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10:00 am.
[Chairman: Chief Judge Edward R. Wachowich]

THE CHAIRMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, would you please be
seated aswewould liketo start thishearing. | want to welcome you
and to say good afternoon. | would also like to make a few
introductory remarks.

My name is Edward Wachowich, and | am chairman of the
AlbertaElectoral Boundaries Commission. I'malso the Chief Judge
of the Provincial Court of Alberta. | feel certain that my other job
in the court is much easier than my work with the commission.
Hopefully before this second round of hearingsis concluded, | shall
be able to decide which job is more difficult.

Let me introduce you to the other members of the commission.
Robert Grbavac of Raymond, Alberta, ison my immediate |eft, Joe
Lehane of Innisfail is on my immediate right, John McCarthy of
Calgary ison my far right, and Wally Worth of Edmonton is on my
far left. The five people you see before you make up the
commission. | want to say that we are very happy to be here to
receive your comments and your criticisms and to consider your
thinking with respect to the proposals that we have made in our
report, released in January.

Why are we here? The commission is here to listen to your
comments on the proposals made with respect to the electoral
boundaries in Albertain our first report, which | believe received
very wide circulation throughout the province of Alberta. The
commission ischarged by law to examine the areas, the boundaries,
and the names of electoral divisions in Alberta and to make
recommendations with respect to them.

As | have said, we made the preliminary recommendations in
January. These recommendations were given wide publicity, and
more than 3,000 copies of our report have been circulated
throughout the province. We feel that on the second round of
hearings we need only listen to your reactions, evauate your
comments and critiques, and move on to our final conclusion with
respect to our mandate.

| want to assure you that every member of the commission has
reviewed the law and the literature which has been recently written
concerning electoral boundariesin Alberta. | want to tell you that
we have reached preliminary conclusions with respect to our
mandate, but | also want to tell you that our minds are not closed,
nor have we reached any final conclusion. Every member of this
commission has given these matters a lot of thought, and in
reviewing the law, the work of previous commissions and
committees which have studied boundaries in Alberta and in
reviewing what the courtshave said about el ectoral boundariesinthe
province of Alberta and in Canada, we've attempted to craft a
preliminary proposal that will assure that all of the citizens of
Albertaand all of theregions of Alberta are adequately represented
in the Legidlative Assembly of Alberta.

In order to put our second round of hearingsin perspective, | want
to present abrief summary of the el ectoral boundarieslaw. One, our
function is to review the existing electoral boundaries and to make
proposals to the Legidative Assembly about the area the
boundaries, and the names of the electora divisionsin Alberta.

Two, we have a very limited time to accomplish this task. We
submitted areport to the Speaker of the Legislative Assembly in late
January and must now, after a second round of public hearings,
submit our concluding report to the Speaker before the end of June
of thisyear.

Three, as| have said, the commission isrequired to hold two sets
of public hearings. Thefirst set of hearings was completed last year
in November. Thissecond set of hearingswill be completedin April
of this year, and after we have considered the input from the
hearings, wewill craft our final report for submission to the Speaker
of the Legidative Assembly.

Four, we are required to hold public hearings to enable
representations to be made to us by any person or organization in
Alberta about the area, the boundaries, and the names of €lectoral
divisions that we have set out in our first report. | believe we have
given reasonabl e notice of thetimesand placesfor thissecond round
of hearings.

Five, the commission has the power to change its mind with
respect to its preliminary proposal. When the second round of
hearings is completed, we will also complete our deliberations and
lay before the Speaker our fina proposals with respect to electoral
boundaries. The Speaker shall make the report public. It shall be
published in the Alberta Gazette.

Six, if morethan onereport is submitted from among the members
of the commission, the report of the mgjority is the report of the
commission, but if there is no majority, my report, or the report of
the chair, shall be the report of the commission.

Seven, the final report of the commission is then laid at the
earliest opportunity before the Legidative Assembly, immediately
if it is then sitting or within seven days after the beginning of the
next sitting.

Eight, then it is up to the Legislative Assembly by resolution to
approve or to approve with aterations the proposals of the
commission and to introduce a Bill to establish new electoral
divisions for Alberta in accordance with the resolution. This law
would then come into force when proclaimed before the holding of
the next general election.

Population rules. Population means the most recent populations
set out in the most recent decennia census of the population of
Alberta as provided by Statistics Canada. We are also required to
add the population of Indian reserves that were not included in the
censusas provided by thefederal department of Indian and northern
affairs.  But if the commission believes there is another
provincewide census more recent than the decennia census
compiled by Statistics Canadawhich providesthe population for the
proposed electoral divisions, then the commission may usethisdata.

Number of electoral divisions. The second rule is that the
commission isrequired to divide Albertainto 83 proposed electoral
divisions. The commission may takeinto consideration any factors
it considersappropriate, but it must and shall takeinto consideration
the following.

Relevant considerations: one, the requirement for effective
representation as guaranteed by the Canadian Charter of Rightsand
Freedoms; two, sparsity and density of population; three, common
community interests and community organizations including those
of Indian reserves and Métis settlements; four, whenever possible
existing community boundaries within the cities of Edmonton and
Calgary; five, the existing municipal boundaries; six, the number of
municipalities and other loca authorities; seven, geographical
features including existing road systems; eight, the desirability of
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understandable and clear boundaries.

Population of electora divisions. The population rule is that a
proposed electoral division must not be morethan 25 percent above
or below the average population for all 83 electoral divisions. There
is an exception to the 25 percent rule. In the case of not more than
four proposed electoral divisions the commission may have a
population that is as much as 50 percent below the average
population of the electora divisions in Alberta if three of the
following five criteria are met: one, the area exceeds 20,000 square
kilometres or the surveyed area of the proposed electoral division
exceeds 15,000 square kilometres; two, the distance from the
Legislature Building in Edmonton to the nearest boundary of any
proposed electoral division by themost direct highway routeismore
than 150 kilometres; three, thereisno town in the proposed el ectoral
division that has a population exceeding 4,000 people; four, thearea
of the proposed electoral division contains an Indian reserve or a
Métis settlement; five, the proposed electoral division hasaportion
of its boundary coterminous with a boundary of the province of
Alberta.

Crowsnest Pass. For our purposesthe boundaries Actinstructsus
that the municipality of Crowsnest Passis not atown.

Thisis a very general overview of the legislation, but we must
also turn to the guidance that has been provided by the Supreme
Court of Canada and the Supreme Court of Alberta. The
commission wishes to note that many persons may not agree with
our interpretation of these decisions. Be that as it may, we are
certainly prepared to hear argument on the various points and to
reconsider our position.

What have the Supreme Courts said? The Supreme Court of
Canada and the Alberta Court of Appea have agreed that the right
to vote under the Charter includes, one, the right to vote; two, the
right to have the political strength or value or force of the vote an
elector casts not unduly diluted; three, the right to effective
representation; four, theright to have the parity of thevotesof others
diluted but not unduly in order to gain effective representation or as
amatter of practical necessity.

10:10

The rulings of the Supreme Courts as well as the electoral
boundaries Act must guide our decisions and ultimately the
proposals that we make to the Legidature.

Our focus. The commission clearly stated in its report that it
wishesto merge anumber of rural electoral divisionsand to add one
electoral divisionto Calgary and oneel ectoral divisionto Edmonton.
We invite you to comment on these proposals in their particulars.
We have put before the people of Alberta our preliminary
conclusions with respect to this matter. We have not reached any
final conclusions.

The commission now wishes to hear the views of Albertans with
respect to our first report and the focus | have described. Pleaselet
me assureyou that our deliberations are preliminary at thispoint and
that no final conclusions have been reached. The commission shall
not move to the consideration of final proposals without the benefit
of input fromindividuals and organizationsin Alberta. Indeed, this
is the whole purpose of the second round of public hearings.

| aso want to say that without public input the work of the
commission will be seriously impaired. We want to hear the
arguments and reasoning of all organizations and individuals in
Albertawith respect to the area, theboundaries, and the names of the
electoral divisions.

I will now call upon the first presenter this morning, Mr. Bob

Bogle. Doesit fedl better sitting there than here?

MR. BOGLE: Y our Honour, | would like to begin by sharing with
the Electoral Boundaries Commission a seemingly forgotten fact.
Alberta has aways had a weighted electoral map. The boundaries
have aways been drawn to favour rural areas. In fact, in the first
two revisions, which occurred while | wasan MLA —that was 1979
and 1984 — the weighted formula was seven urban voters to four
rural voters. | repeat: seven urban voters equating to four rural
voters. Was Alberta different from other provinces? | don't think
so0. Thevast majority of Canadians accepted the weighted formula.
If Canadians and, more specifically, Albertans accepted a variance
between urban and rural riding populations, why arewehere? Y our
Honour and members of the commission, aswe all well know, we're
here because of the Charter of Rights.

On pages 6, 7, and 8 of your interim report you deal with recent
court decisions. | notethat in the pages previously mentioned, there
isno mention of the particul ar importance of the 25 percent variance
factor. | would like to borrow from a submission made to the
commission in November of 1995 by my good friend and former
colleague the Speaker of the Assembly, because in that he does
make reference to four court decisions, as have you in your interim
report. IntheBritish Columbia Supreme Court decision of 1989 the
court suggested that a25 percent variance would be acceptable. The
Supreme Court of Canada, 1991: the Supreme Court approved the
rule within the Saskatchewan Act which permitted populations
within ariding to vary up to 25 percent from the average.

Again, quoting Justice McLachlin, who wrote the majority
decision for the Supreme Court of Canada— | noted that the interim
report made reference to Justice McLachlin — there's another
reference that | think is very important and should be put on the
record from Justice McLachlin regarding rural ridings:

It may be useful to mention some of the factors other than equality
of voting power which figure in the analysis. One of the most
important isthe fact that it is more difficult to represent rural ridings
than urban. The materia before us suggests that not only are rural
ridings harder to serve because of difficulty in transport and
communications, but that rural voters make greater demands on their
elected representatives . . . Thusthe goal of effective representation
may justify somewhat lower voter populationsin rura areas.

The Alberta Court of Appeal, 1991, approved the rule within the
Albertaelectoral boundaries Act that permits constituenciesto have
a population variance of plus or minus 25 percent from the
provincial average. The court also approved a population variance
of 50 percent for the provincia average for specia consideration
divisions. The Alberta Court of Appeal, 1994, was asked whether
theelectoral boundariesviolated the Charter. Thecourt decided they
did not.

What can we conclude from these cases? The courts, including
the Supreme Court of Canada, have consistently ruled that the 25
percent variance from the provincial averageis an acceptable level
and that in Alberta 50 percent for special consideration ridings is
allowable. Alberta'selectoral boundarieshavebeenfoundto comply
with the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms. In other words,
the boundaries are legal and constitutional.

I'd like to now draw your attention to our own legidation
regarding redistribution, and while | don't intend to read the points
which were covered by His Honour in his opening comments, | do
want to emphasize and reread the opening sentence.

The Commission is required to divide Alberta into eighty-three
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proposed electoral divisions. The Commission may take into

consideration any factors it considers appropriate but it must and

shall take into consideration the following relevant considerations.
Then there are the eight factors listed that you earlier referred to,
Your Honour. The ninth point makes reference to the 25 percent
variance above or below the provincia average and then goeson to
set out five criteriafor specia consideration ridings, which may fall
up to 50 percent below the provincia average.

It'sinteresting to note that in the mathematical matrix devel oped
by the commission, two of thefivepointslistedin thelegislation are
not used a al and one is modified. That brings me to the
mathematical matrix. | do wonder — and possibly we can discuss
this later — as to why the commission felt it necessary to develop a
mathematical matrix rather than to use what was in the existing
legidlation, criteriawhich had in fact been approved by the courts.
In the mathematical matrix there are 10 variables which are used to
measure against the average riding. In that | find two of the 10
points are modifications from what'sin the existing legislation, and
one point is totally new. It is not mentioned anyplace in our
legidlation.

In conclusion, our legidation does not violate the Charter of
Rights. Effective representation includes a recognition of the
difference between urban and rural ridings as enunciated by the
Supreme Court of Canada. Finally | ask that thecommission replace
the mathematical matrix, a matrix which it developed, with the
criteria contained in our existing legislation, criteria developed and
passed by our elected Members of the Legidative Assembly.

Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: Well start the questioning with John.

MR. McCARTHY : Bab, just to follow up on your last point, | think
the Act allowsthe commission to takeinto consideration any factors
that we consider appropriate, and then it does indicate those certain
specified ones that we should take into consideration. So we do
have some leeway there, in accordance with my reading of the Act.
That's one point | wanted to raise with you further to your last point.
The other thing is that you are correct in your discussion of
Madam Justice McLachlin's decision. Of course, she comes from
Pincher Creek, so | think she was helpful in her decision. Certainly
she doesn't suggest that parity of voting is required. The only
problem we're faced with is that the Alberta Court of Appeal, when
it considered your select committee's report, was aware of that
decision and mentioned that decision in their considerations.
10:20
Whileit istruethat they didn't overturn the el ection and condemn
the boundaries as they are now on the basis of a breach of the
Charter, they did send some pretty strong messages. Without getting
intoitinany great detail, | ook at their concluding remarks, and the
Legidature, in my view, at this stage has properly responded to the
admonitions of the court. It's just one paragraph of concluding
remarks. They say:
In the result, we again have decided to withhold any Charter
condemnation. We do, however, wish to say more precisely what
we meant by “gradual and steady” change. We think that anew and
proper review is essentia before the constitutional mandate of the
present government expires, and, we hope, before the next genera
election.
Now, before | read the last sentence, | think that all of that has been
doneat thisstage. All of those requests or admonitions by the court

have been responded to properly by the Legislature.

They then say this— and this is the one that | think has given the
most problem, perhaps, to the Legislature and to this commission —
“We reject any suggestion that the present divisions may rest until
after the 2001 census.” So | think if | had to highlight one sentence
out of that decision, that'sthe onethat's giving usthe most difficulty.

MR. BOGLE: | appreciate that comment, John. | recognize that the
commission has the right to consider any factors it considers
appropriate. You've done that. But you must and shall take into
consideration the legislation, and I'm respectfully suggesting that
your matrix does not do that.

MR. McCARTHY: Okay. We've had some input. This was Joe
Lehane here. 1'm going to steal the phrase from him, describing our
matrix as an attempt to produce a diamond in the rough that needs
somerefining. There's never been an attempt, | think, by any other
commission to do this. We appreciate theinput. We've got alot of
input and, quitefrankly, alot of constructive criticism on the matrix,
so we're going to take all these points back and work on them.

MR. BOGLE: Regarding the Alberta Court of Appeal decision, the
specific question asked by the government was: doesthe legidation
conform with the Charter? It's our understanding that it does.

We do recognize aswell that there were suggestions made by the
court, and you've enunciated a number of the suggestions. |I'm not
questioning the fact that the current Legislature has chosen to go
through this process. I'm merely asking that the commission, which
is a product of the process, remove the matrix and go back to the
legidlation. If you do that, it's my contention that Cardston-Chief
M ountain and Chinook both qualify asspecial consideration ridings.
They've not been struck down by any court.

MR. McCARTHY:: Or perhaps another way of — well, here's my
suggestion further to your comments. If we have a matrix, make
sure that the matrix is consistent with the provisions of the Act.

MR. BOGLE: Theproblemwith amathematical matrix isthat you're
taking the human element out. The matrix looks at the number of
Indian reserves and, in my reading of it, gives one point per reserve.
So if you have a reserve with 28 members, you get the same
weighted factor in the matrix that you do if you have between 7,000
and 8,000 people, asisthe case with the Blood reservein Cardston-
Chief Mountain. That, to me, is aserious flaw.

MR. McCARTHY: Do you have any other specifics on the matrix
along those lines? Do you have any other specifics that you'd like
to raise with us?

MR. BOGLE: Wedll, | don't know how much time we have, and |
don't want to dominate or steal someone else's time. But in the
matrix you have a new element called number of households, and
I'm not sure where that came from or why. Then you've modified
two. Oneisthe number of Indian reserves and Métis settlements —
| just related to that — and the final oneisthe contiguous boundaries
with another Canadian or American jurisdiction, whereas in the
legidation it refersto “the proposed el ectoral division hasaportion
of its boundary coterminous with a boundary of” an external
jurisdiction. That's a small but subtle point. What were really
saying isthat because Edmonton is near the geographic centre of the
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province, obviously the farther you get away from the capital, the
greater the difficulty in terms of transportation and communication,
so there was a recognition that those boundaries which do border
Alberta on any of the four borders should have that as a
consideration.

MR. LEHANE: I'd like to discuss a little bit with you, Bob, your
concerns about the matrix, and I'd repeat what John has said, that it's
probably the first attempt to create some quantitative measurement
in terms of the degree of difficulty for a representative to represent
aconstituency. We think it's a very, very important instrument in
terms of justifying the variances in population, which clearly the
court cases say have to happen. We think that to the extent that we
just provide them with our opinion that a constituency is more
difficult to effectively represent won't cut it. 1f we can develop some
quantitative method to analyze the difficulty in representing a
constituency, we believe we'll be more successful in justifying the
variances. So I'd like to pursue that alittle bit.

You'veindicated that we have not included in the matrix certain
of the relevant considerations required by the Act. Could you
specify which considerations those are that you think are not in the
matrix?

MR. BOGLE: There are 10 points in your matrix. |'ve identified
number four asatotally new element, the number of households, and
numbers eight and nine as modifications from what is in our
legislation. If you look at thelegislation, | think thefirst eight points
are al covered in your matrix.
The second set of five points are all factors which relate to the
specia consideration ridings. Number oneis not used at all.
The area. . . exceeds 20,000 square kilometres or the . . . surveyed
area of the proposed electoral division exceeds 15,000 square
kilometres.
I'll citethe Chinook constituency as an examplethere. The Chinook
constituency, while certainly not the largest in the province, has
more miles of primary and secondary highway than any other
constituency. It's a very sparsely populated area, but there's
somebody living everyplace, unlike many of the northern sparsely
populated areas where you can travel a hundred miles or more
between isolated communities without any permanent residents.
Joe, | understand the concern, and if there's anyonein this room
who has some empathy for this commission, it'sme. | know what
you're going through. It's not an easy task.
| do note that on page 7 of your interim report you state:
The Court has suggested that justifications for al variances from the
quotient must be established on a division by division basis.
It's interesting that the Alberta Court of Appeal made that
suggestion, not, as| understand, just asasuggestion, unliketheother
three court decisions that you have referred to and that | have
referred to. 1'm not sure why the court stated that, but they did. |
think it'san error myself. | think it's very, very difficult to try to do
that. | think that if you can come up with a set of criteria, and if the
criteria pass the Legislature and also are not struck down by the
courts asbeing in violation of the Charter, why changeit? Why not
stay with that formula?

MR. LEHANE: | probably have the same questions of the Court of
Appesl, but | don't have the answers. | know what they said, and |
guess in response to that | think it's incumbent upon us to realy
address a measurement, a degree of difficulty of representation in

terms of justifying variances.

Now, to get back to the matrix, though, we do have elementsin
that matrix that do deal with, for instance, 17(2)(a), which you've
indicated isn't in there, in special consideration areas. “the area of
the proposed electoral division exceeds 20,000 square kilometres.”
It may not be addressed in exactly those terms, but we have
measured the square kilometres in each constituency in terms of
degree of difficulty. We have another element with respect to
primary and secondary highways. We have another element of
sparsity and density of population. Those may not be reflective in
terms of the exact wording of the Act, but, you know, there's alot of
interaction and overlap in terms of various elements when you go
through that.

10:30

MR. BOGLE: If you're trying to justify a special consideration
riding and that riding can be up to 50 percent below the average
riding population, obviously it's sparsely populated. So one of the
criteriain the legidation is that no town in the proposed electoral
division have a population exceeding 4,000. | don't see any of your
10 points that relate to that in the slightest way.

MR. LEHANE: WEell, one of the e ements talks about, | believe,
unincorporated bodies.

I'm not trying to suggest in any way that the matrix is perfect. It's
far from perfect. It needs alot of refinement not only in terms of
what the elements should be but the weighting that should be given
to the elements as well as in terms of delving behind the
measurement, such as your suggestion that one native reserve of
7,000 issignificantly different than onewith avery small population
or three reserves may be more difficult than one with a very small
population. Soit heedsthat refinement. We certainly thank you for
your input. We encourage any input we can to try to makeit abetter
instrument.

I'd like to move on to another area of concern, and that is that
there has been an interpretation, Bob, of your affidavit in the court
case that at that time the committee believed that one or two rural
constituencies had to come out of southern Alberta and that the
committee decided that only one constituency would come out at
that time, and that that wasin keeping with the direction by the court
for gradual, dlow, and steady change. Theinterpretation by many on
that isthat two constituencies should have come out at that time, but
because that would create change too quickly, only one came out.
That leadsto the conclusion that at some future point in time such as
the present time, in order to bring the population variances within
acceptable levels, a second constituency would have to be removed
from southern Alberta. I'd like you to comment on that
interpretation of the history of that matter.

MR. BOGLE: Yes. The select special committee dealt with
boundaries and used the 1991 federa census material. In fact the
material was just available in time for usage. If you look at the
population demographics across the province, we were looking at a
shift of someridingsintothecities. It wasobviousthat thetwo parts
of the province that had not had population growth at the provincial
average were east-central and southern Alberta.

In fact two ridings did disappear, one from east-central and one
from southern Alberta. Oneriding was added to Calgary and oneto
Edmonton. | was asked, as were other members of the commission,
“Well, if you had transferred yet another riding, where would the
next riding have been?’ Again, looking at the demographics, you
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can seethat in al likelihood the next riding would have come out of
southern Alberta. That was three and a half years ago.

The interim report that you have presented to us transfers two
ridingsfrom southern Alberta, oneto Calgary and oneto Edmonton.
To me that's not slow and steady progress; that's very rapid. It's
being done on the basis that Cardston-Chief Mountain and Chinook
don't qualify as special consideration ridings, and that's why | keep
going back to the mathematical matrix vis-avis the legidation.

Thelegidationallowsfor Cardston-Chief Mountain and Chinook.
They stand the test. They qudify as two of the four specia
consideration ridings. Under the matrix formulathey do not, which
compounds the problem in southern Alberta. So we wind up under
your proposal losing two seats from southern Alberta on top of the
one that was lost three and half years ago.

MR. LEHANE: | guess perhaps somewould interpret Chinook asan
east-central Alberta constituency.

MR. BOGLE: Wédll, I think to my knowledge the people in the
Hanna area consider themselves southern Albertans. | think that's
southern Alberta.

MR. McCARTHY:: | didn't hear that yesterday in Hanna.

MR. BOGLE: You didn't? WEell, looking at the map, you've got
Albertadividedin half, and the Chinook constituency iswell within
the southern half of the map.

MR. McCARTHY: That's true.
THE CHAIRMAN: Are you finished, Joe?
MR. LEHANE: Yes. Thank you, Bob.

MR. GRBAVAC: Bob, I'd like to thank you for coming forward. |
think your input will provide a very valuable resource for the
commission, and your obvious expertise is welcomed.

A coupleof questions. | don't pretend to possessthe verbal skills
of maybe some of my colleagues, and excuse me if | oversimplify
and maybe cut to the bottom line here. | want you to appreciate that
I've been feeling the same kinds of concernsthat you felt obviously
when you reconfigured the boundaries with the select committee. |
want to say at the outset that | think the job that you did, evidenced
by the fact that we are changing, in my view, not a great deal from
your work —the body of your work islargely still intact, and | think
that's atestimony to the fact that we think you did a pretty good job.

The courts refer to some problems in southern Alberta. Y our
affidavits refer to some problems in southern Alberta, the courts
being more specific than your affidavit. Nonetheless southern
Albertawas pointed to from two perspectives. | want to concentrate
more so on the perspective of your affidavit suggesting that one or
two ridings need to come out of southern Alberta, and you opted to
take one riding out.

MR. BOGLE: Excuse me. Just afine point correction.
MR. GRBAVAC: Yes.

MR. BOGLE: | was asked the question: if an additional riding had
to be transferred, where would it come from?

MR. GRBAVAC: WEell, you know, article 37a of your affidavit
states: popul ation figures suggest that either one or two seatsin this
region might be eliminated. Y ou know, that's, | guess, the essence
of thediscussion, and | can certainly appreciate why oneriding was
taken out.

| don't think anyone quarrels with the legality of the ridings in
southern Alberta approaching 25 percent. There's been some
question as to why there is a predominance of ridings in southern
Alberta that approach 25 percent, but | don't think anyone's
questioned the legality of those ridings approaching 25 percent. |
think the problem rests largely with the definition as to what is the
defining characteristic of aspecia consideration riding. In essence
that'swhat our deliberations came down to. How do we define and
where within the criteria outlined by the legidation that you've
referred to do you give emphasis to a particular portion of the
province and give it specia consideration?

Welooked at that, and wefound 16 ridings within the province of
Alberta — | stand to be corrected. Maybe my colleague Walter
Worth can expand on that, but | believewefound 16 ridingsthat met
the criteriathat Cardston meets with respect to the legislation. So
that left uswith adeliberation asto Cardston's uniqueness vis-a-vis
the other ridings that would qualify for specia consideration. |
might add as an adjunct to this that other constituenciesin the first
round of hearings did ask for specia consideration status because
they felt they were equally as qualified as Cardston.

So Cardston posed us with a real problem, and this gets to the
bottom line of my question. 1t seemed apparent to methat it wasthe
size of theindigenous or aboriginal population therethat dictated its
specia consideration status vis-avis the Pincher Creek-Macleod
riding and some of the other ridingswhere there wasjustification for
specia consideration. |sthat afair assessment, that Cardston was
given specia consideration based on the size of the aboriginal
population?

That posed some problem with the commission in terms of a
rationale in terms of how large a native population has to be before
that area receives special consideration. That's something we're
grappling with, because the courts made it very clear that we must
givereasons, Bob. Wefed that we have to expand on those reasons
if that ridingisgoingto remainintact. 1'd like you to expand on that
point. | repeat myself: why was Cardston given specia
consideration above the other ones that met the criteria, and
specificaly was it the native population that was the predominant
determining factor there?

10:40
MR. BOGLE: Firgt, | want to go back. As alayperson | may be
treading on His Honour's legal toes, and | don't mean to.

THE CHAIRMAN: Y ou can step on them al you like.

MR. BOGLE: Asl read it, the Alberta Court of Appeal suggested —
and I've already pointed out that the other three court decisions,
including the Supreme Court of Canada, did not make any reference
to the fact that you needed to do on a riding-by-riding basis some
kind of justification. | think well find that by relying so heavily on
a mathematical matrix, everyone will want to compare their riding
with every other riding. There's a far greater likelihood of court
challengeslikethe Lac LaBiche challenge because of that. You get
S0 entangled.

Going to your specific point, Bob, about the Cardston-Chief
Mountain riding, one of thekey factors of courseisthe Blood Indian
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reserve and its size and complexity. The other isthe uniqueness of
the constituency from a cultural and religious point of view. If you
were to go back and review the submissions made in any of the past
four sets of either commission or select specia committee hearings,
you will see coming not only out of the communities of Cardston,
Magrath, Raymond but out of neighbouring communities like
Pincher Creek and Crowsnest and Fort Macleod and Milk River and
Taber afeeling that Cardston-Chief Mountain is unique.

MR. GRBAVAC: Soit wasacombination: thesize of theaboriginal
population and the uniqueness of theriding. Thosewerethecriteria.

MR. BOGLE: Fromcultura and religiouspoints of view. Thoseare
two unique factors; that's correct. Using the legislation basis for
specia consideration ridings, you say that other ridings fall in the
same generd level as Cardston-Chief Mountain. | accept that.

MR. GRBAVAC: A considerable number of them do. They asked
us why Cardston received that designation.

MR. BOGLE: Now, that's based on your matrix.
MR. GRBAVAC: Pardon me, Bob?
MR. BOGLE: That's based on the matrix evaluation.

MR. GRBAVAC: Wdll, I'm basing it on the legidlation. Let me
concede your argument with respect to the matrix for thetimebeing
just for discussion purposes. I'mgoingtothelegislation that defines
the criteriafor special consideration. There are five criteria—am |
mistaken on that? — and Cardston meets four of them, and so do 16
other ridings meet four. My specific point is. why is Cardston
unique from the other 15? We were asked that repeatedly.

Our interpretation of the Supreme Court of Alberta’s ruling was
that we felt we had to give reasons. We were at aloss as to why
Cardston was unique in that regard, and we have been warned that
you have to be careful in terms of applying areligious connotation
or defining a constituency on that basis. | mean, you may find that
odd in the proposed reconfiguration, but that was something that we
were warned about.

So | guess thisis the crux of the problem, Bob. Excuse me for
oversimplifying it, but the Cardston special consideration statusis
the essence of the problem in southern Alberta, aside from the 25
percent variance, which we've spoken about and discussed.

MR. BOGLE: And Chinook as well, because under the matrix
Chinook does not qualify.

MR. GRBAVAC: They made some unique argumentsthereinterms
of their survival of the dust bowl, et cetera, and the fact that 80
percent of the land is in the hands of the government, et cetera, et
cetera. | wanted you to focuson that special designationin Cardston
vis-avisthe other 15 constituencies and give us areason we can put
before the courts that we feel the courts can accept.

Thank you.

MR. BOGLE: Excuse me. The courts have already accepted the
legidlation criteria. Even the Court of Appeal did not single out
Cardston-Chief Mountain. So | think that's amoot point.

MR. GRBAVAC: John, could you read that passage? They did
single out southern Alberta, Bob.

MR. BOGLE: No, no. You said that Cardston-Chief Mountainisa
specia consideration riding.

MR. GRBAVAC: Oh, I'm sorry. Yes, that's correct.
MR. BOGLE: They did not singleit out.

MR. GRBAVAC: No, they did not, but it'sbeen singled out by other
constituencies.

MR. BOGLE: Fair enough.

MR. GRBAVAC: Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: Wally?

MR. WORTH: No. | have no comments, no questions.

THE CHAIRMAN: Well, Bob, | appreciate the things you've said,
and with respect to the matter of justification, you have pointed out
clearly that it was only the Alberta Court of Appeal that suggested
it and that the other courts didn't, and | think this commission has
been working on the basis that justification is a necessity.

MR. BOGLE: Yeah. | sensed that from reading your report.

THE CHAIRMAN: | appreciateyour differenceand your comments,
and | don't quarrel with your analysis, but in respect to your opening
remarks where you said that at one time seven urban votes were
equal to four rura votes, | didn't think the situation was that bad.

MR. McCARTHY: It'sthereverse, Y our Honour. Seven rura for
four urban, | think.

MR. BOGLE: Did | misread it?

MR. McCARTHY: No. I'msorry. You'reright, Your Honour. I've
got it wrong. You said seven urban to four?

MR. BOGLE: Yes.

THE CHAIRMAN: Seven urban to four rural.

| just want to bring to your attention the result of these court cases
and what's been said. Parity of voting is becoming more important
versus effective representation. Maybe that was a poor way of
putting it, but in Saskatchewan they've now passed |egislation that
the variance is only supposed to be 5 percent, and | appreciate in
Alberta were a 25 percent. Those are our guidelines.
Saskatchewan, I'm told that they have now done 41 constituencies
which only have a 1 percent variance, and that's 41 out of 50. I'm
just mentioning this to you, stating that this may be the trend. |
appreciate that Albertais still at 25 percent, and 25 is the figure we
work with, but the purpose of the matrix, which | think you
understand, is that we felt we had to justify the discrepancies. That
was why we developed the matrix, to justify the fact that rural
communities that have effective representation are entitled to a
minus figure from the variance. We're getting alot of heat over our
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matrix from various people, and it's not consistent. But were
listening, and we're hoping we can tune it up, and | think you're
telling us we should throw the damn thing out.

MR. BOGLE: Wéll, I'm trying to share with you my experience on
two select specia committees. No matter what, if you try to develop
amathematical formulathat will please everyone, you'll fail. If you
try to develop amathematical formulathat will justify al 83 ridings,
it'salmost impossibleto implement. 1'm saying: why not go back to
thetrusted, truelegidation as approved by our elected members and
which has not been struck down by the courts? | know that when the
commission sits down to make itsfinal deliberations, it's not going
to have an easy task. You can't please everyone. You've got to
make some tough choices, and then you have to justify them.

The one thing | do regret — and this may not be the forum to say
it, but I'm going to say it anyway —is that when the Alberta Court of
Appeal wasin session, it's regrettable that the lawyers representing
the government chose not to call any of the four members who had
served on the select special committee. Three of the members are
current sitting members of the Assembly. It would have been very
easy for them to go over and give evidence. | can understand the
frustration the court must have felt in trying to understand: how did
they rationalize this? In the cities of Calgary and Edmonton, for
instance, wefollowed community leagueboundaries, and wedid that
so people would have some understanding of what constituency
they'rein, because people do know their community leagues. That's
a factor just in terms of identifying. That's the same in the rura
areas with our municipa boundaries, and the reason that it's wrong
to split a rural municipality, if at all possible, is because people
know which side of the line they live on. They know where their
kids go to school, where they shop, where their hospital is, and so
on.

Thank you very much, Y our Honour, for giving usthe opportunity
to make presentations herein Taber, and good luck on your difficult
task.

10:50
THE CHAIRMAN: Well, | told themin Hannayesterday that we not
only need luck, we need prayers.

MR. BOGLE: That's true.

THE CHAIRMAN: Wdll, thanks for coming.
The next presenter is Eldon Fletcher.

MR. FLETCHER: Good morning, Y our Honour and commission
members. On behalf of the council of the MD of Taber No. 14 we
would liketo thank the commission for affording usthisopportunity
to share our concerns regarding the proposed electoral boundary
changes.

Asyou are probably aware, we are not supportive of the proposed
draft to the electoral boundariesin any way aswefedl that itisano-
win situation. First, we fed strongly that the Taber-Warner riding
fitswell into the present electoral boundaries, and if any alterations
are to be made at this time, then the Act should be reviewed and
revised. Webelievestrongly that roundtabl e sessions should beheld
throughout the province so the peopl e of Albertacan decide on how
we want to be represented in the future.

Second, the proposed draft is solving the Cardston-Chief
Mountain problem by making Taber-Warner the solution. We urge
the commission to solve the problem not at the expense of the Taber-

Warner constituency. The MD of Taber has in the past been
represented by three MLAS and has found it difficult to maintain a
working relationship with all three and opposes going back to this
type of representation. This would also leave the Taber MD very
much in the position of representation by Little Bow because of the
fragmentation of the MD in the Taber-Warner constituency.

Third, our interpretation of the draft is that it is based on
representation by population only and does not address the many
other concernsthat have to betaken into consideration. Community
of interest in the Taber-Warner division has not been taken into
account either. With the proposed boundaries it will be fractured
extensively, such asmunicipal boundaries, number of municipalities
and other organizations, clearer and understandableboundaries, flow
of business in the area and other types of businesses,
communications, and the fragmentation of major lines of
infrastructure, such as Highway 3 and Highway 36, to name afew.

So our position to you is that the existing Taber-Warner
boundaries represent a very natural boundary with business,
community, and communications. We fedl this applies to all the
constituencies and has to be preserved in the future. Wefeel that if
any change of boundaries has to be made in the Taber-Warner
constituency, the MD north of the Oldman River beincluded in this
congtituency.  This addition would address the question of
representation by population somewhat, alike business concerns,
alike community concerns, and aike communications and
infrastructure.

The additional area proposed aso is a natural and historical
boundary recognized by people of the area. We also believe not all
but the majority of peoplein the areawould look favourably to this
proposal if changes at this time have to occur.

In closing we feel this proposal meets many of the redistribution
rules and lastly but amost as important would give effective
representation to peoplein this proposed area.

Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you, Mr. Fletcher.
Well start the questioning this time with Wally Worth.

MR. WORTH: Mr. Fletcher, | think the discussion that we had with
Mr. Bogle previously probably drew attention to the fact that we
have attempted to take account of factors other than population in
trying to devel op our proposals. Indeed, of those 10 factorsthat are
in the matrix, about eight of the 10 focus on factors other than
population. | raisethat only with respect to the third point you were
making with us.

What 1'd like to ask you to expand upon for meis your view that
being represented by three M LAsisnot asgood as being represented
by one, becausethat'stheimplication, it seemsto me, of your second
point.

MR. FLETCHER: Well, whereyou'vegot your proposed boundaries
going now, that'sjust four mileseast of town. It very much splitsthe
MD completely in half on the south side of theriver. Inthisareawe
do not really have any communications with the Cypress area, with
the Medicine Hat area, as far as television or newspapers or
anything, any media coverage at all. We've worked very well with
our MLAs, and we do use both of our MLASs at present. Wehavein
the past had three, and it's very difficult to get all three together and
have a meeting or to get onside, and we're just going back to the
past.
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MR. WORTH: You haven't found, then, having three voices to be
raised on your behaf in caucus or in the Legidature to be
advantageous as opposed to perhaps just one voice?

MR. FLETCHER: Wdll, | imagine you can argue that point, but it's
alot easier to deal with a couple of people. The more people you
have to get involved with — I'm not sure that three makes it better
than two.

MR. WORTH: Okay. Thank you very much.

THE CHAIRMAN: Robert.

MR. GRBAVAC: No questions.

THE CHAIRMAN: Joe.

MR. LEHANE: No questions. Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: John.

MR. McCARTHY: No questions. Thanks.

THE CHAIRMAN: Thanks for coming, Mr. Fletcher.

MR. FLETCHER: Okay. Thank you very much.

THE CHAIRMAN: The next presenter is Betty Lodermeier.

MRS. LODERMEIER: | guess I've come as areal concerned voter
and resident in the Taber-Warner constituency.

THE CHAIRMAN: That qualifies you.
MRS. LODERMEIER: Pardon?
THE CHAIRMAN: | want you to know that qualifies you.

MRS. LODERMEIER: | hopeit does.

We live 18 miles east of Milk River, so that's quite a way from
Medicine Hat. | strongly disapprove of the proposed electoral
boundaries report and recommendations that the Taber-Warner
constituency bedivided into three parts and amal gamated with other
constituencies. We used to bewith Cypress and we found we had no
effective representation whatsoever. By theearly '80s, with the help
of Bob, we finaly got the boundaries changed to be with Taber-
Warner, and we would like it to stay that way. Why? For the very
same reasons then as now.

Firstly, we do all our trading, business, and doctoring in a north-
south direction a Milk River, Warner, Taber, Coaldale, and
Lethbridge. Never do we go east to Medicine Hat, which is 130
milesfrom my door, 150 milesfrom Milk River. Onthe other hand,
we are 70 miles from Lethbridge and about 60 miles from Taber.

Our school divisionisapart of the Taber Horizon school division.
Again, years ago our school used to bein the county of Forty Mile,
which was Cypress, and it just didn't work. That had to be changed,
so our school was put into the county of Warner.

Our hedlth care centre, which is in Milk River, is a part of the
Chinook regional, whichis all to the north of us, and hasnothingin
common whatsoever with Medicine Hat. So if we did have

something to say, we're just not going to be represented in our area.

The primary roadsin the Taber-Warner constituency connect our
main communities for our business, trading, and doctoring with
Highway 36 to Taber and Highway 4 north to Lethbridge.

Fifthly, Medicine Hat does not provide us with any
communi cation whatsoever. Our TV, radio, mail, and newspaper all
originate from Lethbridge, Milk River, and Raymond. | say this
because when we were in Cypress before, which we till are
federally, we never knew what was going on in that constituency.
They do not get in contact with us. Nothing ever getsinto our mail.

| know that our MLA representation at Cypress was not very
effective before and have found our representation in Taber-Warner
alot moreeffective, probably because we know the peoplein Taber-
Warner whereas east of uswe do not know them and never seethem
and probably never will. We just do not communicate in that
direction.

In conclusion, as| read through this green book — | want to call it
abible, but my husband said, “Y ou'd better not.”

11:00
THE CHAIRMAN: We don't want it to be called a bible.

MRS. LODERMEIER: You don't call it abible either.

Anyhow, in conclusion, in your Proposed Electoral Division
Areas, Boundaries and Names for Alberta again and again | found
that it stressed the importance of taking into consideration al these
above reasons when you make your electoral boundaries. So why
are you changing our boundaries? We have no problems. We meet
all the requirements as a constituency, and as well we've got a lot
more effective representation than we had before when we werein
Cypress, all of which we will lose with these new proposed
boundaries. Again, | begyou: please do not changethese boundaries
again on us. We are also trying to get our federa ones changed so
that we can be more with Taber-Warner.

I'd like to know who I'm voting for, and when we're in Taber-
Warner, at least we know who we're voting for. When we were in
Medicine Hat, we never got a clue. Were so far to the west of
Medicine Hat. They're always going to have that MLA in that
district; they'll never have anybody close to us. It was a real
problem before, and we finally had those changed in the early '80s.

Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: Fine. We'l start the questioning with John.
MR. McCARTHY: Yeah, | have a question. Does the existing
boundary line to the east reflect the change of the trading patterns?
In other words, east of that, in the CypressMedicine Hat
constituency, are their trading patterns with Medicine Hat?

MRS. LODERMEIER: Oh, you've got to go, I'd say, about 20 miles
east of usagain yet. 1'd say 10 to 20 mileseast of usit's still al with
Lethbridge. It'skind of afinelinein there.

MR. McCARTHY : That's what I'm trying to find out here. Where
would that line be?

MRS. LODERMEIER: Where?
AN UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: The map behind you, Betty.

MRS. LODERMEIER: Oh. Where'sForemost? There'sBow Island.
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Wéll, it's probably in here somewhere right now.
MR. McCARTHY: Okay.

MRS. LODERMEIER: And you're moving it away west of Milk
River yet. It'sgetting moved. Rightinthere somewhereiswhereit's
at now. It followsthe county of Warner pretty well; doesn't it? It's
just afineline. Medicine Hat is away over here, and we live over
here. It'sjust not feasible asfar as I'm concerned.

MR. McCARTHY: Okay. Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: Joe?

MR. LEHANE: No questions. Thank you.

