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LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF ALBERTA

Monday, May 7, 1973

{The House met at 2:30 o'clock.]
PRAYERS

[Mr. Speaker in the Chair]

NOTICES OF MOTION

MR. PEACOCK:

Mr. Speaker, I wish to give notice that tomorrow, May 8, I will introduce
The ARR Amendment Act No. 2.

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS

MR. RUSSELL:

Mr. Speaker, under this item I would like to move, seconded by the hon.
Minister of Telephones and Utilities that Bill No. 207, An Act to amend The
Municipal Government Act, be placed on the Order Paper under Government Bills

and oOrders.

[The motion was carried.]

INTRODUCTION OF VISITORS
MR. KOZIAK:

Mr. Speaker, I have been given the distinct honour of introducing on your
behalf to the members of this Assembly 70 students from Grades 5 and 6 1in the
Rio Terrace School in your constituency of Edmonton Meadowlark.

They are seated both in the members and public gallery and are accompanied
by Mrs. Bradbury, Mrs. Keeler, and Mr. Bubenko. I would ask that they rise and
receive the recognition of the House.

MR. DIACHUK:

Mr. Speaker, I wish at this time to introduce to you and through you to the
members of this Assembly some 33 Grade 6 students from the constituency of
Edmonton Beverly from St. Clare School. They are accompanied by their teacher,
Miss Worobeck and two charming mothers, Mrs. Wachowich and Mrs. Bowman. I would
ask that they rise and be recognized by this Assembly.

FILING RETURNS AND TABLING REPORTS
DR. HORNER:

Mr. Speaker, I would like to table a Return to Motion No. 236.

DR. WARRACK:

Mr. Speaker, I would like to table the Return to Motion No. 211,
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ORAL QUESTION PERIOD
MR. SPEAKER:

The hon. Member for Olds-Didsbury, followed by the hon. Member for Calgary
Bow.

MR. CLARK:

Mr. Speaker, I'd 1like to direct a question to the Minister of Health and
Social Development.

Mr. Speaker, I'd 1like to ask the minister if he is prepared to launch an
immediate investigation into the circumstances surrounding the return of the
body of Belinda Manybears in a cardboard box to her mother at Slave Lake,
Alberta?

MR. CRAWFORD:

Mr. Speaker, this matter came to my attention late last week and I asked
for inquiries to be made at the time through the Hospital Services Commission.
I have not yet, Mr. Speaker, concluded that the recommendation I should make in
this case, or the course I should follow would be for the appointment of an
investigator. But that is one of the considerations that we are having regard
to at the present time.

I might add that the sense of anguish and sorrow that comes in a situation
like this, I think, is the same for all hon. members. What I would want to
sunmarize for hon. members at the moment would be that having regard to the
shared responsibility that is by and large -- and I'm not passing it off in this
way -- that of the hospital board involved, I would want to go into it just a
little bit further before deciding on the matter of an investigation. It does
seem to me that this is a case where it might be justified.

MR. CLARK:

Supplementary question, Mr. Speaker. Could the minister explain to the
House why an autopsy was performed on the child without the permission of the
child's parents?

MR. CRAWFORD:

No, certainly I cannot explain that, #r. Speaker. I can't imagine
circumstances in which I would have an explanation for that. I think it is
quite apparent that these things are done in the various institutions in the
province from time to time with no knowledge or control on the part of the
government when they are performed.

But I don't think that changes the fact that if such practices are being
conducted in hospitals which, as hon. members would know, are not directly under
the control of the province but are related in the sense of being part of the
overall hospital system of the province, if there are changes 1in requirements
and regulations which should be placed upon those institutions, that is the sort
of step we could take., It 1is that sort of thing we would want to give
consideration to, particularly if an investigation follows and if that shows
that some procedures followed were wrong. It seems to me when an autopsy is
performed without the consent of the necessary parties to consent that®s quite a
serious matter.

MR. CLARK:

Supplementary question, Mr. Speaker, to the minister. Mr. Speaker, on
March 20, 1972, the minister assured the House that this kind of practice would
not be repeated. Will the minister, after investigating the matter, report back
to the House at the earliest possible time?

MR. CRAWFORD:

Mr. Speaker, I will report further to the House in regard to this matter.

I might mention the only cther case I can recall where this occurred was in
what I would call an out-post community in the far north. The situation 1is

different this time in that it involves a major metropolitan hosgital. There
are a few other differences. I gave, I think, the assurance at the time of the
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Fort Vermilion one and the necessary follow-up instructions that steps be taken
to provide the necessary coffins because it was a remote area in that case. One
of the problems in that case was that there were no coffins available. But that
couldn't be the case in a city. So although the cases are different in some
respects, they are similar in some respects, too, and I will report further.

MR. DIXON:

A supplementary question to the hon. minister, Mr. Speaker. Hon. minister,
on November 20 I asked in the House regarding the same kind of disgraceful
situation that was going on, and at that time you indicated that --

MR. SPEAKER:

order, please. order please. The preceding question was, in itself, out
of order because of its preamble. It was definitely in the nature of debate
inasmuch as it said to the wminister, you previously gave assurances this
wouldn't happen again and it has. That certainly is debate. We don't want to
go along that path any further. I would ask the hon. member to come directly to
the question.

MR. DIXON:

My direct gquestion, then, Mr. Speaker, to the minister, were the
instructions sent out from ycur department to all the hospitals that coffins
vould be available in hospitals where no undertaking service was available?

MR. CRAWFORD:

Mr. Speaker, that couldn't be the case in this present instance where the
incident involves a major metropolitan hospital.

The directions that I have were where, in fact, we through the department,
I believe, had discussions with the Alberta undertakers® association with
respect to service in the far north. The sort of understanding and direction
went forward from the Department of Health and Social Development at that time
vas one that through the necessary agencies of the federal government -- in that
case the Indian Affairs Department was involved -- and through the services of
the various hospitals in what we refer to as out-post regions, where the
difficulty was that coffins were not available, that that difficulty could be
resolved. I do not know the precise way they have dealt with that in the
meantime. It does not form part of the present situation.

MR. DIXON:

One final supplementary gquestion then to the hon. minister, Mr. Speaker.
Has the present investigation that has been carried on at the Fort Vermilion
hospital, which was involved in the case last fall -- was this investigation
primarily brought about because of the situatios that happened 1last fall with
the youngster being sent home in a cardboard box?
MR. CRAWFORD:

No, Mr. Speaker, in substance there is no relationship betveen the
incidents.

MB. SPEAKER:

The hon. Mdember for Calgary Bow, followed by the hon. Member for Spirit
River-Fairview.

Employment_ Advertising_Practices

MR. WILSON:

Mr. Speaker, I would 1like to direct a question to the hon. Minister of
Consumer Affairs. Can the wminister advise the results to date on his
department's investigation of the Calgary firm advertising gquaranteed
enployment?

MR. DOWLING:

Yes, Mr. Speaker, we have had a communication from the firm. First of all
I should point out that the delay in answering was perhaps due more to the fact
that we were investigating within the department, within the City of Edmonton,
rather than directing letters to the firnm.
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We have had an ansver from them and they did at that time claim to be the
distributors or representatives of the Earl Nightingale Communications
organization. However we contacted the Earl Nightingale <Communications
organization in Chicago and found that this was not the case.

We found also that the organization was unlicensed and we have taken the
proper steps to guarantee that it is. We have had one of the people from the
department visit the school, inspect it and sit in on the classes to ascertain
that the classes are, in fact, more or less what they claim to be. We have
indicated to them that we do not think it is an ethical practice to advertise
guaranteed employment, and they have indicated they will cease advertising and
soliciting for applications for their school.

MR. WILSON:

A supplementary, Mr. Speaker. Has any of the students of this organization
made application to the government regarding the guaranteed employment aspects
of it?
4R. DOWLING:

No, Mr. Speaker, the arrangement was through this firm. The arrangements
that were made were made primarily with real estate firms which sold real estate
in the City of Calgary. The real estate firms indicated that they would employ
the graduates of this school.

MR. SPEAKER:

The hon. Member for Spirit River-Fairview, followed by the hon. Member for
Drumheller.

Peace River 0jl

MR. NOTLEY:

Mr. Speaker, I would 1like to direct this question to either the acting
Minister of Mines and Minerals, or the hon. Minister Without Portfolio in charge
of Northern Development. <Can the minister advise the Assembly what the status
is of Shell 0il's exploratiom in the Peace River tar sands area?

MR. ADAIR:

Mr. Speaker, that, of course, would have to be answered by the Minister of
Mines and Minerals. As an interested party to that particular project, I am
avare that they have had some workings in the area and I think I would leave it
to the minister to respond.

MR. SPEAKER:

The hon. Member for Drumheller, followed by the hon. Mewber for Calgary
Mountain View.

Abgoriginal Rights_of Indians

MR. TAYLOR:

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. My question is to the hon. Minister Without
Portfolio in charge of Northern Affairs. What is the position of the governnment
on aboriginal rights of Indians?

MR. ADAIR:

Mr. Speaker, you are relating to what is our position on aboriginal rights?
I would --

MR. SPEAKER:

order, please. I regret interrupting the hon. minister but this is
obviously a question which deals with such a broad field of policy that it |is
not suitable for the question period.

The hon. Member for Calgary Mountain View, followed by the hon. Member for
0lds-Didsbury.
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Calgary Student Placement

MR. LUDWIG:

Ar. Speaker, my gquestion is to the Minister of Education. Does he intend
to announce a change in the policy of bussing of students and the funding of the
bussing of students in Calgary?

MR. HYNDMAN:

Mr. Speaker, I feel it would be premature to make any announcement such as
is contemplated. However, this morning I had a very useful meeting with some
representatives of the Calgary Public School Board administration and the
trustees, and in addition a number of parents from the northwest area of
Calgary, at which time we explored the various problems which they are facing
and I learned a good deal frcm them. As I said to them we will be looking on a
priority basis at the matters which they brought up and hopefully getting back
to them within ten days.

MR. LUDWIG:

Mr. Speaker, supplementary to the hon. minister. 1Is the minister intending
to give audiences to other ccncerned people on this particular issue?

MR. HYNDMAN:

Wwell, Mr. Speaker, we never give audiences. I think we will have a visit
or a chat over coffee but that word would be misplaced. However, certainly ay
door is open as it always has been to meeting with groups of people who wish to
come in, usually with their school board if it involves a 1local autonomy
situation as well, to discuss matters relating to school financing and school
housing.

MR. DIXON:

Supplementary question, Mr. Speaker, to the hon. minister. Would I be fair
in suggesting that the government is giving serious consideration to doing away
with the freeze on new schocl construction in areas already developed such as
Dalhousie in Calgary?

MR. HYNDMAN:

I would 1like to make it clear, Mr. Speaker, that there is not a freeze in
any way, shape or foram. In last year, 1972, there was school construction
totalling some $18 million and this year there may be school coastruction
totalling some $16 million.

Last November the Calgary school boards were authorized to go ahead on the
construction of, I believe it was six schools; they themselves were given the
option of deciding where they wanted them and in which areas.

So certainly there is not a freeze. There is certainly a holding pattern
from what was the case prior to 1971, but that policy is one in the 1light of
falling birth rates, and in the 1light of massive $42 million of mortgage
expenditures which we have to keep very constantly under review.

MR. DIXON:

Mr. Speaker, my final suprlementary question. There seems to be a problen
in Calgary, the school trustees --

MR. SPEAKER:

Is the hon. member asking a question?
MR. DIXON:

Yes, I am, Mr. Speaker. My question is, has the Calgary School Board taken
issue with the fact that there is a freeze on school construction in areas such
as Oakridge and Dalhousie?

