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[Mr. Clark in the chair]
Title: Monday, December 16, 2002 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ebc02
The Chair: Ladies and gentlemen, would you please move up to
the front.  It’s a little bit like church; it costs no more to be at the
back.  If you’d move up, I’d like to start please.

Ladies and gentlemen, I’d like to welcome you to this afternoon’s
session of the Electoral Boundaries Commission meeting.  We’re
meeting here this afternoon from 3 p.m. to 5 or later if need be and
then again this evening.  Then tomorrow we’re in Edmonton.
Wednesday morning we’re in Red Deer, and Wednesday late in the
afternoon we’re in Calgary.  That should finish the hearings that
we’re involved in as far as round two of this, I think we’ve all felt on
occasion, virtually impossible task that we’ve undertaken.

I’d like to make a few introductory remarks if I could, please.  I’d
like to make the remarks, first of all, talking in terms of kind of the
law as it’s been given to those of us on the commission; secondly,
the activities that the commission has been involved in up until now
and what will happen between now and the 1st of March; and then,
thirdly, the approach that I’d like to take today as chairman.

I was asked if I would chair the commission some months ago.
The commission was really established in March of this year.  Two
of my colleagues were appointed by the leader of the government,
and two of my colleagues were appointed by the leader of the
opposition after consultation with the other parties.

As far as background is concerned, ladies and gentlemen, the
challenge that’s before us is this.  The legislation says that there will
be 83 seats.  That’s not an issue that we can change; okay?  It’s our
challenge, then, to divide the population, with a maximum variance
of up to 25 percent, in a manner that will ensure effective
representation for Albertans.  If there’s one term you’re likely going
to be sick and tired of hearing, it’s going to be the term “effective
representation.”  Under the law, or the rules of the game, there can
be up to four special ridings, and of course in those special ridings
there is less than 50 percent of the provincial average.  This riding,
Athabasca-Wabasca, at this time is one of those ridings.

The third factor we have to keep in mind is the Canadian Bill of
Rights.  Under the legislation which was passed here in Alberta and
under the Canadian Bill of Rights itself there’s a guarantee of
effective representation, which is a guarantee under the Bill of
Rights for Canada and under the legislation here in the province of
Alberta.

Early when the commission was started, we spent a great deal of
time trying to get our sense around this 83 seats and effective
representation and the implications of the Supreme Court and the
Bill of Rights, and I think I can best summarize that sense if I read
just three short paragraphs from page 6 of our initial report.

The Commission has been guided by the principles set out by
the Supreme Court of Canada and the Court of Appeal of Alberta.
In being guided by these principles, it has been mindful of the
principles of “effective representation” as opposed to absolute
parity.

That absolute parity refers to one vote, one person.
In determining these issues, the Commission has heard and

read the representations and reviewed the circumstances of
numerous groups and constituencies who made representations to us
[earlier this year].

There were over 300 of those kinds of presentations made to us.
We have reviewed numerous complex factors, including but

not limited to those mentioned in the Court decisions, and including
geography, demography and social history of the various areas.

And we’ve certainly heard from a large number of well-meaning and
very concerned people of the province.

The legislation also says that we as a commission are required to

use the most recent census, that being the census that was taken in
Canada and the province of Alberta in 2001.  Those figures were
released in 2002, in March of this year.  If you want to jot these
down or just remember them, the 2001 Canada census as far as
Alberta’s population is concerned, including a number of aboriginal
reserves, is 2,983,919.  At least that’s the figure we got from Stats
Canada.  Remember that I’ve told you that there are to be 83
constituencies.  Now, whether you use the new math or the old math,
Frank, you end up with dividing that 2.9 million people by 83, and
you should have 35,951 people per constituency.  Well, obviously
that isn’t going to happen, so that’s why there’s a provision for some
variance.
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The second area I’d like to comment on is the work that the
commission has done to date.  I mentioned to you that we started in
March, and I regard myself extremely fortunate as the chairman to
have had the four people to my left and to my right with me on the
panel.

On my far right is Ernie Patterson.  Ernie is the longtime mayor
of the town of Claresholm, over 30 years.  People have questioned
the sanity of the people in Claresholm, but we haven’t.  Ernie also
is the first vice-president of the Alberta Urban Municipalities
Association.

To Ernie’s left is Glen Clegg.  Glen is one of the characters of the
Peace River.  He represented the riding of Dunvegan in the
Legislature for a number of years.  Dunvegan is really the Fairview
area in its broadest sense.

To my left.  Those of you who have watched education over the
past number of years will have seen and heard Bauni Mackay on a
variety of occasions.  Bauni is an educator.  She’s also the
immediate past president of the Alberta Teachers’ Association and
hails from Edmonton.

To my far left is Doug Graham.  Doug is a well-known and
respected lawyer from the city of Calgary.

My name is Bob Clark.  I’m the chairman, and I think the reason
I’m chairman is that the legislation says that the chairman will either
be the Auditor General, the Ethics Commissioner, a judge or retired
judge, or the head of an academic institution.  I think they just rolled
the chain and it’s the Ethics Commissioner’s turn to be chairman.
So that’s, I think, how come I’m chairman.

Once the committee started its meetings in March, we then sent a
mail-out to every box holder in the province that gave you basically
the information I’ve already outlined.  Then we had hearings in the
central part of the province – Calgary, Olds, Red Deer, and
Edmonton – in the last week in May.  In early June we had meetings
in St. Paul, Wainwright, Drumheller, Medicine Hat, Lethbridge, and
Wetaskiwin.  Then in the last week in June we had meetings in
Westlock, Edson, Slave Lake, Fort McMurray, Grande Prairie, and
Peace River.  Following that, which was the end of June, then the
commission got together.  We came to our conclusions, and then we
had the report written.  The report was released and given to the
Speaker of the Legislature, Mr. Kowalski, early in September.

The second part of our job, ladies and gentlemen, is to go back
and hear the views of Albertans who want to express their concerns,
their views on the interim report, and that’s what we’re commencing
here in Athabasca today.  I mentioned to you that we’re in Athabasca
today.  We’re in Edmonton, Red Deer, and then Calgary.  Then it’s
our plan – at least it’s the chairman’s plan; I’d put it that way – that
we will in the very early part of January come to some conclusions.
Then we will finalize the report; my target is the 20th of January.
Then it will go to the printers and will be in the Speaker’s hands on
the 1st of March.  Then our job is finished.  It then goes to the
Legislature, and at some time during this spring session or next fall
session it’ll be up to the Legislative Assembly to deal with the report
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in whatever manner the Legislative Assembly decides to do that.
The third area I want to talk to you about is how I’d like to

approach things today.  I want to say at the outset that I’m very, very
pleased to see the broad representation that there is here today.
We’re here to hear your views, your suggestions, and how you think
we can do a better job of the challenge which is before us.  If I could
put it quite bluntly, simply to come and tell us that you want to go
back to what we had in the past just doesn’t seem to be an
alternative, so we need you to help us try and grapple with the job.

So we’re looking forward to hearing your suggestions here today.
We’re going to ask individuals to come up.  Doug Olthof, will you
please stand up.  Doug is the young gentleman I hope you’ve
registered with if you’re going to be making a presentation.  If you
haven’t, get ahold of Doug, and he’ll fit you in someplace this
afternoon.

After you’ve made your presentation – and we’ve asked people to
have their presentations not longer than 10 minutes – then my
colleagues will ask you questions for clarification.  It is not our
intention to get involved in arguments with people.  We’re here to
hear your views.  I might tell you that I checked my mail before I
left Carstairs last night – that’s where I live – and I haven’t got one
Christmas card from anybody saying, “Thanks; you people have
done a great job.”  If you want a thankless job, we would trade you
positions.  So we’re really looking forward to your suggestions here
today.

If you come forward with an idea that we need to explore further
or that we want more information on, we may ask you to go back
and do some more work on it and get something to Brian Fjeldheim
quickly.  Brian is the distinguished man standing back there who
seems to have his hands full.  He’s got a blazer on.  He’s Alberta’s
Chief Electoral Officer.  If you think the last election was run well,
please tell Mr. Clegg.  If you have complaints, tell Mr. Fjeldheim,
please.  Seriously, Brian has the job of running elections in the
province, which is a very important and a very significant
responsibility.

So I’d like to thank you once again for coming.
Mr. Olthof, who is the first presenter?

Mr. Olthof: Our first presenter today is the mayor of Fort
Saskatchewan.

The Chair: Ken Hodgins.  Ken, welcome.

Mr. Hodgins: Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman, members of the
commission.  It’s my pleasure to have this opportunity to speak to
you today on the proposed changes to the boundaries of the Clover
Bar-Fort Saskatchewan constituency.  I believe you have received a
written submission from myself on behalf of the city of Fort
Saskatchewan.

The Chair: Yes, we have.

Mr. Hodgins: I hope that you’ve had the opportunity and the time
to read our submission and give our suggestions some serious
consideration to this stage.  My purpose in being here today is to
bring to your attention some of the key points in our submission and
to possibly clarify any questions you may have about our
submission.  I firmly believe that the common interest is important
to elective representation, whether that is at the municipal level or
whether it’s at the provincial level.  I also firmly believe that natural
trading areas are one of the key points that need to be given
consideration, and if not, I believe it’s one of the most important
factors in determining the appropriate representation for citizens of
a region.  Having said that, I realize that it’s a numbers game under
legislation, but I think that a lot of weight needs to be on the factor
of natural trading areas.

If the citizens of Fort Saskatchewan are to be partnered with other
citizens of a region, consideration needs to be given to what makes
sense to those citizens.  Many of the citizens who reside east of Fort
Saskatchewan have a lot of common interests, whether it’s our
heritage, our history, our families’ relocation, or our seeking of
services that may not be available in Bruderheim, Chipman, or
Vegreville.  There is a natural association with the citizens of Fort
Saskatchewan and all the citizens to the east of our city.

As we indicated in our written submission, this natural association
is only going to be enhanced with the development that is occurring
in our city now with the expansion of our commercial sector and our
recreation and cultural facility, which will begin construction in the
spring of next year.  I believe that the new recreation and cultural
facility will open up opportunities for citizens of the communities
east of Fort Saskatchewan to develop even more than they have to
this date.

What is being proposed does not make sense to the citizens that
I have spoken to because it does not fall in line with the interests of
the citizens of our area.  I have spoken to our MLA, Mr. Rob
Lougheed, and to Minister Ed Stelmach as well about these issues.
The indication that I’ve received is that the ideas presented by the
city of Fort Saskatchewan and the suggestions that we have put
forward are logical and appropriate suggestions for the
representation that is required at the provincial level.

3:15

I must add that I don’t envy you in your deliberations as your task
is very difficult in attempting to please all those involved across the
province, but I do appreciate the opportunity that your process
allows for input from the municipal perspective, the closest
government to the people.  If there is any clarification or questions
that the members of the commission may have, I would try to answer
them at this time.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The Chair: Thank you, Ken.

Mr. Patterson: Mayor Ken, I think I picked up on the
communities that you would like to have included rather than the
ones that are suggested.  Could you go over those again?

Mr. Hodgins: Well, east of us, Mr. Patterson, are the communities
of Bruderheim, Chipman, right out to Vegreville.

Mr. Patterson: If I might, Mr. Chair: including Vegreville?

Mr. Hodgins: Yes, including Vegreville.

Mr. Patterson: Thank you.

Mr. Clegg: Well, just for clarification.  I think, Ken, that we
certainly agree with your very first statement about natural trading
areas.  Obviously, there’s nobody on this committee that doesn’t
agree with that statement.  As you know, this is a numbers game, so
if you want that in your specific region or constituency, then
obviously it affects – I imagine it’s Vegreville – whatever that riding
is.  In the interim report there were several instances where although
we really understand the trading area, we had to make decisions
strictly because of numbers.  If we looked at that area, then it would
affect Vegreville.  What would you be prepared to lose to try and
keep the numbers basically the same?

Mr. Hodgins: Well, Mr. Clegg, in my estimation, a new riding of
Fort Saskatchewan-Vegreville would be, again depending on how
the numbers worked out, the city of Fort Saskatchewan and all those
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residents residing north of highway 15 out to Vegreville.  Now you
have Vegreville-Viking, and I believe Viking is not even in the
riding as we proposed.  It’s across the road.

What was proposed is that the southeast portion of Strathcona
county, probably because of numbers, was to go in with Vegreville,
yet those people have nothing in common.  So they were suggesting
that Fort Saskatchewan, the east portion of Clover Bar Road of
Sherwood Park, and the balance of Strathcona county be the Fort
Saskatchewan-Clover Bar riding.  As I said, there just isn’t that
commonality with the citizens of Fort Saskatchewan and the east
part of Sherwood Park, nor is there commonality of interests of the
citizens in the southeast portion of Strathcona county and Vegreville.
So our suggestion is that the boundaries of the new riding be Fort
Saskatchewan, residents north of highway 15, out to Vegreville, or
if it’s an advantage on the numbers game, to move that boundary
from highway 15 south to Partridge Hill Road if you need to add
some residents in there.  Now, there isn’t a large number of residents
between Partridge Hill Road and highway 15, but that may be a
factor that you want to consider in your deliberations.

Mr. Clegg: Thanks, Ken.

Mr. Graham: Your worship, I just want to thank you very much.
You’ve been absolutely clear on what it is that you want.  You’ve
been very succinct, and I just want to thank you for a very clear, to-
the-point presentation.

Mr. Hodgins: Thank you.  You’re welcome.

The Chair: After that nice thank you, could I put you on the spot
just a little?

Mr. Hodgins: Oh, sure.  I’ve been there before, Mr. Chairman.

The Chair: And you’re going to be there again, I’m sure.
You indicated to us that we should be moving the boundary east.

I thought I heard you initially talk about Ardrossan and Bruderheim.

Mr. Hodgins: No.  I was saying Bruderheim and Chipman, not
Ardrossan.

The Chair: How far is Bruderheim to the east of Fort
Saskatchewan?

Mr. Hodgins: Bruderheim is about 15 kilometres.

The Chair: And Chipman?

Mr. Hodgins: Chipman, I think, would be another 10 after that.

The Chair: About how many people would be involved in those
areas, would you think, Ken?

Mr. Hodgins: Oh, not very many.  Chipman might only be 400
people, 300 people, and I think there are around a thousand in
Bruderheim.

The Chair: So we’d be looking at 3,000 or 4,000 if we took the
urbanized area, something like that.

Mr. Hodgins: I don’t have the numbers in front of me; I’m sorry,
Mr. Chairman.  I had somebody in my department go through those
numbers for me.

The Chair: If we’re way off on those, Ken, would you just drop a
note to the office, please, and let us know that we’re not going to be
3,000 or 4,000?  Would you do that?

Mr. Hodgins: Yeah, I will get that to you.

The Chair: Good.
Any more questions?
Thank you very much, Ken.  Appreciate your being here and your

frankness.

Mr. Hodgins: Thank you very much.  I appreciate the opportunity,
again, as I said.

The Chair: Thank you very much.
Mr. Faulkner, Your Worship, how are things in Fort McMurray?

Mr. Faulkner: Flat out.

The Chair: Flat out.  Okay.  Good.
Thank you very much for your attendance, and we look forward

to hearing your presentation.

Mr. Faulkner: Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the
commission, for this opportunity to share with you this afternoon the
concerns of the regional municipality of Wood Buffalo, a specialized
municipality.  I’d like to draw your attention this afternoon not to
something old but something new: the new math that you just spoke
about.  The population of the city of Fort McMurray and the regional
municipality of Wood Buffalo – the city alone is some 50,000
people and throughout the region, 60,000 people.  The projected new
figures coming down the tube for Fort McMurray and the region will
reach by the year 2009 a population of 70,000 people, the size of
Red Deer and area.

I’m here today to stress that two electoral divisions are required.
Why?  To ensure that citizens’ votes are not unreasonably diluted in
this large area, the second largest geographic area in North America,
some 70,000 square kilometres, which reaches from the Cold Lake
weapons range north of Lac La Biche to the Northwest Territories
border in the north, the Saskatchewan border in the east, and 100
kilometres west of Fort McMurray and down to Marianna Lake.  A
vast region.  Reason must prevail above numbers, I believe, in this
game.  This is more than a numbers game.

The proposed new division would geographically be a real
challenge to any one MLA, to any one member of the Leg.  At the
present time we have two: the Hon. Guy Boutilier and the Hon.
Mike Cardinal.  We believe that elected representatives cannot truly
appreciate the concerns of their residents without a personal contact.
With a geographic area as vast as Wood Buffalo it is very important
that we have two MLAs that have the time to make personal contact
with their people.  Remote communities are unique, members of the
commission.  They require specific representation and, in general,
make more demands on their elected representatives.  Mr. Clegg,
I’m sure you’ll be aware of that, coming from the Fairview area in
northwestern Alberta.

Amalgamating the current divisions into one large electoral
division will result in a less effective voice – and I say it again: a less
effective voice – for all constituents.  I believe that northern and
rural constituencies, due to their large land areas, are more
demanding and time consuming in access to and for constituents and
should contain as a maximum the average population per electoral
division.  That’s key.  Also, amalgamating these divisions into one
large megadivision would result in the most difficult areas to serve
being near the low end of the acceptable population range, and if
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we’re going to reach a population of 70,000 by 2009, I believe I
would like to beg your patience and ask you to take that into
consideration in making your final report.

3:25

I’d like to quote Mr. Jack Hayden, the president of AAMDC, who
said in a report: rural Alberta is beginning to feel like it does not
matter, and some provincial policy decisions are tearing apart rural
Alberta one block at a time.  Those are serious words coming from
the president of the rural association of Alberta.  Government policy,
as we all know, has a major impact as well on the oil and gas sector,
which Wood Buffalo and the Athabasca region are famous for;
forestry, of which Al-Pac’s forest management is in the Fort
McMurray area; and also the agricultural activity in this vast
northern region.  The policies that are set by our Legislature are very
important.  The majority of this activity occurs in rural Alberta.
Rural citizens are impacted by provincial government policies with
regard to many issues such as environmental regulations,
transportation, health care, and education.  It’s important that
policymakers take that into consideration in deciding boundary
changes.

Whichever way we look at it, rural and small-town citizens feel
threatened with the loss of one service or another.  For example,
we’ve seen the restructuring of the public health system,
decentralization of much of the decision-making.  We’ve seen the
shutdown or reduced services available from district agricultural
offices.  An ongoing deregulation of electricity is leading to higher
electrical costs for rural and small-town consumers, and now the
Electoral Boundaries Commission is planning to reduce the number
of elected representatives that rural Alberta has in the provincial
Legislature.  I know it’s a difficult task you have had, and I know
you’ve been told that you’ve got to go by the numbers game, but
please, please, I hope that reason will prevail in the final paper and
that before this report goes to the printers, you will have a serious
second thought about numbers versus representation.

In conclusion, I plead with you on behalf of our northern and rural
citizens to please come back to reality and consider representation
and the difficult task it would be for one MLA, especially if he’s a
cabinet minister, to represent some 70,000 square kilometres of land
mass due to its remoteness.  I would plead with you to please
consider this.  It is clear – and I am speaking on behalf of our
council in our municipality – that we’ve enjoyed the services of the
two MLAs.  Some of the citizens in the Conklin and Janvier areas
and the Fort MacKay area would not have water and sewer services
today if it were not for our rural MLA, Mr. Mike Cardinal.  I do
believe strongly that that second voice in the House is critical.  It’s
important.  It’s a must for our northern remote region of northeastern
Alberta.  We need these two MLAs.  They are required to reasonably
and effectively represent the constituents of the regional
municipality of Wood Buffalo, and as such we hereby request to you
today that the elected division proposed for the RMWB and area not
be adopted and that the two existing electoral divisions in the
RMWB be retained.

With that I close my presentation, and I’m open for questioning.
I thank you very much for allowing me this time to drive down here
three hours this morning to share with you for 10 minutes.

The Chair: Well, you may have had only 10 minutes, but you
certainly made your point.

Mr. Faulkner: Thank you, sir.

The Chair: Very well done, Doug.  I recall your being in Fort
McMurray at other events, and you haven’t lost your ability to make
the point and drive it home very, very clearly.

Mr. Faulkner: Thank you.

The Chair: Mr. Patterson.

Mr. Patterson: Mr. Chairman.  Mayor Doug, thank you for
coming down.  When I listen to your concerns, it reminds me of a lot
of the concerns that are being expressed in rural south Alberta, with
the health authorities changing, all kinds of problems.  Maybe this
is an unfair question.  If it is, you come back at me, as you’re well
capable of, Doug.

The Chair: But he’s going to ask you anyway, Doug.

Mr. Faulkner: I know Ernie.

Mr. Patterson: Page 23 of our report.  When we were in the south
– you know, we’re in a real bind in that we are limited to 83 seats by
the legislation.  We’re limited to the 2001 census by the legislation.
I should mention just as an aside that probably the majority of our
written suggestions in the first round of hearings suggested that the
number of MLAs be reduced, but leave that aside.  What came out
in the south was that – and probably because it’s close to the state of
Montana, which is a huge area.  Again, the problem there is that the
state of Montana is dealing with a diminishing rural population, the
same as we have here, moving to the cities.  Now, they’ve got a
second House in Montana.  I know the first thing that happens with
this when we talk about a second House or whatever it is: our backs
kind of go up, and we say, “No more government.”  But I’m just
wondering – we had thought of this, and it was suggested by Jack
Horner also when we were meeting in central Alberta – that
something has to happen to give representation to rural Alberta.
Like, if we go too far away from the population – we can’t go
outside the legislation.  We’d probably be taken to court and run into
troubles there.  But if we had a second House with a specific task to
try and give representation to rural Alberta, I’m just wondering what
your thoughts on that would be.  Or am I kind of taking you by
surprise?

Mr. Faulkner: I haven’t given much thought to a second House.
You know, I think it’s unnecessary, by the way, more political
elections and more people and more bodies.  Let’s use what we have
and use it more effectively.  The rural part of our riding and our
region is comprised of the five First Nations and the Metis Nation of
Alberta plus the oil and gas sector, of which Syncrude, Suncor, and
Albion Sands are the prime players.  These offer us an unlimited
challenge when it comes to the cross-cultural activities that go on.
It is almost impossible for one person to do justice in that vast an
area and with such a mixture of activity going on in the rural part of
Wood Buffalo.

I strongly believe that government should be for the people and of
the people, and once we get away from that basic principle of
government and the reason for governments being in place, we lose
track of what we are elected for.  When we lose track of the personal
representation of the Mrs. and Mr. Rural Albertan, whether they be
in Conklin or whether they be down by Montana, then I think we’ve
lost sight of our job, and it’s time to resign.

3:35

The Chair: So I think your answer is that you don’t agree with our
suggestion.

Mr. Faulkner: I don’t agree with it, no.

Mr. Patterson: If I might, Mr. Chair, before you go on.
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The Chair: Right to the point, please.