MR. GRBAVAC: Betty, I'd like to just make a comment. | accept
the responsibility for having some input into where that line was
drawn, but | want you to appreciate that thisis an interim report and
not the fina report.

MRS. LODERMEIER: Yeah, | realize that.

MR. GRBAVAC: One of the functions of an interim report is to
draw criticism and public debate. | hear what you're saying, and it's
not something that | didn't expect to hear. However, you know,
there were some considerations when the school division was split
up with respect to which direction people wanted to go.

MRS. LODERMEIER: That's right, and it went north and south.

MR. GRBAVAC: Yes, itdid. Sol want to say that | appreciateyou
coming. You made your point very clear.

MRS. LODERMEIER: When that school was changed, they were
talking about Cypress, and we had to fight for that, too, because it
just doesn't work.

THE CHAIRMAN: Don't run away.
Wally?

MR. WORTH: No questions.

THE CHAIRMAN: Well, | want to talk to you.

MRS. LODERMEIER: You do?

THE CHAIRMAN: Yeah. You probably arethefirst representative
that comesfrom asfar east as anybody out of the southeast corner of

Alberta.

MRS. LODERMEIER: No. There's another one here; he's farther
east than me.

THE CHAIRMAN: Well, so far you are. | heard the remarks of the
MLA for Cypress-Medicine Hat — I'm just trying to remember his
name — Lorne Taylor, stating that the people of your areadeal with
Lethbridge.

MRS. LODERMEIER: That'sright.

THE CHAIRMAN: | accept that; that's not a part of the argument.
But | alwaysfelt that the people of Foremost and Manyberries also
dealt with Lethbridge. Isthat correct?

MRS. LODERMEIER: Well, they're kind of on that fineline where
they go maybe both ways.

THE CHAIRMAN: | see.

MRS. LODERMEIER: Y ou get east of Foremost, yet farther. Our
next hospital would be away up at Bow Island, you know. That'sin
the other, which isfarther.

THE CHAIRMAN: Then you posed a very good question of why
we're changing.

MRS. LODERMEIER: Y eah, that's right.
THE CHAIRMAN: You'd like an answer to that; wouldn't you?

MRS. LODERMEIER: | think I've probably heard it. | mean, I've
heard some of it. But it aso saysin this book that you should take
into consideration wherethe peoplearedoing al their trading, going
to the hospital's, where they're getting their education from. We are
thevoters, and we'reour rural representation. Wewant to be ableto
give whoever our MLA is. Before, when we werein Cypress, who
did we go to? We'd always go to Bob, who wasin another one, but
we got far more from him than we did from our own MLA in
Cypress. We knew those people too.

THE CHAIRMAN: | want to tell you the reason why this areais of
concern. When the commission met and having regard to the
percentages of popul ation, we sort of generally agreed in view of the
court decision that the minimum we could do to stay within the
Charter of Rights and Freedoms so that our report wouldn't be
challenged by the courts was take two constituencies out of rural
Alberta and move them into Edmonton and Calgary, which you see
in the preliminary report. Then we had to look at rural Albertaand
decide wherewe could most easily achievethis, and thefirst areawe
picked, which was unfortunate for you, was Taber-Warner,
Cardston-Chief Mountain, because the discrepancies there were the
largest basically. Sothat'swhy Taber-Warner isbeing changed now.
Thiswas only in our preliminary report.

MRS. LODERMEIER: Yeah.
changed yet.

| was going to say that it's not

THE CHAIRMAN: We haven't made a final report. We're well
aware of the fact that there are alot of people from here and your
area that are unhappy with our proposal, and we will be looking at
maybe making another change.

MRS. LODERMEIER: Well, my other question is: why didn't you
take Cardston and do something with it? Why push it into us? Why
didn't you take it and split it down the middle and put it over and
over?

MR. GRBAVAC: Can | respond to that, Betty, if you don't mind?

MRS. LODERMEIER: Yeah. Well, | wasjust kind of curious.
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MR. GRBAVAC: Why didn't you come to the first round of
hearings?

MRS. LODERMEIER: | don't know. Maybe | was busy.

MR. GRBAVAC: We're not compelled to listen exclusively to the
representation. Thisisnot apopularity contest, nor isit an opinion
poll. We were told repeatedly in the first round that there were
significant reasons why the southwest corner of the province of
Alberta ought to be considered unique in some regard, and frankly
we didn't hear alot of opinionswhy Taber-Warner was particularly
unique. | think maybe we spoke of some of those earlier on with
Mr. Bogle. You wanted a blunt answer; excuse me for the blunt
response.

MRS. LODERMEIER: That's fine.

THE CHAIRMAN: Well, | want to thank you for coming. It wasn't
that bad; was it?

MRS. LODERMEIER: Well, | guessnot. Aslong asyou don't get
me fired up, you're okay.

THE CHAIRMAN: Okay.
Our next presenter is Roy Hummel.

MR. HUMMEL: Do any of you have afelt pen? This seemsalot
easier for citizensto change. I've got afew changes herel'd like to
make. It would have been alot easier for us than it was for you.

THE CHAIRMAN: If they're good changes, we'll get you afelt pen.

MR. HUMMEL: Thisisthefirst timel've had to sit before ajudge.

Y our Honour and fellow Albertans, | livein Milk River and I'm
not satisfied with the '95-96 Alberta Electoral Boundaries
Commission's recommendations for changes to my constituency as
well as the changes to the rest of the province. My community of
Milk River has been moved from the previous Taber-Warner
constituency to the Cypress constituency. | amsincerely fearful that
effective representation of our citizens to the government will be
jeopardized and the community will become very apathetic towards
agovernment with whichit feelsit has no communication. Wehave
extremely little communication, travel, media coverage, or
association with the city of Medicine Hat or its people, asthey are
120 miles distant compared to 50 milesto Lethbridge or Taber. All
the daily information we receive about everything is received
through the L ethbridge and Taber communities, with which we have
acommon interest.

| would suggest that the government would provide much more
effective representation by putting Milk River and area back with
Taber and district, as we have much more association with this area
through our common school district, health authority, and generd
trading corridor than we have with a distant Medicine Hat.
11:10

How can you expect arural MLA to effectively represent the same
number of constituents as an urban MLA? Often the urban MLA's
constituency is the same size geographically as some of our larger
farms. It would be an easy task to communicate with so many
peoplein such asmall area. The rural MLA has to spend far more
of histimejust traveling to cover some of these larger rural ridings;

thugly, less timeis available to communicate with his constituents.

Effective representation can only occur whereby each citizen has
an equa exposure to his MLA. | think we have a democratic
justificationinhaving somerural constituencieswithlesspopulation
thantheir urban counterparts. By using representati on by population
asour electoral boundariesguidelines, we are stifling the democratic
process.

Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you.
Well start the questioning with Wally.

MR. WORTH: Mr. Hummel, | think your messageisloud and clear
tous.

A comment about representation and effectiverepresentation. We
have acknowledged, | think, in our preliminary report that there are
differences in the degree of difficulty that an MLA would have
providing effective representation asyou movefrom constituency to
constituency throughout the province. | think our interim report
demonstratesthat we have accepted the notion that these differences
are probably greater between urban and rural constituencies than
they are within rural or within urban.

Nonetheless, we | think have to acknowledge the fact that even
urban constituencies have some difficulties that are unique to them.
For exampl e, we have been hearing about the high mobility, or high
transiency, within urban constituencies that makes it very, very
difficult for MLASs to provide effective representation because
between elections there probably is at least a50 percent turnover in
the electorate.

So while we are acknowledging that there are differences in
degree of difficulty among rural constituencies in comparison with
urban ones, we arealso, | think, concerned that the urban people get
afair shake in some of those inner-city constituencies, and we are
striving for abalance. But | think your messageisloud and clear to
usin terms of the position you've advocated.

THE CHAIRMAN: Robert?
MR. GRBAVAC: No.
THE CHAIRMAN: Joe?

MR. LEHANE: | take it, Roy, that essentially the message — and |
believe it's a clear message — is that you feel the new boundary
separates your community from its community of interests and
trading patterns.

MR. HUMMEL: Right.
MR. LEHANE: Thank you.

MR. HUMMEL: And someone had previously asked Betty the
question about where that community of interest extends beyond her
place. | have a farm equipment dealership and travel lots to
Foremost. Really | think the dividing line—if you come down from
Taber and go alittle bit east and then draw a line at a 45-degree
angle down to about Foremost. If you go very far east of Foremost,
then you're getting into where they travel to Medicine Hat more so,
but really Foremost and two or three or four miles east of Foremost
and south travel to Taber and Lethbridge.
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THE CHAIRMAN: John?
MR. McCARTHY: No questions. Thanks.

THE CHAIRMAN: Wdll, | want to thank you for coming, Roy. |
think the main point of your presentation is that Milk River and the
surrounding area deal with Lethbridge and should be in that part of
the constituency rather than with Medicine Hat.

MR. HUMMEL: Thank you.
THE CHAIRMAN: Thanks.

MR. HUMMEL: | sure hope you weren't serious when you made
that little comment that Alberta may be following Saskatchewan's
lead. That's disturbing to Albertans.

THE CHAIRMAN: If you got that message, that wasn't my message.
MR. HUMMEL: Good.

THE CHAIRMAN: | think the politicians in Alberta are not
interested in following Saskatchewan's lead.

The county of Warner is the next presenter. EmmaHulit. They
had the county of Warner, but they didn't have anybody named.

MRS. HULIT: Your Honour and commission members, | feel as
though | need to comehereand just say, “ Ditto,” after listeningto all
the other presentations, but if repetition is what the panel wants to
hear, | guess repetition is what we have.

Weappreciatethe opportunity to respond to therecommendations
of the commission. The right to vote and the opportunity for
effective representation is indeed a privilege for al. The people of
Alberta have experienced many changes in a very short time, and
generally there has been support of varying degrees because of one
common concern: the debt of Alberta. Restructuring has occurred,
affecting al government services. However, the people of Alberta
have not seen areduction of MLAS. The latest manipulation of the
numbers has still not addressed the problem but continues to plot
urban against rural and viceversa. Effectiverepresentation of all the
people of Alberta is far too important to have it done in this
piecemeal format. This manner is not acceptable. However, the
representation remains an issue, and this must be addressed.

The report states that

population means the most recent population set out in the most

recent decennial census of the population of Alberta as provided by

Statistics Canada.
In reviewing the submitted document a number of times, it was
really difficult to establish which censuswas used. It wasindicated
in the beginning that the '91 Stats Canadawould be used. However,
reference was made a number of times to Municipa Affairs
documentation, and then consideration was al so given to population
projections. The apparent lack of consistent use of the same
population database for all the population |eaves the people feeling
that they are unjustly treated. My presentation focuses mostly on
what the people are feeling with the recommendation.

Under the redistribution rules | wish to get more specific in
reference to guarantee of effective representation and common
community interests, the geographical features, for example, the
road systems which reflect our trade routes. The recommendation

of the commission for the eastern half of the county of Warner to
become part of the Cypressriding reflectstotal disregard for people
and their opportunity for meaningful input. The trade and service
patterns of our area are north and south. The road systems through
that entire area are north and south. Our regional school board and
our health authority are north and south. Consequently, our
communities tend to run north and south. All of our media, our
newspaper and television, are from either Lethbridge or Calgary.
We are able to receive one Medicine Hat radio station in our area.
Wereally do not have a communication link with Medicine Hat at
all.

This recommendation is so focused on just the numbers that the
effective representation was not even considered. We're not talking
about representation of individual people here but acomprehensive
voice capable of reflecting the issues of a primary industry, that
being agriculture. Agricultureisaway of life, and rura people do
have adifferent way of life compared to the urban population. How
do we ensure that this minority sector is effectively represented in
the social mosaic of Alberta?

11:20

The wishes of the rural people of the eastern half of the county of
Warner asfar asthe eastern boundary of the county is concerned is
to havethe congtituency linesfall along that eastern boundary of the
county. They wish to havethat portion follow along with wherever
their school services are delivered, where Taber goes.

In closing, I'd like to make afew — | guess if we're going to talk
simplistic — simplistic observations. A decision was challenged in
the north and taken to court, and the court made a ruling, applying
some stipulation. Our government established the Electoral
Boundaries Commissionwith guidelinesset out, and thecommission
appearsto have taken on alife of itsown. Therecommendationsin
theview of alot of people have become palitical monsters. Wehave
spent alot of time, wasted money, and many peoplelost credibility,
and we gtill have the same problem. Somehow common sense was
not factored into this formula.

Wefed that the commission should take back to the government:
number one, if were truly committed to downsizing, look at the
number of MLAS, number two, put forward a proposa that
addresses all of Alberta, where people will feel that they have been
treated fairly. Theopportunity to effectiverepresentationisfar more
important than playing the numbers game. Peoplewould feel more
confident if they were able to see the whole picture instead of
whittling away at rural representation. This only divides Alberta
Let's focus our efforts on the total overall representation that will
strengthen our province.

Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: Well start the questioning with Wally.

MR. WORTH: Mrs. Hulit, | want to begin by apologizing for the
lack of clarity in our report. You have made reference to the fact
that we appear to have made use of different population statistics or
figuresin different sections of our report, and indeed that'strue. We
have used two different sets of figures. | think that what we failed
to do was to make clear how we used these.

Wehave used the 1991 censusfiguresthroughout the report when
it comes to determining our conclusions and our recommendations
when calculating variances and things of that sort. Where we used
1995 datawasin thelatter section of our report when weweretrying
to demonstrate that the representation of the urban parts of the
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province was appropriate, that the urban centres were not
underrepresented. We moved to the use of the 1995 datato try to
make the point that even with the growth that has occurred since
1991 in the cities where indeed you're getting upwards of almost
20,000 people ayear moving into Calgary and about 10,000 a year
moving into Edmonton, that even with that occurring in Edmonton,
Calgary, and other centres, the urban population of thisprovincewas
not underrepresented. This was the point we were trying to make,
and that's the only occasion on which we used 1995 data.
Otherwise, throughout the total report, we used 1991 data as the
foundation on which we built our recommendations.

We have obviously failed to make that point clear, and when we
redo our document, we certainly will make an effort to do so. |
thank you for bringing that to our attention.

MR. GRBAVAC: Just a comment. You're not alone in your
frustration with respect to this, with what appears to be an endless
and ongoing attempt to reconfigure the boundary lines in the
province of Alberta. We're attempting to put before the people of
Alberta a configuration that won't be referred to by the courts—if |
can use their concluding statement, that they reject the notion that
the current configuration rest until the next election. We hope to
eliminate that eventuality from occurring. | mean, we've heard
everything from constitutional experts telling us two days ago that
we don't stand a chance of passing muster with the courts unless we
take more ridings out of rural Alberta. A caveat to that, of course,
isthat that individual is from Saskatchewan.

| want to suggest to you that you're not alone in your sense of
frustration. | mean, John said yesterday that | don't think any of us
asyoung boys ever felt that, you know, our goa inlifewasto sit on
a boundaries commission, that that would be something we would
cherish or look forward to. | don't think anyone looks forward to
this kind of process taking place because it tends to be very
disruptive. We're attempting through our matrix to quantify some of
the considerations that are to be taken through the decision-making
process to bring this thing to resolution. We may be successful; we
may not.

Thanks for the presentation, well thought out and well written.

MR. LEHANE: I'd just like to make two comments, Emma. First of
all, we accept your criticism, and we'll dea with it in terms of our
second report. In terms of the criticism that we're dealing only with
numbers, | don't think that'stotally accurate. Certainly numbersare
an important part. We now live in an age of the Charter of Rights,
and in many ways | think that's unfortunate. However, we have to
deal withit. Whilewe can say that back in the '70s there were seven
urban voters for four rural and nobody seemed to have aproblem, |
don't think we can say that anymore. | think that unlesswe can show
that in Alberta we believe there are these variances that can be
justified and unless we justify them, the courts in reviewing the
legidlation in the other provinces where the variances are 5 percent
are going to say, you know, “Y ou guys had better getinline” Sol
think that at this time we have to concentrate on the numbers if we
want to justify why we think the other places are wrong and we're
right intermsof effectiverepresentation. If you found that therewas
too great an emphasis on that, the other side of that coin is that it's
important work if we'regoing to have anything other than rep by pop
in the future.

| guess the second comment I'd like to make — and I'll probably
get shot for doing this because we've got a busy day ahead and it's

outside of the mandate of this commission. We've heard from quite
a number of people that there should be fewer MLASs in the
province. | note that that's one of your recommendations in your
submission. That's not something within the mandate of this
commission to deal with, but | just want to throw that back at you for
some more thought for amoment. 1n the course of our travels—and
| believe we were in 17 communities on our first round of hearings
— we heard that expressed on quite a few occasions, but I'm
wondering how well thought out that position is. | can assure you
that if there are less MLAs in this province, they're going to come
out of the rural areas for the most part, and all of the problems that
we've heard about the difficulty of a rural MLA to effectively
represent his people are just going to balloon, and it'sgoing to be a
worse situation. So | think that's something to think about.

I've got asecond point I'd liketo make on that. We've heard from
quite a few MLAs and a number of ex-MLAs. The impression |
havein listening to what these men and women do asan MLA isthat
they're very, very busy people, and we get real value for the dollars
that we pay them. So whileit may be popular to say that we should
downsizethe number of ML Asbecausewe've downsized everything
else, we should think that process through and see what the
ramifications of that are. So | just leave you with that.

MRS. HULIT: | guess that reflects our discussions that we had
yesterday in the fact that unless the overal picture of Albertais
addressed, we redly felt that we're going to continue to see the
amalgamation of rura congtituencies to offset this population
imbalance. The point | waswishing to make was the fact that rather
than do it in this piecemeal sort of manner, take alook at the entire
province and let us see the entire picture. We know it's going to be
continually hitting the rura area, but we cannot see an overall
picture of what it's going to end up like.

MR. LEHANE: Yes, | appreciate that point. Thank you.
11:30
THE CHAIRMAN: John?

MR. McCARTHY:: Just a couple of comments. That is, your two
recommendations that we should take back to the government:
basically, they're afunction of the Legislature. The Legislature can
deal with those two things. It's not within our mandate to deal with
fewer MLAS because the legislation we're mandated to dea with
reguires us to operate on the basis that there are 83. Now, that's
because the Legidature required us to do that. We're a creation of
the Legidature. Our report isarecommendation to the Legidature.
The Legidature can accept, amend, or reject our report. So those
two points— I don't disagree with what you're saying, but it's not our
function to dea with them. It's the Legislative Assembly of
Alberta's function to deal with them.

THE CHAIRMAN: Don't leave, Emma. | want to talk to you. First
of all, you've made the statement that the commission istaking on a
life of itsown. | want to assure you that this commission is dead on
July 1 of 1996, and I'll even invite you to the funeral.

MR. McCARTHY:: It'll be a happy event.
THE CHAIRMAN: Now, the other thing is that you said we should

look at al of Albertaand we should be concerned about treating all
of Albertafairly. 1'm happy to say thiswith Mr. Bogle here. We've
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looked at al of Alberta, and we've traveled all of Alberta. We've
accepted that 81, or 79 of the former ridings, were only introublein
basically two areas, and that's Taber-Warner and Chinook and the
related constituencies. That's why were traveling here today,
Lethbridge tomorrow, Medicine Hat next week, and whatnot. So |
think 90 percent of Albertaisvery happy with thereport; 10 percent
isn't.
That'sall.

MRS. HULIT: Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: The next presenter is Casey Bydevaate. | was
told that your wife, Jane, had not made it. Or is she here?

MR. BYDEVAATE: She's here.
THE CHAIRMAN: Do you wish to come up also?

MR. BYDEVAATE: No. That'sfine.

Thank you, Y our Honour, committee members. It's not my first
timein front of ajudge. Thefirst time was voluntarily too. It was
a citizenship judge, and he made me a Canadian. | came as an
immigrant to this country, which has been very good to us. Thank
you for the opportunity to let me express my views.

My name is Casey Bydevaate, and | also speak on behalf of my
wife. We farm about seven kilometres north of Taber and mainly
grow potatoes. | would like to express my concerns about the
proposed boundary changes.

If the proposa is accepted, the community will be torn up.
Whether you look at it from a point of view of county or MD lines,
school division, irrigation district, or from an agricultural aspect,
thinking of cropslike beans, corn, potatoes, sugar beets, thelineslie
differently than what they are drawn up as now. If | would like to
make arecommendati on about making changes, it'smuch more east-
west than to the north that we have much in common. Aboveall, the
town of Taber is obviously the economic centre of awide area.

Inthe proposal the M D of Taber will be hacked up inthree. From
where we are living, we look one and a half miles west and see the
Little Bow riding; four and a half miles east, the Cypress riding
that'sin that new proposal. There must be an awfully good reason
to come up with such a proposal, but | have not found it yet, unless
one believes gtrictly in representation by population.

The more | read through the report, the less sense the proposal
makes to me. When you read through the rules of redistribution
about effective representation, submissions made by previous
hearings and which clearly favour no change at al or more effective
representation, it becomes clear. If one looks at pages 36 to 38 of
the report, about the matrix, the Calgary average matrix is 29,
Edmonton is 22, and Taber-Warner is 48, which meansthat Taber-
Warner is an awful ot harder to represent than the Calgary ridings
and the Edmonton ridings, yet the commission proposesto give the
citieseach new ridings at the expense of ariding like Taber-Warner,
which istwo times as hard to represent.

If acity MLA stands on the highest building in his riding, he or
she can overlook the wholeriding. For us, it's a two-hour drive to
Cardston, and that's not even the end of the riding yet.

In conclusion, | believe that the commission has been too much
occupied by the numbers and not enough by fair representation. |
think the proposal is just to get enough numbers in this riding.
That's why Taber was kind of added onto the whole thing, and I'm

not very pleased with it.

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you.
Well start the questioning with Wally.

MR. WORTH: To make sure | understand where you live, sir, you
live seven miles north of Taber, so you can look east and west and
see two other constituencies and ook south.

MR. BYDEVAATE: Right.

MR. WORTH: Okay. If you had your preference, where would you
like to be?

MR. BYDEVAATE: Wdl, I'd like to see the whole Taber
community — that's the MD of Taber — maybe together with to the
north. | kind of don't want to suggest to have other MD linescut up,
but we have more towards Coaldale as part of our representative
riding, and | think that'sgood. Eventotheeast, to Bow Island, that's
irrigation, the same kind of farming more or less.

MR. WORTH: Okay. Thank you.
THE CHAIRMAN: Robert.

MR. GRBAVAC: | think your points are well taken, Casey. Wed

like not to cut any MD or county lines. | think that's something we

tried not to do. Sometimesit'snot possible. Againthisisaninterim

report, and your point'swell taken. It'll betaken into consideration.
Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: Joe?

MR. LEHANE: No questions.

THE CHAIRMAN: John?

MR. McCARTHY: No questions. Thanks.

THE CHAIRMAN: Well, | want to thank you for coming and
making your views known. Hopefully the commission might make
some changes in here that make you happy, but I'm not making any
promises.

MR. BYDEVAATE: Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: At this point, we're going to take a five-minute
break. The next presenter is going to be Mayor Cam McKay after
the break.

[The hearing adjourned from 11:38 am. to 11:45 am.]

THE CHAIRMAN: Wed now like to call upon the mayor of the
town of Milk River, Mayor Cam McKay. Proceed.

MR. McKAY: Good morning, Your Honour and members of your
pandl. | feel that quite abit of it's already been said from our area.
Something like the reverse situation of a liars club: the first liar
hasn't got a chance. | have been in municipal government arenas
since '69 and have always been interested in the devel opments that
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concern our area, and electoral boundaries of course are of great
concern to me. My comments, sir, are really of a general nature to
express the feelings of the area.

My brief message today isthat over the past few months sincethe
original report came out, there's not one area citizen that has come
forward to agree with the boundary proposed, which decimates the
Taber-Warner congtituency. Further to that, the proposal to shift the
town of Milk River, the village of Warner, and the village of Coutts
—and that word should be east; it's atyping error, if you haveitin
front of you —to the east constituency is, to say the least, acomplete
lack of reasoning. We feel that we have been disenfranchised. We
are happy as a Taber-Warner family, and it should be noted that we
have no socia or economic or palitical ties with the constituencies
to the east or west, with Cypress being 125 miles and then the
Cardston area 90 miles. Respectfully saying this: it is the general
opinion of the areathat some person or personsdid somefast talking
to convince the commission that Taber-Warner should become a
sacrificial lamb or the commission members just did not listen or
they would not have come up with the boundary as proposed.

Elected officials in our area met a few weeks ago with the
Premier, who listened carefully to our concerns, and he left our
meeting with considerable empathy.

The present boundaries have not been challenged in court. Why
do we change them now? The old saying, | think, is apropos: if it
isn't broke, don't fix it. Thissurely appliesinour case. Wesincerely
hope that common sense will prevail.

| thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you, Mayor.
Well start the questioning with John McCarthy.

MR. McCARTHY: No questions. Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: Joe?

MR. LEHANE: No questions. Thanks.

THE CHAIRMAN: Robert?

MR. GRBAVAC: No questions.

THE CHAIRMAN: Wally?

MR. WORTH: Just an observation. | think that if we accede to your
request and have Milk River and Coutts and Warner tied in the
north-south rather than east or west, we would be exhibiting

common sense and some evidence of sound reasoning.

MR. McKAY: Yeah. Itjust takes off on awild hook and just leaves
us out.

MR. WORTH: Okay. Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: Well, Mayor McKay, | just wanted to say that
when you say, “If it isn't broke, don't fix it,” | think the Court of
Appeal in the province of Alberta told us that we have to do
something. | would like to follow your advice, but | don't think we
have that choice.

But | do want to commend you. | would say we've had over about
300 representations now, and you've come up with the best opening

linethat I've heard so far.
Thank you.

MR. McKAY': Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: The next presenter is Deputy Mayor Linda
Erickson of the village of Couitts.

MRS. ERICKSON: Thank you. Sorry | don't have a joke. I'm
racking my brain trying to think of one.

Usually when preparing apresentation, | begin by researching the
answersto the questionsraised. Thiswasunfortunately not the case
this time. When preparing my submission for today, this first
stepping-stone proved to be quite a challenge. The commission's
recommendationsraisealot of unanswered questionsand issuesthat
I quite frankly cannot begin to understand.

These issues are, in quotation marks, areas of interests, which
were supposed to be considered by the commission. When you think
about the existing trade routes, the highway system, the flow of
information, the village of Coutts has very little shared interest with
the area of Medicine Hat. Why did the commission seem to ignore
thisimportant consideration? Why werethe existing county, school
district, and health authority boundaries not taken into
consideration? Why did the commission choose to carve up the
existing Taber-Warner riding when in fact it met the plus or minus
25 percent criterion? Why did Cardston-Chief Mountain and area,
which did not meet this criterion, get added population while its
neighbour the county of Warner was cut up? Why was southern
Alberta affected with the recommended changes and northern
Albertaleft dlone? Thereisafeeling that perhapsthereis aneed to
reduce the total number of MLAs. Why was this not done? Just a
shift of two MLAs.

Theexisting MLA for Medicine Hat went on record afew months
ago in our local paper stating that he was unsure of what kind of
effective representation and time he could devoteto the peoplefrom
the southern portion of the county of Warner. Basicaly, the
Medicine Hat area doesn't want us any more than we want them.
Why can't wejust keep thingsthe same and retain our closetieswith
Taber?

I've discussed your report with many ratepayers from our village,
and the overwhelming response has been negative. Putting our
region into Medicine Hat has been tried federally once before, and
it just didn't work. The village of Coutts would prefer to remain
with the Taber-Warner riding and suggests that the commission
consider the possibility of reworking the boundary to be consistent
with the east side of the county of Warner line.

Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you. WEell start the questioning with
John.

MR. McCARTHY: I'm just curious. You're in the federal riding
now of —what?

MRS. ERICKSON: Lethbridge.

MR. McCARTHY: Okay. Whereisthat dividing line between the
Medicine Hat federal riding and the Lethbridge one?

MRS. ERICKSON: Isit Foremost? Does anyone know? It's right
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close to there. Whereisthat person from Foremost?

MR. HALL: Foremost could be in the Medicine Hat constituency.
It follows closely along the Warner county line.

MR. McCARTHY: But not exactly.
MR. HALL: But not exactly. It'salittle bit north of that.

MR. McCARTHY: Okay. Isthat the new recommendation, or is
that the way it is now?

MRS. ERICKSON: That'stheway it isnow. Severa years ago we
were in with the Medicine Hat riding.

MR. McCARTHY : There'safederal recommendation now for some
new changes. Doesthat remain the same?

MRS. ERICKSON: No, no. Asfar as| know, werestill going to be
with the Lethbridge riding.

MR. McCARTHY: Okay. Thanks.

MR. LEHANE: If there were to be some combination of the
Cardston-Chief Mountain and the Taber-Warner constituencies, do
you think in terms of an eastern boundary that the county line. . .

MRS. ERICKSON: In my opinion, yes.

MR. LEHANE: . . . of Warner would be an appropriate line?
MRS. ERICKSON: Yes.

MR. LEHANE: Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: Robert?

MR. GRBAVAC: No.

THE CHAIRMAN: Wally?

MR. WORTH: No questions.

THE CHAIRMAN: Well, we want to thank you for coming.
The next presenter is Va Schamber, Milk River Businessmen's
Association.
11:55
MRS. SCHAMBER: Good morning.

THE CHAIRMAN: Good morning.

MRS. SCHAMBER: I'd like to thank you for the opportunity to
speak to your commission this morning. 1've lived most of my life
in the Milk River area, and | am the owner/operator of B & C
Insurance. For the past four years I've been a member of the Milk
River Businessmen's Association, theorgani zationwhich | represent
today. Numerous businesses are represented through this
association, and on their behaf | would like to express
dissatisfaction with the proposed electoral boundary changes.

The remova of our southern area from the Taber-Warner

constituency to the Cypress-Medicine Hat area raises a variety of
concernsfor al thosein business. Firstly, wearevery cognizant that
our trade and commerce flowsin anorth-south direction. Theroute
used isHighway 4, ahighway designated as an export highway and
one which is to be twinned through our part of the constituency in
the near future. Highway 4 links Coultts, a very busy port of entry
into Canada, with therest of Alberta. Therefore, the twinning of the
highway isan issuewhich is extremely important and relevant to all
the businesses for whom | speak today. Close communication with
our MLA is vita with regard to the route it will take and to its
immediate and long-term impact upon the businesses in the
communitiesthrough which it passes. Under your proposal it would
be necessary to be represented by three MLAS, becausein thisshort,
60-miledistance Highway 4 will passdirectly through three different
constituencies: Lethbridge, Cardston-Taber, and Cypress-Medicine
Hat.

Businesses attempt to capitalize upon the flow of tourists adong
Highway 4. Our newly constructed tourist information centre
located just south of Milk River on Highway 4 provides one
opportunity for tourists to stop and visit our town, and once again
our north-south affiliation is acknowledged by the fact that our area
is designated as part of the Chinook tourist zone, which extends
south from Lethbridge.

Businesses located in Milk River service a population which
resides along the north-south pattern. Thisistrue of the agricultural
machine dealers, the fertilizer and fud distributors, the banks, the
grocery stores, and on and on. Aswell, there are numerous health
services provided in Milk River that are directly linked in asimilar
fashion. Examplesinclude dentists and optometrists who commute
from Lethbridge aswell asour physiotherapist who commutes from
Taber. Another fundamental service to our town is the RCMP,
whose headquarters are Lethbridge.

The business community recognizes the importance of our active
treatment hospital. In addition, Milk River is fortunate to have a
long-term carefacility. Thesefacilities not only provide health care
services but also enhance possibilitiesfor growth in our town. Y our
proposal gives responsibility for our health care facility toan MLA
who has no other connection to the Chinook health authority. Itis
vital that our hospital remain viable and well represented within its
assigned region. We feel your proposal puts our hospital in
jeopardy.

As well, your proposal severs the connections our schools have
with the newly formed Horizon school division. If we become part
of Cypress-Medicine Hat, the MLA would have a great dea of
difficulty providing effective representation for our educational
concerns.  From a business perspective, without adequate
representation by our MLA the perception exists that our school
system may not function as effectively as it has. This, too, has a
ripple-down effect on the vitality of our business community.

In conclusion, all of these examples set precedents which dictate
the community of interest for the town of Milk River and the
businesses who reside within. We cannot understand why our area
would become part of aconstituency with which we have nothingin
common.

Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you. Well start the questioning with
John.

MR. McCARTHY: No questions. Thank you.
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THE CHAIRMAN: Joe?

MR. LEHANE: No questions. Thank you.
THE CHAIRMAN: Robert?

MR. GRBAVAC: No questions.

MR. WORTH: Just an observation. Thank you very much for
reminding us of some of the factors that tie together the community
you're from in relation to the other communities to the north of it.
Thank you very much for that.

THE CHAIRMAN: | just want to say thisin summary. | think your
presentation is in agreement with alot of other presentations. The
point you're making is that Milk River belongs in the Lethbridge
areaand not in the Medicine Hat area.

MRS. SCHAMBER: Yes.
THE CHAIRMAN: Thanks for coming.
MRS. SCHAMBER: Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: The next presenter is Hovey Reese, Chinook
regional health authority.

MR. REESE: Mr. Chairman, members of the Alberta Electora
Boundaries Commission, my name is Hovey Reese, here today to
speak on behaf of the Chinook regional health authority. The
CRHA is convinced that the electoral boundaries of Alberta should
remain as they were prior to this commission's initial proposed
changes. We are especially concerned with the changes being
proposed for the Taber-Warner constituency.

Wewish to bring thefollowing concernsto your attention. Travel
patterns, trade routes, education, health services, local media
availahility, and recreation are all important factorswhich should be
considered when determining how well an MLA is ableto represent
hisor her constituent. Variation of 25 percent should be maintained.
Equitablerepresentation must be conserved. Populationandthesize
of the constituency must both be factors.

In the specific case of the Chinook regional health authority, there
are 15 board members: fiveurban and 10rural. These15individuals
currently work with six different MLAs. They have as a board
worked hard to establish avery close relationship with these MLAsS.
The CRHA has successfully relayed the public concerns about
restructuring to their MLAs, and MLAshave al so been ableto bring
government concerns to the attention of the health authority. The
many changesin the delivery of the health servicesto the citizens of
this region would be negatively influenced by further changes in
their elected representatives.

To move the town of Coaldale into the Little Bow constituency
will not in any way make for effective or equitable representation.
The people of Coaldale travel to the west for their services. They
have never historically looked to the north, for example \VVulcan, for
any of their services.

The proposed shift of the southwest corridor of the current Taber-
Warner constituency into the Cypress constituency would result in
little or noinput fromthe CypressMLA. That would makeit almost
impossible for the citizens of this area to have any kind of

meaningful access to the government of this province. Itisaone-
hour drive to the first town of any size between Milk River and
Medicine Hat. We do not believe that it makes any sense to place
Milk River, Warner, and Coultts into the Cypress constituency.

The proposa of adding the town of Taber to the Cardston
constituency is unbelievable at best. We were not able to find any
kind of rationale for that particular proposa at al. Again, the
historic travel and trade have aways been east-west and not north-
south.

Members of the boundaries commission, the Chinook regional
health authority thank you for giving usthe opportunity to bring our
concerns to you, and we trust you'll remember that there are two
questions that need to be addressed. Equality is one, but we must
never forget that effective representation has also been determined
to be a paramount concern for the courts of the land.

Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you.
Well start the questioning with Wally.

MR. WORTH: Mr. Reese, I'm alittle confused by a statement that
you madejust near the end of your presentation when you said, “The
historic travel and trade have always been east-west and not north-
south.” Now, | thought | had heard peopletelling us earlier that the
historic pattern was north-south.

MR. REESE: Are we talking about the town of Taber into the
Cardston constituency?

MR. WORTH: Yes.
MR. REESE: | mean, Taber has aways been east-west towards
Lethbridge, and the proposal is saying that maybe the travel will be

north-south.

MR. WORTH: But being with Cardston, you're in a north-south
corridor to some extent.

MR. REESE: Yeah, but in the constituency business end of it you
arein adifferent pattern.

MR. WORTH: Thank you for that clarification.

THE CHAIRMAN: Robert.

MR. GRBAVAC: My question was the same as Wally's.

THE CHAIRMAN: Joe?

MR. LEHANE: No questions. Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: John?

MR. McCARTHY: No questions. Thanks.

THE CHAIRMAN: Well, | want to thank you for coming. | think
the point you're making has basically been made by other people

here today. Thank you.

MR. REESE: Y eah, that's what | mean, but also | think we wanted
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to emphasize the business of the importance of the MLA in the
restructuring of health to the Chinook regional health authority
board. It'svery, very important. We work very closely with them,
and therefore we wanted to express that viewpoint.

THE CHAIRMAN: Thanks.
The next presenter is John Voorhorst.
12:05
MR. VOORHORST: | guesswe can safely say good afternoon now,
eh?

Mr. Chairman and members of the 1995-96 Electoral Boundaries
Commission of Alberta, my name is John Voorhorst, and | livein
thetown of Coaldale. I'm heretoday to express my family's concern
with the initial report which was tabled in the Alberta Legislature
earlier this year. My concern is in three areas: first, the process;
second, the outcome; and third, the ability to change the initial
recommendations.

First, then, my concerns with the process. Asl understand it, the
initial request made of this committee by the government was to
determine whether the current boundaries in fact alowed for
effective representation. The obvious question which immediately
comesto mind is: why did this commission go so much further than
itsinitial mandate to the point whereit not only recommended some
considerable changesto the current boundaries but made little or no
attempt to define what actually is understood by the term “effective
representation”? Does* effective representation” mean that the city
of Calgary and the city of Edmonton will have access to 20 and 19
MLAsrespectively while the town of Coaldalewill haveto shareits
MLA with the town of Gleichen, which is approximately 150
kilometres away, and a so with the towns of Vulcan, Picture Butte,
Coahurst, and Vauxhall?

To add to this concern, | would like to quote from Hansard of
May 12, 1977, where the late Grant Notley, the former |leader of the
New Democratic Party and a former MLA for a rural Alberta
constituency, states the following:

If one had come to me seven or eight years ago and said we should
provide some sort of specia consideration for rural constituencies,
| wouldn't have been very sympathetic. As amatter of fact in 1970,
| recall making some rather harsh statements outside the House
about the recommendations of the Electoral BoundariesCommission
a the time and the fact that there was not rigid representation by
population. But in the last six years there is no doubt in my mind
that there are some very real problemsin representing rural Alberta,
which must lead us to the conclusion that rigid application by
population is not fair. It may be fair in an abstract, philosophical
sense, but in my judgment it is not fair in terms of providing access
by the electorate to their member of the Legislature. . .

| think it just happens to be a fact that rural MLAS have a
higher volume of constituency business, because there's a greater
interest, a perception of the MLA as a representative of people
which ismore clearly understood and, somehow, defined in the rural
areathan in the average urban constituency.

End of quote of the late Mr. Notley.

| would also like to briefly quote from your initial report, adirect

quotation from your report where you state the following:
Madam Justice McLachlin, writing for the Supreme Court of
Canadain the Carter case, wrote:
It is my conclusion that the purpose of the right to
vote enshrined in s. 3 of the Charter is not equdity . . .
per se, but the right to “effective representation.” Oursis

arepresentative democracy . . .
Madam Justice McLachlin continues in another place in the
Carter decision:

What are the conditions of effective representation?
Thefirst is relative parity of voting power. . . .
In the same decision, the Justice writes:

First, absolute parity isimpossible. . .
[She] continues as follows:

Secondly, such relative parity as may be possible of
achievement may prove undesirable asit has the effect of
detracting from the primary goal of effective
representation.  Factors like geography, community
history, community interests and minority representation
may need to be taken into account to ensure that our
legislative assemblies effectively represent the diversity
of our social mosaic. These are but examples of
considerationswhich may justify departure from absolute
voter parity in the pursuit of more effective
representation; thelist is not closed.

The statement by Justice McLachlin, in my mind, is more than
adequate proof that effective representation must be defined and
must also be achieved for democracy to work at its optimum.

Mr. Chairman, to further outline my concerns regarding the
process, | again refer to your initia report which was tabled earlier
thisyear. On page 13 of that report | see that 266 Albertans made
representation to your commission. Of that number, 199 or 75
percent indicated that either there should be no change or there
should be alowancefor effective representation. | was one of those
Albertans whose written submission was read into your hearings,
and | clearly stated that | wanted no change. However, | also stated
that if the commission felt there must be a change, it should first
determine what is meant by the term “ effective representation.” |
wonder if my submission was counted among those wanting no
change or among those wanting effective representation.

Mr. Chairman, the summary of major themes leaves me with a
very distinct impression that the commission did not listen to
Albertans. | hope my impression is wrong, and | trust that the
commission islistening thistime.

My second concerniswith the outcome. Theabsolutedestruction
of the Taber-Warner constituency leaves me feeling like a second-
class citizen. To move the town of Coaldale into the Little Bow
constituency makes absolutely no sense whatsoever. The town has
historically done all its traveling east and west between Taber and
Lethbridge. The agricultural area around the town of Coaldae lies
inalargeirrigation district. To break up this east-west relationship
at this time almost makes me feel that one of the objectives was to
weaken the political voice of theirrigation farmersin our area. The
town of Coaldale has always worked with the neighbouring town of
Taber in thisregard, and thisinitial report has successfully torn the
political power of theirrigation farmer out by itsroots. Gentlemen,
ahuge disservice in my mind is being attempted here.

Lastly, what will be the outcome of these hearings? Will the
commission listen? I'm asking you: please, do not tear thisareainto
piecesinthisfashion. Y ou will successfully take away our political
voice. If you absolutely feel you have no choice but to fix the only
constituency in the south which has a population well under the 25
percent disparity, please tackle that constituency. It makes much
more sense to add the Cardston constituency on to the two
neighbouring constituencies than this current proposal.

Gentlemen, | want to thank you for your time, and | hope you'll
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find away to help us maintain our political voice and our political
strength in Edmonton.