MR. HYNDMAN:
The Calgary Public Schocl Board's essential concern, I think, is with the

housing of students in the newer areas of Calgary, and as I pointed out to thenm,
some very serious looks at the alternatives of having students in maybe a school
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in the next-door neighbourhood where there are ample spaces. As I pointed out
to them, there are a number of schools near the Dalhousie area where there are
100 and 200 spaces. In the Sir Winston Churchill High School, not too far away,
there are 800 extra spaces. The school was built for 1,800 students and there
are roughly 1,000 there.

So as I suggested to them, there has to be a 1look at a number of
alternatives. That is their job, not mine, but within the parameters of the
provincial guideline I think we have to constantly keep them under review.

MB. SPEAKER:

The hon. Member for O0lds-Didsbury, followed by the hon. Member for Calgary
Bow.

Hospital Wage_Settlements

MR. CLARK:

Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask a question of the Minister of Health and
Social Development. I would like to ask the minister if other hospital boards
in the province will be eligible for additional financial support from the
Hospitals Commission for wage settlements in light of what has happened in the
Royal Alexandra Hospital settlement?

MR. CRAWFORD:

Mr. Speaker, I indicated previously that whenever a board of a hospital has
a budgetary matter that they would like re-examined by the commission, there is
an appeal procedure which they would have to follow. Now whether or not the
result of the appeal is that more funds are made available, is not a certainty.
I would think that where the wage settlement is a major factor and has a major
impact upon the budget which had been arrived at prior to that change in
circumstances, then some upward adjustment would be made. But it is certainly
possible that in some hospitals the amount of the adjustment based on wvages
wvould not be so significant that any change would be necessary.

MR. CLARK:

Supplementary question, Mr. Speaker, to the minister. Mr. Minister, then
the Alberta Hospitals Commission would be prepared to accept appeals if the
appeal 1is based on a wage settlement above and beyond the rather generally
agreed upon guideline of six per cent?

MR. CRAWFORD:

I don't think the individual appeals relate to the question of any
guideline, Mr. Speaker. I say again that I think the important part of it is to
see what impact any unusual expenditure has upon a budget which had once been
set. Then the unusual impact follows the settlement of the budget in the first
instance for the year. 1It's the fact that things like wage settlements come on
after the budget has been set for the year which cause the necessity for review.
So that would be done in each case where an appeal was made and the appeal
procedure, up to this point, has proven adequate.

MR. SPEAKER:

The hon. Member for Calgary Bow, followed by the hon. Member for
Drumheller.

Western_Canada_Lottery

MR. WILSON:

Mr. Speaker, I would 1like to direct a gquestion to the hon. Minister of
Culture, Youth and Recreation. When can this Assembly expect an announcement
of a cabinet decision regarding possible Alberta participation in the proposed
western Canada lottery?

MR. SCHMID:

Mr. Speaker, as soon as the Assembly adjourns and the cabinet has time to
consider the proposals.
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MR. WILSON:

A supplementary, Mr. Speaker. Can the minister indicate what the projected
revenue to the province might te?

liR. SCHMID:

Mr. Speaker, this is a subject of discussion of cabinet and as soon as it
is available it shall be made public.

MR, WILSON:

A supplementary, Mr. Speaker. Would the minister consider recommending a
Calgary Stampede event as one cf the lottery --

MR. SCHMID:

mr. Speaker, all lotteries that are presently in existence in the province
will continue under the new frogram if they so desire,

MR. DIXON:

A supplementary question, Mr. Speaker, to the hon. minister. Has your
department or the government investigated the idea of Alberta going it alone
with its own lottery rather than getting involved with the other provinces?
¥R. SCHMID:

Mr. Speaker, part of the proposal to cabinet, of course, will include a
projected cost of administraticn if the Province of BAlberta entered the same
program on its own.

MR. SPEAKER:

The hon. Member for Drumheller.

Aboriginal_Rights of Indians_(Cont.)

MB. TAYLOK:

Mr. Speaker, may I reduce the scope of the previous question to the hon.
Minister in charge of Northern Affairs? Has the government taken a position in
regard to the aboriginal rights of Indians in regard to tlie ownership of land?
MR. ADAIR:

Not a firm position at this time, Mr. Speaker.

MR. TAYLOR:

A supplementary. Is the matter under discussion at the present time?
MR. ADAIR:

Yes it is, Mr. Speaker.

MR. SPEAKER:
The hon. Member for Spirit River-Fairview.

Rail Freight Rates

MR. NOTLEY:

Mr. Speaker, I would 1like to direct a question to the hon. Minister of
Industry and Commerce. Can the minister advise the Assembly whether or not he
has been successful in getting the railroads to disclose all the necessary
information on freight rate data in order to be able to evaluate this before the
Western Economic Conference?

MR. PEACOCK:
Mr. Speaker, we haven't as yet prevailed upon the railroads to expose the

information to the provinces. The Premier today is speaking on that subject 1in
the EFast. He will be -- and we have committed the provinces -- to the railroads
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asking for that information and we trust we will have scme information to report
to the House later on.

CRDERS_QF THE_DAY

DR. HORNER:

Mr. Speaker, under Orders of the Day I would like to table the address the
hon. Premier gave today in Tcrcnto and I recommend it to the House. It's an
exceptionally good speech.

MR. CLARK:

Mr. Speaker, we reserve judgment until we have read it.
MR. HYNDMAN:

Mr. Speaker, I move jyou do now leave the Chair and the Assembly resolve
itself into Committee of the Whcle to consider Bill No. 48, The Alberta Property
Tax Reduction Act, and other bills on the Order Paper.

[The motion was carried.]

[Mr. Speaker left the Chair.]

* L * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ® % x * *

COMMITTEE _QF THE_WHOLE

[Mr. Diachuk in the Chair]

Bill No. 48 The_ Alberta Property Tax Reduction_Act

MR. CHAIRMAN:

The Committee of the Whole Assembly will come to order. Bill No. 48, The
hlberta Property Tax Reducticn Act.

Any discussion? Mr. Benoit.
MR. BENOIT:

I would like to ask a couple of questions of the minister, and then make a
comment or two with regard tc Section 30. This is the section which deals with
the same principle, presumably, as is covered by the incentive grants this year
wvhere the 7.5 per cent guideline is involved. Is this correct, HNr. Minister?

Has the minister prepared any regulations or is he able to give us any idea
of the regulations that might ccme under that section?

MR. RUSSELL:

Mr. Chairman, that 1is the easier of the two grants to deal with because
that is the one that is related directly to the school board supplementary
requisition. I think the members received in their reports the basis on which
that is computed, on the sliding scale from 0 to 15 mills.

MR. BENOIT:

The point I am making, Mr. Minister, is that the minister can make
regulations. I suppose those regulations will be changed from year to year
probably as circumstances dictate. Is that the idea?

MR. RUSSELL:

Mr. Chairman, I indicated the authority to make regulations in this new act
is fairly extensive because we are dealing with comprehensive changes. I think
I was as straightforward as I could be, when I said we think we have most
situations covered. In case there is some situation we need to react to, vwe
would 1like to have the authority under regulation to do that whether it is
giving a homeowner assistance grant to a deserving homeowner who by some fluke
missed the legislative reguirements. But it is certainly intended to go ahead
this first year, in fact it is budgeted for, on the basis of the guidelines
which we have given you in the report.
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MR. BENOIT:

Mr. Chairman, with all due respect to that and even in consideration of
Section 31 I still would like to put forth and associate myself with the thought
that this type of restringent situation where the incentive grant depends upon
the municipality coming to certain limitations is injurious to the principle of
local autonomy. Hitherto, any grants that were made were made without any
strings attached to them. In this particular instance, this year the incentive
grant comes out and it =says it is unconditional in the way it is spent, but
there is a condition upon which the municipality can get the grants. This takes
avay from local autonomy, as I understand it, in a good many ways.

First of all the provincial government will give money to those who can
quality for it. If some municirpality has done very well in the past and has
been very frugal and then finds itself in a bind, now it may not be able to
qualify for the incentive grant. However, the minister and the department in
their discretion have in scme instances relaxed the regulations. If the
regulation is there and it can ke relaxed for any of many reasons, then the
question that I raise is why is it there in the first place? Why not give the
grant totally unconditionally, without putting this on?

Now I know that some taxpayers like the idea of putting some kind of limit
on how much money a municipality can spend. But I personally am of the opinion
that when it comes to municipal expenditures, that responsibility is upon the
taxpayer and the nmunicipality, and not necessarily upon the provincial
government which is giving cut the gramt. If the grant is going to be given,
let it be given without any condition either as to the way it is going to be
given or on the expenditure cf it after it has been received.

So I would 1like to suggest, Mr. Speaker, that until we have had further
consideration and opportunity tc qualify this, I would like to move, seconded by
Mr. Dixon that this Section 30 of Bill No. 48, The Alberta Property Tax
Reduction Act be struck out.

MR. CHAIRMAN:
Mr. Benoit, do you have that motion?
MR. DIXON:

Mr. Chairman, in seconding the wmotion, one of the questions that has a
bearing on this which I'd like to ask the winister, is the case where a
municipality may be involved in an expenditure that ray be what we would
consider a one-shot expenditure in that particular year; something they'd
planned om. I could think, in rural municipalities say, of a payment as far as
a seed plant is concerned -- just using that as an example.

What provisions does your department anticipate to take care of that type
of situation? Because it is something where a municipality may have tried to
hold the mill rate down and Leen doing a good job, but in this particular three-
year period, these payments already were committed, which may have been a good
investment as far as the municipalities were concerned.

Is there any way whereby you could take a situation like that and correct
it? Otherwise they would be automatically over and yet it had been a good piece
of business as far as that particular municipality was concerned, to build the
facility at this particular time, or to already have it built but be making
payments on it of substantial amounts.

MR. RUSSELL:

That's a good point, Mr. Chairman. In the amended guidelines that went out
to all municipalities March 26, we said that if it was felt by the municipal
council that they had some sort of unusual circumstance or unique situation,
that im their judgment made their municipality eligible for special
consideration, then by all means to get it in.

So far I think we've only heard from two municipalities. The one case was
not valid but the second one appears to be.

¥R. STROMN:

Mr. Chairman, I would like to say a few words on the motion that has been
placed before the Legislature at this point in time.
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Before dealing directly with it, I would like to say, Mr. Chairman, that I
think I have some appreciaticn for the intent of the government's incentive
grant and I think I can appreciate that there is a need for looking at the ever
rapidly escalating costs that we are facing.

It is with the apprcach we are using that I am concerned. I think, Mr.
Chairman, it is fair to say that in a sense what we seem to be doing is singling
out the municipal people, the school authorities and suggesting that they are a
little less responsible than cther elected officials.

I think there are those within the Legislature, Mr. Chairman, who can
recall the problems we faced when we were setting up the county system of
government. At that time I can recall there were a number of people who were
suggesting that schocl boards were irresponsible, they had no sense of value as
to the expenditure of a dollar, and that they were spending it willy-nilly. I
happened to be sitting both on a school board and a municipal council at that
point in time.

I can recall a number of people, including municipal councillors, who
suggested that school boards were irresponsible, they didn't know how to control
costs and that 4if only they could get the control within the hands of the
municipal council things would be different. Mr. Chairmapn, I think it is fair
to say that they were different. After we saw a centralization of power within
the muncipal council through the county system, in my own particular area they
spent money much more readily than school boards had ever thought of doing.

Now let me make it very clear, Mr. Chairman, that there was a transition of
time. Attitudes were changing. I would have to say that over the years I have
seen considerable change in attitudes take place to where, today, I don't think
it matters whether it's provincial level, federal 1level, municipal 1level or
whatever level you care to discuss it on. There is a marked change in the
attitudes of individuals toward the expenditure of a dollar.

Wwhat I sense here, Mr. <Chairman, is that the provincial government is
suggesting there is a need for having a measure of control on municipal bodies.
All I am saying is that the aprroach used in this act, and in the placing of the
7.5 per cent guidelines, is wrong in principle. I do not think it will work.