Mr. Patterson: Right.  I’ll get right to the point.  One of our
problems is and that what we’re trying to think about here is that this
is going to become far worse for future commissions because
Calgary is growing.  Well, you know, it’s already over 900,000
people, so it’s . . .

Mr. Faulkner: Ernie, that’s our problem in the north: Calgary gets
most of the emphasis, and the north is ignored.  You can go down
from Red Deer south, sir, and you can’t find a gravel road.  You
come up from Athabasca north and you can find nothing but gravel.

The Chair: Perhaps I’ll let you two gentlemen discuss this at a
more appropriate venue.

Mr. Faulkner: So I don’t buy that argument.

The Chair: Mr. Clegg, to the point.

Mr. Clegg: Yeah, to the point.  When we were in Fort McMurray
at the first hearing, we had representatives from north of Fort
McMurray and Wood Buffalo, I might add, that said that they had a
lot more in common with Fort McMurray.  We as a committee, and
I think I’m speaking for everybody, felt that because of the
population – and we can’t look at what the growth is everywhere,
because everybody is going to grow.  So we’re looking at 42,000 and
something in that constituency.

Mr. Faulkner: That’s old.  It’s now 49,000.

Mr. Clegg: I understand, but we’re going by the 2001 census.
That’s all we can go by.  Everybody said: we’re going to grow.  But
the fact is that we were very concerned about that riding because of
the vast area.  Would you suggest – and I’m just using this – to cut
Fort McMurray north and south or leave it the way it is?  I mean,
there’s a problem here, because those people north, the three or four
presentations we had, said: we got much more in common with Fort
McMurray.  With due respect to everybody, I mean, that’s really
what they told us.

Mr. Faulkner: So does Conklin.  So does Janvier.

Mr. Clegg: Yes.  Yes.

Mr. Faulkner: They’re in the south.

Mr. Clegg: More in common with Fort McMurray?

Mr. Faulkner: Yes.  Yes.  Absolutely.

Mr. Clegg: So, then, where would you suggest . . .

Mr. Faulkner: Are you talking about Fort MacKay or Fort Chip?

Mr. Clegg: Fort MacKay was the one I was really thinking of.

Mr. Faulkner: Well, of course.  They’re a suburb.  They would
have more in common.  Half of the population lives in Fort
McMurray.

Mr. Clegg: I understand that.  So your recommendation is to leave
it alone?

Mr. Faulkner: Leave it as it is.

Mr. Clegg: Or would it be to cut Fort McMurray and have a north
and a south?  I mean, I’m just wondering what your thought is.

Mr. Faulkner: If it’s not broken, why try and fix it?  It’s working
well now the way it is with the city of Fort McMurray and the rural
area covered by the MLA from this area.

Ms Mackay: Thank you for your presentation.  You’ll be
interested to know that most of the arguments you are making are
the same ones that people in Edmonton would make about losing a
seat.  So I guess the job of the commission was to look at the whole
province, and we are limited to 83 seats.  So do you have any
viewpoint in terms of the province as a whole?  If we went back to
the original up here in terms of keeping two seats, what would you
suggest we do with the rest of the province in order to maintain the
83 seats and still recognize the problem that Calgary has at the
moment?

Mr. Faulkner: How many seats do you have now?

The Chair: Eighty-three.

Mr. Faulkner: Eighty-three?  There are 83 seats now?

The Chair: Yes.

Mr. Faulkner: And what’s the problem?  Things are working
well.

Ms Mackay: Well, no.  I mean, Calgary’s population has grown
so astronomically that there’s no way to argue that Calgary doesn’t
need the two seats that we’ve given them.  You know, if you’re
going to stick by the act at all, you have to do that.  So that means
that you have to compensate for those two seats in some other way,
and I’d just be interested in your sort of stepping into our shoes and
looking at the whole province instead of just one part of it.

Mr. Faulkner: Well, if I were the mayor of Calgary, ma’am, I
would redesignate or redesign my wards so that the present
councillors, aldermen, or the MLAs – or I would ask the Premier to
look at how many MLAs are there.  Give them all a little bit more
work and cover the region rather than taking two from up here in the
north and leaving our rural people with no voice.  I would say: Mr.
Premier, look at the present number of MLAs in Calgary and
redivide their work.

The Chair: Okay.  Any other questions?

Mr. Patterson: No, Mr. Chair.
Just west of my house is a gravel road, Doug.

Mr. Faulkner: It must be to his shed.

The Chair: Thank you, Doug.

Mr. Faulkner: Thank you very, very, very much, everyone.

The Chair: Mr. Bob Splane, known to many of us and, I’m sure,
getting known to many of you good folks here in the Athabasca area
also.

Bob, we await your words of wisdom.
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Mr. Splane: Thank you, Mr. Chairman and esteemed
commissioners, including Glen.  I just had to throw that in.  We’ve
walked a good many miles together.  Thank you for the opportunity
to present proposed boundary changes that should create an electoral
division that reflects the trading and socioeconomic patterns of the
Athabasca, Lac La Biche, and Boyle areas and allow for effective
representation by our Member of the Legislative Assembly.

I sent a letter to you ahead of time, on the 20th of November, and
it indicated that my comments are respectfully submitted with the
understanding and acknowledgment that the commission exercised
a great deal of thought, research, and effort in preparing its
preliminary recommendations.  My recommendations stem from
three areas, I guess, and my background.  Number one is the extent
of change proposed for the current Athabasca-Wabasca electoral
division.  I think the general feeling is that we’re losing our
constituency.  The second one is my background of service to
government both directly and through eight different Crown boards
and holdings and my observations of this area of Alberta during the
past five years since taking up residence in the county of Athabasca
on what my wife and I call our bridge to retirement.

So with those in mind I would say that over the past more than 40
years I’ve dealt with dozens of MLAs and have observed that
individual MLAs who served a cohesive area were more effective
than those who were required to serve a constituency with widely
disparate components.  Accordingly, I would ask that you consider
some of the synergism and linkages and common economic
activities of this area that should lead to electoral boundaries that
would unite Athabasca, Boyle, and Lac La Biche in one
constituency.

Predominant transportation routes run north and south, and I guess
that’s the case for most of our province.  We have highways 2, 827,
63, and 831 as primary road links to the south.  The railway links
Edmonton, Boyle, Lac La Biche, and Fort McMurray, and we have
some good east/west cross-links that exist within our area here;
namely, highway 55, leading out of Athabasca, and highway 63,
which runs to the south of Athabasca and then links up with Lac La
Biche.

Key employers in the area are Al-Pac and Millar Western, with
their services and staff coming from Athabasca, Lac La Biche, and
Boyle.  Major supplies come from Edmonton through local
transportation companies.  The same holds true for oil and gas
production and exploration in the area as well as smaller forestry
operations.

Recreation and tourism synergism exists with Athabasca, Boyle,
and Lac La Biche areas, boasting attractive lakes, hunting and
fishing opportunities, and potential opportunities.

Native and Metis populations are common in the area.  Native
organizations have been very effective in arranging economic
alliances with employers like Al-Pac.

Educational needs and institutions create common ground for a
constituency that would include Lac La Biche, Athabasca, and
Boyle.  Athabasca University and Portage College link educational
ideals within this socioeconomic unit.

Agriculture is of course key to the ongoing prosperity of the area.
There are some very successful grain operations in the area, but
cow/calf and forage production are probably most suited to
Athabasca, Lac La Biche, and Boyle.  This differs from Barrhead-
Westlock, where the proposed new boundaries would place
Athabasca, in that they have more grain and intensive livestock as
their base.

3:45

Our area is the last stop before taking the long trek, as the mayor
of Fort McMurray has said, to the oil sands development of Fort
McMurray.  Businesses in the Fort McMurray area draw on us for

service, transportation, and skilled labour.
I have added a further piece of correspondence to my original

presentation and have attached a section of the provincial map as
well as your proposed electoral divisions map and have outlined
what I would suggest be the boundaries for this new electoral
division.  Starting at the northeast boundary of the proposed
constituency, its border would run from the Saskatchewan border, or
the fourth meridian, westerly along the 22nd baseline to the fifth
meridian, and then south along the fifth meridian to the southern
boundary of township 62.  If you were to look at the municipal map,
which is the second one there, you will see it running directly east,
going through the hamlet of Newbrook, and then running below the
Buffalo Lake Metis settlement and the Kikino Metis settlement,
which are connected to our trading area through highway 855, into
highway 663, which leads both to Boyle and to Lac La Biche.  The
boundaries include the Wabasca-Desmarais area and the Calling
Lake area, which are part of the Athabasca trading area and will
even be more so when the paving of highway 813 is completed.  I
understand that our MLA is going to make sure that that happens
next year. 

The Chair: Is that an announcement?

Mr. Splane: I’d like to make Mike’s announcements for him, but
we’ll leave that for him to announce.  I don’t think there’s much left
to be done on that one.

We hope that this proposal will be viewed as a commonsense
business approach that combines individuals and groups who
presently are interdependent on each other for trade and services.  As
an example, we have optometrists, lawyers, veterinarians, and small
business services who have businesses and offices in at least two of
the three incorporated centres in this trading area; namely,
Athabasca, Boyle, and Lac La Biche.

I’m not trying to deal with the southern balance of the Lac La
Biche-St. Paul proposed riding in this presentation, but I would point
out that in terms of normal trade and historic alliances – and you
look at St. Paul, which is way down at the bottom of that proposed
riding.  It’s more closely aligned with Bonnyville, and their natural
trade areas flow toward Edmonton, not northwesterly into our area.

You will note that I’m not suggesting that we maintain the status
quo, as it seems counter to your mandate, and I’m not convinced of
a need for a special status constituency category either.  Nor have I
suggested additional constituencies, as I believe in less government
rather than more.

So I trust that you will give this serious consideration as part of
your second look.  That’s the conclusion of my presentation, Mr.
Chairman.

The Chair: Well, thank you very much, Bob.  This is exactly the
kind of thing that we hoped to receive as far as presentations are
concerned so that we can go back and have a very sober second
look.  I can assure you that we were sober the first time, too,
although you may not think so when you look at some of the
decisions we’ve made.

Mr. Splane: I’m sure that four out of five of you were.

The Chair: Seriously, this is exactly what is so helpful to us, and
I appreciate that very, very much.

Who has the first comment or question?  Glen, we’ve been
picking on you.

Mr. Clegg: Well, I just reiterate what you said, Bob.  You know,
of course, that we have to look beyond this border, but it’s certainly
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a nice unit that you have put together, and it’s good that you didn’t
suggest – as Bauni said, somewhere along the line we’ve got to get
those 83 seats.  You can’t do anywhere in the province unless you
look at the whole province, and we never made the legislation or the
Supreme Court decision.  We had a riding in Calgary that in the
2001 census was at 82,000, so obviously we had to deal with that.

It’s very good.  Thank you, Bob.

Mr. Patterson: Thank you very much for bringing us the map and
everything.  I appreciate that.  Do you have any idea at all what the
population of what you’re proposing here would be?

Mr. Splane: I really didn’t have a chance to do the research on it,
but given the population that we had before – and we are the
smallest of all constituencies at something over 20,000 but growing
fast, at about 20 percent.  When you extend, then, across and take in
the area of Lac La Biche and keep the other boundaries and drop a
little bit to the south there, I would think that we should be within
the parameters.

Mr. Patterson: Thank you.

The Chair: Any further questions?  Thank you very much.
Our next presenter is Mary Anne Finley of the St. Paul & District

Chamber of Commerce, to be followed by Mr. Robert Bouchard, the
reeve of the county of St. Paul.  Then we’ll take a short break, and
then we will commence with the MD of Opportunity, followed by
the county of Athabasca, the town of Two Hills, and the village of
Boyle.  So that’s kind of the batting order, subject to change.

Mary Anne, thank you very much for coming.

Ms Finley: You’re welcome.  Thank you.  It gives me great
pleasure to have the opportunity to present this brief to you today so
that our concerns regarding the proposed electoral boundaries
change affecting the Lac La Biche-St. Paul riding are heard.  The St.
Paul & District Chamber of Commerce is not in favour of proposed
changes to the riding of Lac La Biche-St. Paul.  This is our second
such brief, and we are somewhat disappointed that our initial
presentation and lists of concerns seem to have not been taken into
consideration.  While we understand the need for some
readjustments to be made, it is illogical to disrupt natural trading
patterns and traditional partnerships unnecessarily.  We have some
serious concerns that we wish to explain today, and our desire would
be that they would be taken seriously.

Let us start with the physical problems of geography.  The
proposed Lac La Biche-St. Paul riding will grow considerably with
this proposal.  In our earlier brief we expressed a serious concern
that one individual MLA had difficulty representing a riding which
required him or her almost four hours to travel across in a vehicle
doing the speed limit.  The proposed electoral boundary makes the
situation even worse.  We respectfully ask that you reconsider your
proposal and maintain the current electoral boundary.

The next issue of concern is the proposed addition of the county
of Two Hills into our riding coupled with the removal of Elk Point,
Heinsburg, and Lindbergh.  We appreciate and respect the town and
county of Two Hills; however, we are discouraged that we’ll be
losing cherished trading partners.  Maintaining similarities within the
riding is very important to the chamber of commerce.  We remember
the addition of Lac La Biche to this riding and the difficulties we
experienced getting to know each other.  The removal of one section
of the riding and replacing it with another is not logical if the
similarities are to be acknowledged.  Two Hills has a natural trading
pattern with Vegreville and not St. Paul.  We respectfully ask that
you reconsider your proposal and maintain the current electoral

boundary.
We want to express a concern about some potential hazards of not

paying attention to municipal boundaries, as in the case of the
division of the county of St. Paul.  When seeking support for a given
project, a community like Elk Point may find themselves seeking the
support of two MLAs and one county council.  School boards and
health authorities amplify the problems that can be created due to
their larger constituencies.  That in itself may not seem to create a
problem until you factor in the very possible scenarios such as one
of two MLAs of different political stripes does not support the
project or two same-party MLAs do not agree on the needed support
for the project.  As you can see, maintaining similarities within a
riding is very important even though at first glance it may not appear
to make a difference.

3:55

From a Chamber of Commerce viewpoint representation
recognizing trading patterns is crucial to the smooth economic
development of the area.  An example would be simply that business
people from Elk Point who have normal trading patterns with St.
Paul would be forced outside their normal trading patterns to visit
their MLA.  This is, again, an unnecessary burden on the business
community.

The last electoral boundaries changes created some expectations
regarding municipal boundaries.  It was expressly mentioned that
maintaining municipal boundaries would be paramount in the
decision-making process.  Now, in this current round of boundary
changes, we see a departure from that expectation.  We are left to
wonder if the rural concerns are really being heard or taken into
consideration.

We started this brief by talking about the geographical changes
imposed on a rural MLA.  We encourage the commission to consider
for a moment business terminology such as economies of scale as a
basis of argument.  In a sterile world of numbers economies of scale
can be explained and understood.  To use this term as a basis for our
point, it is much easier and more efficient for an urban MLA to serve
his constituents because of the close proximity to them.  For this
reason, the urban ridings’ variances could be increased to
accommodate the needed changes without affecting current rural
ridings.

The north of the province is expected to lose two rural ridings,
which we feel is not in the best interests of anyone.  An urban MLA
can walk across his or her riding and therefore could represent a
larger amount of constituents without unduly affecting
representation effectiveness.  The inverse of that position would be
that a rural MLA would be more efficient, representing fewer
constituents.  The primary differential would be time spent traveling
to respond to the needs.

The artificial averaging used for riding distribution based on
representation by population is fundamentally unfair.  In a sterile
numerical examination it would seem to be a fair method of
distribution.  However, as with all things in politics, perception does
not always reflect reality.  There has historically been an attempt to
balance rural and urban ridings.  As time goes on, urbanization may
weaken that balance if the current system is not changed.  We may
find the rural vote being less important in debates due to fewer
numbers.  We fear the urbanites dictating their uninformed wishes
on the rural residents.  Mundane, everyday tasks like spreading
manure on the fields could be overruled by urbanites that see it as
pollution instead of fertilizer.  We believe that our fears are justified
and can be debated intellectually.

All things being equal, the system does not serve the constituents
of Alberta as a whole.  The representation model currently in use is
in serious need of change to address the unfairness the system
creates and maintains.  These changes would require new legislation
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to implement, but it would also restore some faith in the electoral
system we now have.

Thank you for your time today.  I will try and answer any
questions that you may have.

The Chair: Thank you, Mary Anne.  If I could just comment on
the very important last comments you made about the necessity for
change in the system.  I recall being in Slave Lake when a gentleman
sat about as far away as you are, and he stood up and said: “You
know what?  In eight years I’m going to come back and ask you old
characters all over again: is rural Alberta going to have to give up
two or three more seats?”  And I said, “Number one, you won’t be
seeing us old characters, because we won’t be there.”

Number two – seriously, Mary Anne – unless the system does
change somewhat, that’s exactly what we’re facing.  It’s based
somewhat on the legislation, but it’s also based on the Bill of Rights
and its commitment to effective representation.  It’s also based on
the idea that if our report isn’t sound, it’s open to judicial review by
any individual in the province.  You will recall that not too many
years ago in this area I believe your neighbouring community of Lac
La Biche took the redistribution at that time to court.  The court
basically said to the Legislature: you’d better shape up and put a
system in place something like we have now to deal with this
question of effective representation.

Mary Anne, we don’t sit here like five wise people and know the
answer.  You have diagnosed the problem, but it’s something that’s
beyond this commission, certainly.  It’s also something that’s
beyond the Legislature to some extent because of the position the
Supreme Court has taken on effective representation.  We’ve had
people come and say to us: what you should suggest is that every
rural riding have 25 percent below and every urban riding have 25
percent above.  We’d have a 50 percent variance, and of course
you’d see all sorts of people trotting off to the Supreme Court and
the Supreme Court telling Alberta or any other province to shape up.
Saskatchewan is having the same problem right now.  They’ve just
gone through a redistribution, and there are other jurisdictions.

I apologize for making a little bit of a speech, but you’ve touched
on a very, very important matter, Mary Anne.  It’s likely a matter
that this commission isn’t going to be able to resolve, at least to your
satisfaction.  It also is an issue for the Legislature and other people
concerned about the way democracy is going in this urbanizing
society we have.  What the heck is going to happen to those of us in
rural Alberta?

Sorry.  I apologize for the speech.  Ernie Patterson generally does
that.

Ms Finley: Well, now he won’t be able to.

Mr. Patterson: I was going to say, Mr. Chair, that that was a very
brief point.

The Chair: Next question, please.

Mr. Patterson: The question I would like to ask – and thank you
very much for your submission – is: if you had your choice, coming
right down to the final choice, would you be willing to give up your
taking Lac La Biche out of your current riding so you could have the
whole county of St. Paul all together?

Ms Finley: You’re asking: and include the county of Two Hills as
well?

Mr. Patterson: Yes.

Ms Finley: That’s actually a difficult question.  We have worked
really hard in the last years to have a relationship with Lac La Biche.
I know at the first brief that we gave, Lac La Biche was there.  They
were very strong, and they said: we like the way we are.  We do too.
I think we’ve learned to work with them very well.  So I guess I feel
unsure of how we would turn around and restart to work with a
county that doesn’t normally trade with us.

Mr. Patterson: I see.  If I might just very quickly, the reason I was
asking the question is in view of the previous submission by Mr.
Splane.  I was trying to figure out in my mind how we could come
up with something in this area.

Thank you.

Ms Finley: Well, by all means we do not want the county of St.
Paul split.  We feel that that is . . .

Mr. Patterson: A no-no.

Ms Finley: A no-no.  Yes, let me say that.

The Chair: Bauni or Doug?

Ms Mackay: I would just comment that I notice that you take the
position that the job of a rural MLA is much harder than that of an
urban MLA.  I think you would probably get some argument because
of some of the unique difficulties that exist, particularly in some of
the lower socioeconomic areas of the big cities and particularly also
in light of the rate of growth that’s taking place in both of the big
urban centres in the province.  There’s just a multitude of problems
that those MLAs have to deal with too.

Ms Finley: I don’t think that we were indicating that our MLA had
a harder position or job.  It was just harder for him to get to all of his
constituents.  He does have a time constraint.  So if he’s in Lac La
Biche and St. Paul on the same day, you know he’s not spending a
lot of time not preparing.  He’s on the road.  That is a huge problem
that we do face.  I do understand that if the urban areas were
increased in numbers, then there would be some creative work
having to be done for each of the MLAs as well.

4:05

The Chair: Thank you, Mary Anne, very much.  Good to see you
a second time.  I expect you felt that you did a good enough job the
first time that you wouldn’t have to come back.

Ms Finley: I was surprised.

The Chair: Thank you very much.
Robert Bouchard.  How are you today, Robert?

Mr. Bouchard: Very well, thank you.

The Chair: Good.  This weather is something; isn’t it?  Are you as
dry up here as we are down home?

Mr. Bouchard: Extremely.  Maybe more so, I think.  It’s
extremely dry.

The Chair: Thank you very much for your attendance, and we
look forward to hearing your comments and, most importantly, your
suggestions.

Mr. Bouchard: Yes.  Mr. Chairman, members of the committee,
I’d like to thank you very much for the opportunity this afternoon.
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Although it’s a long drive, it’s a beautiful drive.  I really enjoyed it.
A little bit of wet road, and I haven’t seen much of that wet stuff for
a long time.

Mr. Chairman, in our letter to you of November 12, 2002, we
expressed a deep concern for the proposed division of our county by
the proposed shifting of the eastern constituency boundary west to
highway 41, effectively removing the town of Elk Point from our
constituency.  This proposed electoral boundary change will
decisively split the county of St. Paul on several levels.

Over the last several months our county council has been working
hard to enhance the channels of communication between the urban
municipalities within our borders and ourselves.  One of the main
reasons we feel we are attaining this goal is the support of an
ongoing communication we have had with our MLA.  Having the
same MLA gives us some common ground.  In recent years the
province has been encouraging this kind of enhanced
communication between municipalities; hence, the Sponsorship
2000 grant program, which is based on this very principle.  Having
the same MLA gives us a consistent level of communication with the
province.  Our goals are consistent, and our ability to work toward
these goals is strengthened by our unity.

Over the past several years with our partner communities we have
developed a regional waste commission, the Muni-Corr agreement,
a mutual aid fire agreement, and just recently a recreational cost-
sharing agreement and a regional fire chief agreement.  Our MLA
supports all of these.

One of the benefits of our improved communication with the town
of Elk Point has been stronger cohesiveness on council.  We have
worked hard on a single entity and looked past our individual wards
to the county as a whole.  Having the same MLA that each
councillor has the same opportunity to communicate with has
strengthened our resolve to work toward the benefit of the county
itself.

If the town of Elk Point were to be removed from the Lac La
Biche-St. Paul riding, we are also concerned about the negative
effects on the natural economic flow between the town of Elk Point
and the town of St. Paul.  Our communities have suffered terribly
from the ongoing drought.  We would ask the commission to
consider this in the proposed change but not affect our county by the
economic hub, also the town of St. Paul.

