 1967-68, $1,200. Well, would that be the
year that grant was accepted?

Mr. Cloutier: Not necessarily, sir. Some of
these grants may have been going on for
many years. If the grant is a new one in the
year to which the estimates relate, then you
would have a blank space under Forecast of
Expenditure and this would indicate that this
is a new grant.

The Chairman: I see, and then they pro-
pose to use that grant in 1968-69.

Mr. Cloutier: That is right. It would be
paid out in 1968-69.

The Chairman: If you take the item below
it the grant is $36,200 and they propose to
spend $52,700...

Mr. Cloutier: No, not quite, sir. These two
columns relate to different years. These two
figures indicate that in the year 1967-68 the
Forecast Expenditure is $36,200, but in the
year 1968-69 to which the Estimates relate the
expenditure is estimated at $52,700.

The Chairman: Well, if it is a grant where
does this money come from? That is quite a
jump.

Mr. Cloutier: This is money that Parliament
is asked to appropriate for this purpose.

The Chairman: All right. Are there any
other questions?

Mr. Nowlan: I want to ask about the item
concerning Indian agriculture. I was trying to
see where you combined the different depart-
ments under one heading because this is
what I thought was one of the main purposes
of this new draft. Would that grant related to
fairs to promote Indian agriculture be an
actual dollar figure in the Department of
Agriculture?

Mr. Cloutier: No, sir.

Mr. Nowlan: It is actually under Indian
Affairs?

Mr. Cloutier: That is right.
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The Chairman: Mr.
proceed.

Winch, you may

Mr. Winch: Mr. Chairman, I am not quite
certain how to ask this question—I hope it is
in order—but it is something that always has
intrigued me. Now, this new set-up is basical-
ly estimates, but there is a thought in mind of
something additional to give information.
Sometimes when a member wants informa-
tion he has to have questions put on the
Order Paper and it may take a long time.

Has any thought be given in your desire to
supply as much condensed information as
possible to including—now, I am going to
refer direct here—the millions that are held
in trust on behalf of Indians so that we know
the status of that? Does that come into it in
any way or could it be applied to the revised
plan you have, because the House of Com-
mons just does not know.

For example, yesterday on economic aid
under External Affairs, under the establish-
ment in the 1965 statute there was set up $50
million. Last year we added $50 million and
this year we have been asked to add $67
million and that is all set.

Now, do you see what I have in mind? Is
any thought being given to supplying infor-
mation when we are dealing with the Esti-
mates so that we know the status of the funds
which, in this instance, apply to the Depart-
ment of Indian Affairs and Northern
Development?

I do not know whether that is explainable
or whether it is a fair question, but I would
be interested in knowing whether any
thought has been given to it.

e 1020

Mr. Cloutier: The funds of the Department
of Indian Affairs and Northern Development
are voted annually to the Department. This
Estimates presentation would propose to give
a considerable amount of detail, and certainly
more detail than appears now in the Blue
Book, with respect to the expenditures that
are proposed for the new year. It also pro-
poses to indicate the forecast expenditure for
the immediately preceding year as well as the
actual expenditure for the year before that.

If you turn to page 12, for instance, where
you have the total programs displayed for
you, you will see that in any one of these
larger columns such as administration, opera-
tion and maintenance, the first column is
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proposed estimates for 1968-69; the second
column is forecast expenditure for 1967-68
and it is forecast, because at the time that we
are preparing this book the year is not yet
completed. The third column is a change
between these two and the last or fourth
column is the actual expenditure in 1966-67,
so that you get a view of the movements of
the funds in three years.

Mr. Winch: In view of your explanation I
think I can put the question in a more direct
or comprehensive form. Has any thought been
given to showing in the Estimates not only
the actual estimated expenditure by the
Department which requires a vote of Parlia-
ment, but also to showing the estimated
expenditure of Indian Affairs and Northern
Development from their trust funds as well?

Mr. Cloutier: These trust funds, in my
understanding, do not belong to the Depart-
ment of Indian Affairs and Northern Develop-
ment. They belong to the bands.

Mr. Winch: Yes, but they can only be
expended by the Department of Indian
Affairs and Northern Development. Do you
see my point now? They can only be expend-
ed by the Department of Indian Affairs and
Northern Development although they are held
in trust. Therefore, we have no picture here
of that amount of money being expended by
the department.

Mr. Cloutier: To answer your question,
since these funds do not relate to the appro-
priations that are voted to the Department
and since the Estimates Blue Book is essen-
tially a document that, if you wish, supports
the request of Parliament for these appro-
priations, the document would properly be
limited to this information.

Mr. Winch: Then perhaps, Mr. Chairman, it
might be well for the Committee, to keep this
in mind when we discuss matters concerning
publication along the line that I have suggest-
ed for all trust funds.

The Chairman: All right, Mr. Winch, I
think it is a matter we could discuss later. We
will keep that in mind. Mr, Boulanger?

Mr. Boulanger: I have nothing at this time,
Mr. Chairman.

The Chairman: All right. We will then
proceed.

Mr. Cloutier: Mr. Chairman, I think we
have reached the end of our detailed proposals.



112

I would be very happy to answer any other
questions that members might have.

The Chairman: Gentlemen, the Committee
is free to ask general questions of Mr. Clou-
tier. I am sure you have many questions on
this new proposed format for Estimates.

Mr. Winch: Mr. Chairman, I have a ques-
tion on procedure. First of all I want to com-
pliment Mr. Cloutier on what I think is the
most wonderful way his presentation has
been made and the complete way he has
answered our questions.

On procedure, I was just wondering, hav-
ing had this, the four questions that were
asked directly on it, whether we might hear
from the Auditor General on his review and
analysis of this proposal so that we can tie the
two together.

The Chairman: Mr. Winch, we propose to
do that, but we want to finish this section
in questions of Mr. Cloutier and then we
will proceed with Mr. Henderson’s observa-
tions.

I would like to ask Mr. Cloutier whether to
produce this new book involves an enlarge-
ment of his staff or the staff of the Treasury
Board, or is the staff going to remain the
same?

Mr, Cloutier: No, Mr. Chairman, we do not
anticipate increasing our staff as a result of
the introduction of this new form of Esti-
mates. As I mentioned at an earlier meeting
we are having a considerable number of
problems right now, because we are putting
through, so to speak, two sets of Estimates, the
old and the new. The preparation of these
documents is of sufficient complexity that a
newcomer to the business would really be of
no help. You know, you learn this by doing it.

This year we just doubled up and hope to
be able to put these booklets to the parlia-
mentary committees rather soon after the
main official Blue Book is tabled, but next
year we are hoping not to produce the usual
form of the Blue Book and only go on this
one. Therefore, we are confident that our
present manpower allocations will be suffi-
cient to carry it out.
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Mr, Crouse: I have a supplementary ques-
tion. Is it a fair assumption, then, to state
that this change will not increase the cost of
putting out our Estimates books next year. Is
that correct?
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Mr. Cloutier: This question, sir, was raised
at the last meeting and I undertook to obtain
for the Committee some cost estimates of the
printing of the new form of estimates. Unfor-
tunately I have not got this information with
me this morning. I expect to have it by the
time the next Committee meeting is held.

The Chairman: I think possibly, Mr.
Crouse, at the next meeting if Mr. Cloutier
has this information from the Queen’s Printer
about the cost of printing, rather than send-
ing it to us in letter form perhaps he would
bring a report and be prepared to answer
questions on it. Do you think that would be
possible?

Mr. Cloutier: Very good, sir. I would be
pleased to do so.

The Chairman: Mr. Nowlan?

Mr. Nowlan: I would like to ask two
questions basically. I apologize for not being
here last time, especially when Mr. Reisman
finished his evidence, because I was very
interested in the speech he made in Toronto
before the Canadian Tax Foundation. Many
questions led from that, but one in particular
which I think Mr. Cloutier would be more
than competent to answer and perhaps has
answered earlier is whether he can show me
in the draft form where the different depart-
mental functions under different departments
have been drawn together, even where those
activities—to use Mr. Reisman’s words—are
carried out by two or more departments?

Mr. Cloutier: In the sample that you have
before you there is no attempt to do so.

Mr. Nowlan: The only place is this sum-
mary that you mentioned earlier?

Mr. Cloutier: That is right, sir. This book-
let, in effect, relates to the Department of
Indian Affairs and Northern Development
and consists of details relating to the Depart-
ment and the agencies responsible to the Mi-
nister of Indian Affairs and Northern Deve-
lopment, so that it stands on its own two feet
in that regard.

The complete Blue Book will be made up
of 26 or 28 such booklets, accompanied by the
usual summaries that you now find in the
Blue Book and an additional summary which
would attempt to bring together the expendi-
tures of other departments.
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Mr. Nowlan: Fine. My next question refers
to Mr. Drury’s earlier remarks that:
This new system was developed by an
interdepartmental committee. ..
Is that correct?

Mr. Cloutier: No; I think at that point Mr.
Drury was referring specifically to the deve-
lopment of a new system of coding expendi-
tures, a new system of standard objects. I
cannot talk about the development of the
proposal before you from first-hand knowl-
edge because it really started quite a while
before I joined the Treasury Board, but it
was developed, I understand, initially by the
staff of the Treasury Board, was discussed by
the staff of the Treasury Board with the
assistance of a consultant who had done some
work for the Glassco Commission so that we
could bring to this developmental work the
kind of thinking that had gone into the
recommendation of the Glassco Commission.
It was discussed with departments, and,
indeed, we have been waiting for quite a
while to have the opportunity of making this

presentation to the Public Accounts
Committee.
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Mr. Nowlan: Where did those discussions
take place? I will come to this in another
question, but when did this change in the
form of Estimates develop?

Mr. Cloutier: It started in 1964 and 1965.

.Mr. Nowlan: And is it just that all the
discussions and processing and interdepart-

mental discussions have taken this time to get
to this Committee?

Mr. Cloutier: Actually, we have been ready
for about two years;: we come every two
years before the Public Accounts Committee.
I should like to add that in the last year and

a half we have considerably refined what we
had at that point.

Mr. Nowlan: That leads me to my last
question and it does not intend to be a
provocative or partisan question, but I would
like Mr. Cloutier to answer it if he could, and
I think he has answered it by the fact that
this draft form of Estimates is presented to
this Committee, it is suggested, on a com-
pletely functional basis with no political over-
tones in it, in this way, that it is to be part of
a massive reform of the rules of Parliament.
This is presented as a completely functional
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approach to Estimates and has no relation at
all to any other changes that might be
involved in Parliamentary reform.

Mr. Cloutier: Absolutely, sir. I referred
earlier to the fact that the developmental
work on this started in 1964.

Mr. Nowlan: You did, and you answered
the question about that.

I ask that, because I think it is very
interesting and constructive. If it was a func-
tional decision and started in 1964, no one can
say when the new rules are proposed that this
is a political change to help compensate for
what members might lose in other reforms.

The Chairman: I think that is clear.

Mr. Cloutier;: Mr. Chairman, if I may make
one comment on this, this new form had its
origin really in the recommendations of Glass-
co and, as I recall, the first volume of Glassco
was published in October 1962.

The Chairman: Mr. Cloutier, to put this on
a practical basis, suppose we, as members,
are going into the House this afternoon to
discuss the Estimates of the Department of
Public Works, and assuming that the new
format is complete and in operation, what
would I take with me to the House to discuss
these Estimates? Under the present condi-
tions, I would take this one.

Mr. Cloutier: That is right.

The Chairman: So I set that aside and I
take with me now. ..

Mr. Cloutier: One sure thing is that the
new book would be published as a single
book. The new book would be published as a
single book containing the details for all
departments. You recall that Mr. Drury, when
he was before you, invited the observations
of this Committee as to the desirability of
having separate Blue Books available, If the
decision of the government is to produce the
one volume, which would contain everything,
and these separate booklets which would
relate only to the affairs of given departments,
then a member entering the House or a
committee for a discussion of Estimates
would have the option of either bringing in

the total book or just the booklet relating to
that department.

Mr. Allmand: Has any consideration been
given to having a booklet like this for every
department, but put out in such a way that
they can be put in a loose-leaf folder? We
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could have them all together in a folder. We
have other examples of this now.

Mr. Cloutier: I think that Mr. Drury invited
the observations of this Committee on that
point also, sir.

e 1035

‘The Chairman: If we had these all bound
together in one book, and bearing in mind
that they would be in bilingual form, then
what size of book are we going to have?

Mr. Cloutier: This is again the question of
whether to publish the book of Estimates in
the two languages in separate books, as is
done currently, or to produce it the same as
bills with one page in English and one page
in French. That is another topic on which Mr.
Drury invited the observations of the Com-
mittee. In terms of size I would, with your
permission, Mr. Chairman, deal with this
when I talk about the cost. This is one prob-
lem that is currently under investigation.

We have thought over how we could make
this book bilingual, and while this examina-
tion is not yet complete, the thought is that
these tables that you see on pages 12 and 13,
for instance, of the sample, on these pages
that run across the two pages, French and
English titles and details could be provided
with the English on the left side and the
French on the right side for the rest of the
material. It is very difficult to anticipate what
kind of book it would make, because of the
different lengths of paragraphs in the two
languages, of the need, for instance, to
reproduce in the two languages the tables
that appear only on one side of the page.
There is also a very considerable problem
relating to the physical preparation of the
book, and the printing. Right now we put the
English book together at an earlier date, and
the translators start working on it at the
proof stage, Then when the English book is
printed by the Printing Bureau, they start on
the French Book. The job of proofreading is
done totally for the English book and then
totally for the French book. We have not yet
sorted out the problems of working on the two
sets at the one time and still leaving the
deadline for tabling. So, I cannot give you a
final answer on this as to whether or not it
would be feasible.

The Chairman: I invite comments on this.
Mr. Lefebvre and then Mr, Allmand.

Mr. Lefebvre: This has to do with what Mr,
Allmand brought out. Would there not be
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quite a saving, Mr. Cloutier, if it was pro-
duced in loose-leaf form so that you would
have a book for each department and, as
well, without any extra cost a book of the
complete government expenditures, rather
than printing two types of books, one similar
to what we have now and the new ones?

Mr. Cloutier: Have just one bound copy?

Mr. Lefebvre: Yes, have just the loose-leaf
like these here, but bound together in one

book.
Mr. Cloutier: In one loose-leaf book.

Mr. Lefebvre: Yes, and if you are studying
one department, you can take either the
whole book or just the one department. Rath-
er than print one huge book plus the
pamphlets.

Mr. Cloutier: I hope to have a cost estimate
on this for you next week. I would like to
point out just very empirically at this point
that the cost of a loose-leaf binder is much
higher than stitching and gluing on a paper
cover,

Mr. Lefebvre: Yes, but there still would be
only one printing?

Mr. Cloutier: Once the type is set up and
once the machine is rolling, it is not that
much more expensive to have a slightly larg-
er run.

Mr. Lefebvre: We can wait until next week
when you will have the figures and can give
us all the different arrangements that could
be made.

Mr. Cloutier: I will try to. We will have
rough estimates.

The Chairman: Mr. Lefebvre, suppose we
have one English book and one French book:
is there any problem with the bilingualism?

e 1040

Mr. Lefebvre: Not any real problem, but it
is so convenient with the new form of the
bills having both English and French on one
page that I think eventually it would be nice
to have this in all government publications.
This is the handiest form ever seen and I
know there have been a lot of comments
since the new bills have come out, that you
do not have to check to see which copy you
have. Sometimes if a member is speaking in
English and he has the English bill in front of
him, and he makes a certain point, the people
who have translated these legal terms are

.
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trained for it, and if you have the French
copy in front of you you might not get the
same interpretation.

The Chairman: I can understand that.

Mr. Lefebvre: If you can follow what he is
saying with the English text and if he is
speaking French as well, then there is very
little chance of it being misinterpreted,
because this bill has been translated by the
government translators and it has been
checked by the justice department, or whoev-
er is in charge, and if you try to translate it
on your own very often you can make a
misinterpretation of a legal term or some-
thing of this nature.

Mr. Nowlan: I can appreciate that for bills
and statutes and law, but just from what Mr.
Cloutier mentioned about the technical prob-
lems of trying to sort out how to do it for
figures and so on, I really wonder if this is
not an area where, because of the bilingual
character of the country, we are not creating
problems, rather than having it the simplified
way we had before, let alone a simplified
form like this in English and in French, and a
loose-leaf binder. 1 can appreciate anything
about the statutes, but here you are using
these things in Estimate debates; as long as
the figures are valid and they are in English
and French the same, the narrative can be
discussed perhaps differently; some of the
words might be a little different, but it is not
the same as talking about law. I just wonder
whether this is not an area where you are
making more complications than we have to.