As a matter of fact, I think there are a number of wmembers within the House
at the present time who will well recall a number of years ago when we used this
very approach. All it acccoplished was that it created some real problems for
those areas that had exercised restraint, that had been responsible, or maybe
more responsible if I could use that term. Because certainly, Mr. Chairman, to
the hon. minister, I am not going to 1leave the impression that anybody is
totally irresponsible. I think it is a matter of approach and it is relative to
some other matter with which we canm compare it.

But those who have been more careful and have kept their cost down, they
are the ones, in fact, who are going to be placed in the difficult position.
The attitude that will develop is one of saying to themselves, you know, really
why did we do it? We are ncw gcing to be placed against a further problem, that
of trying to maintain the excellent position in which we started. And it's
going to be very difficult.

It seems to me that we ought to be giving much more attention to the matter
of the distribution of moneys because as far as the return on the minerals of
this province is concerned it belongs to all of the people. Whether or not it
is being spent at the provincial level or the municipal level really doesn't
matter as long as each level of government will know what their portion is going
to be and will know in advance. Then I say it becomes their responsibility to
make sure that they are living within the revenues available to thenm.

That isn*t the principle, Mr. Minister through you, Mr. Chairman, that I
see being applied here. The principle being applied here is one of the
provincial government determining what the level of spending by the municipality
is going to be. I think it is the responsibility of the provincial government
to tell the municipal people, the hospital people, the school authorities well
in advance what their expected revenue will be. Then it's up to them to 1live
within it.

As I said earlier, I think every one of us would have to agree that there
is a change of attitude. Money is being spent much more easily today than it
was a few years ago. It seems to me that governments at the senior levels,
federal government and provincial governments, are maybe not providing as good
an example as they ought to in the way they are handling money.
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But let's set that aside and let's look again at the matter of principle as
to how it should be handled. It is my view that we ought to 1look to a fair
distribution of revenue. Let the local authorities determine how they want to
spend it, and let's place the responsibility right where it belongs.

It is my view that this will not work. I suggest that the provincial
government has made it palatable simply by providing enough funds for this year
[so] that they are not going to be in any difficulty. But that does not solve
the problem. It merely delays the day of reckoning. I say the sooner we get to
the place where we make each level responsible for its actions, knowing what its
revenue is going to be, the better off we are going to be.

For that reason, Mr. Chairman, I am supporting the amendment to the motion
put forward by the hon. Member for Highwood, not because I think there is a
serious problem today, but sioply because I think it is wrong in principle and
we ought to put that forward as clearly as we can.

MR. NOTLEY:

Mr. Chairman, I rise to support the amendment, although I feel in a sense
that simply striking out all of Section 30 is perhaps not the most constructive
thing that could have been done. Perhaps an alternative amendment or proposal
could have been made in its stead. But I think the points of argument for the
amendment can be well restated. There is really no doubt that the 7.5 per cent
proposition is going to restrict local autonomy.

The second observation I would make is that it's going to place a good deal
of power in the hands of the minister. Section 30(2) gives the minister rather
substantial power. He has the opportunity to review the cases where local
councils are requesting special consideration. While, as he has mentioned, he's
only had several cases to date, nevertheless, it virtually gives him the power
to play God. I think that scrt of power is basically unwise.

The other feature of this particular section which concerns me is the
impact this is going to have on the various local levels of government. It
seens to me, Mr. Minister, that not too far down the road with this kind of
scheme, you are going to have the various levels of local government competing
with one another to try tc advance special circumstances. If, in the case of
one community, they are able to go above their 7.5 per cent ceiling and still
obtain their incentive grant, next year the town 10 or 15 miles down the road is
going to find rather ingenious ways to advance an arqgument why they should be
given the same consideration.

It seebns to me you are going to have a tendency for communities to compete
among themselves in order to try to wiggle out of the 7.5 per cent ceiling.
Prankly, I think the same comments that some of us in the opposition made with
respect to the Minister cf Advanced Education now having to deal with
universities directly might also apply in the case of your department -- that
you are going to find yourself in a rather difficult position, especially when
down the road you begin to say no to some of the communities.

The final observation I would make is just to restate something I said
during the principle of the bill, Mr. Chairman. That is, it seems to me we do
have to work out some method of tax-sharing. Coming down from Fairview today I
was listening to Mayor Sykes on the radio and he was making it quite clear that
he felt there had to be a definite method of tax-sharing over and above the
property tax. He suggested, or certainly implied, in his interview that perhaps
a corporation tax or a share of personal income tax might well be rebated to the
municipal level of government.

I'm not certain what the option should be for Alberta. It might well be
that a better approach would be so many percentage points of our natural
resource royalties, which after all belong to everybody. But I think the
principle of pinpointing a certain portion of flexible revenues which are going
up and vhich are certainly related to the ability-to-pay concept, rebating that
back to the municipal levels of government on some kind of per capita basis
vould certainly be a step in the right direction.

That wouldn't get away from the other part of the grants. It seems to Dme
that the municipal assistance grants the minister talked about before, where you
build into your grant system some allowance for the different circumstances of
your communities or your local levels of government is a step that I «can
personally support. I think it may well make a good deal of sense that in a
town like High River, for exanmple, you may not need as big a grant as you do in
a new developing town like Grande Cache. So obviously your municipal assistance



54-2890 ALBERTA HANSARD Mmay 7, 1973

grant structure should take cognizance of the differences in the communities®
respective ability to pay.

I don't know if the example of High River meets with my friend here from
Highwood, but I just cite that as a case in point.

But when we go beyond that and talk about additional moneys, the incentive
portion that we are talking abcut now, it seems to me that here would be a
better place just to impose a revenue-sharing scheme which would be tied to some
flexible or elastic tax source so that as the province prospers the
municipalities will know that they receive on a fair basis an increase annually:
not tied to any 7.5 per cent formula, not tied to the proposition of having to
go in and plead a special case to the minister if they have to build a skating
rink this year, or if some new development is coming along that is going to
boost them over the 7.5 per cent ceiling or over the 22.5 per cent in three
years, but rather a source of revenue they have a right to expect because they
are doing a pretty important job in this province.

I Jjust want to close, Mr. Chairman, by saying that any move, however well-
intentioned, to restrain local expenditures and subsequently undercut local
autonomy is bound to cause problems in the long run and boomerang on us, because
in my view it is vital that we encourage the best possible people to seek office
at the local level. People just aren't going to be induced to run for local
council or school boards or what have you, if they feel their power to make
decisions 1is being subtly or obviously or whatever the case may be, undercut in
any way.

It seems to me the more that we can nail down autonomy the more we can say
to people, "Here are the funds; they are being set out on an equitable basis.
Do what you choose with them; you're responsible to the rate payers."

I know the proposition behind this particular section is to try to restrain
ever -- increasing mill rates and deal with rapidly escalating costs of local
government. But again, Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that is something that has
to be determined between the «ccuncil members on one hand and their local
constituency on the other, in the same way as the reccrd of all the members of
this Legislature really rests with our respective constituents. When another
level of government attempts to intervene in that process it seems to me, in a
very significant way, you undercut the principle of local autonomy.

MR. LUDWIG:

Mr. Chairman, this is an interesting situation ve find ourselves in. We
used to hear so much discussion and debate about 1local autonomy and how the
municipalities fought for 1local autonomy for a great number of years and
achieved throughout the years a reasonable level of local responsibility through
legislation.

I believe every hon. member knows, every municipal councillor or alderman
or mayor knows, this was not easy to come by. They fought for this for many
years. Now we have an interesting situation where they are going to be bought
off. The minister has already indicated the price isn't gquite right to keep
everybody gquiet. He will keep adding to the ante until he picks them off one by
one. That appears to be the frocedure because had they had the courage to stand
behind their decision and say, well, we know we have made the right decision.
After all we had a committee, e€ven though it was a political committee, study
this issue; we made the right decision. We are prepared to live with it, let's
have these people in, let them hear each other and we will stand by our
decision.

But they hedged on it a bit immediately which indicated the minister was
not too sure of his ground but he thinks if the price is right, anything goes.

This kind of section, Section 30, is really badly timed because of the fact
that we have galloping inflation in this country, particularly in Alberta, and
much of the provincial budgeting indicates that this is a serious problem. So
then we turn around and tell the municipalities we will allow what we consider
an inflationary type of increase, an increase to take care of inflation alone.
Anything else you might want to do, we will put a 1id on. If you squawk, if you
complain and if you go a bit over that, we have an inducement here. We will cut
your water off, as it were, if you don't play ball, if you don't knock it down
below a certain level. After having demonstrated very clearly this governament
can't bring its own spending below a certain level --
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So the inflationary action of this government is not to be perpetrated
elsewhere even though we are imposing conditions. We have by our legislation,
increased standards, we demand high standards...

DR. HORNER:

I wonder if the hon. member would allow me to revert to Introduction of
Visitors?

MR. CHAIRMAN:
Is this agreed by the menkers?
HON. MEMBERS:

Agreed.

INTBRCLUCTION OF VISITORS (CONT.)

DR. HORNER:

It is a particular pleasure for me to introduce to you, Mr. Chairman, to
members of the Legislature, a very distinguished guest to Alberta today, in the
Speaker's Gallery, His Excellency Sir Peter Hayman, the High Commissioner for
Britain to Canada who is visiting Rlberta. We velcome him to Alberta amnd to the
Legislature.

COMMITTIEE_OF THE_WHOLE_(CONT.)

MR. CHAIRMAN:
Mr. Ludwig, please continue.
MR. LUDWIG:

Yes, Mr. Chairman. I was just suggesting that this is rather a badly timed
proposal to make to the municipalities, after we shown that we can't cope with
inflation but we are telling them that they must. If they don't -- and under
Section 30 it says "the Minister may pay to a local authority in any year a
municipal incentive grant in any case where the Minister is satisfied that ..."
and then it attaches conditions.

Well, I don't know why this particular minister needs conditions. He has
been known to waive legislaticn before and get away with it. He could Jjust
suspend anything he likes. This is where the danger of this type of thinking
comes in. We don't particularly trust a minister who can stand up here and say
that the legislation is suspended. They used to hang people for less than that.
But this government seems to be proud of this kind of thing and they have gotten
away with it; and it is still on the record and was supported by the whole
government. The minister suspends legislation so he shouldn't worry that we are
going to strike out a section here for him. He can operate with or without. I
think if this section were struck out it would be proper for the minister to
come back and bring in a section taking the conditions off. Certainly we have
heard all the speeches and all the debates in this province for many years, but
when the public elects local authorities, school boards or municipalities, they
place a great deal of faith in their judgment of these people to administer
their affairs locally. This system appeared to work a lot better than anything
the provincial government has keen able to set up for authorities that do not
have local elections for local authorities.

So on that one score alone I believe the minister ought to take this thing
back. We should knock this section out and he should ccme back with a better
proposal =-- he has time to do it -- and perhaps do the right thing by the
people.

As I stated, it's rather a slick kind of operation on these municipalities.
Many of them have now been silent because they are getting some money and money
is a factor. The price is a factor. They have kept quiet and have not
protested because they want that money. So we are picking them off one by one.
We're buying their 1local autonomy away from them one by one because we didn‘t
want them here all together. Some of them might have been encouraged by the
stand taken by their neighbours to protest meaningfully for the rights they want
for their people. We are not really conning the municipalities out of anything.
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We are, in fact, pulling a fast one on the public. We are taking something away
from what the people have wcn for the people of municipalities and now we are
buying them off. I suppose the minister can say if the price is right what's
the difference? That is, in fact, what the principle means.

It's interesting to ncte, and I agree with the remarks of the hon. Member
for Cypress, that the main proklem here is the distribution of wealth back to
the municipalities and therefore to the people. This is a well-established
Social Credit principle that has been followed by other Gprovinces. This
government comes up and merely enlarges upon it but they are really not giving
the municipalities anything they did not have coming before. I believe the
formula before of giving them one-third of all net royalties would have kept the
municipalities happy. But we are here selling them something. We are
horsetrading them out of certain rights, certain local responsibilities they
have had, and therefore we are not really quite as magnanimous as we might wish
it to appear.