The riding of Bonnyville-Cold Lake has shown significant growth
in the last several years and particularly the city of Cold Lake
whereas the Lac La Biche-St. Paul riding has held the status quo for
quite some time.  By removing one of our economic hubs, this
proposed change could lay yet another blow to our economy by
encouraging those residents in the town of Elk Point to meet their
retail needs outside the county.

It is this submission’s recommendation that the eastern boundary
of the Lac La Biche-St. Paul constituency coincide with the western
border of the Frog Lake Indian reserve instead of highway 41,
swinging west around the town of Elk Point.  This change would
have minimal effect on the metric numbers and according to the
MLA would have no effect on the reality of his ability to represent
the constituency.  We have discussed the change with Denis
Ducharme, from Bonnyville-Cold Lake, and he is certainly in
agreement with us on this proposal.  It is our hope that this western
boundary of Frog Lake Indian reserve could be used as the eastern
constituency boundary instead of highway 41.  That would have no
effect on the constituencies other than Lac La Biche-St. Paul and
Bonnyville-Cold Lake.

Perhaps just in closing, Mr. Chairman, if I might, I think we all
understand and know in St. Paul that there needs to be some change.
We hear and we know the arguments, and I think the arguments are
well made on both sides.  I think that if I were in Calgary and my

vote meant 25 percent of somebody’s vote in St. Paul, I would have
some arguments also.  I know we touched on a discussion that there
needs to be some change in the future or perhaps in another 50 years
we won’t have any representation at all in rural Alberta.  I don’t
think we’re going to address those today; therefore, another day.
But I would like to submit to you that I think what I’m proposing –
having sat on a council for about 25 years now . . .

The Chair: Congratulations.

Mr. Bouchard: . . . I have worked with many mixtures of having
the county of St. Paul split.  We had three MLAs for a while, and it
worked.  It’s not something that’s insurmountable.  But I can also
tell you that working with one MLA is certainly the best scenario
and certainly is the best for the county of St. Paul, and that’s who I
am talking about today.

I think what we’re proposing today is not something that would
affect any other area drastically.  I think it would be taking a little bit
from the Bonnyville-Cold Lake constituency.  I think their potential
for growth surpasses ours to no end.  I think they have a lot of
industry development, a lot of big projects coming on stream.  The
air weapons range certainly has a lot of promise for a lot of growth
in that area.  Probably the next time we sit in this room, we’ll be
trying to take some away from Cold Lake because they’ll have too
many, so we’ll say maybe just take some now.

The Chair: You know, when we went across the province, we
never heard about one community that wasn’t going to grow.  And
that’s the way we all have to be; isn’t it?

Mr. Bouchard: Well, we’re scared ours is not going to grow very
much.  If it’s dry for another three years, it’s going to shrink.  I can
guarantee you that.

The Chair: On the weapons range your point is well taken about
the population there, but the other side of the coin in that argument
is that those people are there on a short-term basis, and they’re
registered in their own constituency back in Ontario or Calgary or
B.C. or wherever they come from.  I wanted to mention that to the
mayor of Fort McMurray before he had a chance to scamper away
on me, but it is part of the reason for the difference in population
numbers there too.

I appreciate your comment very much, and I commend you for 25
years in municipal government.  That’s right up there with the man
who is going to ask the next question, Ernie Patterson.

Mr. Bouchard: You get a pretty thick hide after a while.

Mr. Patterson: Yes.  Congratulations on that length of service.
I’m going to surprise you, Mr. Chair.  Other than to say thank you

for your submission, I’m not going to ask a question.

The Chair: Mr. Clegg, can you surprise me too?

Mr. Clegg: Very quickly.  I understand that this presentation is
from the county.  Maybe the town of Elk Point is going to make a
presentation.  I would like to hear what their feelings are on your
recommendation.

Mr. Bouchard: Well, as far as I know, their feeling is that they’d
like to stay with the whole county, with one MLA, in the same
constituency.

Mr. Clegg: Well, thank you, Robert.  You’re ahead of me.  I only
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spent 19 years in local government.

The Chair: Robert, how many people in Elk Point and the
surrounding area are you talking about?

Mr. Bouchard: We feel it would be probably just about the 2,000
mark.

The Chair: Thank you.
Bauni?

Ms Mackay: No.  Thank you.

The Chair: Okay.  On behalf of my colleagues, thank you very
much, Robert.

The commission will now take a 10-minute break, and then we’ll
look forward to the good folks from the MD of Opportunity.

[The commission adjourned from 4:14 p.m. to 4:25 p.m.]

The Chair: The next presenter is from the MD of Opportunity,
David Zabot.  Thank you very much for coming down this
afternoon.  We look forward to your advice, as you can tell.  I’ve
noticed the expression on your face back there.  Once in a while I’ve
thought you felt that we needed lots of help, so we look forward to
your input.

Mr. Zabot: Well, thank you very much.  My reeve will be joining
me shortly.

The Chair: Okay.  Is the reeve here?

Mr. Zabot: Yes, he’s here.

The Chair: The reeve is coming up?  He is coming, Dave.  I
thought he was.  He’s leaving.

Mr. Zabot: Well, we could get started without Paul.

The Chair: Okay.

Mr. Zabot: Again, my name is David Zabot.  I’m here
representing the MD of Opportunity, and I drove over a gravel
highway to get here.

The Chair: How long did it take you to get here?

Mr. Zabot: I’m afraid to say because there are speed laws.

The Chair: How long should it have taken you?

Mr. Zabot: About an hour and three-quarters.

The Chair: Well, I drove up from Carstairs to Edmonton last night
– and I won’t tell you how long it took me either; it’s supposed to
take two and a quarter hours – and then up here this morning.  But
it was paved.  I have to concede that, David.

Mr. Zabot: This is our reeve, Mr. Paul Sinclair.

The Chair: Hello, Paul.  Thank you very much.  Gentlemen, we’re
in your hands.

Mr. Zabot: Okay.  Well, we’ve been fortunate enough to have

been a part of the Athabasca-Wabasca riding since 1993, and in that
time we’ve seen very dramatic growth in our riding.  Our
municipality alone, that being Opportunity, has grown in the past
five years from an assessment of $447 million to $1 billion, and
that’s just in a five-year span.

The Chair: Tell me exactly: where is the MD of Opportunity?

Mr. Zabot: Sorry.  The MD of Opportunity consists of Wabasca,
Calling Lake, Red Earth, Peerless Lake, Trout Lake, Chip lakes, and
Sandy Lake.

The Chair: And I’ll surprise you.  I’ve been to a number of those
places.

Mr. Zabot: Oh, that’s good to hear.
With this growth there comes an amazing pressure on our

infrastructure: our roads, our water, our sewer.  It has been said that
our riding is special, and it is.  Our riding features a diverse economy
with the oil and gas industry, forestry, and agriculture.  There is also
a large percentage of native peoples and land claims issues as well
as the standard pressures of delivering infrastructure and education.
Whereas the ridings in Calgary can be walked across in a matter of
hours, our riding is nearly the size of Nova Scotia.  Yet despite the
challenges of the Athabasca-Wabasca riding we have both grown
and prospered together.

Athabasca and Wabasca have become key economic allies in the
fact that business and commerce flow both ways.  All our long-term
economic planning has keyed in to the fact that Athabasca and
Wabasca will be keeping these economic bonds.  There’s also a
common cultural bond between the peoples of Fort Chipewyan, Fort
MacKay, Calling Lake, Chip lakes, and Wabasca as well as with
Peerless, Trout, and Chip lakes.  With the pressures of the growth of
Fort McMurray – and we heard Doug so eloquently put it earlier –
Fort McMurray is booming.  Wabasca is – well, we’re booming as
well, but we’re more of a Fort McMurray lite.

The Chair: What was that again?

Mr. Zabot: We’re very similar to Fort McMurray in a sense that
we have two large areas, being Athabasca and Wabasca, and the
growth rate has been tremendous in our oil fields.

The Chair: I thought you said “Fort McMurray lite.”

Mr. Zabot: Well, yeah, we are, actually.

The Chair: I was wondering what that is.

Mr. Zabot: One of the ideas that Doug was bringing forward –
well, he beat me to it – was the fact that perhaps we could take into
account some of the outlying areas of Fort McMurray.  They’re
growing at an enormous rate.  I know it’s hard to argue with the
numbers in the census, but I don’t think the census captures just how
dramatic the growth has been.

With the current growth of Fort McMurray as well as our own
riding and taking into account Peerless Lake, Trout Lake, and Red
Earth – they’re not in the Athabasca riding; they’re in Slave Lake,
Pearl’s riding – it’s nice to have your municipality in one riding.
Their population increases combined with Fort McMurray’s
population increases will get us halfway there, and with the numbers
the way they are, we’ll be all the way there in no time at all.

One argument that’s been brought up a lot amongst people in our
riding is the fact that it seems like to bring two more seats into
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Calgary or into Edmonton, into these urban areas, to increase from
83 to 85 – most of us don’t feel like that’s reinventing the wheel.  I
don’t think people are going to be rioting in the streets if we add two
more politicians to the payroll.  I don’t think anyone would be too
concerned that Calgary has yet another voice.  I mean, there are 21
there already; what’s 23?

With that, I thank you for your time, and if you have any questions
you’d like to ask.

The Chair: Just on the last comment that’s something you need to
talk to your MLA about.  I don’t think he’s here now.

Mr. Cardinal: Oh, yes, he’s here.

The Chair: Sorry, Mike.
But I’m serious.  It’s going to have to be a decision of the

Legislature if the numbers are to increase.  We have enough of a
problem.  But that’s the way that you can get that done, David, if it’s
going to get done.

Mr. Patterson: Thank you, David.  I was just making a statement
to the press on your last comment until I was called to order by the
chair.  It’s interesting how we as taxpayers complain about the size
of government – and that’s probably why it has been held to 83
MLAs – and then when it comes back to haunt us, we don’t like it.
I would have to agree with the chairman that it’s out of our hands.
It would have made our job so much easier if we could have given
one or two or three more seats.  Again, on the other hand, the
ordinary citizen says less government.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The Chair: Mr. Clegg?

Mr. Clegg: No.  That’s fine.  Thank you, David.

Ms Mackay: I would just be interested in your opinion.  I’m
totally sympathetic to the fact that this part of the country just covers
such a vast, vast area, but do you not agree that it must be easier now
than it has been in past years to communicate with the people that an
MLA represents simply because of the communications technology
that exists?  I mean, is it absolutely necessary that there’s face-to-
face contact when in almost every other facet of our lives we no
longer have that kind of communication?  We tend to have to
communicate through a computer or a telephone or whatever.  So I’d
just be interested in your opinion, David, mainly because you’re a
young person and I assume you’re into all of this communication
stuff.

Mr. Zabot: Okay.  Well, actually both Paul and myself have a
response to that.  My response would be that I think that as
Albertans we all expect a face-to-face response.  We feel
comfortable with a face-to-face response.  With our MLA, Mr. Mike
Cardinal, I prefer it when he tells us to our face that the road isn’t
going to get paved this year as opposed to over a fax.

The Chair: He’s kind of reneging on an earlier announcement; is
he?

Mr. Zabot: The communications have helped, but again you’re
dealing with a lot of cultural differences as well in our riding, and
that’s something that’s hasn’t been touched on very much yet.  A lot
of people are very shy about the communication process as it is right
now.

Mr. Sinclair: I guess it’s fine to talk about the technology serving

people, but I don’t think, especially in Wabasca, that we should be
losing the contacts that we have personally.  I guess we don’t want
to see any change, not because of communication systems – yes,
there are phones, but we’d rather talk to our MLAs in person.  Yes,
we have better communication systems, but what if the government
decides on the communication system and knocks down 80 MLAs
because we have a good communication system?  Would that make
sense?

The Chair: Methinks not.

Ms Mackay: Thank you.

The Chair: David, you said that the assessment has gone from
$400 million to over a billion.  What’s the population done?

Mr. Zabot: The population has doubled in that time as well.

The Chair: And what’s the population of the MD now?

Mr. Zabot: The MD’s population is 3,600, and in that 3,600 we
also incorporate a number of reserves.  The reserve population has
grown to over 4,000.

The Chair: Good.  Any further questions?
Gentlemen, thank you very much.  You have no excuse other than

to drive the speed limit on your way home now.
The County of Athabasca.  Charlie Ashbey.  Good afternoon,

Charlie.

Mr. Ashbey: Good afternoon or evening.

The Chair: Evening, yes.  It’s getting there; isn’t it?

4:35

Mr. Ashbey: You can tell I’m a rookie politician.  I still carry a
ton of paper with me.  Unlike my earlier counterpart I’ve only been
in politics 14 months, so hopefully I don’t drown you with naivete.

The Chair: Oh, I don’t think there’s much danger of that
happening.

Mr. Ashbey: My presentation is on behalf of the council of the
county of Athabasca.  Thanks for the opportunity to make this
presentation here today.  We appreciate the decision to hold one of
the hearings in Athabasca county, the geographic centre of the
province of Alberta.  I’ll probably get an argument from Ken
Kowalski on that one.

The Chair: It may not be the only one you have, but carry on.

Mr. Ashbey: Okay.  We also appreciate what a difficult task your
commission has been asked to undertake.  As we began to look at
various alternatives for boundaries, we realized that every proposed
change has a ripple effect which would affect several other
constituencies.  We do not have the time, the resources, the database,
or the manpower to create detailed modeling and population
calculations to support our suggestions.  We would respectfully
suggest that the commission staff could input various scenarios to
arrive at specific new population numbers.

History.  The county of Athabasca has been at the centre of
electoral boundary discussions for many years.  During
approximately the last 15 years our county has been shifted between
electoral divisions several times.  From Athabasca-Westlock in the
mid-80s we became part of the Athabasca-Lac La Biche riding for
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two terms.  When the boundaries were changed again in 1993, we
were shifted to become part of the Athabasca-Wabasca electoral
division.  Now the commission is suggesting that our county be split,
with the larger portion becoming part of the Barrhead-Westlock-
Athabasca division and the Wandering River area of the northern
part of our county moving to the Lac La Biche-St. Paul division, so
not only eliminating our electoral division but splitting our
municipality.

The goal of effective representation is difficult to achieve if the
populace is unsure of boundaries and elected representatives.  The
lack of continuity in electoral division boundaries diminishes the
ability of our elected MLA to meet the needs of the electorate.
Splitting our municipality into two different electoral divisions
would not be the choice of our council.  I’d probably suggest that if
you took Calgary-Shaw and their 80,000 people and asked them
which is a greater disservice, 80,000 being served by one MLA
continuously or us being split up every time there’s a boundary
commission, they’d probably say: you’ve probably got a rougher
ride up here.  I might suggest that.

The Chair: We might not ask them.

Mr. Ashbey: Okay.  The number of ridings in Alberta.  We
recognize and acknowledge that the Electoral Boundaries
Commission Act directs the commission to establish 83 electoral
divisions.  We would suggest, however, that the growth of over
500,000 people experienced in Alberta since the last commission
should be recognized.  It should also be pointed out that electoral
representation in rural Alberta has diminished with the
regionalization of school systems and hospital districts over the past
seven or eight years.  The amalgamation of school and health boards
in rural areas has diluted rural representation in favour of larger
urban areas.  If the commission boundaries as proposed are adopted,
the rural voice in Alberta will be further eroded.  If ever there was
an appropriate time to increase the number of electoral divisions in
Alberta, now is that time.

We would urge the province of Alberta to consider increasing the
number of electoral divisions to 84 or 85 in recognition that our
population has increased and will continue to grow, and in reality by
adding one or two seats, they’re still ahead of the game because with
the reduction in the hospital and school boards you’ve still got less
government.  So it makes it more palatable for them if you frame it
in that way.

The Chair: You’ve only been in politics 14 months?

Mr. Ashbey: Yeah.
Next I’d like to address the Wood Buffalo dilemma, which has

already been broached earlier.  A significant portion of the current
Athabasca-Wabasca division is added to the new Wood Buffalo
division in the interim report.  The current riding of Fort McMurray
is listed as a population of 38,667, or 108 percent of the provincial
average.  The new riding, Wood Buffalo, is listed as an urbanized
electoral division with a population of 42,971, or 119.5 percent of
the provincial average.  Wood Buffalo would become the largest
electoral division by population, and it is also the second largest by
geographic area, comprising 104,445 square kilometres.  The
boundaries of the Wood Buffalo electoral division appear to be
coterminous with the boundaries of the regional municipality of
Wood Buffalo plus Wood Buffalo national park.

The regional municipality of Wood Buffalo by their own count
lists the population at 58,317, 47,000 of whom reside in McMurray.
So the proposed electoral division of Wood Buffalo will actually be
162 percent of the provincial average by their numbers.  This

exceeds the maximum threshold of 44,939, or 125 percent.  So
before there’s any further growth, you’ve already got a problem.

Bauni Mackay, in her minority position in appendix B of the
report, states that

the people of Edmonton should not be penalized because their city
did not grow as fast as Calgary prior to the 2001 census.  They
should not be the victims of timing, circumstance, or rigid adherence
to numerical doctrine.

We would respectfully suggest that the same logic should be applied
to the residents and citizens of the proposed Wood Buffalo electoral
division.  Consider as well that the Wood Buffalo region is
anticipating significant population growth over the next five years,
and the wisdom of creating the new electoral division of Wood
Buffalo must be questioned.  Why would we want to create an
electoral division in a huge geographical area with the largest
population of all 83 electoral divisions which is growing by leaps
and bounds?  Certainly the goal of effective representation cannot be
achieved in this instance.

I read the transcripts of your hearing in McMurray, and Mr. Bill
Almdal – I don’t know if I’ve got the pronunciation right – presented
the view that Wood Buffalo/McMurray should become one riding,
but at the end of his presentation he admitted that by the time you
get to the next electoral boundary commission in 10 years, the
population will demand that you’ll have to split it again.  In effect,
we’re saying: fuse it together, and then next time you come around,
split it again but, I guess, split it under McMurray’s terms.  So, you
know, it’s got a built-in problem there.

Our council has discussed in great detail the economic and social
linkages which exist in our community.  We’ve concluded that we
have much more in common with the regions to our north than we
do with the areas south of our boundaries.  The main economic
drivers of our area include forestry, oil, gas, and agriculture.  From
a municipal taxation perspective we receive about 43 percent of our
income from forestry-related industry, about 40 percent from
pipeline and nonresidential improvements, and about 7.5 percent
from farmland assessment.  The majority of the Alberta-Pacific
Forest Industries forest management area is in the current
Athabasca-Wabasca riding.  The Alberta-Pacific pulp mill is also in
the Athabasca-Wabasca electoral division.  The natural patterns of
travel, trade, and commerce in our area run north and south, and we
consider ourselves linked to Calling Lake, Wabasca, and other
communities in northeastern Alberta.

I also noticed that you had a submission from Fort Chip, where
they were concerned about pollution in the river.  Well, it’s even
more important to have Alberta-Pacific and the entire river up to
Fort Chip in one riding if you’re concerned about it.  You’re dealing
with the same entity that perhaps is the source of your problem
contained in the same riding.

The Chair: You might have one MLA and two interesting
challenges too.

Mr. Ashbey: Well, yeah.
The nature of farming and agricultural pursuits in most of our

county is different from the type of farming which takes place in the
Westlock/Barrhead area.  We are on the fringe of the boreal forest,
and most agricultural producers are engaged in mixed farming
supplemented by an outside income.

We share municipal services and municipal interests with our
neighbours to the north.  We have a regional waste management
commission, which includes the MD of Lesser Slave River.  We
provide ambulance services to the MD of Opportunity residents in
the Calling Lake area, and several local businesses have satellite
offices or conduct much of their business activity in the Wabasca
area.  Kids from Calling Lake play on Athabasca hockey teams, and
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we likewise utilize their arena on many occasions.  We have
reciprocal programs of the ag services board in Lakeland county, and
our councils hold regular joint meetings.  Portage College from Lac
La Biche and Northern Lakes College from Slave Lake both have
satellite campuses in Athabasca.  We have significant interaction and
common interests with our northern neighbours.

4:45

So what alternatives exist?  Well, it’s obvious from my comments
thus far that our county council does not support the proposed new
electoral division of Barrhead-Westlock-Athabasca.  We would
prefer to be aligned with an electoral division that has a northern
perspective with interests in forestry and the petroleum industry as
well as agriculture.  We believe that a reasonable solution to the
Wood Buffalo dilemma would be to re-establish the Fort McMurray
area as an electoral division.  Keeping the current Athabasca-
Wabasca division more or less intact would meet the criteria for a
special electoral division.  If population calculations were to total
less than the 26,963 required for regular status, then some
opportunity to increase the Athabasca-Wabasca division population
may exist through adding some suburban areas from McMurray such
as Saprae Creek or some of the subdivisions in the south.

I guess another alternative which Mr. Splane presented, which we
had also considered, was taking Lakeland county, Athabasca, the
MD of Opportunity, and some of the area south of McMurray, and
the population would probably crunch out pretty close to the
threshold to get us over special area, but certainly we would still
qualify as special area status.  So that’s another option, but then
you’d have to deal with St. Paul and Two Hills and Bonnyville-Cold
Lake.  That would be your headache.

The Chair: I was going to ask you: which riding were you
suggesting that we, for the lack of a better term, place in other
constituencies?

Mr. Ashbey: That probably wouldn’t be our preferred alternative
because it would mean that you’d end up losing a rural riding.  In
your report you said that you couldn’t think of an example of a
rural/urban split issue, and I can think of one with the Toronto
garbage, where they wanted to ship their garbage to Kirkland Lake
and dump it in a mine.  I’m sure that if they had a little bit of rural
wisdom around their council table, that proposal would have never
flown past.  They wouldn’t have even had to hire a consultant for
that one.

So, I mean, there are issues out there.  Especially with water and
waste issues coming to the forefront in the future, you’re going to
have more and more rural/urban interaction where we’re going to
have to work together.  It’s fine to hire consultants and experts, but
when you get to the cabinet table if you don’t have some rural
people sitting there with a passionate feel for the area, then you lose
something in the process.  You’re hearing all over the province that
people in rural areas feel that they’re losing the right to express their
voice around that cabinet table.  Although we presently do have
good representation, we don’t want to lose it.

One final point is that I did note that Doug Caswell from Calgary-
East in your submissions down there said that as far as he’s
concerned 21 seats in Calgary is just fine.  So it’s not unanimous that
Calgary has to have more seats, although it would be difficult
because you would have to monkey with quite a few ridings there.

The Chair: Little in this business is unanimous, I can assure you.

Mr. Ashbey: Yeah.
Basically, our council would urge the commission to take another

look at the population figures in order that a solution could be found

that would provide reasonable, fair, and effective representation to
the residents of Athabasca county.

The Chair: Good.  Thank you very much, Charlie.

Mr. Clegg: I just wonder how much Mike paid you to say those
nice words.  A good representation.

Mr. Ashbey: Actually, I’m not even on his riding executive.