The Chairman: I am pleased to have these
comments, because we are going to have to
make up our minds and make a report on our

studies of this, so it is good to have these
comments now.

Mr. Allmand: If it becomes general practice
to print pamphlets of every department like
this so that we have all these in our offices
either in loose-leaf form or in addition to the
Blue Book, and we have them in both in
French and English, it is not too difficult to
bring, if we are studying the Department of
National Health and Welfare Estimates, to the
committee or to the House two pamphlets,
one in French and one in English, so that we
can follow them. These two big Blue Books,
one in French and one in English, are rather
burdensome. It is a good thing, whether we

just put these out in a loose-leaf form, or
29485—2

Public Accounts 115

whether we put out a bound Blue Book, to
also put out individual pamphlets like this for
every department so a member has them in
his office. We know that we are studying the
Estimates of a certain department on a given
day, and we can just bring these pamphlets
instead of the big Blue Book. These fit in a
briefcase very easily.

I agree with Mr. Lefebvre, that sometimes,
especially for members who are French
speaking, they like to follow the language in
both English and French. Of course, if they
have two small pamphlets, it is easy; but it is
not so easy lugging around two big Blue
Books all the time.

I wanted to ask another general question
which may have been asked before. If so, 1
will refer to the printed proceedings when we
receive them. Is there any statute, law, regu-
lation or standing order which deals with the
presentation of estimates, or is it merely
within the discretion of the government?

The Chairman: I do not think that was
answered, Mr. Cloutier.

Mr. Cloutier: My understanding, sir, is that
the Financial Administration Act provides
authority for the Treasury Board to deal with
the matter of estimates. I do not know wheth-
er this is as a result of a standing order or
other regulation, but certainly, by tradition
major changes have been introduced but only
after this kind of a discussion has taken place
with the Public Accounts Committee.

e 1045

Mr. Allmand: I see, but if we recommend
the adoption of this system it will not be

necessary to amend any regulations or stand-
ing orders?

Mr. Cloutier: No. My understanding is that
this would not be required.

Mr. Winch: It was done on the recommen-
dation of this Committee after consultation
and without any reference to Parliament. 1

think the members spent about two months
on this a few years ago.

The Chairman: We had a subcommittee
that worked on it.

Mr. Winch: We had a special subcommittee
on it.

The Chairman: That is right. Is there any-
thing you want to add?

A
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Mr. Cloutier: If I may, I would like to read
from the Financial Administration Act and
quote the words that are relevant in this con-
nection. Section 5 of the Financial Adminis-
tration Act reads:

The Treasury Board shall act as a com-
mittee of the Queen’s Privy Council for
Canada on all matters relating to. ..

I will now go down to subsection (¢), which
reads:

financial management, including esti-
mates, expenditures.
and so on.

Mr. Allmand: That is all there is. It is a
form of law.

Mr. Cloutier: That is right.

The Chairman: Now, gentlemen, we have
been asking Mr. Cloutier questions. I will
give him an opportunity to ask the Committee
what he would like us to say in respect to
some of the questions he has. Do you have
any questions that you would like the Com-
mittee to study?

Mr. Cloutier: No, sir. I think the opportuni-
ty the Committee has given me to deal in
detail with each of our proposal has served
our purposes. I would merely refer again to
the request by Mr. Drury for the observations
of the Committee on the manner in which
this book should be presented in terms of it
being a bound book or a pamphlet and in
terms of a bilingual presentation under one
cover or two covers?

The Chairman: Mr. Crouse?

Mr. Crouse: Mr, Chairman, I am a little
confused as to the advantage of having it in
one bound book as well as in separate books,
as we have in the example. If we decided to
have the departmental estimates brought
before us in this form why would it be neces-
sary to go to the expenses of printing it in
bound form as well? We have to be aware of
the costs associated with this new proposal,
and this should weigh heavily on our minds
when we finally decide what we are going to
do. I am wondering why it would be neces-
sary to have the separate form as well as the
bound form. Would not one or the other
suffice?

Mr. Cloutier: On that particular point, one
consideration that comes immediately to mind
is that for a great number of libraries in the
country the bound volume would be the ideal
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solution. For a number of officials in the gov-
ernment the bound book again would make
more sense than having separate pamphlets.
For Members of Parliament, this is really for
you to comment on. For departmental officials
in very many instances the pamphlets would
be sufficient.

Mr. Crouse: Would the pamphlets in binder
form, Mr. Chairman, in our libraries not be
exactly the same as a bound book, in that if
all the pamphlets are in a binder anyone
referring to it would have the estimates
before them. Is this not correct?

Mr. Cloutier: The probable size of the book
would require quite a hefty binder.

Mr. Crouse: Agreed.
Mr. Cloutier: And binders are expensive.
e 1050

The Chairman: Do you suppose you could
have a sample of the size of the book when
you come to the next meeting?

Mr. Cloutier: I hope to have more precise
information on this next Tuesday, sir.

Mr. Lefebvre: I think Mr. Crouse brought
up a very valid argument, if I can call it an
argument. I do not think we can really make
up our minds on this, Mr. Cloutier, unless we
have the costs. These costs should not be too
rough because as you know, a lot of govern-
ment expenditures have started off with
rough costs and ended up many, many times
the original estimate. This is something we
would like to try to avoid in the future if
possible. I really do not think I could make
up my mind—I do not know about the other
members—until we get a very good estimate
of the cost of the various forms that have
been suggested here today.

The Chairman: Thank you, Mr. Lefebvre.
We will leave it at that point. Mr. Allmand?

Mr, Allmand: In making up one's mind, in
addition to costs I think we would also like to
have a good idea how high a pile of these
things would be if there were pamphlets like
this for all the departments, so that if it was
necessary to put them in a binder we could
judge what it would be like.

The Chairman: That is what I had in mind,
Mr. Allmand, when I suggested a sample
book.

¢
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Mr. Allmand: I think that is a good idea,
Mr. Chairman. If a binder was not considered
practical, as a matter of course as a member
of Parliament. I would still like to have pam-
phlets like these in my office. I could keep
them in those green covers that we have and
I could take them out each time I was study-
ing the estimates of a particular department. I
find these very convenient when I go to a
meeting like this or to another committee
meeting.

The Chairman: Thank you, Mr. Lefebvre?

Mr. Lefebvre: Mr. Cloutier, could you give
us an idea how many people in the govern-
ment receive the present form of the estimates
and what saving it would represent if, for
instance, the staff in the Department of Indi-
an Affairs were only to receive the new pam-
phlet having to do with Indian affairs?

Mr. Winch: Instead of this.

Mr. Lefebvre: Instead of the whole book,
which he would no longer need if he is only
interested in Indian Affairs. In that case he

should get only the pamphlet on Indian
Affairs.

The Chairman: Mr. Lefebvre, your point is
well taken in that there must be many depart-
ments that would be interested only in their
particular department and not in the great
big book.

Mr. Lefebvre: Thousands and thousands of
them.

Mr, Cloutier: I will try to get an estimate
on that also.

The Chairman: Fine. I apologize, Mr. Hen-
d_erson. I see it is now 10.55 a.m. Would you
like to make a statement now or wait until
the meeting on Tuesday?

Mr. A. M. Henderson (Auditor General): I
am entirely in your hands, Mr. Chairman. I
would like about 10 or 15 minutes of your
time because I have some important things to

say to you.
Mr. Crouse: Agreed.

Mr. Henderson: However, I am entirely in
your hands.

Mr. Winch: There is also this point, that I
think after hearing Mr. Henderson for 15
minutes without doubt a number of the
fnembers will want to ask questions. I think it
is better if we are able to ask the questions
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immediately following the presentation and
while it is still clear in our minds.

The Chairman: You will not have time to
do both this morning.

Mr. Winch: No, that is the point.

Mr. Crouse: Mr. Chairman, it seems a
shame to have Mr. Henderson before us and
not utilize the time that is available. I think
we should be thrifty with our time as well as
with our money.

The Chairman: Would you like to make
your statement now and have the questions at
the next meeting, Mr. Henderson?

Mr. Henderson: That is perfectly satisfacto-
ry. Whatever the Committee desires, Mr.
Chairman. I put a few notes together, and if
the Committee members would like to have
them I would be happy to give out copies in
mimeographed form which you could retain
and it would facilitate the discussion later.

The Chairman: Agreed?
Some hon. Members: Agreed.

Mr. Henderson: First, I would like to say to
you that my officers and 1 are generally in
agreement with the revised format of the
Estimates developed and now proposed by
the Treasury Board. They are intended to
supplement, as you know one of the impor-
tant recommendations of the Glassco Commis-
sion, namely, that the form of the Estimates
be revised so that the votes more clearly
describe the purpose of expenditures and that
more comparable and complete supporting
information be provided and that unnecessary
detail be eliminated. Accordingly, the Com-
mission recommended that departmental Esti-
mates be prepared on the basis of programs
and activity instead of only standard objects
of expenditure,

e 1055

We have been very interested in the ques-
tions that have been raised by you concerning
information heretofore given, particularly
that which will be removed from the revised
Estimates, such as the salary range detail
shown in the present Blue Book. Again, there
is a question in your minds which came up
this morning, whether the categories which
are to be shown for the staff figures, such as
Executive, Scientific and  Professional,
Administrative and Foreign Service, Technical,
Administrative Support, and Operational, are
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in fact going to be meaningful to the mem-
bers of the House. You may have some reser-
vations about these changes. Nevertheless I
think the advantages of the new format out-
weigh these possible disadvantages.

However, there is one type of information
which you now get but which you will not get
under the proposed new form of Estimates. I
am referring to the information given at the
beginning of the “Details of Services” of each
department in your Blue Book and described
“Approximate Value of Major Services not
included in these Estimates”. You are now
given the value of each of these services for
the entire departments, but under the new
form of Estimates you will not be given any
value for the individual services although you
are to be given the total value for all services
for each program. I think you should have
the more detailed information which is some-
what comparable to the Standard Objects
information you are given with respect to the
moneys which are to be voted.

Another and more important question in
my mind, Mr. Chairman, to be raised right
now is whether the Treasury Board is prepared
to give recognition to the worthwhile recom-
mendation your Committee made four and a
half years ago, and which you will remember
from the follow-up report is still outstanding,
namely, that brief notes be included in the
Estimates explaining proposed major increases
in the size of staff establishments of all gov-
ernment departments, Crown corporations and
other public instrumentalities which are re-
quiring financing by parliamentary appropria-
tions. I think you should ask the Treasury
Board why this kind of simple information
cannot be provided to the members of the
House. This is an established recommendation
of this Committee. It is four and a half years
old and there has never been any reply.

On the other hand, and I must be perfectly
fair, you will be pleased to have noted the
reference made by the President of the Treas-
ury Board to the inclusion of supporting
financial information about Crown corpora-
tion requirements, which is going to be
placed in future Estimates presentations. I
was particularly happy to see this, because it
represents the implementation of one of your
recommendations which was also made four
and a half years ago.

There is then the all-important question of
the cost of preparing this revised form of
Estimates, not only the cost to the Treasury
Board itself but also the cost the revision is
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imposing on the departments who now have
to furnish this information in such detail. I
think this is something the Committee will
want to bear in mind in its final consideration
of this whole subject and perhaps it will want
to bring it to the attention of the House in its
report. You must recall that this has been in
the course of preparation for many years. It
involved the employment of management con-
sultants, additional staff and a very consider-
able cumulative expense over the years, and
it is not only in the Treasury Board at its
present size but it is also to be found in the
administrative staff sizes of the various
departments. This is something I have been
touching on in my reports to the House for
the past several years. Perhaps these points
Mr. Chairman, can best be dealt with by a
subcommittee, if it should be your intention
to form one.

I will now turn my attention to the one
single proposal which, if this Committee were
to recommend it to the House, would, in my
view, be a backward step in the history of
parliamentary control of public expenditure
in our Parliament. It is the proposal made by
the President of the Treasury Board that
there be a further reduction of 100 votes
made from the present figure of 236 votes.

e 1100

As your adviser, I must remind you that by
reducing the number of votes you reduce the
number of opportunities Members of the
House have to discuss appropriations, and
comments made by the Members on appro-
priations will consequently have to be spread
over a broader target. Take the illustration
referred to in this Committee by the Assistant
Secretary, Mr. Cloutier, namely the Indian
Program of the Indian Affairs and Northern
Development Department on page 12 of your
booklet. That is the “Illustration Only” book-
let. Here you see that the proposed Estimate
1968-69 under Total Budgetary Expenditures
is nearly $142 million divided nearly $87 mil-
lion for Administration, Operation and Main-
tenance; over $34 million for Construction and
Acquisition; and over $20 million for Grants
and Contributions. You see that spread across
the page.

Some Members of the House of Commons
may be very much in favour of the Indian
Program but they may feel that far too much
is being spent on Administration and not
enough on Construction—or vice versa. The
Members’' criticisms then become associated
with the whole program rather than that por-
tion of it which they feel could be improved.
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As the Estimates are presented to Parlia-
ment in the present Blue Book, you know
that if you pass them the expenditure on Ad-
ministration of the Indian Program can
amount to $86,887,000 and not a penny more
unless a supplementary estimate is placed
before Parliament. Under the proposed con-
solidation of votes, additional hundreds of
thousands of dollars could be spent on Ad-
ministration at the expense of Construction—
and vice versa.

I think I should point out to the members
at this time that the proposals before you are
not a package deal to be accepted or rejected
in toto. The number of votes does not have to
be reduced and you could have this same
form of Estimates and still have the program
divided into two or more votes.

I think the members here should give most
careful consideration to this, Mr. Chairman,
before recommending to the House that they
surrender 100 of their present 236 voting
opportunities. As I will recall to you in a
moment, the members of this Committee
agreed in 1964 to a Treasury proposal to re-
duce the number of votes from 495 to 236. At
that time the Revised Main Estimates (1962-
63), which you had before you were $6,048
million. Today these same Revised Main Es-
timates (1968-69) are over 70% higher—at
$10,670 million. So with spending at this level,
why should you give up 100 of your remaining
236 voting opportunities and thereby weaken
Parliament’s control of spending? That is my
question.

Some members here will recall how Treas-
ury Board came before a subcommittee of
this Committee in 1964 to discuss what was
termed a consolidation of existing votes at
that time—similar in many respects to the
proposal you have before you today. You

- were told at that time that the Royal Com-

mission on Government Organization had
pointed out that the Main Estimates 1962-63
included 495 votes, or over three times the
number employed in the United Kingdom
?arliament, and the Commission added, and
it was quoted to you: “Rationalization and a
reduction of the number of votes would make
the definition, planning and control of activi-
ties more effective and would give manage-
n'lent greater flexibility in achieving its objec-
tives.” You will agree with me, I am sure,
that if you are on the side of management
you would accept this without hesitation. I
certainly would, because it simplifies the
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work of the Executive considerably. But it is
your duty and mine to put the rights and
prerogatives of Parliament first, as I see it
in the matter of the control of public
expenditure.

e 1105

Let me recall to you that in this Commit-
tee’s Third Report 1963 to the House, when it
did approve a reduction in the number of
votes from 495 to the present figure of 236, it
did so—and I am quoting from your own
recommendations—‘“‘subject to certain im-
provements the Auditor General had sug-
gested to the Committee.” But unfortunately
the undertakings given to the Committee by
the Treasury Board at that time have not
always been adhered to in the intervening
years. If members would please refer to para-
graph 50 of my 1965 Report to the House,
paragraph 49 of my 1966 Report to the House
and paragraph 54 of my 1967 Report last year,
they will see concrete examples where, by
consolidation of votes, transfers of funds have
been possible which would not have been pos-
sible under the previous vote pattern. In these
paragraphs instances were also pointed out
where the vote pattern has been varied by
Treasury from year to year. But unfortunate-
ly, Mr. Chairman, none of these paragraphs
have been considered by this Committee yet.
I would close by saying most to you that in my
view members should study these proposals
very carefully before making up their minds
to surrender 100 voting opportunities.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The Chairman: Thank you, Mr. Henderson.
Gentlemen, we have heard from both law-
yers. We will now have to be the judge and
jury and proceed with our report in due
course.

Mr. Winch: Mr. Chairman, I have just one
question, and it is important. I am now refer-
ring back to four and a half years ago.
Because of detailed studies there was a sub-
committee established at that time and, if I
recall correctly, I was a member of it. I
believe that we met for about a month and a
half and then brought a report in. In view of
the importance of this, is it your intention to
consider the establishment of a subcom-
mittee?