THE CHAIRMAN: Fine. WEell start questioning with Wally.

MR. WORTH: Mr. Voorhorst, | noticein your submission that you
contended that we. .. Oh, let me back up. Y ou asked usto consider
effective representation if wefelt that there had to be achangein the
boundaries in this area. You also assert that we haven't readly
addressed that question in our report. | would encourageyou to read
pages 10 and 11 and 26 and 27, in which we as a commission tried
to dea with the question of effective representation and what our
definition of that was and what components were involved in it.
Then we went ahead to try to trand ate that into some identification
of the factors that influenced effective representation and included
thosein thematrix, about whichweheard considerable earlier today.
So | just want to state that | think we feel that we are only beginning
to address the question of effective representation. We haven't
ignored it, and we are hoping to refine our interpretation and
presentation of it in the next round.

MR. VOORHORST: Thank you.

MR. GRBAVAC: Wéll, John, in listening to and reading along with
you with respect to your report, you made some rather strong
statements, and you left little doubt asto your opinion. Did you read
the report, John?

MR. VOORHORST: | suredid. Yes.

MR. GRBAVAC: Okay. When you suggest that the commission
madelittle or no attempt to definewhat isactually understood by the
term “effective representation,” could you expand where we made
little or no attempt to define that, because this strikes at the heart of
our report in that wetried to put aquantitative analysisto “ effective
representation” and you're dismissing that. | would like you to
expand on that, if you would.

MR. VOORHORST: Sure. What you've tried to do with your
understanding of “effective representation” is put a population
number to it. From what | understand from the matrix that you've
used, it works out to a number situation. It's my opinion that
effective representation also has to deal with accessibility and the
commonalities of the various communities involved in the
constituency. Thetown of Coaldal e hasfor yearsbeenin the Taber-
Warner constituency, and to put the town of Coaldale in a totally
different constituency where there is no commonality, especially in
relation to the agricultural issue, would suggest in my mind that we
would potentialy lose what | understand to be effective
representation.

12:15

MR. GRBAVAC: John, you know, thisisrealy at the heart of what
we are attempting to do here. | find it unfortunate that you didn't —
maybe we're missing something. Population certainly was one
characteristic; geographic area, another component of our matrix;
population density and sparsity; number of households; number of
unincorporated communities; hamlets population and their
governance; elected and appointed bodies;, number of school
divisions, health divisions, municipalities, primary and secondary
highways; number of Indian reservations and Métis settlements;

contiguous boundaries; and distance from the Legidature.

We've been criticized around this provincefor skewing our matrix
towards rural Alberta and considering too many variables beyond
population. That'swhy | find your comments interesting when you
say that we gave little or no consideration to what is defined as
“effective representation.” If that's the kind of message we're
putting out, then obviously our matrix is a fault or our
communication with the public is at fault. | just have a hard time
understanding how you cameto that conclusion. | may have abetter
insight into that now.

MR. VOORHORST: Let me try to maybe elaborate on that. | was
not sure how much time | would be given for my presentation, so |
tried to be as brief and to the point as | possibly could.

One of my concernsisthat if acitizen of the city of Edmonton or
the city of Calgary hasamajor health concern that comesthrough to
theregional health authority, theregional health authority makesone
call and has 15 members of the Legidative Assembly at itsbeck and
call immediately, all representing the same city, al looking out for
the interests of the citizens of one place. If acitizen of the town of
Coadale has a problem with the delivery of the health system in
Alberta and we bring that to the health authority and we wish to
meet with the MLAS representing the regiona health authority,
you're going to add an MLA to that. We haveto find a schedule to
fit seven MLAs so that we have access to the same government in
Edmonton. To make seven schedules fit — | don't know what your
schedule is like, but I'm sure it's the same as the Members of the
Legidative Assembly. It's got to be just about impossible to get a
meeting with you people al in one place a one time. It makes it
really difficult.

That's what | understood effective representation to be. That's
what | understand it to be. It'show we as citizens have accessto the
government. A lot of peoplethink that effective, that alarge part of
that is dealing with the numbers. So we have successfully with this
initial document added two urban members to the government — at
what cost? The urban voter loses al the timein his or her attempt
to make its case with the government.

THE CHAIRMAN: You mean rural.
MR. VOORHORST: Isthat not what | said?
THE CHAIRMAN: Urban.

MR. VOORHORST: Y ou'remaking me nervous. |I'msorry; | meant
rural.

THE CHAIRMAN: Well, despite what you said, I'm not confused.
MR. VOORHORST: All right.
MR. GRBAVAC: | have no further questions.

MR. LEHANE: I'm not confused with what you're trying to tell us
either, John, but let's perhaps approach this in terms of our
discussion on the basis of what we're dealing with. We have
Cardston-Chief Mountain under the old boundary that has a
population which is 38 and a half percent lower than the average,
which runs between 30,000 and 31,000 for the province. By way of
example, we have an Edmonton constituency at 38,000, which is
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more than twice that population.

Cardston-Chief Mountain didn't sit there by itself with the only
significant negative variance. Taber-Warner is minus 21.8.
Cypress-Medicine Hat is minus 23.8. Pincher Creek-Macleod is
minus 20.3. So it wasn't as if there are alot of easy solutions in
terms of trying to get the numbersright. Despite the fact that that
may not be popular here, we're sitting in a particular community
today that has to bear the brunt of that unfortunately in terms of
certain proposal swhich are not yet what thiscommission'sreport is.
Intermsof our discussion today, | can tell you that we've heard alot
of different views from the urban centres and other areas about all
those negative variances in the south. So if you assume for the
purpose of discussion that you have to make some adjustment there,
it'savery difficult problem.

Now, let me give you an example. If we take Cardston-Chief
Mountain and Taber-Warner and assume that somehow we're going
to combine those — | think that's what we've heard today as being
more logical than what was seen in the first report — then you have
apopulation of 42,000 or 43,000. It puts us approximately 12,000
or 13,000 over the provincial average. So perhaps you can suggest
to us how we would arrange that to get that population variance
within some acceptable level. Where would the 13,000 population
come out of those two congtituencies in terms of a new
constituency? | mean, naturaly they're going to go east-west or
north.

MR. VOORHORST: Right at the end there you lost me. My
understanding fromtheinitial report wasthat thevariance, theinitial
variance as you outlined, is in what's currently the Cardston
constituency.

MR. LEHANE: It has the largest negative variance.

MR. VOORHORST: Isit not possible to follow some of the current
health authority boundaries or the county boundaries and put the
Cardston constituency together with the Taber-Warner constituency
and the constituency of Crowsnest Pass, which you've changed to
Macleod-Crowsnest?

MR. LEHANE: Well, that'swhat |'m suggesting to you, that if there
was some combination of Cardston-Chief Mountain and Taber-
Warner, if you took them totally together, you're going to end up
with atotal population of 42,000 or 43,000, which probably is too
large in terms of what's acceptable because it's 12,000 or 13,000
over the provincia average. Soif wewant towork at creating anew
congtituency there, what are we going to do with this extra
population? I'm just asking if you have any suggestions.

MR. VOORHORST: No, | don't.
THE CHAIRMAN: John.

MR. McCARTHY:: | just haveonequestion. Was Coaldaleever part
of the Little Bow constituency in the past?

MR. VOORHORST: Not as long as I've lived in Coadale, and |
went to school there.

MR. McCARTHY: Okay. Thanks.

THE CHAIRMAN: Well, John, | want to thank you for coming. |
just want to make this one remark. You sort of challenged this
commission, saying that “ effective representation” must be defined.
We're trying to define it, and if you think you're going to get a
simple dictionary meaning for “effective representation,” | want to
tell you that you and | will both be dead before that definition ever
Comes.
Thank you.

MR. VOORHORST: Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: Well, we're going to adjourn now for lunch, and
the hearings continue at 1:30. Thank you.

[The hearing adjourned from 12:24 p.m. to 1:30 p.m.]

THE CHAIRMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, | would like to start the
afternoon session of thesehearings, and | want to say good afternoon
to you. We're going to dispense with the reading of the opening
remarks as everybody has heard them except for one person. They
take about 20 minutes, and we have along afternoon.

Thefirst presenter that we have this afternoon is Jake Stolk.

MR. STOLK: Thank you, Your Honour and fellow commission
members. It'sindeed aprivilege for meto be here. | don't know if
| can start with any jokes or not, but | think | have one. | have never
appeared before a judge. Once before in my history | had a
violation.

THE CHAIRMAN: How big was the fine?

MR. STOLK: Itwasnot bigat al. Actualy | wasvery hurt because
| had prepared a presentation and was on my way to the witness
stand. Thejudge said to methree different times, “ Areyou sureyou
want to testify?’ | said, “Yes, | would, Your Honour.” | started
going up, and do you know what his final response was? “I think
we've spent enough time on this case. Case dismissed.”

THE CHAIRMAN: He was trying to tell you in a polite way that
you shouldn't testify. The case would be dismissed, you see.

MR. STOLK: I didn't know that.

THE CHAIRMAN: Y ou weren't getting the signal, but I'll be more
blunt this afternoon with you.

MR. STOLK: Thank you.

I'm Jake Stolk. I'm afarmer just east of Taber here, close to the
hamlet of Purple Springs. I'm here today with no politica
affiliation. 1'm heretoday to explain my presentation, and | hopeit's
not repetitious. | guessitisto acertain extent. Theonly thinginmy
presentation that | thought would be different from the rest was that
it would be more condemning than the rest of them, but the onejust
before the lunch break | think outdid me, Mr. Voorhorst's. When
your second round of hearings is over with and this commission
deliberates, | hope you will not use your political aspirations to
complete your second round of hearings, leave your political
aspirations aside whether you're a PCer, an NDPer, or aLiberal. |
sent a copy of my presentation to several MLAS, rura MLAs
because I'm fromrural Alberta. | findit veryironicthat | got several
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responses from the governing PCs but never got one response from
the Libera MLAS, rura Liberal MLASs, and | think | sent five out.

So, Mr. Chairman, here's my presentation. | would like to voice
my strong disapproval of your electoral boundaries report and your
subsequent recommendations to the Speaker of the Legidative
Assembly. In 1994 the Alberta Court of Appea ruled that the
province's electora boundaries are congtitutionally valid, so |
question the need for another review at this time when we have had
four of themin recent years.

The eastern boundary edge of our Taber-Warner constituency will
have been shifted from one riding to another for the third
consecutivetimeif your proposalsare accepted. Now, someof these
people on the outer edge of this riding really don't know whether
they're coming or going, to say the least.

With the last review, | believe three years ago, we lost two rural
ridings. With your present recommendations we stand to lose two
more. Where will it end? If the present trend continues, we will
definitely lose effectiverepresentation. In my opinionthereareonly
two major urban centres in the province, namely Calgary and
Edmonton. All other citiesand townsthroughout thisprovincel feel
are very much agriculturally based.

In November of last year when the commission toured the
province, there were very few urbanites that protested their
underrepresentation.  Out of a total of 266 submissions only 27
wanted representation by population. That small number in fact is
telling me that there is no real concern about underrepresentation.
A hundred and one submissions, almost 40 percent of the total,
wanted no change in the present boundaries. Another 98 asked for
effective representation, and 40 asked for a reduction of electoral
divisions. Now, the recommendations that your commission came
up with addressed the concerns of 27 presenters. What about the
concerns of the other 239, by far the vast mgjority? Their views
were not addressed in your report.

That brings me to my next question. What really is the purpose
of holding public hearings? | believeitisrequired by law. It'sjust
aformality. If | may quote a piece out of your interim report, page
10, | redly have a problem with this paragraph, Y our Honour:

Finally, the Commission wishes to explain that the process of
public hearings and submissions is not a referendum process. We
are not empowered by the Legislation to base our decisions upon the
number of persons who agree or disagree with any proposals we
may make. Indeed, the Courts have said such considerations are
inappropriate, in that they are irrelevant.

| have areal problem with theword “irrelevant.” Again, why am |
here?

If I may use a quote from our local newspaper: one of two rural
area reps on the fiveemember commission doesn't see the
commission altering its position or reducing the number of southern
Alberta rura ridings in the Alberta Legislature. End of quote.
Question: why hold another round of hearings when you're already
saying to us that your mind is made up. | could use another quote.
Wéll, no. I'll come up with that later. Redly, then, it is awaste of
time and money on your part and mine.

Therura electoral divisionsin central and southern Albertawere
affected by your report, yet northern Alberta was virtualy
untouched, namely Barrhead-Westlock. Now, | guess from one of
the earlier presenters, Your Honour, | questioned one of the
statements you made that Alberta was indeed looked at, but here's
where I'm going to use my second quote from the newspaper, and it
stated that the constituency of Barrhead-Westlock was lucky this

time around. They may not be so lucky the next time. So | believe
thisreport was piecemeal. Therefore, Mr. Chairman, | question the
legality of your report. If the commission has a mandate to change
electoral boundaries, you should have done it provincewide.

1:40

Now I'd like to give you some food for thought. Agriculture
remains the shining star on Alberta's economic horizon. The latest
figures show that in 1994 Alberta's out-of-province shipments of
agricultural products hit $5.8 billion. International exports
originating in Alberta reached $3.6 billion the same year. In 1994
food and beverage processors shipped $5.6 billion in goods and
employed 16,000 people, making food and beverage production
Albertas largest manufacturing industry. The Alberta agriculture
sector directly employed 97,000 people in 1994. This made
agriculture the fourth biggest employer in Alberta, behind retail
trade, health and social services, and other service industries. So
you see why I'm concerned about losing two more rural ridings:
effectiverepresentation. Farming continuesto put food on our tables
and money in our pockets whether we live in arura setting or an
urban one.

Please leave Taber-Warner electoral division aswas. Thisisthe
only mistake | made in the report, Y our Honour, “aswas’, because
the fina decision hasn't been made. Thank you for your
consideration.

Y our Honour, | will try to answer some of your questions, if | can.
I'll do it to the best of my capabilities, but | aso hope that the
commission will answer some of mine.

THE CHAIRMAN: Well try that to the best of our limited ability.
MR. STOLK: Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: Well start with John.

MR. McCARTHY: Just a couple of questions and then some
information. How far are you from Lethbridge, Purple Springs
there?

MR. STOLK: I'm 40 kilometres east of Lethbridge.

MR. McCARTHY: Okay. So you'rein the Lethbridge trading area
as opposed to Medicine Hat?

MR. STOLK: Yes, | am.

MR. McCARTHY: Just a point of information. This commission
doesn't have any legal authority to make changes. The only legal
authority we have isto present our report to the Legidature. Then
the Legislature hasthelegal authority to accept thereport, amend the
report, or reject the report and whatever flows from that as far as
changes to the boundaries go. So | just want you to know that we
have areporting function to the Legidature but not alegal function
as far as actually making the changes.

MR. STOLK: Okay. Thank you.
THE CHAIRMAN: Joe?

MR. LEHANE: No questions. Thanks.
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THE CHAIRMAN: Robert?
MR. GRBAVAC: No questions.
THE CHAIRMAN: Wally?

MR. WORTH: | have an observation, and I'm going to try to answer
one of your questions.

MR. STOLK: Thank you.

MR. WORTH: In your statement you said, “If the commission has
amandateto change the el ectoral boundaries, you should have done
it provincewide.” | would suggest to you, if you look at our report,
that we have indeed addressed the problem provincewide. We have
certainly not made changes where we deemed the changes were not
necessary, but we have recommended changes in 37 of the 83
constituencies in the province, which approaches 40 percent. We
have attempted to justify these changes. So | think that's an answer
to your question in the sense that we have indeed worked
provincewide, and the evidence isto be found on pages 24 through
26 in terms of our recommendations for change. So that's my
attempt to answer your question, Sir.

THE CHAIRMAN: Jake, you referred to the matter of thisisnot a
referendum. | want to deal with that in thisway. | don't have the
exact figures, but | think something like 80, 90 percent of the people
in the province of Albertadon't know that the Electoral Boundaries
Commission issitting, don't know exactly what their constituency is
or whotheir MLA is. That statistic may bewrong, but there'savery
low publicinterest inthisthing. Whenwego out to the public, were
not hearing from those people. We're hearing from the people who
are affected, and the peoplewho are affected are peoplelikeyou and
other people who have been here who are concerned. We're
listening to those people, but if al the people came and said one
thing — “Don't change anything in Alberta from the last electoral
boundaries’ — | don't think we could get away with that, because
we're governed by the law and the statutes. Those are our
guidelines. It'snot thefact that 100 percent of the people said, “ Just
do it thisway.” If you don't like the way we're doing it, then you
haveto go to your MLA and get the law changed. So that'swhy this
is not areferendum.

MR. STOLK: If | could comment to your latest statement here. You
know, giving those figures on your first round of hearings, the
figures | gave with the presenters and stuff may be irrelevant, but
we're here to defend ourselves, whereas there are hordes out there
that don't. Y our Honour, that's exactly the case in point. When we
have a genera election, we may have — what? — 60 percent of the
population that really democratically exercise their rights. Frankly
speaking, the other 40 percent don't givea. . . So that would make
those figures even higher.

THE CHAIRMAN: No quarrel.
Well, thank you for coming and making your viewpoints known.

MR. STOLK: Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: The next presenter is Susan Cleland.

MRS. CLELAND: Good afternoon, committee members. | do not
hold atitle such as mayor, reeve, council member, or even chamber
of commerce member. | am Susan Cleland, mother of two, wife of
a small business owner/operator, employee of the Horizon school
division since 1990, and in the last four years have become more
politically active, thus my being here today to share with you my
opinions regarding the proposed el ectoral boundary changes based
upon my humble background. | will only touch on two very simple
yet inmy mind very important points: representation and community
of interest.

As mentioned, since 1990 | have been employed by the Horizon
school division, formerly the Taber school division. Starting in
1991, | began teaching ECS, and here begins my politica
involvement. When rumours began regarding possibl e funding cuts
to ECS, | immediately contacted our MLA. Thisinitial contact led
to several phone conversations, many meetings, a great dea of
letters to Edmonton, a classroom visitation by our MLA, a generic
profile of students and needs presented, as well as my own ECS
program, including curriculum, evaluations, examples of student
work, and an explanation of what ECSisand does. | know that by
the end of the process our MLA not only knew my name but the
sound of my voiceand definitely understood theimportance of ECS.
He also must have gained atonne of air miles in gasoline purchases
as every meeting he traveled over 60 milesto see me.

This was an emotionally and physically draining process for
myself but knowing that | had done everything | possibly could
meant a great deal. The point | would like to bring forward is: as
difficult as the process was, | aways found our MLA to make time
and be available. The proposed changesto our electoral areawould
greatly affect the representation | feel | need from my MLA. Isit
possible to have effective representation when as an individual
concerned about school division matters | would have to contact
three separate MLAS?

1:50

To look at representation in yet another venue, when amalgama-
tions of school divisions were proposed, the former Taber school
division took a proactive role and formed aliancesto the north and
to the south of the boundaries that existed. The amalgamation was
in line with the government representation currently in place, the
move including schools currently represented by the Taber-Warner
MLA to the south and the Little Bow MLA to the north. When
alliances were made, the restructuring did not move towards the
Cardston-Chief Mountain area.  So why now? The proposed
restructuring of electoral boundaries would mean that the board
members of the school division would berequired to deal with three
separate MLAs. Whereis the effective representation in this?

| have aso had the opportunity to be involved with the
educational roundtable discussions. Theexperiencewasoneof both
learning and educating. From the time | spent at these meetings |
learned that the Cardston-Chief Mountain area ideds were
diametrically opposed to what the Horizon school division hasdone
and since done. Within this context there is no community of
interest. Whereisit?

Asaparent | hold many concernsregarding community of interest
and the proposed changes. Thefirst areal would like to touch upon
is schooling. As previously mentioned, amalgamation followed
current lines of representation. Are we to assume that this was a
mistake? Elementary schoolchildren have little or no ties with the
proposed area our constituency is to join unless they have family
members, but theideaof afamily member being atieisludicrousas
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that tie could take usamost anywhere. Elementary school activities
such asfield trips, pen pals, and program sharing rarely stretch asfar
as our proposed new electora boundaries. Even the study of
communities varies greatly with respect to geography, resources,
agriculture, and societal practices.

Next, | would like to take a brief look at some of the sport
activities our community has to offer. School sports such as
volleyball and basketball take our young athl eteswithin the realm of
the school division and sometimes to closer communities. These
athletes do not travel to the Cardston-Chief Mountain area unless
they reach the senior high level, which also sees them traveling
throughout all of Alberta, into British Columbiaand Saskatchewan.
The community of Taber also offers a busy soccer |eague as well.
Most of these athletes play within ahouse |eague, and some play for
the Coulee Kickers, and this sees them traveling to areas like Iron
Springs, Coahurst, and Nobleford.

| spoke with several hockey parents to see where their children's
games took them. For the youngsters who envision themselves the
future NHLers, they begin in a simple house league and move to
traveling mostly north and south, some games to the east as far as
maybe Bow |sland, and the Coaldale and Picture Butte areas as far
west. | wastold that severa of the communities in the Cardston-
Chief Mountain area have very competitive hockey teams, but
games at thislevel are very difficult to schedul e as the young Taber
teamsgenerally haveicetimeon Sundays. Oncethe Cardston-Chief
Mountain area hockey players reach the peewee and bantam age,
they no longer play within their communities. They're usualy
engulfed by the Lethbridge and Coaldale teams.

Baseball in its many forms in Taber is much the same as the
previously mentioned sports. The young players begin in house
leagues with some competition from the Bow Island area. High
school ball sees our players traveling all over the area, while the
Alberta Baseball Association team moves mostly towards the north,
and the Spurs, an American legion team, move south into the United
States.  Slow-pitch also takes form in a house league, with
tournaments taking place in surrounding communities.

One group which involves a deep sense of community isthe 4-H
organization. | have been involved in 4-H since | was 12 yearsold,
first asamember and now | judge speak-offs. In the beef club with
which | was involved, our 4-H community included Taber, Grassy
Lake, Purple Springs, Vauxhal, and Hays.

| have not given you statistics or complicated equations, but | have
given you examplesof what | see asacommunity of interest and that
| expect to have effective representation. Given the different
agricultura practices, trading routes, types of resources, and vast
religious differences, as well as al the examples | have given you,
I would ask you to question the move to join Taber-Warner
constituency with that of Cardston-Chief Mountain.

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you.
Well start the questioning with Wally.

MR. WORTH: Mrs. Cleland, | want to commend you on your
presentation. | amimpressed by the obvious passion with which you
hold some of these views and beliefs that you've enunciated. You
must be an excellent teacher.

MRS. CLELAND: Thank you.

MR. WORTH: | would like you to try to teach me one or two things

here this afternoon if you would. One of the things you mentioned
wasthefact that you anticipated having difficulty in having effective
representation from three MLAs. This was also mentioned this
morning, and |'ve been pondering that since. Y ou know, it seemed
to me that it might be better to have three MLAS acting as your
advocate than one, so obviously | don't understand the difficulty
here. Could you explain it to me? Why do you seeit asbeing more
difficult?

MRS. CLELAND: The difficulties that | see, based purely on my
own experiences, are the time, the effort that it took for me to meet
withthe MLA | was meeting with. Y ou know, as| mentioned in my
presentation, it was physically and emotionally draining for me.
Being a mother of two, | don't know that | have the energy to hit
threedifferent MLAsand try to convincethem and educatethem and
help them see my points of view. Hopefully it would be easier for
meto get them all together at once so | could sit them down and say:
“Herel am. Listento me. Thisiswhat | haveto say.”

MR. WORTH: Just treat them like they were in kindergarten.

MRS. CLELAND: That's the difficulty | see on my part, having to
contact three separate people. The process I've gone through in the
past was difficult enough, just trying to get hold of one MLA whois
very accessible to me as well as my letters to Edmonton and
whatnot. |t took alot of time and alot of effort, and | don't know if
I'm going to do it with three different people.

MR. WORTH: Okay. But had you been successful in doing it with
three people, | suspect then you would have three voices raised on
behalf of ECS rather than just the one that you were able to ensure.

MRS. CLELAND: That istrue. That isavalid point, but | do seeit
being very difficult for an individual such as myself to contact three
Separate people.

MR. WORTH: Thank you.
MRS. CLELAND: Thank you.

MR. GRBAVAC: Susan, you prefaced your remarks by indicating
you were not a member of an elected council or appointed body or
what haveyou. | don't think you haveto feel any particular remorse
in that regard. We've been reminded on numerous occasions that
those entities or bodies don't elect MLAS; people elect MLAS. It's
obvious that those municipal authorities and what have you have a
real interest and to some degree a stake in who their MLA is and
what areathey represent. So | just wanted to make that comment.
Then | wanted to question you on one of the statementsyou made.
I've been involved with school boardsin the past, for aconsiderable
number of yearswasinvolved with aschool board, so | picked up on
one of your comments with regard to the diametrical opposition of
the position on early childhood services in one school division
versusthepositionthat | assumeyour board or you had taken in your
division. Would you expand on that? | felt that most of the
concerns with ECS were fairly generic.
2:00
MRS. CLELAND: Inthat comment that | made, it was not regarding
ECS. | attended the educational roundtabl e discussions based upon
concerns| had for thewholerealm of schooling. Without going into
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details and very deep details, which would take us quite awhile, |
found that our philosophy, goals, the movement which the Horizon
school division has taken were quite different from the comments
that | heard from the representatives from that area. A lot of our
concernsweredifferent, alot of the policieswewere putting in place
were—we had different concerns at the time within our educational
boundaries and what we were looking at as far as a whole unit, a
whole school division.

MR. GRBAVAC: Could | extrapolate from that, then, that you are
saying you are not of an educational community of interest or a
similar community of interest, or isthisanisolated specificinstance?
It's not in our matrix, as you can appreciate, in our report, but
community of interest was a consideration. Are you suggesting
there isn't a common community of interest between the two
regions?

MRS. CLELAND: Wdll, | guessthereisin that we teach the same
curriculum as provided by Alberta Education, but as far as the
school divisions developing goals, philosophies, the way in which
they are moving — an example | guess would be evaluation of
teachers. Our school division has been very, very active in a
formative evauation process, and it's just starting to spread now
through many presentations of our school divisions to other areas.
Our committee on this subject is traveling throughout the province
to different teachers conventions, thingslikethat. Sothat'swhat I'm
saying: it's the workings within, the workings of the people, the
things we're doing. The curriculum is the same, probably some of
the mannersin which we teach are the same, yes, but the things that
make us unique in the Horizon school division, which | take a great
deal of pride being involved in, are different and the goals are
different.

MR. GRBAVAC: Susan, allow me the latitude of asking a
hypothetical question then. Let'sassumethat wewereto expand the
population base of the general configuration of the current Taber-
Warner constituency and that community of interests was a
consideration, specificaly, in your instance here, school
considerations.

MRS. CLELAND: Okay.

MR. GRBAVAC: Who should we include?

MRS. CLELAND: I'm not on the committee.

MR. GRBAVAC: No, but I'm asking you. | mean “if.”

MRS. CLELAND: | guessif | werelooking at it, | would stretch the
boundaries that we have right now within Taber-Warner. As a
schoolteacher, in the places which | have contact with and do things
like program sharing, which | mentioned, | move towards
Lethbridge, where they're obviously, you know, set within a
congtituency. The places| go for observations of teachers, program
sharing, sharing within my class, visitationsto other classrooms are
Lethbridge, Coaldale. | movetotheeast totheBow Island area. I'm
not sure. | guess| can just see us expanding alittle rather than . . .

MR. GRBAVAC: But not to the west. Excuse me for being so
pointed, but not to the west? You'd prefer to go to Bow Island. Is

that what you're suggesting?

MRS. CLELAND: Well, on an educational basis? Y ou see, you're
opening up awhole can of worms here for me.

MR. GRBAVAC: Thisisacan of worms, Susan; trust me.

MRS. CLELAND: Because when you say do | want to move
towards Lethbridge, well, obviously we have trading routes. Our
trading route runs sort of east-west. 1'm not well-versed on that;
that'swhy | haven't touched upon it here. The Bow Island areahas
similar agricultural practices. They're an irrigation area. 1'm not
exactly sure. If you were to ask me that and give me some time to
go back and do someresearch—1 don't feel quite qualified to answer
this question right now. 1'd love to sit down again and give you a
very well-thought-out, well-educated answer.

MR. GRBAVAC: You know, anytime we move one boundary, it
affects others.

MRS. CLELAND: | do understand that.

MR. GRBAVAC: If we go to the east, there's a consequence of that
action. Something has to be done with the Cypress constituency.

MRS. CLELAND: Uh-huh. And it is necessary to change Taber-
Warner asitisnow? There are no reasonsthat it can beleft the way
itis?

MR. GRBAVAC: Well, contrary to an earlier presenter, | concede
or concur with the judge's opening remarks that we've not made our
final decision.

MRS. CLELAND: Because if you ask me what | want without
having alot to base it on, I'd like to see Taber-Warner |eft the way
it is. | think it's a strong constituency regardless of political
affiliations. That would be my personal preference, to leave things
just the way they are. 1t would make life easier for you too.

MR. GRBAVAC: It goes amost without saying. 1'm not so sure |
can regain that particular position.

THE CHAIRMAN: It might make life easier for him, but it doesn't
bother me one way or another.

MR. LEHANE: When we come to some of these hearings, we often
think lifewould be easier if weweren't here. However, that's not the
way itis.

Could you help us, Susan, a little hit in terms of where the
Horizon school district is, what area that takes in?

MRS. CLELAND: Horizon school division stretches down into the
Milk River area: Milk River, Warner, Wrentham. Wrentham no
longer hasaschool. Theformer Taber school division encompassed
Grassy Lake, Taber, Vauxhall, Hays, and Enchant, and since then
we've encompassed Milk River, Warner, and the Lomond area. I'm
not exactly sure where the lines are drawn, but that's general.

MR. LEHANE: And Taber?
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MRS. CLELAND: Yes, sir, and Taber.
MR. LEHANE: North of Taber at all?

MRS. CLELAND: Yes, north of Taber stretching into Vauxhal,
Enchant, Hays, Lomond.

MR. LEHANE: How far to the east?

MRS. CLELAND: How far to the east? Grassy Lake.

MR. LEHANE: I'm sorry. To the west.

MRS. CLELAND: To the west is Barnwell, into the Cranford area.
MR. LEHANE: Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: John?

MR. McCARTHY:: | have no questions. Thanks.

THE CHAIRMAN: Well, Susan, I'm not going to let you off that
easy. You say that other area that you differ with. What is that
other area?

MRS. CLELAND: I'm sorry. I'm not sure what you're referring to.

THE CHAIRMAN: You said that we have a policy, but that other
area doesn't agree with our policy.

MRS. CLELAND: With regards to the educational roundtable
meetings?

THE CHAIRMAN: Yes.

MRS. CLELAND: The areal was referring to were representatives
from the Cardston-Raymond area. That's where their schools were
situated.

THE CHAIRMAN: Okay. | think you make a good point with
respect to your interest and community of interest, but there are
more things to setting up a constituency than just community of
interest. 'Y ou make your point when you say: we don't agree with
that other area, or we disagree, or we don't exactly get along.

MRS. CLELAND: | don't know if that was my comment exactly.
I'm not saying that we don't get along and we disagree. It'sjust that
there are differences.

THE CHAIRMAN: But when we go to do the constituency map for
southern Alberta, | think you might find that you're going to haveto
learn to live with people with differences.

MRS. CLELAND: | don't disagree with you on that. | was just
coming here and expressing some of the points as an individual, as
aparent, especially where some of my concerns were regarding the
changes that you are proposing.

THE CHAIRMAN: Fine. Thanks.

MRS. CLELAND: Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: The next presenter isour MLA from the Taber-
Warner area, Ron Hierath.

MR. HIERATH: Chief Judge, commission members, good
afternoon. | would like to begin my comments to the commission
thisafternoon by quoting statementsfrom your 1996 January report.
On page 21 you state:

The Commission is proposing the removal of two electora

divisions, Chinook and Cardston-Chief Mountain, from central and

southern Alberta.
Also, and I'mquoting from thereport: “ The Commission hasmerged
these electoral divisions into neighbouring and [adjacent] electoral
divisions.” These two statements may be accurate with regards to
realignment of the electoral division of Chinook, but they are
completely false and misleading with regards to Cardston-Chief
Mountain. The electoral division of Cardston-Chief Mountain was
left completely intact. A more accurate statement would be that in
your report you enhanced the Cardston-Chief M ountain constituency
by drawing a long narrow neck to capture Taber and area with a
population of around 10,000. In truth, the constituency that you
removed was Taber-Warner. Your proposal pullsour constituency
into three parts and places them in neighbouring constituencies
where there is no common interest.
2:10

Referring once more to the commission's report, on page 7 you
state:

The Court also commented that the fact that the changes may be
unpopular with rural voters was not a valid reason for failing to
propose change.
And again from your document:

Finally, the Commission wishesto explain that the process of public
hearings and submissionsis not a referendum process. We are not
empowered by the Legislation to base our decisions upon the
number of persons who agree or disagree with any proposals we
make. Indeed, the Courts have said such considerations are
inappropriate, in that they are irrelevant.

Inretrospect these areinteresting statementsin thereport, because
it appears that the commission's actions are both contradicted and
supported in the proposed boundary changes. For example, | have
read many of the submissions from the first round of hearings,
including the numerous ones from constituents of Cardston-Chief
Mountain. It appears that the commission did indeed bend to what
was perceived as popular and desirable by the aforementioned
individuals.

However, itisclearly indicated by the number of submissionsthat
the vast mgjority of those appearing before your commission
reguested no change in boundaries because it wasfelt that effective
representation was the normin almost all the constituencies. Isthe
commission bowing to thewishesof onegroup of submissionswhile
ignoring another group?

Again quoting from the document, on page 51 this excerpt refers
tothejustification for some special consideration givento Barrhead-
Westlock:

Additiondly, we have decided not to dter the boundaries of
Barrhead-Westlock at this time. The current boundaries for
Barrhead-Westlock reflect the history of the areaand the traditional
senses of community. The current boundaries generaly reflect the
municipal boundary configurations and we are satisfied that the
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social and transportation infrastructure is respected by these
boundaries. Thirdly, to alter the configuration of this electoral
division at thistime would have serious ripple effects on contiguous
and neighbouring constituencies where boundaries are, in our view,
properly constituted.

This portion of your report is extremely disturbing to me because
status quo is being justified in the northern constituency for reasons
of sense of community, configuration of municipal boundaries, and
transportation infrastructure. On the other hand, Taber-Warner is
being reconfigured with no regard to any of the cited reasons. The
southeastern part of our constituency has been displaced into
Cypress-Medicine Hat where there is absolutely no sense of
community, no configuration of municipal boundaries, no accessto
media communication, and no respect to trade and transportation
routes.

The samelist of objections can be made for the Taber areaand its
inclusion in the Cardston constituency. With regards to Coaldale,
the peopl e there have been a part of the constituency with Taber for
more than 70 years. Thereisno community of interest to the north.
Their commonality liesin an east-west direction, and the people of
Taber-Warner desire an explanation of what appears to be blatant
gerrymandering.

| have been presented with the argument that it's quite possible to
represent a larger electoral district because of many advances in
technology and communication. After al, the only necessity of
effective representation is a constituency office, someone available
to answer calls, and the effective representation isachieved. Within
its boundaries Taber-Warner has seven town and village
governments, which all have a host of needs, as well astwo county
governments and one municipal government in addition to four
school digtricts.

Agriculturally Taber-Warner is very diverse. It varies from
grazing reserves in the eastern part of Taber-Warner to the intense
irrigation production in the Coaldale-Taber-Grassy Lake corridor.
This corridor is the heartland of Alberta's vegetable production.
There has been phenomenal growth in agri-food processing in this
areawithin thelast 10 years. Aswell asintensive agriculturein the
Coddale area, there exists intensive livestock production. In the
energy sector the Grassy L ake-Taber-Wrentham corridor isawitness
to tremendous growth in oil exploration.

As an elected representative for nearly three years, | would like
you to share my travel schedule. It should give you an idea of what
itisliketo livethe furthest distance of any MLA in the Legislature.
If you would look at the map that my constituency assistant put up
there, the bottom part of that circle goes through where | live, Milk
River. If you follow that circle south of Cardston and south of
Medicine Hat, that circle ends up far north of Fort McMurray. So
from adistance of Edmonton, even though my constituency israted
at the same level as other constituencies that border Lethbridge, |
have an hour to get to the city of Lethbridge from where | live. It
doesn't seem like that consideration has been taken into
consideration by thiscommission from the standpoint of someof the
southern constituencies in this province. It takes me five hours to
travel from my farm east of Milk River if | fly to Edmonton and six
hoursif | drive. Thisisapproximately a600-kilometredrive, or 400
miles, to get to Edmonton from my farm.

Comparethose additional wasted 10 or 12 hours per week with an
MLA who lives one hour from our capital, such as a member from
Barrhead-Westlock or Drayton Valley-Camar. A representative
from these constituencies could easily drive home from the

Legislature on arotational day off to meet with constituents. These
MLAs are ableto provide aquality of representation that can never
be duplicated in constituencies in the southernmost end of our
province.

If itisdifficult for me mostly because of distanceto provide equal
accessibility to my constituents, consider how much more difficult
itisfor the Taber-Warner constituentsto gain accessto government.
Elected officials and even private individuals often experience
problems which require personal contact with ministers and upper
department peoplein Edmonton. In order to do this, my constituents
must travel at great expense and with great effort for at least five or
six hours one way to communicate directly with government
agenciesin Edmonton. Compare this discrepancy to theindividual
who liveswithin easy driving distance of the capital. Thefact isthat
I have people from nearby constituencies and from the city of
Edmonton |obbying me continually. Where do we herein southern
Alberta have equal access to government or government MLAS?
Not at all. To state that technology is an equalizing factor in this
equation is ridiculous. However, your proposal justifies leaving
intact some electora divisionswith close to the same popul ation as
Taber-Warner and, at the same time, making southern ridings larger
and with less representation, what seems grossly unfair to al those
who reside here.

When recommending an electoral division review, the Court of
Appeal of Albertaon October 24, 1994, wrote:

That review must identify communities, in every sense of the word.

It must look in depth at social history as well as demography and

geography.
The electora division known as Taber-Warner meets the intent of
the Alberta electoral legidlation. The boundaries reflect the history
of the area. Taber has been a part of the electoral division of
Coaldale since 1923. Taber and area have been with Coutts,
Wrentham, Milk River, and Warner areasfor over 35 years. Thisis
because this constituency is a community.

| think most electoral divisions can make strong cases for the
existence of present boundaries because of being communities.
However, | do not believe there are many that can present the long
history that Coaldale and Taber share. Throughout thelast 35 years
theremai ning southern part of the constituency has devel oped strong
economic and social tieswith the northern part of this constituency.

| ask the commission membersto look at what they have done to
the people in this electoral division. Taber-Warner fits the
legislation of 25 percent variance in population.

Thank you.

2:20
THE CHAIRMAN: Well start the questioning with John.

MR. McCARTHY : I'm not sure that it's within the mandate of this
commission, but | know you've indicated I've read some of your
commentsin the local media. Well, first of al, it seems to me that
thisisaproblem that hasn't gone away in the past. | mean, you look
at the number of times that this has been looked at recently, and it's
not going to go away in the future. Yesterday when we were in
Hanna looking at the position that the courts were taking where
they're pushing the Legislature to move more and more closely to
representation by population, one concern somebody from Hanna
expressed was that, you know, eventualy if the trends continue,
there's going to be one big constituency in eastern Alberta, and alot
of therest of them are going to bein the cities. So he was urging us
to take a look at a form of regional representation combined with
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representation by population.

In Red Deer in the fall the Socia Credit Party put forward a
proposal for a provincial Senate. I'm not sure that's possible,
although it's interesting that there are some scholars and some
researchers that have put presentations before us, and they said that
provincial Legidatures did have second Senate-type bodies,
legidlative councils, | guess, in Prince Edward Island and Nova
Scotia and Quebec, which were the predecessors of what became
U.S. state Senates.

Y ou'vekind of caused meto think, you know —like, this particul ar
commission | think is trying to avoid, at the behest of the
Legidature, a confrontation with the courts, because this whole
exerciseliesat the uneasy junction of the authority of the Legislature
and the authority of the courts. We've had some recent experience
with that on other issues, and it continuesto be an issue. It'srootis
in the Charter of Rights and Freedoms.

Anyway, the Social Credit — it caused me to think that sometime
in the future, to avoid this thing from coming back time after time
again, maybe we should take a look at it in a different light, in a
more creative light. Onething | took from them — even though they
said that it should be aprovincia Senate, you don't necessarily have
to have a provincial Senate. You could have the Legidature of
Alberta, and you could have, let's for the sake of argument say, two
constituencies for every federa riding based pretty strictly on
representation by population and then divide the province into five
regions — Calgary, Edmonton, north, central, and south — and have
five constituencies allocated on a regional basis. That may be
something you'd still beforced to deal with based on the Charter and
in the courts, but it seemsto methat that would be a creative way of
looking at things to solve this thing for the future and to also deal
with legitimate concerns that people in the country have raised
throughout these hearings. | just wanted to know what you thought
of that.

MR. HIERATH: Wdll, John, | live within eyesight of the U.S.
border, and, you know, | know how the Montana system works
somewhat. They don't argue about whether they should haverep by
pop or regiona representation because they have two Houses that
address that problem. | think well be debating this thing forever
until we solve that problem. It doesn't seem that the Westminster
model, or whatever it is, the British model, alows us to do that. |
wish it would. | wish we had the will to changeit.

Thereisadifferencein representingarural riding versusan urban
riding. | know it. You know it. How much that differenceis and
how much of an effort it is to represent the peoplein arura areais
what we'll debate. | certainly have gained alot of experiencein the
three years listening to my urban colleagues talk about their
problems, which are different than mine, to represent people. One
of the things hereis that there seems to be a confrontation between
the judicial and the elected people. It doesn't matter whether it'sin
Saskatchewan or in Alberta or in Ottawa. We'd better sort that one
out too. How? | don't know. That'sabad one, because | don't have
asensethat thejudiciary hasthe answerseither. 1'mnot exactly sure
that the elected members of provincial and federal Legislatures have
it either. That'sthe confrontational thing that's going on maybe not
only in electoral boundaries, but it redly hitseveryoneinthefaceon
electoral boundaries.