The Chair: Let’s not go there.

Mr. Patterson: For someone who has been 14 months involved in
local municipal politics, I would say, Charlie, that anytime you want
to come to Claresholm and serve on our council, you’ll be more than
welcome.  Thank you.

Mr. Ashbey: It’s wetter down there than it is here.  I might take
you up on it.

The Chair: Well, Charlie, thank you very much.  You have given
us some more fodder for the mill, and we appreciate that very much.
Hopefully from being here today, too, on the other hand, you
understand the difficult situation that we have to face.

Mr. Ashbey: Oh, yes.  I sure do.

The Chair: We need the wisdom of Solomon and the patience of
Job, and I hope we can get both.  Thank you very much.

Mr. Ashbey: Thank you.

The Chair: I understand that the next representative is Mr. Jim
Giancola.  Thank you very much, Jim, for coming in and making a
presentation to us on behalf of the village of Boyle.

Mr. Giancola: Thank you.  I’m here to represent the council of the
village of Boyle and to just thank you for this opportunity to express
our concerns regarding the September 2002 report of the Alberta
Electoral Boundaries Commission dealing with the proposed
electoral division areas, boundaries, and names for Alberta.

The council of the village of Boyle was both surprised and
concerned to see that the Athabasca-Wabasca electoral division
would be lost, based on the recommendations outlined in the report.
We’d ideally like to see our electoral division retained in its entirety,
but if this is not possible, at the very least we’d request that the
region contained within the municipal boundaries of the county of
Athabasca be kept together in one electoral division.  We support the
county in that.  We do not believe that separating a region into two
electoral divisions effectively serves its residents.  We’re on a fringe
of the county ourselves, so we can sympathize with them in
Wandering River.

The village council has experienced good communications with
our local MLA for a number of years and has expressed concerns as
to the amount of focus we will receive under the new boundaries.
We are a small community housing only a small percentage of the
population and are geographically located on the far easterly
boundary of the new electoral division, and as such we’re concerned
and look for reassurance as to the level of communication that we
can expect with the new boundaries in place.

We thank you for this opportunity to voice our concerns.

The Chair: Thank you very much, Jim.  That’s succinct and to the
point.
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Mr. Patterson: I was wondering, Mr. Chair.  I’m not a hundred
percent familiar with this area, but have you had a chance to think
about what Mr. Splane had suggested?  That wouldn’t solve your
problem though; would it?  Setting up Athabasca-Lac La Biche.
You haven’t had a chance to look at those maps.

Mr. Giancola: Well, I think that as a council we don’t really have
a preference as to which.  If we’re going to be partitioned, it doesn’t
really matter to us which way it goes.  However, we co-operate
extensively with the county of Athabasca, and we’d like to stay in
that county region as a whole.

Mr. Patterson: Okay.  Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Mr. Graham: I just wanted to reassure you that when the
commission was doing its job, we did certainly consider county
boundaries just as we did community boundaries within the cities.
We did our best to preserve them.  It’s a compromise.  Sometimes
it can be done and sometimes it can’t be done.  Obviously, we’ll be
considering it, but it’s not that your county boundaries were ignored.

Mr. Giancola: We share a lot in common with the county to the
south of us as well, so there is overlap to be sure.

The Chair: Jim, thank you very much on behalf of my colleagues.

Mr. Olthof: I have Mayor Peter Popowich from the town of Two
Hills next on the speakers list.  In his absence, Hudson Foley.

The Chair: I think we’ve dealt with this gentleman once before.

Mr. Foley: Yeah, you might have.

The Chair: Mr. Foley appeared before us at Slave Lake earlier,
and he’s now coming back for a second . . .

Mr. Foley: . . . jab at you.  I’ll try to end this with a bang.

The Chair: All right.

Mr. Foley: I would say that I speak for the constituency, but they
wouldn’t allow me to speak my mind, which I plan on doing.

Again, I’m in Pearl Calahasen’s constituency, the constituency of
Lesser Slave Lake, and with all due respect I don’t really see any
substantial work this commission has managed to accomplish.  All
you’ve managed to do is go through the usual motions that previous
commissions have done, playing a numbers and line-moving game
to bring the remaining constituencies into compliance with the act
while completely ignoring the primary problem that all Albertans
face, not just northern and rural Albertans – all Albertans face –
which is essentially the loss of voice within our own government in
this province.  This blind adherence to the existing population base
system will only serve to compound the severity of the already
existing problems.  The continual erosion of rural constituencies due
to low population numbers is a vicious, self-feeding cycle.  Living
in the rural areas is becoming increasingly unattractive to people as
they see their options and views ignored, services reduced, and
financial support dwindling.  Every year we see more people leaving
the rural areas, and who can really blame them?

4:55

Albertans are going to wake up one day and wonder why no one
wants to live in these areas and why the urban centres are so
overburdened.  At the rate we’re going, we’ll all be voting in
Edmonton or Calgary at some point in the near future.  I mean, the

guy from Fort McMurray thinks his constituency is big now.  You
just wait till two or three more of these commissions roll through.

We need to address a problem that’s been allowed to deteriorate
to a point almost beyond repair.  The current system only serves to
eliminate the ability to provide for or acknowledge the existence of
regional concerns or problems, and it’s happening as we speak.  We
need to do something that will allow for these regional views and
concerns to be heard and addressed, not simply pushed aside because
they are deemed to be not important simply because not enough
people live in that particular area.

The rural areas are in a tailspin, and the recovery cost grows
exponentially larger with each passing year.  The infrastructure is a
really good example of how rural areas suffer as a direct result of
low population numbers.  There’s no credence given to the fact that
our roads and other infrastructure serve not only a local purpose but
also the economic exploitation of our abundant natural resources.
There are more than local pickups wearing out our roads, I can tell
you that much.  The oil and gas, timber, and agricultural residents,
to name a few, are rocketing down them every day, providing a
major economic benefit to all Albertans, including Calgary-Shaw.
Without access to this resource, Albertans would not be in the rosy
financial circumstances they find themselves in today.

I am asking this commission and my government to not only listen
to my concerns and others’ but to do something about them.
Everyone, including members of this commission, fully
acknowledges the existence of this problem, but it seems that
nothing substantial is being done about it.  I would find it extremely
disappointing for this commission to squander yet another
opportunity, one that I remind you only comes every two elections,
and not push to initiate some process that will conduct a
comprehensive study of this issue and provide some real, practical
solutions for Albertans in general.

This problem is not Alberta’s alone.  It exists almost anywhere.
As has been suggested by Mr. Patterson, it’s been addressed in areas
like Montana.  This is not something new and specific just to us, but
even closer to home it’s experienced by every single person in this
province, in western Canada for that matter.  All you’ve got to do is
think back to the last federal election and how you felt as an
Albertan when that big green wall stopped on the other side of
Manitoba.  You want to know how it feels to be a rural or northern
Albertan?  You can tell them: just think back to the last federal
election and how it felt to have our views completely and utterly
ignored while the federal government was basically formed by the
people who happened to be living in Ontario and Quebec.

In closing, I can only hope that this commission has the fortitude
and the foresight to use their current role to do more than simply
shift a few lines around on a map.  If so, you probably could have
done that with a pencil, a map, a calculator, and only one person, not
five.  You’ve done nothing new to date.  Remember, all your report
proposes to do is simply repeat what every other commission has
done before you, eliminate another rural constituency.  I ask this
commission: if you continue to ignore the real problem and play the
same game, which Albertans will lose their voice two elections from
now?

Regardless of mandate for this specific commission, I feel you’re
in a position to offer up much more than simply following the
numbers rules that you say you have to comply with under the act.
I think that you’re in a political situation and have enough sway that
you can actually take the responsibility I feel you have to propose
something further, whether it’s initiating some kind of a study or a
report or even just an opinion, rather than just saying: here’s where
the lines are now going to fall on this map.

For some of the other comments I heard today as far as increasing
the number of constituencies, all I can say is that it’s a band-aid
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solution in my opinion.  What do you think is going to happen when
the next commission rolls around and you do by some miracle
manage to actually amend the legislation and add more than 83
constituencies?  And I stress the word “miracle.”  Say that you end
up with 85 or even 86 constituencies.  What do you think is going to
happen to them when the population grows in Calgary and
Edmonton in the next two or three boundary commissions?  They’re
going to end up down there, and we’re still going to end up – all
you’re doing is slowing the decline, the erosion of representation for
rural and northern Alberta.

What else can I hit on here today?  With regard to southern
Alberta development I don’t believe that that was hit on by anybody
here enough, at least not to the point that I would like to.  It seems
that no one ever pays any attention to the rate of growth in southern
Alberta.  It’s always just deemed as a foregone conclusion that that’s
the only place where business can make a home, and instead of
drawing a limit down there at any point and sending it further north
or someplace else that can actually handle them, the first move is to
bring northern Alberta to southern Alberta.  Whether it’s through
talking about interbasin transfer of water or you name it, they always
try to set up business down in Edmonton or Calgary.  I really, really
resent that.  There’s lots of room for them up north.  We would be
more than happy to accommodate them.  The answer isn’t always to
ship the resources south and make business down there.

The Chair: Thank you.
Any questions?

Mr. Patterson: Mr. Chair, if I could.

The Chair: You may.

Mr. Patterson: Yes.  Hudson, a lot of people are going to be
shocked because, if you’ll agree with me, a lot of people think that
that’s very dangerous, and I had a feeling that you might have been
agreeing with me about this second house.

Mr. Foley: Well, I think anything’s better than what we have right
now; don’t you?

Mr. Patterson: Okay.

Mr. Foley: I’d also remind you that it might be a good idea to keep
my generation, you know, as happy as possible because, I mean,
we’re going to be looking after you as you all head out to pasture.

The Chair: Right now I’m not too sure that I’ll be well looked
after.

Mr. Patterson: It is interesting – and I think we have talked about
this within our commission – that whoever sits on the next
commission is going to be in an even worse position than this one.
We have a few paragraphs in there.  How much attention anybody
will pay to them I don’t know.  So I’m hoping that you will talk to
the elected people in the government because we’ll try and do our
part.

The other thing is that I’m glad, Mr. Chair, that Hudson clarified
that really when he was referring to southern Alberta, he was
referring to Edmonton and Calgary, because in the deep south we
have towns that are dying.

Thank you.

Mr. Foley: Where are your other meetings, by the way, that you
guys are holding?

The Chair: Edmonton, Red Deer, and Calgary.

Mr. Foley: Oh, that’s convenient for them.  Basically, I found it
interesting that you guys had one meeting here in Athabasca, which
basically meant everyone from northern Alberta, I’m sure, the
people in Rainbow Lake and High Level, and I’m really appreciative
of them driving down here.

The Chair: Hudson, you should come to Edmonton more, because
the people from the Peace Country are coming down from there.

Mr. Foley: I’ve lived in every corner of this province, including
Calgary and Edmonton.  I know both sides of the fence.

The Chair: Okay.

Mr. Clegg: Well, Hudson, you know, there are not a lot of points
you’ve said that I don’t agree with, but we have to follow the
legislation and we also have to follow the Supreme Court.  So what
are you really recommending to us?  That we put in a very strong
statement that the legislation can first look at and then take it to the
Supreme Court?

Mr. Foley: Anything is better than what has been going on.

Mr. Clegg: Well, you know, it’s very fine to say that.  Like
somebody said: you’re not doing anything.  Well, give us something
to do.

Mr. Foley: We will.

Mr. Clegg: I mean, like, I’ve got lots to do.  These other people
haven’t got a lot to do.

Mr. Foley: In our riding one of our motions at the next AGM, the
PC AGM, will be something along those lines, to initiate some kind
of a program, and I hope to have you all there to help pass it as well.
But I think that we need to have some kind of a study that’s done
publicly and by the provincial government that looks into the issue.
I’m not saying that it’s got to make a decision one way or the other
right off the bat, but it’s definitely got to identify this as an issue and
to what aspect it is an issue for not just northern and rural Albertans.
Whether we like it or not, the way that it’s viewed by everyone in
the urban centres is that this is just the rural and northern
constituencies bitching and whining about not having enough
representation at the table again.

It’s not.  This is an Alberta issue because in the short term the
urban centres may have some gain, but where are they going to be
20, 30 years down the road when no one is up there?  I mean,
everyone is going to be living down there in Edmonton or Calgary,
in the urban centres.  Hardly anybody is going to want to live in
these rural areas to help work in these industries because there’s not
going to be an incentive to.  The roads are going to be worn out.
There are going to be no services.  Their concerns, if they have any,
aren’t even going to be listened to.  All right?  I mean, that’s the
point I’m trying to get across, and that isn’t being made clear enough
to the urban centres.  I’m not saying that we have to go after them
and say: you guys are wrong.  I’m saying: “This is the issue, and it’s
not our problem.  It’s your problem as well, and this is why.”  It’s
hasn’t been done to date.  In my opinion, it has not been done to
date.

The Chair: Okay.  Any more questions, comments?
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Ms Mackay: I just want to thank you for your passion on the topic.
I think that it bodes well when someone of your age is that involved
and that interested in the topic.  I agree with a lot of the things
you’re saying.  Not everything, but a lot of what you’ve said I agree
with.

Mr. Patterson: Mr. Chair, if I could just make one more
comment.  You said that you hope everybody will be at the next PC
convention.  To make the point: I don’t think I’d be welcome there.

Thank you.

Mr. Foley: Oh, I’d bring you.

The Chair: Hudson, I am sure you’ve read the report, but I urge
you to go back and read from pages 23 to 25 again.  We talked about
some of the very things you talked about.  I do think we’ve tried to
seriously consider some of the issues that you brought to us in Slave
Lake, and your passion, I’m sure, will spur those fires again.

Mr. Foley: Oh, I agree, but you know how it is in politics.
Repetition is the only way to get anything done, it seems.  We can’t
just tell you guys once; we’ve got to tell you a hundred times before
you start to listen.

The Chair: Well, I think maybe you should get on this side of the
table some time.

Mr. Foley: Oh, I will be there.

The Chair: Good.

Mr. Foley: Thank you.

The Chair: Okay; thank you.
Trevor Martin from the Athabasca Chamber of Commerce.

Trevor, you’ve sat there and listened to us all afternoon.  We
appreciate that, and we look forward to your presentation.

5:05

Mr. Martin: Thank you very much.  I wasn’t penciled in until just
now, so that’s great.  Thank you.  I’ll keep it brief.

As mentioned, I’m Trevor Martin with the Athabasca & District
Chamber of Commerce.  As business owners in the town of
Athabasca we would like to just have our voice heard.

The Chair: By all means.

Mr. Martin: We as business owners have been promoting our
town with communities to the north.  That has been mentioned
today.  Natural trading areas: one of our natural trading patterns is
to the north – Wabasca, Desmarais, Fort McMurray – and we feel
that if we become a separate constituency from them, it’ll definitely
hurt our town.  If Wabasca joins the Lesser Slave Lake riding,
obviously business is going to flow in other directions; to Slave
Lake, for example.  It is very vital to our community to keep them
coming to our town.

We struggle daily in losing business to Edmonton, and we always
will.  That’s a fact of living this close to Edmonton unless, of course,
the roads are not paved.

The Chair: We’ve heard that before.  Earlier I thought someone
wanted roads paved.

Mr. Martin: We therefore have worked hard in other ways to
promote our town with the communities to the north, and as

mentioned, we have a good alliance with our northern friends.
With Calgary and Edmonton growing at astounding rates – for

example, if Calgary grows by 10 percent, they grow 90,000; if our
constituency grows by 10 percent, that’s 2,000 – we’re concerned
what will happen in the next Electoral Boundaries Commission.
Who will we be lumped with?  What will happen?  You know, it’s
hard to be changed around from one boundary to another time after
time, and that’s a real concern.  Also, splitting the county of
Athabasca into two constituencies would, we feel, hurt the town.

I guess our point of view is that perhaps the electoral boundaries
should be about the people and not so much about the numbers.  I
realize you said today that it’s legislated that we have to have a
certain amount in each constituency, but we’d like to see our
boundaries remain as is.

Thank you.

The Chair: What’s the population of Athabasca?

Mr. Martin: I believe around 2,500, 2,800, somewhere in that
range.

The Chair: Now, I know you’re with the Chamber of Commerce.
I’ve heard 2,200, 2,300.  Can anybody give me a pretty good up-to-
date?

Mr. Martin: It’s 2,400, but we’re growing really fast.

The Chair: We’ve never heard that before.

Mr. Martin: I think that was last week.  Somewhere around 2,500
I guess.

Mr. Forgrave: In the census, 2,415.

The Chair: It’s 2,415?

Mr. Martin: It’s 2,415 in the census.  Okay.

The Chair: Any further questions of Trevor?  Comments?

Mr. Clegg: Trevor, do you think it’s a big issue if the county is
divided and you have two MLAs?  Do you see a real drawback?  I
mean, I understand that it’d be nice to have every municipality
specific, but do you see a lot of drawbacks to having two?  You
know, I’ve been there, and I understand that everybody that we talk
to would like to have each municipality, but do you see a real
drawback in splitting the county?  Somebody said that you could
have better representation.

Mr. Martin: From what I’ve heard around, yes, it is a big deal.

Mr. Clegg: Okay.

Mr. Graham: Just one comment, Trevor, and thank you very
much.  There has been a lot of talk about paying attention to the
numbers and just going by numbers.  The proposal in the report, as
I see it, has the constituencies running from a low of 26,000, which
is Dunvegan, to a high of almost 40,000, which is Calgary-Bow,
which as I count is a difference of 14,000.  Looking at these
numbers, a Dunvegan vote is worth approximately 1.6 of a Calgary-
Bow vote, and this is after the redistribution.  So to say that we
haven’t taken account of other factors I don’t think would be fair.
We certainly have looked at other factors and have taken them into
account significantly.



December 16, 2002 Electoral Boundaries Commission Public Hearings – Athabasca EB-317

I know, for instance, that when I go back to Calgary – after this
report came out, I wasn’t Mayor Bronconnier’s favourite person.
Mayor Bronconnier indicated that he thought Calgary ought to get
four extra seats, not two.  I know there are a lot of people in Calgary
who might be quite upset that their vote is worth – what? – two-
thirds of a vote of someone in Dunvegan.  However, we have tried
to take these things into consideration.

Mr. Martin: Sorry.  My point on that was for future – like I say,
if Calgary grows by 10 percent, which is 90,000 people, then we’re
going to have to redo the boundaries again.

Mr. Graham: I know.

The Chair: And that’s why that part of the report about future
consideration is really important.

Mr. Martin: Yes.

The Chair: Okay.  Thank you very much on behalf of my
colleagues, Trevor.

Mr. Martin: Thank you.

The Chair: Doug?

Mr. Olthof: We’re through with this session.

The Chair: Okay.  This session is concluded, then.  We’ll
reconvene at 7 o’clock tonight.  Thank you very much.

[The commission adjourned from 5:12 p.m. to 6:58 p.m.]

The Chair: I’d like to take this opportunity to welcome you to kind
of part 2 of our hearings here in Athabasca.  We had a full afternoon,
had a number of very good suggestions made to us, and I think it’s
fair to say that the result of our discussion at supper was that I’d be
oversimplifying if I were to say that we’re a bit more confused than
we were before.  Some of you would likely say that that’s
impossible, but certainly there’s considerable grist for the mill, and
we appreciate that.

I want to welcome you, and I’d like to make some comments, take
a few minutes for basically what I said after lunch this afternoon, but
there are a number of new folks here, so I’d like to make those
comments.

My comments really break down to three areas, ladies and
gentlemen.  The first will deal with kind of the background, how
we’ve got to where we are as far as the law is concerned and the
factors that the commission has to live with.  Then, number 2, I’d
like to talk about what the commission has done since it was
established in March of last year, introduce you to the members of
the commission.  Then, third, I’d like to talk a little bit about what
we’d like to do tonight and just really the format that we want to use.

This Electoral Boundaries Commission was established in March
of this year, and the chairman, myself, was appointed from a list of
officers that are included in the legislation.  It says that the chairman
will be either the Auditor General, the Ethics Commissioner, a
lawyer or a judge or a retired judge, or the head of an academic
institution.  I’m not quite sure, frankly, why they picked the Ethics
Commissioner this time, but at this stage in the development of our
work I rather wish they hadn’t.  It’s been a great experience up until
now.  Seriously, people have been very, very good to us despite the
difficult challenge that we have.

The law really is this way, ladies and gentleman: the Legislature

in their direction to us has said that there will be 83 ridings in the
province.  Now, we may or may not like the 83 ridings, but that’s the
direction that we’ve been given.  It also says, as does the Canadian
Bill of Rights, that it isn’t a matter of representation by population;
it’s a matter of attempting to develop constituencies or districts that
will ensure effective representation for Albertans in the Legislative
Assembly.  The legislation says that there can be a variance of up to
25 percent plus or 25 percent minus, but it’s pretty obvious that we
couldn’t be doing that with every constituency.  That simply
wouldn’t fly.

The legislation also says that there can be up to four special
ridings.  You good folks in this part of the province have been in the
special riding of Athabasca-Wabasca, and a special riding can have
less than 50 percent of the provincial average.  Now, the proposal
that is in the first draft of course changes that.

A third factor is the Canadian Charter of Rights.  The Canadian
Charter of Rights is recognized in the Alberta legislation, and the
Charter of Rights guarantees to all Canadians, in this case to us as
Albertans, what’s referred to as effective representation.  The
Supreme Court, in fact Madame Justice McLachlin, who is now the
head of the Supreme Court, in a decision that she issued talked in
terms of effective representation, what’s included in that, and also I
think there’s rather a conclusion that you can go up to about a 15
percent variance.  After that it really is a challenge to defend.

I think it’s fair to say, in summary, that what we’ve tried to do in
dealing with this question of effective representation is that the
committee has been guided by the principles set out by the Supreme
Court of Canada and the Court of Appeal here in Alberta.  The Court
of Appeal case in Alberta really was the result of an appeal launched
by the town of Athabasca along with the Urban Municipalities
Association and others following the ’92 redistribution in the
province.  So we have tried to follow the principles that have been
set out by the Supreme Court and the Court of Appeal, and being
guided by these principles, we’ve been mindful of the principles of
effective representation as opposed to absolute parity.

In determining these issues, the commission has heard and read
the representations and reviewed the circumstances and the
interviews that we’ve had with numerous groups and constituencies
who have made representation to us in our earlier group of hearings.
There were over 300 representations made to us, really basically
leading up to the month of May and the meetings we held in June.
We have reviewed numerous complex factors, believe me, including
but not limited to those mentioned in court decisions and including
issues of geography, demography, social history of various areas and
constituencies which we have visited.