The Chairman: Yes, Mr. Winch. With your
permission I would like to name the steering
committee as the subcommittee to handle the
drafting of the report. Is that agreed?



120 Public Accounts December 5, 1968

Some hon. Members: Agreed. Mr. Henderson: Mr. Chairman I will have a
few copies run off and see that they are sent

 Mr. Crouse: We will be getting a copy of toyou.
that brief mﬂ b’ Mr. Henderson? The Chairman: Thank you.

The Chairman: Yes. The meeting is adjourned.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

TuespAay, December 10, 1968.
(9)

The Standing Committee on Public Accounts met this day at 9.47 a.m,
the Chairman pro tem, Mr. Prosper Boulanger, presiding.

Members present: Messrs. Allmand, Bigg, Boulanger, Burton, Cafik, Crouse,
Cullen, Flemming, Gibson, Major, Nowlan, Rock, Rodrigue, Thomas (Maison-
neuve), Winch (15).

Also present: Messrs. Cobbe, Duquet.

In attendance: Mr. Sylvain Cloutier, Assistant Secretary of the Treasury
Board; Mr. A. M. Henderson, Auditor General of Canada; Mr. J. G. Glashan,

Director of Estimates and Supply Procedures Division, Treasury Board; Mr.
G. R. Long, Assistant Auditor General.

Moved by Mr. Crouse and
Agreed,—That Mr. Boulanger take the Chair for this meeting.
Moved by Mr. Nowlan and

Agreed,—That Mr. Cafik be named to the Sub-Committee on Agenda and
Procedure.

Moved by Mr. Flemming and

, Agreed,—That a memorandum from the Auditor General re Canada Pen-
sion Plan be printed as an appendix to this day’s proceedings (See Appendix B).

The Committee questioned the witnesses on the revised form of Estimates.

At 11.15 a.m., the Committee adjourned to the call of the Chair.

Edouard Thomas,
Clerk of the Committee.

-



- Y4 AT = B > Ty I i P

— A — g - 7 P 4 N 3 £ V- aa S P £ — ol S 3 e
W oy g )y W Al & e g I W gL o W N A P

'
1
- : -
v N
. - . ; gy
- - - > & x
3 ~ = 8 =55
(R , 5 Es 8 © B e
o s 2 g 3
- - e, & -
? 3 - g b = 0§ & =
€ ) 0o ~ - K
- r »)
v [ o E 5 B0
. [ ® = 9
ke 1 = ~ F
: a4 CR :

G E 3 =

= - - - =
e ™ - T 8 2 -
& ¢ . T = &
< : 4 .

L g r = ..

= € w 2y ) - -

K & = g = 0

= o % = o o

z T
b e m—




EVIDENCE

(Recorded by Electronic Apparatus)

Tuesday, December 10, 1968.
e 0944

The Acting Chairman (Mr. Boulanger):
Order, please. I see we have a quorum. Mr.
Flemming, you requested certain information
on the Canada Pension Plan. Do you wish to
have it appended to today’s Proceedings?

Mr. Flemming: Are you speaking of me,
Mr. Chairman?

The Chairman: You asked for this informa-
tion. Will you move that it be included as an
appendix to today’s Proceedings?

Mr. Flemming: I so move, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. A. M. Henderson (Auditor General):
Mr. Chairman, could I enlighten Mr. Flem-
ming by reminding him that he asked me
some questions about this in response to
which I undertook to have the matter
researched and to file a memorandum with
the Committee. This is the one to which the
Chairman has referred, filed this morning,
and presumably will be printed for the infor-
mation of Mr. Flemming and the members.

e 0945

Mr. Flemming: Thank you, Mr. Auditor
General.

Motion agreed to.

The Acting Chairman (Mr. Boulanger): I
believe Mr. Cloutier will take the floor now
and answer questions with reference to the
remarks that Mr. Henderson made at the
close of our last meeting.

Mr. S. Cloutier (Assistant Secretary, Pro-
grams, Treasury Board): Thank you, Mr.
Cl_lairman. At the last meeting of this Com-
mittee Mr. Henderson, the Auditor General,
m_ade a statement summarizing the position of
his office in connection with the proposals
that were placed before this Committee by
the President of the Treasury Board with re-
spect to the new form of Estimates.

e I note with pleasure that Mr. Henderson
indicated he was in general agreement with
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the changes that are proposed. I would like to

* comment on two matters which he raised in

his statement.

First, he indicated a regret that the new
form of Estimates as presented in booklet
form to the Committee did not contain brief
notes explaining the major changes in staff
numbers. I would like to refer members of
the Committee to the statement made by the
President of the Treasury Board when he
appeared before the Committee in which he
indicated that he would welcome a recom-
mendation from this Committee that such
details be included. I should like to suggest
that in framing this recommendation the
Committee indicate what it considers is a
major change. An infinity of changes are
being made and I think it would be useful for
us as well as for the departments to have
more insight into what the Committee would
consider a major change.

In this connection I think in the course of
discussions at earlier meetings that one or
two members of the Committee indicated that
changes greater than 5 per cent might war-
rant special explanation in the Estimates. I
just leave this thought with you so that we
may be in a better position to provide you
with precisely the kind and amount of infor-
mation you want.

e 0950

The second point I would like to comment
on and which was touched upon by the Audi-
tor General last week has to do with the
matter of parliamentary control and his
admonition to the members of the Committee
that the proposed reduction in the number of
Votes would be tantamount to a serious
decrease in the parliamentary control exer-

cised by members of Parliament on the
Estimates.

Frankly, gentlemen, we are extremely sur-
prised and disappointed by the position taken
by the Auditor General on this point. The
proposal which was put before you by the
President of the Treasury Board is completely
in line with the recommendations of the Glass-
co Commission which, in all other matters,
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the Auditor General supports very strongly,
and indeed remarks time and again that the
government is not implementing quickly
enough.

The Glassco Commission you will remem-
ber recommended that Estimates be prepared
and presented to Parliament on the basis of
programs. This is what we are attempting to
do. I would like to submit that the proposed
approach to estimates by program would pro-
vide members of Parliament with a much
more substantive and meaningful type of
approach to parliamentary control than the
present approach whereby a program is pre-
sented in one, two, three or four votes.

To me it is much more important to be able
to focus very clearly on the objectives of a
program and on the various activities of a
program in terms of what the department is
trying to achieve and what the outputs of this
program are, rather than to focus on the—if
you wish—paperclip approach, worrying sole-
ly about the individual parts of the program.
I think I indicated in earlier testimony
before this Committee that the three parts—
administration, capital and grants—are really
inseparable. It is not realistic to consider one
without the other two.

If you look at construction, the administra-
tion of construction projects is carried in the
administration vote. If you look at grants you
have exactly the same thing, where the
administration of these grants is actually car-
ried in the administration part of the
proposed new vote structure, so that not only
would the same over-all control be exercised
by Parliament, but it could be exercised
much more rationally and in a much more
substantive and meaningful manner.

The Auditor General indicated that this
approach would reduce the number of oppor-
tunities that members have in the House or in
committees to raise questions. I would like to
disagree with this completely. In my experi-
ence most of the questions put to witnesses
are put under the first vote of the department
and the questions relate to all of the votes in
the department. I would like also to suggest
that the type of information that we are
proposing to put in the new form of estimates
would provide a much sounder basis for
members of Parliament to ask searching
questions.

e 0955

The Auditor General also indicated that a
member could like one part of the program
and not the whole, and that the availability of
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a number of votes would allow him to vote
against one vote and yes for the other. On
this I will just recall what I said a few
minutes earlier concerning the inter-relation-
ships of these currently separate votes and
suggest that if it should happen that a mem-
ber dislikes, or does not want to support, a
particular item in the program he is entirely
free to indicate his displeasure with that par-
ticular program simply by identifying the
item he is opposing in the motion that he
would make to reduce the vote total and
thereby focus his displeasure on the cause of
that displeasure and yet not go on record as
opposing the whole program.

Mr. Chairman, in summary I would like to
re-emphasize that the proposal before you is
one that, in essence, has been developed to
provide members of Parliament not with an
artificial appearance of parliamentary control
because you vote so many more times, but to
present to you a meaningful ensemble of the
details of programs, thereby giving you a bet-
ter insight than has been available up to now
through the current Blue Book into the types
of problems and into the various questions
that you would like to have answered in the
consideration of departmental estimates.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The Acting Chairman (Mr. Boulanger): Mr.
Flemming?

Mr. Flemming: Mr. Chairman, my only
comment is that I think the Auditor General
should have a chance to elaborate a bit on his
written recommendations as a rebuttal at Mr.
Cloutier’s remarks.

Mr. Henderson: If that is your wish, Mr.
Chairman, I will be pleased to reply.

The Acting Chairman (Mr. Boulanger): Yes,
it is.

Mr. Henderson: In the first place, I think
what Mr. Cloutier has said strongly reinforces
the very points that I made to you the other
day. I am grateful to him for bringing some
of these out in a manner which heretofore
members of his Treasury Board have so sel-
dom espoused.

Taking his points first—what is a major
change—it was one of the predecessors in the
Treasury Board, Mr. Steele, when he was the
former Secretary meeting with the subcom-
mittee of this Committee and then with this
Committee in 1964, who suggested that a
major change would be any increase in staff
over 5 per cent, and the members felt that
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was reasonable. In other words, if the num-
ber of people exceeded 5 per cent then it
would seem to call for a few words of expla-
nation at the bottom of the page so that you
would know the reason for the increase.

The Committee accepted this, but the Com-
mittee refrained in a discussion—I was pres-
ent with Mr. Steele and, as I recall, at his
request—from spelling out 5 per cent in the
recommendation it made to the House and I
think that is fair enough. It was left at 5 per
cent and the action was left to the Treasury
Board.

Today, over 4% years later, you have heard
the first explanation come forth on the sub-
ject. I hope I detect in that that they are
going to be prepared to furnish this type of
explanation, because I personally think it is
long overdue.

On the matter of parliamentary control, you
will remember that I quoted to you what the
Glassco Commission said, and Mr. Cloutier
has referred to that, that:

Rationalization and a reduction of the
number of votes would make the defini-
tion, planning and control of activities
more effective, and would give manage-
ment greater flexibility in achieving its
objectives.

Well, of course, it gives management great-
er flexibility of achieving its objectives. Mr.
Cloutier and his associates are management.
Parliament and parliamentary control is, I
suggest to you, a kind of a super-manage-
ment, a kind of a national stockholder type of
management over the directors. That is why I
said to you that I thought you would agree
with me, as your adviser, telling you that it
was your duty and mine, as I see it, to put
'fhe rights and prerogatives of Parliament first
in this Committee in the matter of control.

e 1000

Let me ask you—what is wrong in mem-
bers of Parliament being given the opportunity
to face up to three votes? On an expenditure
in the case of the Indian program—the exam-
ple we have before us which is just a very
mode_st figure, only $141 million—I am very
surprised that Mr. Cloutier thinks that can be
dxsposed of in one vote. One third of this is
administration, operation and maintenance;
the next at $34 million is construction and
acquisition. Construction and acquisition is
capital money as compared to administration,
operation and maintenance which is generally
conceded, under generally accepted account-
ing principles, to be income money.
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As a matter of fact, the money you spend
on construction and acquisition today and in
the years ahead is what is going to determine
the amount of maintenance of operation you
are going to have to pay out tomorrow to look
after what you are building today, so the
considerations brought to bear on these three
frameworks are, I would suggest to you, rath-
er different. Consequently, I cannot see what
possible objection Treasury Board should
have to permitting members to discuss one
thing under three headings.

Now, I am wholly in agreement with the
general layout of the information; it is an
improvement. It is a substantial improve-
ment, but I do not think it is the intention of
Treasury Board to deny a discussion of the
number of voting opportunities you have. I
am not completely wedded by any means to
all of the recommendations the Glassco Com-
mission made. I think the actions of the Trea-
sury Board have proved in many cases that
neither are they.

You must remember that when the Glassco
Commission first brought out its criticism of
this we had something like 500 votes in the
House. It was 4} years ago that you your-
selves reduced them to 236. Now, if you
decide that you want to cut them down to
136, that is your responsibility. I can only
point these facts out to you and answer ques-
tions. I think the whole proposition here is a
tremendous step forward. This is the one area
in which, however, I felt it was my duty to
raise these reservations before you for your
consideration.

The Acting Chairman (Mr. Boulanger):
Thank you, Mr. Henderson. Mr. Bigg?

Mr. Bigg: The major change that appeals to
me is that it appears now we are going to get
the information we require—or so I hope—
soon enough for us to have an intelligent dis-
cussion of the Estimates and the breakdown.
It is going to simplify the whole process. I
think timing, first of all, is the most
important.

Then, on method of presentation, we men-
tioned the idea of having a guide book that
would steer us through all these things. I am
not so worried about where the information
actually is now if this guide book is going to
be good. Whether you put it in one vote or
three, I am hoping this guide book will help
us to dispose of all this chaff and get down to
the meat. Now, the meat as far as this Com-
mittee is concerned, in my opinion, is not so
much that we should ride herd on the pro-
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gramming as the abuse of the money which is
voted for that programming. First of all, we
should be satisfied in a general way that the
program is not perverse and then I am more
worried about being able to get my finger on
the actual dollars and cents spent and try to
plug the gap.

I do not think this committee is a super-
Committee on programming, but we are sup-
posed to be, perhaps, the only check on—for
want of better words—waste, extravagance or
misappropriation. I do think this other part is
academic. Whether we put it on page A or
page B or break it into so many votes is not
important, because the only votes we are
going to question are the ones where we feel
there has been a waste of money.

e 1005

I think you are much closer together, per-
haps, than what has been said in the last few
minutes indicates. We hope this is true. First
of all I want to be able to get the information
quickly and ahead of time and then I want to
be able to understand what the details are
that I am reading, not being an accountant.

The Acting Chairman (Mr. Boulanger): Mr.
Henderson?

Mr. Henderson: I am quite interested in
what Mr. Bigg has just said, particularly
when he touched on abuses and waste in
which this Committee is not uninterested
because of its mandate and because of the
work it has to do in examination of my
report. I would suggest to you that it has
been a very useful exercise under the present
procedure you are following with the esti-
mates Committees of having a chance to
interview people before the money is spent
and to talk to them, rather than to sit here
and examine the sometimes dismal histories
of what has happened when you cannot do
anything about it except point the way for
the future. Therefore it seems to me that
anything we can do to give the members a
better insight into what is proposed to be
spent before it is spent is certainly in the
right direction.

That would be another reason why I would
think you should have all of this information,
but that you should not forego the hundred
voting opportunities this envisages. For
instance, in the $141 million I am saying I
would like to see one discussion on the $86
million; one on the $34 million and one on the
$20 million and a vote on each, rather than
one vote on the $141 million.

December 10, 1968

Inevitably, surely, in your parliamentary
schedule things get telescoped into haste and
time and that sort of thing, and while you
may have the best will in the world today
—and I am sure Treasury Board and we will
do anything we can to help you; we always
want to—it is a fact of life, is it not, that they
get telescoped together fast and you are not
always able to do this?

You can prevent a lot of waste before it
happens if you are able to get some of these
details broken down. It seems to me that, plus
the discussion in the Estimates Committee, is
all to the good. An ounce of prevention is
certainly worth a pound of cure. That is my
observation on that one, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Crouse: Mr. Chairman, I have listened
with interest to the remarks of Mr. Cloutier
and the reply of the Auditor General. One
comment I could make is that the stock-
holders’ rights were sadly trampled upon last
evening in the House as hundreds of millions
of dollars were voted almost by steamroller
tactics of the present administration.

I look with interest at page 3 of the Audi-
tor Generals’ comments where he refers the
Committee to the proposal that a reduction of
100 votes he made from the present figure of
236 votes. Then he continues by pointing out
the program of Indian Affairs and Northern
Development on page 12 of the illustration
booklet where he outlines the proposed esti-
mate under Total Budgetary Expenditures
which amounts to $141,871,000 million divided
into administration, operation and mainte-
nance under one figure; another figure for
construction and acquisition and a third
figure for grants and contributions.