MR. McCARTHY: And alarge number of social issuestoo.

MR. HIERATH: Yes.

MR. LEHANE: Ron, our present review of the existing boundaries,
you know, clearly makes Cardston-Chief Mountain stand out. The
present boundaries have four special consideration constituencies.
Cardston-Chief Mountain is one of them, and it has a negative
variance from the average population of constituencies of 38
percent. If youlook at it and compareit with the three other special
consideration areas, it has a geographical area of 6,000 square
kilometres. Chinook has a geographical area of 23,000 square
kilometres. Lesser Slave Lake is 87,000 square kilometres.
Athabasca-Wabasca is 123,000 sguare kilometres. There's no
comparison in terms of the geography there. Unfortunately, Taber-
Warner is sitting with constituencies that have these significant
negative variances. Intermsof Cardston-Chief Mountain, it doesn't
even qualify unlessit's aspecial consideration area.

When welook at the reasoning for aspecia consideration areain
the Act, there are at least 12 other constituencies that would qualify
aswell. There are perhaps 20 othersthat, in terms of our attempt to
measure a degree of difficulty to represent, would qualify as well.
Can you explain to me why Cardston-Chief Mountain should be a
specia consideration area?

MR. HIERATH: Waell, it certainly shouldn't be a specia
consideration areaif it's based only on religion. 1'm not sure that it
is, but there is a sense in southern Alberta from the people that |
talked to that it may be for that reason. The whole concept of
special consideration areas are something, | guess, that has been
accepted in the history of this province. There's no doubt, Joe, that
with 6,000 square kilometres versus 80,000 in the size of things, it's
very hard to defend Cardston-Chief Mountain as a specia
consideration area.

My feeling as a representative of the people in Taber-Warner is:
why wouldn't you have fractured Little Bow, or why wouldn't you
have fractured someone else? Why was it Taber-Warner?

MR. LEHANE: Thanks. No more questions.

2:30

MR. GRBAVAC: That's a very fair question, Ron, and | want to
follow up on that. | think that's the obvious question, as a matter of
fact, and | think it's the essence of the debate or the discussion that's
before ustoday. Why Taber-Warner? | suppose we're dealing, you
know, with hypotheses here and hypothetical questions. |
specifically asked Mr. Boglethismorning to give ushisrationalefor
theinclusion of Cardston-Chief Mountain asaspecial consideration
riding, not within the context of our matrix, with which he had some
problem, but rather within the context of thefive criteriaoutlined by
our current legisation.

In theinterests of argument, | conceded to his view that we ought
to usethefive considerations outlined within our current legislation,
pointing out to him that a considerable number of other
constituencies in Alberta would qualify, comparable qualifications
for special consideration. | believel'd haveto get Hansard to quote
what he said, but if | remember correctly, it was something to the
effect of the unique nature of southwestern Alberta with respect to
itsreligion and native population. If I'm not mistaken, | think that's
the essence of what he said. That amost throws aflag to the Court
of Appeal, and I'm not sure we can use those reasons. That's almost
inviting a challenge to the Court of Appea with respect to the
argument of religion. So we have to be careful in terms of what
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reasons we use. Now, we tried to use a matrix, and obviously the
meatrix easily appliesto areasthat are, shall | say, to be given special
consideration. We've drawn some correlationsin that regard.

| want to ask you now a hypothetical question. In the event that
the committee here is at a loss for a reason to further justify
Cardston-Chief Mountain as a special consideration riding and we
feel we haveto reconfigurethe boundaries of southern Albertato the
extent of excluding one of the current constituencies, can you give
us a preferred configuration?

MR. HIERATH: Brutalize any constituency rather than Taber-
Warner.

MR. GRBAVAC: Well, could you put some meat on those bones?
| appreciate what you're saying, Ron. | appreciate very much what
you're saying, and you have to appreciate as well that this is an
interim report. One of the reasons for an interim report is to draw
comment. | think it's certainly done that. Maybe some of the lines
areabit overstated in some respects, but | think that's something the
commission isgoing to haveto deliberate. | would appreciate your
input with respect to communities of interest, travel patterns,
justifications for putting lines in certain places. Our final report is
final, and then it's up to you as alegidative member to either adopt
or reject that report. We'retrying to do the best job we can, and I'm
relying on your expertise to help usin this regard.

MR. HIERATH: Well, you know, asan el ected representativein this
area and as far as having colleagues in Edmonton, | have to be a
little careful of stepping ontoes. | don't want to get into aturf battle
with my colleagues.

MR. GRBAVAC: If you don't want to answer the question, | can
understand that.

MR. HIERATH: No. But | did read alot of the submissions and
Hansard of November when you guys were going around in your
first meetings. You did explorethe “rurban' riding concept. | think,
from my observation of Cypress-Medicine Hat and the two Grande
Prairie constituencies, that those constituencies work fairly well. |
remember you talking to the people in Grande Prairie when you
were up there, Bob.

MR. GRBAVAC: They're happy.

MR. HIERATH: Yes. | guessthere's some turf protection that goes
on between rural and urban: oh, no, we don't want them; let's keep
things the same. | personally think that you could extract 3,000 or
4,000 people out of both east and west L ethbridge and tie them into
one of the rural ridings and maybe haveit work. It's about the only
thing that 1'm going to suggest.

MR. GRBAVAC: All right. Well, let's pursue that, because that's
exactly what we deliberated on. We spent aconsiderable amount of
time looking at “rurban’ ridings in the context of what worked in
Grande Prairie, in the context of what we were told worked in the
riding in Medicine Hat. As a matter of fact, the urban people
expressed no remorse whatsoever at being in the minority with
respect to the Cypress-Medicine Hat constituency.

THE CHAIRMAN: Therura people.

MR. GRBAVAC: No. Therura peoplewerethe mgjority; theurban
people were the minority. 1'm sorry if | confused that.

They had no problemwith that. Therural people had no problem
including that subdivision or that areaof Medicine Hat. We looked
at that. The numbers actually work out not that badly. You could
put the west side of Lethbridge in with the Cardston constituency.
You could include some of the eastern portion with Taber-Warner
and some into Macleod. We reconfigured it, and it was given
careful consideration.

One of the concerns was that, you know, Lethbridge city council
would haveto call in maybe four MLAs if they wanted to address a
concern specific to the city, but those aren't things that can't be
overcome. What is your feeling in terms of the sense of “rurban'
ridings? We've been told numerous times across the province in
various submissionsthat if you want to break down this rural/urban
divergence, or separation, whatever you want to call it, then thisis
the direction you should be taking. | mean, many of us argued that
Lethbridgeisreally arura riding and in essence anyone who takes
acontrary agricultural positioninthecity of Lethbridgedoesit at the
peril of not being re-elected. They suggested to useven in thecities
of Cagary and Edmonton that maybe we could learn something
about each other if we did pie-shape this. Asa matter of fact, one
representation in Calgary suggested that for the entire province and
went as far asto lay out the configurations for usin great detail.

So | wanted to explore thisdown here. | don't want to just brush
over it. | think it has some significant merit, and I'm wondering if
you saw any particular segments of the city having any particular
affiliation with any of the outlying areas. Have you put much
thought into that? Would Coaldale, east Lethbridge, the industrial
areafit with your riding? Would west Lethbridgefit with Cardston?
Would north Lethbridge, for example, fit more so with Little Bow,
excluding Crowsnest Pass, or should it fit with Crowsnest? I'd like
your input on that.

MR. HIERATH: Wdll, you've raised four of five points in this
general debate. | don't personaly see much difference between
representing people that live in Coaldae or Taber that are not
directly connected to agriculture and a ‘rurban’ riding. | think that
the peoplewho livein Lethbridge and havejobs or businessesin the
city of Lethbridge are the same as the guy that runs a grocery store
in Taber. But once you get into Calgary or Edmonton, then there's
areal urban —there's not afeeling of rural. | mean, | could relateto
you that one of the MLASs from Calgary —when | first was elected,
| was the first farmer that he'd ever talked to. He'd never talked to
afarmer before and knew nothing about farming. So my senseiis,
yes, we do need to bridge the gap somewhat between rural and
urban, but thereisn't much of a gap other than in the two big cities,
in my mind.

As far as configuration down here with an urban riding, Bob, |
really don't want to delve into that. | think the city of Lethbridge,
whether it's north, south, east, west —not much differencein the city
as far as the makeup of people in the city. | wouldn't make a
judgment.

MR. GRBAVAC: Fair enough. | just want to tell you that | did take
to the commission aproposition that the city of Lethbridge have one
MLA and that becauseit fitsthe mould of two MLAs perfectly now
or amost perfectly, if were going to lose a riding in southern
Alberta, take it out of Lethbridge, split the remaining half of
Lethbridge into Cardston and maybe Taber-Warner or a portion of
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Little Bow. We considered that at great length: giving the city one
full-time MLA and then splitting the remainder of the city, similar
to Medicine Hat, with the other two. Maybe that would be the |east
pain for everyone concerned. Maybe I'm spending alittletoo much
time on this, but it was an option that | put before the commission,
onethat wedidn't put in our interim report. | still believeit'son the
table. | dtill believe it's an option, and if it effectuates the best
possible change for southern Alberta, | want to see it discussed at
length again. | don't know if we'll have an option again to discuss
this or if anyone else has considered it.

As you know, Ron, I've been involved as an elected officia for
over 15 years, and the peopleintheareathat | represent in municipal
government are largely not farmers. | could take you to my father's
neighbourhood in the city of Lethbridge and find more farmerswho
still own land and have a direct interest in the land than | canin my
own neighbourhood ontheland. Sowhat you'resayingisabsolutely
true. | think that Lethbridge has apotential to help break down this
stereotyping. However, there's a reluctance to accept “rurban’
ridings, and maybe that's one of the reasonsit wasn't in the interim
report. | fed it's something that more of us need to start thinking
about.

2:40
MR. HIERATH: | agree.

THE CHAIRMAN: Wally?

MR. WORTH: No questions.

MR. McCARTHY : I've got one more.
THE CHAIRMAN: Go ahead.

MR. McCARTHY: Ron, you heard the submission this morning
about, if | can describe it as, the community of interest on the east
boundary of the proposed change and the east boundary of the
current one. How far east in your view does the community of
interest go for, let's say, the current boundary of Taber-Warner?

MR. HIERATH: Wadll, if 1 might digress a little bit here, you're
talking about where the federal boundary lines were for Medicine
Hat and Lethbridge. | livein the Medicine Hat constituency.

MR. McCARTHY : Federally.

MR. HIERATH: Federaly. Thetown of Milk River, the village of
Coutts, and those communitiesarein Lethbridge, and Taber isinthe
Medicine Hat constituency. So the boundary federally does not
follow community of interests and never has. The eastern boundary
of the county of Warner, that line that's drawn on that map, isredly
thedivision between southeastern Albertaand southwestern Alberta.
That isit. That'sthe eastern boundary of the MD of Taber, and it's
the eastern boundary of the county of Warner. The people from
Grassy Lake that have been in both the Cypress constituency and in
Taber-Warner —and | seethe mayor's name from Grassy Lakeon the
list. They were in Cypress. | think helll be telling you that their
trading areais to the west.

MR. McCARTHY : So the current boundary, asit isnow, accurately
reflectsin your view . . .

MR. HIERATH: Yes, it does.
MR. McCARTHY: Okay. Thanks.

THE CHAIRMAN: Ron, you've mentioned Barrhead-Westlock, and
you said: what we decided for Barrhead-Westlock, just apply that to
us and be consistent. | just want to give you an explanation of why
Barrhead-Westlock isin the report.

After we had done al of our changes and we looked at the
variances, therewerethree constituenciesthat were over 15 percent.
They were Dunvegan, Drayton Valley, and Barrhead-Westlock. We
then decided that we would |ook at those three constituencies to see
if we could improvetheir variances. Wedecided we could doit, but
we'd have to jump county lines, we'd have to be making ridiculous
changesjust for the purpose of change, and that's why we left them
the way they were. We were just trying to justify why we left them
at 16 percent.

| appreciatethat you have an argument that we're not applying the
rulesof Barrhead-Westl ock to Taber-Warner, but what happenswith
Taber-Warner — and you used the words “brutadized the
constituency,” which I've read in the press clippings we have got.
| as chairman | guess maybe don't like the use of that word, but if |
lived down here, | probably would be using it.

The problem that you have is that your neighbour is Cardston-
Chief Mountain, which isaconstituency that cannot be justified, is
what we're saying, with the minus 38 percent variation, its area and
whatnot. We tried to work your constituency and Cardston-Chief
Mountain together in some way, and it's obvious from being here
today that what we've tried to do has caused unhappiness with the
presenters. We'relistening to them, and we're going to have to ook
at other possible options.

Y ou said that we changed your constituency. | guesswe did, but
wewerereally trying to change both constituencies, Cardston-Chief
Mountain and yours. The trouble is that with Cardston-Chief
Mountain we felt there weren't many options other than to bring it
in with you people. So | just wanted to explainthat. Y ou may have
some comments about that.

MR. HIERATH: Wédll, | guess if you've got a house beside a
neighbour whose house has been condemned, you don't expect him
to tear down your house, you know.

The report really said that you were eliminating two
constituencies, and in the case of Chinook, if that constituency could
not stand survival under the matrix that you developed, you'd
fracture that constituency, but that wasn't what you did to Cardston-
Chief Mountain, in my mind.

MR. McCARTHY:: Mr. Chairman, could | have a supplementary?

THE CHAIRMAN: Well, Joe had one first.

MR. LEHANE: | just wanted to follow up on John'squestion earlier,
Ron. Does the present, existing boundary between Cypress-
Medicine Hat and Taber-Warner essentially follow the county line
for the county of Warner?

MR. HIERATH: Yes.

MR. LEHANE: If | understand you correctly, you're saying that as
you get into the existing Cypress-Medicine Hat constituency, the
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trade pattern is north towards Medicine Hat.
MR. HIERATH: East and north, yes.

MR. LEHANE: Okay. And asyou cometo thewest into the Taber-
Warner constituency and the county of Warner, then the flow is
towards L ethbridge.

MR. HIERATH: Yes. WhentheMD presentsto you later —that line
really is a generaly accepted trading difference between
southwestern and southeastern Alberta. Itis.

MR. GRBAVAC: Ron, when confronted with this problem, it kind
of reminded me of being handed a Rubik's cube, you know. It's not
particularly entertaining for me to solve a Rubik's cube, but that's
what | felt like | was doing when | sat in front of that computer
screen in Edmonton hour after hour trying to reconfiguretheselines.
I'll give you some of the thought processes that | followed.

Given that we weren't able to adequately support specia
consideration for Cardston-Chief Mountain — let's for argument's
sake say that we can't justify Cardston-Chief Mountain asariding —
you start to draw lineson amap. Going to the east, you can put the
two ridingstogether in essence, but if you put them together in their
entirety, it's beyond our mandate in terms of a variance on the plus
side. So then you can reconfigure them the way that we have. |
concede the arguments with respect to the eastern portion if it
includesthe county of Warner and Taber. However, you make some
very strong arguments about the exclusion of Coaldale, and | think
those have to be considered very carefully.

So | looked at splitting Cardston, taking aline between Raymond
and Magrath or somewhere in the Raymond-Magrath area, maybe
Highway 5, taking Cardston and shifting that portion of that
municipality with the Blood reserve into Fort Macleod-Crowsnest.
Obviously, it has theimplication that you have to move Claresholm
now over into Little Bow. So it really has a tendency to shuffle
things around in that context.

My personal feeling was that there wasn't a great dea of
community of interest between Cardston and the ranching
community there and the mining community per se in Crowsnest
Pass. | guess maybe when | suggested what my preference wasin
terms of reconfiguring this area, it was to move it east. | thought
there was a greater community of interest to the east as opposed to
going to the north and to the west.

However, you know, thisis conceding that we're not going to have
onecity MLA and two “rurban' MLAsin thecity of Lethbridge. We
kicked that around at length, but it was decided that the city fit so
nicely for two that maybe we wouldn't do that. I'm still going to
raise it in our future deliberations. | still think it's something that
warrants further consideration.

That's the rational e that certainly | used when | sat there trying to
reconfigure thesein front of acomputer screen. It seemed logical to
go to the east. If that sheds any light on why we did what we did, |
hopethat's helpful. | don't know. | can appreciateif you don't want
to comment on those areas to the west. My feeling was that to split
Cardston and go to the north and to the west wasn't as good an
option as coming to the east. It was the lesser of two evils, |
suppose.

2:50
MR. HIERATH: Just to comment alittle further. Bob, | guessyou
guys were following some of the things that | was saying in the

press. Thething that first hit me, my first reaction was: look here,
if we're going to go to rep by pop — and | made the statement — let's
amalgamate thetwo constituencies, 43,000 people. No, it doesn't fit
your matrix. WEe're going to be no doubt doing this thing again in
five years. The public is going to likely demand a downsizing in
representatives if we are downsizing government, and | agree with
that. | think that if you read the clippings, | was critical of usfor not
doing that and giving you guys an opportunity to make magjor
changesin boundariesin this province.

If we're going to go closer to rep by pop, then for the sake of the
people in rura areas wanting to know who their rep is, which is
more important than the guysin the cities— | think everyone knows
that — then let's do it here. Do the Cardston-Chief Mountain and
Taber-Warner constituencies and leave us alone. Leave the people
alone, | mean. The MLAs come and go, but the people need
stability and to fed like they're participating in democracy. That's
what these boundary changes do.

| mean, when | first moved out to the farm, Bob, | was in the
Cypress constituency, and | didn't likeit. | absolutely couldn't tell
why the MLA couldn't communicate with me, and | lobbied my
MLA at that time, Bob Bogle, to include where | lived in Taber-
Warner. So | know how those things work, and that's the only
reason that | really, readly hate to put the people through these
boundary reviews again in five years. It's just not good, and
especialy —I'll just add for aminute, if | can —when we did alot of
changes to school and health care things and the rural people were
impacted big time. The city guys have no sense for that because
they weren't impacted by boundary changes for education, health
care, and al these things. Now on top of that comes electoral
boundaries.

MR. GRBAVAC: | want to say that we did consider putting thetwo
constituencies in there entirety together, with some deliberation on
whether or not Waterton ought to go north or stay here. That's
neither here nor therein terms of numbers. My interpretation of the
legidlation that created usdoesn't allow usto go beyond. Soin many
respects you've tied our hands. 1'm not going to really comment on
the appropriateness of that. However, that is the problem with that.
Wedid look at it, and that's the hurdle we came up against.

THE CHAIRMAN: John says he has one short question.

MR. McCARTHY : Ron, becausethisisthelast timewe'll betalking
to you probably before you seethe final results, | just want to make
sure I've got it in my mind what your positioniis.

First of all, | understand clearly, | think, that you'd prefer no
change. That would be your first preference, if you had the choice
to make.

MR. HIERATH: That's right.
MR. McCARTHY: Okay. Secondly, if thereisachangeto be made,
you would prefer that the present constituency of Taber-Warner be

added to rather than carved up in some manner.

MR. HIERATH: Like Little Bow or like, you know, maybe Fort
Macleod, Crowsnest.

MR. McCARTHY: : In other words, the existing geography that's
there remains plus an addition of some sort, if you had to.
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MR. HIERATH: Right.

MR. McCARTHY: Okay. Now, within that second preference
category would your preference be to add an area to the west or
would your preference beto have usgo into Lethbridge to add some
city component to that?

MR. HIERATH: Well, that'ssimilar to . . .
MR. McCARTHY:: That's what I'm trying to get clear in my mind.

MR. HIERATH: | know, and | was being vague on purpose for the
simple reason that |'ve got colleagues and | don't want to get into a
turf war. | suggested the ‘rurban’ riding. | don't know. John, |
really don't know. | was trying to make a point of being treated
fairly for the people in Taber-Warner and using a comparison of
Westlock or Dunvegan or some of these other rural ridings. Wefed
that we fit into the matrix of the existing population spread, and if
our neighbour's house is condemned . . .

MR. McCARTHY : Y ou see, the courtswere on thevergejust to use
the concept of a “rurban’ constituency —it'sworked in Medicine Hat,
and it's worked in Grande Prairie — but there were some strong
objections to that at the outset. If an addition was made to the city
of Lethbridge, of course it's possible at that stage to make your
geographic component virtually the same without any, you know,
significant impact on your travel patterns, et cetera.
Okay. Thanks.

THE CHAIRMAN: Wéll, | want to thank you for coming, Ron.
We've spent alittle more of your time than we hoped for, but you're
very helpful.

MR. HIERATH: Thank you for giving me your time.

THE CHAIRMAN: Fine.
The next presenter is Dennis Bryant.

MR. BRYANT: Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman and fellow
commission members. My name is Dennis Bryant, and I'm here
representing the Taber & District Chamber of Commerce. The
Taber & District Chamber of Commerce on behalf of our business
community membership wish to expressthe following concernsand
comments as they relate to the proposed elimination of Taber-
Warner electoral district.

Number one. Currently the business community of Taber and
district enjoys a positive and close relationship with our Taber-
Warner MLA. This MLA has his office located in Taber, and this
is by far a very positive scenario for our business community.
Accessibility to your MLA isakey factor in lobbying government.

Number two. With the elimination of rurd MLASs, we the
business and associated farming communities will not have fair
representation. Moving more MLAsto thelarger urban centreswill
not provide any further advantage to those urban centres as the
current MLAs aretripping over one another with today's allocation.

Three. Taber and district trade routes and business liaisons are
currently aligned within the Taber-Warner district and associated
farming communities. To stretch this district and include
communities within Cardston-Chief Mountain is unreasonable due
to distance, community of interest, and business trade. Some

businesses in Taber and district do go beyond Taber-Warner;
however, for the most part they are within that district.

Item four. The Taber-Warner district is home to several major
industries including oil and gas, sugar beet processing, dry bean
processing, vegetable processing in many areas, and other
agricultural ventures that have no common link with the Cardston-
Chief Mountain area. Our business trade links are with the
aforementioned industries, not with industriesthat are in Cardston-
Chief Mountain.

Item five. Specialty crop agriculture and irrigation are key to the
economic survival of the farming community in our district. The
business community of Taber and district has developed various
business enterprisesbased on serving our farming community. They
require strong MLA representation in order to approach our
government to support both farming and business communities
within Taber-Warner.

Item six. Tourism in the Taber-Warner district provides direct
benefit back to our business community. Taber and district tourism
is based on this area, not on an area that is a 90-minute drive from
here. Local MLA representation is important for tourism in Taber
and district.

Item seven. Fair representation and linkage to our provincial
government is through the MLA process. |If the Taber and district
business community had to lobby an MLA located in Cardston
and/or the area, then fair representation is lost. Furthermore, the
potential of dealing with three, four, or even more MLAsin an effort
to lobby potential business interest is staggering, to say the least.
Our businesses for the most part are small. They haven't got the
time to be stretching out and touching many MLAs.

3:00

Item eight. Business and trade should not be divided based on
electoral boundaries. With the proposed change, Taber-Warner is
fractioned into three different electoral districts. Thiswill see the
potential for a Taber and district business operator |obbying several
different MLAs. We aready have enough boundary issues to deal
with: rural municipalities, town municipalities, school boundaries,
health board boundaries, irrigation districts, to name a few.

Item nine. What does the Taber and district business community
suggest? Status quo would be the easy route. However, we, as
everyone else, must expect and accept some change in the process
of government legislation. The proposed change, we fear, is
negative to our business community. Without full and complete
knowledge of the matrix process for the setting up of electoral
boundaries, may we suggest some following changes. Allocate
some area on the eastern side of Cardston and go farther east of the
existing boundary; in other words, take western portions of the
existing Taber-Warner, for example Stirling. Give some of the
Cardston-Chief Mountain northern areato thedistrict north of them.
Potentially extend Taber-Warner boundariestoincludefarther north
of the existing boundary here, which | understand is the Oldman
River.

It is quite obvious that there are many and severa different
scenarios that can be proposed and debated one way or the other.
The Taber & District Chamber of Commerce is not professing to
know exactly how best to do this. However, our concern isthat the
proposed change to eliminate the Taber-Warner district will have a
very strong and negative effect on our business community, which
isvery closely linked to our farming community.

In closing, the Taber & District Chamber of Commerce wishesto
thank the Electoral Boundaries Commission for the opportunity to
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make this presentation on behalf of its membership. Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you. WEell start the questioning with
Wally.

MR. WORTH: Mr. Bryant, | don't have any questions, but | do want
to thank you for providing us with some food for thought about
alternative waysto perhapsadd onto Taber-Warner and perhapsdeal
with aportion of the Cardston-Chief Mountain constituency. Those
kinds of ideas will be very helpful to us.

MR. GRBAVAC: Well, Dennis, thenin summary what you'resaying
to usisthat we ought to consider potentially taking a portion of the
current Cardston-Chief Mountain riding to the north, a portion of it
to the west, and a portion of it to the east. |s that what you're
suggesting?

MR. BRYANT: Well, an option. If Cardston-Chief Mountainisthe
one that's the glaring problem, maybe the complete elimination isa
potentia, splitting them up into the existing districts that are
surrounding them.

MR. GRBAVAC: Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: | should tell you that in our first round of
hearings, we didn't hear from the Taber-Warner people, but we did
hear from the Cardston people, and a very high percentage of the
representations were to leave them alone. So we were listening to
those people. Thistimewhen we comearound we're getting just the
opposite story.

MR. McCARTHY: Just one comment further to yours, Your
Honour, and that isthat | think last time we heard from significantly
more Cardston people. We did hear from some Taber-Warner
people in the last go-around, but the Cardston people beat you in
numbers. Other than that, | have no questions.

Thanks.

THE CHAIRMAN: | agree with his correction, and that's not very
often.

MR. McCARTHY:: It's not very often | catch him.
THE CHAIRMAN: Joe?
MR. LEHANE: | have no questions. Thank you, Dennis.

THE CHAIRMAN: Wdll, thanks for coming, Dennis, and making
your chamber of commerce's points of view known.

MR. BRYANT: Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: Fine.
The next presenter is the Taber-Warner PC Association. Pardon
me; I'm told that nobody will be specifically representing them.
The next is Alex Jozsa.

MR. JOZSA: Mr. Chairman and fellow commission members, |'ve
never done this before, but the proposed changes angered me very
much, so | thought I'd have to do my part in presenting my views.

So here | am. | use the word “we” just about al through this
because | had talked to peoplein our area and they were supposed
to be supporting me. | see we have one here that supportsme. The
rest decided they'd stay homeand repair their equi pment to get ready
for spring work.

So I'll begin. We the voters of the Taber-Warner riding are
strongly opposed to the proposed changes to our electora
boundaries. Wefeel that the proposed changeswill further erodethe
already fading voice of our rural populaceinthe AlbertalLegidature.
We have the following concerns and questions regarding these
changes. Now, | put them down in point form, and I'll comment as
| go along.

The proposed changes will isolate us from our MLAs. Now, this
seems to be a big problem with the change. 1'm not sure where we
lie in the Wrentham area, whether we're in the Cardston or in the
Cypress-Medicine Hat area. Regardless, there is a great distance
between us wherever we lie. These changes would leave Taber-
Warner in afringearea. Now, asfar asthe federal riding, welivein
a fringe area of the Medicine Hat riding, and we have no
communication with our membersthere. Wefeel that we'd have the
same problem. We'd be just avoice in the wildernessiif you put us
into the fringe area of the Cypress-Medicine Hat area.

We feel that no consideration has been given to the historica
boundariesof the Taber-Warner area. Coaldaleand Taber havebeen
together for amost 75 years, and Warner joined theriding in 1975.
Wefeel that thisriding has had very effective representation during
thistime. We havelittlein common with Cardston or the Cypress-
Medicine Hat area. The only time we seem to both have anything
in common with Cardston is just a trip to Waterton on our way
through; that's the only thing. As far as Cypress-Medicine Hat is
concerned, they'retoo far east of us. Our trading patterns are within
the Taber-Warner areain anorth-south direction, and we deal with
Lethbridge also.

The primary roads in the Taber-Warner constituency connect the
main communitieswithin our riding. Highway 3 connects Coaldale,
Chin, Barnwell, Taber, Fincastle, Purple Springs, and Grassy Lake.
Highway 4 connects Coultts, Milk River, Warner, and New Dayton.
Highway 36 connects Taber, Wrentham, and Warner and also
connects with Highway 4 to the south. So with the primary
highways we're al interconnected, and we have something in
common that way. We have the Horizon school district also within
our Taber-Warner riding.

The reduction of two rural MLASs in the southern part of Alberta
isalossfor agriculture. The Taber-Warner riding has an intensive
agriculture area with a considerable amount of processing of
agriculture goods. We have ahigh potential for the creation of new
employment related to processing of agriculturegoods, whichwould
stimulate our population growth. Now, we need this type of thing
for the sparse areas of the riding to make a good mix. We do not
want thelarge urban areas dictating agriculture policiesto us. Now
with the urban areas infringing on the agricultural areas, we have
great concerns of them telling us how we are going to farm in the
future. They might not like usto get up at 4 o'clock in the morning
to go farming because we disturb their deep, or they don't like the
smell of our feedlots and they'll tell us that we have to move our
feedlots somewhere else. These are some of the concerns we have.
3:10

We know that the present system we haveiseffective. Our MLA
has a good working relationship with his congtituency. The
constituency of Taber-Warner fals into the guidelines of the
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Supreme Court of Canadaruling of the 25 percent variancefromthe
average populace.

We a so question why in your report the 1995 popul ation census
was used for some areas while the 1991 census was used for some
of therural areas.

As an alternative to the proposed plan, we suggest that the
northern boundaries of the MD of Taber be added to the Taber-
Warner riding and the Cardston-Chief Mountain riding to thecity of
Lethbridge. This would take, say, 10,000 of the population of
Lethbridgein thewest riding and either add it to the Cardston-Chief
Mountain riding or add Cardston-Chief Mountain to Lethbridge-
West.

It iswith these concerns and questionsin mind that again we state
that we want no changes to the Taber-Warner riding except for the
addition of the northern boundaries of the MD of Taber.

We question the logic of cutting the Taber-Warner riding into
three areas, and we question this: was it a biased and self-serving
decision? Would this dissection help the rural communities assure
their voicein the vast system?

We also question the makeup of this committee in the format of
the proposal. Why was there no representation from either the
Chinook or Warner areas?

Inclosing, if the proposed changesto the Taber-Warner riding are
implemented, these changes will be challenged in a court of law.

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you, Alex. Well start the questioning
with Wally.

MR. WORTH: Alex, were you here this morning?
MR. JOZSA: No, | wasn't.

MR. WORTH: Then just briefly let me refer to something |
mentioned this morning in relation to one of the points you made.
One of the things you identified was the fact that you were
wondering why we used 1995 population in someareasand 1991 in
others. Obviously in our report we have not made our use of
numbers clear. We used 1991 data throughout the report as abasis
on which to make our recommendations. We only turned to the
1995 datawhen weweretrying to illustrate that the urban centres of
theprovincewere not underrepresented, and wewere using the 1995
datain that case simply to show that with the projected or even with
the actual increases in population that have taken place since 1991,
the urban areaswere still not underrepresented. Sotoreinforcethis,
let merephraseit again. The 1991 datawere used asthe basefor all
recommendations, the 1995 data only to illustrate and reaffirm, if
you like, that there was no underrepresentation of urban areas.
Now, coming back to your suggestions, you've offered us two
aternatives. | think we will obviously have to look carefully at
those. One of the things we'll need to do — and we don't have it
before us now —isdetermine what your first suggestion would mean
in terms of total numbers in the reconstituted Taber-Warner
constituency. Similarly, we'd have to look at a reconfiguration of
the Lethbridge area. But | thank you for those two suggestions.

THE CHAIRMAN: Robert.
MR. GRBAVAC: Alex, your two alternatives propose some

interesting possibilities, and | want to suggest to you that we
considered them, both of them, in our deliberations, particularly the

one of the “rurban' riding with respect to the city of Lethbridge.

The possibility of adding the west side of the city of Lethbridge
to the Cardston constituency was one of the first things we
considered in terms of reconfiguring the map in southern Alberta.
One of the problems we ran into is that that leaves us with about
20,000 people in the residual portion of the city of Lethbridge that
it would be above and beyond our mandate to include in one
constituency within the rest of the city. In other words, that would
leave about 50,000 peoplein the city, and our mandate only allows
usto go somewhat in excess of 30,000. So you've got about 15,000
to 20,000 peopl e within thecity of Lethbridgethat would haveto go
somewhere e se if you simply took the west side of Lethbridge and
included it with Chief Mountain.

Then we looked at including that with Little Bow or, for that
metter, with Taber-Warner. In our deliberations wefelt that maybe
that wasn't in the interest of small and incremental change. It was
making a considerable change to southern Alberta by taking half of
the city of Lethbridge and including it with arural area. However,
| hope and | suspect that we will be deliberating on that possibility
again.

But obviously inherent in that suggestion I'm going to assume,
then, that you don't feel the agricultural voice is weskened by
including aportion of an urban arealike Lethbridge. Or do you feel
that Lethbridge isin fact not an urban areain the true sense of that
word but rather a close approximation of rura people?

MR. JOZSA: Well, that's what | fedl, because | think two-thirds of
the people in Lethbridge right now, or the elderly people, are from
an agricultural background asitis. So | don't think it would bother
them at all to be part of arura riding.

MR. GRBAVAC: Then you would have no objection or alimited
objection to a portion of the city of Lethbridge potentialy being
included with your Taber-Warner riding?

MR. JOZSA: Not redly.

MR. GRBAVAC: | guessif it'sgood enough for Cardston, it should
be all right for you too then? Isthat fair to say?

MR. JOZSA: Y es. Those numberstherewerejust numbersthat | put
in.

MR. GRBAVAC: No. | appreciatethat. Butif wedidn'tincludethe
northern portion of the MD of Taber with Taber-Warner andin lieu
of that weincluded aportion of the city of Lethbridge, you wouldn't
have areal objection to that?

MR. JOZSA: Not redly.
MR. GRBAVAC: Okay. Fair enough. Thank you.
THE CHAIRMAN: Joe?

MR. LEHANE: | have no questions, but | just would like to say to
Alex that the chairman in his opening comments indicated that the
deliberations of thiscommission would be seriously impaired unless
people took the time to come out and give ustheir views. So | want
to thank you for taking the time out of your schedule to come and
give us your views today.
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THE CHAIRMAN: John?
MR. McCARTHY: Thank you. No questions.

THE CHAIRMAN: Along the lines of the comments Joe has made,
you posed the question: why was there no representation from either
Chinook or Taber-Warner? | can't answer that question. We
advertised these hearings, and it's up to the people to come out. We
don't go out and invite people.

MR. McCARTHY: Sorry; | just thought of two points. The
representation issue that you raised. Thiscommissionisacreation
of the Legidlative Assembly of Alberta, and they're the ones that
created the legidlation and were responsible for appointing the
members of the commission. So that question may be better asked
to the Legidature, through your member, on that issue.

The other issue is the 1995 census figures you raised. | think
Wally has covered that. So thanks.

MR. JOZSA: That question about the committee was asked, and |
thought I'd ask.

THE CHAIRMAN: Fine.
MR. JOZSA: Okay. Thank you for hearing me.

MR. GRBAVAC: For what it's worth, | tried to give a southern
Alberta perspective. You may not agree with it; however, the
curtain's not drawn yet. | tried to give a perspective from southern
Alberta. I'll give you specifically — the legislation called for two
rura reps and two urban reps to be members of this committee, so
therewas an attempt by the Legid ature to balance the representation
of the committee members.

MR. JOZSA: But they didn't make any effort to go to the different
regions though.

MR. GRBAVAC: We made every effort to go to the different
regions.

MR. JOZSA: No, | don't mean you. | mean the legidation.

THE CHAIRMAN: Well, Robert here comes from Raymond, Joe
comes from Innisfail, and we're only allowed two rural reps. With
the two city reps, John comes from Calgary and Wally comes from
Edmonton. The government | think tried its best to represent all the
province. Peace River and Grande Prairie maybe should be
complaining that they don't have anybody here.

320

MR. JOZSA: Okay. Thank you very much.

THE CHAIRMAN: Well, were going to have a washroom break
here for five minutes. Then we're going to start again with | think
it's Sharon Holtman of the Horizon school division after our break,
because | understand Victor Haddad is not here.

[The hearing adjourned from 3:21 p.m. to 3:28 p.m.]

THE CHAIRMAN: Ladies and gentlemen, would you please be
seated.

Thecommitteewould call upon Sharon Holtman fromtheHorizon
school division.

MS HOLTMAN: Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman and members of
the boundary commission. The Horizon school division is very
rura, and it is my view that with overwhelming numbers of city
voters, the city voters can sweep away the distinctive needs of rural
Alberta.

With respect to the proposed provincia electora divisions, the
board of the Horizon school division has a number of serious
concerns, themost critical of which dealswith the potential negative
impact on our school division. However, the board a so sharesthe
general concerns of other constituents in Taber-Warner for the
proposed changes and does so for reasons common to us all.

At the present time Taber has very little communication with the
Cardston-Raymond community. We do not trade in this direction,
and we have very few common circumstances and interests which
promote closeness, other than those shared among al communities.
Cardston-Raymond is not a community of interest for Taber, and
neither arewefor them. The primary highwaysin the Taber-Warner
constituency naturally connect the communities in our riding, but
such would not be the case if the proposed boundaries and areas
were adopted.

It does not take avery close examination of the proposed el ectoral
divisionsto realize that Taber isan add-on to what is essentialy the
present Cardston-Chief Mountain congtituency. The nature of the
boundaries of the proposed Cardston-Taber riding would be unique
intheprovince. Itisdifficult to find another constituency with such
unusual geographical configuration. It appears apparent that the
Taber area was added for the sole purpose of augmenting the
population of the Cardston-Chief Mountain area so as to make the
constituency viable.

If indeed ariding must be eiminated, it makes much more sense
not to do it at the expense of a more viable constituency, such as
Taber-Warner. Taber has been and till is a progressive, growing
community.  Economic development continues to promote
population increase, and the forecasts are for this trend to continue.
We are confident that if our boundaries were left essentially the
same, we would continue to be within the 25 percent variance as
determined by the Supreme Couirt.

Taber is very anxious to have effective representation. We want
our MLA to have a sense of this unique area. We assume that the
congtituentsin the Cardston-Raymond areawant the same. It would
be much more difficult to accomplish this under the proposed
changes. It is imperative that we have our views heard and
understood by an MLA with aconnection to all communitiesin the
riding.

Though there are many reasons for opposing the proposed
electora divisions, the critical ones for the board of the Horizon
school division focus on the effect on our own jurisdiction and the
students attending our schools. At the time of the school district
amalgamation, the residents of the Raymond area of the county of
Warner opted to join with Cardston-M agrath to form the Westwind
regiona school division. This was a natural merger based on
common interests. However, the remainder of the county opposed
amovein this direction and instead chose to amalgamate with the
Taber school division. They believe they have much more in
common with the Taber area than with the communities to the west
of them.

Thiswasnot aforced amalgamation. It wasstrictly voluntary and
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was one of the first in the province. Most importantly, it serves as
an indication of where the residents of the Warner-Milk River
communities feel their closest affinity lies. In every respect itisan
example of the principle of self-determination in action. The
proposed boundary changesignorethisprincipleand are at variance
with the obvious wishes of the people of Taber-Warner, as
demonstrated by our amalgamation.

Since the amalgamation, the trustees and stakeholder groups in
our division haveworked hard to create asense of identity and unity.
This has been made easier by the fact that it was voluntary and that
the amalgamation fit well with the present constituency boundaries.
Thenew jurisdiction includes most of the county of Warner, theMD
of Taber, and the Lomond area from the county of Vulcan. A
tremendous sphere of co-operation and cohesiveness has been
developed in the Horizon division. We serve as a model for the
province of how smoothly amalgamation can occur and how it can
work in the best interests of all stakeholder groups. Wedo not want
to jeopardize this, because it has a positive impact on the education
of the young people whom we serve.

Presently most of our jurisdiction lies within the Taber-Warner
constituency. This servesto promote atogethernessin our division
and does so at acritical time in education. The proposed changes
have the potential to undo much of our good work and compromise
our ability to maintain and enhance what we have aready
accomplished. Our focus is on educating the young people in the
Horizon school division. Wefirmly believethat the present el ectoral
divisionswork in many waysto support thiseffort. Conversely, the
proposed changes have the potential to compromise our efforts.

We understand fully the challenges faced by the commission in
reviewing electoral boundaries in the province and in proposing
changes based on fairness and understanding. It isdoubtful that the
members of the commission were aware of the potentia full impact
of theproposalson the many communities, agencies, andindividuals
inour area. Consequently, wevery much appreciate the opportunity
afforded usto express our viewsto the commission, and wetrust that
the members will give this serious consideration. Much moreis at
stake here than may be readily apparent.

| guess what I'm saying, gentlemen, is that the Horizon school
divisiontrusteesreally feel that we would likethe status quo. Thank
you.

THE CHAIRMAN: Seeing that Wally Worth was a former school
inspector in his earlier life, we'll let him start the questioning.

MR. WORTH: Thanks very much, Ed. Ms Holtman, a couple of
observations or questions, | guess. As | understand the burden of
your submission — and you are speaking now with your school
trustee hat on — it is that you've developed this co-operative
arrangement withintheHorizon school divisionthat you think would
be placed in jeopardy if you were forced into more of a working
relationship with the people in the —what isit? — Westwind school
division.

MSHOLTMAN: Yes.
MR. WORTH: Isthat the burden of your position?
MS HOLTMAN: When the old county of Warner made a decision

as to who they wanted to go with, those people came to us. They
had aready made the split, and they had one group go to the

Cardston areaand the othersthat wanted to came thisway. It wasn't
us going courting them. So | think wejust feel likeit hasworked so
well.