So that gives you a bit of background, and I guess to summarize
quickly, it’s a matter of effective representation given the guidelines
of the Supreme Court.  It’s also a question of there having to be 83
seats in the province, and the legislation also says that we have to
use as the basis for the population the 2001 census figures.  That was
the census that was done in 2001, and the information was released
in March of 2002.  The population of Alberta at that time in that
census, including a number of First Nations reserves, was 2,983,919.
If there are to be 83 seats, as I said this afternoon, if you use the new
math or the old math, if you divide 2.9 million people by 83, you get
35,951, which is kind of the magic.  If this was a magic business
we’re in – and believe me, it isn’t – that’s how many people you’d
have in each riding.  We basically have tried to keep within 10
percent to 15 percent variance of that both up and below, so that tells
you kind of the constraints that we’re dealing with.

7:05

Now to the task at hand.  I mentioned to you that we started our
work in March.  The leader of the government appointed two



Electoral Boundaries Commission Public Hearings – Athabasca December 16, 2002EB-318

representatives, and the Leader of the Opposition appointed two
representatives, and really as chairman I’m extremely fortunate in
the quality of people and the dedication of people who are working
with me on this assignment.

To my far right is Ernie Patterson.  Ernie’s from Claresholm,
Alberta.  Ernie’s the mayor of Claresholm.  He’s also the first vice-
president of the Alberta Urban Municipalities Association.  Some
testament to the people of Claresholm: Ernie has been the mayor of
Claresholm for over 31 years.  Next to Ernie is one of the Peace
River country’s characters, and that’s Glen Clegg.  Glen was the
member of the Assembly for Dunvegan – that’s the Fairview/Spirit
River area of the province – and Glen did not run in the last
provincial election and was appointed.  The third person, to my left
– and those of you who are interested in education will have seen
Bauni Mackay on television, and we’ve heard her speak in her
capacity as an educator but also as the immediate past president of
the Alberta Teachers’ Association.  Then to my far left is Doug
Graham.  Doug is a well-known, respected lawyer from the city of
Calgary.  So these four people along with myself are the members
of the commission.  As I’ve indicated to you, my name is Bob Clark.
I’m the Ethics Commissioner for the Legislature, and I happen to
live in a little town called Carstairs about 30, 40 minutes north of
Calgary.

We started our work in March.  One of the first things we did was
have a brochure, or a four-page mail-out, sent to every home in the
province which showed people the population of their ridings and
also invited people to make representation to us.  We held the first
hearings in Calgary, Olds, Red Deer, and Edmonton, and that was in
the last week of May.  Then in the first week in June we were in St.
Paul, Wainwright, Drumheller, Medicine Hat, Lethbridge, and
Wetaskiwin, and then the last week in June we were at Westlock,
Edson, Slave Lake, Fort McMurray, Grande Prairie, and Peace
River.

As I mentioned earlier, there were about 300 presentations either
made to us in writing or people who came out to meetings to give us
the benefit of their judgment.  Our interim report was completed and
was given to the Speaker of the Legislature right around the 1st of
September.  It was released then, and under the law that we’re
dealing under it’s expected of the commission to go back and have
a second round of hearings in those areas where there is concern or
certainly interest expressed, and that’s why we’re here today.  We
had a considerable amount of representation given to us from, shall
I say, the northeast corner of the province and this area in particular.

We’re here today.  We’re in the great city of Edmonton tomorrow.
That’s quite a thing to say for someone who’s a Flames fan – the
great city of Edmonton – but then it’s hard to be a Flames fan these
days.  We’re in Edmonton tomorrow, and as you know, Edmonton
is in a situation where our interim report recommends the removal
of one seat from Edmonton.  Then we’re in Red Deer on Wednesday
morning, and then we’re in Calgary later on, and we hope to be
finished Wednesday night.  Then it’ll be the job of the commission
after that to get together to review what we’ve heard at the four
locations and make some decisions and then go back to the people
in the Chief Electoral Officer’s office to look at the suggestions, see
how they work out populationwise and so on.

We will be concluding our report before the end of January.  Then
the report will go to the Speaker of the Legislature, and it’ll be in his
hands the 1st of March.  Then it goes to the Legislature.  Our job is
then finished.  It’s then up to the Legislature to in fact determine
how they want to deal with the report.  Under the law there has to be
redistribution.  In the last redistribution the Legislature basically
accepted the recommendations of the commission.  What they will
do this time is entirely up to the members of the Legislature, so if
you’re not satisfied with what we do in this final report, then you

have an opportunity to make your views known there.  As I’ve said,
the final report will be in the Speaker’s hands the 1st of March.

The third area I wanted to comment on, ladies and gentlemen, is
kind of what we’d like to do tonight.  After I finish, in about two
minutes here, we’re then going to ask a number of people to make
submissions.  There’s a young gentleman standing at the back, Doug
Olthof.  If you want to make a presentation, you should have already
registered with Doug tonight.  Doug will slot you in so that you can
make your views known to us.

We’re here to hear suggestions, how we can improve what we’ve
done, how we can alter what we’ve done.  Quite frankly, though, it’s
much more helpful to us if you can give us some suggestions.  If you
don’t like what we’ve done, you can give us some suggestions to
alter that and where you think those changes should be made.  My
colleagues, unless they’ve changed immensely since supper, will
have questions for you.  They’ll be questions to explore what you’ve
said or further explore suggestions that you’ve made.  It’s not our
intention nor has it been our practice, quite frankly, to be here to
argue with people, because we’re here to listen and to benefit from
your suggestions.

At the back on the right side is Mr. Brian Fjeldheim.  Brian is the
Chief Electoral Officer for the province.  Brian, would you wave
your hand or something akin to that?  If the last election was well
run across Alberta, tell Glen Clegg; if it was poorly run, please talk
to Brian.  Brian has the very significant job of running the election
in Alberta.  He was the person who ran the last election and is the
person who will have that responsibility of doing it.  He’s like
myself; he’s a legislative officer, and we work for a committee of
members of all three parties in the Legislative Assembly.

When we ask you to come forward and make your presentation,
we’d like you to speak to us directly, take 10 minutes or something
like that.  If you get much longer than that, you’ll find the chairman
going like this, and about the second time he does that, I’ll likely
say, “And who has the first question?”  We want to keep moving
things along.  It may be that after you’ve made a submission, we’ll
ask for some additional information.  We’ve done that, I think, a
couple of times today already, and you’ll get that additional
information back to Mr. Fjeldheim’s office.

Once again, in advance, thank you very much for your presence
here tonight – it’s very impressive – and thank you very much for
the suggestions we’re going to hear.  I should say that, you know,
this is not the kind of job that you get many Christmas cards about
saying: you’ve done a great job.  In fact, I don’t recall getting any,
not that I expected any.  Quite frankly, ladies and gentlemen, we
knew when we took this challenge on that it’s a difficult challenge,
and at the end of the day none of us are going to get exactly what we
want here either.  We have to work together as a group and try and
come to some conclusions.

Mr. Olthof, who is the first presenter tonight?

Mr. Olthof: The first presenter is the Hon. Mike Cardinal.

The Chair: I’ve started my watch, Mike.

Mr. Cardinal: Thank you very much, Bob.  We don’t get to send
any Christmas cards either because of budget cuts, so you probably
won’t get one from us.

The Chair: Okay.

Mr. Cardinal: But I promise you: if you make the right decision
today, you won’t have to come back here and see us again.

The Chair: And if we don’t?
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Mr. Cardinal: You won’t have to.

The Chair: You won’t want to come back.

Mr. Cardinal: Anyway, I just want to take one moment, first of
all, to thank the participants that attended both this afternoon’s
hearing and also this evening’s hearing, because I know they took
time off their busy schedule to be here with us tonight to listen to the
presentations and the questions and answers.  I’d also like to thank
your group for taking the time and selecting Athabasca as an area to
come and listen to our presentations.

As a member that sat on two different boundary commissions, I
really appreciate the challenges you have in front of you and
commend you for, hopefully, some openness in future decisions.  As
you’re aware, I am disappointed that your initial draft that you
proposed eliminates completely the Athabasca-Wabasca
constituency, and I believe that other options should definitely be
considered.  I don’t want to argue and debate here, but I want to put
good options on the table that you need to look at.

7:15

To start with, there are no major complaints across Alberta in
relation to services provided to people.  You know, Albertans in
general are not complaining about existing boundaries.  They’re not
complaining about urban/rural representation; it’s reasonably
balanced at this time.  I think that they’re generally satisfied with the
number of MLAs we have in Alberta.  So there are not too many
people complaining.  There’s only one reason this hearing takes
place.  That’s because of legislation that every second election you
have to do this, and it’s something we need to look at, I think, in the
future, because unless there’s a Charter challenge or something like
that, costs could be saved by not necessarily doing a review after
every second election, especially when not too much changes.

As you’re aware, there are 12 ridings in northern Alberta.  Only
12.  They cover 60 percent of the geographic area of the province,
and there are two aboriginal MLAs.  That makes a good balance in
relation to the population we have in northern Alberta.  As you are
aware, two special ridings were created; specifically, four ridings at
one time with a 50 percent variance, that kept urban and rural
Alberta reasonably balanced.  Two of those ridings happen to be the
Lesser Slave Lake riding and Athabasca-Wabasca.

Both of these ridings were set up because of the unique
circumstances we’re in.  Access to government was difficult for a lot
of the constituents in our riding.  There are a lot of people who still
live in poverty and continue to do so.  Some don’t have roads even
yet.  There are a number of communities within this constituency
that do not have year-round road access yet.  Lots don’t have
running water.  The infrastructure is very poor.  Lots don’t have
natural gas, don’t have electricity and telephone.  Somebody
mentioned: there’s always the telephone communications.  A lot of
our people do not have telephones, and a lot of people still speak a
native language.  So it makes it a little difficult.

There is a multitude of municipalities and school boards in our
ridings and increased industrial development.  There are billions of
dollars of increased industrial development in northern Alberta
proposed in the next 10 years, which means there’s a lot of extra
work as far as infrastructure, roads, schools, recreation facilities,
postsecondary institutions, hospitals, seniors’ lodges, water and
sewer systems, regional landfill sites, and I can go on.

Some of the issues we’re forced to deal with as MLAs may
include remote emergency housing, because housing is poor in the
area.  Indian reservations.  We have Metis settlements; we have
trappers; we have sports and commercial fishermen.  We have
forestry issues, oil and gas issues, agriculture issues, tourism, small
business.  We have hunt farms now that we’re dealing with, CWD

issues.  We have seniors, special-needs issues.  SFI, the welfare
system, is used, and we have a lot of workers’ compensation issues
also.

Rather than eliminating the Athabasca-Wabasca riding, some of
the options that you should consider are the following.  Target the
problem by keeping the current number of ridings in the province,
but adjust each constituency’s boundary in Calgary to include
approximately another 5,000 people.  This option would
accommodate the population growth in Calgary, and in fact the
Calgary-Fort association presented to you specifically this plan
because they felt that Calgary people did not want any more MLAs;
they felt the MLAs they had were sufficient.  They are
recommending that you target the problem in Calgary, increase those
ridings by 5,000 each to accommodate the needs.

There are not too many people complaining in Calgary.  A number
of MLAs I know complain, and where the complaint is is that they
don’t have time for door-knocking.  Well, out in a rural area we
don’t have time to deliver services.  We never have time to go door-
knocking between elections.  I feel that door-knocking should be left
for election time because that’s what it is designed to do.  So I feel
that if that is taken into consideration to design the boundaries, then
that’s not the right approach.

The other one I think you should do is keep the current number of
ridings with adjustments to make rural/urban ridings around the
cities of Edmonton and Calgary.  Example: Barrhead-Westlock
could easily become part of St. Albert or Edmonton – easily –
Redwater can move into Edmonton; Clover Bar-Fort Saskatchewan
can move into Edmonton.  In fact, I did a review because I’m very
familiar with the boundaries commission review, and there are 10
ridings around the city of Edmonton and Calgary that could become
part of the ‘rurban’ ridings.

This system has proven that it can work.  The city of Fort
McMurray is part of my riding already; Grande Prairie is split in
two, and two MLAs serve that area; Red Deer; and I can go on.
Lethbridge is another one that already works, where you have a rural
and urban riding combination.  They do work.  The constituency
that, in fact, I just mentioned, the Athabasca-Wabasca constituency,
already serves part of the city of Fort McMurray, and to make a
minor adjustment to that city would be just to take and move more
into the city – and I think the city of Fort McMurray and the MLA
and the public would definitely support that – and basically pick up
the population you require.

I think the other issue to consider is – and I don’t want to use the
aboriginal issue as a major issue in this process, but we still have a
large aboriginal population, especially in northern Alberta, that
continues to live in poverty.  Other jurisdictions are looking at what
we have here in Alberta.  New Brunswick: they are recommending
an all-Indian reserve to be regrouped irrespective of their location
into one electoral district so they can be represented in the
Legislature.  We’re fortunate here in Alberta.  We have a
multicultural caucus on both the opposition and the government side
with all nationalities represented, and we have aboriginal people
already sitting as representatives in the Legislature.  So I think we
have a unique situation.

As far as the Charter challenge – because I sat on this commission
twice – there is nothing in the Charter challenge that says that one
person, one vote is the way to go.  It relates to services, quality of
life for Albertans or Canadians, basically.  So that is where it’s at,
and regardless of the process, you know, the changes I’m
recommending, I don’t believe that there would be a Charter
challenge.  The only time there would be a problem is if there was
a Charter challenge, and I don’t think – if you keep a reasonable
balance between rural and urban Alberta, keeping in mind that the
most important part is the services we provide to Albertans.
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Thank you.

The Chair: Thank you, Mike.

Mr. Clegg: Well, certainly a very good presentation, buddy Mike.
You see, I’m trying to get one Christmas card.

Obviously, you were here this afternoon, I know, Mike.  What did
you think of the presentation from Bob Splane about going east and
taking in part of Lac La Biche?  I’m just throwing that out to see
what reaction you would get.  I know that when we do that, it does
affect somebody else, but what did you think of the presentation?

Mr. Cardinal: I think it was a good presentation, and I think that’s
what I’m recommending: make sure you look at all options and be
very innovative.  Don’t worry about the Charter challenge, because
I don’t think that’ll come.  Both opposition in our government and
the government side are reasonable, and if there is a balance in
representation in Alberta, there won’t be a Charter challenge.  As far
as I’m concerned, you know, we hope to keep at least the 12 ridings
in northern Alberta, regardless of how the structure is.  You have to
be innovative to design the structure, but let’s try and keep the 12
ridings in northern Alberta, the north half of the province.

The Chair: Mr. Patterson.

Mr. Patterson: Yes.  Thank you very much, hon. minister, for
making the presentation and doing it so well and eloquently.  My
friend here, Glen, has asked you about the earlier proposal we had
today.  If we could not work that, do you have some other specific
areas that would fit in that we should look at in trying to resolve the
problem with your constituency?

7:25

Mr. Cardinal: I think two areas.  One is to keep intact the 12
constituencies like Athabasca-Wabasca but move them into urban
centres, further into Fort McMurray, because Fort McMurray is
going to grow.  You know, by next review Fort McMurray will
require another riding, so we’ll eliminate it this time and put another
one in the next review.  That’s what’s going to happen because of
the economic growth.  There’s no ifs or buts.

The other thing we do in order to keep the 12 seats in the north
half of the province, or 60 percent of the geographic area, is to move
some of the ridings that are adjacent to Edmonton and Calgary and
increase some of the population rates in Calgary, even 2,000, 3,000,
4,000.  You could go without eliminating one constituency in rural
Alberta.  You could accommodate the people in Calgary, and you
could accommodate the people in Edmonton with the existing seats
by moving ridings into the urban centres.  They do work.  They work
very, very well.  We have a lot of members that represent both urban
and rural constituencies in Alberta now, and they work well.

Let’s not in Alberta go towards like in Manitoba, for an example.
They went to 5 percent variance, I believe.  The majority of seats
now are in Winnipeg.  Very, very few – I don’t know how many –
are outside of Winnipeg.  That’s because they went to the 5 percent
variance.  Let’s at least always stick with the 25 both up and down,
and then the 50.  We should try and keep the 50 also.  In fact, some
day the 50 percent variance will apply in urban centres, just the
opposite from the rural centres.  It’s never been tried yet, but there’s
nothing to stop anyone from trying that.  I think that in certain
constituencies in Calgary or Edmonton you can represent 50 percent
more people than you could in a riding like mine with reasonable
ease.

Mr. Clegg: Mike, I can’t remember where it was, but in our first
round of hearings we had a suggestion – and you’re a perfect

example, Mike, and I guess I would be a perfect example when I
represented Dunvegan.  There was a suggestion that a rural area
could maybe have 20,000 people.  I’m using figures now in, say,
Athabasca-Wabasca.  I’m just using your figure.  You usually go in
on a Sunday night.  As a minister I don’t want to – but as an MLA
you’d go in on a Sunday night and you would be there till either
Thursday night or Friday.  What would you think?  It’s just a total
idea that we got from somewhere that you could take a part of the
city if you’re going to be there half the time anyway.  You know,
you could go to meetings.  You certainly couldn’t come back here
for a meeting at 5:30, but you could represent people there.  Did you
ever think of that scenario?

Mr. Cardinal: Yeah.  We do that somewhat now.  We are asked
as cabinet ministers to attend various meetings in Edmonton.  In fact,
we’re assigned through our caucus whip to specifically attend certain
meetings, and we do that now.  Yes, it could be done.

The Chair: Mike, one of the comments that someone made to me
as I was leaving tonight – and the person is still here, so I won’t
attribute it to that person.  He said to me: you should take off the
blinders, Clark, and you should look at moving south and taking in
part of the Redwater riding.  See, I hear what you say, Mike, about
moving a bit, and I’m not adverse to that.  But when we had our
hearings in Edmonton, St. Albert, Sherwood Park, Fort
Saskatchewan, those areas made it abundantly clear to us that they
wanted nothing to do with this committee being involved in kind of
revisiting the issues of annexation, that perhaps should have been
dealt with years ago.  You as a minister have been down that road on
the issue too.  Very strong representation from the communities that
said: look; we live in Sherwood Park for a reason, we live in St.
Albert for a reason, we don’t live in Edmonton, and don’t kind of
mix us together.  I hope I’m not overstating what we heard, but I just
pose this idea of Redwater.  Now, your colleague Mr. Broda would
like to slit my throat about now, I suspect.  But we’re going to have
to do some looking around.

Mr. Cardinal: No.  I don’t think so.  I think that is a way to go.
I stress again: you can move from rural areas into urban centres and
accommodate some of the population.  You would have, I believe,
a stronger government and a stronger caucus because you’d have
members there that have rural experience dealing with urban areas
and urban people, and I think that you’d strengthen the government.
In fact, you’d strengthen the province.  I believe that some day what
you are doing here or what you are proposing here is probably the
way that it will happen, but I believe that it is premature.  I believe
that we can get by another at least, I’d say, 15 years by using the
‘rurban’ ridings, and it’s a perfect opportunity.

The Chair: So you would see using a portion of Redwater to deal
with some of the population, this area, going down and picking up
a portion of that, and that wouldn’t be, shall I say, as averse as what
we proposed to you anyway now.

Mr. Cardinal: Yeah.  You could easily do that, and then, of
course, my riding, or Athabasca-Wabasca riding, whoever it is in the
future, could also pick up part of Fort McMurray.  Fort McMurray
will have to have two MLAs.  In the next review Fort McMurray
will have to have two MLAs.  So why not do it now and go into
‘rurban’ ridings both around Calgary and Edmonton – then
Edmonton wouldn’t lose a riding either – and then look at the issue
of MLAs.  You know, I’m not against work or door-knocking, but
I don’t believe that a lot of time should be spent door-knocking
between elections.  You’re supposed to be out there delivering for
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Albertans.  If I have to go door-knocking, then I don’t think I’m
needed between elections.

The Chair: Any other questions or comments?

Mr. Patterson: Well, Mr. Chair, one of the problems – and I’ve
done a lot of reading on the court cases and what’s happened in other
provinces.  One of the things that I think the members of the
commission are very conscious of: all it takes is one citizen
somewhere in Alberta to take our report to court.  That’s all it takes.
And from the judgments that have been handed down – the only
reason I’m saying this, Mr. Chairman, is that we’re caught in a very
difficult bind.  The government has limited us to 83 seats.  The
rural/urban issue is a big issue across the province.  Then when you
read all of the court cases and the legislation in other provinces, all
it takes is one citizen to take us to court.  When we’re trying to do
this, we’re trying to avoid getting ourselves into the situation where
we turn the report in to the Legislature, and then some citizen
somewhere says, “Well, the variance is too great,” and away we go,
and then we’re into another terrible situation.  So this is the bind
we’re in.  It’s a very tricky situation, which I think you realize, Mr.
Minister.

Mr. Cardinal: It depends on where you’re in, I guess.  What
would happen is that if your riding was going to be eliminated, like
Edmonton and this riding, and there was a Charter challenge, then
you’d have to have an election under the old boundaries.  So I guess
if Athabasca-Wabasca was going to be eliminated anyway, then a
Charter challenge would be the way to go, because it wouldn’t be
finished by next election and they’d have to call an election on the
old boundaries.

There’s also another potential Charter challenge – and I don’t
want to get into it – and that is the Charter challenge under section
15(2).  You’ll want to look it up after.  It’s something I don’t want
to get into, but it’s also just the opposite of what you’re talking
about.

Mr. Patterson: Mr. Chair, if I could.  I don’t want to belabour this
too much.  See, what’s bothering me – I look at myself as a rural
member sitting on this commission.  You know, we’ve heard
submissions – and maybe this afternoon you’ve heard me talking a
little bit about them – about how something has to be done in the
future about this situation.  You’re right on.  It’s going to get far, far
worse than what it is now, with Calgary and Edmonton and the cities
right around them growing.  So something has to be done, and
maybe we have to give more emphasis to that problem in our report
so that the Legislature will think about this next time.

Mr. Cardinal: I think so, because I think we have at least two
terms or 15 years where we have to deal no doubt in a different
fashion.  In the meantime, I think designing ‘rurban’ ridings would
really strengthen Alberta.

Mr. Patterson: Thank you.

The Chair: Thank you very much, Mike.  Good to see you again.

Mr. Cardinal: Thank you.

7:35

Mr. Olthof: Robert Richard, reeve of Lakeland county, and Ray
Ewaskiw, Lac La Biche & District Chamber of Commerce.

The Chair: Welcome, gentlemen.  We certainly see some friendly
faces, at least familiar faces maybe I should say.  No, I think friendly

faces too.

Mr. Richard: They’re friendly also.

The Chair: Thank you very much for taking the time and the effort
to come, and we look forward to your advice.

Mr. Richard: Thank you.  My name is Robert Richard.  I’m the
reeve for Lakeland county.  The mayor of the town of Lac La Biche
couldn’t be here tonight.  He was supposed to help us with this
presentation, but we also have someone who’s wearing two hats.
He’s a councillor for the town of Lac La Biche and also a member
of the Lac La Biche & District Chamber of Commerce, and that’s
Ray Ewaskiw.  He’ll be helping me with the presentation.

The Chair: Great.