The Auditor General has pointed out that
these figures could be transposed so that if it
suited the establishment to spend more on
administration, operation and maintenance
than is detailed, they could do so by taking
the funds from construction and acquisition or
from grants and contributions and vice versa.
This is an angle which had never occurred to
me, I must confess, as a businessman, and I
am wondering if the figures 1, 2 and 3 could
be placed above these accounts so that when
they are voted upon they could be voted as
Vote 1, administration, operation and mainte-
nance, Vote 2, construction and acquisition
and Vote 3, grants and contributions which
would, in effect, strengthen our control as
parliamentarians.
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e 1010

I say this because I was never more aware
of my inability to control expenditures in any
way than I was last night. I am elected by
some 65,000 people, as most of us are under
redistribution. Among other duties we are
supposed to be the watchdog of the Treasury.
We are sent here in confidence by a majority
vote of our constituents; we have duties to
perform and responsibilities which we must
assume and last evening I felt my own
inadequacy greater than at any time during
the 11 years I have sat in Parliament, when I
saw hundreds of millions of dollars voted
with actually no due thought or consideration
as to how, where or when this money was to
be applied.

Mr, Rock: It is nobody’s fault if you do not
do your own homework.

Mr. Crouse: I do not appreciate the inter-
jection which was just made by one Mr.
Rock. I will ignore it, because if he sat in the
House of Commons and listened to his own
Minister of Finance indicate the deficits of
this country, the wild expenditures that have
produced some $675 million of deficits despite
three tax increases, I think it is evident who
is doing his own homework and I will toler-

~ ate no more interjections like that, Mr. Chair-

man, because they are unwarranted.

I believe we must follow through with
these recommendations because anything that
helps us to understand the expenditures and
helps us to control them is for the benefit of
the people who send us to Parliament. Mr.
Cloutier or the Auditor General, would you
care to comment on that type of proposal
which might give us more control; that is,
numbering these expenditures?

Mr. Henderson: I think the feasibility of that

is something for Mr. Cloutier to comment on.
Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Cloutier: Mr. Chairman, I would like to
say that we do not think parliamentary con-
trol is reduced one iota by the proposal we
are putting before you. Indeed, we think you
V{ould be in a much better position to exer-
Cise your mandate with the plan that has
been put before you.

Something we must never forget is that
these Estimates are put together 18 months
before the end of the year to which they
apply and that the very objectives of the
program can, in certain circumstances, be
vitiated by the inability of the executive to
put to good use the moneys voted to that
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program by Parliament. Indeed, the proposal
before you would permit the transfer of
moneys from one sub-vote to another, but
these transfers of money could be approved
only by the Treasury Board and the Treasury
Board has as its mandate the control of gov-
ernment expenditures just as much as the
members of this Committee—indeed, of the
members of the House.

The Treasury Board itself is made up of
Ministers of the Crown so that while the total
amount could not be overspent there is a
need for some flexibility in the utilization of
these moneys and in view of the substantive
amount of information that would be put in
the Estimates in support of the requests
under the new form, we are convinced that if
anything the role of the parliamentarian is
made easier to fulfil.

Mr. Crouse: Mr. Chairman, I have a sup-
plementary comment here. This supports my
original argument. I do not disagree that
under our system control is vested in the
Treasury Board but, as I stated a moment
ago, it is obvious that control of our expendi-
tures has gotten completely out of hand.
When you have deficits in the nature of $675
million in one year, despite the heavy taxa-
tion upon our people, then I think it is man-
datory that we, as members of Parliament
from all parties, have a greater say in the
expenditure of funds and in their control.

e 1015

Here we see that this control, according to
Mr. Cloutier’s statement, is farther removed
from us because it will be put back in the
hands of the executive in charge of Treasury
Board, and then this is not something that

will be open to us for criticism or to vote
against.

1 personally disagree with this aspect of the
new Estimates because I feel my opportuni-

ties to voice my displeasure have been fur-
ther eroded.

The Acting Chairman (Mr. Boulanger):
Have you finished, Mr. Crouse?

Mr. Crouse: Mr. Chairman, Mr. Cloutier
did not state whether it would be possible to
have these expenditures numbered. That was
my original question. What objection would
there be to numbering these various headings
so that we could vote on them separately and
at least exercise some control over each de-
partmental vote?
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Mr. Cloutier: Mr. Chairman, in preparing
our proposed form of Estimates, we have not
examined that alternative in depth. On the
face of it I think it would be possible.

Mr. Crouse: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The Acting Chairman (Mr. Boulanger): If
you have completed your remarks, Mr.
Crouse, I recognize Mr. Nowlan.

Mr. Nowlan: From these questions and an-
swers do I understand correctly that some
change in the numbering of the Estimates is
fundamental if we accept this new form? You
have recommended, or the Minister has sug-
gested, a reduction of 100 voting items. Is that
fundamental to the draft that you have pre-
sented here for our study?

Mr. Cloutier: Let me put it this way, Mr.
Nowlan. The situation as we now find it is
most confused. There are some administra-
tive votes that now have the three elements
in them—administrative expenses, capital
expenditures and grants, and they are all
mixed up in the one package. What we are
proposing to do is to lay these things
down quite separately so that members of
Parliament will be able to see in a consistent
manner from program to program what is
administration, what is construction and what
is grants, so that the recommendation from
the Committee to maintain the present voting
structure would be difficult to introduce in a
consistent manner.

If the Committee were to recommend that
there be a separate vote within a program for
administration, for construction and grants,
this would be a retrograde step in my opinion
because you would end up by having a much
greater number of votes and yet this would
be, in effect, a formalistic type of control, and
only a formalistic type of control.

Mr. Nowlan: I am interested in the first
part of your answer because if under the
present system, some of the estimates—in
particular the administrative portion—are not
correct or do not list accurately the function,
that is, the item under study, surely some
change can be made within the present form
of Estimates. Are you suggesting that to
correct that abuse it is the old adage of
“throwing out the baby with the bath water”,
type of thing?

I am very interested in this and I have not
reached my main point, but I was. ..

Mr. Cloutier: I am not suggesting, sir, that
there is any abuse now.
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Mr. Nowlan: But you did say that under
the present form some of the votes, particu-
larly administration, are hodge-podge and do
not accurately reflect what we are voting for.

Mr. Cloutier: No, no; that is not what I said
at all.

Mr. Nowlan: I thought that is what you
said.

Mr. Cloutier: There are a number of votes
that are nominally administration votes which
include capital items and include grants
items.

Mr. Nowlan: And so should be under some
other category in that department. Is that
correct?

Mr. Cloutier: What I am saying is that
under the proposal which we have before you
these various types of expenditures—they are
only types of expenditures—would be shown
under the three columns which you have
illustrated in the booklet before you.

e 1020

Mr. Nowlan: I asked the original question:
is the recommendation to decrease the items
fundamental to this draft which, basically,
has found favour, I think, with most members
of the Committee. You answered and said
there are some items under the present sys-
tem that do not reflect accurately the heading
and should be changed. I asked whether that
could not be changed under the present sys-
tem. If it is construction or if it is capital
that is presently under an administrative
item, surely that can be shifted to another
item that accurately reflects the function.
Can it not, under the present system?

Mr. Cloutier: It could, but the effect of this
would be to multiply the number of votes and
you would end up by having a great number
of very, very small votes.

Mr. Nowlan: No, no. I am not necessarily
going along with Mr. Crouse and saying we
should have three votes for every one we
have now, but I am trying to find out wheth-
er the suggestion by the Minister to decrease
the voting items by one hundred is funda-
mental to this form of draft?

Mr. Cloutier: It is part of the proposal. The
proposal, in effect, involves the rationaliza-
tion of the vote structure to coincide with
identified programs.
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Mr. Nowlan: Well, then, I come to the
question that you posed and which Mr.
Crouse commented on which is the issue that
you and the Auditor General have discussed.
This is, T suppose, the age old basic issue of
the executive versus the elected representa-
tive, and quite frankly I am of mixed mind at
the moment. I react a little differently than
Mr. Crouse in seeing the exhibition last night
which to me just illustrates completely how
much our control actually has eroded today
under the present procedures.

I must say that we did agree that the
procedure last night was by agreement and
we had discussed a lot of those Estimates in
Committee. It was not a case of just voting
billions of dollars without any consideration,
because there had been party agreement to do
it last night. However, when you see it actu-
ally happen, you do appreciate part of what
Mr. Cloutier says, at least as far as I am
concerned, about the artificiality of the sys-
tem, but if it is artificial today with 236 votes,
I am afraid that it might be just that much
more artificial—this is my dilemma—with one
hundred less votes.

I really question the reduction in items for
what they are worth, because I quite agree
with Mr. Cloutier that most of the discussion
is under item 1. We do have the safeguard
that we can talk on items 5, 15 or 20, or
whatever the item may be. At this time in
our Parliament with the fundamental changes
in the rules that are going to be discussed
today and for several days to come and with
the hope of the government to refer all esti-
mates to Committees, I seriously question
whether this is the time that we should be
cutting in half—which is almost what we are
doing—our voting opportunities, because
when we get into committee the whole reason
for the present presentation of rules is to
have Estimates referred to Committee so
there can be a much more detailed study. I
feel the reform, if you call it a reform—and if
you are on the government side you have to
call it a reform—in this case has merit in part
in getting estimates to Committees to have
detailed study on the one hand, and yet you
are suggesting something that actually gives a
broader picture on the other.

e 1025

What corroborates my thinking there is
part of your statement to which I take excep-
tion, with respect. You say the members of
the Treasury Board are hard working, rea-
sonable and responsible, but you say they are
as responsible as members of Parliament to
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the purse. You did not say it quite that
way, but that was the intent and I take abso-
lute exception to that.

I appreciate that members of Parliament do
not have the powers they had in the days of
King Charles and last night was a good illus-
tration of how little we do have, but I say we
are in a much different situation and we are
on a different plateau than you. You are judg-
ing this from your experience, but your
experience is not that of a member of Parlia-
ment. You are not responsible. You are part
of the executive and we are the ones that go
back and fight the elections and raise the
taxes that the Treasury Board and the gov-
ernment spend.

With that philosophy that sort of crept out
in your answer, rightly or wrongly, it makes
me more cautious about a change that in
effect reduces our voting items by almost
half, especially at this time when we are
going to experiment with the Committees in a
way we have never experimented with them
before. 1 appreciate the artificiality and,
frankly, that is a question I would like to ask
you. If it is so artificial now, why does the
Treasury Board worry about reduction of
items by 100, because we all admit in a
realistic way that members are pretty re-
stricted in what they can do.

Why is Treasury Board really concerned if,
as you say, the present system is artificial
control and a paper clip approach when that
is just going to be that much more artificial
and that less paper clip if we knock off 100? I
say primarily you seem to be going for a
broader approach where the present rules of
the House of Commons—which is not where
the Treasury Board sits but where the com-
moners sit—is going in theory for a Commit-
tee system that is supposed to give detailed
examination of Estimates and that is the
dilemma to me at the moment.

Mr. Cloutier: Mr. Chairman,

I think I
would like to beg off. ..

Mr. Nowlan: I have one other statement, To
me your theory can be extended logically to
say: Let us have one vote, one omnibus vote.
There is a pressure under the abortion bill
that we know about and the rules bill is
coming up to have, in effect, that one vote. I
feel that our powers have eroded enough and
everything else has eroded enough, necessari-
ly because of the pressure of big government,
but surely we should not be the author of our
own erosion by having an omnibus vote. If so
there is no reason for us to be here. I think
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this is a pretty philosophical and basic
question.

Mr. Cloutier: Mr. Chairman, I would like to
excuse myself from making any comments to
the first part and, indeed now, to the last part
of Mr. Nowlan’s comment. . .

Mr, Nowlan: I did not mean to excuse you.

Mr, Cloutier: ... as to a member of Parlia-
ment’s philosophy in approaching this task of
dealing with estimates. I would like to make
two comments, though.

In our view this going down, or reducing
the number of votes, would definitely not
make the process more artificial. In our view
it would make it less artificial, because you
would be dealing with meaningful packages
that, in our view, cannot be considered in an
unrelated way, or indeed should not be con-
sidered in an unrelated way. As to what was,
I think, referred to as the logical conclusion
of this process ending up in one vote, the
whole basis of the proposal before you is to
consider program by program.

Now, the government does not have a
single program. This would be the height of
ridicule and it certainly has not entered any
of our minds to push it to that length. Again,
the basis of the proposal rests on the recom-
mendation of the Glassco Commission which
said—and we heartily support this at the staff
level of the Treasury Board and the President
of the Treasury Board in making his submis-
sion to the Committee also supported the con-
cept—that estimates should be presented to
the House on the basis of programs.

Mr. Nowlan: Could I ask a supplementary?
Could you have the form which you have
presented here in draft of the booklets, and I
think more informative, without the reduc-
tion in the items?
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Mr. Cloutier: You see, what we are trying
to do is to present each program in a consist-
ent manner from one program to the other.
We were referring earlier to a foreword to
the book of estimates to explain how it is put
together. Right now it is put together in
whichever which way. It would defy Solomon
to try to explain in a few pages how one goes
through this book consistently from one
department to the other or from one vote to
the other. What we are proposing is that each
program to be treated consistently so that a
member could go from one department to
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another or from one program to the
other and it would always be the same
mechanical presentation. Let me emphasize
again that it is the substance that is intro-
duced for the first time in this new form of
Estimates. This is what in our view is all
important and at the Treasury Board staff
level, in reviewing the proposals from depart-
ments, that is what is important by extension.

Certainly this is what you would want to
delve into. This job of delving into Estimates
would be simplified and rationalized for
members of Parliament by the proposal that
we are putting before you so that all pro-
grams would be displayed in the same man-
ner and each program would have the same
type of justification and explanation as has
been presented to you here.

The Acting Chairman (Mr. Boulanger): Mr.
Nowlan, because of the very special circum-
stances I am giving you another question but
you have had the floor for some time now. If
you have a real supplementary I will let you
have five minutes more.

Mr. Nowlan: This is my last question, and
my questions have not been as long as the
answers, with all due respect to the witness,
Mr. Chairman, and then they had to have
long answers.

This is my last question. Can you envisage,
Mr. Cloutier, when next year there will be
136 programs, what will the Committee or the
House of Commons be faced with in the sue-
ceeding years when, perhaps, there is a
reduction in the number of programs? Do you
have a minimum number of programs in the
book of Estimates that you are thinking of at
the present time that the Commons would be
faced with? You say that there is not one
program. I appreciate that; that is extending
it to absurdity. Could there not be a basic
reduction in 1969-70 so that next year this
Committee is faced with not 136 programs,
but 50 programs?

Mr. Cloutier: I cannot conceive of that.

Mr. Nowlan: But 50 programs presented
logically and consistently, so that members
can turn from one to the other and follow the

flow perfectly?

Mr. Cloutier: I cannot conceive of this, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. Nowlan: Why not? What is to prevent
it?
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Mr. Cloutier: The only thing that could
bring it about would be for the government
to eliminate a program completely.

Mr. Nowlan: They have done that.
Mr. Cloutier: They have done...
Mr. Nowlan: Or consolidate.

Mr. Cloutier:
programs. . .

...eliminated some parts of

Mr. Nowlan: Or consolidate programs.

Mr. Cloutier: Well, again, let us go down to
the definition of a program. It is a grouping
of activities that are related to a very specific
objective. There have been elimination of
activities or identifiable endeavours but to my
knowledge there has not been the elimination
in recent years of a program in the definition
that we are talking about.

If you look at the examples before you, you
have an Indian program, a northern program
and a conservation program. I just cannot
conceive of any of the three being eliminated
and I think that judgment would apply to all
of the other programs that would be dis-
played in this new form of estimates. Indeed,
I would suggest that the opposite would be
true; that newer programs reflecting the new
programs of a government or fulfilling new
needs of society would be the direction. ..

Mr. Bigg: I am afraid you are right.
Mr. Nowlan: What is that?
e 1035
Mr. Bigg: I mean, I am afraid he is right.

Mr. Nowlan: No. Where do you put the
shared cost programs?

The Acting Chairman (Mr. Boulanger): Mr.

" Gibson?

Mr. Gibson: Mr. Cloutier, just to clarify,
what was the number of the old block of

votes under the old system—two hundred and
some?

Mr. Cloutier: Two hundred and thirty-six
currently.

Mr. Gibson: Is it your proposal to cut the
236 block of votes down to something in the
neighbourhood of 136? Is it not true that
under the new rules that we hope to bring in

- that the 136 block of votes will be distributed

3

to the committees for consideration?
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Mr. Cloutier: This is my understanding, sir.

Mr. Gibson: Is it not true then, sir, that
under your plan or in your view that having
136 votes spread around the committees
would be more efficient and would provide
for better scrutiny than over 200?