Itisarural school division. Wedid look at a school closure |ast
June, and we are looking at another one possibly this June. I'm
talking asatrusteewith rural schools. | know that the amalgamation
made us longer and wider and that it's harder to get around and do
our business right now with the amal gamation of our school boards.

MR. WORTH: Can you give me a specific illustration of how that
kind of co-operation would be placed in jeopardy by our proposal ?

MSHOLTMAN: Well, | guesswe've just got used to working with
Ron Hierath and Barry McFarland. Those are the two that the
Horizon school division hasnow. | just believethat if we ended up
going with Cardston, as I've looked at it, | think it can be done.
There'd be school boards within the region, but | don't think the
MLA from the Cardston area understands the needs of our rural
schoolsin this particular school division, Horizon school division,
and that's where I'm coming from.

MR. WORTH: Okay. Thank you very much.

Now, as | understand it, then, the borders of the Horizon school
division are coterminous with the county of Warner, the MD of
Taber, and also include something out of the Lomond area of the
county of Vulcan.

MSHOLTMAN: Yes.
MR. WORTH: Okay. Thank you very much.
MSHOLTMAN: Okay.

MR. GRBAVAC: Sharon, | want to thank you for the time you've
given on behalf of your school division to make your presentation.
I'd like to quarrel a bit with one of your comments, and that is that
it's doubtful that the members of the commission were aware of the
potential full impact of the proposals on many communities,
agencies, individualsin our area. | did my best to impress upon the
commission themagnitude of theimpact of apotential changeinthis
area. We're faced with achallenge, and changeis areal possibility
here. | want to question you with respect to specifically some of the
occurrences that are now taking place within the Horizon school
division. How many students that now currently reside within the
Horizon school division attend school in the Westwind school
division?

3:38

MSHOLTMAN: None that | know of.

MR. GRBAVAC: None of the students from Wrentham go to
Raymond?

MSHOLTMAN: Well, actualy | don't know where the Wrentham
students went, but not very many of them came to the Horizon
school division. Lots of them might be in Taber, but they might be
in the Roman Catholic system. We didn't get very many of those
students.

MR. GRBAVAC: But are not some of those students from the
Wrentham area attending schoolsin Stirling or in fact . . .
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MSHOLTMAN: | don't know. All I know isthat when we closed
that school, wetold the parentsthey could send their children where
they wanted to. That's how come we haven't tracked them, because
we didn't get very many.

MR. GRBAVAC: Well, | know there are some, Sharon. | wasjust
looking for a specific situation.

MS HOLTMAN: We would have loved for them to have come our
way, but that didn't happen.

MR. GRBAVAC: And maybe they will at some point. | was just
looking for alittle more clarification there; that's all.
Thank you. No further questions.

MR. LEHANE: Sharon, there are two maps attached to your
submission, and | understand that the areahighlighted in yellow sets
out the Horizon school district area. Isthat correct?

MSHOLTMAN: Yes. We just worked alittle bit with the map so
that you'd kind of see what we're talking about. We tried to do a
little bit, but we're not great mapmakers.

MR. LEHANE: Wdll, what you have is very helpful.

MSHOLTMAN: Okay. We just thought that if that was attached,
then you'd see where we were. Like | did mention, we do have
Barry McFarland representing some of the Vauxhall-Lomond area
people.

MR. LEHANE: So in terms of the current boundaries, the Horizon
school district takes in most of the Taber-Warner constituency
except for the Coaldale area. Isthat fair to say?

MSHOLTMAN: That's right.

MR. LEHANE: And then it goes north into the existing Little Bow
constituency.

MSHOLTMAN: That's correct.

MR. LEHANE: If the commission was to propose an extension of
the current geography of the Taber-Warner constituency —in other
words, the geography that isthere would continue to exit, but there
would be some geography added to it — | think we can agree that we
can't go south.

MSHOLTMAN: That'sright.
MR. LEHANE: So we could go east, west, or north.

MSHOLTMAN: Well, wedidn't realy look at redoing—I knew that
there would be some people from Taber that actually were better at
mapmaking than we were to actually come up with where the
numberswould comefrom. So, you know, if we couldn't have status
quo, of course you're going to have to take numbers from
somewhere, and we'll work with it.

MR. LEHANE: Do you have any thoughts as to where that
geography should come from?

MS HOLTMAN: Well, | don't have any thoughts, because we are
diverse and there are seven members on our board. Because we
were going into a board meeting, we didn't really have a chance to
take alook at it and have the discussion. So that's how come we
didn't make the presumption that | could speak on their behalf.

MR. LEHANE: That'sfair. Thank you.
THE CHAIRMAN: John?
MR. McCARTHY: No questions. Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: And | have no questions, Sharon. Thanks for
coming.

MSHOLTMAN: Okay. Thank you.
THE CHAIRMAN: The next presenter is Hans Visser.

MR. VISSER: Mr. Chairman, commission members, I'm just a
rubber-boot irrigation farmer, and that'swhy I'm here. | have some
concerns.

Ron made a comment that he doesn't want to break down the
house, the building, and neither do 1. I'dliketo keepitinits present
form. Neither do | like to repeat what has been said aready. I'm
sorry | wasn't able to be here this morning.

| do not have a highly researched presentation, just a common-
sense argument to leave the Taber-Warner riding boundary asit is
today. Our riding consists of a highly diversified irrigated
agricultural area. The minister of agriculture in his business plan
cals for increased diversification and value added. The Taber-
Warner riding hasgood potential to beamajor player inthat, but all
this activity along with our highly valued resource of water for
irrigation and commercial uses takes extra-high management skills.
Toenhancethosegoal's, we must have adeguaterepresentationto our
government.

In the summary of the first round of submissions the people
seemed to speak out clearly for no change and for effective
representation.  The courts concluded and argued for the right to
effective representation and the right to have the parity of the votes
of others diluted. The 1994 Court of Appeal suggested that
justification from al variances from the quotient “must be
established onadivision-by-divisionbasis.” JusticeMcLachlinsaid
that the right to effective representation and absolute parity is
impossible, and in the commission's own words “it shal be
necessary to dilute parity in the interests of effective representation
where it can be demonstrably justified.” Mr. Chairman, | would
argue that this can be demonstrated in the Taber-Warner
constituency within its current boundaries.

Y ou also make reference that the smallest landmass of ariding is
9 sguarekilometresand that thelargest is 177,000 squarekilometres.
It's a phenomena difference. You are proposing to make this
differential even larger, and this would become impossible for one
MLA to represent his or her constituents properly.

In my opinion, number one, the recommendation to eliminate the
riding of Taber-Warner would be abig mistake. Itisimpossibleto
get fair representation based only on population numbers while
ignoring population density and other implications.

Two, the proposed Cardston-Taber riding is not practical. Our
present riding has nothing in common with the Cardston-Chief
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Mountain riding. Our present makeup of Milk River, Warner,
Coddale, Taber, and Grassy Lake has much in common: intensive
irrigated agriculture with diversified specialty crop production and
value-added processing.

Three, the MD of Taber would become a small minority divided
by the three different constituencies of Little Bow, Cardston-Taber,
and Cypress.

Four, taking an MLA away from southern Alberta'sirrigated area
would have a negative effect on the province's economic
performance. Our irrigated specialty crop production with itsval ue-
added processing has atremendous potential for growth. Therefore,
water is our areas most important resource. To properly manage
this resource is not a smal matter. The main infrastructure
developed to deliver water to our cities, towns, and irrigated
agriculture must be properly managed. In order to do that, we need
fair representation to our government. Please keep Taber-Warner
intact, asitis.

To conclude, Mr. Chairman, | need some clarification on the
process. | read in your papers where the commission explains that
these public hearings and submissions are not areferendum process.
In fact, the courts have said that they are inappropriate and
irrelevant. My question is: why are we here today? Why spend
taxpayers resourcesif the processisirrelevant in the final outcome?

THE CHAIRMAN: | want you to know that your question was asked
earlier and answered.

MR. VISSER: I'm sorry | wasn't here.
THE CHAIRMAN: Well let Wally Worth start with questions.

MR. WORTH: | realy don't have any questions. Thank you.
3:48
MR. GRBAVAC: Hans, the comment | would make is that my
interpretation, if you'll allow methat latitude, of the court'scomment
there was consideration with respect to the numbers of presenters,
and it wasin that context that they spoke of irrelevance, notinterms
of the specific content of your representation. | think if you dwell
on the sentencein its entirety, there may be a different spin that you
could apply to it. I'm not here to waste the time of either of us
debating theinterpretation of the court'scomment, but | think maybe
there might be adifferent way of looking at that in terms of how you
defineirrelevance in the context of what was said.

| want to ask you a question relative to the dilution of avoice for
irrigated agriculture in Alberta. | can appreciate as an irrigation
farmer — | suppose a rancher in this sense; | irrigate grasslands
primarily —and | share your concern about an understanding for the
complexities and theintricacies of irrigated agriculture. Would you
feel that your voice would be unduly diluted if you shared a portion
of your constituency with an urban element in the city of Lethbridge,
for example?

MR. VISSER: Well, Bob, no. If we have to share, if you have to
add to our constituency at all, then | would say go north, becausewe
have alot in common with those same people. They're in the same
business as we are. Their concern is water management as well.
Water management in the city of Lethbridgeistotally different than
what our needs are for agriculture with our enhanced agricultural
production, with speciality crops production.

MR. GRBAVAC: | guess | asked that question from the point of
view of trying to give as fair and equitable representation to the
people of Albertaas possible. Many would argue that the cities are
underrepresented. Some would argue — let me put it thisway —that
the cities are underrepresented. The rurd area may be
overrepresented. 1'm not necessarily subscribing to that argument.
I'mjust suggesting to you that it's been put to us that that's the case.

From a simplistic point of view if one's over and one's under, if
you blended the two, maybe you can come up with a compromise,
andthat isinfact what'sdonein Grande Prairieandin MedicineHat.
| just wondered, you know, what your feelings were with respect to
that kind of a compromise being applied to this portion of southern
Alberta. We've been told by other presenters that Lethbridge is a
farming town, an agricultural community, and | just wondered if you
felt that the voice of irrigated agriculture would be unduly
compromised or affected or that your voice would be unduly diluted
if you were to share it with a portion of the city of Lethbridge.

MR. VISSER: Well, on your first comment, I've talked to several
city of Calgary MLAs, and I'veyet to runinto onethat felt they were
underrepresented there. That's one comment on that.
MR. GRBAVAC: We'verun into afew.
MR. VISSER: Very few. Infact | have not.

The other comment | would like to make: yes, if it has to be, |
suppose we would fit better with a portion of the city of Lethbridge
than going south to Cardston.

MR. GRBAVAC: So youwould prefer that. You'd prefer that asan
option?

MR. VISSER: I'd prefer north.

MR. GRBAVAC: Oh, you prefer north. Solve it within the rural
area; isthat what you're saying?

MR. VISSER: Yes.

MR. GRBAVAC: That'syour preference as opposed to going to the
city?

MR. VISSER: Yes, itis.

MR. GRBAVAC: Okay. Then look at the city and then look at
going to Cardston?

MR. VISSER: I'd prefer the status quo.
MR. GRBAVAC: No more questions.
THE CHAIRMAN: Joe?

MR. LEHANE: No questions. Thank you.
THE CHAIRMAN: John?

MR. McCARTHY: No questions. Thanks.

THE CHAIRMAN: Wdll, | want to thank you for coming, Hans.
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MR. VISSER: Thanks.
THE CHAIRMAN: The next presenter is Allan Purvis.

MR. PURVIS: Thank you, commissioners, for giving me sometime
and hearing my concerns. 1'm here to support your initial report in
itstotality. 1'm hereto tell you that there are many people that feel
that Taber can be very well served by this new drawing of our
constituency map. My reasons are threefold: demographic,
geographic, and economic.

Demographically under thisnew constituency we'd have onemain
centre at one end of the constituency and one main centre at the
other — Cardston at one, Taber at the other — giving us a balance so
that one community in the constituency doesn't override the rest of
the communities.

Secondly, geographic. We are all linked by one common, very
large irrigation system, the St. Mary River irrigation system, that
supplies water not only for irrigation, most importantly, but also
supplies water for our domestic purposes. Our town of Taber gets
water from that system.

Thirdly, economic, and that's agriculturally economic. With our
row crops — the sugar with the sugar factory, the potatoes with the
many potato processing plants, and the hay and reconstituting this
hay for the export market — | feel that one MLA would look after our
needs very well. We have a commonness, and that's mainly
agriculture. Just as the school division was split up and three
became one, so we with Cardston can do the same.

In concluding | would like to caution the commission. Don't be
swayed by partisan politics. Don't be swayed by people whose
political power structure is threatened. Don't be swayed by people
who resist change. Please leave your redrawn map as is and give
Taber the representation it deserves.

Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you, Allan.
Any questions, John?

MR. McCARTHY: Yes. Where do you live?

MR. PURVIS: | live herein Taber, for 22 years now, | guess.

MR. McCARTHY: Okay. Thanks. That'sall the questions | have.
MR. LEHANE: What do you do here, Allan?

MR. PURVIS: | do two things. I'm an accountant, and | also run a
farrier business.

MR. McCARTHY: That's the shoeing of horses, for those of us
who. ..

MR. PURVIS: That's right, a horseshoer, another term we use.

MR. GRBAVAC: Allan, actually you surprise me. | didn't think
there was anybody who liked what we did anywhere. Well, actualy
there was a submission from Stirling. | stand corrected. | read,
when it was circulated to me, that it was supportive as well.

A couple of questions. What is your view of the representations
that we had this morning, the overwhelming number of
representations that we had to extend the boundary to one that's

coterminous with the county of Warner?
MR. PURVIS: | wasn't here this morning.

MR. GRBAVAC: The suggestion was that the trade patterns would
indicatethat Taber ismuch morealigned with Couttsand Milk River
and Warner than those three communities are aligned with Medicine
Hat.

MR. PURVIS: | don't think that hasabearing. | mean, doesit matter
where people buy their pork and beans? We're looking for
representation, for governments to make policy to allow usto grow
economically and socially. | don't realy think it matters whether
Highway 36 goes down to Warner or there's another jiggy-jog
highway up to Cardston.

MR. GRBAVAC: Wdll, | think you have to appreciate that thereare
probably two roles of an MLA: oneislegidative, and the other one
is that of an ombudsman. | think, if | can be alowed the latitude,
they were speaking largely from the point of view of not the
legidative function as opposed to the role of the MLA as an
ombudsman in fielding their concerns and being able to
communicate effectively with them in the absence of maybe any
media and infrastructure that is centred in the area as opposed to
being centred in Medicine Hat. But that'sokay. WEll leave that as
it was, that consideration.

The other comment | wanted to make was that | did have some
private representation from people in Raymond and McGrath who
did say to me: “Hallelujah. Now we can play power broker in the
middleof this.” I'm not so surethat that'srelevant, but | just wanted
to share that with you. They felt a bit disenfranchised for a long
timeinthat Cardston had maybe an overbearing amount of influence
in the Cardston constituency, so they did suggest to me that maybe
they could play the role of power broker. | thought you might find
that more humorous than relevant.

MR. PURVIS: Well, it'sapoint well taken.
THE CHAIRMAN: Wally?
MR. WORTH: No questions.

THE CHAIRMAN: Well, | want to thank you for coming, Allan, just
for onereason, and that isthat by you coming here and making your
presentation, that just illustratesto all these people how difficult our
jobis.

MR. PURVIS: Wdll, | fed that there are quite a few people like
myself who are apolitical and, although may be members of a
political party, do not speak up. So | thought it was my turn.

3:58

THE CHAIRMAN: Thanks for coming.

MR. PURVIS: Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: Ken Miller, chairman of aschool council. Go
ahead.

MR. MILLER: Good afternoon, and thank you for the opportunity
to be here. | think in the interest of brevity it'd be quicker if | just
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dashed through with alittle presentation I've got made, and we can
visit after that.

The proposed Electoral Boundaries Commission division
adjustments would very seriously reduce the effectiveness of
representation herein the eastern part of the county of Warner, and
assuchwewish to register acarefully considered objection. Several
of theassumptionsutilized in thearithmetic matrix are questionable,
and the sel ective application of themodel's parity level indicatorsare
unacceptable to us.

| do have to confess that | did get bogged down in the
methodol ogy of your green book and studied through it. A few of
the things jumped off the page at me, so | thought I'd better bring
them to your attention here.

At the outset we questioned the sensibility of the redistribution of
rura seatsto Calgary and Edmonton in view of the Alberta Court of
Appeal upholding the validity and appropriateness of existing
boundaries. It had been difficult not to conclude that the findings of
the commission largely reflect the Alberta Liberal position of
transferring rural seatsto the urban centres, relegating the matrix to
nothing more than an elaborate and arbitrary justification for that
position.

The modél itself contains a number of serious flaws. Allocating
the 10 quantifiable variables an equal weight is questionablein my
mind. To give the same weighting to the number of hamlets or
appointed bodies as the total population or its density may not be
reasonable.

Rescinding the specia status of Cardston is of concern. Granted,
its population is low but is offset by the combination of a large
exterior border, distance from the Legislature, and, more
significantly, the presence of Canada's largest Indian reservation,
with about 8,000 people and 300,000 acres. The associated
problems of poverty, unemployment, and crimethat thisreservation
impose on the surrounding constituency received the same matrix
rating as a small Métis community. Can this be reasonable?

In our view the most seriousflaw in the commission's proposal to
insert east Warner county into the Cypress constituency is the
complete rejection of the nonquantifiable or in other words
qualitative considerations of community interest, history, and
municipal boundaries as well as the social and transportation
infrastructure. Thereport cites on page 37 these specific reasonsfor
leaving unchanged the Barrhead-Westlock constituency but
completely suspended similar discretion when considering the
Taber-Warner constituency.

Itisuseful to recall that the regionalization of Alberta's education
system was both necessary and applied uniformly across the
province. To their credit, our county councillors carefully assessed
theeducational and cultural interestsof our component communities
and have facilitated the inclusion of the Raymond-Stirling areainto
Westwind'sregion, and the bal ance of the country became part of the
Horizonregion. Thispotentially divisivesituation anditssuccessful
resolution has been regarded as amodel for other regionsin similar
circumstances.

Being chairman of the Erle Rivers high school parent advisory
council and later our school council for several years allows me to
report regionalization's very positive impact on the ability of the
education system to deliver a high-quality product to our students.
Several factorscontributeto thiselevation of performance, including
replacement of acounty council system by aboard of education, the
meaningful involvement of parentsthrough aschool council, equity
funding, and a greater level of competence in central office

administration, but of greatest long-term importancein my view is
the higher degree of cultural commonality and subsequent sense of
reciprocity and mutual trust enjoyed throughout the Horizon school
district. To your peril, it is these absolutely crucid but
nonquantifiable characteristics that you choose to ignore or at least
peripheralize in your arithmetic matrix.

The commission's recommendation to include the eastern portion
of Warner county in Cypressriding contravenesour traditional sense
of community. Milk River, Coutts, and Warner have nearly no
association whatsoever with Medicine Hat. Our radio, television,
and newspapers originate in Lethbridge. Our hospita is in the
Chinook RHA, and our natural flow of businessis overwhelmingly
with Taber and Lethbridge. About three federa elections ago we
were erroneously placed in the Medicine Hat constituency. Several
yearsof petitionsand |obbying were required to rectify the situation.
In short, our community has nothing in common with the urban-
dominated Cypress constituency.

In conclusion, this commission has displayed blatant disregard to
the principle of effective representation for the Taber-Warner
constituency. Poor assessment of and inconsideration for the
history, sense of community, and existing municipal boundariesis
evidence. Weresent the way that Chinook and Taber-Warner were
arbitrarily destroyed as political communities. A provincewide and
fair rationalization of parity adjustments may be appropriate.

This proposal is totally unacceptable on the basis of its logical
inconsistenciesand failureto provide meaningful parity adjustments
to 15 of the 23 divisionsthat met or exceeded the Taber-Warner and
Cardston numerical matrix ranking. It took alittle bit of making a
list and checking it twiceto arrive at that conclusion and | might be
one number out, but it appears that that's the case. Reliance on the
simplistic arithmetic matrix in its present form is inadeguate,
particularly when considering the concomitant assumption of 10
equal quantifiable characteristics. Again, the mgjor shortfall of the
model isits failure to formally recognize the need to accommodate
the sense of community that is fundamental to the effectiveness of
representative government. Maintaining electoral boundariesinthe
existing formisafar superior option than selective adjustmentswith
aflawed and inconsistent procedure.

Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: Well start the questioning with John.

MR. McCARTHY: No questions. Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: Joe?

MR. LEHANE: No questions. Thanks.

THE CHAIRMAN: Robert?

MR. GRBAVAC: No questions.

THE CHAIRMAN: Wally?

MR. WORTH: Well, yes, | have a question. Obviously you don't
like our matrix, and al | can suggest in that regard is that were
trying to refine it and we could certainly use your help. One of the
things were trying to do in that matrix is to give us some

benchmarks or some indicators that we can usein arather objective
fashion that lend themselves to some degree of measurement,
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quantification, and objectivity. I'll acknowledgethat at this stageit
does not include community interests or the sense of cohesiveness
in a community. We could use your help and the help of many
othersin perhaps suggesting to us how we can identify and quantify
community interest, community cohesiveness. Are there some
indicators you could suggest we could find that would be consistent
across the province as an indicator of communityness?

MR. MILLER: Y ou mean anumber to pick out of . . .

MR. WORTH: No, no, not a number, but how would you do it? |
mean, we've measured the question of —we'velooked at population.
We'velooked at area. We'velooked at numbers of households. We
look at distance from the Legislature and so on. |sthere some other
indicator, something else that would give you the degree of
community cohesiveness? For example—and thisisright off thetop
of my head — some people would say that you can tell something
about acommunity's caringness by the degree of their contributions
to charity. We happen to know that in this country Newfoundland's
citizens give more to charity than the citizens of any other province
on aper capitabasis. Arethereany indicatorslikethat which could
be used?

MR. MILLER: Wéll, certainly none of them come to mind. | can
appreciate the difficult job that you have in place. I'm sure you
interpreted my comments as being somewhat malicious, but in order
to find the right answer, we need to explore at least some of the
negativesidesof things. | meant those commentsto be constructive.
| hope you appreciate that.

MR. WORTH: Well, | accept that, and the question | asked you is
adifficult one. | don't know the answer toit. I'm not sure anybody
does, but | thought I'd giveit atry.

MR. MILLER: Well, I wish| could help you in that regard, but there
aren't any obvious solutions to your query, | believe.

MR. WORTH: Thank you.
4:08
THE CHAIRMAN: | just want to mention one thing to you. This
keeps coming up time and time again. Y ou say:
At the outset we question the sensibility of the redistribution

of rural seatsto Calgary and Edmonton in view of the Alberta Court

of Appea upholding the validity and appropriateness of existing

boundaries.
Thereis no doubt that they said that, and that's putting what | want
to say isthe Ken Miller spin on thedecision. They also said that it's
got to be redone and it's not right.

MR. MILLER: Well, | suppose | was depending on secondhand
information. | didn't read the report myself, but certainly the source
of my information indicated that.

THE CHAIRMAN: We're getting that interpretation of the Court of
Appeal decision not only from you but from alot of other people.

MR. MILLER: It appears that the information we had was that if it
was not disagreed with, that in fact was away of agreeing with it.

THE CHAIRMAN: John will read you the. . .

MR. McCARTHY: Maybe I'll take a minute to read some passages

fromthedecision. Y ou might find it somewhat informative. Asyou

know, the chairman of the sel ect committeelast timewasMr. Bogle,

whose committee resulted in the boundaries as they presently are.
The court said as follows:

Mr. Bogle, in cross-examination on his affidavit, said the
elected officials had detected public support for the status quo
because. . .

Thisis quoting Mr. Bogle.
... | think the fact that people were comfortable with knowing
which communities were in the constituency or which, in the case
—this is more so in the rural areas than in the metropolitan cities,
knowing their MLA and the comfort level, whether the MLA was
Opposition or Government, and just a feeling of knowing what they
were dealing with. There was some fear of the unknown.

The court went on to say:

The Chairman added that . . .

Again quoting Mr. Bogle.
“. . . the first priority would be to respect existing constituency
boundaries, if possible . . .”. Thisis, of course, a simple way to
assuage the concern of some voters.

The new electoral map clearly shows the result of that
approach. For example, it was common ground before us that the
population figures indicated the need, in the absence of any specia
considerations, to reduce the number of divisions in southern
Alberta by two. Mr. Bogle acknowledged this in his affidavit . . .
but explained that the committee chose instead to reduce the number
of divisions by one, despite the fact that a further reduction would
eliminate one of the smallest divisions in the province, which, by
happenstance, was that for which he was then the sitting member.
One reason he gives in his affidavit for this decision was that a
further reduction “would have meant a sudden and substantial
reduction inthelevel of representation.” That is, we observe, exactly
the concern of some electors. The concern, we feel constrained to
add, of other electors, those in Metropolitan Alberta, was that their
existing inadequate level of representation would remain reduced.

With respect, this very natural concern of an elected official for
the “comfort zone” of avocal portion of the electorate is not avalid
Charter consideration. The essence of a constitutionally-entrenched
right isthat it permits an individua to stand against even a majority
of the people. Put another way, Canadians entrenched certain
traditional rights for minorities in the Constitution because they do
not trust themselves, in all times and circumstances, to respect those
rights. The fact, then, that a significant number of Albertans do not
like the results of an equal distribution of electoral divisions is no
reason to flinch from insisting that they take the burden as well as
the benefit of democracy as we know it.

I'll read you two more selected passagesin it.

As we have said, the origin of the problem before the
Legislature is the historic imbalance in the level of representation
between agrarian and non-agrarian populations in Alberta. Each
year this problem worsens, because each year urban populations
increase and non-urban populations decrease. We call this a
problem because it impacts significantly on the right to vote of
urban Albertans. This cannot be permitted to continue if Alberta
wishes to call itself ademocracy. The courts, and the people, have
rejected the notion of mechanical one-person, one-vote equality.
That does not mean we can or should accept significant disparities
without reasoned justification just because some members of the
population resist change.
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Their concluding remarks were as follows. It's a fairly lengthy
decision, but I'll just give you their concluding remarks, which you
might find informative.
In the result, we again have decided to withhold any Charter
condemnation.
So that part of your comment was correct.
We do, however, wish to say more precisely what we meant by
“gradual and steady” change. We think that a new and proper
review is essentia before the constitutional mandate of the present
government expires, and, we hope, before the next general election.
We reject any suggestion that the present divisions may rest
until after the 2001 census.
So that's for your information.

THE CHAIRMAN: Thanks, John.
I want to thank you for coming and making your views known.

MR. MILLER: Thank you. The short formisthat we would like to
be associated with the Taber district. We recognize a great deal of
benefit to our educational system from that.

THE CHAIRMAN: Fine.
The next presenter is Mayor Harley Phillips of the town of Taber.

MR. PHILLIPS: Good afternoon and thank you for the opportunity
to make this little presentation to you.

The first concern | would like to put forth is that of the MLA
providing fair and effective representation on behalf of the citizens
of Taber and that communication and liaison take place with our
local government. With the redrawing of the new electoral
boundaries, | do not feel that we will have effective representation
considering the number of different municipal governments along
with the citizens of these areas, especially when one considers the
population and the distancethemember of the provincial Legisature
must try and cover, which will become very difficult when the
Legidatureis sitting.

Thefact isthat we in southern Alberta have not been treated with
thesamefairnessthat thosein the remaining portions of theprovince
have. One seat has already been given up in southern Albertain the
provincial Legislature, and now we again are being addressed
without the remainder of the province of Alberta being addressed.
Therefore, we believe that the Electora Boundaries Commission
erred in its decision not to review the complete province of Alberta.
It is our belief that a complete review of the province of Alberta
must be undertaken to determinewhether thecitizensof the province
of Alberta are being effectively represented or if reductions
provincewide should in fact be made.

Although | agreethat population should play arolein determining
electoral boundaries, total areamust be considered just asimportant
aspopulation. Currently we have alarge number of MLAswho can
travel within their boundaries in a matter of a few minutes from
boundary to boundary whereasin rural Albertatravel time reaches
fromoneto oneand ahalf hours. | would like to emphasize that the
complete province of Alberta should have been reviewed, that this
review should have taken place after the federal census later this
year, and that much greater emphasis should have been placed on
communicating with the citizens of Alberta, affording them the
opportunity to address this commission in the proper manner.

The Electoral Boundaries Commission has effectively removed
the community of interest and the trading areas that are long-

standing with municipalities such as Coutts, Milk River, Warner,
and Coaldale. To be placed in an area where we hold no common
trade areas and agricultural areasiswrong. If aconventiona matrix
had been utilized, it would have been to leave Taber-Warner asis
and simply add the MD of Taber to the north. This would have
covered the community of interest, trading areas, and population.

On behalf of the citizens of Taber and council, werequest that you
reconsider your position that you have taken with anew alignment
of Taber-Warner to that of Taber-Cardston.

Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: Fine.
Well start the questioning with Wally.

MR. WORTH: Mr. Phillips. . .
MR. PHILLIPS: Harley.

MR. WORTH: Okay. Harley, in your submission you say “a
complete review of the Province of Alberta must be undertaken to
determine whether the citizens of the Province . . . are being
effectively represented.” Earlier you referred to the fact that we as
acommission did not review the complete province of Alberta. We
in fact have reviewed the entire province of Alberta, and it's
reflected in our interim report. In our final report we will do so as
well. So I'm wondering what you mean by “a complete review of
the Province of Alberta must be undertaken.” What are you
referring to there, something different from this process?

4:18

MR. PHILLIPS: No. But when | go through your report, there are
areas in the province — Westlock is an example — where you've
perhaps jumped over. | guess | have a concern with the cities,
certainly the number of MLAs they have and the small areas they
haveto cover. When you look at the alderpersonsthat represent that
city and how many MLAS, I'm not so sure that we're not overstaffed
in MLAs n the cities.

MR. WORTH: Okay. Well, just for your information, if you look at
the 83 constituencies in the province, we've recommended change
in 38, or about 40 percent, of them. Weve recommended some
minor changes in a handful, and there are three constituencies that
didn't quitemeet our criteriathat for very special reasonswe decided
not to recommend changein. So overal I'd like you just to ponder
the fact that there has been afair review here, which hasresulted in
asubstantial number of changesthroughout the 83 constituenciesin
the province.

MR. PHILLIPS: Y ou may beright, except that thefeel of the people
isthat southern Albertahas bornethe brunt of the problems and that
nothing that's considered central or northern Alberta has suffered
anything.

MR. WORTH: That may very well be areflection of the fact that the
problems are in southern Alberta, and therefore that's where the
changes have to be made.

MR. GRBAVAC: Harley, | just want to maybe support some of the
comments of my colleagues. There wasn't one constituency in this
province that didn't receive close scrutiny. Unfortunately for the
people in southern Alberta, the commission felt the greatest
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challenges were in southern Alberta, particularly southwestern
Alberta. It may appear on the surface that that was an attempt to
single out aregion of the province. It wasmore, | think, areflection
of thereality that we had a number of constituencies here that were
pushing the envelope in terms of the 25 percent variance and one
specia consideration riding at 38.5. It may appear that an undue
amount of deliberation was placed on the ridings in southern
Alberta, but | want to assure you again that there wasn't oneriding
in this province that wasn't looked at.

MR. PHILLIPS: But none of them were changed, right?

MR. GRBAVAC: About 37 were changed or proposed to be
changed. You may suggest, “Well, sure, you added one more to
Edmonton and Calgary, and you changed them.” Thereality isthat,
no, there was a considerable amount of change as a consequence of
this, maybe not the change you like or maybe not even changel like,
but the premi sethat thiswas not aprovincewide process| don't think
isajudtifiable one. That's al I'm suggesting. We're mandated to
review the 83 constituencies of the province in its entirety.

MR. LEHANE: I'd just like to respond, Harley, to your comments
with respect to the fact that constituencies with larger geographical
areas are more difficult to service and to have effective
representation, and wedon't disagreewiththat. So I'vetaken aquick
look hereto just run down the areas of the constituencies. Thereare
approximately 23 constituenciesthat have larger geographical areas
than Taber-Warner or Cardston, just to give you some idea of where
you fitin. Obviously your areais going to be higher than the urban
areas. Out of approximately just over 40 constituencies, thereare 23
that havealarger area. Theareasof Taber-Warner and Cardston are
both approximately 6,000 square kilometres. By comparison,
Athabasca-Wabascais 124,000. Peace River is 75,000. Dunvegan
i538,000. Lesser Slave Lake is87,000. Chinook is approximately
four timesthe sizewith 23,000. Welooked at all those. | assureyou
that it was not a case where we just looked at southern Alberta.

MR. PHILLIPS: | guess my concern is simply that because of this
distance MLAs haveto travel, you'd be very fortunate indeed on an
MLA's break from the Legislature to be able to meet with him,
whereasthecities are much different. Calgary isan example. From
the time they leave the Legidature and could be someplace in
Calgary to meet with somebody, that could be done quite easily in
two hours. In our area, as an example, as you heard Ron say this
morning, he's maybe five or six hours at best just to get to one
location. Obviously if he's got an hour's drive to another location,
you're talking seven or eight hours in comparison to two hours. So
| don't feel that the representation is as good asit could be. | guess
what I'm suggesting isthat in some cases maybe the numbers aretoo
high in the city and that they should have been looked at as well.
Perhaps that should have been reduced or a better matrix designed
in terms of the city.

Obvioudly I'vehad areal education through thisprocessinasmuch
as, as Bob has indicated at least, there would be a possibility of
splitting Lethbridge. | think he's got an excellent idea, and it could
be used elsewhere: in the city of Calgary, in the city of Edmonton.
| can't see why some of it couldn't be both city and rural at the same
time. | think it would get rid of this we/they syndrome, where the
poor city MLA has no idea of what's going on in the farming
communities. | think representation would be much better; no

question about it.

MR. LEHANE: Well, we've certainly recognized distance from the
Legidature as being a significant factor. If you read our report, it
says that in looking a the time it takes to be an effective
representative, of which a lot is spent traveling by a rural MLA,
particularly at the far end of the province, we have taken that into
account and built it into our matrix.

Moving on to another topic, Harley. If the commission was to
take alook at creating anew constituency that contained the present
Taber-Warner constituency in terms of geography but adding to that
geography — you've aluded to the fact that perhaps part of
Lethbridge could be included in a constituency — could you tell me
where you feel that geography would be best obtained, whether it
would be by going west into the Cardston constituency or going to
the city of Lethbridge or going north of the city of Lethbridge or
going east to the Cypress constituency?

MR. PHILLIPS: Well, let mefirst tell you that | would prefer to see
things |eft asthey are. However, if it's the province's wish to make
some changes, if wewereto try and keep our riding asisand had to
add north of the river, we have everything in common with the
people in the remaining portion of the MD of Taber. However, if
there'salarger split that must take place to meet everybody's needs,
| could see a four-way split in Lethbridge, picking up MLAs and
actually expanding some of the current areas that are here now; in
other words, finding the centre of the population of Lethbridge and
dividing it into four pieces, coming out asfar as Taber-Warner now,
and going north to Little Bow or whatever is necessary. | could see
that working.

MR. LEHANE: So in terms of preference, you'd like to see things
left alone, number one.

MR. PHILLIPS: Y ou bet.

MR. LEHANE: Number two, if there have to be changes, you're
suggesting you would prefer to seethem go northinto therural area,
Picture Butte, up that way, and to the Little Bow constituency.

MR. PHILLIPS: No. | would like to see us take the remaining
portion, yes, north of Taber into the MD of Taber, whichisactualy
aportion of LittleBow. That | believewould be compatible, at |east
intermsof all thetrading, thingsthat we havein common, irrigation
of specialty cropsthat are here. | mean, that would beideal. But |
could also see something of a major split of Lethbridge four ways
and picking up an idea such as that. | redlize that you have a
problem with Cardston.

MR. LEHANE: Y ou haven't mentioned going east or west. Perhaps
you could comment on that.

MR. PHILLIPS: East or west from where?

MR. LEHANE: Wdll, in terms of adding to the existing geography
in Taber-Warner.

MR. PHILLIPS: No, | wouldn't. Taking aportion of Lethbridgeand
putting one MLA in asmall portion of that corner to fit into Taber-
Warner | could see taking place, or | could see taking a portion of
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west Lethbridgeto fit into the Fort Macleod-Cardston area asbeing
apossibility. Takingthenorthwest portion of Lethbridge and adding
that into perhaps the Crowsnest riding | could see working and the
northeast portion of the city of Lethbridge going into Little Bow. |
think something of that nature might work.

4:28

MR. LEHANE: Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: John?
MR. McCARTHY: No questions. Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: Well, Harley, | somewhat resent your statement
that we didn't do a complete review of the province of Alberta,
because we did a complete review of the province of Alberta. We
changed | think something like 43 constituencies with minor
changes. | think that's somewhat of a bad accusation in respect of
what this commission has been doing.

The other part: you said that this review should have taken place
after the federal census of thisyear. Well, | want you to know that
my information is that the federal census isn't completed until May
of thisyear, and the results are not available from that census until
1997 or 1998. So that's not a practical suggestion with respect to
waiting for that census.

MR. PHILLIPS: Well, I'm not sure, by doing it now and having the
federal census come out later, that these boundaries aren't going to
be challenged again in afew years. | mean, we've gone through it
already twice. Thiswill bethe third time.

THE CHAIRMAN: We can't stop achallenge, but it hasto be done
after the 2001 census.

MR. PHILLIPS: | guess | don't consider additional boundary
changes by taking MLASs out of southern Alberta and putting them
in the cities and rejuggling the city boundaries realy electoral
boundary changes. | know what you're saying, but in terms of the
devastation that we're going through — they are not going through
that devastation.

THE CHAIRMAN: Wdll, | think you've been sitting hereall day . . .
MR. PHILLIPS: Yes, | have.

THE CHAIRMAN: . . . so you've heard why we've got the problem
here.

MR. PHILLIPS: Yes.

THE CHAIRMAN: We have decided that two constituencies have
to go. We've decided at this point, unless you change our minds,
that one of them has to be in the Cardston-Taber area. The second
one has to be Chinook. We're coming back to both these areas.
People are unhappy in both these areas with this proposal. It's a
problem.

MR. PHILLIPS: I'm not quite sure whether we'll be able to change
your minds. | know you have a problem, and | appreciate some of
the problems you have.

Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: Okay. Thanks.
The next presenter is Mayor Jim Brown of the village of Grassy
Lake.

MR. BROWN: Well, thank you, hon. chairperson and members. I'd
liketo make the following comments. Sincetherel ease of the 1995-
96 Electoral Boundaries Commission report, 1'd like to voice my
disapproval of some of the recommendations that were made. The
village of Grassy Lakeisnow located inthe most eastern edge of the
Taber-Warner constituency. With the proposed boundary changes,
this areawill be moved to the Cypress constituency. We just came
from there not too long ago.

| feel as many othersin Grassy Lake that this would not provide
us with effective representation. We'd receive an MLA with no
sense of thisareaand its needs. Grassy Lake is very different from
the Medicine Hat area and has very little contact with it. We don't
receive their newspapers, radio and TV dtations, telephone
directories, et cetera

We're agriculturally linked with the Taber area, therefore having
similar concerns with all the communities in the Taber-Warner
constituency. We're part of the municipal district of Taber. Trade
is most always with the centres to the west of Grassy Lake. Our
school isincluded in the school division which also includes Taber
and areas to the south with Warner and Milk River schools. Were
also part of the Chinook regional health authority. Because of all
theselinks, | feel the village of Grassy Lake should remain a part of
this constituency.

| fed that the commission is not treating all constituencies the
same. The southern constituencies seem to betheonly ones affected
by the report while the central and northern constituencies have
basically remained untouched. | think thisis grossly unfair to the
residents of southern and rural Alberta.

MR. WORTH: Jim, | think you've heard our response to this
question of the treatment of southern versus northern Alberta, so |
won't go into that again. Just let me make sure | understand your
message, and | think | do. It seems to me you're saying, “L ook,
we've tried both constituencies, and we like Taber-Warner better
than we like Medicine Hat.”

MR. BROWN: Welikeit asit isnow because of all thethingswe do
together as a community with Taber-Warner.

MR. WORTH: So please don't send us back to Cypress-Medicine
Hat, en?

MR. BROWN: Well, please leave us somewhere.

THE CHAIRMAN: You'l get left somewhere; | can assure you of
that.

MR. BROWN: Thank you.

MR. GRBAVAC: Jm, could you put some rumour to rest for me.
I've heard some rumblings that there may be a move with respect to
Grassy Lake becoming incorporated with the MD of Taber. You
know, that has some inherent implications for maybe the way we
would consider your request. We are to take an eye to future
development, population shifts, things of that nature. |s there any
truth to that rumour that Grassy Lake may in fact become or seek
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designated status as a hamlet within the MD of Taber?

MR. BROWN: The potentia existsfor that to happen. Therewill be
an election on the 22nd. 1 think the Taber Times has got some very
interesting reading today. So that is there.

When you talk about population, we know for a fact that our
population increased by 45 percent recently, in the last five, six
years. We know its growing. We know our population is growing
right now. Thisstudy wasdoneby Municipa Affairs. Wedidn't do
it. They're the ones that told us that. We're very lucky. Our
population isincreasing here.

MR. GRBAVAC: So you're saying, then, that the likelihood is not
that of incorporation with the MD. |sthat what you're saying?

MR. BROWN: No. | didn't answer your question one way or the
other, | guess. | said there was a study done for dissolution. I'm
saying that there will be an election in regards to that matter on the
22nd, and at that particular time the answer will beyesor no. Itis
being looked at to be dissolved, to become a hamlet within the MD
of Taber, yes.

MR. GRBAVAC: And that question's being put to the residents?
MR. BROWN: Yes, the electorate.

MR. GRBAVAC: Pardon me.

MR. BROWN: To the people of the village of Grassy Lake.