I believe some of the municipalities which have a little more political
power -- and I'm thinking of Edmonton and Calgary -- that between the two of
them they can certainly make this government sit up and take notice, if the
Conservative MLAs have the gumption they declared they had when they were
campaigning, and stood up and fought for these cities and local automomy. But
I'm sure this government would move -- that they will capitulate rather easily
because their decisions are tased to a large extent on which way the political
winds are blowing.

So now they have the message from Mayor Dent. They have the message fronm
Mayor Sykes, and I believe that if they did bring this whole issue before the
Public Affairs Committee [ferhaps they would see it isn't only the opposition
MLAs who are fighting for the people. They would have had the «council members
and the wmayors aand would have listened first hand. So the slogan of the
Department of Municipal Affairs is that we can win this exercise if we divide
the municipalities so they can't come here and be heard together. If we silence
the Conservative MLAs who represent quite a number of municipalities, as long as
they say nothing then we can be sure that we are not toc far uwrong.

But I think the responsibility does not end there. The hon. members on
this side are obliged to fight this proposal. They are okliged to make their
views known and urge the minister to get rid of this section and come in with
something a little more acceptable and not the kind of section that you have to
horsetrade within the municipalities for their autonomy and keep the raising the
ante, as you have recently hedged a bit, Mr. Minister, on the amount you are
paying in order to keep them quiet. Certainly money is vital to these people.
They want to pay less and no one with any responsibility in 1local government
would hesitate to accept more, especially when the municipalities need more, and
especially when, as has been indicated in Edmonton by the hospital strike, they
are going to need more. They are going to need a lot more next year because
inflation does hit them just as hard as it does the provincial government.

So, MHr. Chairman, about the only thing I could say in favour of this
section is that by trial and error the minister will soon learn he has to get
rid of it. Then he will have more sense next year, come in and bring in an
amendment and say, well we have seen that we can improve on this. But it isn't
much use talking to him because as I have stated, the hon. minister is known to
suspend legislation when it suits his purpose and I feel he will be wmaking
himself magnanimous with the municipalities individually by kicking in a bit
more as he sees fit. This is nct a sound way of doing business and I believe
that whatever happens, the shotgun marriage should nct be proceeded with.

We should do something a little better. We should have respect for the
things we have said in the past, particularly those ex-council members who are
sitting in this House, ought tc have a little bit of respect for what they stood
for, what they fought for through the years. Stand up and let's admit that we
can do better than this. In fact, the minister sort of relenting the other day
and throving more into the pct to sort of keep the municipalities happier is an
indication that if he isn't entirely wrong, he at least is partly wrong.

This is the way to deal with this problem. I strongly support the striking
out of this section on the understanding that if we succeed 1in doing it, the
minister would be obliged tc come in with a section that would allow for the
incentive grant without any strings attached.

MR. TAYLOR:

Mr. Chairman, there are three points I would like to bring to the attention
of the hon. minister. I would hope that the minister will be able to deal with
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these three items during this debate. The three items that I think have to be
answered satisfactorily are as follows:

Number one, the municipalities that have been economizing over the last
three, four or five years nowv find themselves in rather an awkward position,
Had they not economized they would have been able to stand one or two years of
not raising the mill rate and consequently qualifying for the incentive grant.
But since they have economized, some to the bone, during the last two, three or
four years they now find they are in a position where they really have no
alternative but to go beyond the mill rate that will gualify them for the
incentive grant. That point, I think, does deserve some gquestion because I anm
sure none of us, including the hon. minister, wants to discourage municipalities
from economizing to the greatest degree, this year or any other year.

The second point with which I would like the hon. minister to deal is the
means that some municipalities and counties are using this year in order to
qualify. Some who have a surplus are able to dig into that surplus. I don't
think that is too amnoying or too worrying, except that it is nice to have a
little bit behind you in case of emergencies and in case of tougher times ahead.
Most municipalities do like to have a little bit behind them in case they do
meet some emergency or something that requires unforeseen expenditures.

However, even in using the surplus it is a little worrying because a
surplus will only last so long, maybe one year, or two years, and in sonme
municipalities they may be able to dig into it for the third year. But the
municipalities about which I speak will have no surplus after this year if they
use it now to qualify for the incentive grant.

That brings the question before us: what will happen next year, the next
year and so on? I think that is an important item about which the hon. minister
is concerned as are all municipal councillors and legislators.

The other means that municipalities are using -- at least one other means
is to make use of the act in adding 10 per cent for the non-collection of taxes.
This is rather a devious means because it hurts the people who are unable to pay
and simply adds on the penalties. When a person is unable to pay the original,
then has 10 per cent added on, it may be fine on books but it simply aggravates
the problem of the person whc is having the difficulty. It hits those who don't
have the money to pay rather than those who have the ability to pay.

I think we should all be concerned about those who do not have the ability
to pay because taxation should be based on ability to pay. I don't have any
particular gqualms about increased taxation on those who are well able to pay it.
I have a lot of concern about increased taxation where people are not able to
neet the present 1level of taxation let alone an increased level of taxation.
Consequently municipalities that are using this means or similiar means are
hurting those who are the cnes who should be helped, those who are unable to
pay, those who are having difficulty in paying. They are simply aggravating the
problem and it may well increase the number of tax recovery cases in the future
if it is contipued by municipalities in order to make their books look a 1little
better on the amounts that are payable.

The third item that bothers me in connection with this particular grant is
the fact that the people of a municipality or county where the municipality does
not qualify for the incentive grant, I believe, are in an unfair position.

In the first place they've had to pay an additional amount of monmey in
order to meed the demands of the municipality to carry out the services that the
council felt were consistent with the requests and services demanded by their
ratepayers. Then secondly they lose some of the money to which they as Alberta
citizens should have a proper claim, the incentive graat.

So actually the wmunicipalities that do not gualify, the ratepayers in
municipalities who don't qualify are hurt in two ways, one by paying more than
that permitted by the incentive grant; secondly by not receiving their share of
provincial wmoney.

Now with those three points in mind, I think unless there are satisfactory
answers to them that Section 30 will eventually bring very troubled if not
chaotic times to municipalities.

Municipal councillors may be able to tide the thing over for a year or two
years, but eventually it will catch up because you can add on 10 per cent only
so long and then tax recovery takes over. You can draw on surpluses only so far
and then you have no surplus left.
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You can deny services cnly so long. They may be able to cut down on roads
this year, and with the reduced road grant in our municipalities and counties
many municipalities and counties feel they must pay more out of their own money
this year in order to meet the demands of their people for the necessary roads.
These aren't extravagances. These are requirements, in order for their people
to carry out their farming and business operations. So eventually it will mean
somewhat troubled times or chaotic times for municipalities.

Rather than this particular type of section, I would again urge the hon.
minister to take another lock at providing so wmuch wmoney out of provincial
revenue for municipalities and preparing some kind of charter that would set out
the responsibilities that municipalities have and then provide them with the
money, plus their taxation, that will enable them to carry out those
responsibilities, enable the ccuncil to discharge its responsibilities.

I think we are going to come to this sconer or later. Maybe it is
premature. No provincial government has yet done it, although at least one
province doesn't have municipalities. They operate everything from their
Department of Municipal Affairs, from their Department of Education and so on.
Most provinces that have municipalities feel there is some definite advantage in
having local authorities look after local problens. I can't see any great
difficulty in setting out the responsibilities which should be sole
responsibilities of nmunicipalities, setting them down -- by agreement, of
course, between the provincial government concerned and the municipal council --
and then saying this would be dcne entirely out of their own taxation. They
would know that. They would then gear themselves up for that.

A second category could be those that are partly provincial and partly
municipal where they would ke assured of a share, a percentage of the provincial
revenue. While we can say the previous government or no other provincial
government has yet established such a system, nevertheless I think we're moving
ahead all the time. Before long we are going to have some province, and I‘'d
like it to be Alberta, that would give a municipality an opportunity to conduct
its own affairs under a definite section of the constitution, where it is
provided the share of provincial moneys to discharge thcse responsibilities.

There would be a third category that might even be federal, provincial and
municipal, where the federal would put some money into it as well.

Now it may seem like a dream, but many things start from dreams. The fact
that it hasn't been done yet, I don't think is any reason to discard it. I do
think it would preserve 1lccal autononmy. It would put all governments in a
category where they could prcperly and rightfully say they are entitled to so
much of the revenue this ccuntry produces in order to discharge the
responsibilities as laid out in the constitution. If something 1like that was
done, then we would not have this continual wrangle of how much the provincial
government is going to give, or municipalities having to go hat in hand to the
provincial government. Until that is done, there is no alternative for
municipalities except to go hat in hand to the provincial government, whether it
is a Tory government, an NDP government, a Social Credit government or a Liberal
government. That same thing will be the status as long as we operate under the
present systen.

So I'm suggesting that the inceative grant as set out, the conditional
grant, is hardly an inducement to municipalities not able to meet those
requirements, It becomes almost a compulsory item there, denying such
municipalities their fair share of the provincial revenue.

MR. RUSSELL:

¥r. Chairman, I would like to speak against the amendment for two reasons.
One reason, I think, is debatakle; both sides can put forth arguments. But
certainly the second reason, I think, is rather shocking and undebatable and
I'll get to that in a moment.

Dealing with the first reason, that is the arguments that have been put
forth during this session abcut the 1loss of autonomy or the unfairmess or
hardships that this can work on municipal governments, I recognize the debates
will probably rage long and strong concerning that. I think the way this has
finally evolved, the incentive grants, is reasonable and fair to the
municipalities. After all, this year it's beemn a wmajor change in areas of
responsibility. It's seen a major shift in the objective of paying provincial
funds to those municipalities on a need of relativity rather than universal
grants.
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I certainly concur with the remarks of the hon. Menmber for Cygress wherein
he said that it is going to ke necessary, in the next few years, to find some
sort of tax-sharing agreement that is equitable and that does give our
nunicipalities a guaranteed source of income. I have dgreat sympathy for the
municipalities in attempting to carry out the responsibilities that have been
delegated to them via our fparticular 1legislation with respect to municipal
government in Alberta.

Certainly, I'd velcome a move wherein the province joins hands with our
municipal governments and makes a concerted and coordinated approach to the
federal government to take a new look at the entire tax-sharing situation as it
now exists, with the objective that there should be a redistribution which
recognizes the facts of 1life in the 1970's in Canada, and that one of the
recognitions would certainly be a guaranteed source of income from the incone
tax field for our municipal governments. I don't think there is any argument
whatsoever between ourselves or municipal governments with respect to that
basis. Hopefully, we'll do this on a coordinated and agreed upon approach, and
thus each be stronger by doing that.

In the npeantime, until such a change is npade, we are faced with the
situation we have in 1973, and that is trying to give increased assistance, a
total package of new assistance, to our municipal governments on a new basis
vhich tries to recognize relative need rather than the universal approach and at
the same time distributes substantially, very substantially increased assistance
to the individual residential property tax payer. In doing that, I think
everybody recognizes that if the residential property tax payer is being
relieved of a substantial burden of taxes by one level of government, there is a
natural temptation by another level of government to immediately move into the
vacated field. We have no argument with that. Certainly they should move into
that vacated field. Our only concern is that it should be done at a reasonable
rate.

Now, if hon. members go back and do some individual arithmetic with respect
to hovw the percentages work with the options that are open, in actuality what
the increase in expenditures amounts to as a result of the option they may take
as a result of increased assessment and any other number of factors, they will
find that the 7.5 per cent factor, in fact, rose to something substantially
greater, anywhere from 10 to 13 per cent.

We've had indications from one of the major metropolitan centres that their
rate of increased expenditure under the guidelines that are proper, that the
entire tax relief the residential property tax payer is being given by way of
these provincial funds this year, will be entirely used up in just a few months
over three years. That's not a very welcome prospect, but I suppose it's a fact
of life that we have to deal with in a reasonable manner.