Mr. Cloutier: The position we are taking is
that the manner in which we would present
the new votes, the programs, would definitely
give a better opportunity to scrutinize more
rationally the proposals put before the vari-
ous estimates committees.

Mr. Gibson: Then would it not also be true
in your view that by grouping the estimates
into smaller but more specialized groupings
the committees would be voting on more spe-
cific issues than if the estimates were spread
over 2307

Mr. Cloutier: They would be voting on
more meaningful packages.

Mr. Gibson: More meaningful packages.
Why more meaningful?

Mr. Cloutier: Because like would be with
like.

Mr, Gibson: That is a nice. ..

Mr. Cloutier: If you look at the Indian pro-
gram again, the example which we have used
all along through these meetings, at the
moment you are dealing with three budgetary
votes; administration, capital and grants and
contributions, and while I am speaking of this
example, I would like to set the record
straight.

In a number of instances we have been
talking of total budgetary expenditures under
the Indian program, again referring to the
sample before you, totalling $141 million. This
is not the amount of the total vote. The total
is $135,974,000. The difference between $135,-
974,000 and $141 million is the receipts credit-
ed to the Consolidated Revenue Fund and the
memorandum costs of accommodation and
services provided by other departments, but
that is just a point of detail.

Mr. Gibson: May I follow that up? If the
system of block voting is restricted to a
smaller number, to sum up you feel that the
committees would be able to give more direct
and concentrated attention to the votes put
before them.

Mr. Cloutier: And comprehensive and
meaningful attention.
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Mr. Gibson: Yes, thank you.

Mr. Flemming: Mr. Chairman, it seems to
me that what we have to consider is really
what the relationship of a vote involves and
if I understand the suggestion it is contem-
plated that under this heading of budgetary
expenditures shall be included the adminis-
tration, the construction and acquisition, and
the grants and contributions. It was always
my understanding in any public bodies that I
had anything to do with that the ability of the
administrators to change money around was
confined to the vote.
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Under this suggestion, it seems to me that
we as a committee have to consider that part
of this money is capital expense, part of it
comes under the heading of grants and con-
tributions and part administration, and if this
Committee signifies it is prepared to acknowl-
edge that it is perfectly proper and in the
public interest to have it lumped, then there
is nothing to stop the administrators from
switching from one of those headings to
another and the items of capital expenditure
could presumably be used for administration,
items of administration could be shifted to
capital or to grants and, in my opinion, that
would be totally wrong.

Mr. Cloutier speaks of the question of flexi-
bility. Having had some experience in provin-
cial matters with flexibility, I know it is quite
an advantage to be able to do it. Yet, I think
this Committee must recognize these facts:
there must be a limit to the flexibility; it
must not be allowed to go too far. I see noth-
ing wrong if they decide to build ten houses
in a certain locality up North under the head-
ing of Indian Affairs and then they decide
that for some reason that is not practical and
they should shift it 50 miles away to another
place. There is no reason why they should
have to come back for another vote the next
year.

I think, under the heading of capital expen-
diture, acquisitions and construction, they
should have that degree of flexibility; yet I
do not think they should be able to take capi-
tal funds and use them for administration, or
use administration for capital funds. That is
really what the Committee has to decide in
this connection. I do not think we should be
viewing everything that has been done in the
past as being totally wrong. I happen to think
that there is a great deal of merit in what has
come down through the years, although some
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of it may require some change to keep up
with the changes of modern conditions.

I do not think that just because someone
conceives the idea that they must change
things all around, that it is necessarily going
to be an advantage. I think we should take
into consideration the fact that we have a
responsibility and, as has been pointed out
here by the Auditor General, we have the
responsibility to the extent that it is within
our power to deal with questions of expendi-
ture before the expenditure actually happens
with a view to obtaining the greatest amount
of value for the public dollar—for the taxpay-
er's dollar, if you like.

So, although we have a program, I think
you have to have some divisions of a pro-
gram. I do not think you can just say that
you are going to deal with a program, say, of
Indian Affairs and then deal with it in a lump
as a matter of governmental policy, but when
it comes to this Committee I submit that it is
an altogether different situation than it is
when the policy is determined.

What is expected from us is really an
examination of the proposals of the govern-
ment. They may propose to do a certain thing
under the heading of Indian Affairs so they
bring to us certain proposals under these gen-
eral headings. Personally, I am not in favour
and I do not see any particular benefit in
having one vote instead of three. Actually it
resolves itself to a matter of the Chairman
saying, “Shall vote so and so carry, shall vote
so and so carry, shall vote so and so carry”.
You can say it three times in just maybe a
fraction of a minute more than you can say it
one time, so it seems to me that we are
putting too much stress on this business.

When it affects the efficiency of the Depart-
ment, and there is a need for some flexibility,
then I have no objection to having the vote
consolidated to a certain extent, but I do not
think we should allow that we must of nec-
essity put the whole program under one vote.
1 agree with Mr, Crouse in that regard. I do
not think we should do it.

e 1045

Now, you speak about the Glassco Commis-
sion. After all, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen,
the Glassco Commission was never intended
to be anything but a guide. It is there for the
purpose of giving us some guidance, by an
expert without a doubt, but nevertheless I do
not think we should consider it is our master.
I do not think it is a big whip to be held over
our heads and that we must comply with
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1#3 every detail of it; actually I find some things
5% i there that I do not agree with at all. On the
..m%:. other hand, there is no reason why we
3% should, as Mr. Nowlan says, throw the baby
out with the bath water. We should take
%1 everything that is good in it and apply it to
..o!} the findings of the Committee.
: I have done a good deal of talking now,
#<: and I am going to ask Mr. Cloutier whether
~! he does not think that the question of lump-
. #¥! ing in one part rather than three is over-
=%, emphasized, and that in so far as this
20"} Committee is concerned there would be no
particular reason why Mr. Crouse’s sugges-
! tion should not be carried into effect.

g I can understand people who want to talk
“: about the need of some construction for Indi-
#: an Affairs and while it is true, as you say,
*} they can do it under this general heading, yet
;04! they will be reminded of something they had
. T
]

=3
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. in mind if they are voting on a separate vote
21 for acquisition and construction. This sort of
"% thing, it seems to me, is going to be good for
s the public interest and it is going to be good
_s2  for us in carrying out our duties as members
*"_#. of this Committee.

e What I want to ask Mr. Cloutier, coming
"‘ 81

back, is whether he sees any particular rea-
~se% son why that would be difficult?
L

Mr. Cloutier: Yes, sir. By way of answer I
would like to make two comments. One that
272t you have indicated is that a separate vote for
« 4t eonstruction would indicate the intentions of
<. the Department in the line of construction for
-7~ the Indian Affairs program. Let me submit
#- . that the form of the estimates which we are

proposing, would do precisely that and would

471 do that in far more detail than is available
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& Mr. Flemming: May I interrupt a moment?
#~# It has always been my understanding that
¢4 any expenditure under a separate vote must
¥

be used for the purposes of that vote.
Mr. Cloutier: That is right, sir.

5
i Mr. Flemming: That is a basie, is it not?
Mr. Cloutier: That is right.

| l'h. Flemming: Then how are we going to
&' switch it around?

*¥, Mr. Cloutier: If the three votes of adminis-

#'"4+ fration, capital and grants are brought togeth-
“+ 3t er under one vote, there would be the possi-
~#.¢ bility of decreasing the estimated expenditure
“~"4 under one heading to increase it under the
“#t other. This leads me to the second comment I
i 29487—2
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wanted to make and I would like to relate it
to the example you gave the Committee a
few minutes ago about these ten houses that
were proposed to be built somewhere up
North and that you do not mind if these ten
houses do not get built precisely at the village
intended but are built 50 miles away. Let me
submit that certainly, if the need to build
these ten houses had been identified when the
Estimates were put together 18 months before
the end of the year to which they applied,
they would have been included when the
estimates were put together. But if in the
course of that year it is found there is a con-
tractor there who is willing to put up these
ten houses and rent them to the government
and if it is established on the basis of proper
analysis that it would be a better deal for the
government to rent those houses than to
build them themselves, under the present vote
structure there would be no money provided
in the administration vote, and rentals are
part of administrative expenditure and not
capital expenditure, so there would be a lapse
in the capital vote and we would have to
have a supplementary in the other.
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This is what I submit is artificial control.
Unless the department can delay other things
in the administration provisions to provide for
these houses, it could be put in the position of
not renting these ten houses until it can get a
supplementary estimate. You can immediately
see the series of consequences. The houses
would not get built any more quickly, the
contractor may change his mind and go off
somewhere else and no longer make available
to the government the good deal that he was
prepared to make, and it is this kind of flexi-
bility I am talking about. Indeed, by refer-
ring earlier to the authority and the respon-
sibilities of the Treasury Board, let me assure
you that we certainly do not exercise this
responsibility lightly. The department would
be required to substantiate in economic terms
the kind of things that it would want to do.

Mr, Flemming: Mr. Chairman, far be it from
me to want to argue the point at length, but
if T were going to argue it, I would simply
say that generally speaking the illustration
that Mr. Cloutier has used is not applicable,
because you would not be renting the same
year that you are going to construct. I mean,
it would be a year or so later.

This is my objection. I object to the use of
capital funds for administration purposes. I
think that is a basic fundamental that could
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be recognized by governments and I think it
is a very important one, that you do not use
money which is voted for capital purposes for
administration. I would be willing to argue
the point if I were anxious to do it, but I do
not want to argue with the witness, Mr.
Chairman. The point is based on capital funds
versus administration funds. I think that
when we vote money for capital funds that
we wait for another year before they vote
and the money is just not expended, because
it is earmarked for certain specific purposes.

The Acting Chairman (Mr. Boulanger): I
think Mr. Henderson wishes to say something.

Mr. Henderson: Apropos the point that has
just been discussed by Mr. Flemming and Mr.
Cloutier, I would like to remind you that you
went over rather the same ground in 1964
when Treasury Board again proposed this
subject. As I told you the other day, if you
would look up three paragraphs in my report
you will see precisely what the consequences
have been. These are paragraphs that this
Committee has not examined as yet. As I said
to you the other day, if you look at paragraph
50 of my 1965 report, paragraph 49 of my
1966 report and paragraph 54 of my 1967
report, you will see concrete examples where,
by consolidation of votes, transfers of funds
have been possible which would not have
been possible under the previous vote pat-
tern. You charge me with bringing these
cases to your attention and here I pointed out
where the vote pattern has, in fact, been
varied by the Treasury from year to year,
notwithstanding Mr. Cloutier’s statement that
they do not do this lightly. Well, I appreciate
that he does try to avoid it, but the examples
are right there if you have a copy of my
report handy.

The Acting Chairman (Mr, Boulanger): Do
you have a supplementary, Mr. Gibson?

Mr. Gibson: You criticized that, but what
about the actual vote? Were they desirable
things that were done? No attention in this
Committee seems to be given to that specific
thing.

Mr. Henderson: I outlined precisely what
the things were for and why, but the point is
they were spent in a manner different from
that authorized by Parliament. This is my
point.

Mr. Gibson: This is what we are trying to
change. If those things were needed and they
presumably had to be done and they were
necessary things, and if we do not know what
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those votes were, we are just dealing in
academics.

The Acting Chairman (Mr. Boulanger):
Order please, gentlemen. Would you please
use the microphones.

I want to point out that we did not study
the report of Mr. Henderson.

Mr. Gibson: No, but if Mr. Henderson does
not know what the items were—

Mr. Henderson: That is described in my
notes, Mr. Gibson, if you read the notes.

Mr. Gibson: I realize that, sir, and I am not
trying to criticize you, but my point is that
here we are trying to discuss what is best
whether the switchover made by Treasury
was right or wrong. Now, if we do not know
what the improvement was—we do not know.
The Treasury want to get it set up so they
can do this to effect good legislation.
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The Acting Chairman (Mr. Boulanger): I
am sorry, I have to call you out of order. You
asked your supplementary question, I want to
know if Mr. Flemming is through with his
questions.

Mr. Flemming: Well I think I have taken a
fair amount of time, Mr. Chairman. Thank

you.

The Acting Chairman (Mr.
That is fine. Mr. Allmand?

Mr. Allmand: Mr. Chairman, I want to say
right at the beginning that before I make a
decision on this I would like to deliberate a
little bit on the comments made by Mr. Hen-
derson, the replies made by Mr. Cloutier and
the rebuttal, because both of them have put
forward serious arguments. I think it would be
worthwhile—and I speak for myself—if I
could read in the quiet of my room what has
transpired. I have Mr. Henderson's statement
of last week, but I do not have on record Mr.
Cloutier’s statements today and the rebuttal. It
is too bad that we get our reports of this
Committee so late, because I would like to
read them and judge one argument against the
other, because I think it is a serious thing.

What we are really considering is a balance
between government efficiency of operation
and parliamentary control. If we just consider
the parliamentary control side, I think we
have to consider how these Estimates will be
considered in the future. Under the proposed
new rules two months will be given to the

Boulanger):
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consideration of Estimates in Committee and I
think the new rules say that all estimates
must be assigned to Committees on or before
March 1 and be returned to the House by the
end of April, so we would have March and
April in Committee for detailed study which
is very good, where it would be presumed the
parties would split up their caucus and have
specialized people on each Committee ready
to discuss these Estimates at length and to
deal with them much differently than Mr.
Crouse.

Mr. Crouse’s objection to last night was
well founded. This includes any other night
when you have to sit in the House of Com-
mons and deal with many votes all at once, so
I think it is a great improvement to deal with
the Estimates over a two-month period in
Committee where you can take your time;
you can ask questions and so forth and you
can make amendments.

Now whether we have this type of format
or whether we have three votes or one vote
in the Committee system as proposed, to be
very frank to me there is not too much differ-
ence between one and the other. What is real-
ly important is that I know what the money
is being spent for so that I can object to that
particular vote and make an amendment.

For example, if we take the example of
Indian program under the Department of
Indian Affairs and Northern Development, if
I see an item under construction and acquisi-
tion that is unwarranted and I am in the
Committee that deals with these Estimates, I
feel I can make a strong argument against
that particular thing and make a motion to
reduce the total vote by that amount.

What gets me is that with all these votes
sometimes we have spent more time in the
House of Commons calling the votes. Vote 1,

- Vote 2, standing up, sitting down, standing

up, sitting down, voting on the thing rather
than really discussing the expenditure of
money, why we should spend it and getting
answers from the Minister concerned. I would
rather spend my time debating the real issue,
whether the money is necessary and trying to

~ reduce those votes, or trying to eliminate

them altogether, rather than just mechanical-
ly getting up and down and voting; in other
words, extending the number of votes.

However, as I say I would like to consider
it in more depth. I do not know when we
have to decide. We do not have our Chairman
or Vice-Chairman here this morning. When
do we have to decide on this matter?

294872}
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The Acting Chairman (Mr. Boulanger):
There is no specific time for that. The end of
the year—

Mr. Allmand: Before we take a vote, Mr.
Cloutier, when would you like to have our
report on these proposed estimates?

Mr. Cloutier: I have had conversation with
Mr. Hales on this and I have indicated to him
that the earlier the better. You see, the
departments are already gearing up for the
production of their programs for the year
1970-71 and it would be extremely helpful if
we could have a report of the Public Accounts
Committee on this matter before the Christ-
mas recess.

Mr. Allmand: You would like a report
before the Christmas recess?

Mr. Cloutier: This would be helpful,
because the recommendations of the Commit-
tee that are accepted by the government
would have to be translated into instructions
to departments how they are going to build
up their estimates.
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The Acting Chairman (Mr. Boulanger): The
steering committee has to work on preparing
a report but so far as getting it before Christ-
mas is concerned, I doubt very much that
this will be possible. When the Chairman
resumes his duty perhaps he will be able
to tell you more about it. I do not know
when we are going to sit again but I
am sure the steering committee has to pre-
pare a report before Christmas, but in any
case at the next meeting the Chairman will
be able to give you more information. The
steering committee will meet, I suppose, this
week,

Mr. Allmand: If I understand correctly,
the Treasury Board would like to have a
report before Christmas but the ...

The Acting Chairman (Mr. Boulanger): Yes,
they would like to have it.

Mr, Allmand: ...Committee feels that they
cannot give a report before Christmas. I was
going to say that before we make the report I
would like to re-assess the arguments on both
sides and I was wondering whether we can
get the Proceedings out a little bit quicker
than in the past since there are fewer com-
mittees sitting now. I would not mind re-
reading what was said today and on the last
day.
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The Acting Chairman (Mr. Boulanger): To
answer your question, I am informed that
while they are working on the report there
will be time to prepare all the documents and
papers.