MR. GRBAVAC: And that's later this month, did you say?

MR. BROWN: The 22nd of this month.

MR. GRBAVAC: Next week?

MR. BROWN: Yes.

MR. GRBAVAC: So we'll know before we conclude our report.
MR. BROWN: However, wewould still like to stay the way we are,
whether we are residents of the village of Grassy Lake or residents
of ahamlet of the MD of Taber.

MR. GRBAVAC: Yeah, and | appreciate that. The reason | asked
is that then you would be a part of the municipal district of Taber
and not necessarily viewed in a different context but maybe
represented by a different municipality. It has an impact on our
matrix, | guess. Let me be really specific. It has an impact on the
way our matrix is applied, Jim.

MR. BROWN: Yesah.

THE CHAIRMAN: Joe?

MR. LEHANE: No questions. Thanks.

THE CHAIRMAN: John?

MR. McCARTHY: No questions. Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: No questionsfromme. Thanksfor coming, Jim.
MR. BROWN: Thank you, gentlemen.
THE CHAIRMAN: The next presenter is Lynn McLennan.

MS McLENNAN: Thank you for the opportunity to make a
presentation to the commission this afternoon with regards to the
proposed electoral boundary changes affecting Taber-Warner. |
reside in the town of Coaldale and have been an elector within the
Taber-Warner constituency for the past seven years. | have been
very pleased with thequality of representation offered by my present
and past MLASs. I'm herebeforeyoutoday to protest therealignment
of the bordersin my constituency and to request that the commission
reconsider this proposal and |eave the boundaries as they are at the
present time.

Although | have not lived in Coaldale al my life, | do recognize
the fact that Taber and Coaldale as two parts of the constituency
have shared common interests since 1923. This historical linkage
occurs with regard to agriculture, transportation routes, and natural
geographic boundaries. Intheareaof agriculturethetwo areasshare
a bond with regard to production of irrigated crops such as sugar
beets, potatoes, and various vegetable crops. Because Taber isthe
siteof processing plants, these cropsaretransportedin that direction
for processing and marketing. Although I'm not directly involvedin
the agricultural industry, I'm cognizant of the fact that the proposed
boundary changes would attempt to link us to an area with
predominantly dryland farming. Not only would an important
economic link be severed, but there would be no common bond
between the type of agriculture in the Coaldale area and that of the
Vulcan-Little Bow area.

4:38

This economic trade/processing/marketing link is but one reason
for thetransportation routesto develop asthey have already. Itisno
coincidencethat Highway 3 from Coaldaleto Taber isin the process
of being twinned. Thisisanatural trade and transportation routefor
this part of the constituency. Numerous people commute in this
east-west direction for purposes of employment, recreation, and
shopping. Never have | had a need to travel to the VVulcan areafor
any of these reasons. Therefore, it is my opinion that the proposed
boundary alignment ignores the main trade transportation corridor.
Doyouredlizethat if these changes occur, Highway 3inlessthan 50
miles will pass through four different constituencies starting at
Lethbridge, continuing through Little Bow, Cardston-Chief
Mountain, and ending at Cypress-MedicineHat? Natural geographic
boundarieswith respect to the Oldman River and Highway 3 already
exist. These boundaries accurately reflect and define the Taber-
Warner constituency.

To reiterate, defying what is natural and common immediately
creates barriers between groups forced into political entities. To
destroy the historical, economic, and geographic relationship
between Taber and Coal dale makes no sense to me.

As an Albertan who lives in the southern part of the province, |
think it goes without saying that our access to our MLA and
therefore to government in general will bereduced if your proposed
changes remain. The only link between constituents and
government in Edmontonisour MLA. Our representativefor Taber-
Warner must spend hours traveling from the constituency to
Edmonton. These are hours which are taken away from the
constituents which he/sherepresents. Asagovernment employee |
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make required trips to our capita city, and I'm well aware of the
distance and time factors. If one of your concerns is to maintain
effectiverepresentation, | cannot understand how representation can
be anything but less effective given the proposed population
increase, the important factor of distance from Edmonton, and the
fact that the proposal combines areas that do not naturally link
together.

Asacitizen of asmall Albertatown, | am very concerned with the
removal of MLAs from our part of the province and the fact that
additional MLAs go to the largest cities, Calgary and Edmonton. |
am aso very disturbed with the fact that under your proposal
northern constituencies have been alowed to remain the same or
undergo minor revisions. | must question why some constituencies
can be left status quo while others cannot. Isthe criteriawithin the
meatrix applied equally? Although | do not have any experiencein
the process of boundary revision, as an Albertan | am able to judge
the fairness or unfairness, the equality or inequality within this
process.

The proposed boundaries are not logical, and they don't make
sense to those who live here. Things which are not reasonable and
fair will not work. | urge you to take into account the variety of
reasons for reconsidering this proposal. Although my first
preference would be to have Taber-Warner constituency remain the
same, if change is necessary, could Cardston-Chief Mountain
possibly be realigned north and south versus east and west? Have
you considered the possibility of an urban/rural riding?

In summary, I'd just like to make afew notes, | guess, about afew
of the pointsthat | made in the proposal. | guess| don't understand
why Taber-Warner isbeing split up and separated theway itis. The
historical linkage between Coaldale and Taber | think is one that's
gone on for along time. | think were ailmost being penalized for
living in this area by being put into different constituencies. Five
years from now we may undergo the same process and be in yet
another constituency.

Thank you for your timein allowing me to present my remarks.

THE CHAIRMAN: Well let John McCarthy dea with you first.
MR. McCARTHY: No questions. Thanks.

THE CHAIRMAN: Joe?

MR. LEHANE: No questions. Thank you.

MR. GRBAVAC: Lynn, | don't agreewith you fromthe premisethat
you're being penalized for living in this part of Alberta. On the
contrary, | would suggest to you that some people think that under
the current configuration you're advantaged by living in this part of
the area, given the pushing of the 25 percent envelope with regard
to the MLAs in this area and special consideration ridings of
Cardston and Chinook. | can assureyou that there'sno regional bias
with respect to southern Alberta. 1t was simply an assessment of the
reality asit existsand some deliberati ons being applied to proposing
some change to southern Alberta.

Y ou're suggesting that werealign Cardston-Chief M ountain north
and south. | assume, then, that you're suggesting we put the western
portion of the Cardston-Chief Mountain constituency with the area
including the Crowsnest Pass and the eastern portion with Taber-
Warner. Isit fair to assume that's what you're saying, or are you
saying to put that part of the provincein alignment with a portion of

the city of Lethbridge?
MS McLENNAN: With the city of Lethbridge.

MR. GRBAVAC: So you're suggesting that maybe we look at the
west side of the city of Lethbridge and align them with Cardston-
Chief Mountain.

MS McLENNAN: Yes.

MR. GRBAVAC: Okay. Thank you.
THE CHAIRMAN: Wally?

MR. WORTH: No questions.

THE CHAIRMAN: Wéll, Lynn, you come here and seem to want to
give us the impression that southern Alberta's the hardest done by
and why didn't we pick some other part of Alberta. If you look at
the map of past electoral boundaries and you look at southern
Alberta, the variances were 20 and 24 and 23 and 38 percent. This
was the most logical place to take a constituency away from to give
it to either Edmonton or Calgary, because they had variances of plus
24 and plus 23. Y ou've got to remember what the Charter says and
what the court case says. If wewere going to make a correction, the
most logical placeto makethe correction was here. | think you may
have heard that before. Y ou can disagree with it if you want, but |
can tell you that if there's going to be a change made in Alberta —
and the court said there's got to be a change — this is where the
change has got to be.

This particular areahas a little bit of aspecial problem —and you
can hear it today, but people seem to not want to talk about it —and
that's the fact that you have this constituency of Cardston. You're
saying: Taber-Warner, keep it theway it was; Cardston, moveit into
Lethbridge. If it weren't for the particular problem, the answer
would beto merge Cardston and Taber-Warner, but the peopledon't
want that, and we have to work with that problem.

MS McLENNAN: It still seems like we are being penalized given
the increased populations.

THE CHAIRMAN: Well, whoin Albertashoul d be penalized before
you? Tell me.

MS McLENNAN: Who should be?
THE CHAIRMAN: Y esh.

MS McLENNAN: Weéll, | think it should be applied equaly
throughout the province.

THE CHAIRMAN: Wdll, | don't think that's agood answer. You're
entitled to your answer.
Thanks for coming.

MS McLENNAN: Thanks.
THE CHAIRMAN: Well, we have time for walk-ons. |s anybody

sitting here who has been listening all afternoon who thinks they
have something they can add to the hearings? We're prepared to
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hear them, and if there's not, we're going to adjourn.
We're adjourning, then, until 7 o'clock.

[The hearing adjourned from 4:47 p.m. to 7 p.m.]

THE CHAIRMAN: Well, ladies and gentlemen, | want to welcome
you and to say good evening. | would aso like to make a few
introductory remarks.

My name is Edward R. Wachowich, and | am chairman of the
AlbertaElectoral BoundariesCommission. I'malso the Chief Judge
of the Provincial Court of Alberta. | feel certain that my other job
in the court is much easier than my work with the commission.
Hopefully beforethis second round of hearingsis concluded, | shall
be able to decide which job is more difficult.

Let me introduce you to the other members of the commission.
Robert Grbavac of Raymond ison my immediate | eft, Joe Lehane of
Innisfail ison my immediate right, John McCarthy of Calgary ison
my far right, and Wally Worth of Edmonton is on my far left. The
five people you see before you make up the commission. | want to
say that we are very happy to be here to receive your comments and
your criticisms and to consider your thinking with respect to the
proposals that we have made in our report, released in January.

Why are we here? The commission is here to listen to your
comments on the proposals made with respect to the electoral
boundaries in Albertain our first report, which | believe received
very wide circulation throughout the province. The commission is
charged by law to examine the areas, the boundaries, and the names
of electoral divisionsin Albertaand to make recommendations with
respect to them.

As | have said, we made the preliminary recommendations in
January. These recommendations were given wide publicity, and
more than 3,000 copies of our report have been circulated
throughout the province. We fedl that on the second round of
hearings we need only listen to your reactions, evaluate your
comments and critiques, and move on to our final conclusion with
respect to our mandate.

| want to assure you that every member of the commission has
reviewed the law and the literature which has been recently written
concerning electoral boundariesin Alberta. | want to tell you that
we have reached preliminary conclusions with respect to our
mandate, but | also want to tell you that our minds are not closed,
nor have we reached any final conclusion. Every member of this
commission has given these matters a lot of thought, and in
reviewing the law, the work of previous commissions and
committees which have studied boundaries in Alberta and in
reviewing what the courtshave said about el ectoral boundariesinthe
province of Alberta and in Canada, we've attempted to craft a
preliminary proposal that will assure that all of the citizens of
Albertaand all of the regions of Albertaare adequately represented
in the Legidlative Assembly of Alberta.

In order to put our second round of hearingsin perspective, | want
to present a brief summary of the electoral boundaries law. Our
function is to review the existing electoral boundaries and to make
proposals to the Legidative Assembly about the area, the
boundaries, and the names of the electoral divisionsin Alberta

We have a very limited time to accomplish this work. We
submitted areport to the Speaker of the Legislative Assembly in late
January and must now, after a second round of public hearings,
submit our concluding report to the Speaker before the end of June
of thisyear.

Asl'vesaid, thecommissionisrequired to hold two sets of public
hearings. The first set of hearings was completed last year in
November. This second set of hearings will be completed in April
of this year, and after we have considered the input from the
hearings, wewill craft our final report for submission to the Speaker
of the Legidative Assembly.

We are required to hold public hearingsto enabl e representations
to be made to us by any person or organization in Alberta about the
area, the boundaries, and the names of electoral divisions that we
have set out in our first report. | believe we have given reasonable
notice of the times and places for this second round of hearings.

The commission hasthe power to changeits mind with respect to
its preliminary proposal. When the second round of hearings is
completed, we will also complete our deliberations and lay before
the Speaker our final proposalswith respect to electoral boundaries.
The Speaker shall make the report public. It shall be published in
the Alberta Gazette.

If more than one report is submitted from among the members of
the commission, the report of the majority is the report of the
commission, but if thereis no majority, my report, or the report of
the chair, shall be the report of the commission.

The fina report of the commission is then laid at the earliest
opportunity before the Legidative Assembly, immediately if it is
then sitting or within seven days after the beginning of the next
sitting.

Thenitisuptothe Legidlative Assembly by resolution to approve
or to approve with alterations the proposals of the commission and
tointroduce aBill to establish new electoral divisionsfor Albertain
accordance with the resolution. This law would then come into
force when proclaimed before the holding of the next general
election.

Population rules. Population means the most recent populations
set out in the most recent decennia census of the population of
Alberta as provided by Statistics Canada. We are aso required to
add the population of Indian reserves that were not included in the
censusas provided by thefederal department of Indian and northern
affairs.  But if the commission believes there is another
provincewide census more recent than the decennia census
compiled by Stati stics Canadawhich providesthe population for the
proposed electoral divisions, then the commission may usethisdata.

Number of electoral divisions. The second rule is that the
commission isrequired to divide Albertainto 83 proposed electoral
divisions. The commission may take into consideration any factors
it considers appropriate, but it must and shall takeinto consideration
the following.

Relevant considerations: one, the requirement for effective
representation as guaranteed by the Canadian Charter of Rightsand
Freedoms; two, sparsity and density of population; three, common
community interests and community organizations including those
of Indian reserves and Méitis settlements; four, whenever possible
existing community boundaries within the cities of Edmonton and
Calgary; five, the existing municipal boundaries; six, the number of
municipalities and other local authorities; seven, geographical
features including existing road systems; eight, the desirability of
understandable and clear boundaries.

Population of electoral divisions. The population rule is that a
proposed electoral division must not be more than 25 percent above
or below the average population for all 83 electoral divisions. There
isan exception to the 25 percent rule. In the case of not more than
four proposed electora divisions the commission may have a
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population that is as much as 50 percent below the average
population of the electora divisions in Alberta if three of the
following five criteria are met: one, the area exceeds 20,000 square
kilometres or the surveyed area of the proposed electoral division
exceeds 15,000 sguare kilometres; two, the distance from the
Legislature Building in Edmonton to the nearest boundary of any
proposed electoral division by themost direct highway routeismore
than 150 kilometres; three, thereisno town in the proposed el ectoral
division that has apopulation exceeding 4,000 people; four, thearea
of the proposed electoral division contains an Indian reserve or a
M étis settlement; five, the proposed el ectoral division has a portion
of its boundary coterminous with a boundary of the province of
Alberta.

Crowsnest Pass. For our purposesthe boundaries Act instructsus
that the municipality of Crowsnest Passis not atown.

This is a very general overview of the legislation, but we must
now also turn to the guidancethat hasbeen provided by the Supreme
Court of Canada and the Supreme Court of Alberta. The
commission wishes to note that many persons may not agree with
our interpretation of these decisions. Be that as it may, we are
certainly prepared to hear argument on the various points and to
reconsider our position.

What have the Supreme Courts said? The Supreme Court of
Canada and the Alberta Court of Appea have agreed that the right
to vote under the Charter includes, one, the right to vote; two, the
right to have the political strength or value or force of the vote an
elector casts not unduly diluted; three, the right to effective
representation; four, theright to havethe parity of thevotesof others
diluted but not unduly in order to gain effective representation or as
amatter of practical necessity.

The rulings of the Supreme Courts as well as the electoral
boundaries Act must guide our decisions and ultimately the
proposals that we make to the Legidature.

Our focus. The commission clearly stated in its report that it
wishesto merge anumber of rural electoral divisionsand to add one
electoral divisionto Calgary and oneel ectoral divisionto Edmonton.
We invite you to comment on these proposals in their particulars.
We have put before the people of Alberta our preliminary
conclusions with respect to this matter. We have not reached any
final conclusions.

The commission now wishes to hear the views of Albertans with
respect to our first report and the focus | have described. Please let
me assure you that our deliberationsare preliminary at thispoint and
that no final conclusions have been reached.

The commission shall not move to the consideration of final
proposals without the benefit of input from individuas and
organizations in Alberta. Indeed, this is the whole purpose of the
second round of public hearings.

| aso want to say that without public input the work of the
commission will be seriously impaired. We want to hear the
arguments and reasoning of all organizations and individuals in
Albertawith respect to the area, the boundaries, and the names of the
electoral divisions.

I now call upon our first presenter this evening, Christina Audet,
| think from Writing Stone, Alberta. Thelast time | described it as
Sleeping Stone or Stepping-Stone.

7:10
MRS. AUDET: It's Writing-on-Stone.

THE CHAIRMAN: Writing-on-Stone. I'm sorry.

MRS. AUDET: It'salong way from Milk River anyway.

First of dl, I'd liketo thank you for the opportunity to speak again.
I've prepared awritten submission, and I'm going to read it, all of it.
If you have any questionswhile I'm reading, fedl freeto interrupt me
and we can talk.

| return to your commission after reading the report on proposed
changes, after rereading my November submission, and I'm
somewhat confused. The suggestion of this commission on page 21
was that two special-case electoral divisions be removed, Chinook
and Cardston-Chief Mountain, and be merged with their
neighbouring constituencies, yet in actual fact Cardston-Chief
Mountain still existsinitsentirety and with the benefit of additional
assorted pieces of the present Taber-Warner constituency.

According to the map enclosed with thereport, it is Taber-Warner
that has been merged with neighbouring divisionsand which, if this
proposal is passed, will no longer exist. The lack of forthrightness
needlessly complicates an dready difficult issue. | say, “Why are
you dissolving Taber-Warner?’ and the commission answers: “But,
no, you misunderstand. It is Cardston-Chief Mountain which has
been merged.” The discussion quickly ends.

My second source of confusion resides in the summary of major
themes found on page 13. Here you taly up the submissions you
received in November according to their major themes. Now, |
realizethat you don't seethisprocess asareferendum, but surely you
can't overlook the fact that there were an overwhelming number of
submissions that spoke for either no change — there were 101 — or
even reducing the number of divisions; therewere40. | also suspect
that most of the reports that dwelt on effective representation, of
which there were 98, were also in fact arguing for no change. |
know | was. So why are you changing the boundaries, not reducing
electoral divisions, and, in my mind, making representation where
| live essentially ineffective?

Clearly theleast popular theme was representation by population
—therewere 27 —yet you end the report on page 56 by telling usthat
“the ratio of urban electoral divisons to urban population
[compares] as 68% of electoral divisions to 67% of total
population.” That sounds like rep by pop to me.

As| seeit, once again my major concern is the issue of effective
representation. Here's my problem. | live 30 miles east of Milk
River, which is just six miles north of a major coterminous
boundary. As a result of a major restructuring in education and
health recently, I've been amalgamated into a hew school district,
whichisin Taber. | livein the Chinook RHA, which isbased out of
Lethbridge. Now you're suggesting that | become a member of the
Cypress constituency, which, as you know, includes the city of
Medicine Hat. That Greek analogy —you know, the procrustean bed
— holds some merit in my case.

If you insist on making changesin my area, at least keep in mind
the variations you deem important in your own matrix; namely,
allow meto remain within my existing school and hospital districts.
These changes have gone extremely well because they take into
account my present community of interest, utilize existing road
systems, and follow already existing municipa boundaries.

My community of interest is not Medicine Hat. It is Taber or
Lethbridge. Y our new boundaries will separate me from the Taber
school division where | work. The hospital that is aready 30 miles
away will become the only hospital for my area in the Cypress
congtituency.  Frankly, I'm concerned about the level of
representation | can expect from aperson so geographically removed
from my world. These are very real issues for me because | find
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myself in this situation federally. During the last federal election |
was totally uninformed, and | can assure you it was not due to lack
of interest.

My television does not carry a Medicine Hat station. My radio
does not pick up a Medicine Hat frequency. My mailbox is
understandably filled with electoral information for the Lethbridge
region. Any introductory poli sci course will teach you that the
cornerstone of democracy isan interested and educated voter. This
simply will not be possible under the conditions that you suggest.

Now, | was very supportive of both the education and the health
changes becauseg, first of al, | felt that they were necessary, and
secondly, | felt that the changes were reasonabl ein that they allowed
for adequate representation. I'm afraid | can't say the same for this
proposal.

| don't understand why you would take me out of Taber-Warner,
which has a matrix difficulty score of 48, and place me in a
constituency which hasamore difficult level of, | believe, 55. | can
only presume, since there were no figures given in the report, that
the addition of the whole southeastern portion of Taber-Warner
would then make this an extremely difficult constituency on your
matrix.

As your report suggests, the pace of change in Alberta recently
has been unusually rapid. | fedl it is necessary now more than ever
to ensure that the population as a whole is adequately represented.
“Slow and steady progress with respect to redressing any inequities
in the present configuration”: | quote you on page 8. That may be
politically expedient for you in these times of change, but from
where| sit, it looks blatantly unfair.

| don't understand why only boundaries in the south of the
province are being atered while regions in northern Alberta with
similar situations are being left untouched. On page 46 you discuss
extraordinary variances, and you compare these to the matrix
rankings. Clearly, there were seven other regions with greater
population variances than Taber-Warner, three others within 1
percent in addition to that seven, yet we were selected to be
amalgamated. On what basis? Why are the new figures after
redistribution not in the report? | don't understand what they're
going to look like when everything'srearranged. Also, why areyou
placing so much emphasis on popul ation variance when population
itself is only one of 10 things discussed in the matrix?

Again | remind you that the overwhel ming number of submissions
indicated a concern with adequate representation, |ess government,
and not representation by population purely. Thiswas aviewpoint
endorsed by McLachlin herself when she made her Supreme Court
decision.

The difficult ridings are also the most sparsely populated. If you
follow through on your redistribution plans and make them even
larger to accommodate population, won't they then become even
more difficult to represent?

Y ou increased representation in Calgary and Edmonton, yet they
scored the lowest on the matrix. You made them even easier to
represent. You did so based solely, asfar as| can see, on one aspect
of the matrix, namely population.

| don't understand why you find it necessary to add seats to
Calgary and Edmonton when most of the province seems to be
asking for less government. Why not slowly reconfigure one
northern riding, one southern riding, and not add any urban ridings?
This would accomplish at least two things: two less MLAs and a
perception of more equal redistribution of the rural vote.

You've gone to an enormous amount of work to provide a

framework that ensures that the popul ation of Albertais adequately
represented, because we al agree that this is essential to our
democratic principle. But at the end of the day, if I, one ordinary
citizen, cannot have a voice in the deliberations of government,
cannot bring grievances and concerns to the attention of my
government representative simply because of wherel live, then your
plan hasfailed. | would ask you to reconsider the proposal.
Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you.
Well start the questioning with John.

MRS. AUDET: Oh, you mean | have to answer questions?

THE CHAIRMAN: Yes. You can't just come here and make alot
of statements and expect to run away.

MRS. AUDET: | was kidding.

7:20

MR. McCARTHY': Just a couple of comments. First of all, the Act
under which this commission was created of course was passed by
the Legidative Assembly of the province of Alberta, and our
mandateis 83 seats. We're only allowed to make recommendations
on the basis of the number of seats that exist now. | suspect you're
right. In any independent polling that was done, probably the vast
majority of Albertanswould want fewer across the board, but that's
not within our mandate because of the legidlation.

The second point isthat our function—and | mentioned thisin one
of the earlier sessions today — is one of reporting to the Legislature
with recommendations. The Legidative Assembly is the one that
will be deciding what the configurations ultimately will be. They
have the choice to either accept, reject, or amend our report.

Now, with that said, | just have a couple of questions. Earlier
today — the themes that you've come up with are.. . .

MRS. AUDET: Not new?

MR. McCARTHY: . . . not new from this morning's and this
afternoon's sessions. It seems to me, from what 1've heard, that if
you |ooked at the eastern boundary of the constituency asit presently
is, most people are saying that would be the most acceptable
boundary ascompared to the proposed changethat isbeforeyou. It's
much more acceptable because of the community of interest, and |
know that you'reright in there, down there at Writing-on-Stone park.
So you're saying something that's consistent in that your community
of interest is more with the Lethbridge area than the Medicine Hat
area.

MRS. AUDET: Absolutely.

MR. McCARTHY: So let's assume that we | eft that boundary asiit
is, and then let's assume as well that you left the geographic
component of Taber-Warner as it is but then had to add some
population and some geography. Where would you suggest that we
add it?

MRS. AUDET: You're asking me if we had the bottom half of
Taber-Warner as it presently exists?

MR. McCARTHY:: All I'm saying is let's assume that the Taber-
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Warner constituency isasit is now.

MRS. AUDET: Whichisjust theway | likeit.

MR. McCARTHY: Yes. And now if | said to you that we haveto
add a certain amount of geography and population to the
constituency, wherewould you . . .

MRS. AUDET: | guesswe'd go north.

MR. McCARTHY: Your preference would be north? Any reason
why?

MRS. AUDET: That's my community of interest.

MR. McCARTHY : That's consistent with what we've heard earlier.
There's the school division. . .

MRS. AUDET: That'swhere| travel to for business.

MR. McCARTHY: Okay.

MRS. AUDET: That'swherel go.

MR. McCARTHY: Thank you.

MR. LEHANE: When you're suggesting that you would look north
in terms of any expansion if it were necessary, are you talking about
therural area or the city of Lethbridge?

MRS. AUDET: Rural.

MR. LEHANE: What do you think about having part of the city of
Lethbridge in your constituency?

MRS. AUDET: I'm not sure I'd be comfortable with that.
MR. LEHANE: Why?

MRS. AUDET: I'm not sure they have the same interests for
somebody to represent both rural and urban.

MR. McCARTHY: We've heard earlier today that there's a large
component of the Lethbridge population that isfarm related, retired
related, et cetera.

MRS. AUDET: | guess what | don't understand is why we would
have to make those changes at all.

MR. McCARTHY: Well, what we're faced with — we've reviewed
this again a number of times earlier today, but we're at the uneasy
junction of the authority of the Legislature and the authority of the
courts. It doesn't appear that the Legislature really wants to make
these changes, but it's being pushed to do so as a result of court
decisions.

MRS. AUDET: Specifically this area.

MR. McCARTHY: Yes. The Court of Appeal did focus on this
particular area when they came down with their judgment in 1994.

Perhaps just for your own information and because there are some
new people here tonight, | could just indicate to you a couple of
passages from the court's decision. Or have you reviewed it? Have
you seen it?

MRS. AUDET: Yeah.
MR. McCARTHY: You have? Wdll, | won't do it then.

MRS. AUDET: My question, as| stated in my report, isthat I'm not
just sure on what basis our constituency has been chosen, asit were,
to be divided up. | don't understand why we can't just be left
perfectly alone. | mean, we'rewithin the 25 percent variancelegally.

MR. McCARTHY: Yes, | know, but the courts have indicated that
change has to occur somewhere, someplace to some extent.
Remember my earlier premise: supposing that in your constituency
the geography staysthe same asit isbut there are some things added
toit. You'veindicated that your preference is to the north. Now,
that'son the presumption that if you had to have change, that'swhere
you would prefer to go.

MRS. AUDET: That'sright. Reluctantly.
MR. McCARTHY : Okay.

MR. LEHANE: There's| believe some concern expressed by you in
terms of your thought: why are welooking at thisarea? Maybel can
help you alittle bit with that. You have next to the Taber-Warner
constituency Cardston-Chief Mountain. Cardston-Chief Mountain
has minus 38.5 percent in terms of a negative population variance
from the provincial quotient. It's not surrounded by constituencies
that have populations that are close to the quotient or above the
quotient from which you could fix that.

MRS. AUDET: Can't go north?

MR. LEHANE: Well, let mejust tell you. Cardston-Chief Mountain
is minus 38.5. If you go north to Little Bow, it's minus 21.5.
Pincher Creek is minus 20.3; Taber-Warner, minus 21.8; and
Cypress-Medicine Hat, minus 23.8. And | think we can agree that
you can't go south, if we can't agree on anything else.

MRS. AUDET: Well, not legally.

MR. LEHANE: So we have that situation. It's a difficult situation
to deal with.

Wea so havethefact that both Taber-Warner and Cardston-Chief
Mountain have areas of approximately 6,000 square kilometres.
Now, when we talk about other specia consideration areas, on the
other extreme we'retal king about Athabasca-\Wabascawith 124,000
square kilometres. They just don't fit in the same category in terms
of special consideration.

MRS. AUDET: But we'renot aspecial consideration; Taber-Warner
isn't.

MR. LEHANE: Cardston-Chief Mountain is.

MRS. AUDET: Right.
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MR. LEHANE: All the other constituencies surrounding it are
pushing the envelope in terms of the population variance, so that's
why we have to look at that area. | hope that helps explain.

MRS. AUDET: Uh-huh.

MR. GRBAVAC: Christing, you're repeating a theme we've heard
numeroustimestoday, and | suspect we may hear it againtomorrow.
With respect to one of your questions — why wasn't the north
touched?— | think the report alluded to some areas where there was
asignificant deviance from the population quotient. None of those
ridings, specifically Drayton Valley-Calmar, Barrhead-Westlock —
the third one escapes me for the moment — and Dunvegan, approach
the variance that existsin southern Alberta. They werein the order
of something less than 20 percent. The constituencies in southern
Albertaare in the order of something in excess of 20 percent.

MRS. AUDET: Isn't Westlock quite similar to ours?

MR. GRBAVAC: It'sabout 16, | believe. Without checkingthrough
my figures, | believeit's about 16 or 16 and a half percent variance
from the population quotient, if I'm not mistaken there. To
compound the problem, we've got a constituency here that gets
specia consideration.

The courts have said that they reject the notion that the current
configuration should rest until the next election. Now, you can
interpret that in avariety of ways. Asameatter of fact, we've been
told by one member appearing before usto simply ignoretheruling
of the Supreme Court of Alberta, the Court of Appeal. “Just ignore
them. They're trying to make social policy. Ignorethem.” | don't
feel wecandothat. We have aCharter of Rights, and the Charter of
Rightshasbeen interpreted by the Supreme Court of Canadaand the
Court of Appeal in Alberta.

Now, in the Cardston constituency, if we can give sufficient
reason astoitsvariance, that being 38.5, | supposewe could appease
the courts and we could appease the court of public opinion and
satisfy ourselves, if we had areason that Cardston was sufficiently
unique and separate and distinct from the other, | believe, 15 or 16
constituenciesthat lay claim to the exact same set of criteriathat led
to Cardston being given specia consideration. Now, if you can give
usareason that . . .

7:30
MRS. AUDET: | have awhole different idea.

MR. GRBAVAC: Fair enough, and | look forward to hearing it.
Unfortunately, we can't just look at Taber-Warner or Little Bow or
Cypress or Crowsnest or Fort Macleod or, for that matter, Cardston
inisolation. There'saramification on the entire province, in effect,
when you start to move one boundary. | guessmaybethisgivesabit
of a background. It's maybe a bit of a dissertation and not
necessarily a question, but I'm trying to answer some of the
guestions you've posed to us.

MRS. AUDET: Thiskind of posesanother question from methough.
Then why not just rearrangetherural ridings and not add moreto the
urban centres, if that's such abig problem?

MR. GRBAVAC: It's because we have no choice on the 83.

MRS. AUDET: | know. That'swhat | mean. If you have no choice

on the 83, leaveit at 83. Okay? You're saying that these variances
are too hig, so rearrange them so that the variances aren't so large
and then not add any more in the cities.

MR. GRBAVAC: Yes. Fair enough. I'mtrying to point that out.

What you're suggesting is that we take some population from
LittleBow, Fort Macleod, Crowsnest, Cypress, or Taber-Warner and
give it to Cardston to even things out. They don't have the
population to give because they're all pushing the envelope. Doyou
see the dilemmathat we'rein?

MRS. AUDET: Uh-huh.

MR. GRBAVAC: All of those ridings are at the virtual maximum
deviation fromthe electoral quotient, and therearen't enough people
in them to give to Cardston to bring them up, unfortunately. That's
why we looked at splitting the city of Lethbridge, because they in
effect are at or dightly abovethe electoral quotient. That wasgiven
some consideration, taking the city of Lethbridge and dividing it. |
think the notion that we paid the greatest amount of attention to was
giving oneriding to the city and splitting the other two with the two
rura ridings around it. We chose not to put that in our interim
report, feeling that the city of Lethbridge fit the model of two
constituencies very well.

MRS. AUDET: The precedent last time was that people didn't like
that anyway.

MR. GRBAVAC: That's right. Well, some people don't like it.
Medicine Hat likes it. Grande Prairie likes it. There are some
peopleintheprovincewho likeit, but therewasageneral perception
that it wasn't liked.

So I'mtrying to answer your questionsbecause| think they'revery
valid questions, but we have a problem in southern Alberta, and
we're looking for potential solutions.

MRS. AUDET: | guess| felt our riding wasn't broken, so | didn't see
why we needed to fix it, that kind of attitude.

MR. GRBAVAC: Sometimes your neighbour's problems are your
problems inadvertently or reluctantly.

MR. WORTH: Christing, I'd like to change the nature of the
conversation alittle here. As| understand your comments, they're
based really on avery strong concern for effective representation.

MRS. AUDET: True.

MR. WORTH: That's one of the things we're wrestling with as a
commission: how do you define that, and what are the components
of effective representation? Could you just take a minute or so to
say in your own words what effective representation meansto you?

MRS. AUDET: | guessyou said it best in your report when you said
that it allows people the opportunity to speak. It allows them the
opportunity to be heard. So they can go to their MLA and they
know that their M LA will understand their concernsbecausethey are
intheir community, they're part of the community. My concernwith
abig, big riding is that I'll be talking to somebody that has no idea
of what | speak. So representation to meis being able to represent
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every individual's needs.
MR. WORTH: Okay. Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: Well, Christina, you pose quite afew problems
and you ask some questions. | want to say that all the questions
you've posed today have been answered once, twice, and maybe
threetimes. Y ouweren't herethismorning or thisafternoon. | don't
blame you for not being here, because | wouldn't want to sit herefor
that length of time. Rather than me go through my explanations
again, | want to make this announcement. There are copies of the
transcripts of today's hearingswhich are going to be printed. They'll
be available in about two weeks time. Y ou can get a copy of those
transcripts by getting in touch with the Chief Electoral Officer,
whose address and phone number you will see. They will also be
available from the constituency office of Ron Hierath.
You'vedoneavery diligent job and have worked hard, and you're
quite effective at making your presentation. | would recommend
that you read what has been said here today and what will be said.
Thanks for coming.

MRS. AUDET: Thank you.
THE CHAIRMAN: The next presenter is Don Gilmore.

MR. GILMORE: Good evening. To start I'd like to thank the
commission for the opportunity to address them regarding a very
difficult task that was put before them. | feel it wasn't only a
difficult task but, with al due respect, an impossible one.

In reviewing the submissionsthe commission received in 1995, of
the 266 respondents, 27 wanted change. The change they wanted
was representation by population. But what about the other 239
respondents? According to the commission's report, these people
wanted effective representation and over a hundred wanted no
change at al. The town of Taber residents who I've talked to
following their reading of thisreport fed frustrated in that the voice
of the people goes unheard.

When one reads this report, we see the terminology “effective
representation” used throughout. Gentlemen, in Alberta we have
effective representation. For example, we can take a riding like
Taber-Warner: 6,600 square kilometres, over 24,000 residents, 18
elected or appointed boards, 500 kilometres from the Legidature,
and one MLA. We can compare this to a riding like Edmonton-
Whitemud: 29,000 residents, 91 square kilometres, four elected or
appointed boards, and 18 other MLAs to represent or hear their
concerns. It's obvious who has effective representation.

When one looks at the proposed changes put forth by the
commission, it appears that the only consideration was getting the
numbersright. If numbers are the primary consideration, it can be
said that the commission is negligent in providing many of therural
citizens of Alberta with the opportunity to have their concerns
effectively addressed by their aready stretched elected
representative.

The matrix the commission used also had some serious flaws.
With only alimited amount of time, | will mention only afew. The
specia considerations given to Cardston-Chief Mountain are no
longer there. Why? The Blood Indian reservation in the Cardston-
Chief Mountain riding hasover 7,000 residents, isone of the biggest
reservations in Canada, but has the same consideration as one with
much smaller numbers.

Therelevant considerations, likeour economictraderoutes: wedo
more retail and commercia trade with the communities of the
existing riding than we do in the proposed changes. The existing
riding has strong agricultural similarities such as irrigation and
specidty crops, and again it appears that these relevant
considerations meant little in the making up of these proposed
changes.

The most important consideration overlooked is the fact that the
riding isworking well. It falsinto the 25 percent variance, so why
change a system that is working? Just for the sake of change? |
hope not.

Again I'll refer to the 266 submissions presented in 1995. The
citizens of this province were given the opportunity to voice their
viewson these proposed changes, and the perceptionisthat lessthan
10 percent of those submissions were heard.

As aresident and concerned citizen of the Taber-Warner riding,
| do not believe that changing the present boundaries of our riding
isin the interest of effective representation. 1'd like to see them
remainasis. Inaddition, the Cardston-Chief Mountainriding should
maintainitsspecial consideration statusthat it presently has. Lastly,
I cannot concede that these changes are justified by providing
Calgary and Edmonton with additional MLAs.  Effective
representation exists in these cities at the present time.

Thank you.

7:40

MR. WORTH: Two or three comments or questions, Don. You're
critical of our playing the numbers game—1 think that's the way you
would put it — yet what we're trying to do here perhapsis not fully
understood aswell aswe'd likeit to be. What wearetryingtodois
provide aset of reasonsthat are objective and rational , which we can
provide in support of our decisions so that the persons affected and
involved will fed that they have been fairly treated. This is a
relatively unique approach in the annals of Canadian electoral
boundary establishment. Generally speaking, the reports of these
commissions havetended not to file many reasonsin support of their
decisions and, moreover, where they have provided them, have
offered very subjective opinions rather than anything that could be
substantiated in any quantitative form or replicated by anyone else.

We acknowl edge that what we started out with and what we have
hereis not perfect yet. We're looking towards a refinement of our
matrix and altering some of the factors that are included in it
presently. So the comments that you make about our matrix,
particularly the one about the Blood I ndian reservation, issomething
we're going to need to take a careful look at. We hope that as a
result of these hearings we will get a number of suggestions about
how we can improve the matrix so that our recommendations appear
more rational and understandable to people.

The second comment 1I'd like to make is with respect to your
question: why arethespecial considerationsgivento Cardston-Chief
Mountain no longer there? Putting it another way, you ask: why
shouldn't Cardston-Chief Mountain maintain its specia
consideration? Welooked at using this matrix and using the factors
considered in the legidation. We discovered that there were 24
congtituencies in the province that could meet these conditions
prescribed in the legidation. So we provided for two special
consideration districts in the north. This left us then with 22
constituencies, 21 of whom met the same criteria as did Cardston-
Chief Mountain for specia status.

Then we started to look at Cardston-Chief Mountain and say,
“Well, look, if 21 other constituencies meet these samefactors, what
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is so special about Cardston-Chief Mountain that they should
continue to have special consideration?’” Frankly, we could not
identify what it would be that would justify their continuing that
specia consideration. If you can suggest why they should continue
to haveit, we would be delighted to hear it.

MR. GILMORE: Wédll, the basis of my submission is to leave the
electoral boundaries asthey are. Of those other ridings, how many
fall below the 25 percent variance? When I'm looking at the
numbers that were presented in this report, Cardston-Chief
Mountain, Chinook, and the two northern ridings fall below that
percentile.

MR. WORTH: Only two of them fall below 25 percent, Cardston-
Chief Mountain and Chinook.

MR. GILMORE: That'sright.
MR. WORTH: Okay.

MR. GILMORE: How about the northern ridings also, population-
wise?

MR. WORTH: Yes, but we granted them specia status.

MR. GILMORE: They'vemaintained their special consideration. So
of the other ridings that would like to have special consideration,
they're falling in the variance.

MR. WORTH: Well, that'strue, but they al so meet the other criteria.
The criteriawas never that they should fall below the variance. The
criteria alowed for your placing them in a situation where they
could qualify for alower variance.

MR. GILMORE: Okay, but see, that's going on the premise that the
commission was set out to make change regardless.

MR. WORTH: No.
MR. GILMORE: But in function that's not stated.

MR. WORTH: All you're saying to me, Don, is, “ They'resmall, and
that's the reason why they should get specia consideration.”

MR. GILMORE: No. They fal within the criteria set down in the
Act.

MR. WORTH: So do 22 others.

MR. GILMORE: But they still have the population. They'redtill in
that 25 percentile.

MR. WORTH: All right, but turn it around. What are you saying to
me? You'rerealy just ssimply saying to me: ook, they've got small
population; leave them that way.

MR. GILMORE: Y ou mean the Cardston-Chief Mountain?

MR. WORTH: Y eah.

MR. GILMORE: I'm saying leave them that way because they fall
into the criteria set down in the Act; right?

MR. WORTH: Y eah, but when they follow those criteria. . .

MR. GILMORE: So do the other ones, but the other ones have the
population.

MR. WORTH: Well, | think were talking past one another here,
because I'm not hearing you, and | don't think you're hearing me.

MR. GILMORE: Well, okay, if | may. |I'm saying that if we l€eft the
electoral boundariesasthey areright now, therearefour ridingsthat
have a problem with the population that fall below the variance:
Cardston-Chief Mountain, Chinook, and then the two northern
ridings. If weleft everything asis— right? — there's only one other
riding that comes really close, and that's Rocky Mountain House.

MR. WORTH: Well, we could configure one overnight if we had to.

MR. GILMORE: Wédll, the thing is there's going to be another
proposed change in the year 2001. I'm asking the question, and |
don't know if I'm allowed to do this: could the commission go to the
Legidature and say, “L ook, leave the province of Alberta electoral
boundariesasthey are; there'sgoing to be another changein theyear
2001”? | know that you gentlemen have heard what Albertans have
said, and that is: reduce the number of MLAs. That's not your
mandate right now; | understand that. But could you not go to the
Legidature and say, “We see that there's no reason to change’?