Reference was made to the fact that as recently as last week we were trying
to, I think the term used was, "buy off" the mwmunicipalities by putting in
additional funds. Ordinarily I'd ignore a remark like that, but I think it
should be pointed out that cn January 16 when the announcement of the Alberta
Property Tax Reduction Plan was made, our Premier gave the commitment during his
televisicn broadcast to the citizens of Alberta that as far as we could tell,
under the provisions of the plan and the way they were laid out, no municipality
vould be at least worse off this year than it was last year. It seemed very
reasonable to say that, because after all in a philosophical sense, there is no
point in going through a long program of revision if the net result is that
somebody is worse off. Also, there are substantial extra funds goinrg into the
program this year over last year. Again it is not reasonable that sone
municipality should be worse off than it was in the previous year.

So those that stand to treak even are presumably those municipalities that
were in a pretty good positicn on a relative basis. I go back to the figures
that were used [for] the [progranm. Dealing with a number of unknowns and
estimates, a program of relief totalling $48 million was arrived at. Now that
the figures are in from the municipal governments it looks as though we are
going to need about another half million to bring everybody up to the level I
mentioned.

That is about a 1.5 per cent error, Mr. Chairman, which I think is a pretty
fantastic record of achievement carried out by the task force when they had to
try to estipmate what hospital requisitions would be, what health wunit
requisitions would be, what municipal social assistance would be, for in excess
of 300 municipalities throughcut the province. So the records have proven they
came within $.5 wmillion of doing that and that, I think, is excellent.
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The announcement on Friday simply confirmed what had been said earlier,
that our objective was that at least no municipality should be worse off than it
was last year and we agreed to this when we met with the AUMA. I think that was
a reasonable thing to do.

Just a couple of comments on the remarks that were made by the Member for
Drumheller about certain things that might happen. I can respond to all three
of them simply by saying you have to recognize a flexibility that is written
into the whole program before you can just carte blanche say that a municipality
that was thrifty last year tends to be in a 'worse-off’' position this year or
statements like that, because that just isn't so. First of all, they have the
option of going either way in computing expenditure increases, either on total
dollars or on mill rates. As far as I know, all the wmunicipalities will take
wvhichever way is most advantagecus to then.

They have the option of taking a big Jjump this year if they feel
constrained by last year's spending in order to provide a bigger base to work on
next year. Because of the fact that the 7.5 per cent is compounded and is not
really a straight simple 7.5 per cent each year, they have that option. They
also have to take into consideration what is happening to their own municipality
by way of assessment growth. There are any number of unknown factors that nmake
it difficult to say in a blanket sense this prcgram hurts the municipalities
that have been thrifty.

Certainly the provisions are there whereby a municipality that feels it has
been hurt by some unusual 1lccal circumstance bhas an option of having its
budgetary situation reviewed. So I think we have to go back to the original
objectives of the plan. That is it's a year of substantial change insofar as
responsibilities are concerned in this shift of what the municipal tax dollar
should support. Again, the punicipalities are moving into that field, that is,
social services, collecting those mills and using them now for muncipal
purposes. That's another variakle factor that must be comsidered. It is also a
year of substantial change kecause the grants are being given on relative need.

So those are the comments I make on the first reason for voting against the
amendment, that is on the basis of the autonomy, 1local control issue. I
recognize it 1is debatable and the debate could rage long. Our government
doesn't believe that it does those things and that the section should stay.

However, the second reascn for voting against the amendment, I think, is a
bit more obvious.

As I understand it, by this amendment, the opposition has moved to decrease
municipal assistance by $19.5 million this year for municipal goveranments
throughout the gprovince.

Mr., Chairman, certainly our government would mever support a move like
that. When you read Section 26 as to how assistance to municipalities shall be
paid and read that in ccnjunction with Section 30 and look at the budgetary
provisions in our budget, certainly if we cut ocut the section dealing with
incentive grants, we have cut gut $19.5 million worth of assistance, and on this
side of the House we don't want to do that. Apparently they do on the other
side. The Member for Spirit River-Fairview was quick to jump up and support the
notion, so apparently he believes the same thing.

I nmust be fair and say I think what actually happened was that perhaps the
mover of the motion was a little bit hasty or careless in drafting it. Rather
than rewvord the section he said, well, it is easier just to cut it out. But we
wouldn*t support the amendment for the first reasons I mentioned, that 1is
relating to autonomy. We certainly couldn't support it by way of cutting out
$19.5 million worth of assistance to our governments, and therefore the
amendment should be voted down,

MR. CLARK:

Mr. Chairman, just three or four comments that I would like to make with
regard to the points that have been raised, and then the minister's most recent
comment. I think the minister's last proposition is something like the bachelor
who proposed to the girl and she said, "Thanks, but no thanks" or "Nice try."
Very obviously by striking cut Section 30, the minister is well aware that that
$19 million can simply be transferred into the unconditional grants where we on
this side think it should Lbe in the first place. So I say, nice try, but let's
not be too serious about that kind of proposition.

Now going on to some of the other points that have been raised, I think it
is rather significant that tcday we are discussing this particular bill, No. 48,
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in commnittee when at the same time, just over the last weekend, a number of the
mayors of the largest and perhaps most progressive cities in Canada got together
in Toronto to look at this question of cost-sharing between the municipalities
and between the provincial government and the federal government.

I welcome the nminister's comments here today on this question of the
municipalities getting a portion of some kind of guaranteed income from the
province and the federal government. But I was disappointed that the minister
stopped there because he went cn to say that there wculd be a need for a lot of
negotiation between the ©rprovinces and between the federal government and the
municipalities.

I would point out tc the minister, and I don't think I need to do this,
that there is nothing stopping the Province of Alberta right at this time saying
to the municipalities, we are prepared to enter an agreement with you whereby a
certain percentage of the personal income tax points or corporate income tax
points, or a combination of the two, could be allocated from the province to the
municipalities in this province. There is nothing stopping the provincial
government in Alberta from doing this right now. So if the minister wants to do
that, don't wait until you are going to get all ten provinces to agree because
as the minister knows and all members of the Assembly know, it would likely be a
long time before the ten provinces in Canada could all agree on a mwmatter as
important as that.

So in that particular area, Mr. Minister, if you are serious atout what you
said, you have an opportunity tc show some real leadership and really put
Alberta on the map as it were, if that is the direction in which you want to
mnove.

Perhaps Jjust two other ccmments. One deals with the matter of the amount
of money that is available this year. I think we have seen additional coats of
sugar being put on the pill, the pill really being this particular section. We
welcomed the additional sugar cn Friday, but I think we are concerned about what
the pill is going to be 1like next year and the following year because the
coating of sugar may not be as great at that particular time. As the wminister
rightfully said in his comments when he dealt with the first matter, the
question of local autonomy, the future of it and the importance of this section
dealing with local autonomy, the battle of the arguments can rage on for a long
period of time.

The last point that I want to make is that let no one mistake the moving of
Section 30 for anything more or less than an attempt to have all the wmunicipal
assistance included in the kudget found in the area of unconditional municipal
grants.

MR. CHAIRMAN:

Ready for the questicn? A motion moved by Mr. Benoit, seconded by Hr.
Dixon, that Section 30 of Bill No. 48, The Alberta Property Tax Reduction Act be
struck out.

[The motion was defeated.]
MR. NOTLEY:

Mr. Chairman, I wonder if I could raise several questions about two or
three issues which came up during second reading. The minister will recall that
there were questions put to him about the extent to which the province would pay
the education section of the property tax for senior citizens.

Now in going over the bill in a little more detail I would refer the
minister to page 6, Section 5(3) and I would ask him what the situation would be
if a private company was formed including a senior citizen. Let us say, for the
sake of argument, a private company of 10 people, one of vhom was a senior
citizen, built a million dollar apartment block and the senior citizen lived in
the penthouse suite. It would seem to me, following through on what you told us
last time, that wunder Secticn 9(2) that private company would be entitled to
receive that portion of its tax, which would be very substantial, and all of it
would be paid by the government. If that is the situation, we are looking at
what I would think tc be a tctally unjustifiable concession. So before I go any
further, I wonder if perhaps the hon. minister would like to respond?

MR. RUSSELL:

Yes, Mr. Chairman. I refer the members to the xeroxed sheets which came
around during today's committee study. There are three amendments. Amendment C



54-2898 AIBERTA HANSARD May 7, 1973

strikes out subsection 2 in Section 9 because of the very points that were
brought up relating to that fpossible situation during second reading of the
bill.

originally, of course, the intent had been to provide the benefits which
had been provided in past years under the old Homeowners Tax Discount Act to
family ccrporations that were holding farms. But I took note of the ccmments of
the hon. member and I think cne or two others commented on it, and it is for
that reason we are deleting that section.

MR. BENOIT:

Mr. Minister, on page 8 in the latter portion of Section 7(2) it says that
the taxes will be, or at least the rebate will be available on taxes. And right
at the bottom of subsection (2) pertaining to "assessment of the land, the
eligible residence and ancillary residential improvements," what is included in
ancillary residential improvements?

MR. RUSSELL:

This 1is simply to clear up the fact that a person's residential assessment
cn property includes other buildings on the lot, 1like a detached garage for
instance.

MR. BENOIT:

But it doesn't include frontage tax or anything of that nature?
MR. RUSSELL:.

No, it just refers to imprcvements.
MR. FRENCH:

Mr. Chairman, over the weekend I have been studying the statement made by
the minister on Friday and I must ask a few questions.

In the first place, as a result of the mill rate being reduced from 30 to
28 mills this is roughly a reduction of about 6 per cent, give or take. I'm
wondering why the $216 wasn't increased by the equivalent of the same reduction
as it would be from 30 to 28, in cther words, roughly speaking an increase of
about 6 per cent?

If I remember correctly when I read the task force report it seemed to me
that the recommendation of $216 was based on the fact of an average assessment
of $7,200 at 30 mills which, if I remember correctly, seemed to be the average
type of home in the province valued at $21,000 or $21,600 or whatever the figqure
was. I haven't the report with me.

This makes me wonder. When we go back to the actual task force, they spent
a lot of time and came up with these figures of $7,200 and so on and so forth.
It looks to me as if the government has more or less thrown that old report out.
They have taken a new approach. They have now come along and said they are
going to change the school fcundation program from 30 to 28. I thought it might
have been a lot easier and wculd have been consistent with the recommendations
of the task force if they had just increased the $216 by 6 per cent or whatever
the equivalent is. I am sure there must be a reason for it and I would like an
explanation.

Before I sit down, Mr. Chairman, I have another concern. I think we
realize that in some of the cities today they have a discount if taxes are paid
in January, February, March c¢r some particular month; there is a discount for
the year. Now I would like to know the machinery as to just how this is going
to work. Just to take an actual case, say a man goes down in the City of
Edmonton and pays his taxes cn, say, January 2 or 3 and it is calculated
according to the best information at that time. Now with Tespect to the
homeowner's tax discount, if I <can use that term, is he going to nmake
application to the city fcr his property tax reduction or the homeowner's tax
discount? Is he going to make applicaticn to the province for it? If he nmakes
application to the city, hcw do we know that the city is going to mail him the
cheque? In other words, what type of bookkeeping 1is there betwveen the
nunicipality and the province and how is this working out?

I could visualize that a person could go down and pay the taxes in January
and it could well be that if he didn't follow it through he might be denied the
discount that you are trying tc provide in this whole section.
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These are two of the ccncerns I have. One other ccncern I have is that --
I am wondering what is the pcsition of the Hutterite colony? Are they going to
be eligible for the property tax reduction plan. The fact is they have a number
of residences on a colony, although I don't think, technically speaking, they
own these. They are owned by the colony. Are they going to be excluded from
this reduction in the property plan?