Mr. Allmand: I see, but I mean it is not
just the steering committee that should have
an opportunity to read these things; the
whole Committee should have an opportunity,
I think.

The Acting Chairman (Mr. Boulanger): I
think you should leave this question until the
Chairman is back on the job, when you will
get exactly the answer you are looking for.

Mr. Allmand: When will the Chairman be
back?

The Acting Chairman (Mr. Boulanger): I
suppose he should be here for the next
sitting.

Mr. Nowlan: He will be in at eleven o’clock
today, I am told.

Mr. Allmand: Oh, I see.

The Acting Chairman (Mr. Boulanger): I
have two more speakers.

Mr. Flemming: I have one short supple-
mentary, Mr. Chairman, for Mr. Cloutier and
it is this: Does the Treasury Board contem-
plate using the new format for the 1969-70
Estimates?

Mr. Cloutier: No, sir. The 1969-70 Estimates
will be tabled in the House in the usual form.
In addition, we will have these samples for as
many departments as we can complete to help
the committees that will be sitting next
spring.

The Acting Chairman (Mr. Boulanger):
Thank you. I have Mr. Cafik and Mr. Bigg.
We have time to finish with these two ques-
tioners. Mr. Cafik?

Mr. Cafik: Mr. Cloutier, I understand from
the answer you just made that the Estimates
for 1969-70 will not be in this new form.
Therefore, that prompts me to ask why do
you expect a report at this particular time if
it is not going to have any immediate effect
on your operations?

Mr. Cloutier: The estimates for 1969-70 are
already in preparation and we have had
departmental submissions now for a month or
a month and a half which we are examining
and refining. What I am referring to is the
preparation of Estimates for the year 1970-71.
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I think the President of the Treasury Board
in his remarks to the Committee some weeks
ago indicated that the first submission of a
department with respect to the following year
is handed to the Treasury Board in the month
of May, and departments are even now tool-
ing up and preparing for this submission. The
manner in which these proposals are put
together has to be consistent with the manner
in which they will be reflected in the Esti-
mates book for 1970-71 which, we hope, will
be in the new form. The earlier we can get
these instructions to the departments the bet-
ter purely from an efficiency point of view.

Mr. Cafik: How married is the Treasury
Board to the concept of having these three
votes in one vote?

Mr. Cloutier: We think it makes a lot of
sense.

Mr. Cafik: Yes, but you feel very strongly
about this, do you?

Mr. Cloutier: Yes, because we are attempt-
ing to rationalize the whole process of Esti-
mates and present all votes with the same
approach.

Mr. Cafik: Yes, I can understand the need
for consistency, but would it obviate that if
you had three votes under administration,
construction and grants? For instance, if you
did that consistently in all departments it
would still be consistent, would it not?

Mr. Cloutier: If you did this consistently in
all departments, offhand, if we have under
our proposal 136 votes, you would presuma-
bly have three times as many so that we
would end up with four hundred and some.

Mr. Cafik: I do not think that that follows,
does it? All you have to do is take the num-
ber of departments and add two votes per
department, is it not?

Mr. Cloutier: No, sir. Not all programs have
capital expenditures and this is why I say
offhand you would have three times as many.
I cannot give you the pecise answer but I
know that some votes now called administra-
tive votes contain capital and grants items,
and presumably they would have to be broken
down. Therefore, in effect, you would have
the present number of votes because the pres-
ent pattern would not be changed and then
you would have to break down and take out
those other votes that are now combined. You
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end up by having more votes than you have
now.
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Mr. Cafik: Yes, there is no doubt about
that. Yes, Mr. Chairman?

The Acting Chairman
Have you finished?

Mr. Cafik: No, I am not.

The Acting Chairman (Mr. Boulanger):
Then I must ask if it is satisfactory to the
members to carry on a little longer so that
Mr. Bigg will have an opportunity to ask his
questions.

(Mr. Boulanger):

Mr. Bigg: I will only take a minute.

Mr. Cafik: I will only take another minute
or two.

I find pages 14 and 15 of this sample very
confusing, to say the least.

You may not want to divide it into three
votes and I can see many reasons for it, and I
think the strongest argument against it is the
one put forward by Mr. Flemming, that you
can shift the funds from one section to anoth-
er which, I think, is the major problem.
However, is there any reason why at least
under administration, operation and mainte-
nance, for instance, you could not put a sub-
total, and under construction and acquisition,
a sub-total? I find in looking at these esti-
mates that very frequently I have to add up
all kinds of columns to find out how they
related to another page somewhere, and I
think this poses some difficulties.

On page 15 where you apparently have the
details of major construction and acquisition
projects, which I presume is a breakdown of
the item on page 14 called construction and
acquisition, I find that the total on page 15 is
$54,810,000 and the total on page 12 which I
would have expected to be larger is, in fact,
smaller. It is $34,237,000.

Mr. Cloutier: If you will look at the third
column on page 13 you will find the total is
$34,237,000 and that coincides with the total
shown on page 12. The first column is the
total estimated cost for the years over which
these individual projects will be built, so the
first column is a total expenditure estimated
cost; the second column is the expenditure up
to that year; the third column is the expendi-
ture t.h_at is proposed for the year in relation
to which the Estimates are presented. I
believe you do have. . .
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Mr. Cafik: Oh, I see, I am sorry. I did not
interpret that. ..

Mr. Cloutier: ...sub-totals here relating to
the various activities, so that you can relate
to the individual items on page 12.

Mr. Cafik: All right; I have one last thing. I
find that on page 4 of this general summary it
is very difficult to relate these summaries to
the details presented in the remainder of the
report. It seems to me there might be a better
way in which to lay this out so that one could
readily equate one group of figures with
another group and know exactly what is
happening.

. Cloutier: We will have a look at this,

Sir

Mr. Cafik: Thank you very much, Mr.
Chairman.

The Acting Chairman (Mr. Boulanger):
Now I have the last questioner, Mr. Bigg.

Mr. Bigg: I have to agree that our problem
here is one of so-called efficiency in adminis-
tration and parliamentary control and I was
wondering if I could ask Mr. Cloutier to be,
perhaps, the devil’s advocate. How can we
protect our right of riding herd on the public
purse and expect this same efficiency? It
seems to me that although we can get a lot of
information under this new system and we
know exactly how the administration is set-
ting out the spending of our money, we have
no control over it.
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I understand very well the efficiency of the
Treasury Board and all the different depart-
ments but what can we do if we disagree?
After all, we have a right to disagree no
matter how right the administration is or
how right the Treasury Board is; we are the
people who pay. We are the only people, so
far as I know, who have any brake whatever
in this matter. Can you tell us how we are
going to control, or have any hope of control-
ling, expenditures, especially this spill-over
from one purpose to another?

We decide in our wisdom that we will
allow you so much for construction, so much
for wages, so much for planning and men.
Then we abdicate. Having looked it all over
we say: “However, in your wisdom you go
ahead and do anything you like.” That is the
way it looks to me.

I will draw you an analogy. My daughter is
at nursing school and I give her a monthly
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allowance and I allow her to do just what you
are suggesting we do to you. If she does not
want to go to the picture show, she can save it
for clothes. If she wants to save it for her
trousseau, she can give up clothes and picture
shows. I give her the full amount of money
and she does what she likes with it. However,
sometimes I wonder, and if I saw she was
going to the picture show all the time and not
clothing herself, as a parent I would want to
have some control and say: “I am going to cut
your allowance unless you do such and so.”
Now, how are we going to cut your allowance
if we happen to disagree? I am asking you to
be the devil's advocate.

Mr. Cloutier: Exactly. Let us look at capital
in the Estimates, because this has been the
point of interest as demonstrated this morning.
Let us turn to page 12 in the booklet before
you where you will see the proposed Estimates
for the new year and you will also see the
forecast expenditure for the year ending and
the actual expenditure in the previous year.
Here you can examine the progression.

Mr. Bigg: Yes.

Mr. Cloutier: If I can use your analogy,
although I do not have a daughter in nursing
school, let me imagine for a moment. She will
argue with me that she needs an allowance of
so much, because she wants to do this, this
and this and in your judgment she can have
so much for a picture show and she can have
so much for clothing. It is on the basis of a
judgment of individual items that you will
grant her total allowance.

Mr. Bigg: Yes.

Mr. Cloutier: Now, it is after the fact. It is
on how she accounts for her allowance that
you will judge whether you should reduce it
or increase it.

~ Mr. Bigg: Of course, that is another prob-
lem; the accounting. ..

Mr. Cloutier: What I am suggesting is that
the examination by the Public Accounts Com-
mittee of the actual use to which the money
is put comes through its examination of Pub-
lic Accounts in relation to what was forecast
in the Estimates. This is where you can form
a judgment of how accurately or how closely
the department has achieved its plans. It is at
that point. ..

Mr. Bigg: And kept to its own forecast.
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Mr. Cloutier: Exactly, and it is at that point
you would want to have explanations from
the department. Why has this thing taken
place? If the reason is good, as was referred
to earlier—why wrap it up in formalistic
obstacles?

Mr. Bigg: In this analogy that I gave—and
I think it is a good one—I find out by good
accounting. I have asked my daughter to keep
books and I trust that the books are
straight—I will go along with that—and I find
out she is spending half her allowance on
picture shows and she is not clothing herself.
How do I make sure by still giving her this
lump sum, this lump note that you are talk-
ing about, that I have control over whether
or not she just keeps on going to the picture
shows instead of clothing herself?

Mr. Cloutier: You have this whether. ..

Mr. Bigg: I have no control whatever,
because although I discuss it in April and
May and I come to conclusions and approuve
it, not only in this Committee but in every
Committee of the House, we turn the lump
sum over. After that you do not have to
spend it the way you say you are going to.

If we trust you that much why not just say:
“How many dollars do you need?” and go
home? We look carefully into what you are
going to do with it, but you do not do it, and
then year after year we vote you the same
lump sum and it is done again. What is the
point of wasting time printing these estimates
if they are not going to be followed?

Mr. Cloutier: I am suggesting that the esti-
mates as they are put forward are the most up
to date and the most refined projection of
departmental plans and that by an examina-
tion of the accounting after the fact, parlia-
mentary committees have the opportunity of
asking departments to account for the
difference.
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Mr. Bigg: Exactly—after the fact, so that
five years from now we will be getting
around to the mistakes that were made in
1968-69.

Mr. Nowlan: Mr. Chairman, I think it is a
bad precedent to stay after 11 o’clock.

The Acting Chairman (Mr. Boulanger):
Before we conclude, does the Committee wish
to hear the same witnesses again at the next
meeting? You had better express your wish
now.

g
| 33
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Mr. Nowlan: If we do, perhaps we could
have an answer next time to why the Treas-
ury Board did not check out the rentals of
the 10 houses in the North before they came
to Parliament to ask for the capital sum to
build them.

Mr. Cloutier:
question. . .

The Acting Chairman (Mr. Boulanger): Mr.
Nowlan, you suggested adjournment and
now you ask questions.

Mr. Nowlan: No, I just want him to think
about it.

Mr. Cloutier: I could give you an answer
now.

If I may answer the
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Mr. Nowlan: No.
The Acting Chairman (Mr. Boulanger):
Order, please.
Mr. Cloutier: Very simply, to use that

example, at the time the Estimates were put
together this was the most effective way of
meeting the needs and it was only after the
Estimates were put together that this oppor-
tunity of renting became available.

The Acting Chairman (Mr. Boulanger):
Thank you very much, gentlemen. The meet-
ing is adjourned.
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APPENDIX B
December 6, 1968.
CANADA PENSION PLAN

Memorandum on the Canada Pension Plan,
requested by the Honourable H. J. Flemming
in the meeting of the Public Accounts
Committee on November 19, 1968

Section 118 of the Canada Pension Plan,
1964-65, c¢.51, provides that the Minister of
National Health and Welfare lay before Par-
liament an annual report on the administra-
tion of the Act, including

a statement showing amounts credited to
or charged to the Canada Pension Plan
Account and the Canada Pension Plan
Investment Fund by appropriate classifi-
cations. ..

The last report, for the year ended March
31, 1967, was tabled in the House on Novem-
ber 27, 1967. The annual report included the
following financial returns, copies of which
are attached:

Statement of Canada Pension Plan Account
for the fiscal year ended March 31, 1967.

Comparative Statement of Canada Pension
Plan Account for the years ended March
31, 1966 and 1967.

Canada Pension Plan Investment Fund
Statement of Account and Investment
Income as at March 31, 1967.

When Bill C-136 dealing with the Canada
Pension Plan was under discussion in the
House, the Auditor General suggested that
provision be made therein for standard type
financial statements to be prepared annually
in a pattern similar to those prepared, for
example, by the Unemployment Insurance
Fund. If this were done and the Auditor Gen-
eral were named auditor of the Plan, he

would then check and report on the state-
ments. However, as his suggestion was
apparently not acceptable to the Government
at the time, the Auditor General wrote to the
Minister of National Revenue on March 4,
1965 suggesting that if provision were made
in the Bill simply for him to report annually
to the Minister on the results of his exam-
ination of the Canada Pension Plan and the
Canada Pension Plan Investment Fund, and
for his report to be included in the report by
the Minister under section 118, this would
probably meet the same purpose. Attached is
a copy of the letter to the Minister of
National Revenue together with a copy of
the reply which was sent by the Minister of
National Health and Welfare, dated March 5,
1965, advising the Auditor General that a
section along the lines proposed was not
required.

A section is, of course, not required so far
as the appointment of the Auditor General is
concerned because the Canada Pension Plan
Account and the Canada Pension Plan Invest-
ment Fund are part of the Consolidated Reve-
nue Fund and the Auditor General is
automatically the auditor by virtue of the
provisions of the Financial Administration
Act. It is unfortunate that provision was not
made in the manner suggested because this
would have brought about preparation of
more complete standard type financial state-
ments and a report thereon by the Auditor
General. A sample of those prepared by the
Unemployment Insurance Fund is attached.
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TABLE I ‘

STATEMENT OF CANADA PENSION PLAN ACCOUNT FOR THE FISCAL YEAR
ENDED MARCH 31, 1967

o ol Apuil 1, 1008 .. ... o i T o e s R v e s e N s TR s 4 T TH S s i e o * VU SIS 00N

| Add:
b Contributions. . R L Y
g‘ InterestandPenaltm (Employeu) 262, 522. 50
J ! Interest on Investment Fund.. ” e e e e N s vu i T 11,007,430.52*
& InterestonMonthlyOpemtmanlanoes 1,076,504.09
n Revenue from Computer Operations. .. 15,332.71
5 Adjustment of Previous Years’ AdmmxstratxveCosu 339,064.28
. —_— 599,903,163.45
b8 $ 689,300,017.76
it | Deduct:
: Benefit Payments:
Botreont POl . .". . ..ot cilifbinantin soiss s vaidaimny Lo iy o aals AL 50,774.25
Administrative Expenses:
Department of National Health and Welfare...... ... .. $

1,488
Department of National Revenue. .................... 5,288
Comptroller of the Treasury. ...............co0uenun.. 620,86
440
531
9

e

: Unemployment Insurance Commission. ... ............
Department of Public Works.... ......................
Department of WIIABOP . . v o 6. 5in s 050 53 5ins oo o6 s 0800

8,377,580.66
———— e 8,428,354.91

" 4% Bauance or Canapa PENsION PLaN AccoUNT AT MARCE 31, 1967.. .. .. ..o vvssvesseesnnnann. . $ 680,880,662.85
" Less:
": Balance of Investment Fund at March 31, 1967. ... ...........covvrierieireeieiennsennnnn 615, 521, 000,00
U N ROvRRATING BALANCE AT MARCE S, 1907. . i. .viie ssessinesess s oo sivssss sssinsss sans v svavssne §--05,850,002.88

2 * Not included in this figure is an additional $8,078,121 accrued interest earned by the Fund.