MR. WORTH: No.
THE CHAIRMAN: The answer to that isno. We'l deal with it.
MR. GILMORE: Wdll, okay.

MR. RABUSIC: The rest of us might as well go home, then, Mr.
Chairman, if you can't do that.

THE CHAIRMAN: Wdll, if you want to go home, that's up to you.
We can't do that. But it's not your turn to speak.

MR. RABUSIC: I'm sorry.
MR. GILMORE: That's not theway | read it.

MR. GRBAVAC: Don, | want to | eave the discussion about whether
or not any one of the other 21 ridings ought to qualify for specia
consideration riding based on meeting the criteria that Cardston-
Chief Mountain receives. | want to dwell on the reason that you
give us to put before the courts to retain the special consideration
riding for Cardston-Chief Mountain. What | heard you say — | found
it interesting you use the American terminology — the “Indian
reservation” there is larger than any other in Canada. So what
essentially you're saying to us, then, isthat the size of theindigenous
population isthe rationale that we ought to put before the courtsin
terms of retaining the special consideration riding, given that even
if you don't accept our matrix, if you accept the five criteriaoutlined
by the legidation of which we have been spawned, the only
difference is the size of the indigenous population. Am |
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understanding you correctly on that? | mean, we asked Mr. Bogle
this morning — you know, the author of the select committee report
—asto hisrationale for that riding, and he gaveit to us. I'm asking
you: isthat a correct interpretation of what you're saying?

MR. GILMORE: First of dl, | guess| use the terminology “Indian
reservation” — | have some friends on the Blood Indian reserve and
I'm just going on what they say, to clear that up.

MR. GRBAVAC: Wel, some of them don't recognize the
international border.

MR. GILMORE: What I'mtrying to doislook at the matrix that was
used. It'salarge group and they were given the same consideration
as much smaller. That's from reading the report. Unfortunately, |
wasn't here to hear Mr. Bogl€'s presentation this morning, but by
looking at the matrix used, the Indian reservation . . .

MR. GRBAVAC: Whatever.

MR. GILMORE: . . . whatever, in Cardston-Chief Mountain that
exists there now, the Blood reservation, has the same status as alot
of smaller reservations.

MR. GRBAVAC: | want you to appreciate something. Inour matrix
wedid not differentiate between municipalitiesrelativeto their size,
and obviously wedidn't differentiate between Métis settlements and
Indian settlements and reserves relative to their size. You're
suggesting that maybe we should? | want to pressyou on this point,
because thisis critical to us because we have to put reasons before
the court.

MR. GILMORE: Okay. Now, I'm sure someone is going to get to
this on the questions. What I'm presenting here is: leave the
boundaries as they are. That's my presentation; okay? The
reservation and Cardston-Chief Mountain — now there are two of
them. They fell into special consideration before, and I'm sure one
of the other members is going to get me on the legalities of it put
forth by the court, and I'd like to hear those. I'm just saying in my
submission: leave the boundaries asis.
7:50
THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you.

Well ask John to deal with this matter.

MR. McCARTHY: Yeah, | think the concluding remarks of the
court would be useful. The court dealt with the boundaries as they
are now, and in their concluding remarks they said as follows:
In the result, we again have decided to withhold any Charter
condemnation. We do, however, wish to say more precisely what
we meant by “gradual and steady” change. We think that anew and
proper review is essential before the constitutional mandate of the
present government expires, and, we hope, before the next genera
election. We regject any suggestion that the present divisions may
rest until after the 2001 census.

MR. GILMORE: WEell, as you can appreciate, I'm not alawyer or a
judge, but I mean, there could be appeal processes al the time.
Couldn't that be challenged again?

MR. McCARTHY: Yes. Absolutely.

MR. GILMORE: Okay. So | mean thiscould go on and on and on.

THE CHAIRMAN: The provincia government elected not to
challenge it, and they elected to do another commission. They
elected to go by these instructions. | think that was a problem with
the provincial government. Probably alot of them said: “Don't have
another commission. Disregard what the court said.” But they have
elected to go by what the court said, and the court said thisshould be
redone by 2001. Y ou're entitled to come here and say, “Leave them
alone,” but | think we as a commission have to say to you: “Sorry.
We can't leave them alone in view of what the court has said.”

MR. GILMORE: But it'sunclear, because the court can say that, and
likel saidit can goon. Appeal processes can go on, but thefunction
of the commission — it states here — is also unclear. It doesn't say
anywhere that they have to be changed.

THE CHAIRMAN: Correct.

MR. GRBAVAC: Don, | concede that point. I'm asking you for a
reason. It does say, if you read on, that we have to give reasons.

MR. GILMORE: Well . ..

MR. GRBAVAC: Now, let mejust finish. So we applied what we
considered to be a quantitative analysis, maybe the first done in
North America. We attempted to construct a matrix, which
essentially is a quantitative analysis of maybe something that you
may suggest to us is quite subjective. However, we attempted to
apply amatrix, and when weapplied the matrix at this particul ar part
of the province in that constituency, it didn't fit with the matrix.
Now, we have to have a reason to put before the courts. If our
matrix doesn't work, then give usareason why special consideration
ought to be given which overrides our matrix, which essentially is
our reason for every constituency in the province. 1'm not trying to
be argumentative here, but | keep trying to come back to the
principal theme that we need a reason.

MR. GILMORE: Effective representation. You're going to alow
one more MLA, or representative, to Calgary and one more to
Edmonton. | mean, it's so obvious. Four elected or appointed
boards. They need another MLA like they need a holein the head.
They've got more MLASsin either one of those cities than aldermen.
They have a Calgary caucus that meets whenever. We don't have a
rural caucus. You know, rural points of view sometimes are
different. So effective representation | guessiswhat I'm getting to.
I'veread through al this, and I've seen it. Chief justices and judges
all refer to effective representation; the Charter of Rights refers to
effectiverepresentation. Sowhat iseffectiverepresentation? We've
got it, and | guess that's where the argument is. If | were on the
commission — obviously I'm not — | would say we have effective
representation. I that's the mandate, so beiit.

MR. GRBAVAC: Again, we'regoing in circles, Don. Maybe we'll
let thisgo. Wearerequired to givereasons. We have 20 ridingsthat
meet the criteria that Cardston meets. We need a reason why
Cardston is different. Again, | guesswell let it go.

THE CHAIRMAN: Joe?
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MR. LEHANE: No questions.

THE CHAIRMAN: Fine. | have no further questions.
MR. GILMORE: Thank you very much.

THE CHAIRMAN: The next presenter is Sharon Shockey.

MRS. SHOCKEY: Good evening, Mr. Chairman, committee
members. Thank you for this opportunity for community input. To
you this may appear to be athanklessjob, but you are being paid, so
please bear with us.

| am Sharon Shockey, and | live north of Taber on this side of the
Oldman, beside the Oldman as a matter of fact. I'm an ordinary
citizen, a person who cares, who is concerned but believes that
people do have power and that committees such as yours do listen.
You cannot possibly be all-knowing and do have to rely on other
resources. Gentlemen, we are some of your resources.

| have an observation since this draft proposal came out in
January. Itissituationssuch asthisthat bring communitiestogether
inacommon purpose. | guessyou could call it awake-up call. How
often do we take time or are able to evaluate as communities or
congtituency our relationships or the real connection we have with
one another?

This proposal hitsright at the heart of Taber-Warner. It appears
that Taber-Warner may be dismantled, could be — | have a word
here; I'm going to use it because you are men — emasculated. The
map indicatesthis. The constituency workswell, functionsin many
capacitiesvery well, and the past two years have shown this: testsin
patience and sanity. There are common threads that weave this
constituency together. Agriculture, irrigation, education, health care
services, petroleum, safety of citizens are all a common purposein
all our areas. All those and more have made Taber-Warner what it
isand what it can become.

Taber-Warner hasevolved. It showsit works. Thereisharmony.
Thereisprogressand devel opment with so much potential. Isn't this
the dream of every constituency, province, or country? Why
dismantle a successful experience? We are not a boastful
congtituency but gladly reach out to others by sharing our
information and our experiences. Our future is at stake com-
munitywise. May logic and common sense and a real desire for
effective representation be a priority. Thisisareal peopleissue.

Having listened to the previous speakers, | must compliment them
for their presentations. | had formulated the first part of my
contribution three weeks ago. What | heard today reaffirmed what
| believe in my mind. 1'm making one exception. The gentleman
who gave you full marksfor the draft proposal was not speaking for
the constituency.

Gentlemen, let's not fool ourselves: Taber will manage if this
proposal were to be accepted. Thisis not a Taber issue; thisis a
Taber-Warner issue. All those small communities cannot be left
standing alone. We are in this for the long haul and the future.
Please listen and address the points or concerns made by those who
participated. These are not idle concerns. They come from people
in al walks of life, from people in the trenches and municipal
offices.

In the different suggestions on how to improve the draft are many
options. My suggestion is: bring Cardston-Chief Mountain into the
fold. Please use wisdom in presenting your final draft.

8:00

THE CHAIRMAN: Fine. | want to say this. When you say, “Bring
Cardston-Chief Mountain into thefold,” that'swhat | think we want
to do, but we're finding out today that that's not acceptable.

MRS. SHOCKEY : | heard you say this, that they're not wanted.
THE CHAIRMAN: | didn't say it. Well, maybe | did; I'm not sure.

MRS. SHOCKEY: Wdll, sort of. | thought: well, now what doeshe
mean? There's going be a change in five years; that isa given. |
mean, thisisjust the way this system works.

THE CHAIRMAN: If the people here today were saying, “Y ou can
solve your problem by taking in part of Cardston-Chief Mountain or
all of Cardston-Chief Mountain,” our job would be a lot easier.
What they're saying is. go north. They're dodging the issue of
Cardston-Chief Mountain, and you're not.

MRS. SHOCKEY: No. | mean, it'sanisolated areain asense. They
can't go over the mountains; they can't go across the border. You
say that it won't work going north into the Crowsnest-Fort Macleod
area.

THE CHAIRMAN: Wdll, maybe part of it could.
MRS. SHOCKEY:: Yes.

THE CHAIRMAN: But you heard the words used: it's a neighbour
with a condemned house.

MRS. SHOCKEY: Yes, | heard that. But when you're hurting you
might lash out, and we have the feeling that we could be hurting.

Taber will manage, but my heart goes out to the surrounding
communities, for instanceon theeast and inthe Milk River area, that
have been shuffled back and forth. They have found ahome, and it
works, the — what would you call it? — camaraderie, the
understanding. | don't think there's jealousy. | mean, it works. |
titted mine: if it ain't broke, why are we fixing it? That doesn't say
that because of numbersand for whatever reason the courtsthink it's
important, we cannot bring into our fold. It might be the most
wonderful experience. Then in 2001 —isit? —we've got to do this
all over again.

THE CHAIRMAN: After 2001.
Well start the questioning with Wally.

MR. WORTH: First let me compliment you on your presentation
and on the fervour with which you presented it.

MRS. SHOCKEY : I'm passionate.

MR. WORTH: Yeah. Okay. | thought you might object to my using
that term.

| guess | want to make sure | understand what you're saying,
Sharon, when you say: bring Cardston-Chief Mountaininto thefold.
Areyou saying: “Look; if need be, you can put the areas of Couitts,
Milk River, Warner back into the Taber-Warner constituency and if
you need to bring your numbers up, take a piece or al of Cardston-
Chief Mountain”? Are you saying that?
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MRS. SHOCKEY: It isn't us that are concerned about bringing up
the numbers. | mean, our numbers aren't that frightening. It's our
neighbourswho havelow numbers, and somebody'swisdomhassaid
that they don't qualify for that special consideration.

MR. WORTH: We had been taking earlier and you yourself
acknowledge about it being so difficult to figure out what to do with
those neighboursin the sense of the geography around them and the
fact that there's the large Indian population in the constituency and
the mountains and the border and so on. | understand that in rural
Alberta people care about their neighbours, and | think you've
expressed that. So I'm just asking: are you really saying that you
would welcome a portion of Cardston-Chief Mountain?

MRS. SHOCKEY : Well, why not? | mean, we can only makethings
work better and satisfy those that have to be satisfied. Everybody
seems to be satisfied but those — you know what | mean.

MR. WORTH: | applaud you for your attitude and your comments.
Thank you.

MR. GRBAVAC: Sharon, can | assume, then, that that's your
preferred option if there was change, to go to the west as opposed to
the north? Earlier presenters said, “No, go to the north,” and from
that | infer they mean something coterminouswith the MD of Taber
boundaries to north of the Oldman River.

MRS. SHOCKEY : Oh, they're welcome. We work together al the
time. | mean, that isn't even a problem. | don't think they have a
problem because of the way things have been shifted around. | feel
sorry for Coaldale. After 70 years you're getting adivorce, and you
don't even have time to adjust to it. This business of not wanting
Cardston-Chief Mountain | just never have heard in the discussions
I've had with people.

| think what's really interesting is that all these people who did
their presenting today — and I've been here for al of it — didn't sit
down and work in concert. These are peoplewho in their own work
and in their own worlds have come out with their deliberations. |
mean, you guys must be sick and tired of hearing the same thing
over and over again, but | think what it indicatesis that I'm not the
only one that's very passionate about this. It hasn't been lightly
handled. There'sbeen alot of soul-searching and thought and alittle
fear, because at the end of June the deliberation will be final. |
really appreciate the input that I've heard today and the opportunity
as an individual to give mine.

MR. GRBAVAC: Sharon, you didn't help me very much. | asked
you: should we go west, or should we go north? That's a
hypothetical question. What isyour preference? If wewereto give
additional population to a newly configured Taber-Cardston or
Taber-Warner — and I'm prepared at this point to say publicly that
I'm willing to concede that the arguments presented to us are very
reasonable in terms of going to the eastern boundary of the county
of Warner. For that matter, they were given due deliberation prior
to our release of the report. It was debatable whether or not that
should beincluded, and now it's been reinforced that it should. I'm
prepared to concede that. However, what I'm asking you is: what
would you see as the more reasonable way to go in terms of adding
additional population? Should we go north of the Oldman River to
include the remainder of the MD of Taber and respect the integrity

of those boundaries, or should we be moving west into the currently
configured constituency of Cardston-Chief Mountain?

MRS. SHOCKEY: Well, the simple one is to go north. We work
together al the time; we're neighbours.

MR. GRBAVAC: All right. Thank you, Sharon.

THE CHAIRMAN: | guess | want to say that the simple one for us
from drawing mapsisto go west. | thought you had earlier said that
that was acceptable to you.

MRS. SHOCKEY: Oh, itisvery acceptable. | said the simpleway.
You know, it'sthe MD. | guess you'd have to convince the people
from the west. Would they like to come our way?

THE CHAIRMAN: Joe?
MR. LEHANE: No questions. Thank you.

MR. McCARTHY : Y ou indicated that there's been some repetition,
and that'strue. After all, we are getting paid.

MRS. SHOCKEY: Exactly. Wéll, it's reinforcement. It isn't by
design; itis by desire.

THE CHAIRMAN: | want to thank you for coming, for your
presentation. | want to let the other people know that you were here
all day and listened.

MRS. SHOCKEY: And | found it very interesting.

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you.
The next presenter is Don Johnson, coalition of Taber-Warner.

MR. JOHNSON: Thank you, Your Honour and members of the
commission. I'dliketo at the outset express my appreciation to you
fellows for the time that you've spent not only on this round of
hearings but also on the previous ones. It's not an easy task to be
involved in these kinds of things. You're never going to please
everybody; areyou? Regardless of the pay — I don't know what it is
— it's not compensatory for the time and the abuse that you take
sometimes in going through these kinds of things.

MR. McCARTHY : I'mnot surewe'regoing to pleaseanybody, Don.
8:10

MR. JOHNSON: | appreciate the time you take in coming around
and listening to us and giving us your consideration and time.

I'm speaking on behalf of a number of the municipalities within
theriding of Taber-Warner. | think just asabit of background that
may be helpful to understand the position that I'm coming from here,
I've spent most of my business life in the city of Calgary. | was
heavily involved in the community there. | served as president of
the Federation of Calgary Communities for a number of years. |
served with OCO as a chairman for the Olympics. | was on the
mayor's advisory committee. | worked on a number of campaigns
with a number of MLAs in the city of Calgary, including Mr.
Dinning, and have great fond feelings for the city of Calgary. In
fact, | dill retain Flames tickets and am hopeful. With that
background, | don't say that with any boastful . . . [interjection] It's
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2-1 going into the second.
MR. McCARTHY': For who?

MR. JOHNSON: Chicago.
| don't say that by way of any boastfulness, other than to giveyou
an understanding that | have some appreciation for what happensin
the urban setting, as well as having been raised in this area and
having afarming operation here. | have some appreciation for what
happensin therural areasand can see both sides of thefence on that.
Theredistribution of ridings as proposed in the January 26, 1996,
Electoral Boundaries Commission interim report has raised a
number of concernswith theaffected ridings. The proposed changes
seem to contradict the criteria set forth by the commission in its
comments contained in the report and seem to be at variance with
the provisions of the Electora Boundaries Commission Act. The
interim report appears to move Alberta significantly towards
representation by population rather than dealing with effective
representation.
| would liketo deal with anumber of the concerns of the residents
of theriding of Taber-Warner. | will first of al refer to the rulings
of the courts, deal with the legidlation, comment on the use of the
meatrix in your deliberations, and then deal with theridings of Taber-
Warner and Cardston-Chief Mountain. Regrettably, time will not
allow meto get into any great detail here. | claim no great legalistic
skill but simply reflect some of the simple and heartfelt views
expressed by the citizens of thisarea. | think with our last presenter
you heard some of that today.
First of al, the courts and |egislation. Both the Supreme Court of
Canada and the Alberta Court of Appeal have agreed on
the right to have the parity of the votes of others diluted, but not
unduly, in order to gain effective representation or as a matter of
practical necessity.

Herein lies our dilemma. How do we determine a proper balance?

M adam Justice M cL achlin of the Supreme Court of Canadastated:

It is my conclusion that the purpose of the right to vote
enshrined in s. 3 of the Charter is not equality of voting power per
se, but the right to “ effective representation”.
She goes on further to state that “ absolute parity isimpossible,” and
that
factors like geography, community history, community interests and
minority representation may need to be taken into account to ensure
that our legislative assemblies effectively represent the diversity of
our social mosaic.
On page 7 of the report it was stated that the commission was
directed
to provide reasons demonstrating that principles assuring fair and
effective representation have been taken into consideration for all
boundaries under review.
The Alberta Court of Appeal was quoted further, stating that “it
expected to see “gradual and steady change, through a new and
proper review before the next provincia election.”

Given these comments, it would appear that we have not been
treated fairly in the proposed changes outlined in the interim report.
Southern Alberta lost a riding three and a half years ago with the
previousreview. Wewill lose under the proposed changestwo more
ridings. Thiswould not be seen as“ gradual and steady change” but
rather rapid and radical change. When three rural ridings are lost
and added to large urban centres, we have a net difference of six.
This is a rather dramatic change in the status and not, | would

suggest, what the court was saying.

Legislation. The rules governing redistribution as outlined in
section 16 of part 2 of the Act provide absolute and clear direction
to the commission, stating that it “shall take into consideration . . .”
and goes on to list a number of the items, including community
interests and organizations, municipal boundaries, number of
municipalitiesand other authorities, geographical featuresincluding
existing road systems, and desirability of understandable and clear
boundaries. These seem not to have been taken into consideration
with the dismemberment of Taber-Warner.

The commission, in speaking to regional and community
representation, quotes on page 11 geographer Richard Morill.

Communities are revealed through patterns of work, of
residents, and of social, religious. . .
It'sinteresting that “religious’ comes up there. That's been referred
to earlier today.
...and palitical participation. At the broadest scalethereisastrong
historic divergence of identity between an urban core (central city),
suburbs, and rural small town areas . . . because they have different
needs and problems, and because they attract people with different
values and preferences.
The text further quotes Professor Peter McCormick.
The more a country is possessed, not just of social diversity,
but of significantly different groupsthat occupy different geographic
areas, the more it will be necessary to operate the formal
governmental structures in a fashion which acknowledges and
responds to these diversities.
The text, speaking of communities of interest, refers to economic
associations; food production; manufacturing; occupational
associations; local government bodies, school districts, and health
regions; ethnic, religious, or other distinguishing characteristics. |
must presumethat if the commissionincluded thesecommentsinthe
text of the report, it must consider these items to be relevant and
important to the deliberation concerning redistribution. It appears,
however, that these items have been ignored, particularly in light of
the extensive and pervasive use of a mathematical matrix which
largely ignores many of the aforementioned qualitative factors.

Referring back to the Act, part 2, section 17(1) refers to the plus
or minus 25 percent variancealowable. Taber-Warner iswithinthis
guideline, to which | will refer later. Section 17(2) sets out the
criteriafor special consideration areas. Cardston qualifiesunder this
legislation asaspecial consideration, and | will speak to thislater as
well.

| would suggest to you, gentlemen, that you are bound by the
legidation referred to and that if you consider you are not, then we
as an electorate arein difficulty and this processis for naught. We
are disturbed by the comments on page 10 of the report. You've
explained that it is not a referendum process, and this is true.
However, you have attempted to justify this position by using the
comment that “the Courts have said such considerations are
inappropriate, in that they are irrdlevant.” | find this blatant
disregard of public sentiment and input to be offensive and arrogant,
and | believethat the courts have made a serious error. It would not
be supported by the electorate.

We have here again a confrontation of who governs: the
legidative body chosen by the people, or an appointed judiciary.
Jurisprudence is an essential part of representative democracy.
However, the last time that | checked, we still elect our
representatives to make the laws. The judicia branch administers
the laws; it does not make them. Our system of government has
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perhaps given too much | atitude to the courtsin governing our lives.
If this statement by the courtsis accepted by the commission, it begs
the question as to why we are even conducting hearings to garner
public input.

| must note at this point that | don't get that sense or feeling from
the commission as we've spoken here today and listened to your
response to people. I'm taking issue with what I'm reading in the
document, as outlined here.

Thematrix. On page 27, paragraph 2 of your report, encompassed
in the rationale for proposals you state that

in the interest of assuring “ effective representation” and not simple
mathematical parity, the Commission is further directed by the Act
to bring into its deliberations other relevant considerations for
assessment.
Y ou refer to quantitative as well as qualitative considerations. We
suggest to you, with all due respect to the effort put into devel oping
the matrix, that it does not sufficiently addressthe qualitative side of
the equation. Let me here share with you some concerns that we
have with the matrix and the variables used.

Variable 4.4.4, number of households. The report on page 32
compares Cardston-Chief Mountain to Calgary-Buffalo. Y ou refer
to household density. No reference is made to the numbers per
household. Anyone familiar with the two ridings would find this
comparison difficult to accept and understand. Cardston is
comprised essentialy of single-family dwellings within its
communities and agricultural areas. It typically has large families
per dwelling. Calgary-Buffalo is at the centre of Calgary and is
essentially an apartment and condo area with a great density of
housing units but low-density popul ation per dwelling, typically one
or two per unit. If you add some form of weighting here, it would
changethe variance between thetwo ridings substantially. Cardston
receives aranking of 1 and Calgary-Buffalo a10. Itisdifficult to
rationalize this discrepancy based on the redlity of the two ridings.
Itishardly avalid comparison because it does not take into account
the human aspect.

Number of Indian reserves. Thishasbeen mentioned anumber of
times here today as well. Here again a weighting is necessary to
make this variable a valid contributor to the measurement.
Cardston-Chief Mountain has the largest reserve in Canada, with a
population of approximately 7,000. It receives aranking of 1. A
riding in northern Albertawith anumber of small bandstotaling less
than Cardston receives aranking of 10. Thisagainishardly avalid
measuring tool, because you are using ameasuring tool that doesnot
measure the human aspect and the difficulty of serving the needs of
such alarge group of people.

8:20

Thereisan overemphasis of the quantitative analysis. Thereport
states on page 45 that Cardston-Chief Mountain cannot remain a
specia consideration area based on “the merits of the quantitative
analysis.” The figures do not tell the complete story. To be
considered valid, you must add aweighting to addressthequalitative
side. No mention is made of the qualitative side here and how it
could or should be measured.

We don't understand the relevancy of contiguous boundaries in
measuring the degree of difficulty. Its quantitative value would
seem to be minimal, and it seems to have no qualitative value.

Taber-Warner. With its present boundaries Taber-Warner has a
deviation factor of minus 21 percent and qualifies under the current
legidlation. Thereport statesthat Cardston-Chief Mountainisto be
removed. Inpoint of fact, it is Taber-Warner that hasbeen removed,

and Cardston has remained virtually intact, with the addition of a
narrow neck stretching up to and including Taber. If the
commission wishes to move closer to the norm, the addition of that
portion of the MD of Taber north of the Oldman river would bring
the deviation to approximately minus 10 percent.

Having said that, we would encourage you to retain the integrity
of Taber-Warner. It meets the test of current legidation. The
communities of Coutts, Milk River, Warner, and Coadale are all
communities of interest. If you take into consideration the patterns
of communities of interest here asyou havewith Barrhead-Westlock
—and | appreciate, Your Worship, that you addressed Barrhead-
Westlock earlier, but I'd already had this printed up. | acknowledge
your point there, and it'swell taken. If you factor in travel and trade
routes, school and hospital jurisdictions, radio, television, and
newspaper communication, you must not sever these communities
from Taber and place them in Cypress-Medicine Hat. Y ou will do
great damagein termsof effective representation by so doing. Todo
so would contradict what the commission has stated in its comments
on pages 8 and 9 with respect to its perspective and approach. It
would be a gross injustice to the people of thisriding.

Cardston-Chief Mountain. The commission has indicated that
Cardston-Chief Mountain is the crux of the problem in southern
Alberta. Cardston meets the test of the existing legislation. If the
commission would add some appropriate weighting to the variables
in the matrix, in particular numbers 4 and 8, Cardston would have a
significantly higher ranking in degree of difficulty and, based on my
analysis, would probably be one of your four areas qualifying for
specia consideration.

The only reason it does not now fit is aresult of the overbearing
mathematical nature of the matrix. This flies in the face of your
statement on page 27, mentioned previoudly, of not usingjust simple
mathematical parity. If, however, the commission has determined
initscollective mind that Cardston-Chief Mountain just does not fit
with what it feelsis ajustifiable special consideration area, then it
would seem that the matrix was drawn up to justify the elimination
of Cardston-Chief Mountain aswell as Chinook. We'd recommend
that the retention of Cardston'sspecial consideration status be based
on the current legidation.

Just as acomment to the previous presenters, certainly in making
these suggestions there is no fedling of reection of Cardston
whatsoever in that area. | have family over there, and many of us
have strong relationships there. What happens is that sometimes
people who want to retain the status quo in fear of perhaps losing
that will not offer you an alternative. So don't misinterpret any
rejection of Cardston in the presentations that are being made, and
I would just add that caveat on there.

In conclusion, we would prefer to see the report tabled by the
Legidature— | appreciate that you're not alowed to do that, but I'm
making that comment anyway — until following the next el ectionand
go through a more thorough and complete boundaries review as
mandated in 2001. Do a complete review of the matrix, adding a
weighting factor to the variables, and review the variables asto their
validity, adding some new variables which speak to the qualitative
or the human side.

Thereport does not appear to treat all of the provinceequally. We
feel that southern Albertais being unjustifiably penaized. We fed
that Taber-Warner is being made the sacrificial lamb in the
redistribution of ridings in the extreme south of the province.

Should the proposed recommendations be followed, there is a
strong likelihood of further court challengesby thoseindividual sand



April 17,1996

Electoral Boundaries Commission Public Hearings 493

communities who feel their access to effective representation has
been hampered and unduly diluted. We feedl that there are other
more viable solutions in addressing the court's concerns over voter
parity which have not been explored due to the restrictive nature of
the legidlation you are working under, and we would encourage the
commission to make this known to the Legidature. We appreciate
therestriction that you have with the legislation, but | think some of
these comments are valid and need to be brought forward.

We would encourage the commission to retain the configuration
of ridings asthey are now in southern Albertaand not add any to the
larger urban centres. If we areto losetwo ridings, don't add themto
the larger urban centres. Thisis problematic, asthe legislation ties
your hands here. | cantell you from comments and discussionswith
elected officialsin both Calgary and Edmonton who sit on boards |
sit onthat they haveindicated to me quite strongly that both councils
in those large urban centres would support an overall reduction in
the number of MLASs to at least that of the number of aldermen in
each city. | appreciatethat that then puts pressure on therural areas.
Joe, you made that comment | believe earlier today, that you need to
think about that carefully, and that's avalid point.

Our point, | guess, isthat if we'regoing to do this, let'sdo it fairly
throughout the whole province and have alook at al of the centres
and look at whether we really need 83 or less. That's not your
mandate, and | appreciate that at thistime.

We would encourage the commission not to bend to political
expediency and dilute effective representation in rural Alberta. We
imploreyouto use great care, wisdom, and just plain common sense,
and above al to have a sense of compassion for those you servein
this process.

Thank you for your consideration of this information.

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you, Don.

MR. WORTH: Don, thank you very much for your comments,
particularly about the matrix, because they will be helpful to us. As
we'veindicated earlier intheday, it isvery much in adevelopmental
stage. We want to try to refine the quantitative indicators and hope
to discover some qualitative measuresthat we can usethat will make
this matrix a more effective tool.

| think where we're disagreeing now, if we are disagreeing, is on
the balance or the weighting to be given to a number of these
variables. | think were going to have to look at that within the
commission and seeif theweighting we have given isappropriate or
whether we need to alter it. Your comments will be helpful in that
regard.

You said that you would encourage us to follow the legislation
and the sort of redistribution rules that were indicated there. That's
where we got most of the variables that we included in the matrix.
You mentioned that you couldn't see why contiguous boundaries
were really related to effective representation, but that's one of the
ones that'sin the legidation, and that's why we used it. We've had
anumber of people point out to usthat it probably isn't appropriate,
and | guess we may choose to ignoreiit.

Our information from the cities is a little different than yours.
We've had both the mayor of Edmonton and the mayor of Calgary
appear before us. Both of them have asked for additional members
and have not suggested to us that they would be happy to see their
MLASs reduced to the same numbers as they have aldermen in those
cities.

MR. JOHNSON: It's hard to ignore that when they're speaking on
behalf of the cities, but I'm just telling you that the aldermen are
telling me a different story in that they would support a change.

MR. WORTH: Wéll, we al know that municipa councils speak
with many voices.

MR. JOHNSON: Yes.

MR. WORTH: |
observations.

have no questions other than just those

MR. GRBAVAC: Don, you were at your eloquent best again this
evening. | congratulate you on the quality of your report, and in
terms of your critique of our matrix, | appreciate that. You're not
alone when you suggest we ought to interject some quantitative
elements to the matrix as opposed to focusing on the qualitative
components.

MR. WORTH: The other way around.

MR. GRBAVAC: I'm sorry; the other way around. Yeah, that's
right.

People from the urban centres—when | talk about urban centres,
that's Calgary and Edmonton —have suggested thesamething. Well,
for the most part most rura ridings, they felt, with the exception of
maybe some in northeast Alberta, speak English. They say: “What
about my riding? A significant portion of my riding doesn't speak
English. If they have atelephone, they're reluctant to useit, and a
significant part of the population is quite transient and not
acquainted with the role of government and what have you.” Other
MLASsin thecity are suggesting to usthat they have maybe upwards
of 2,000 or 3,000 businesses that are located within their
constituencies, and very few of those business operators live there,
yet they're asking for representation from their business as well as
maybe asking for representation from their home constituency. So
you'renot alonein asking for that qualitative component, and | want
totell you that we are considering, you know, injecting some of that
into our matrix.

Y ou know, | don't know how to state this, with the problem that
we facein southern Alberta, other than maybe we agree to disagree.
I mean, Joe and | are here as rural representatives. We listened to
the mayor of Edmonton, we listened to the mayor of Cagary, and
they say that there are two roles for an MLA. One is an
ombudsman'srole, and they concedethat that ismore difficultinthe
rura area, no question. They also suggest to us that the equivalent
or more than the equivalent number of people moveinto Calgary on
anannual basisthan residein either Cardston or Chinook. They say:
“Now, you can't continue to ignore the fact that 15,000 to 20,000
people move into Calgary every year and 10,000 people move into
Edmonton every year. We want our place at the legidative tablein
Edmonton.”

| thought we were doing a pretty good job, because they were
asking for five seats to be removed from rural Albertaand | think
Joe and | were fairly effective in reducing the number down to two.
| find out that maybe we were perceived as being somewhat of a
failurein that regard.

| think our chairman isright. The status quo is an option that |
think is beyond us, from our interpretation of the courts.

8:30
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MR. JOHNSON: | understand your concern.

MR. GRBAVAC: Yeah. Again, if there's an area in Alberta that
would wave a flag, as much as | hate to admit it, it's southern
Alberta. Virtually every riding is pushing the envelope at 25
percent, and Cardston's sitting in the middle with 38.5. If you
concede that that needs to be fixed, Don — and maybe if you don't
concede that, ignore my question.

MR. JOHNSON: No. | understand the problem.

MR. GRBAVAC: Okay. How would you fix it? | mean, I've got
thingsto do at home here, and I'd be welcome to put it in the report
verbatim if you give me a good enough reason.

MR. JOHNSON: | understand your problem, and | guessyou put me
in an uncomfortable position of commenting, because obviously we
don't want to see Taber-Warner destroyed. Wefeel like we're being
cut up unfairly, and there'sastrong compelling argument, | think, for
the community of interest that's here, not only community of interest
but a number of other things.

| guessyou taketwo positions, and I've made this comment to you
before and to others. Y ou take the position that we're not prepared
to accept any change, and if you take that position, then you haveto
lobby very hard to the Legislature to make sure that they don't vote
for the proposal. In my opinion the proposal's going to go forward
that we're going to lose at least onein thisarea, and Chinook, if you
consider it southern or central, there's another one we're going to
lose. If you accept that position, then | think of necessity you have
to look at a combination of Taber-Warner, Cardston, and if that's
goingto happen, then asMrs. Shockey indicated, wewould livewith
that and we would make that work. | don't think you'll find people
in Taber-Warner going around pouting about it. We're expressing
our honest feelings, and whatever the decision is, that MLA will
know who we are and hopefully will respond to us and we'll work
with himin apositiveway. So I'm not rejecting any amal gamation.
I'mjust saying that our preferred option, if there's any way possible,
islet'sretain it.

What I'm suggesting is that when you look at the matrix, if you
add some weighting, that's going to change Cardston's position.
Other than the 6,000 square kilometres to —what did you say, Joe?
—120-o0dd thousand with the larger one. . .

MR. LEHANE: One hundred and twenty-four thousand.

MR. JOHNSON: That's a dramatic difference, but there's also no
populationin there. It'sspread out. Thereare so many other factors
that come into that. So I'm not rejecting what you're saying, Bob.

MR. GRBAVAC: Isyour preference to go west as opposed to north
and be coterminouswith the MD boundary? | ask you that asan MD
councillor.

MR. JOHNSON: Asan MD councillor, fromthat position, wewould
prefer to have the north included with that.

MR. LEHANE: In terms of Athabasca-Wabasca, 124,000 square
kilometres, and comparing that to the special consideration district
of Cardston-Chief Mountain, I'm not going to let you get away by
saying that there's also no population there, because the population

isabout 2,000 less than Cardston-Chief Mountain.
MR. JOHNSON: Okay. Valid point.

MR. LEHANE: There's124,000 squarekilometresto serve, sothat's,
in my opinion, a special consideration district.

For the sake of discussion, if we could assume for a minute that
we added or took away from the variablesthat we havein our matrix
and then we put into those variables a weighting that you found
acceptable—1'm going to ask you to do something that I'd never ask
my wife to do. I'm going to ask you to assume that you could be
wrong in terms of your suggestion that once we've done that, it
would qualify for aspecial consideration district. If you can assume
that for the purposes of our discussion, then we haveto moveon and
say, well, what are the changes we could make in the most positive
manner to keep community of interest together and to deal with the
situation?

I've heard you say that we could move north of the Oldman River
in terms of the municipa boundaries as an option, and | understand
fromwhat you said that you feel that could bring the variancewithin
minus 10 percent?

MR. JOHNSON: It'sminus 10 or 11; | don't have the exact number.

MR. LEHANE: So that would certainly be an acceptablevariancein
terms of what we've looked at.

Now, the other options of course, as | see them, would be to
perhaps add part of the city of Lethbridge or go to the west to
Cardston-Chief Mountain.

MR. JOHNSON: | don't have any hang-upson ‘rurban,’ if that'swhat
you're asking.

MR. LEHANE: So there are three options.

MR. JOHNSON: | don't think a lot of people really have alot of
hang-upson “rurban.' | don't know that everybody understandsthat.
Y ou know, I'm not surethat we've gonethrough that processenough.
| think that people, whether they're country or city, have different
needs in terms of agriculture, but you still have human elements.
Bob and | sit together on aboard that deals with the social services
aspect in preventative health care, and those things don't change
whether they'rein the city or whether they'rein the country. | mean,
we al bleed the same way. We hurt when somebody pinches us.
We love our wives and our kids, hopefully. We have those same
kinds of basic feelings that are common to al of us. When thered
maple leaf flies, | get tingles, and when | sing O Canada. I'm
grateful that | live in a country that allows me the opportunity to
come here and express these kinds of things and sometimes even be
critical of the courts without fear that somebody's going to come
around looking for me.

MR. LEHANE: So do you see any of those three options
unworkable?

MR. JOHNSON: No.
MR. LEHANE: Would you raise ared flag on any of those?

MR. JOHNSON: No, no. | would be willing to concede that if you



April 17,1996

Electoral Boundaries Commission Public Hearings 495

put a weighting on the matrix — and you and | might have a great
discussion on what that weighting ought to be—maybe Cardston will
meet those needs. All I'm saying is that if we go through that
process, it makesit more acceptableto me. Asan elected official in
this area, it makes it more palatable for me to go and talk to my
people and say, “This is what's happening here.” Then | can be
onside and be a positive player in support of what's happening, in
support of the process.

MR. LEHANE: Thank you. | have no other questions, but | just
want to add that we appreciate any input we can get in terms of
developing a matrix that we think would be valid and workable in
measuring the difficulty to represent a constituency, because | think
that ultimately it's going to be very important to be able to continue
to justify variances in this province which are significantly higher
than our neighbours.
So thank you.

MR. McCARTHY:: | just looked up a couple of figures here. You
mentioned the Cardston constituency and the Calgary-Buffalo
constituency. | looked at the number of voters there, and that may
kind of highlight the problem that the courts have focused on.
Calgary-Buffao is an inner-city Calgary constituency. There were
23,439 votersinthat constituency last election, and therewere 9,043
on the voters' list in Cardston.

MR. JOHNSON: Y ou're not including the Indian reserve though.
MR. McCARTHY : Those are the names of the electors on the list.

MR. JOHNSON: But you and | both know that the natives don't
alow you to come out and enumerate them. They're il
constituents that phone and have problems and concerns that Mr.
Ady hasto represent.

THE CHAIRMAN: It should be included though.

MR. McCARTHY:: They're here. I've got four, five polls from the
Blood reserve with the nameslisted, so it appearsthat they're on the
list.

MR. JOHNSON: Okay. | appreciate that comment.

MR. McCARTHY:: So, you know, what the courtsarefocusingin on
isthat there'sadisparity in the weight of votes there, and they make
mention of the fact — you know, when you mentioned Calgary-
Buffalo, it just twigged me to look up a little passage on what the
courts had said about these inner-city constituencies — that the
AlbertaCivil Liberties Association argued in front of the courtsthat
under-representation of voters in the inner areas of Calgary and
Edmonton constitutes systemic discrimination against members of
certain disadvantaged minority groups, namely the disabled, women,
single parents, the elderly, immigrants, the poor, and the
unemployed who inhabit those areas in disproportionate numbers.
So the little example you used kind of highlights the disparity in the
voting power of those two constituencies.

MR. JOHNSON: Wéll, in response to that | would give you your
point there that the representative for Calgary-Buffalo has a much
more difficult time representing that group of people than does Jim

Dinning in Lougheed, on the south end, because of the nature of that
constituency.

8:40

MR. McCARTHY: Yeah. The other thing is that if you look at
Lethbridge-West and you look at a voter on the reserve right
adjacent to Lethbridge-West, there are — | won't give you the exact
number — 9,000 people on that electors list and there are 20,000
peopleamileor two away. So, again, there'sadisparity, and | think
that's why the courts have probably focused on this particular area.
| guess the attempt at the matrix was to try and justify negative
variances in the nonmetropolitan areas, because the matrix was an
attempt to get away solely from population. The courtstend to focus
on this: solely population.

MR. JOHNSON: Well, the Albertacourt maybe made that comment,
but | think if you go back to the Supreme Court, the tone of what
they're saying seems to be at variance with what the Alberta Court
of Appeal is saying.

MR. McCARTHY: Yeah. The unfortunate part is that the Alberta
Court of Appea was aware of that Supreme Court of Canada
decision.

MR. JOHNSON: Whose do you accept?

MR. McCARTHY: Wdll, the Supreme Court of Canada didn't deal
with the Alberta situation, so the highest court that's dealt with the
Alberta situation is the Alberta Court of Appeal.

MR. JOHNSON: Would that, in your mind, present a problem? If
thissituation as presented in Albertawastaken to the Supreme Court
of Canada, would that create a dilemma for the Supreme Court,
given their attitude about the rest of Canada? Would it create some
problems for them across the country, and would they be willing to
look at that in the same light as the Alberta Court of Appeal has?

MR. McCARTHY: Well, I'velong ago given up trying to figure out
what judges think.

MR. JOHNSON: Careful.

MR. McCARTHY:: | guess the answer is: honestly, | don't know
what the Supreme Court of Canadawould do. But I'msureit'sgoing
to end up there sooner or later.

MR. JOHNSON: I'm sure.

MR. McCARTHY: There's been a suggestion today that the court
approved of the boundaries as they are. The court redly didn't
approve of the boundaries as they are. The court said: we're not
going to overturn the last election.