MR. RUSSELL:

Dealing with the last question first because it is an interesting one, it
is my understanding now that one colony would be eligible for one grant if they
chose to go after it. However, I have been told that colonies have not in the
past applied for the homecwner tax discounts for which they could prove
eligibility. They haven't applied for these.

My understanding is that they would be entitled to one on the basis of the
property which they own. That was another reason for the restrictions with
respect to the corporations being members of one family and the further change
we made today about taking cut the senior citizen member of that family. You
can imagine what might have happened with respect to colonies if that had
actually been allowed to hapgen.

With respect to the type of bookkeeping that you mentioned, Section 11 in
the act deals with that. You will find out that it is essentially the same as
the old homeowner's tax discount. A person will find that he has with his tax
bill an application form to the government. He can fill it out, sign it and use
it to pay his municipal taxes short or if he wants, pay his taxes in full and
get the cash later on. The fprocedure for the clerk or the appropriate official
of the municipality to ascertain if they have an eligible application is laid
out there. I think you will find it's really not much different from the old
system that everybody is familiar with.

Now the first point, and that's the most important one, why was the mill
rate changed from 30 to 28 rather than extend the benefit wupwards? There are
two reasons.

One reason is because this was a year, a major year with respect to changes
by way of reassessment, and reassessment, of course, affects all kinds of
property, not just residential. All kinds of properties contribute to the
school foundation fund program. In the past, and the records show this, when
there has been a dramatic increase in assessment there has been correspondingly
a drop in the mill rate. That will rate for the school foundation fund, I think
in one year dropped from 32 to 26, back in about 1963. Those are the reasons
for that, but the two things shculd be kept absolutely separate.

On the one hand you are dealing with the issue of funding the school
foundation fund program on an equitable basis, bearing in mind assessment.

On the other hand you are dealing with the principles of this bill which
are to give direct relief to the residential owner, only, up to a maximum
ceiling. Now the two are interconnected because in bcth cases you are dealing
with the matter of assessment.

By doing this this way, what we did was really give the benefit of the drop
in will rate to all property tax payers, industrial, commercial and residential
throughout the province. So we are not dealing with that principle in this bill
which deals only with residential property tax relief.

At the same time, however, by doing that you are building into the prograum
a relief of two mills for every residential property taxpayer. So the old
system up to a ceiling of $216, 30 times $7,200 now becomes 28 times $7,200,
wvhat's that -- $196 or whatever. So anyway he gets less back but it evens out
because he pays less in.

What does happen, however, is that by way of the fact that the $216 ceiling
is built in here, that the $7,200 ceiling moves up -- I haven't done the exact
arithmetic, I think it's ncv scmewhere around $7,700 -- then you get variations
of that, very dramatic variations across the province because of the
relationship between live assessment and equalized assessment.

So in the case of Edmonton, the one that has had all the publicity
recently, you find that ceiling in fact in Edmonton becomes about $9,600. But
because of what reassessment has done to their land values, that's fair and
equitable when it's compared to the live assessment of a comparable residence in
one of the other cities in Alberta. So the thing does have a tendency to a
degree to make itself equitable.
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But there is that very igmportant differential in that dropping the mill
rate from 30 to 28 gives relief to all classes of property. In the residential
class it is somewhere between 30 and 35 per cent, so it is the other 65 per cent
that get relief.

ME. FRENCH:

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the remarks of the minister although with
respect to the reassessment cf wunicipalities, this has been taken care of by
Section 3 of your announcement cn Friday where they have a three-year phasing-in
period to bring the assessment up.

Coming back to the other matter, I should say that as far as the City of
Edmonton is concerned this right be to some advantage. But looking at some of
the rural areas and taking a tcwn in, say a rural area that was on 30 mills last
year and is now going to be cn 28 mills this year -- when the property owner
comes in to pay his taxes, say the homeowner tax discount last year was $150 --
just for a figure -- maybe we can't use a definite figure, maybe "X" dollars --
when he comes in this year, kecause the mill rate has been reduced from 30 to
28, it is going to be "X" dollars less 6 per cent. And he is going to feel that
he bhad a smaller rebate this year than what he had last year because his actual
live assessment is going to ke the same from one year to the next, unless the
whole municipality has been reassessed. Presuming the municipality has the same
mill rate they had last year, or have this year as they had last year, then they
are going to come to the MLA and say well, here our homeowner tax discount is
somewhat less. You can see the problen.

We are getting into an area of equalized assessment, into an area of live
assessment on all these things. To me, I think, it would have been much simpler
to have taken the $216, add the equivalent of 6 per cent or whatever you feel
you are able to put into it, and as far as the people in the city of Edmonton
are concerned, I fully realize that the people now -- taking your figure of
$7,700, and I think it is about that -- the people between $7,200 and $7,700 are
going to be able to come under the umbrella by reducing the mill rate from 30 to
28.

But I submit, wouldn't it have been possible to do the same thing by
increasing the $216 by the same figure? Now, I don't know, maybe we're just
getting into a matter of wmathematics, but myself, I just don't see too much
difference between the two.

I do realize out in the rural areas where they haven't had a reassessment,
it's going to take a great deal of explanation to these people to tell them why
they are getting less money than they did last year.

MR. BUSSELL:

It's only partially true. I guess we could again debate this whether or
not it was better to give it across the board or add 6 per cent to residential
only. The reason he is getting less back, if some case should happen wherein a
guy should get less back, is because he is being asked to pay more in. So I
think that's a fair argument.

The other thing, of «course, is there will be a significant number of
homecwners who will come within the umbrella of the ceiling before they have to
start paying the thing themselves.

Then of course added to that is the bonus that what they do have to pay
themselves above the $216 ceiling is at the rate of 2 mills less. So I think
overall it's a fair systen.

MR. FRENCH:

I just have one @more coamment to make, Mr. Chairman, and that is in the
reduction from 30 to 28, it is quite evident that this reduction in mill rate
will apply to all property. So now we are going to have an added reduction in
commercial property, industrial property and property which otherwise wasn't
covered under the act. So now Wwe have another departure from the homeowner's
tax discount. In other words, the emphasis was on the homeowner getting maxiomum
property tax reduction. Now we have expanded that into grobably a more general
area and looked after the industrial property. I should also point out that
most industrial property is well able to lock after its taxes a lot better than
the howmecwner.

In this ministerial announcement on Friday, Mr. Chairman, you have
recognized the person with guaranteed income supplement is now going to go to
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$200 from $150 which, I am sure, we all approve. It is a step in the right
direction, because it is going to the relief of the property tax on a home owned
by a person on a fixed inccme. I maintain the emphasis should be on the honme,
rather than industrial property and some of this other fproperty but then, I mean
this is a matter of Jjudgment. But I think this is just a result of the
announcement on Friday.

MR. CHAIRMAN:
Any other guestions?
MR, TAYLOR:

Mr. Chairman, I*d like to deal briefly with this Section No. 33 in the act
dealing with health units. Health units came into being primarily, I believe,
to try to prevent disease and sickness. Consequently their work is very closely
connected with that of the Department of the Environment. The question arises,
does the amendment change the principles upon which a health unit is operating
seriously enough to be worried about, and if so, in what way? The section
primarily relieves the municipalities of the burden of contributing to the
budgets of local health units. It now places the health unit in a position
where it will administer the noneys provided to it by the province.

Now the way it is at present under the present Act, the province
contributes to the general health unit services for dental services with an
additional grant based on the density of population in the health unit. Under
this forwmula, a health unit could pretty well determine the amount it would
secure from the provincial government, subtract that from the total amount it
feels it requires to operate the services of prevention and charge the
difference to the contributing councils.

Under this system, while there was some dependence on the provincial
government, the responsibility was really of the health unit to the various
contributing councils. I think that was the way it was intended. Each council
would have somebody on that health unit who would look after its interests and
keep its coatribution as low as possible.

I wouldn't want to say a body that simply administers or spends the money
of another body could become irresponsible, because that wouldn't be right.
We've had school boards in the province for a numker of years who have had
nothing to do with the raising of their money but have done a good Jjob in
spending that wmoney in the interests of the people and in the interests of
education. Some councillors may disagree but generally speaking, I think they
have done a responsible job in looking after the interests of education.

So the mere fact a bedy is not gocing to raise its own money doesn't
necessarily say it's not going to do a respoasible jab. I think we have to
recognize that point in the changes being made.

One point I would like to emphasize in regard to the present Act without
the change is that the health unit is primarily responsible to the councils who
are responsible to the peofple of each municipality. That is the one point that
I think is rather significant in connection with the change.

Under the <change that is suggested or that will occur under the act in
Section 33, there will no longer be any need for a contributing council, so that
section 1is being wiped out. Second, Section 16, where it says the minister
approves the budget -- the "t" is left out of the "budget" -- of the board for a
fiscal year, then that amount of noney is provided by the province to that
health unit. The health unit tcard spends that money, none of which, of course,
comes from the municipalities, in accordance with its own good judgment.

The point that I want to emphasize from all this -- it appears that the
responsibility of the health unit will now switch from the present uwunicipal
councils to the provincial government and the health unit will becone
responsible to the provincial government because the provincial government 1is
providing, out of provincial revenues, the total cost of that operation. Now
whether this switch of responsitilities is good or bad, I suppose, is a nmatter
of judgment. The government agparently feels that this switch will be good, and
I have no hesitation in saying that the increased amount cf money taken off the
shoulders of the municipality is good.

I think there are other ways of doing this, however, whereby that could be
done without switching that sense of responsibility from the health unit to the
councils, each of which has a member on the health unit board to look after its
interests. There will not be a watchdog, as I read the act, there on behalf of
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the provincial governament. The stipulation will be that they must spend only
the amount of money that is provided by the provincial government and if that
doesn't do the Jjob, then they can finance any balance out of the next years'
revenues, which cf course may well be bad if it is carried on for a series of
years.

So I am suggesting that the principle of switching the responsibility of
the health unit from the municipal councils to the provincial government is not
particularly good. While it may not bring chaos or anything like that, it does
place the health units in a position where there isn't a watchdog watching
expenditures. They are sibply able to spend only the amount that is provided,
and if it is not spent, the surplus, of course, goes back to the provincial
government from whence it came, which I think would be proper.

I would not want to see the benefits of this program denied the
muncipalities. But I would 1like the minister to consider keeping the
responsibility the way it is today, namely the health unit to the contributing
councils, by providing the difference from what was being supplied and what the
present government plans to provide to the various contributing councils so that
it would strengthen the local autonomy rather than weaken it. I think the same
overall good effects could te secured in that way and it would, as I said
before, strengthen local autonomy insofar as the health unit is concerned.

I don't think the secticn will affect the work of the health unit, unless
the health unit must go beyond the budget approved by the provincial government.
There, of course, is a danger of scme of the prevention work not being done, and
prevention work is hard to discern, whether or not it brings about diseases. I
think some of the work done by the Drumheller health unit has prevented an
outbreak of epidemics in areas where there are sand point wells and outside
toilets. The careful check kept on that water, I think, has been very, very
beneficial through the years. So if there is any tendency for health units to
cut back on their prevention work, it may well have a very serious effect on the
purpose and the objective for which the health units came into being.

So there is an alternative that would provide the same good to the
nunicipalitiies, would not interfere in any way with the health unit, would
still provide the health unit with that option of raising additional money -~ if
the people, the watchdogs apprcve of that -- for necessary remedial work to
prevent disease.

For those two reasons I would move that Section 33 be struck out and that
the present section, if this carries, could then be amended to do the other
thing so as not to deny the benefits to the municipalities. This motion is
seconded by the hon. Member fcr Olds-Didsbury.