. Certified Correct
% H. MILLINGTON
pr Chief Treasury Ofhcer
Canada Pension Plan

o

-
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TABLE II

COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF CANADA PENSION PLAN ACCOUNT
FOR THE YEARS ENDED MARCH 31, 1966 AND 1967

December 10, 1968

Year Ended March 31

1966 1967
$ $
Balance at April 1 of preceding calendaryear.. ............................ Nil 89,405,854.31
Add:

Contributions (net). 94,880,312.31 587,202, 309. 35
Interest and Penalties (Employera) — 262, 522. 50
Interest on Investment Fund - *11,007,430.52
Interest on Monthly Opontmg Balances. . 36,750.40 1,076,504.09

RevenuelmmComyuurOpenuonu — 1533 .71
Adjustment of Previous Years' Administrative Costs.. ................ — 06428
ERRRA IR o o5 + 62 A% MRS ARAR XY 45 AAI8§ S AELARLE §5:3 a0t oo 94,017,062.71 689,309,017.76
B-neﬁt payments. . — 50,774.25
Administrative oxpemes 5,511, 208.40 8,377, 580.66
Total Deductions. . 5,511,208.40 8,428,354.91
Bavrance ar MarcH 31 (Funded as indicated below). . 89,405,854.31 680, 880, 662. 85
Canada Pension Plan Investment Fund 34,853, 000.00 615, 521,000.00
Operating Balance (available from Consolidated Revenue Fund) 54,552,854, 31 65,359, 662. 85
89,405, 854.31 680, 880, 662. 85

BALANOR AT MARCH 81 (DOr ADOVE).. .01 l.h ciat it e crvanssasesnsninion as seaias

* Not included in this figure is an additional $8,078,121 accrued interest earned by the Fund.

Certified Correct
H. MILLINGTON

TABLE III
CANADA PENSION PLAN INVESTMENT FUND STATEMENT OF ACCOUNT AND
INVESTMENT INCOME AS AT MARCH 31, 1967

Chief Trcmry

Officer
Canada Pension Plan

Securities of or Balance as of Balance as at Investment
Guaranteed by March 31, 1966 Purchases March 31, 1967  Income for Year
$ $ $ $
Newfoundland. . oo AN 655, 000.00 11,038, 000.00 11,693, 000. 00 188, 557.20
Prince Edward Island 108, 000.00 1,890, 000.00 1,998, 000.00 31,875.20
Nova Scotia 1,248, 000.00 21, 415,000.00 22,663, 000.00 508, 632, 84
Neanuuwiok 972,000.00 16,707, 000. 00 17,679, 000.00 283,461.30
bOO v — 368, 000.00 368, 000. 00 611.10
BRRKY AN A ST ke 1 - AR O 332,587,000.00  352,697,000.00 5,758, 290.15
mwbl 2,077,000.00 34, 939,000.00 37,016, 000.00 599,428, 30
Bllhfaehem 1,432,000.00 24,462, 000.00 25,894,000, 00 416, 148.05
berta. . 3,064,000.00 51,071,000.00 54,135, 000.00 830, 862.33
British Columbia. .. .. .....oooveernii, 5,085, 000.00 84,399, 000.00 89,484, 000.00 2,872,577.75
TR s e o o 102, 000, 00 1,792,000.00 1,894, 000.00 086.30
BORAL i v55 siss b 34,853, 000.00 580, 668, 000. 00 615,521, 000.00 11,007,430, 52*
*Not included in this total is an additional $8,078,212.00
accrued interest earned by the Fund.
Certified Correct

H. MILLINGTON
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; MINISTER OF

| NATIONAL HEALTH AND WELFARE
!

I

;

i Ottawa, March 5, 1965.
| Dear Mr. Henderson:

‘ I have your letter of March 4 in which you
. enclose a copy of a letter you sent to my col-
league the Minister of National Revenue.

I have reviewed this with Mr. Benson and
also with the Minister of Finance. I have also
consulted the Department of Justice, and
have received the opinion that having regard
to the provision of the Financial Administra-
tion Act, a section along the lines you have
proposed is not required.

It is our view, therefore that the Act
should not now be amended by the addition
of such a provision.

I appreciate, however, your interest in rais-
ing this matter.

Yours sincerely,
Judy LaMarsh

Mr. A. M. Henderson,
Auditor General of Canada,
Justice Building,

Ottawa.

Ottawa, March 4, 1965.
Dear Miss LaMarsh,

I am attaching a copy of a letter I have
sent this morning to the Honourable Mr. Ben-
son, Minister of National Revenue, in connec-
tion with a discussion which took place in the
House on March 2nd relating to Bill C-136
dealing with the Canada Pension Plan.

¢ I believe the contents of this letter will be
-d"/\, - self-explanatory. If I can add anything to it, I
A :] & will be happy to do so at your convenience.
i Yours sincerely,
: A. M. Henderson.
;
i ! ~ The Honourable Judy LaMarsh,
| Minister of National Health and Welfare,
i Ottawa.
: ; Dear Mr. Benson,
. T'have noted the points you discussed with
| Mr. G. W. Baldwin during the debate on
“ March 2nd on Bill C-136 dealing with the
Canada Pension Plan. Mr. Baldwin had raised

- the question of my responsibilities under the
Proposed Act.

Ottawa, March 4, 1965.
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You may remember that a year ago you
and I had a brief discussion about this point
at which time you indicated agreement with
the proposal and said you would like to have
some wording from us. My assistant, Mr.
George Long, spoke with you later. You stated
you had spoken to the Minister of National
Health and Welfare about this and that Miss
LaMarsh had agreed that such a section had-a
place in the Act but thought that this could
perhaps best be done in Committee.

I feel I should say to you that I must accept
the responsibility for not following this matter
up sooner either with you or with Miss
LaMarsh, but trust that my failure to do so
has in no way inconvenienced either of you
in terms of the present debate.

In order to be of whatever assistance I can,
I have thought that you should have the en-
closed draft text of the type of reference we
had in mind when we discussed the matter
last year. Mr. Long and I have put this to-
gether today with the idea that it might
become a section of the Act immediately pre-
ceding Clause 118. I probably do not need to
go into the merits of it further with you at
this time but will be pleased to discuss it with
you any time at your convenience.

Yours sincerely,
A. M. Henderson.

The Honourable E. J. Benson,
Minister of National Revenue,
Ottawa.

117A. (1) The Auditor General shall report
annually to the Minister the result of his

examination of the Canada Pension Plan
Account and the Canada Pension Plan Invest-
ment Fund and shall state whether in his
opinion the transactions in the Account and
the Fund were in accordance with the provi-
sions of this Act and shall call attention to
any other matter falling within the scope of
his examination that in his opinion should be
brought to the attention of Parliament.

(2) The annual report of the Auditor Gener-
al shall be included in the annual report of
the Minister under section 118,

P
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AUDITOR GENERAL OF CANADA
Ottawa, July 29, 1968.

Sir,
Although no change has yet been made in
the Unemployment Insurance Act giving
effect to the recommendation of the Standing
Committee on Public Accounts and the Com-
mittee of Inquiry into the Unemployment
Insurance Act that the annual financial state-
ments of the Commission be reported upon
by the Auditor General, in keeping with the
practice begun in 1962 the Commission has
submitted its financial statements for the
fiscal year ended March 31, 1968 to me for
audit and report to you.

December 10, 1968

I now report that, in my opinion, the State-
ment of Position and the related Statement of
Receipts and Disbursements of the Unemploy-
ment Insurance Fund present a fair view of
the state of the Fund as at March 31, 1968
and a fair summary of the transactions for
the year then ended.

Yours faithfully,

A. M. HENDERSON
Auditor General of Canada.

The Honourable Bryce Mackasey,
Minister of Labour,
Ottawa.

4



UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE FUND
(Established by the Unemployment Insurance Act)

StateMENT OF PosImioN As AT MArcH 31, 1968
(with comparative figures as at March 31, 1967)

Assers 1968 1967 Lrasrurries 1068 1067
Deposit with Receiver General of Canada.. $ 6,419,981 § 5,032,479 Unredeemed warrants (Note 2)............. $ 17,504,744  $ 14,077,187
Deposits with banks for redemption of Deposits from employers. .................. 12,988 7,238,611
T R R R ) & 9,977,065 7,911,718
Deposit from Department of Labour for
Accrued interest on investments. .. ... ...... 7,873,125 6,624,613 transitional assistance benefit payments. . 100, 000 50,000
Balance of the Fund:
Investments: "
Govemmnt of Coands non-osguiihle: At beginning of year.. $258, 203,012 141,483,169
interest bearing bonds, redeemable at Add: Excess of noaipto over ”
par, subject to 30 days prior notice.. .... 296,000,000 260, 000, 000 disbursements for the
year, per statement at-
7 SN SRR " R 116,719,843
Atond of YORR. ..o oo wuivivasiisiniane e 00,080,430 258,203,012
$320,270,171  $280,468,810 $320,270,171  $280,468, 810

The woompuymc notes are an integral part of the financial statements.

. . I have examined the above Statement of Posi d related S
R. EWERS, ve examin above men tion an tatement
5 ¥ of Recei Disbursements and have reported thereon und te
Chief Treasury Oficer. Julym.fo"cs. the Minister of Labour,” ub ude

J.M. DES ROCHES,

A. M. HENDERSON,
Auditor General of Canada.
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UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE FUND

STATEMENT OF RECEIPTS AND DISBURSEMENTS FOR THE YEAR ENDED MarcH 31, 1968
(with comparative figures for the year ended March 31, 1967)

1968 1967

Receipts
Contributions from employers and em; M Winnnan xs R ES TR e N b s ot M iSAT A87.736 ' '§ 243,862,958
Contributions fro et o T A 401 543 68,770, 592

433,031,218 323,726, 575

Disbursements
thmuta(NotcS)
388, 581,791 307,006, 732

Excess of receipts over disbursementsof the Fund......................oo00.. § 44,440,427 § 116,719,843

The accompanying notes are an integral part of the financial statements.
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UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE FUND

Nores T0 THE Fnuucuu. STATEMENTS

. The accounts of the Fund are maintained on a cash basis. For this reason the statement of position does not reflect
contributions and other amounts receivable, including benefit ove?aymenu amounting to $4,357,000 ($4,250,000
at March 31, 1967), and claimants’ benefits accrued at the year-end.

. The amounts shown for unredeemed warrants do not include warrants outstanding for over three years.

. The benefit payments shown on the statement of receipts and disbursements include seasonal benefits estimated
at $72,117,000 for 1967-68 and $55,798,000 for 1966-67.

. The total costs of the Government of Canada relating to unemployment insurance (exclusive of its cost as an
employer-contributor) are as follows:

1968 1967
Contributions to the Fund equivalent to one-fifth of employ
ployee contributions, pursuant to section 83(c) of the Act. . . $ 69,401,543 $ 68,770,502
Administration expenses of the Unemployment Insur-
ance Commission pursuant to section 10 of the
Act (Note 5):
Charges to Unemployment Insurance Commission
Vote 1, less amount recovered from tha Canada
pension plan account. . .. $ 37,658,604 37,333,693
Estimated value of awommodatwn weonntmz
and other services prov1ded by othor domrt-
ments. . ., 8,954, 500 7,102,100
46,613,194 44,435,793
$ 116,104,737 $ 113,206,385
5. The administration expenses of the Unemployment Insurance Commission were as follows:
1968 1967
Salaries, wages and allowances .. e o Bhasnerrinsreneeveneie B 001§ B,005.080
Accommodation. . 4,156,000 3,795,900
Contributions to supemnnuauon aoeount 2,095,100 1,404, 600
Accounting and cheque issue service. . 1,894,100 1,228,000
Office stationery, supplies and equxpment 1,683,570 1,728,887
Travelling and removal expenses. . 1,160, 663 905, 809
Commission to Post Office Department 1,014,043 1,246,600
Postage. . 962,246 900,370
Telephonen. telegmma and other communication services. . 461,037 376,003
Contributions to Canada pension plan account. , 368,400 362, 500
Professional and special services. . 318,296 276,499
Employees surgical-medical insurance pnmmmn WL e 216, 600 148, 600
Carrying of franked mail .. 212,300 154, 500
Fees of office and tmvellmg expennes of Umpure ‘National Advuory
Committee, national, regwna.l and oea.l empioyment committees
and boards of referees. . . 185,234 178,914
Freight, expmsaudcaru@ 108, 245 100, 565
Publication of departmental repon and other ‘material . . L 97,165 164,
Exhibits, advertising, film, broadmtmxud dmpla.ys S 87,179 153,834
CorpsofCommlmonumaemeen 36,819 64,567
Other expenses. . . . 152,518 119,807
47,059,327 44,876,006
Less: Amount recovered from the Canada pension plan account......... 446,133 440,303
$ 46,613,104 $ 44,435,793
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS
THURSDAY, December 12, 1968.
(10) ‘

The Standing Committee on Public Accounts met this day at 11.12 a.m.,
the Chairman, Mr. A. D. Hales, presiding.

Members present: Messrs. Allmand, Boulanger, Cafik, Crouse, Cullen,
Flemming, Forget, Gibson, Hales, Lefebvre, Noble, Rodrigue, Thomas (Maison-

neuve), Winch—(14).
Also present: Messrs. Deachman, Laflamme.

In attendance: Mr. Sylvain Cloutier, Assistant Secretary of the Treasury
Board; Mr. A. M. Henderson, Auditor General of Canada; Mr. J. G. Glashan,

Director of Estimates and Supply Procedures Division, Treasury Board; Mr.
G. R. Long, Assistant Auditor General.

The Committee reviewed the estimated costs of production of the proposed
new form of the Estimates and questioned the witnesses.

The Clerk of the Committee was instructed to obtain and report to the
members data concerning the distribution of copies of the Blue Book of
Estimates.

Moved by Mr. Lefebvre and

Agreed,—That the list of Administration Votes Containing Capital
and Grant Items be printed as an appendix to this day’s proceedings
(See Appendix C).

Moved by Mr. Winch and

Agreed,—That the Potential Departmental Programs be printed as an
appendix to this day’s proceedings (See Appendix D).

At 12.54 p.m., the Committee adjourned to the call of the Chair.

Edouard Thomas,
Clerk of the Committee.

2948913
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EVIDENCE
(Recorded by Electronic Apparatus)

Thursday, December 12, 1968
i) @ 1113

The Chairman: Gentlemen, I see a quorum.
. First of all, may I say that I am sorry that
our chairmanship got bogged down a little at
our last meeting, but it was not the fault of
either Mr. Lefebvre or me. I had arranged
with him to take care of the meeting but he
had to undergo some medical examinations
which he did not expect would last into the
next morning, and he was unable to contact
our Clerk. That is what happened and I hope
you will accept apologies from both of us.

Just to recapitulate, gentlemen, we have
had referred to us by the House a very
important task, that of reviewing the
proposed new format for Estimates. We have
had some four meetings now when you have
had the opportunity to hear Mr. Cloutier

| representing the Treasury Board. Mr. Hen-
- derson as Auditor General has made his
observations. It appears to me that we are at
the point where we will soon have to make
recommendations and write a report. On the
one hand we have a presentation by Treasury
Board that will give us more information on
‘the new proposed Estimates. It will involve
less work and produce more efficiency on
‘their behalf, possibly. On the other hand
Wwe, as parliamentarians, will have to decide
‘whether we wish to give up more control of
the public purse, whether we want to reduce
our votes in numbers and just where we want
to stand on this particular point.

e 1115

I have read the transcript of the last meet-
ing when some political overtones were inter-
jected, and I do not propose to accept any of
‘those. We are here as parliamentarians and
We are to make the best decision that we can.
It does not matter what party we represent;
We are representing the people of our con-
stituencies and the people of Canada. We are
here as parliamentarians and we are to make
‘the best decision we can on this subject. I ask
¥ou to be non-political in your deliberations
! :nd let us come up with the best report we

The Committee agreed to have the steering
committee prepare a report and I think after
today’s meeting the steering committee should
be in a position to write a report to submit to
this Committee for approval. If the steering
committee, acting as a subcommittee, wishes
to have more information it will be at liberty
to call anybody it wishes in order to write its
report. Now, urgency is important. I know
the Treasury Board wants this report as soon
as possible and the Committee will do every-
thing it can in order to provide that.

This morning’s meeting will be open for
further questioning of our two witnesses so
that each of you can decide in his own mind
what he thinks is best for Parliament.

I shall ask Mr. Cloutier first to talk about
the cost factor. You have all been given a
revised copy by the Clerk so please discard
the one you got in the mail. The best thing to
do is to tear it up so you will not get con-
fused. We will start with a talk on the cost
factor.

After that I should like to call on Mr. Hen-
derson or Mr. Long to review with us those
chapters that he put in the 1966 and 1967
reports where he brought to the attention of
the House that by means of reducing votes
there were some discrepancies, or moneys
spent under a vote other than that under
which Parliament said they must be spent.

He said in the last paragraph of the docu-
ment he presented that he had asked the
members to refer to and read those para-
graphs, and just in case you have not, I think
we will ask either Mr. Henderson or Mr. Long
for further clarification of those.