MR. JOHNSON: Yeah. You repeated that today, and | hear that.

MR. McCARTHY: Well, | found another passage here. They said,
“We again invoke the need for judicial restraint about interference
inthe electora process.” That to meisafancy way of saying: were
not going to overturn the election. They say:

We do not think the existing inadequacy is large or glaring enough

to invalidate the existing legislation. To do so would be a major
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disruption in the electoral process. In 1993, Alberta had a genera
election based on these boundaries. We do not see the democratic
value in creating a palitical crisis.

I know what your feglings about the courts are. You've said it
well, and you've said it without fear. But it is a problem. This
commission, the Act resulting from this decision, the amendments
to the Act, the creation of this commission, and the decision of the
Legidature based on our report again, as | said earlier, lie at this
uneasy junction between the legislative authority and judicia
authority. When do judges stop interpreting and start legislating?
That's really the question that we're dealing with, and it's a very
delicate and difficult issue to deal with.

MR. JOHNSON: It presents you with a great challenge.
MR. McCARTHY: Yes.

THE CHAIRMAN: Well, Don, | want to thank you for coming, but
| do have some comments to make. You did a very good
presentation in respect to what you said heretoday, and | know that
you were here al day or most of the day, so you heard what
everybody else had to say.

| do have afew commentsin respect to some of the things you've
said. You just asked John to predict what the Supreme Court of
Canadawould do, and he handled that question correctly, becausein
this business you never predict what acourt might do. Thefact that
you said that the court wasin error doesn't bother me either, because
| quite often say that the court isin error. That's how our system
works. If you think the court is wrong, you go to the next court.
Y ou might even think the last court was wrong.

Y ou al'so made the comment about legislation. There's no doubt
judges are legidating. Nineout of 10 judges don't want to legislate
and don't like legidating, and they've said that in judgments, but it
ends up that the way the problems come before the courts,
sometimes they're forced to legislate. They would prefer that the
legidlatorslegislate and not the judges, because the courts shouldn't
belegisating. Thelegidation isup to the Legisature and not up to
the courts, but the reality of thingsis that sometimes the courts do
end up legidating.

MR. JOHNSON: | understand that. | have anumber of friends who
are judges in this province, and we've had this discussion. |
appreciate their dilemma.

THE CHAIRMAN: One of the other things you mentioned was the
fact of southern Albertalosing two constituencies, and you said that
Chinook was south or central. | like to say that Chinook is not
south. In trying to solve the problems with Chinook, we go al the
way up to Wainwright, and | don't think Wainwright is part of
southern Alberta. So I'll accept Chinook asbeing central rather than
southern. And that's not an important difference.

MR. JOHNSON: No.

THE CHAIRMAN: The other thing that | want to comment onisthe
fact that you said to redo the matrix and then Cardston will fit, or
something to that effect.

MR. JOHNSON: Perhaps.

THE CHAIRMAN: Perhaps. That reminds me of my engineering
days when we took survey schooling. You'd try to cook the figures
to make them fit.

MR. JOHNSON: Well, there's been some comment, in fact, that the
meatrix was drawn up after you decided what you were going to do
to make it fit.

THE CHAIRMAN: That's not correct though.
MR. JOHNSON: | accept that.

THE CHAIRMAN: | don't want you to leave after you make your
presentation, because the next person who's presenting is dealing
with the inadequacies of the matrix, if | glance at his report
correctly. Sothanksfor comingand thanksfor thefine presentation.

MR. JOHNSON: Well, thank you for the opportunity to come, and
I think: isn't it wonderful that we livein acountry wherewe havethe
opportunity to discuss? | think discussion is healthy, it stimulates
thought, and it's good for all of us. | appreciate it very much.

THE CHAIRMAN: The next presenter is Allan Wolgen.

MR. WOLGEN: | want to thank you all for seeing me, hon.
members of the committee. With the recent release of the 1995-96
Alberta Electoral Boundaries Commission report, | would like to
voice my strong disapproval of the report.

I am concerned with the formula used to measure the degree of
difficulty for an MLA to serve his or her riding. In your formula
population is considered the same degree of difficulty asthe square
kilometresin theriding or distance from the Legislature. | propose
that the matrix ranking of scale of difficulty be changed to better
address the true difficulties presented to an MLA.

I'm basically amost repeating what Don had to say. The areain
square kilometres | think should be on ascale of 1 to 15, because |
think it's tougher to deal with. It goes down to the number of
appointed and elected bodies, 1 to 15; primary and secondary
highways, 1 to 15; and then down to population, which | think isan
easier problem to address, 1to 5.

THE CHAIRMAN: Read them all.

8:50

MR. WOLGEN: Read them al? Okay. The area in square
kilometres, on a scale of 1 to 15; number of appointed and elected
bodies, 1 to 15; primary and secondary highways, 1 to 15; distance
from Legidature, 1 to 15; population density, 1 to 10; contiguous
boundaries, 1to 10; Indian reserves, 1 to 10; population, 1to 5; and
unincorporated communities, 1 to 5.

| have eliminated the number of househol ds column because| feel
that thisisdirectly related to population and thereforeis redundant.
This formula, though primitive, better reflects actual difficulties
posed to an MLA.

According to this method of determining difficulty, below are
some examples of acceptablevarianceswithin certainridings. | kind
of reworked it very quickly. For Edmonton-Roper, which wasat the
lowest ranking, | came up with a 10.5, which is with the present
variance of plus 5.6 percent and the permissible variance under my
formulas of plus 25 percent. Athabasca-Wabasca, with the highest
ranking on your chart, has a 78 on mine, with a present variance of
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minus 45.9 and a permissible variance, according to mine, of minus
25 percent. Cardston-Chief Mountain would rank 57, and their
present varianceisminus 38.5 percent. The permissiblevarianceon
my scale would be minus 15 percent, taking away this special status
thing. Taber-Warner read a58, which would allow it a permissible
variance of minus 20 percent, and it's currently at 21.8 percent.

Effective representation requires an MLA to be accessible at the
most convenience to the constituent. It is much easier to address a
problem of high population than a problem of distance within a
riding, therefore affecting the accessibility of our MLA. Using a
more accurate model such as this — and I'm sure you're going to
dispute it — may prove that we are severely diluting the
representation of rura ridings by underestimating the degree of
difficulty to administer its problems. Population should not be the
only criterion. | propose no change at this time until this situation
isfully addressed.

I'd liketo note at the end that | realize I'm asking you to reject the
majority of the work you have done to date, but | feel very strongly
that the matrix is flawed. Clear criteria should be established first,
and then the entire Alberta boundaries map should be adjusted after
the censusin 2001.

Thank you.

MR. McCARTHY : Just acomment on your matrix. If | understand
it, your scale of 1 to 15 would mean that that would get greater
weight than a1 to 5 scale.

MR. WOLGEN: That's what I'm assuming. 1'm no mathematician.

MR. McCARTHY: Okay. | just wanted to make sure | understood
it. Well, | disagree with giving population a 1 to 5 as opposed to
contiguous boundariesa 1 to 10 scale. | find that unacceptable. To
have population on your scale as low on the scale as anything else
or lower on the scale than everything else but unincorporated
communities| find to be unacceptable. Those are all the comments
| have. Thanks.

MR. WOLGEN: | think the point I'm trying to make is that you can
change the figures any which way you like in order to make what
you want become true.

MR. McCARTHY: No. Inmy view population should bethesingle-
largest weighted factor. | just wanted you to understand that. |
disagree completely with your scale.

MR. WOLGEN: Yeah. Wéll, I'm most concerned with effective
representation. | guess | feel that in a city riding, say, one that is
right next to the Legidature, the guy can step right out of the office,
right out of the Legislature and talk to a couple of constituents, and
my MLA hasto come al the way down here. I'm lucky to see him
once every three, four months, you know, if | need to.

MR. McCARTHY: | don't disagree with your scale in having
distancefromthe Legidlature strongly weighted on thescale. | don't
have a problem with that.

MR. WOLGEN: Wdll, just likeeverybody else, | guesswe can argue
forever on that.

MR. McCARTHY:: | don't have any more comments. Thanks.

MR. LEHANE: Just to follow up on that, Allan, we don't make any
apologies for the matrix in terms of your suggestion that it's flawed.
I'msureit'sfar from perfect. But | think if you sat down with usand
Don Johnson and half a dozen other people in this room and half a
dozen people from Edmonton and half a dozen from Calgary and
half a dozen from some of the other centres, we'd probably come up
with about a hundred different versions. We'd have as many
versions astherewere peopleintermsof what should bein thereand
what weight it should be given. So we appreciate your input. We're
asking for input from everybody because it's something new that's
being tried.

To giveyou an example. | think it was on Monday when we had
our hearings in Edmonton. There was a professor from the
University of Saskatchewan who critiqued our matrix. He said that
unless we gave population at least 30 percent of all of theweight in
the matrix, it was no good. He told us that certainly what we had
done in terms of our matrix in trying to justify what we had done
with the variances that were there: those variances would never
stand up to a court challenge. So there's the opposite side of the
spectrum.

What I'm saying is: | guess it depends where you come from. A
lot of these things are subjective, and hopefully we can sometime
have an instrument that people will agreeisarelatively good way to
attempt to measure this thing. So thanks for your input.

MR. WOLGEN: Thank you.

MR. GRBAVAC: Wdll, | guesswe could sit here all night. Asone
person indicated, you know, in a club of liars the first presenter is
significantly disadvantaged. That'strue; you could surmiseall night
long that we devel oped the matrix to support aposition that we took
at the outset. I'll reject that notion. What I'm suggesting to you is
that we applied what we thought was areasonabl e set of quantitative
criteria to a mathematical model, applied it to the province, and as
a result we came up with what we thought was a reasonable
compromise with respect to what some of the urban centres wanted
vis-aviswhat some of therural communitiesweretellingus. We've
been told by asignificant number of peoplethat it'swrong from both
perspectives. Somebody once said that if everybody tellsyou you're
wrong, you must be near the truth.

MR. WOLGEN: No. You'rewrong.

MR. GRBAVAC: There we go. At any rate, | appreciate your
comments. We know it's not perfect, and we're not necessarily
going to let it rest. You may see some refinements in the final
report.

MR. WORTH: Allan, as has been pointed out here, one of our
problemswill beto try to sort out anumber of different opinionsand
ideas about the matrix and the variables to be included in it. Well
have to set up some kind of a screen, some set of criteria that the
variablesmight haveto meetin order to beincorporated. Just off the
top of my head, | think there are at least four criteriathat we might
use. One of theseis: is it measurable or assessable in some ready
way? Secondly, doesit have akind of face validity? When people
look at it, do they say, “Oh, yeah, that's related to effective
representation”? Doesit lend itself to weighting in some fashion as
well as being measurable? And finaly, is it mutualy exclusive?
Now, what | mean by mutually exclusive of other variablesis that,
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for example, if you look at our variables and at yours, we have area
in square kilometres and population. Then we compute population
density. Now, how do you compute popul ation density? Y oudivide
area by population. So that is not a mutualy exclusive variable.
Y ou're double-counting if you useit.

That'sjust anillustration of someof thecriteriathat we'll probably
have to think about in terms of trying to screen out what variablesto
consider in our matrix.

THE CHAIRMAN: Allan, | want you to know that weve
acknowledged throughout this second round of hearings that there
areproblemswith our matrix. Hopefully we canimprovethe matrix.

| want to compliment you. Y ou're the first one who has come to
us and put down inwriting what you think is correct in your matrix.
As you've heard from some of the people here, they want to
challenge you in respect to the matrix. Y ou've heard somebody say
that population should be 30 percent; you'removing it downto five.
So those are the difficulties we're having with the matrix. The one
statement that you made: “Wait until we settle the matrix and then
deal with redistribution.” Well, you and | will be dead and hell will
freeze over . ..

MR. WOLGEN: Then well al be happy.

THE CHAIRMAN: . . . before anybody settles what the matrix is.
Thanks for coming and making your viewpoint known.

MR. WOLGEN: Thanks for listening.

THE CHAIRMAN: The next presenter is Mayor Jim Cherewick,
village of Warner.

9:00

MR. CHEREWICK: I, too, would like to take this opportunity to
thank this commission for all the time and effort, but as Mrs.
Shockey said, you are getting paid for it. I'mreally surprised at the
amount of diplomacy heretonight. From the conversations|'ve had
with different individuals, different groups, I've felt alot of anger
regarding the results of this proposal. So, Mr. Chairman and
commission, | would like to start off.

As you know, my name is Jm Cherewick, and I'm currently
serving as the mayor of the village of Warner. The village of
Warner is located on the junctions of Highway 4 and Highway 36,
approximately 66 kilometres southeast of Lethbridge. Our
population is approximately 490, give or take. Not unlike many
small communitiesin southern Albertawe share an intense desireto
protect and preserve the quality of our community. When we see a
neighbour on the street, we stop and visit. If weseeafriendin need,
welend ahand. If we are threatened, we rally. Gentlemen, we are
feeling threatened. We are being threatened with the recommended
displacement of our community into an electoral division to which
we do not bel ong and with which we share absol utely no community
of interest. We are being threatened with the loss of an historically
viable riding that fits the legidative requirements for population
ranges and effective representation.

I've read your document and discussed it with other community
leaders, councils, and concerned citizens, and thisismy responseon
behalf of our communities. Page 21 of the report states that “the
Commission is proposing the removal of . . . Cardston-Chief
Mountain . . . from southern Alberta” I'vejust got alot of dotsin
here. “The Commission has merged these electoral divisions into

neighbouring and contiguous electoral divisions” What this
commission hasdone, in redlity, isnot removed the Cardston-Chief
Mountain riding but attempted to totally destroy the Taber-Warner
constituency. The Taber-Warner constituency has functioned as a
viableriding for 32 years. The communities of Coutts, Milk River,
and Warner have unfortunately seen two shiftsin their boundaries
over that time, placing themin the eastern electoral zone. When this
has happened, the residents of our communities have been denied
effective representation, and now this commission is proposing a
third shift in that direction. This proposal does not provide for the
principle of effective representation. It has never worked
provincially or federally.

Thereleased commission report dated January 26 states under the
section headed rural results:

The Commission declined to alter the boundaries of Drayton Valley-
Camar, Barrhead-Westlock and other rural divisions in order to
assure effective representation for these divisions and as a result of
respect for their present communities of interest.
The statement insults the principles of effective representation for
the citizens of Taber-Warner: were not worthy of the same
considerations as other citizens of this province.

The county of Warner is presently divided into two electoral
divisions. The system works in that the demographics within the
country are recognized as part of a unique cultural diversity of this
area. The Raymond areacommunity has strong historictieswith the
town of Cardston, and the recent division of school districts within
the county has enabled both north and south districts of the county
of Warner to feel the security of having their elected school officials
represent our communities irrespective of cultural considerations.
The commission, however, proposes to disperse the county of
Warner among three electora divisions. To what end? The county
government would then have three MLASs to dea with, and this
again defies the concept of community of interest and fails to
address cultura distinctions.

Geographically the current boundaries of the Taber-Warner riding
are clear and distinct, recognizing natural boundaries such as the
Milk River, Oldman River, highways, roads, and section lines. The
proposed boundaries and reasons for their placement defy
understanding. The town of Coaldale is effectively disadvantaged
from easy access to the Little Bow riding by the location of the
Oldman River. The proposed increase in the size of the Cypress
riding will most certainly reduce the accessibility of the elected
MLA to the citizens of that riding and reduce the effectiveness of
that person in their ability to deal with the electorate.

| reiterate. Thisdocument does not consider our communities of
interest. Our trade corridorsare north and south, highways4 and 36.
Our media coverage is not out of Medicine Hat. Our hospital is
administered through the Chinook regional health authority. Our
schools are part of the Horizon school division, which is
administered from Taber. Given thisinformation, it is nonsensical
to assume that we would receive effective representation from an
MLA elected out of the Medicine Hat area.

It'swell known that the acceptable popul ation varianceshave been
established under the Act of plus or minus 25 percent,
notwithstanding 50 percent for special consideration ridings. The
legality and necessity of this variance, which protects the right of
effective representation, has withstood a court challenge of the
Supreme Court of Canada. The commission has quoted Madam
Justice McLachlin regarding the decision, so there is no need to
elaborate any further on this issue. However, in reviewing this
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document, a theme persists that the members of this commission
havetaken it upon themsel vesto redefine what should be acceptable
asvariance. | find it very disturbing that an appointed panel should
promote ideals that are at variance with a Supreme Court decision.
| refer to page 41 of the document. Thefirst sentencereads, “But we
think amargin of plus or minus 5% must be allowed.” Further, on
page 45: “We do acknowledge the necessity of a margin of plus or
minus five percent for mathematical necessity.” 1'd like to remind
the commission that the Taber-Warner constituency currently falls
within the legal and acceptable variances, currently at 21.8 percent
according to your document.

Reference is made throughout this document to 1991 census data.
However, | find it confusing at times and am really unsure that the
commission has used this and only this data for the purpose of this
report. | quote from page 3:

The Commission has determined that a more recent province wide
census is not available for purposes of reviewing the boundaries of
electoral divisions within the meaning of subsection 12(2) of the
Act. However, the Commission has aso concluded that more
recent, complete, current and accurate population data available, as
well as population forecasts of increases or decreases in population
from Statistics Canada, may be taken into consideration in
accordance with section 16 of the Act, which gives the Commission
some discretion concerning factors the Commission may consider
appropriate and relevant.

What doesthismean? Hasthe commission picked and chosen the
datathat would best justify thisreport? If this commission has used
its discretion concerning the factors the commission may consider
appropriate and relevant, then this report lacks a certain amount of
credibility.

Onemore MLA for Calgary and Edmonton? That's been covered
before by presenters since I've been here. Currently the city of
Calgary has 14 aldermen, yet 20 MLAS represent that city. This
commission advocatesyet another MLA for Calgary and Edmonton?
The Taber-Warner constituency is served by one MLA who has to
deal with eight incorporated communities, three counties, four
school divisions, God only knows how many reeves, councils,
mayors, school boards, and one regional health authority, the size of
theriding, and thedistanceto Edmonton. Thiscommission proposes
to make it even more difficult for our MLA to do hisjob or for our
citizensto have fair and reasonable access to our MLA.

Inconclusion, | cannot hel p but agree with the commission on one
point, that the commission is very much aware that for the fourth
time in recent years we are undertaking a review of electora
boundariesin Alberta. | agree that this review is unpopular and a
flagrant waste of taxpayer dollars.

| don't feel it's within my mandate as an elected official of the
village of Warner to offer any solutions or options. | cannot help,
though, but marvel at one of your commission members, who sitsas
a councillor for the county of Warner but cannot recognize the
importance of our close association with our communities of
interest.

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you.
Well start the questioning with John.

MR. McCARTHY : Thisisacomment for your information, but it's
also afollow-up to what a previous presenter and | had discussed.
He was asking about that Supreme Court of Canada, and how it
would react to the Albertasituation. | guess because of that | |ooked

up Madam Justice McLachlin's decision in Saskatchewan. The
legislation does provide for a 25 percent variance, as you've stated,
but the actual situation that she was dealing with at the Supreme
Court of Canadain thedistribution of the Saskatchewan seatsasthey
weredivided between urban and rural wasasfollows: therural areas
had 53 percent of the seats and 50.4 percent of the population. The
urban areas had 43.9 percent of the seats and 47.6 percent of the
population. Sothat wasthesituationthat Madam JusticeMcLachlin
considered, together with the legidation, when she made that
decision.

The Alberta Court of Appeal, when it made its decision — the
urban ridings were on average 13.4 percent above average, and the
other ridings were on average 8.4 percent under. So there was a
larger variance herein Albertaas compared to the fact situation, the
net variance, that M adam Justice McLachlin was dealing with. You
raised the question, and while you were raising it, | thought I'd
respond to Don as well. So | leave that with you for your
information.

The only thing | have to say isthat this may be awaste of money
in your opinion, but | just want you to understand that none of us
sought out this commission. None of us asked to be on this
commission.

9:10
MR. CHEREWICK: That's not the point I'm making.

MR. McCARTHY:: It was a creation of the Legidature. So any
concerns of that nature should be directed through your member to
the Legidative Assembly which created us. Those comments have
come forward a number of timesin the past, and | feel like athree-
year-old child who's getting heck for being born. So I'll just leave
that with you.

MR. LEHANE: Wdll, neither did | grow up as a small boy on the
prairies telling my mother, “Someday | hope to be on an Electoral
Boundaries Commission.”

Let metell you that we did not pick and choose our datato get any
results. We used 1991 population data throughout in determining
the boundaries. Therewas asuggestion madethat unlesstherewere
at least somewhere between five to nine fewer rural seats and more
urban seats, we weren't doing our job and the problem would
continue to get worse because people were moving out of the
country into Edmonton and Calgary. The purpose of the 1995 data
in that study is to show that the populations of Edmonton and
Calgary are not growing any faster than the rest of the province.

MR. CHEREWICK: Okay. Well, | think there might have been
some confusion generated, then, in thisreport, because anumber of
people 1'd spoken to had raised that same concern regarding the
calculation of the census data.

MR. LEHANE: We've heard it today.

MR. CHEREWICK: I'm sure.

MR. LEHANE: Particularly a number of times, so | hopethat helps
clarify the situation for you.

MR. CHEREWICK: Very good.

MR. LEHANE: Thank you.
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MR. GRBAVAC: Well, Jim, I'm not surethat there's any component
of thistask that we've taken that we don't disagree on, and that's not
necessarily bad. | accept that in the context of constructive
criticism. | was hoping that the application of amatrix would result
in an interpretation other than a statement that insults the principle
of effective representation to the citizens of Taber-Warner. We are
worthy of the same considerations as other citizens of the province.
We hoped that the matrix would do that. Obviously you fedl it
doesn't, but | want to respond by saying that was the whole essence,
and the reason for using a quantitative mathematical model was to
in fact address that very concern. “The proposed boundaries and
reasons for their placement defy understanding.” Well, again, if the
matrix isnot understandable, then | supposethe proposed boundaries
are equally not understandable.

MR. CHEREWICK: Wdll, | refer to some of the geographic
boundaries that | see proposed. As | was driving up here tonight,
driving through Verdigris Coulee—and | got out themap when | was
preparing this.

MR. GRBAVAC: I'm getting to that, Jim; can 1?
MR. CHEREWICK: Sure.

MR. GRBAVAC: The blame for that eastern boundary line lays at
my doorstep. | want you to understand that. | suggested that to the
commission, having gone through the debate rather fervently at
timeswith respect to the school division alocation for the county of
Warner and the strong objection of the residents in that portion of
the county of Warner, defined by aline consistent with the one that
is drawn, even to the extent of following Verdigris Coulee. Those
people did not want to be in the Cardston school division,
specifically the Westwind school division.

| suggest that thisis an interim report. Thisisnot afina report.
Had it been a final report, the line may have been in a different
place. | recognize al of the arguments that have been presented to
ustoday, and I'm not in avacuum with respect to understanding. |
suggested to the commission that maybe we could figure it thisway
in order to solicit a response. Well, we've certainly solicited a
response. | can tell you I've heard that response, and the
overwhelming response has been to include the eastern component
of the county of Warner, given that we have to make a change, but
overriding that is that we want the status quo. | think that's a fair
assessment.  So | accept the responsibility for that particular
boundary.

With respect to us wasting money, that's an issue you're going to
have to take up with somebody else. We're a creation of the
Legidature. They created us. They saw fit to concur with the
rulings of the courts and that we had to address this problem.

MR. CHEREWICK: | can accept that, and | can appreciate that.

MR. GRBAVAC: | have one more question. Y ou suggested that we
picked and chosethe data. Again | feel somewhat disappointed that
you would fedl that way. We hoped that this quantitative matrix
wouldn't lead to that conclusion, but obvioudly it hasinthisinstance,
and | guessthat's something that we have to deal with. Y ou suggest
that you do not feel it'swithin your mandate as an el ected official of
the village of Warner to offer any solutions or options to the
proposal. If you'll allow methelatitude, can | ask Jim Cherewick to

propose a solution, an option, to our proposa ?

MR. CHEREWICK: Well, | prefer to maintain the statusquo. Now,
| realize you can't take that back to the Legidature. | did hear one
comment tonight that | found interesting: why not chew off alittle
piece of Lethbridge? They're at the borders of the riding anyway.
We have enough in common with Lethbridge. Our communities
work with Lethbridge, and you know aswell as| do, Bob, that we've
been to meetings with officials up there on various issues and work
quite well together. There wouldn't be any intimidation there, and
| think there's a certain amount of fuss built up between Lethbridge
and the communities south. | would seeit as absolutely dead wrong
and just totally unpalatable to place our three communities in

Cypress.

MR. GRBAVAC: | accept that, Jim.

| want to follow up your line of thinking with respect to the
“rurban’ riding. This commission did discussthat at length. | think
the option that we discussed at greatest |length wasto givethe city of
Lethbridgeone MLA, and their constituency initsentirety would be
comprised withinthemunicipal boundariesof thecity of Lethbridge.
That leaves about 30,000 people that you would have to split
between two or three other MLAS. You can take approximately
10,000 to 15,000, put them with Cardston and still be within the
acceptable limits as defined by our matrix, if you accept our matrix.
That leaves about 10,000, maybe a little bit more, to be added to
Taber-Warner. That does pose abit of aproblem in that it may put
us over the top in that there may be too many if we try to attach
10,000 to the current configuration of Taber-Warner. It doesn't
really speak to the in excess of 21 percent variance for Little Bow
and Macleod-Crowsnest. | want to assure you that that received
considerableconsideration. I'msureit will bediscussed and debated
again.

| find it interesting that you would suggest that that doesn't dilute
your vote. 1'm going to take that back with me and give that alittle
bit more thought, because I've heard that from a number of people
today who felt that that wouldn't dilute their vote. | felt that way
initially all long. There are more farmers on my father's street in
the city of Lethbridge than there are on my country road in the
county of Warner in all honesty. That may not be any kind of afair
or quantitative assessment, but the point of the matter is: Lethbridge
isin many ways an agricultural community. We have not had any
representation specifically from the city of Lethbridge objecting to
that. However, maybe they're not aware that we may be
contemplating it. | found your comments interesting.
9:20
MR. CHEREWICK: Well, | mean Lethbridgeisarural community,
alarge rural community.

| had another thought herethat just escaped mewhen | was saying
that. Well, go on. The thought's gone.

THE CHAIRMAN: Wally.
MR. WORTH: No comments.

THE CHAIRMAN: Well, Jim, | just wanted to make one comment.
You've heard a lot of criticism of the matrix, and we accept the
criticism of the matrix. Thematrix isaproblem. We developed the
meatrix, and | don't know whether the people are redlizing this. We
got alot of pressure from people in the urban areas stating that it's
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voting parity and voting parity isway out of line. Then we got alot
of pressure from rural people stating that it's got to be effective
representation and that's the key. We came up with the matrix to
justify effective representation. We concede that it's harder to bean
MLA in most cases, notin all cases, for rural Alberta. Thenwesaid:
now, we've got to justify this. That's why the matrix isthere. So |
just wanted you to understand why the matrix was done. It was
really doneto help therural people say, “We'rejustified in having a
minus variance for purposes of effective representation.”

MR. CHEREWICK: | really didn't want to dwell on the matrix. |
honestly felt that therewoul d be enough other individual sheretoday
that would place emphasis on that. However, | do agree that with
the size of the riding, especially the proposed riding that our
communitieswould be placed in, it would be absolutely prohibitive
for one MLA to effectively represent.

THE CHAIRMAN: Wdll, thanks for coming.
MR. CHEREWICK: Thank you.
THE CHAIRMAN: The next speaker is Greg Wehlage.

MR. WEHLAGE: Members of the Electord Boundaries
Commission, my nameis Greg Wehlage, and | live 18 miles east of
Milk River. | am here today as an ordinary citizen who is very
concerned about the electoral boundaries this commission has
proposed. | strongly disapprove of these boundaries for the
following reasons. One, community of interest. The eastern portion
of the county of Warner has absolutely nothing in common with
MedicineHat. All of our transportation and communication patterns
are with Taber or Lethbridge. Under the proposed boundaries the
hospital in Milk River would be the only facility in the Chinook
regional health authority in the new Cypress electoral division. We
areintheHorizon school division, which isheadquartered in Taber.

The newspapers that we receive are published either in Raymond
or Lethbridge. Lethbridge TV stations carry Taber news. They
carry very little Medicine Hat news. Many peoplein our areado not
even receive a Medicine Hat TV station, nor do they listen to a
Medicine Hat radio station. It isimpossible for avoter to evaluate
the performance of hisor her MLA if they never hear any news on
what that MLA isdoing. Democracy does not function well with an
uninformed electorate.

The particular area of the county of Warner that | live in was at
one time in the Medicine Hat-Cypress constituency. Residents of
this area did not feel comfortable being in that constituency at that
time. We do not want to go back. Our community of interest is not
Medicine Hat; it is Taber.

The redistribution rules that the commission is supposed to have
followed — existing municipal boundaries, road systems, and the
desirability of understandable and clear boundaries — should be
considered in making new electoral boundaries. On page 16 of their
report the commission states, “we have no intention of disregarding
any of the considerations our mandate imposes on us.”

Two, the matrix. The matrix that the commission devel oped
seemsalittleflawed. | cannot understand why population is one of
the variables. If the purpose of the matrix is to determine the
appropriate population for electoral divisions, how can the
population of that division be included as a criterion? That is like
using aword to define itself.

The commission aso included the number of households as a
variable in the matrix. This is redundant because the number of
households would be closely related to population. This has the
effect of giving too much weight to population in the matrix score.

Three, effective representation. Adding part of Taber-Warner to
Cypress will mean that the Cypress MLA will be dealing with six
extramunicipa governments, an extra school division, and an extra
health authority. Also, the geographica areawill be much larger,
the number of households will go up, the length of primary and
secondary highwayswill be greatly increased, the population will be
much higher, and the length of contiguous boundaries will be
increased. This means that Cypress, which is already a difficult
constituency to represent, will be much harder.

Cypress rating on the commission's own matrix will increase
substantialy, possibly to 63. This would mean that Cypress
population would be much higher than it should be because of its
difficulty to represent. Cypresswould have alarger population than
Three Hills-Airdrie, Barrhead-Westlock, Drayton Valley-Camar,
Olds-Didsbury, or Innisfail-Sylvan Lake. All of these ridings are
much smaller and closer to the Legislature than Cypress and none
have any contiguous boundaries. Cypresswould even have alarger
population than Red Deer-South. The new Cypress probably would
have a higher matrix score than Lesser Slave Lake, which the
commission has said will remain a specia consideration
constituency.

How can the commission possibly expect residents of Cypressto
receive effective representation? Even by the commission's own
matrix, it ssmply does not make sense to increase the population of
this riding by adding the eastern portion of Taber-Warner. If the
commission had applied their matrix to the new electoral divisions,
thedi screpanci esbetween southern ridingsand central ridingswould
have becomeobvious. Why isit not acceptable for Taber-Warner to
be 14 percent below its permissible population variance when it is
fine for Red Deer-North to be 13 percent below and for Red Deer-
South to be 26 percent below its permissible population variance?

The commission a so statesthat 69 percent of Alberta'spopulation
is urban and that 68 percent of the electoral divisions are urban.
Thiswould appear to indicate that overall no consideration hasbeen
giventorural ridingsand that effective representation received only
lip service.

The commission has said that it would not ater the boundaries of
Barrhead-Westl ock becausethe current boundariesrefl ect the history
of theareaand thetraditional sense of community. Also, the current
boundariesgenerally reflect municipal boundariesand respect social
and transportationinfrastructures. | submit toyouthat that isexactly
what the boundaries of the current Taber-Warner constituency do.
Thelogical electora division border isthe eastern edge of the county
of Warner. It is the divison between Lethbridge dominated
southwestern Alberta and Medicine Hat dominated southeastern
Alberta. Following this border aso meansthat neither the Horizon
school division nor the Chinook regional health authority would be
divided here. Thisisacrucid point.

The commission has also said that it is removing Cardston-Chief
Mountain becauseitisaspecial consideration electoral division. In
fact, it is leaving Cardston-Chief Mountain intact and removing
Taber-Warner by merging it with three nei ghbouring constituencies.
Taber-Warner fals into the plus or minus 25 percent population
variance allowed by the Supreme Court. So why alter it?

The people of Albertawant commonsense solutionsto problems.
The proposed division of Taber-Warner does not make sense, nor is
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italong-termsolution. Peoplein our areawill not be satisfied being

represented by an MLA in Medicine Hat. Why impose new

electoral divisionsthat create more problems than they solve?
Thank you for your time.

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you, Greg.
Well start the questioning with Wally.

MR. WORTH: Greg, we've heard a number of submissions today
that speak to the central question of concern to you, which is the
proposal to locate part of the county of Warner in the Medicine Hat
constituency. | think you've heard some of my associates on the
panel say: look, we accept that we made a mistake.

MR. WEHLAGE: | redlize that, but | had to say it.

9:30

MR. WORTH: You had to say it, yeah. Reinforcement is always
good. Particularly aswe get older, we need more reinforcement.

Two things about your submission caught my attention. Thefirst
is the attention that you gave to the matrix and the question you
raised about: why include population if that's what you're going to
determine as aresult of al this? | think the reason we felt that one
had to include popul ation was that Justice M cLachlin indicated that
population was a prime consideration in determining effective
representation; it is not different from or separate from effective
representation.

The other thing is that the matrix we've developed is really
intended to show the level of difficulty of providing representation
in a constituency, and for that reason | think we felt it was
appropriate to include population. Obvioudly if you've got more
peoplein agiven and similar geographic area, it'sharder to represent
them than if you've got fewer.

One of the things your presentation drew to my attention was
when you analyzed what would happen to Cypress-Medicine Hat
and you provided us with your table here where you compare a
number of the factors with the Cypress area.

MR. WEHLAGE: Those were just my best estimates.

MR. WORTH: Sure. But thepoint it makesfor usand makesclearly
isthat one of the things we ought to consider seriously doing in our
final report is going through and applying the matrix to the new
proposals to see how they fit. That's akind of validity test that we
need to undertake. So | thank you for drawing that to our attention.

MR. GRBAVAC: Greg, | want to compliment you on the amount of
work you obviously put into your presentation and thank you for it.

MR. WEHLAGE: Well, thank you.
THE CHAIRMAN: Joe?
MR. LEHANE: No questions. Thank you.

MR. McCARTHY: : | just have one point of clarification for my own
purposes. You say in your submission:
Why is it not acceptable for Taber-Warner to be 14 percent below
its permissible population variance when it is fine for Red Deer-
North to be 13 percent below and for Red Deer-South to be 26
percent below its permissible population variance?

Isthat based on the matrix? Isthat what you're saying?

MR. WEHLAGE: | was basing it on your table on page 42, where
you have that the present variance of Red Deer-South is minus 8.3
percent and the permissible variance is plus 16 to plus 20 percent.
| just took the average of 16 and 20 as 18. So the permissible
variancefor Red Deer-South would be plus 18 percent. It'scurrently
minus 8, so that's 26 percent.

MR. McCARTHY: Okay. | see how you got to it. Thanks. Those
areal my questions.

THE CHAIRMAN: Fine. Greg, | don't know how long you've been
here today, but you've brought up the Barrhead-Westlock
constituency matter. | think we've answered it three times today.

MR. WEHLAGE: Yeah, | gathered that you had.

THE CHAIRMAN: If you're interested in that answer, my
recommendation isthat you get from Ron Hierath's office a copy of
the transcript, which should be available in about two weeks' time.
If you look at that, you'll then find out what everybody had to say.
You'll bethat much better informed. Thanks for coming.

MR. WEHLAGE: Thank you.
THE CHAIRMAN: The next presenter is Frank Rabusic. Go ahead.

MR. RABUSIC: Mr. Chairman, members of the commission, this
must be your day of repetition. Anything that's been said this
evening hasto have been said before at | east adozen times, so | hope
you'll bear with us for awhile yet.

Relativeto the expression “if it ain't broke, don't fix it,” | counted
that that's been used six times before. | invented that one.

THE CHAIRMAN: I'm glad to meet the inventor.

MR. RABUSIC: | was wondering if | could get some of these
would-be lawyers to help me collect the royalty.

Anyway, drawing a paralel to that expression, we're trying to
force change on something that doesn't need changing or doesn't
even want changing. We're informed that the restructuring of our
electoral boundaries will result in the loss of two of our ridings.
Consequently we'll be short two MLAs. Our losswill equal thegain
of Calgary and Edmonton since they will be the recipients of our
loss. It doesn't take arocket scientist to figure out that we're getting
shortchanged. Wearearural electoral district, and as such we need
all the representation we can get. To my mind, Edmonton and
Calgary are dready overrepresented. | realize that the work of this
commission, their mandate, issimply to find new boundariesfor the
remaining constituencies, but the Legislature must still give final
approval, and there lie the hopes of many in thislocality.

Picture, if youwill, that hereyou haveaconstituency consolidated
initsventures. We're united in our search for better roads, schools,
and health schemes. We're proud of our past accomplishments, and
we look forward to even greater liaison through our MLA with the
province.

Now, Mr. Chairman, if there's going to be a change, if there's a
change coming, | want to see a change that's going to benefit my
constituency, and | see none. A change for the sake of change is
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totally unacceptable. We have very few things in common with
Cardston or Little Bow or Cypress. One distinguishing feature that
setsus apart isirrigation combined with diversified farming. Surely
we can conclude that in these times of cutbacks and restraints there
must be a better way to save abuck. I'm for the status quo.

While | have the floor, gentlemen, | have to commend you for
your éttitudelater on. Maybeit'sbecauseyou're getting tired, but all
| could hear before was, “No,” “Sorry,” and “It's not in the book.”
It was kind of disappointing. Y ou disappointed me. | thought: it's
achallenge to you to get this thing through. | was going to tell you
that if you'relooking for areal challenge and to change boundaries,
why don't you try changing the 49th? But I'm not going to tell you
that because you've relented.

That, gentlemen, is about al | have to say. | thank you for the
opportunity of saying it.

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you, Frank.
MR. McCARTHY: Where are you from?
MR. RABUSIC: Taber.

MR. McCARTHY: Oh, you're from here. Okay. | don't have any
other questions. Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: Joe?

MR. LEHANE: No questions. Thank you.
THE CHAIRMAN: Robert?

MR. GRBAVAC: No, | don't think so.

MR. WORTH: | have no questions either, but | thank you for your
patience as well because you sat through alot of this.

MR. RABUSIC: You are getting tired.

THE CHAIRMAN: Well, ladies and gentlemen, that's al the
scheduled presenters. It's 20 to 10. Isthere another one?

MRS. DACY SHY N: There's one | €ft.

THE CHAIRMAN: Pardon me; I'm sorry. Henry Holst, from the
town of Vauxhall. Sorry about that, Henry. We almost closed the
doors on you.

MR. HOLST: | want to thank hon. members for alowing us to
present our proposal : short, to the point, and if you take this one, we
can al go home. We're from the town of Vauxhal. We're that
portion north of the MD that it seems like everybody wants.

This is our proposal. We recently received a copy of the
commission report identifying alterationsto the provincia electoral
boundaries. We understand that the mandate of the commission is
to create divisions which will represent as equal a population as
possible and to address the trend of the population transition from
rura to urban. In doing this, however, we fedl that perhaps the
urban representation is going to adversely overweight the rural
voice.

Wealso understand but disagreethat each division should include

at least onetown with apopul ation of at least 4,000. Thisregulation
has potential to further unbalance the urban to rural voice. As
quoted in the commission report, His Worship said that the more
difficulties a division has, the more diminished or curtailed is the
effectiveness of the member's representation of his or her
congtituency. This contradicts the regulation to have at least one
urban centre of at least 4,000 population in each constituency. It
also provides strong argument not to split rural municipalities.

9:40

The matrix of the proposal is to whenever possible consider the
existing municipa boundariesasadivision guideline. How can the
commission, then, rationalizesplittingarural municipality into three
divisions, asthey've done with the MD of Taber? Asatown within
the boundaries of the MD, we fear it is going to be very difficult to
work on issues of mutual concern when we will have to deal with
three MLAs. We understand that the current proposal has made the
Little Bow constituency boundaries coterminous with both the
county of Vulcan and the county of Lethbridge but only north of that
portion of the MD of Taber.

Itisthegeneral consensus of thetown of VVauxhall that rather than
see the MD of Taber split into three constituencies, the boundary
should be adjusted so that the whole of the MD of Taber be
represented by one member of the Legidature in the constituency,
whether it be Little Bow, Taber, or Medicine Hat.

Thank you for hearing our concerns. We hope these comments
will help you in your decision.

MR. WORTH: Henry, just acorrection of fact in your presentation,
and | apologize if we have created that confusion. You refer to the
fact that there's aregulation that at least one town with a population
of 4,000 be included in a constituency. That is not the case. The
reference to atown of 4,000 was in connection with a constituency
that would be claiming special status, such as Cardston. The
reference to 4,000 is that there must not be any town in the
constituency greater than 4,000. So | just wanted to correct that.

THE CHAIRMAN: Robert?

MR. GRBAVAC: No questions.

THE CHAIRMAN: Joe?

MR. LEHANE: No questions. Thank you.

MR. McCARTHY:: | just haveone. For that portion of your MD that
is presently located in the Little Bow constituency, are you able to
tell me approximately how many people livein that portion now?

MR. HOLST: It depends how big an area you want to take, if you
want to take in the Hays and Enchant area. | wouldn't have a
number.

MR. McCARTHY: Okay. We can get it off the computer. | just
wanted to get ageneral idea. Thanks. No questions.

THE CHAIRMAN: Wdll, | want to thank you for coming, Henry,
and making your viewpoint known.

Are there any other walk-on presenters who have something
intelligent to say or additional to add? It's a dangerous statement to
make, but it lookslikethere'snobody el sethat's prepared to speak to
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us tonight.
Well, | want to thank you people from what will be or was Taber-
Warner for coming out and making your presentations.

[The hearing adjourned at 9:43 p.m.]