MR. RUSSELL:

Well, speaking against the amendment, Mr. Chairman, of course we have to go
back to that point at which any government in time wmakes a judgment decision
which is debated and detatable by government and opposition and interested
groups., We have taken the attitude here, and it has a long history going back
to the urban crisis report, that the municipal property tax should not be called
upon in these current times tc pay for these very expensive and rapidly
escalating social services ccsts. So in this first year of this Property Tax
Reduction Act, we have tried tc take over to last dollar support as a provincial
responsibility, the costs cf hospitals and health units. I don't believe there
will be a loss of autonomy. 1 think there are good cases in point where this
has, in fact, been happening for several years, and the institution or the
organization in question.

The hon. members referred to many school boards and have felt that they
would be able to function. I reccgnize their reasons for perhaps there being
some nervousness. But I don't foresee that happening. In my own home town, the
Foothills Provincial Hospital has operated for many years under 1last dollar
support from the province with a board, with closed meetings. Really nobody
knew what was going on in there and yet it did run as an autonomous institution.

But certainly when it comes down to it, it is a matter of government policy
and judgment that we think the matters of local autonomy or local desires which
might have been affected Ly this move for the province to take over
responsibility will not be harmed, and therefore we would vote against the
amendment.

HON. MEMBERS:

Question.
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ME. CHAIRMAN:

Moved by #r. Taylor, seconded by Mr. Clark, that Section 33 be struck out
of Bill No. 48.

[The motion was defeated.]
MR. FRENCH:

Mr. Chairman, now that we have gone through a nevw procedure here, what
happens when we find mistakes in spelling in the act? We don't read section to
section any more. Do we just tring them to the attention of the Chair or do we
just let them go the way they are?

MR. BUSSELL:

Mr. Chairman, I asked Legislative Council to prepare this xeroxed amendment
to place before the committee today and I was aware of that error, The
additional amendment correcting that error is in the stage of preparation now
and will be here in a fevw minutes.

MR. FRENCH:

Mr. Chairman, is that with respect to Section 16 of the act on page 22?
MR. RUSSELL:

Yes, the "t" was left off the word "budget® in paragraph 1, Section 16.
MB. CHAIRMAN:

Any other discussion?

MR. HYNDMAN:

Mr. Chairman, I move, seconded by the hon. Deputy Premier, that on page 22,
regarding Section 16 in the first line, the word "budge" be struck out and
replaced by the word “budget".

[The motion was carried.]

MBR. CHAIRMAN:

Any other discussion before we go into title and preamble?
MR. LUDWIG:

Mr. Chairman, if the  minister says he is prepared to budge it will be
something new in this House. Why don't they replace the word "minister"™ with
"government" and "board" with "minister"? It might have a little more sense in
this regard.

MR. CLARK:

Mr. Chairman, I wonder if the minister would explain the intent of Section
34, rplease?

MR. RUSSELL:

Well, the intent of Section 34, when all the subclauses are put together,
is to provide last dollar sugpcrt for hospitals and to remove the power or the
authority for a hospital tc requisition a municipal government to make up an
operating deficit.

MR. CLARK:

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that as the minister has indicated, really
what we are being asked to afpfrcve here is, to use his term, last dollar support
as far as hospitals are «ccncerned. But at the same time when we were going
through the estimates earlier this session it was pointed out, bLkoth in the
conmittee and I telieve here in the Assembly, that in fact it really isn't last
dollar support. There still are some things that local hospital boards would be
asked to do, for example, the supplying of certain site improvements and things
such as that. I think one can make the case here for either going all the way
or not moving in this directicn at all. Rather than being consistent with the
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two amendments which have been moved earlier, I think it is reasonable to expect
that we would move that Secticn 34 be deleted from the bill.

In speaking on that there are just two additional points I would like to
make. One, as a result of this Section 34, this really removed any right that a
local hospital board has to have the final determining factor in the level of
service. This may have worked all right in the General Hospital in Calgary 1in
the procedure the minister has outlined. But certainly as far as the number of
rural hospital boards are concerned the option of going to their local people
for some additional financial support enables the local board to have the final
decision on the level of service in the hospital. That's really what we are
losing by leaving Section 34 in this particular act, especially in light of sonme
of the commeats made by the hospitals commission on the future of rural
hospitals in the provimce. This seems to me as a vital principle and a point we
shouldn't be losing.

I would 1like to ask the minister a question on local equipment. For
example, local hospital boards in the past, if they haven't been able to get the
approval from the commission fcr some equipment, have been able to get the right
to requisition their own local fecple for an additional one or two mills or more
than that, if they got the apprcval. Does the intent of Section 34 prohibit the
0ld hospital board from acquiring additional X-ray facilities if it is turned
down by the hospital commission? Because up until now they have been able to do
that kind of thing if they were turned down by the hospitals comnission. Then
they were able to levy two, three or four mills in order to get that additional
equipment. I would be interested in the minister responding to that particular
point.

Mr. Chairman, I move, seccnded by Mr. Ludwig, the deletion of Section 34 of
the bill.

MR. RUSSELL:

If you go to subclause (z.1) under Clause (3) of Section 34 you will see it
refers to “other than those kinds prescribed by the regulations notwithstanding
anything in an order." As I understand it a bulletin has gone out to the
hospital boards since the announcement of the revised guidelines by the Hospital
Services Conmnmission and it specifically mentions those three things: the shared
equipment, which covers the pcint you were talking about; the provision of a
site and improvements. I believe the last item that's included in that is if a
hospital board wishes to run and operate an ambulance service it is also
excluded. But I don't believe there is any board that is affected by the
provision at the present time. The Minister of Health and Social Development
could answer that in detail when he comes back. I don't believe any board is
affected by that provision. So there are just those three items.

MR. LUDWIG:

Mr. Chairman, I would just like to make a brief comment in regard to this
section and the motion to strike out Section 34. I support that motion on the
principle this government advocates and preaches throughout the province that it
is in favour of decentralizaticn, and on certain matters, which perhaps aren't
as important as this one, is pointing that way. An indication that in a very
minor matter, practically an insignificant matter, they have attempted to
decentralize some government services -- practically of no consequence and no
impact on any particular area.

They seem to want to pick up the credit for the fact that we are in favour
of decentralization. They have been saying this so often they believe that they
are, in fact, decentralizing. But in a very important issue such as this the
public has for years subscrited to the fact that the local authority in hospital
matters is very good, works very well and certainly they should be able to make
decisions locally. But their hands are going to be tied in such a manner that
their local authority will be very insignificant. This could work to the
detriment of the people.

I'm sure that some wmight feel perhaps money is wmore important than the
well-being of the people. Perhaps money is a factor. It is a factor and it is
important. The government can give them all the money it is giving them without
tying their hands. But the tendency, whether it stems frcm the bureaucrats in
the department, or whether it is a general lack of knowledge, lack of wisdom on
the part of the government or perhaps lack of being able to see what they are
doing is toward centralization on a most important issue. I'l1l be surprised if
they do not find themselves in serious trouble in some instances before the year
is over and if not then certainly within a short period of time. We really
could not let this thing go cn again on a vital principle -- where they are
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buying back those rights and that authority the boards and people, through the
municipalities, have won for themselves through many, many years.

We feel that the minister, once again, has just raised the ante to where he
can buy all this back. He will be the Dboss. When he feels 1like being
magnanimous he will be. When he {doesn't] he won't. But perhaps the attitude
aow is that what is best for the minister is best for the people and as long as
the public is aware of this and we have made our stand clear so we don't get
blamed next year, well the opposition didn't say anything about it. We are
saying something about it in the most strenuous, the most determined way we can.
I believe the minister is remiss but you can't blame him entirely for what is
happening when he has so many silent partners who have given him a blank cheque
in this regard on that side, when they say, whatever you do, Mr. Minister, it is
all right by wus; we'll hang together. As Diefenbaker said, "“If we don't hang
together, we'll hang separately." That stands for the Conservatives right now.
If they don't stick with what they have decided, then it doesn't matter because
they will hang separately later on anywvay.

So, Mr. Chairman, we have voiced our regret. We have voiced our
disappointment. In fact, we have done everything we could on this side to
indicate to the government that they preach local autoncmy and don't believe in
it. They preach decentralizaticn and actually practise centralization. Once
more we have to question whether they don't know any better, whether they think
the public doesn't know any better or whether their word doesn't wmean a darn
thing 1in this House. I think cn any one of the three counts the minister ought
to reconsider what he is doing and do the right thing by the people of this
province.

MR. BENOIT:

Mr. Chairman, I am really concerned about this because we are passing bills
in the Legislature. A nucker of years ago the G[previous government was
criticized for running the ccuntry by Orders-in-Council and by regulations and
things of this nature. Now we come up with legislation of this nature where it
gives the government, the Executive Council, the prerogative of making all kinds
of regulations. And after they have made the regulations, if the people who are
to be regulated by the regulaticns don't quality or are not satisfied with the
regulations and the guidelines, then the minister has the authority to vary the
regulations. So actually the legislation itself really has no binding authority
and no effectiveness. This is the thing we are deeply concerned about in this
situation. That is why we are complaining about the way this bill is being put
through.

I only want to explain that to the Chairman and hon. members. There is no
government by Legislature if it is going to be done by regulations, Orders~in-
Council and by the whim of the government at the request of municipalities.
What is more, municipalities, hospital boards and health units won't know where
they stand. If they make the right appeal they can get additional help. If
they don't make the right appeal they will be cut off. There seems to be no
continuity or consistency about it all. What we would like is to have some
legislation that is at least binding and gives us an idea of where we are going
and how we are going to get there.

MR. DIXON:

Mr. Chairman, I would like just to touch on this subject because it is a
very, very serious subject, as the minister will realize. We have a hospital in
Lethbridge facing a $100,000 deficit which couldn*t be covered under this
program. We have hospitals that are losing money consistently. We have one in
Alberta that is losing $10,000 a month. Now are we going to look seriously at
this situation and say, if ycu are going to continue to lose money we are going
to have to close you down, This would be a vital service that would go by the
boards.

I'm just wondering, how are we going to meet these situations where certain
hospitals, because of their size, have a deficit and continue to have a deficit?
It doesn't matter how often the government says, well you should meet your
guidelines or we're not going to help you, and yet you can't go and requisition
further to your local taxpayer.

I just wonder, in those types of cases, what is the government's project or
what do you have in mind to ccrrect that type of situation?

I'm not thinking of the hospital that just overspends [during]) omne
particular year, but what we are concerned with is a lot of hospitals, and the
one or two that I've mentioned, which are consistently ccming up when they feel
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they need extra requisition Ltecause of their unique situation as far as
operating within that community is concerned.

MR. RUSSELL:

#ir. Chairman, just to respond to some of the points that have been brought
up, and I know they are points cf major concern throughout the ¢frovince; first
of all the matter of requisiticns that are necessary.

The amount that is provided in the budget that goes along with this act is
based on what the accumulated deficits have been in 1972 and projected ahead to
1973.

One has to presume that there is a pattern of spending that had been built
up until then through the years when the four-mill Hospital Foundation levy was
removed and then local hcspitals got in the habit of assessing supplementary
requisitions, and so the pattern has been established. So I have to say, I
think the dollars that are rrovided to support this part of the act are there to
at least support contemporary levels of spending.

The other thing that is important is the move to glokal budgeting as
opposed to the stricter lime cr project kind of budgeting because I think that
will offer the boards a great degree of flexibility.

The hon. Member for Highwood is concerned about regulations in the act.
Yet we've said time and time again from the day the act was introduced that the
regulations are there so that government can react to the local situation
because I recognize -- I'd be the first one to admit that in a complex progranm
of assistance 1like this, where you are giving assistance grants and incentive
grants and we're locked into a system of equalized assessment that doesn't
really work perfectly, that e have just about as many different kinds of
municipalities in the province as there are people.

Somebody said it's like trying to cut a suit from one pattern and make it
fit every man in the province. It's a very difficult thing to achieve in one
year. But notwithstanding that, governments -- not just the Alberta goverament,
but many governments -- have recognized the desirability of removing this
financial burden from the progperty tax. And that is what we are trying to do.
Let the municipality move intc the field of two or three wmills that will be
vacated by this move and we'll take it over as a financial responsibility.