Mr. Cloutier, will you proceed on the mat-
ter of costs?

Mr. S. Cloutier (Assistant Secretary, Pro-
grams, Treasury Board): Mr. Chairman,
before going to the paper itself, if I may I
would like to make three general observa-
tions. The unit costs from which these
estimated costs have been calculated were
submitted to us by the Government Printing
Bureau on the basis of their experience to

147
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date in printing and binding the new
booklets.

As I have explained, we have been work-
ing up toward this proposal for some months
and we have had trial runs and indeed we
have printed the booklet that has been cir-
culated to you. These estimates that were
supplied to us by the Printing Bureau reflect
their experience up to date. I should caution
the Committee that these estimates should not
be regarded as reliable as if we had been able
to present the Printing Bureau with one com-
plete manuscript. The task of estimating a
printing job is usually done on the basis of a
complete manuscript but, of course, this was
not possible at this time.

The second observation I would like to
make has to do with the assumptions we have
had to make as to the number of pages that
would be involved under the new form. This
assumption is based on a comparison of the
present and the proposed form of Estimates
for about 15 departments for which we have
produced the new booklet. On this basis, the
total number of pages that we anticipate in
the new book would be about the same as in
the present book. The format would be slight-
ly larger, but in terms of thickness the book,
in all probability, would be about the same as
it is under the present form.

e 1120

The last general observation I would like to
make is that the most important element of
these costs that we will be discussing relates
to the composition charges, the work of set-
ting up the type before the type is put on the
presses and run. The composition charges
remain fixed, really, regardless of the number
of copies produced. Reasonable variations in
the number of books or booklets that would
be required would, therefore, not result in
very large increases in total cost.

With these preliminary remarks, will you
please turn to the document that was circulat-
ed, The first page contains a statement of the
basic unit costs per page. You will see there,
Composition per Page, Printing and Binding
and the last item is Binders. The first item of
information related to the present form of the
Estimates, and for the 1969-1970 Estimates in
the current form the estimated cost is $41.95
for composition for the English text and
$27.79 for the French text.

The Chairman: Mr. Lefebvre?

December 12, 1968

Mr. Lefebvre: Why is there so much differ-
ence? Why is the French so much less than
the English?

Mr. Cloutier: The reason, sir, is that the
basic work of preparing the book and amend-
ing it and getting proofs back from the print-
ers, and refining it and bringing it to the
final stage is done on the English text. That
means a number of proofs and a number of
reprintings, if you wish, setting the type.
Throughotit that period the translators work
on the translation and then, when the text is
just about final, the composition of the
French text is made and there are much
fewer changes, so this is the reason.

Mr. Lefebvre: So actually, what we have
here. ..

The Chairman: Wait a minute, gentlemen, I
want your hands up. Mr. Lefebvre?

Mr. Lefebvre: What we have here in the
French column is strictly printing costs, and
in the English column there is the charge for
revisions and corrections, and so on.

Mr. Cloutier: The preparation costs.

Mr. Lefebvre: It is not actually prorated on
the two.

Mr. Cloutier: No, that is right.
The Chairman: Mr. Cafik?

Mr. Cafik: It is incomprehensible to me
why the cost of composition per Page would
be so high. I presume—and perhaps I am
going to be misinterpreting this. Is this per
thousand books, for the whole thing? Is it
$41.95 per page to lay it out?

Mr., Cloutier: That is right.

Mr. Cafik: That is the total composition
cost?

Mr. Cloutier: That is right.

Mr. Cafik: That is all right. I misinterpret-
ed this.

The Chairman: Mr. Allmand?

Mr. Allmand: Mr. Cloutier, does that not
also include all the preparatory work going
into the. ..

Mr. Cloutier:
composition. . .

No, sir, this is just the

Mr. Allmand: Just the composition?

Lete)
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Mr. Cloutier: Just the composition; the
. work done by the Printing Bureau on the
estimates.

The Chairman: Mr. Winch?

Mr. Winch: The preparation and the com-
position is in English, so therefore the cost in
English is higher because on the composition
you have to translate into French. Is that the
reason that French is lower than the English?

Mr. Cloutier: That is right.
The Chairman: Mr. Lefebvre?

Mr. Lefebvre: This does not include the
work within the departments?

Mr. Cloutier: No sir.

Mr. Lefebvre: Preparing each individual
department?

Mr. Cloutier: No, sir. You have the same
difference on the proposed form on the
second item of information under the alterna-
tive of printing separate books for the
English text and for the French text. Here
you have a similar difference between the
English and the French cost. The same thing
carries on on the proposed form for separate
French text, but printing only booklets.

e 1125
The Chairman: Mr. Winch?

Mr. Winch: May I ask one question here?
You just discussed the proposed form. Why is
it that the printing and binding cost per page
is $2.90 in English and $3.90 in French,
because you already have your translation? Is
it because of the number of copies that it is
$2.90 in English and $3.90 in French? The
work is already done under composition, so
this is the printing. Why $1 ..

The Chairman: He has your question, Mr.
Winch; he has your question.

Mr. Cloutier: The difference, sir, is because
in the English text we print 4,000 copies and
in the French text we print 675, and the total
cost is spread over a larger number. The
makeup cost, for instance—the make ready
cost, preparing the presses, setting type, and
80 on—is the same for the English and the
French, but you spread that cost over 4,000
copies in English, whereas you only have 675
. copies to spread it over in the French side,

We come now to the fourth item of infor-
mation on the front page and you will see
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that this is a bilingual text where one page
would be in English and the other page would
be in French, and here you have only a single
cost because, in order to produce the book,
you would have to work the two texts at the
same time. In other words, you cannot print
the English and translate it and adjust it and
then put the same paper through the press a
second time for printing the other side. The
technical aspects of the production would
have to work in tandem on English and
French and at that point the revisions would
have to be made at the same time on both
texts. This is why, if the Estimates are print-
ed in a bilingual form, you would have the
same costs for the English page as for the
French page.

The last item of information relates to bind-
ers. There was discussion in the Committee
as to how these new booklets could best be
presented, and among the alternatives that
are presented for consideration later is the
possibility of putting the new form of Esti-
mates into a bound volume, sewn like the
present one, or providing it in a binder.

For those who require the total text and if,
again, we have separate texts the binder
would be about this thick. If we have the first
item there, it would be about one inch thick
and if we go for the bilingual text, of course,
you have twice as many pages and you would

need a larger binder, and this is the differ-
ence in cost.

Mr. Winch: May I ask one question here,
Mr. Chairman.

The Chairman: Mr. Winch?

Mr. Winch: A request was made at our
previous meeting that if possible you present
the binder so we could see what it is like.
Have you not been able to obtain one?

Mr. Cloutier: No, we have not. We have a
binder of the type that we would propose to
use, but it is a binder that was chosen for a
continuous use. In other words, it is a binder
that would stand years of use and it costs
$3.15 or $3.30.

We think the estimates get used only once
a year really, and then it is a reference docu-
ment, so that the cover could be of lighter
construction and the estimate we obtained
from the department of supply was $2.60.

The Chairman: Mr. Winch?

4
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Mr. Winch: May I ask, then, as a result of
your investigation, is it a type which you can
remove. . .

Mr. Cloutier: Yes sir. It is a type...

Mr. Winch: Is it a type that when you sepa-
rate, you can see the full page?

Mr. Cloutier: Yes sir.

Mr. Winch: Not on some types you know,
Mr. Chairman, where you cannot see the full
page.

e 1130

Mr. Cloutier: If we put it in binders, the
binder has to lay flat, and that implies a more
sophisticated arrangement than the usual
three-ring round binder. It is really a post
binder that opens and lies flat. If we put the
things in binders, we have to use a binder
that would make reference easy.

The Chairman: Mr. Cafik.

Mr. Cafik: I gather that the binder is to
bind the individually prepared booklets?

Mr. Cloutier: That is right.

Mr. Cafik: And if you use that method,
would that eliminate the bound text entirely,
or would you still have the bound text?

Mr. Cloutier: This is one of the alternatives
that we are putting...

Mr. Cafik: But one would exclude the oth-
er, would it not?

Mr. Cloutier: Yes,
would not have both.

Mr. Cafik: If you went to the binder form,
that would be it?

Mr. Cloutier: That is right.
Mr. Cafik: Thank you.
The Chairman: Mr. Boulanger?

I would expect you

[Interpretation]

Mr. Boulanger: Have you estimated the cost
of this system of binding and printing etc.,
when done by the Printing Bureau.

Mr. Cloutier: Yes.

Mr, Boulanger: Have you tried to find out
the prices offered in the private sector?

Mr. Cloutier: No, Mr. Boulanger. The print-
ing of parliamentary documents, including
the Estimates, is, so far as I know, by the
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Government Printing Bureau exclusively. The
estimates have to be done by the printer
because of the piecemeal nature of the work.
We have been receiving the proofs for the
past three weeks in sections. One day it is 5
pages, another day 15 or 50. There is a con-
stant review and refinement of the process,
but in order to get the estimates out on time
it is necessary to have the finest co-ordination
and the closest co-operation between my staff
and the printers. This type of co-ordination is
easier to achieve within the government.

The Chairman: Mr. Boulanger.

Mr, Boulanger: I have some experience of
printing and the price you pay for this special
service seems to me exorbitant by comparison
with prices as I knew them a few years
back—in the private sector. If I asked people
in the trade to quote a figure for doing the
estimates it would be a far lower figure I am
sure. If this special service is essential to you,
however, it must be left to you. I do, how-
ever, find these prices away out of line. For
your thousand copies. . .

[English]

The Chairman: Mr. Boulanger, I think your
point is well taken. We have a Printing Com-
mittee of the House. It is a joint committee,
and I would suggest that when it meets, you
should go to it and make this point, because I
think it is well taken.

Mr. Boulanger: Thank you.

Mr. Cloutier: Well, then, if we can go to
the next pages, the first is the cost
estimated for the 1969-70 book under the cur-
rent form.

The Chairman: Mr. Lefebvre.

[Interpretation]

Mr. Lefebvre: Mr, Cloutier, I thought that
the new form as proposed would do away
with between 100 and 150 pages of the report.
And you say here: present format, first item,
600 pages; proposed format, second item, still
600 pages. I thought that 2 or 3 weeks
ago, that the aim was to remove 100 or 150
pages from the annual report.

Mr. Cloutier: The figures that are given
here. ..

We entered the figure 600 to make possible
a comparison with something everyone is
familiar with and can see. The costs for the
Blue Book, for 1969-70 in its present format,
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R will be lower than the $44,000 given here,
.+~ because there will be less pages. But, to estab-
o lish a comparison, we have used the same
or number of pages as were in the current book.
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Mr. Lefebvre: Thus, the proposed format
g for 1970-71, will have the same amount of
250t pages as the present format for the 1969-70
L report.

Mr. Cloutier: 1968-69.
Mr. Lefebvre: Are there 600 pages?
Mr. Cloutier: There are 603 pages.

Mr. Lefebvre: There will still be 603 pages
with the proposed form.

Mr. Cloutier: Precisely. But, in the 603
B pages, you are going to have a lot more infor-
mation that you do not have right now.

4 Mr. Lefebvre: But, I thought that the net
result would amount to a reduction of the
st number of pages in the volume.

Mr. Cloutier: I do not remember exactly
how many pages there are involved, but by
. taking away details about wages, you do
; Jl away with some 60 pages of the present for-

‘. mat. But, in the proposed format, you are
going to be given all sorts of other informa-
tion that will fill these pages.

[English]

The Chairman: The point made there, Mr.
Lefebvre, is that the new book will not have
a smaller number of pages.

LY
SN e g

o e p——————
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| Mr. Lefebvre: No, the book itself will be
. the same number of pages, but there will be

more information in some areas than we have
had previously.

The Chairman: That is right.

“ that you are going to have very much more
information in the same number of pages,

W Mr. Cloutier: In effect what I am saying is
§
[
b approximately.

‘ The Chairman: That is right.

Mr. Cloutier: Now the alternatives that are
discussed here are eight in number. I should
say that they are not the only possible eight
alternatives. Indeed, the combinations could
be a lot more numerous, but there are eight.
J These are eight alternatives that struck us as
- representing a good range of possibilities.
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The first one is the proposed form of sepa-
rate English and French texts, booklets only,
with binders. And this would mean a binder
containing all the separate booklets in
English, and another binder with all the sepa-
rate booklets in French. Of course, we would
be printing the same numbers as we are print-
ing now. The cost would be $63,700.

The second alternative is Separate English
and French texts in bound volumes, exactly
as we have it now. The cost would be $48,400.
The major difference, of course, is that we
would not have the binders, at two dollars or
S0 each.

The third alternative is a bilingual text in
one volume, and here we estimate that we
could print only 4,000 copies because every-
body would have the English and the French
text in the same volume, and there would not
be the need for the additional 675.

Mr, Winch: A bound volume?

Mzr. Cloutier: This is a bound volume,
exactly as we have now. The cost in that case
would be about $59,000.

The fourth alternative is a bilingual text,
but instead of being a bound volume you
would have the booklets in a binder. And
here again we could print only 4,000 copies,
and the cost would be $70,700.

The fifth alternative becomes a little more
complicated. This would provide for separate
English and French texts, and a combination
of a bound volume for those who want the
whole package, and booklets for those who
need only to concern themselves with a given
department. And here we have had to make
assumptions on the number of copies. Parlia-
ment now receives 1,000 copies of the English
text, and 350 of the French. Here we have
assumed that each member would have a
bound volume and would also have the book-
lets, so if he wanted to use just one booklet to
go to a particular Committee he could do so.

e 1140

Mr. Winch: I am sorry; may I ask one
question here?

Mr, Cloutier: Yes, sir.

Mr. Winch: Would what you have just said
mean that the English-speaking members
would get a bound volume in English and the
other, and the French would get only the
French bound volume and the French in that?
I am not quite sure of that.
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Mr. Cloutier: That is right. Right now Par-
liament asks us for 1,000 English books and
350 French books. This alternative would con-
tinue the present practice. I do not know
exactly how the documents are circulated to
the French-speaking members. It may very
well be that they get both the English and the
French; I simply do not know. This is an
internal matter for the House.

Mr. Boulanger: The French members
receive one of each, at any rate.

Mr. Cloutier: That is my understanding.

Mr. Boulanger: So it probably will be the
same,

Mr. Cloutier: That is right. This is the
assumption we have made. We have also
made the assumption, as a result of remarks
by some members, that if there is a bound
volume they would also like to have the
booklet.

Mr. Winch: Mr, Boulanger, I think this is
rather important. Did I understand you to say
that all members get it in both English and
French?

An hon. member: The French members get
it.

Mr. Boulanger: May I raise a point of
order? You have misquoted me. The French-
speaking members receive them in both. I do
not think the English speaking members
receive them in both. I understand you only
get it in English. Is that right?

Mr. Cloutier: This is outside of my compe-
tence, sir, This is a matter of internal
administration of the House of Commons and
I cannot answer that.

The Chairman: The answer to that, Mr.
Boulanger, is that. ..

Mr. Boulanger: I am not involving Mr,
Cloutier; I was directing this to Mr. Winch.

The Chairman: Well, I think this might
clear up the way it is handled. The French
members get a copy of English estimates and
a copy of French estimates.

Mr. Winch: That is the very point I am
coming to, then. I hope I am right here. Is it
necessary that you get them in both?

Mr, Boulanger: This is a question about
which I will give a personal impression, if
you will permit me.

Public Accounts

December 12, 1968

The Chairman: I will entertain one ques-
tion. It is really none of our format here, but
proceed.

Mr. Boulanger: As a French-speaking
Canadian and a member, I would say that if
we want to save money we really do not need
both, to be honest about it. I have never
looked at the English text so really, on prin-
ciple, I would say as a personal opinion that
we never use the English copy. Therefore, if
it means a saying of money I am fairly sure
that none of the French members would be
hurt or insulted if we only got the French
text. This is my personal opinion, of course.

The Chairman: It is the prerogative of any
member to ask for a set of estimates in
English or French or both, if he wants them.

Mr. Boulanger: Yes.
Mr. Winch: That is the point.

The Chairman: Any member. If I wanted
set of estimates in French I could ask for it
and receive it and also have an English set,
and vice versa; that is the way it is.

Mr. Boulanger: Mr. Chairman, if you will
permit me, if we were talking about this as a
matter of principle as we should we would be
saving lots of money.

Mr. Winch: That is the very point I am
after, Mr. Chairman. We are now talking
about expenses and it seems that the new
system will cost a bit more. Now, what T am
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