Mr. Richard: All right.  First of all, thank you for the opportunity
to make a presentation.  We feel it’s very important for
municipalities to get involved in this.  It’s a tough act to follow after
Minister Mike here, but we’re going to give it a good whirl.

The Chair: We’re feeling the same way, too, about this job.

Mr. Richard: Yeah.  The town and the county are located in the
northern portion of the existing Lac La Biche-St. Paul constituency
and are generally supportive of obviously the continuing process to
review boundaries and, again, generally supportive of the proposed
boundaries, but we do want to offer some suggestions on some
modifications.

All three bodies believe that Lakeland county as an entity should
be included in this constituency in whole.  The Cold Lake Air
Weapons Range, which contains no population, we feel should be in
our area.  Obviously, it doesn’t affect the population quotients, so to
simplify things, we feel that that significant portion of our
assessment base in our municipality should be all in one.

The Chair: That would keep the municipality whole then too.

Mr. Richard: Yes.  Represented by one MLA in part.

The Chair: Yes.  But the municipality would be whole too.

Mr. Richard: Uh-huh.  We also think, you know, that possible
minor modifications to the western boundary would better reflect
communities of interest, and we had talked a bit earlier about that,
some of those minor changes that could be considered also.  In
reviewing the proposed boundaries, it appears that the commission
has focused more on equal representation rather than effective
representation, and I know, Chairman Clark, you touched on that in
your opening remarks, but I just wanted to reiterate that.

We are concerned with the loss of a seat in northern Alberta.  We
feel very strongly about the rural voice being weakened.  It’s our
view that it’s imperative to have full and effective representation
from the resource-rich but people-poor part of the province, and that
poses somewhat of a challenge.  The Supreme Court – and I won’t
touch on it again, but that was part of our presentation here.  Again,
effective representation rather than, you know, equal.  So equity is
but one factor and one consideration.  Effective representation, good
government in this country compels that factors other than voter
parity, such as geography and community interests, be taken into
account when we’re settling these electoral boundaries.

It’s our contention that the commission should focus more, again,
on the effective representation of the north and the challenges the
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north has.  As has been previously presented before you,
accessibility to an MLA is critical to the success of government, we
feel.  In an urban centre your public transportation systems and your
geographically small divisions mean that, you know, people have
reasonable access within a few minutes to their MLA.  These MLAs
reside in their ridings, and face-to-face accessibility with them is a
lot easier than in these rural remote ridings.  Typically, urban MLAs
have, I’m told, more hours to meet, consult, listen, and troubleshoot,
while many of their rural colleagues and counterparts are traveling
both to and from their electoral divisions and within them because
they’re so large.

Simply put, the further from the seat of government and the larger
the geographical area the more the MLA has to work to represent the
people.  An MLA’s time is further impacted by a number of other
factors, and that’s the number of boards, councils, local authorities
within an electoral division.  So it’s not a simple mathematical
equation.

The Chair: In fact, we have one MLA from the northwest area,
Mr. Clegg, and I think there’s something like more than 30 towns,
29 municipalities, school boards, hospital boards, whatever.  So we
certainly understand what you’re talking about there.

Mr. Richard: For sure.  Minister Mike touched on that, too: being
a minister and an MLA for many years in a remote part of the
province, the challenges that just distance poses.

In our case the proposed constituency consists of four counties,
Lakeland, St. Paul, Two Hills, and Athabasca; three towns, Lac La
Biche, St. Paul, Two Hills; many villages and summer villages; and
a lot of hamlets.  It contains two Metis settlements, four First
Nations.  Just as an example, as you can see, there’s a wide diversity
of municipal interests and subject matter.  Again, Minister Cardinal
touched on those, being very knowledgeable about all of those, the
vast diversity of subject matter that the rural MLAs have to handle.

We don’t think we’re alone in this.  This is typical of most rural
ridings, and we’re just emphasizing that.  The rural demands and
accessibility factors, again, don’t appear to have been fully
considered, in our opinion, in the boundaries review.  It’s noted that
only six of the rural ridings have more than 10 percent variance from
the ideal population and with the court allowance a variation of 25
percent – in fact, some of the rural ridings have larger populations
than some of the urban centres.  We’re just looking at your list there;
there are three or four there.  So maybe we’re suggesting that the
variance isn’t being used as much as it could be to solve our
problem.  Only two ridings are deemed to be worthy of the special
consideration of the 50 percent, and we agree with Minister Cardinal
that that 50 percent should be used to its fullest.  You know, we have
that option open to us; let’s use it because it does solve some
problems.

You know, the overriding factor is population only.  I know you
touched on that and it’s not, but we want to emphasize that sticking
too close to that population, you know, rep-by-pop pure, is maybe
not the route to go.  I know there are some issues there with court
challenges, but we’re saying: push the envelope.  Northern Alberta
needs it.

The commission must also consider accessibility, and we touched
on that earlier.  You know, the larger the riding the harder it is to get
in touch with your MLA, and we feel that the most important part of
effective representation is being able to contact and be in touch with
your MLA.

I’m going to turn it over to my colleague here, Ray, to wrap up the
presentation.

Mr. Ewaskiw: Thank you, Robert.  The town, the county, and the

chamber believe that there is no factor more consistently essential to
this province’s well-being than balancing its vital urban interests
with its vital rural interests and ensuring that each has as close to
effective representation as a one-House system can give.  Effective
representation from a rural perspective means in part that rural
voices will be heard in balance with urban ones.  It is a truism that
when diverse interests share a balance or a near balance of power,
they are more likely to be co-operative.

We must not forget that all MLAs, rural and urban, serve their
regions as much as their populations.  Individuals come and go, but
roads, bridges, hospitals, tourist facilities, seniors’ facilities, and
numerous other benefits remain.  If we ignore the regional nature of
such representation by focusing too narrowly on population
quotients, we believe that rural Alberta will lose its effective voice
and suffer immeasurable losses.  Ultimately this will impact all
Albertans.  We believe the case for effective representation as
opposed to simply representation by population has been clearly
made and has been recognized by the courts.  We believe that now
it needs to be recognized by the commission.  As such, we would
encourage this commission to follow a few principles in your future
deliberations.

7:45

First, maintain the integrity of municipal boundaries where
appropriate.  It is important that citizens with a community of
interest be included in the same constituency wherever possible.
Alberta’s municipal boundaries tend to reflect those interests more
closely than any other measure, and we would urge the commission
to avoid splitting municipalities amongst different constituencies if
at all possible.  As was pointed out earlier, there is no need to split
the county between two ridings.

Secondly, we believe that the commission should consider people
instead of numbers within reason.  This is not about how many
electors reside in the constituency; rather, it is about how people can
be assured of reasonable access to their elected representative.

In conclusion, if our government’s mandate is to represent all of
its people and regions in the best way it can, it means that we should
be careful in weighing interests in establishing our provincial
system.  We would ask this commission to preserve the balance
Alberta has historically recognized: that rural regions in a one-House
system will only experience effective representation if population is
but one factor in many.  We would ask this commission to uphold
rural Alberta’s voice within the Legislature.

Thank you.

The Chair: Thanks, gentlemen.  Would it be fair of me to say that
I detect a small rap across the wrist – and that’s fair ball – for being
too concerned about keeping the variances within 10 to 15 percent?
I think one went up to 19 percent.  I think that was Fort McMurray.
If I can read between the lines – I’m not a very good reader – you’re
saying: expand the envelope.  That’s really what you’re telling us,
guys, Robert and Ray?

Mr. Ewaskiw: Yes.  We made a note earlier on the fact that if you
look at your proposed variances, none of the urban centres have a
variance over 10 percent, whereas we have eight rural ones that are
over 10 percent.

The Chair: Okay.  We’ll certainly keep that in mind, I can assure
you.  We’ll look at that.

Mr. Patterson: I’ve heard you, but I want to come back and say
to you: our problem is fairly complicated.  In the two major cities we
have 1,544,000 people.  Then when we take in what we call the
urbanized, which are cities like Airdrie, Banff, Cochrane – they’re
not cities, but they’re over 10,000, 12,000 in population – we’ve got
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another 750,000.  So in rural Alberta, outside of what you would call
urbanization, we have in round figures 700,000 people.  This is the
bind we’re in.  Actually, there are still 21 what you would call truly
rural seats.

So when you look at the overall picture – and we’ve been talking
about this all day, and I, Mr. Chair, may be emphasizing this too
much – we have a real problem in Alberta.  The next time that this
commission meets – it has already been alluded to many times today
– I won’t be a bit surprised that the figures will be somewhere in the
neighbourhood of 3.4 million in urban areas, and the rural area
probably won’t have grown very much above the 700,000.  So I
guess what I’m trying to do here is – I’ve heard you, but I’m trying
to explain to you the bind that we’re in when we look at the figures
that we have here.  These are the 2001 census figures that I’m using
from the report.

See, when we go to the hearings in Calgary and Edmonton, we
hear very, very strongly: one person, one vote.  We’ve heard that
from countless presentations.  Then on the other hand – and this is
an interesting thing which I find, and I’m going on . . .

The Chair: Mr. Patterson, your question is?

Mr. Patterson: I’m just going to make one more statement, Mr.
Chair, if you don’t cut me off here, and that is this.  It is interesting
that the majority of the written submissions had one theme: cut down
the number of MLAs to 56.

The Chair: I think I should give you an opportunity to respond to
that rather rambling question.

Mr. Richard: Again, I think our presentation touches on that.
Again, if you just get caught in a numbers game and don’t consider
all the other intangibles, then you’re not really going to get a true
picture of what we’re trying to say.  The intangibles are what we’re
trying to put forth here.  Yes, we understand the numbers.  We know
it’s a tough job.  We understand that you have to stay within those
legislated parameters, but we’re just saying: consider geography,
consider demographics of people, consider accessibility, consider all
those things.  Having said all those things, I never mentioned a
number yet.  Numbers are okay, but consider all these other things.
That’s basically what we’re saying.

Mr. Patterson: Mr. Chair, I just want to say that I’ve given the
delegation an opportunity to come back.

The Chair: You’re not on yet.

Mr. Ewaskiw: If I can just add to my colleague’s representation.
I think we are trying to remind you in a simple way that equal does
not necessarily mean effective, and what we’re trying to drive home
is the point that we’re looking for effective representation and that
if it doesn’t match the numbers, so be it.  Effectiveness is what we’re
trying to establish.  Could I have two seconds more, please?

The Chair: You may.

Mr. Ewaskiw: Just doing some mathematics, let’s say, for
example, you have proposed 23 ridings for the city of Calgary.  If
you were to remove one, back to 22, and worked out the average, the
average size of the constituency there would be 39,948, which is not
very much over what it is now.  What we’re trying to do by that,
again, is to demonstrate to the commission that taking away a seat
from a large urban centre like Calgary or even Edmonton does not
reflect in the same manner as it would in taking away a seat in
northern Alberta.

The Chair: Okay.  Any other questions?
Well, I thank you, gentlemen.  I’m not sure you made our job any

easier, but we understand our responsibility better.  Thank you very
much.

Mr. Richard: You’re very welcome.  Thank you.

Mr. Olthof: Don McGladdery, Athabasca-Wabasca PC
Constituency Association.

The Chair: Don, would you like to introduce your able assistant
there, please.

Mr. McGladdery: Yes.  This is Sheila Foley.  She’s the reeve of
Lesser Slave River municipality, and she’s also the chairman of the
Athabasca-Wabasca PC constituency.  She’s an old friend and good
at organizing things.

The Chair: My colleague says you’re a young friend.

Mr. McGladdery: Young friend.  Right.  Young friend of many
years standing in the constituency.

The Chair: Oh, I can see why you’re in the business you are in.

Mr. McGladdery: Well, I’ve been around the northeast for a long
time.  I’ve spent a long career in Fort McMurray.  I was there in the
days when this was still a Social Credit constituency.  I moved there
just in time to catch the first of the Lougheed era.  Dr. Dam Bouvier
was our MLA at the time.  Went through his tragic death and
through a long history of development in the northeast.  So I’m very
pleased to be here to present the paper that we’ve put some effort
into.  I might say that I’m also a county councillor for the county of
Athabasca.  I’m also the chairman of the Regional Community
Development Corporation in Lac La Biche.  I live on a farm at
Wandering River, so I sit right in the aorta, I guess, of our northern
system.

We appreciate the opportunity to participate in this.  I think this
might well be the most important thing that’s happened in our
constituency, in our part of the world, in our community since I’ve
been involved here.  Some here have been here much longer, but this
is an important and major undertaking.

We acknowledge the commission’s considerable effort in putting
this together in a rational way so that we’ve got at least a
mathematically competent model to work against and comment
upon.  This has been no doubt difficult because of the constraints
that you operate under in terms of the total of 83 and the four special
cases, which also have special restrictive conditions.  Now, we
understand that change is necessary to meet the legislated intent to
more or less balance out the population in these ridings, and I think
that’s important.  It’s a principle that goes back in our history for a
heck of a long time in Great Britain and elsewhere where our
parliamentary system developed.

7:55

We notice that the provincial average population target is 37,000
and that there’s some deviation allowed so that the target ranges
from a minimum of 27,000 to a maximum of 45,000.  The current
census shows that Athabasca-Wabasca has a population of 20,752,
and this is 42 percent below the intended provincial average.  So
adjustment is warranted.  I think there’s no question that something
needs to be done.

We’re concerned about your proposal to redistribute our
population into neighbouring constituencies just at this time in our
history.  Our strong desire is to not be linked to the communities of
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Swan Hills and Barrhead and Westlock as proposed but to be left as
we are in anticipation of the situation in Fort McMurray being
revisited.  We note that the population of the special municipality of
Wood Buffalo is approaching 60,000 – I think Municipal Affairs
thinks it’s 58 and something – of which some 50,000 live in the city
of Fort McMurray.  Approximately, again.  I think it might be 48
and something; the other 10,000 or so are actually already in
Athabasca-Wabasca.

I would correct something someone said earlier involving Saprae
Creek.  Those environs around Fort McMurray are already in
Athabasca-Wabasca.  Fort McMurray itself has been trimmed and is
the compact core of the city proper, and a lot of the growth is
occurring, in fact, in some of the suburbs around Fort McMurray.
So this total, no matter how it shakes out, will exceed the target of
45,000 no matter what we do or what you do or what the
government does.  The current growth rate, mainly but not entirely
associated with the oil sands development, is expected to continue
apace.

We suggest that the commission reconsider the proposal to
eliminate Athabasca-Wabasca and instead recommend that the
government consider creating two new constituencies out of the
current Fort McMurray and Athabasca-Wabasca constituencies, both
of which will have between them, if you total it all up, at least
70,000.  If you divide that more or less equally, this new alignment
would fall very near the target average of 37,000 and would in fact
allow appropriately for anticipated growth.

Now, we’ve heard this afternoon a lot of discussion about what
might be around the boundaries, and some of the numbers work out
fairly well and do come up to around 80,000 if, for example, we
were to include Lac La Biche.  Let’s say, for example, that we were
able to include all of Lakeland county including Lac La Biche and
some of the settlements to the east.  Lakeland’s population is about
5,500, we believe, Lac La Biche is nearing 3,000, and there are
probably another 2,000.  So we’re very close to 10,000 there.  If we
included that, for example, in what is today Athabasca-Wabasca, it
would take us from the 21,000 that we have, including the 10,000
around McMurray, to 31,000, and if we add that up, it comes out to
approximately 80,000.  If you divided that, then, into two by some
means that would leave Fort McMurray mainly with some of the
surroundings essentially as it is, you would have two constituencies
each approaching 40,000, which is considerably above the target
average.  We think that’s an opportunity.

We did hear from the folks down south.  When we considered
adding in Lac La Biche and its community, we thought that that
would be impossible to cope with down on the south end around St.
Paul, down in there.  The folks from there seem today to say: well,
you know, maybe we better do some things down here.  So maybe
there is some room to do something there.  Nonetheless, it looks like
the target average of 37,000 would be exceeded if you included our
municipality, Lakeland municipality, and Wood Buffalo
municipality and everything included in that plus some of the
settlements and area east of Lac La Biche.

We have some comments.  One is that we have little in common
with the communities of Swan Hills and Barrhead and Westlock, and
the similarities that do appear are superficial, agriculture being one.
It’s important to us, but our farm operations tend to be smaller and
less intensive.  Our soils are poorer.  Our farm families work off the
farm in most cases.  Our gas fields in our territory to the north tend
to be shallow and with fewer high producers and more water and
mostly sweet gas.  We have little light sweet crude but more heavy
oil and, of course, the oil sands.  Our forest industry is dominated by
Al-Pac.  The mill is there.  The FMA includes all of our sort of
traditional territory.  We have a lot of forested Crown land but
limited agricultural land in forest production.

Our historic linkages are long standing.  Many of our local
communities grew out of the fur trade, river freighting, logging,
more recently oil and gas development and the oil sands.  Fort
Chipewyan was founded in 1802 and is the oldest continuously
inhabited settlement in Alberta.  We’ve been there a long time.  Our
historic linkages are north/south, not east and west, and this is
somewhat due to our geography: the Athabasca River, the Northern
Alberta Railway, and more recently highway 63 and the pipeline and
communications corridor, which has been our corridor of life and
continues to be so.

For a large part of our history the Anglican church had its
headquarters in Athabasca while the Catholic church serviced the
same northern communities from the Lac La Biche mission, and that
went on for a lot of years.

Several aboriginal communities in our region go back many
generations.  Our history includes positive relations with
communities of aboriginal background in the resource area, which
is so important to all of us.  Social development and access to decent
quality services taken for granted elsewhere has been slower in
coming to these communities, and committed effort – and it means
solid effort over a long time – is needed to ensure that progress
continues.  In fact, at the rate we’re going and looking at, it’ll be
speeded up.  We’re proud of the achievements of our aboriginal
communities in environmental discoveries and monitoring and all
the issues along the river, successful contracting in the oil sands and
in many participating programs in forestry and construction, to name
only a few.  We want to continue to be linked to these communities.

We disagree that 83 seats is the right number or any other number
or that it should be reduced as some have suggested.  Rural Alberta
would stand to lose substantially if the constituencies were made
larger, simply because all of the difficulties relating to distance and
sparsity and never seeing your MLA would be made more acute.
Good government needs an adequate pool of MLAs with suitable
background and skills from which to select a cabinet.

In recent history and even going back in history, Alberta has been
like a one-party province, so there have been overwhelming
majorities.  But we’re reminded of the Blakeney government elected
in Saskatchewan in 1971, wherein they went out with 42 MLAs, if
memory serves me.  They defeated Ross the Boss Thatcher, some of
you may remember.  The problem was that all but two of those that
they elected were schoolteachers, board members, principals, or
superintendents.

The Chair: You know, you’re talking yourself into trouble here
because we have some former schoolteachers here.

Mr. McGladdery: Well, yeah.

The Chair: But, of course, that’s in Saskatchewan.

8:05

Mr. McGladdery: That’s right, and I also came from
Saskatchewan, and it had a great school system.  

I actually worked for one of these incumbents for the NDP, I
believe they were called at the time, just before we came up here, so
I had a hand in this.  But with all due respect to these worthy people,
they were unable to adequately represent the public at large.  There
are two sides to representation: it requires that you be able to
communicate and dialogue.  People didn’t trust them, and even when
they came with their hand out, they weren’t able to do what needed
to be done, so they were soon ousted.  I raise this example because
many people have said numbers like 56.  Well, if you only elect –
what? – 43, you could win an election in Alberta.  If you only elect
43 and all but two come from one segment of society, you’re not
likely to have a very representative government.  So I think
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everybody that talks about, “Oh, well, you know, we should
eliminate some of these constituencies,” needs to think that, well,
maybe it’ll be yours that gets eliminated, and maybe you won’t be
as well represented.

The media also has made much of the rural/urban split in Alberta,
and we point out that our constituency is neither rural in the usual
agricultural sense nor urban in the sense of a major city.  Rather, it
is a resource community in a very literal sense.  Our developments
have all the business and commercial needs of a modern city for
Internet and optical cable and high-tech medical stuff and all of that,
and our citizens and remote work sites have all the infrastructure
needs of established rural communities.  We’ve heard from the folks
that don’t like to drive on gravel roads, but good gravel roads serve
a lot of area in the north.

We would refer, for example, to the conditions which led to
setting up the office of the commissioner for the northeast some
years ago, and some of you folks may remember this.  We do note
that Vic Henning did a commendable job in the role of
commissioner, but the ad hoc operation that applied at the time was
fundamentally undemocratic within our system of government, and
it was a poor substitute for adequate and effective representation.
There were a number of conditions and things that happened within
the government around that time.  There were delays in Syncrude’s
approval and construction, and Atlantic Ritchfield backed out.
There were some reasons why the community around Fort
McMurray was not ready, and special action had to be taken to get
schools built and roads extended and all of that stuff done.  Keyano
College was beefed up, and the hospital was relocated.  A bunch of
those things happened, but in retrospect it would have been much
better to have had ordinary political representation doing that instead
of a special commission.

In conclusion, we want to be positioned to move forward with
neighbouring communities who share our interests.  We believe that
this can be achieved by transferring 10,000 of Fort McMurray’s
population to Athabasca-Wabasca to meet the minimum required
without adjusting any other constituencies, and we also would note
that Lakeland county would be a really good fit and would meet the
vision of Bob Splane, who presented earlier this afternoon.  The
adjustment in population would not be an overwhelming thing, but
it would bring both of the resulting constituencies in our northeast
area up to about 40,000 each for population.

We do recognize that making decisions affecting other people is
the most difficult thing in modern life.  Everybody will get their
backs up, and everybody will complain.  We congratulate you for the
process and for your patience in hearing us.  Rarely do we have an
opportunity to participate in the rejigging of something that will
affect us.  We concede that if nothing else is done, leaving us with
two constituencies up here, which is what we think should be done,
will increase the number of constituencies in the province to 84, and
we ask you to urge the government to do exactly that.  However,
listening this afternoon, it might be that other ways and concessions
can be found to stay within the 83 but leave us with the two.

Thank you.

The Chair: Okay.  Thank you very much.  You not only gave us
a considerable amount to think about, but you also gave us a history
lesson.  I recall being the minister of education in Alberta when Fort
McMurray stepped out of the Northland school board and got their
own school board.  I see Frank Appleby behind you there, so I
introduce Frank and say welcome.  I also remember in 1970 making
the decision to build the Athabasca University, the first distance-
learning institution, here in Athabasca.  I can assure you: if you think
being in this situation is unpopular, it was an awful lot less popular
to be in that situation with the academicians in Edmonton, believe

me.  We had the chance to drive around that place, and I must say
that I’m tremendously impressed, and it brought back a lot of fond
memories of what happened there.  I know that Frank has been very
supportive of that, too, and I just wanted to make that comment.

Mr. McGladdery: Well, it’s a wonderful institution.  We’re very
proud of it.

The Chair: Mr. Patterson, you always have a question.

Mr. Patterson: Yes, Mr. Chairman.  As a retired school
superintendent who has effectively represented his community as
mayor for 33 years plus I would like to ask this question.  Just a little
shot there.

The Chair: The question now, Ernie.

Mr. Patterson: When you’re talking about Lakeland – help me
out here – you probably don’t have the map, but are you taking in
Cold Lake?  Help, because I’m from the south.

Mr. McGladdery: No.  Cold Lake would be to the east.  I mean
Lakeland county.

Mr. Patterson: Lakeland county.  Oh, okay.

Mr. McGladdery: It’s a new county, and it’s our neighbour
abutting.  I live about three miles from it, from our border, and we
share back and forth.  In our northern community we have many
common interests between their municipality and ours.

The Chair: I believe it’s over on the map there too.

Mr. McGladdery: Yes.

Mr. Patterson: I struggle equally because basically I look at
myself as being rural and rural representation.  How to work this out
is the problem, and you’ve given us some good ideas which
substantiate what some of the other submissions have said, and I will
forget your remarks about schoolteachers and school
superintendents.

Mr. McGladdery: I didn’t mean it in any damaging way.

Mr. Patterson: But you’d be disappointed if I didn’t come back,
because I’ll hear this from my friend Glen here the rest of the
evening.

Mr. McGladdery: Well, it was my one great disappointment in
my political life.  As a college student and a young engineer I had
not much opportunity to be involved in politics, and here was our
chance to help out and be involved.  We were so disappointed when
that government crashed.

The Chair: The foregoing was a paid political announcement.

Mr. McGladdery: Right.

Mr. Patterson: Mr. Chair, if I could just make one brief comment.
My friend Doug over here, being a lawyer, was kind of, you know,
in some category.  Now it’s chartered accountants who are in that
and not lawyers anymore.

Mr. McGladdery: Well, Sheila perhaps will get around to him.
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The Chair: Mr. Clegg.

Mr. Clegg: Thanks, Bob.  I just want to thank you, and certainly
that superintendent that you’re talking about in Saskatchewan was
Ernie.

Mr. McGladdery: He left the province when I did.

Mr. Clegg: Certainly a lot of work or thoughts put into this brief,
and I’m sure that this commission will take it and look at it carefully.

Mr. McGladdery: This is a great time for our region in the north.
I think Sheila also has a presentation.

Mrs. Foley: Yeah.  I’ll tell you what it is, and I realize it’s outside
of the agenda that you have.  It’s just that Marian Wolitski, who is
the chair of the Keeweetinok Lakes regional health authority, stayed
around as long he could possibly stay, and they said that it would
have to be squeezed in really late.  So he just asked if I could read
his letter to you.  Really there are no questions that I can answer on
it.

The Chair: Go ahead.

8:15

Mrs. Foley: It’s just to relay it to you, and I’ll be happy to give it
to your clerks there when I’m done.  It’s directed to yourselves.

Dear Commission Members:
I am writing on behalf of the Keeweetinok Lakes Regional

Health Authority to express our concern about the recommendations
contained in the interim report published by the Commission in
September of 2002 entitled “Proposed Electoral Division Areas,
Boundaries and Names for Alberta”.

According to your interim report, the Commission has
recommended changes to the number of rural ridings in the
province.  Our understanding is that the report recommends
dissolution of the Athabasca-Wabasca riding as part of a plan to
revise the electoral boundaries.

The recommendation to dissolve the Athabasca-Wabasca
riding presents great concern for our Health Authority.  For several
years the Authority has worked hard to obtain resources to address
the health needs of this predominantly rural area.  Rural MLAs have
worked tirelessly in support of improved health care and have been
pivotal in helping the Authority gain approval for health care
initiatives, such as special funding and attracting physicians, that
have been of tremendous benefit to the population.

For this reason the Health Authority would like the members
of the Commission to know that the rural areas of the province
cannot be further jeopardized by a reduction in the number of MLAs
representing their constituents.

Please reconsider your recommendation and keep the
Athabasca-Wabasca riding intact.  Rural areas of the province need
more representation at the Legislature, not less.  The rural areas
cannot afford to lose MLAs who work hard to represent the largest
part of the province when they meet with their urban counterparts.

Thank you for hearing our concerns.
Yours truly,
Marian Wolitski
Chair,
Keeweetinok Lakes.

The Chair: Thank you very much.
Any further questions of Don?  I’d even permit the odd comment.
Don, can I say thank you very much to both of you.  Thank you

very much for your presentations.

Mr. Olthof: The mayor of Athabasca, Al Wurfel.

The Chair: Your Worship, we’re pleased to have you here, and we
look forward to your advice.

Mr. Wurfel: If you would take it as such, I would be honoured.

The Chair: Well, why don’t you have a run at us and see?

Mr. Wurfel: I’m making this presentation as an unabashed
Athabasca homer . . .

The Chair: I’d be disappointed otherwise.

Mr. Wurfel: . . . and a proud Albertan who has spent his life in
Alberta.  When I look at yourself and the commission, I’m asking
myself if the more things change, the more they stay the same.
When I got into education as a career, shortly thereafter you were the
minister of education making changes.  I would like to thank you for
that one unpopular change of putting the Athabasca University here.

The Chair: I think this is leading up to something.

Mr. Wurfel: When I left education, Bauni Mackay was the big
boss in the teaching fraternity, and Ernie Patterson and I bumped
horns once in a while as peers in the principals’ fraternity.

Anyway, we the town council request that the boundaries
commission reconsider the recommendation to eliminate the
Athabasca-Wabasca constituency and carve it into three parts and
reattach each to existing constituencies as hinterlands to those
constituencies.  We have a number of suggestions that we’d like to
ask you to consider, and the first is to maintain the constituency.

Northern Alberta is already underrepresented in the province, yet
in terms of the resources extracted and transported south, the region
provides for much of the wealth and prosperity of Alberta.
Athabasca is located 15 kilometres north of the cairn at Meanook,
which is dead centre in the province, which is why the original
federal observatory was placed there.  If you look at this map that
you folks are proposing, there are four whole constituencies that are
totally north of that point 15 kilometres south of here and another
five that have minor parts that reach north of here, and we think
there’s some kind of an imbalance here that needs to be considered.
So if there’s a way to realign the changes to at least maintain the
present number of constituencies in the northern half of the province,
this should happen.

One possibility is to split off part of Fort McMurray, add it to the
present Athabasca-Wabasca constituency, and rename it to reflect
the change.  Athabasca-Wabasca already contains some Fort
McMurray suburbs.  From my reading of your initial report, if the
realignment proposed in the interim report proceeds, Wood-Buffalo
would become the largest constituency in terms of population and
almost the largest, with apologies to Glen – almost the largest – in
terms of area with a higher than average population growth.  So at
present growth rates the constituency population would be far above
the acceptable deviation well before the next redistribution.

In the event that the commission finds that proposal unacceptable,
we suggest moving the Athabasca-Wabasca constituency boundary
to the east to reconstitute in part the historical Athabasca-Lac La
Biche constituency, which we found to be quite satisfactory before
the last realignment.  We realize that this would require some further
boundary shifts for other constituencies to fit the guidelines under
which the commission operates.  However, this recommendation is
being made on the assumption that fair and effective representation
in constituencies with similar economies and common interests is
not being sacrificed on the altar of expediency.

If those are not acceptable proposals to you, well, we ask you to
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consider a different realignment, and we ask you to consider the
following principles with respect to the disposition of the town and
county of Athabasca.  Much of the economy of Athabasca is based
on servicing natural resource industries and transportation of goods
to the north, northwest, and northeast of Athabasca.  This has been
so since the original establishment of Athabasca Landing on the
south end of the big bend on the Athabasca River in the middle
1800s.  We expect this aspect of our economy to become even more
significant as northern development proceeds and as the northern
highway strategy is implemented.  Accordingly, the town has
repositioned itself, as our letterhead says: Gateway to the Great
North Country.  I’ll ask Councillor Gismondi to present you with our
new pins to show you that we’re serious about this gateway to the
great new north.

Mr. Clegg: Thank you.  It’s better than a postcard.

Mr. Wurfel: The Northern Alberta Development Council
presently serves this area, and we have developed lines of
communication and have common interests with neighbouring
municipalities included in the area served by the NADC.  In 1999 we
realigned ourselves with the Alberta North tourist destination region,
which goes north and northwest, and we found that to be a very
effective alliance.  It’s situated in the northern boreal forests and
northern lakes region, and this alliance is a perfect fit for the type of
vacation and tourism experiences we try and promote.  We’ve had
good economic success with this growing industry, and realignment
into a southern constituency will hamper progress and weaken our
partnerships with other northern communities.

Fourthly, the town/county of Athabasca and other communities
within the boundaries of the county share a number of regional
services and common interests.  Recently we received a major
provincial grant to further regional collaboration initiatives.  We
would prefer to keep this intact, and your proposal carves up the
county of Athabasca.  Our belief is that if an area is carved up and
attached to existing constituencies which continue unchanged, the
newly added areas likely will find themselves as orphan hinterlands
of the new constituencies.  Accordingly, if the commission must
reduce the representation in northern Alberta and it must do so at the
expense of the Athabasca-Wabasca constituency, we ask that it do
the least harm to our community and our economic interests.  To that
end we ask that you combine the entire county of Athabasca with a
neighbouring northern constituency which also undergoes some
realignment before being combined with us.

Thank you.

The Chair: Al, thank you very much.  I appreciate those
alternative suggestions that you’ve made, too.  That’s extremely
helpful to us.

Glen.

Mr. Clegg: I have no questions.  A very good brief, and I
understand totally what you’re saying.

Mr. Patterson: Mr. Chair, I’d just like to say that educators can
make good presentations.  Thank you.

Mr. Clegg: With some exceptions.

The Chair: Al, thank you very, very much.

8:25

Mr. Olthof: Frank Ponto, Athabasca County Tourism.

The Chair: I’ve just been advised that we have four more

presenters after Frank.  Once Frank’s melodious tones have given us
his advice, we’ll take a 10-minute break, and then we’ll have the last
four presentations to follow that.

Frank, thanks very much for coming.

Mr. Ponto: Thank you for giving me this opportunity.  I will put
us back on time real quick, because these guys have been a hard act
to follow.  I’ve been sick for the past three days, so I’m just going to
kind of wing it.

The Chair: You wing it.

Mr. Ponto: I’m going to tell you about tourism and maybe expand
a little bit on what our mayor has said.  First of all, welcome to
Athabasca, and I hope you’re spending lots of money.  Stick around
for a few days.  We need the money.  I’m sure you enjoyed your
drive into Athabasca, and I’m sure you can’t help but notice as you
drive in that the scenery changes pretty drastically.  If you go on the
highway, all of a sudden the forest mirrors on both sides.  You see
trees, the rolling hills, the Tawatinaw Valley, and that drive coming
down into Athabasca still takes my breath away.  I love northern
Alberta.  I like Athabasca.  I love promoting our region.

About four years ago we were part of another tourism destination
region.  Man, we lobbied real hard and strong for two years to
become part of Alberta North.  It’s really, really important to us.
We’ve been represented on the board for the last year and a half.
We have made just tremendous strides in the past couple of years,
and a lot of that is due to Alberta North and their marketing
programs.  I work on a daily basis with Fort McMurray, Slave Lake,
Grande Prairie, Lac La Biche.  Although tourism has no boundaries
as such, it does, and Alberta North is just such an important part of
the way we market.

The Chair: What’s the southern boundary of that Alberta North,
Frank?

Mr. Ponto: Right here.

The Chair: So we’re kind of on the southern boundary; are we?

Mr. Ponto: Yeah.  Actually, before we were just on the other end
of it.

The Chair: The north end?

Mr. Ponto: Yeah, but we were aligned with, you know, as far
south as Red Deer type of thing, and there’s nothing in common.  I
mean, we’re a northern community, really strong partnerships with
our neighbouring communities in the north, and, wow, I don’t want
to see it hurt tourism, you know, because we do have such strong
relationships.  I think that preferably it would be nice to remain the
way it is, but you’ve got a tough job.  I’d rather align with a northern
community, as stated by the other people, if at all possible.

I think that’s about it.  That was quick.

The Chair: In a few words you’re a great salesman.  Believe me.
Very well done.

Mr. Ponto: Thank you.

The Chair: Any of my colleagues?

Mr. Clegg: No, I’m happy.  I understand you want to be Alberta
North.  I can remember when it started.  You know, I was born
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several years after the gentlemen to my left and right respectively,
but I certainly remember Alberta North as doing a good job.  I’m not
trying to say that specifically for you, but certainly it is doing a good
job.  Tourism is a big industry.  Keep up the good work.

Mr. Ponto: Yeah, it is.  Thank you.

The Chair: Well, the presentation may have been short and the
questions may have been few, but I can assure you that you’ve made
your point.  Thank you very much, Frank.

Mr. Ponto: Thank you.

The Chair: Okay.  We’ll take a seven- or eight-minute break, and
then we’ll be back to finish up.

[The commission adjourned from 8:29 p.m. to 8:37 p.m.]

The Chair: Okay.  Ladies and gentlemen, we’re going to start.
Just to let you know the agenda, the next presenter is Bruce Jackson,
followed by Mrs. Foley, the reeve of the MD of Lesser Slave River,
followed by Mrs. Minto, and then followed by Kirk Andries, from
Al-Pac.  Those are the last four presenters we’ll be hearing.  I’ll now
call upon Bruce Jackson.

Mr. Jackson: Thank you, Mr. Clark.  I don’t know many of the
other people here, and many of the people in the room probably
don’t know me.  I’m an interested Albertan.  I’ve grown up in
Alberta, and I’ve played politics all my life.  I’m here because I’m
concerned about the community of Alberta.  People tend to be
starting to argue amongst themselves, and I think that’s the way the
politicians want it.  The best thing I’ve heard in recent days is the
joke in the Globe and Mail with regard to politicians being like
babies’ diapers: they both should be changed frequently, for the
same reasons.

The Chair: I knew Bruce when he worked in our church in
Carstairs.  I have to remember to remind Bruce that he only has 10
minutes, so you’d better get your best shots in.

Mr. Jackson: Okay.  All right.  I’ve also been a politician, and
I’ve worked in political campaigns all my life.  I served on a
municipal council, regional planning commissions, and hospital
boards when they had them and worked in both cities and urban
areas.  I’m a lifelong student and have been trained in social analysis
and critical thinking.

Much of what we’re struggling over here is power and who has it,
and our traditions have basically put us in a box when it comes to
electoral boundaries.  Our information age has also paralyzed people
in several ways.  The media and technology shape them more than
they realize, and they become unithinkers.  They sometimes don’t
develop skills.  Even though we do have the best education system
in the country, we sometimes don’t teach our children to critically
think and see what is really going on around them.  Information
overload actually causes a paralysis of political and economic
systems to favour those who are in control.  An example: when you
phone to get your fridge or your telephone fixed and they tell you
that it’s going to take five days, where was that call made to?
Probably Toronto or New Brunswick or some other place.  So why
wouldn’t calling your MLA be as easy as a telephone call?

Political and real economic power has also been taken away from
the citizens because the system has become so rigid and is such a
force that individuals no longer control or influence it.  I would
suggest that if the current trends in Alberta continue, our society

here is moving backward in history to the model of governance of
the old city-state.  Power and authority is coalescing around smaller
and more influential groups of persons.  Spruce Meadows does not
have any population, but I would say that they exert an unequal
power and control in the political and economic structures of
Alberta.  The deregulation of the utilities has favoured the cities of
Edmonton and Calgary because they’ve been granted the licence to
be the only ones in Alberta able to sell retail power and, as a result,
have the economic benefit not available to rural Albertans.  Since
then, we’ve had this loss of shared community and what it means to
be an Albertan.

The depopulation and continued centralized power being
developed by health and education authorities I think is actually
taking away creative solutions to problems that people often
generate out here in the hinterlands.  I think they have solutions to
their own problems and they rely too often on those in authority with
legislative power.  The only thing about those in authority with the
legislative power is that they can tax.  The rest of us have to get by
based on other people’s donations and willingness to give.

We also need to look at the concept of working together as a
community.  I’ve heard some of the presentations where people were
concerned about: we don’t want to be matched with this community
or that community.  We’ve all taken on this role of individualism,
self-reliance, and independence.  Those work on a set of values that
isn’t basically who we are as Albertans.

Going on to our electoral boundaries, your current system
primarily has only two criteria.  You have to have X number of
people in a certain area.  I think that’s a box that’s got you into a
place where you can’t get out.  The minorities and those who are
marginalized by the fact that they no longer have access to a person
as an MLA – they don’t know who that person is in their community
because they live somewhere else.  Particularly in rural Alberta the
MLAs are often strangers to anybody outside of their community or
in other communities than their own home community.  Rep-by-pop
is actually marginalizing more and more people.  I also recognize
that people want to vote, they want to participate, they want to know
what school they go to to cast their ballots, and they often don’t care
where their representative lives.  Some of the things that are perhaps
not as good are also benefits: the fact that technology has provided
access to people like they’ve never had it before.

All Albertans have really the basic same interest of community at
heart.  People want the best education, the best health care, and even
some of them want social safety nets for the less able people in our
society.  They want access and opportunity to participate both
economically and recreationally in our province.  The parks in Mike
Cardinal’s riding are as important to the people here and to the
tourism industry here as they are to the people from Edmonton and
the urban areas that come to use them.  I believe that people want
jobs, they want income, and they want opportunities to share the
gifts that they have with each other in the wider community.  So if
we’re going to recover our basis of a civil and just society, we need
options to help the citizens and their representatives to understand
the total community of Alberta from a broader vision, moving away
from the self-interest and the small community of interest to a
broader vision of what it’s like to be part of Alberta.

My presentation is to call on you to make a recommendation that
you consider establishing multiple-boundary ridings that would
include two or more areas from different parts of the province to be
one riding.  For example, by taking a few city blocks of an area of
a dense urban population – you can go into Edmonton and take 10
city blocks and have 20,000 or 15,000 people and match it with
20,000 people in a smaller, rural riding so that the total population
of the riding is 37,000 people.
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This would then provide several possible benefits.  The political
ridings in rural Alberta would become more manageable, and the
people who represent them would be better able to represent the
communities within them effectively, with integrity and with ability.
They would also have their political machinery strong enough to
take what they run in a rural constituency.  Within a few hours they
can go and swamp an inner-city riding.  You know, to say that the
political machinery would need some adjustment: I don’t think so.
You take 10 volunteers, and they could cover that area within a city
to get the election going.  But it would also allow – say an MLA had
a smaller rural area.  He could go and set up in a community league
building in Edmonton once a week and meet with his constituents or
have two offices and still be representing 37,000 people, but he
would then have to deal with all the issues of all Albertans, not just
the issues that pertain to one little neighbourhood.

I think that would make us all better Albertans.  We would then
be able to learn about and understand each other.  We might create
new ways for education to happen in the political process so that
students and people were more interested, so that they would
recognize the connection between their economics and their political
systems in who they’re representing.

That’s basically what I have to say.  It comes out of my
experience from trying to run in a relatively small political riding in
central Alberta.  It was almost impossible to cover that area in 30
days prior to an election.  In the cities when you went into the
ridings and watched their organizations work, the election workers
were bored because they had done everything they could do.  So if
it were spread out so that the power shift was spread across Alberta,
I think we could bring a great bit of benefit to all of Alberta at the
same time.

The Chair: Okay.  Thanks, Bruce.  If I could crudely put it in my
very simple way, you’re really saying: we have smaller rural ridings,
and in addition to that riding you might have 10,000 or 12,000 or
15,000 people in a part of the city of Edmonton, so the MLA would
be a kind of ‘rurban’, an urban/rural MLA.  That’s what you’re
saying?

Mr. Jackson: That’s what I’m saying.

The Chair: Okay.  Any reactions?

Mr. Clegg: Well, certainly, it’s a point that I was going to bring
up, too, Bruce.  I think it was this afternoon that I mentioned the fact
that you’re not the first one to suggest that.  You know, I represented
a very rural riding.  I spent from Sunday night till Thursday night
there, and I could have easily represented people in the city of
Edmonton because in the mornings I could have met different
groups or individuals.  I could have done it between 5:30 and 8, but
certainly you couldn’t travel back to Fairview to do any of that work.

I also want to comment on one of your first remarks, about the
diapers, and I don’t want to mention that diaper story.  Having been
in the political field for 35 years, too, both municipal and provincial,
the easiest thing for a politician is to get 400 ideas.  When 400
people are there, they say: well, they don’t know what they want, so
why do anything?  I truly can say tonight that we, in fact, got some
very good, specific proposals that we can certainly look at.  Just to
get up and say that it’s no good doesn’t help us any.  I want to
remark that we have had some very good, specific recommendations,
and I’m not here to say that we’re going to follow them all or any of
them, but certainly it’s something that we have a chance to look at.

The Chair: Anyone else want to comment?

Mr. Graham: Thanks for a very interesting presentation.  It’s the
first time I’ve actually ever heard this idea, so thank you very much.

The Chair: Thanks very much, Bruce.

Mr. Jackson: Thank you.

The Chair: Good.
The reeve of the MD of Lesser Slave Lake.

Mrs. Foley: Whoops.  Lesser Slave River.

The Chair: Oh, my gosh.  Lesser Slave River.  My apologies.

Mrs. Foley: That’s okay.  I’m also sort of representing the town of
Slave Lake.  Mayor Ray Stern was here earlier and couldn’t get fit
into the schedule, so he asked me to relay some of their concerns as
well.  So I’m sort of a sounding post today.

The Chair: Okay.  So this will be on behalf of the MD of Lesser
Slave River and the town of Lesser Slave Lake.

Mrs. Foley: Yes.
First off I’d just like to say that our municipality suggests that the

recommendations made by the PC association here in this
constituency with regard to the addition of possible population
numbers from Fort McMurray or driving the boundary east towards
Lac La Biche are favourable to us.  We have no problem with that.

The Chair: Just a second.  Doug, it’s hard to follow the
presentation when we’ve got one that Robert has already given to us.

Mr. Olthof: I don’t have any extra copies; I’m sorry.

Mrs. Foley: My remarks are really going to be more generalized,
and I will be happy to pass this over to you when I’m done.

The Chair: And we can get copies.  Great.

Mrs. Foley: You bet.

The Chair: Thanks very much.  Sorry for the interruption.

Mrs. Foley: That’s okay.
First, let me say once again, because our municipality did submit

a letter in the past, that we understand the fine balancing act that
your commission has been legislated to carry out.  We also
understand the population factors steering your committee towards
this decision of eliminating the Athabasca-Wabasca constituency.

I come back, however, to the issue of geographic size.  The MLA
in a large urban constituency can provide a more accessible service
to the majority of its residents by traveling a relatively short
distance, and it can be arranged with very short notice.  This is
simply not possible in rural Alberta, and I know you’ve heard it
throughout the course of the day here.  The MLA here must consider
travel time from Edmonton to the northern areas, which can take up
to five hours or more.  Granted, if the Hon. Mike Cardinal is within
the constituency, that time is cut by two hours.  Available time in a
busy MLA’s schedule simply cannot accommodate too many trips
a week such as this and is not feasible.  However, if our residents
wish contact at all with their MLA, they must travel distances
similar to the MLA, thereby resulting in a distant government and an
extremely impersonal government.

Another example would be the rural infrastructure issues.  We in
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our municipality have a lot of access roads that are still not good all-
year-round roads and are often in very poor shape in the spring and
winter months, thereby curtailing our contact with our government
representatives even more.  In the urban areas issues are in general
affecting a larger component of the constituency as most reside
within that close proximity to their MLA.  This is not so in rural
Alberta.  Here a great issue or controversy usually does not have the
same impact on distant areas within our constituency, such as the
towns, hamlets, and smaller communities.  For example, issues such
as traditional land use in northern Alberta do not affect the towns of
Athabasca, Boyle, Colinton, Smith, et cetera, as they do the
communities located within that particular Crown land area – and
we’re talking really rural areas here – thereby requiring of the rural
MLAs – and I use the plural here because we have two rural MLAs
that we work with – twice the work to represent their constituents on
issues of great importance to the entire province.  Another example
is the lack of services such as water and sewer, police, ambulance,
and community services to assist those with special needs.  Many of
the northern communities do not have these services.

To expect the larger urban centres to the south to understand the
challenges of distance learning and distance health is not practical.
Special interest groups are also much easier to represent in the urban
areas as their contact with government is very accessible.  Not so in
the rural areas.  The examples are many.  To consider eliminating
this constituency and spreading the extra workload onto less MLAs
in the north is unequivocally unfair treatment of the residents of the
north.

As challenging as it is to represent this area, our MLA has done an
excellent job.  He truly understands the cultural and different
traditional needs of the peoples of this constituency.  He understands
the impact of provincial policy on transportation, environment,
infrastructure, health care, education, tourism, agriculture, forestry,
and oil and gas development.  To expect the same representation of
an MLA with larger urban centres, with larger populations, and
much easier access to those constituents is simply questionable.

The other challenge would be garnering the support of those larger
urban areas south on important rural issues, as stated earlier.

8:55

As alluded to by Ms Mackay with regard to the Internet or
technology, when you’re in rural Alberta, when you’re up in the
Wabasca area, Trout Lake, Chip Lake, up towards the Fort Mac area,
you don’t have the ADSL.  You have dial-up Internet if you’re
lucky, and if something goes wrong with your computers, you don’t
have the service techs there to run out and repair them.  Anything
outside an hour from Slave Lake or any of the larger centres, forget
your servicing.  It’s not going to happen.  That, in addition, is a lot
of those rural areas.  Especially some of the traditional people that
have lived there, the native population, are not comfortable using
computers let alone faxes and telephones.  So that is definitely not
an option that’s going to improve their service.

Now, I know that you have previously received letters of support
from the MD of Lesser Slave River, the town of Slave Lake, the
Slave Lake chamber of commerce, the town of Athabasca, the MD
of Opportunity, the county of Athabasca, the regional municipality
of Wood Buffalo, and the list continues, with sincere requests to
leave the northern boundaries as they are.  Our municipality in the
Athabasca-Wabasca constituency cannot comprehend the unfairness
to northern Alberta by eliminating a seat in the Legislature and
thereby quieting their voice.

You are all aware of the geographic size of the north, covering
approximately 60 percent of the province and only, at present, with
12 electoral divisions.  The importance of our natural resources to
Alberta’s great economic advantage cannot be minimized.

However, with the recommendation of your committee this
representation will be negatively affected.

As the representation erodes and rural citizens begin to realize that
their importance to society as a whole in Alberta is minimal, you are
opening the door for a great erosion of the youth of Alberta moving
away from the north into the larger urban centres.  If the erosion of
northern representation continues, the future of rural communities in
northern Alberta will look pretty bleak.

On behalf of the citizens of northern Alberta as well as our
municipality and the Athabasca-Wabasca constituency please
preserve our Athabasca-Wabasca constituency based on its
uniqueness, geographic size, and the great demand that we place on
our elected officials.  Just to mention, our municipality has no
problem with being serviced by two MLAs.  We have for many,
many years.  We have a great rapport with both, and the
consideration to leave a portion of our municipality in with
Athabasca-Wabasca, as it should be and as it was, is fine with us.
To include us in the Hon. Pearl Calahasen’s simply to follow our
boundary is not a necessity for us.  We are used to dealing with two
MLAs.  We have no problem with that.

I think that’s about it.

The Chair: Okay.  Well, thank you very much, Sheila.
Who has any comments or questions?  I think we’re running dry.

Mrs. Foley: All right.  There is just one more that I have to relay
as well, which I think you have a copy of.  If not, I’ll give you this
one as well.  The Grassland and Districts Economic Development
Association has asked me to read this to you.

The Chair: That’s Grassland?

Mrs. Foley: Yes.  It’s the Grassland and Districts Economic
Development Association.  The two signatures on the document are
Don Kravontka, president of the Grassland & Areas Economic
Development Association, and Jack Dowhaluk, president of the
Grassland Agricultural Society.

We strongly oppose the splitting up of the present Athabasca-
Wabasca Riding.  We have good representation with relatively easy
access to our MLA.  Having our area join a new constituency which
is much larger than the one we are presently in will certainly reduce
the ease of contacting and meeting with our MLA.  Making rural
ridings larger because their populations are lower than others is
contrary to good representation.  Rural ridings cover vast distances
and area, are very diverse in terms of economic development,
business & personal interests and have many unique and different
problems throughout their ridings.  Therefore increasing the size of
rural ridings is really counterproductive if representation is to be
meaningful and realistic.

However, in the event that the Athabasca-Wabasca Riding is
eliminated we request that serious consideration be given to our area
joining the Fort McMurray Riding.  This would be our preference if
we had a choice.  We are on the north-south corridor joining
Edmonton to Ft. McMurray by way of Highway 63 and the pipeline
corridor.  Grassland is a major service centre stop for highway
traffic to and from Ft. McMurray.  An MLA from Ft. McMurray
would travel through our area regularly which would make
representation of our area quite easy and convenient.  Being in the
same riding as Ft. McMurray would ease the understanding and
solution of mutual problems or areas of concern, in particular those
associated with Highway 63 and the pipeline corridor.  The majority
of our business, agricultural, personal needs and interests are
fulfilled through the north-south corridor rather than east-west.

In conclusion, consideration should be given to the stability
and consistency of ridings.  Over the past few elections the
Grassland area has been a part of three different ridings and it
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appears as though we are about to change again.  Change this often
does not increase interest in politics, good representation, or
meaningful and consistent relationships.

Thank you for the opportunity of expressing our views.
Signed by those two gentlemen.

The Chair: Sheila, you don’t know how many times we’ve heard
that comment about redistribution.  We had one in ’93, one before
that.  We’ve heard it many times across the province, and in no place
have we questioned the sincerity of it either.  Rightly or wrongly it’s
a function of what’s happening in ridings.  I can recall years ago
when there was a riding in Barrhead and there was a riding in
Westlock.  It’s just what’s happening with our population, and it
may very well be one of the reasons why we’ve got less interest in
public life.

Mrs. Foley: The question that is posed to me by this here and to
which I did not give them an answer is: explain the criteria that you
used to eliminate our constituency.

The Chair: Have you got a copy of the report?

Mrs. Foley: I have it at home, but this gentleman here when you
go to visit – tell me why they’re doing this.

The Chair: Doug, will you get the address and be sure he gets a
copy of the report?

Okay.  Thank you very much.

Mrs. Foley: All right.

The Chair: You’re pretty direct and to the point.  Thank you.

Mr. Olthof: Maria Minto.

Mrs. Minto: Hello.

The Chair: Hello.  How are you?

Mrs. Minto: Short and sweet.

The Chair: Okay.

Mrs. Minto: I’m nothing special.  I don’t do anything special.  We
lived north of Cochrane for a long time, and if you look at the whole
thing, it’s hard to understand.  If you have 35,000 city people, they
have still the same problem as the 40,000.  If you give them another
5,000 in that riding, they’re still worried if Glenmore Trail is going
to get an extra driving lane.  If the Glenmore reservoir is low, they’re
worried, you know, about how they’re going to get their water.  We
in the north are worried if we have no water.  We’re worried about
how we are going to drill the next well, who’s going to come and
drill the next well – never mind when.  And they’re worried about
the new school.  The problems stay the same.  It doesn’t matter.
They live in the same city; they have the same problems.

If you move out to a northern community, we don’t have one, two,
or three problems.  Because of the oil fields, the forestry, the
hunting, the farmers, it’s so diverse in our community that we do
need somebody to represent us in the government.  If I get up in the
morning and I have no water, I’m not phoning the city about when
they’re going to fix the water main.  It’s my problem; I have to fix
it.  If I can’t fix it, I need help, to go to an MLA and ask him to
guide me through it, because obviously it’s going to come out of my
pocket: $10,000 to drill another well.  If you live in the city, there

are all the same problems within those blocks.  They may have
diverse immigration so that they need language, schools, or extra
help, so they need to see an MLA to get extra help for those people
if they come down from Quebec or immigrate from out of the
country.  Same here.  We’re trying to get people up here that are
certified, that can add to the labour force, that are not just off the
street, no education.

9:05

In the city you have choices that are great, and if you have one
MLA representing the 35,000 and you give them an extra 5,000, it’s
okay.  The 45,000 have services.  Their main concern, like you say
– okay? –  is Glenmore Trail wide enough?  Our concern: do we get
a proper gravel road to travel to some northern community?

I think it is important that we keep Mike Cardinal as an MLA up
here, our riding, plus he’s always accessible for his people.  You can
phone.  You can go there.  You can discuss your problems.  I’m
assuming that that will be the same in the city if they have an extra
5,000 or not for their constituency.  So my suggestion is: eliminate
one seat down there.

The Chair: We’ve heard you.  Thank you very much.

Mr. Olthof: Kirk Andries.

The Chair: Hi, Kirk.  Thanks for hanging in there and staying with
us.  I understand that you’re from Al-Pac.

Mr. Andries: Yes, I am.

The Chair: We look forward to your comments.

Mr. Andries: Thank you.  Thanks for the opportunity to speak to
you on such short notice.  I have a short statement, and it’s basically
on points of principle.

But to start with, a little bit of background about Al-Pac for those
of you who may not know us.  We are a world-class pulp producer
located about 30 miles to the north and east of here along the
Athabasca River.  We employ about 440 people, about 600
contractors.  We have a very large forest management agreement
area.  It’s approximately 64,000 square kilometres, about 9 to 10
percent of Alberta.  It’s a large land base.

The Chair: What percent of Alberta?

Mr. Andries: Nine to 10.
It directly includes the community of Fort McMurray and is

adjacent to the communities of Lac La Biche and Athabasca.
Approximately 25,000 aboriginal people reside in 15 different
aboriginal communities within the FMA.  The area is significant for
its oil and gas deposits, forestry, and has estimates of anywhere up
to $80 billion of planned investment in oil sand development.

Northern Alberta and this region are significant contributors to
economic growth and will continue to be so for years to come, and
it is critical that the north be properly represented.  In a political
context our operating area has all or part of the constituencies of
Athabasca-Wabasca, Fort McMurray, Lac La Biche-St. Paul, and
Lesser Slave Lake.  We believe that we’ve been well represented by
our Members of the Legislative Assembly since we began operations
in 1993.  While we respect the principles of representation by
population, we believe that the north’s size and population
distribution warrant flexibility.

We recommend that we maintain existing northern representation
and offer the following points for consideration.  It is important that
northern Alberta have fair and effective representation in the Alberta
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Legislature.  The loss of even one northern electoral division
seriously compromises that representation.  In an economy that
relies so heavily on natural resources, it would be unfortunate to see
a decline in rural representation, where much of our resource base
resides.  Northern Alberta offers tremendous opportunity, but that
opportunity can at times be lost to the views of urban Albertans.
This is particularly important to the north and to the resource
industries like ours that export them.

Communities in the north are often small and are typically
scattered over large areas.  This makes it more difficult to hear the
voice of the north.  Northern Alberta offers tremendous economic
potential.  It is a growth centre and will be for some time.  It also has
specific needs with respect to education, health, and the
environment.  The probability of significant population growth is
high, and representation in the north should not be diminished.
Fewer northern constituencies will make representation more, not
less, difficult.

The last point.  There is a significant resident population of
aboriginal people in the north.  Reducing the number of northern
constituencies does not assist them in their efforts to become self-
sustaining.  We as a company are committed to involving aboriginal
people in all aspects of our business.  Capacity-building is critical.
We need voices in the Legislature that can articulate these needs,
secure resources, and capitalize on opportunities so these
communities can enjoy the quality of life we have all become
accustomed to.

In conclusion, we recommend maintaining the existing number of
rural ridings to ensure that we have adequate rural representation.
Thank you.

The Chair: Thank you very much, Kirk.  You made a comment at
the outset that you just found out about this.  It was pretty publicly
advertised – wasn’t it? – up in that area.

Mr. Andries: Yes.

The Chair: Oh, good.

Mr. Andries: There was a little technical glitch, but you’ve
accommodated my request.  Thank you very much.

The Chair: Not a problem.  I don’t want people to be leaving here
tonight saying that we didn’t try and make it as easy as we possibly
could for people to give us their best pitch.

Any questions or comments?

Mr. Clegg: Just a comment.  I was very happy, Kirk, that you
made the comment how important we in the north are.  If you want
to get into statistics, with the 12 ridings about 70 percent of the
wealth is generated in that area for the province of Alberta.  Now,
there’s some argument that it could be 80 but 70 percent for sure,
with forestry and oil and the Fort McMurray tar sands and
everything, and it’s only going to get larger.  You know, we’ve had
to keep the south and central Alberta going for a long time, and it’s
going to continue.

Mr. Patterson: Mr. Chairman, I’ve got to respond to that.  We
poor souls in the south have lost a lot of our rural representation, so
we do appreciate the assistance, Glen, that you give us from the
north.

Mr. Clegg: Thank you.
Thanks for a very good presentation.

The Chair: Any other questions or comments?
Kirk, thank you very much.  I appreciate it.
Now, I understand there are two additional people who want to

make a brief statement.

Mr. Olthof: Ron Nemetchek.

The Chair: And who’s the other one?  Mike Smith?

Mr. Olthof: Mike Smith.

The Chair: Ron, you’re on, sir.

Mr. Nemetchek: Well, I don’t want to come across looking too
silly.  I haven’t really thought about this much or what I’d like to
say.  I’m a small businessperson here in this community, and I work
substantially across the north as well.

The Chair: What business are you in?

Mr. Nemetchek: I’m in tourism.
You know, the fellow just talking here a little bit ago from Al-Pac,

his concerns are my concerns because his business actually directly
relates to mine, as the logging companies and the oil field companies
and everything else, and my tourism business relies on good
representation.  You may be familiar with this, but the other part of
Canada, the part that’s to the east of us, dictates what we do and
what we hear.  We say: well, we’re just the west, so what can we do?
You know, I have a fear that we may get the same thing from the
south.  We’re just going to become the northern part that doesn’t
matter, because it’s one vote for every person, which makes sense.

The unfortunate thing is that somebody just needs to take a step
back and take a look at this and think about what good
representation is.  I think good representation is just clear thinking,
and I’m sure you’re all capable of that.  I sat in front of teachers lots
when I was a kid, and it seemed like I needed to explain myself.

9:15

The Chair: I think I’ll leave that alone.  Ron, you’re not the first
person to talk to us about this question of comparing northern
Alberta to Edmonton as we compare western Canada to Ottawa.
That’s really what you’re saying to us; isn’t it?

Mr. Nemetchek: Yes, sir.

The Chair: And we don’t want that to happen.  My colleagues here
have heard that and certainly agree with that.

Mr. Nemetchek: Certainly.  Well, everybody is pointing out good
things and just redividing the lines or something like that just as a
concerned constituent.  You know, I think it would benefit all of the
people throughout the north better to be served by somebody who
actually resides in the north, because in the future the population is
going to grow and it would certainly be nice to have somebody that
thinks like we do.

The Chair: It isn’t my practice to comment on what we talked
about at supper, but I would say this.  Together as a group there was
some interest in – I think it’s pages 23 to 26 of the report where we
talk about other considerations – moving that further up in the report
so it receives much more prominence, because it starts to deal with
the very issue that you raise, the issue that the quiet gentleman from
Slave Lake, Mr. Foley I believe it was, raised with us.  Obviously,
the fact that that’s in the report was missed because we thought we’d
spoken about some of those issues.  So that was part of the
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discussion at the supper table tonight, Ron.

Mr. Nemetchek: Well, very good.  Thank you for hearing me.

The Chair: Thanks very much, Ron.
Mike.

Dr. Smith: Yes.  I’m Dr. Mike Smith, and I’m a physician.  I work
in Athabasca, but I actually live in the Boyle area.  It seems to me
that there’s a recurring theme that has come up tonight, and that is
that the MLAs in the rural areas have difficulties servicing their
constituencies because of the huge areas involved versus the city
MLAs, who only have to travel a few minutes to reach the
boundaries of their constituencies.

I think I have kind of a neat solution.  It’s actually not an original
idea.  When it was first proposed that Nunavut be split off from the
rest of the Northwest Territories, the idea was floated that each of
the 21 or 22 areas in Nunavut instead of having one representative
would have two representatives: one man, one woman.  In fact, there
was a vote on it, and it was almost moved.  The idea was favoured
by 46 percent of the electorate.  Too bad it didn’t go through.

I think that Alberta should take a look at this.  For a start, you’d
get a gender-neutral parliament.  In other words, you’d have the
same number of men and women.  To a certain extent I think it
would solve the problems for rural MLAs because one of the
partners would work out of the Legislature and the other partner
would work in the constituency, so you’d have less traveling back
and forth.  You wouldn’t necessarily have the one down in the
Legislature all the time.  They could rotate from time to time.  Of
course, you’d have to work out the details of how they got elected,
but I think the idea of having a partnership running each
constituency rather than just one person would solve a lot of the
problems.

The Chair: Mike, could I take it one step further and ask you how
you would feel about – this sounds awful, I know – enlarging
constituencies and electing two representatives from each
constituency.  They used to do that in Saskatchewan.  I don’t know
whether they still do.

Mr. Patterson: British Columbia used to do that.

The Chair: British Columbia used to do it too, and they’ve thrown
it out.  You know, they don’t have it anymore.

Dr. Smith: I wasn’t aware of that.

The Chair: I don’t know the reasons why they threw it out, Mike,
to be quite candid about it.   The gentleman from the local PC
association made reference to Dr. Dam Bouvier.  I do recall that
when Dr. Bouvier, who was from Lac La Biche, was first elected, he
picked a chap up in Fort McMurray to be the deputy MLA; didn’t
he?  Claire Peden, I believe, was the fellow’s name.  I think it was
kind of more of an event before the election, likely, rather than an
event after the election, without trying to be too judgmental about
that.  But it was an attempt to try and deal with the real distance
problems that we’re talking about here, Doc.

Dr. Smith: Yeah.  Well, you see, the thing is that if Mike is in the
city at the Leg., then there has to be someone in the office; okay?
And if Mike’s out here, there’s Donna Ballard in the city answering
the phone.  You’ve got people in two places already.  Why not have
two bosses?  Maybe they’ll fight once in a while, but I think it could
work.  I think the idea of having one man, one woman is important,

because then you’d be equally representing perhaps the least
represented constituency of all and that’s women.  How many
women are there in the Legislature?

Mr. Patterson: There are a lot now.

Dr. Smith: Well, yeah, but how many is a lot?

Mr. Clegg: Twenty-some.

Dr. Smith: Out of?  Twenty out of?

The Chair: It isn’t half.

Ms Mackay: It’s not half, and we’re half the population.

Dr. Smith: How many MLAs are there altogether?

The Chair: Eighty-three.

Dr. Smith: Eighty-three.  So twenty.  Twenty-what?  It probably
isn’t even a quarter of them that are women.

The Chair: And that’s the highest number I can ever recall it
being, Doc.
Dr. Smith: Yeah, sure.  It’s pretty good all right, but 50 percent
would be better.

Ms Mackay: I agree.

The Chair: I’d like to give Bauni a chance to react first.  Bauni
thinks it’s a great idea.

Ms Mackay: I like the gender equity bit.  I can tell you that.

Mr. Patterson: Mr. Chair, I was just going to say that I think it’s
a great idea, but now I’ve got my tongue in my cheek when I say
this.  You have to realize that most teachers are ladies, and therefore
it could very well work out that you might have more teachers in the
Legislature.

Dr. Smith: I don’t have a problem with that.  It’s a simple idea, but
I think it’s worthy of study.

The Chair: We’ll certainly consider it, Mike, along with the
suggestion that was made earlier by Mr. Jackson.  Those are two
novel ideas that have not been presented to us before, and certainly
we’ll address them.

Dr. Smith: Actually, after Mr. Jackson made his presentation, I
had a word with him at the back there.  The two ideas would fit in
quite well: a small area in the city partnered with a large rural area
and the pair rotating back and forward.  That way the guys who live
in the city would get an idea of the problems that the people in the
rural areas have and vice versa.

I want to put in one final plug here, and that is I actually live on
highway 63 right over the road from Boyle.  Some of the biggest
truckloads in the world go right past my house on the way to Fort
McMurray.  Boyle is on the corridor to Fort McMurray and so is
Athabasca, and I think that somehow this has to be recognized in the
way the boundaries are drawn.  I would support the idea that we
should take part of Fort McMurray as being part of the constituency,
and that sort of gives some continuity to the fact that we’re a
corridor on the way from Edmonton to Fort McMurray.
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I guess that’s about all I’ve got to say.

The Chair: Thank you very much.  Could I just ask one – I know
it’ll be a ridiculous question to you people.  Where does that pipeline
corridor come down?

Dr. Smith: I believe about two miles west of Boyle.

The Chair: I see nods from the ladies.
Okay.  Thank you very much, doctor.

Dr. Smith: Thank you.

The Chair: Ladies and gentlemen, this brings to a conclusion our
day of hearings here in Athabasca.  I want to say four things.  I want
to sincerely thank you for your patience and for your attendance.
Number two.  You’ve come up with a number of novel suggestions
but  also, number three, a great amount of repetition, and I think that
is because you think we may be a little dense or you think we need
to hear this several times.  Whichever it is, we’ve heard it, believe
me.

Now, the challenge for us is going to be to do something about it.
I can assure you I have no idea what we’re going to decide, but I can
assure you we’ll take very, very seriously the representation we’ve
heard today, and we’ll do our level best to deal with the issues that
you’ve raised before us.  You’ve been an extremely thoughtful and
an extremely reasonable and an extremely polite group.  I have been
to these kinds of events before with not nearly as decent people, not
nearly as respectful people as you people here.  On behalf of my
colleagues we’re eternally grateful for that.

Thank you very much.  Have a Merry Christmas.

[The commission adjourned at 9:25 p.m.]