I'd be the first one again to agree and state very emphatically that I
believe the local board, the guy on Main Street in any municipality, is far
better able to make decisiots as to what is needed and to react to the needs of
the hospital in his own community, But notwithstanding all that, the last
dollar support is contained for him to make that kind of decision in this bill.

Now we get to the local situation that the hon. Member for Olds-Didsbury
referred to, or the Member for Highwood. You know, what if despite all of this,
somebody wants to buy an exotic X-ray machine or do something and the
townspeople are in favour of it and you get the citizen delegation in; how «can
we accommodate a move like that if they really want to do it?

The quickest way to respond to something like that is by regulation. #We've
had some experience in being able to extend applications for homeowner
discounts, for example, by regulation. That was in the old Act and it's in the
new one, and I see nothing wrong with that. I see nothing wrong with the
provision of regulation in this section. But again, you go to your budget
document and the dollars are there based on the best estimates we have
available.

Now I'm as concerned as anybody about the horrendous history of deficits
some of our hospitals have. I don't know the reasons for it but they are there.
They are built in and they are going to be supported.

I can recall when I served as Chairman of the Board of the Calgary General,
getting a request from the Rcyal Alex =-- which 1is the other hospital most
comparable to the General -- saying why is your deficit around $150,000 this
year and ours is a $1 millicn? We are both providing presumably comparable
health services to citizens in comparable cities. There was a great deal of
concern shown by the Hospital Services Commission -~ it wasn't «called that at
that time -- but by the Department of Health, and we ended up sending business
personnel from the Calgary General to the Royal Alex. That was eight years ago.
What is the result today? The deficit of the Royal Alex is still way up there.
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Anyvay, this act reccgnizes that it's going to Le supported.
Notwithstanding that, that dekt which has up until this year fallen on the
shoulders of the property tax payer in Edmonton will be assumed. If there is
concern about the possible lcss of autonomy in there, I recognize that and I can
see how certain members could build a debate on that. But notwithstanding it, I
still think it is a good move and therefore the amendment should be defeated.

MR. STROM:

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the minister a gqguestion. First, may I
say before I ask the question, that I appreciate that he at least has made the
admission that this creates a real problem so far as local autonomy is
concerned, because I think basically that is the principle we are discussing.

Now my question to the minister is this. Is this the only year that you
intend to operate in this manner? 1In other words, will the hospital boards be
totally limited to provide any extra funds through a supplementary requisition?
If it isn't the only year, hcw long is it going to operate in this way?

MR. RUSSELL:

Well, I don't pretend to ke able to see that far into the future. I think
I should correct one thing which was said. I admitted that a good debate could
be built up on the matter of lccal autonomy. But I don't think that means that
I say there is a real problem with respect to local autonomy. I agree with the
hon. Member for Drumheller that many bodies, elected groups, in the province
have been functioning -- he vused the example of school boards -- for many years
with almost total dollar support without loss of autonomy. Again I use the
exanple of the Foothills Hospital in Calgary. So I don't agree about that part
of it. But I adgree that you could get a good debate going on it.

Whether or not it will have to be changed next year, I don't know. I would
hope not. It's an important move for the province, to take over last dollar
support of hospitals thrcughout the province. I would hope -- I know the old
government was concerned and the previous minister worked very hard at trying to
control this rapidly escalating factor with respect to hospital costs -- and
hopefully we will be able tc continue that trend to try to maintain reasonable
control in the growth rate. But in the meantime, at least, that social service
cost is removed from the municipal governnment.

MR. STROM:

Mr. Chairman, all I want to say is I am a little surprised that a man coulad
say he felt a good case or a goccd debate could be made and then turn around and
say he didn't mean that to suggest that he didn't think there was a good case
for it. I have difficulty in following it.

But let me just say this in all sincerity to the hon. minister, HMr.
Chairman; as far as the previcus operation was concerned, I recognize the
attempt that was made to hcld ccsts down was to place a limit on the amount of
noney made available to them in the initial budget. Then at the end of the
budget year, the minister and his department would review the expenditures that
had taken place in the past year and then make an additional payment. Now I say
that, too, 1is really a very bad way to handle it. Now I say that, with
hindsight we can say it did not ac¢complish what we wanted it to, which was to
give the responsibility to the 1local board to provide savings wherever they
could. In fact, the approach they would then take -- I'm not sure that the
ninister is following me on this, Mr. Chairman.

Maybe what I'm saying isn't that important, but I'm reviewing part of the
problem we faced previously.

It seems to me it does have a bearing on the situation we face now, in that
we are neglecting to come to 4grips with the principle of establishing
responsibility at the board level. Wwhat I was saying was, previous boards were
placed in the position where they would attempt to prejudge what the deficit
night be at the end of the year, recognizing the minister would make up to them
certain parts of that deficit depending on how other hospital boards had fared.
It vasn't a good arrangement. Now under this arrangement, it seems to me we are
destroying any vestige of lccal autonomy in that they will simgply become the
administrators of whatever dcllar amount is made available to then.

I hope you are getting goccd advice from the minister seated behind you. I
hope it is. If he wants to speak on it, I wish he'd get up because I'd like to
hear what he has to say, too. Mr. Chairman, with all these diversions, I
question whether the minister is interested in listening to what we have to say.



54-2908 ALBERTA HANSARD May 7, 1973

We hope we are providing the benefit of our experience, providing him with
some benefit from our thinking cn this matter. I would hope that he would at
least give some consideraticn to it, because I'm convinced, Mr. Chairman, that
the proposal, as outlined here, will not work. It does not come to the root of
the problem, which 1is establishing responsibility at the 1local level and
providing some incentive for them to make saving. Under the old system there
was no incentive. I admit that and I think that was bad. But somehow or other
we have to establish as much responsibility at the local level as it is possible
to do. I don't see it happening here and I therefore support the amendment that
has been proposed, simply to register my disapproval of the proposition.

¥R. RUSSELL:

Mr. Chairman, I'm sorry for the interruptions during the last speaker's
remarks because I didn't mean tc show any discourtesy.

But I <can only repeat once more that the dollar support is there that has
been based on several years' experience of accumulated or progressive
supplementary requisitions; that we've gone to global budgeting; that we're
trying to get as much informaticn out to local boards as possible; and that the
history in Alberta is there for boards which have been totally supported by way
of finances to maintain a gocd degree of responsibility. I don't know what I
can say further.

The example of the Province of New Brunswick was mentioned earlier, where
we have the one extreme on the very end where there is no local autonomy left
and everything is run by the province. I don't know what the other extreme
would be.

I think the situation in Alberta is pretty good. The level of property
taxation and the level of municipal assistance, the degree of participation by
local boards and local citizens is good. I couldn't help but think when the
Member for Cypress was speaking, how strongly we opposed the bill when they
brought in the Alberta Hospital Services Commission, and really argued against
it then, predicting on arguments similar to those the member used today, that it
would never work, that it had to be composed of elected people, that it took
away direct responsibility. We inherited that as a fairly new institution when
we assumed office and it's still there because it is working, And I have to say
that the predictions and the ccncerns I had at the time that bill was debated
were wrong, but nonetheless my arquments were sincere at the tinme.

I have to apply the same philosophy here, that scme members make a good
debate because they sincerely believe that local autonomy will be affected. We
believe just as strongly that it won't be. The dollars are there, the systenm,
the provision to react by regulation to a local, unique situation and we think
that the wultimate objective, that of relieving the municipal property tax from
this financial burden is a gcod one.

DR. PAPROSKI:

Mr. Chairman, just to <clarify one point for the record. 1Is it not true
that if the 100 per cent that is provided for general hospitals, the 100 per
cent that is provided for the health units at the municipal level, and the extra
10 per cent up to 90 per cent of the social services municipally, will in fact
relieve an added tax burden on the resident at the community level because he
will take advantage of federal-frovincial cost~sharing?

MR. RUSSELL:

Yes, out of this I think I see what the hon. member is getting at. We do
expect tc retrieve close to 50 per cent of this cost from the federal governnment
by way of cost-sharing arrangenments.

DR. PAPRGSKI:

Then in that case, Mr. Minister, if you would just clarify one more point,
that means that the taxpayer then will not be taxed twice for that special
municipal requisition, but only once which is the way it should be.

MR. HINMAN:

Mr. Chairman, I would like to point out that whether it comes from federal
or provincial we pay, and as far as Alberta is concerned, bLecause of our
fortunate position we pay more than our share. So let's not use that as an
argument.
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MR. RUSSELL:

I think the point that the hon. member was trying to make was that before
we were paying twice, once thrcugh federal income tax and at the municipal
property tax level. By the province entering into this field of responsibility
and going for agreed upon cost-shared items from the federal government, at
least that portion of municigpal tax is removed. I don't think we will get the
full 50 per cent back but hopefully a good part of that.

DR. PAPROSKI:

Mr. Chairman, if I may. As I remember from my calculations which were just
cursory, this represented over a period of five to ten years some $70 wmillion
that the citizens of Alberta lost, in fact.

MR. STROM:

Mr. Chairman, I Jjust want to make one point that as Albertans I think we
have to ask ourselves what the grinciple is that we are standing on. As a
government we very clearly accepted our responsibility and tried to demonstrate
to the federal government that they were wrong. We stood on principle and it
did cost us money, I adpit that. I have heard hon. ministers on that side of
the House stand and arque that's what we ought to be doing now and I say maybe
you are right., But let's not get carried away as to what happened. I think it
was a matter of principle that we looked at pretty clearly and we finally saw we
vere fighting a losing battle and had to change. But I should say that we want
to keep the record clear.

MR. CLARK:

With regard to the G[oint raised by the hon. member, Dr. Paproski, I can
recall members sitting on both sides of the House when the situation was
considerably reversed and there being considerable agreement in this House that
we shouldn't be entering intc any more cost-shared programs with the federal
government. Now we are having the proposition put to us, well if we are
prepared to change this principle which has been rather long-standing, we can
collect this much more money frcm Ottawa.

I suppose if the hon. menkter wants to go a step or two further, with regard
to a number of the programs the government is getting involved in in the field
of early childhood education, if you put them under the Department of Health and
Social Development you may te able to claim for some of those. But that
wouldn't change the basic gquestion of where the work can best be done and what
department has the responsibility. It's nice to be concerned about dollars and
cents but it seems to me that at the same time you had better put a greater
value on the basic principles involved, and that is what we are trying to do
here this afternoon.

DR. PAPROSKI:

Mr. Chairman, if I may just make a remark regarding those other items. I
think it is quite clear, and I don't pretend to speak for everybody on this side
of the House, that we have taken the position up to this point that we maximize
cost-sharing, but the principle is still the desirability of getting those as
extra tax points as the G[prianciple. But until that happens and the federal
government agrees, we must and are following the course, as I understand it, of
maximizing the tax points and maximizing the cost-sharing until we do get that
new formula. Having said that, I cannot ever accept in this House that the hon.
Member for Cypress could say we lost money on a principle. When a taxpayer has
to pay twice for the same goods and services, then I think it is a 1logical
reason why that 'then' government is on the other side.

MR. CLARK:

Mr. Chairman, perhaps cne last point. It would be interesting to have the
hon. member go down to Ottawa with the Provincial Treasurer and try to deal with
the question of federal-provincial cost-sharing and have the federal government
point out this debate in the Legislature and say, well, the hon. Member for
Edmonton Kingsway has suggested that if you do this you can get more money from
Ottawa and that is more important than the principle <cf really changing the
whole federal-prcvincial cost-sharing thing.

MR. CHAIRHAN:

The mnotion was moved by Mr, Clark and seconded by Mr. Ludwig, that section
34 of Bill No. 48 be deleted.
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[The motion was defeated.]
MR. FRENCH:

Mr. Chairman, now that we have been dealing with local autonomy this
afternoon and the government apgreciates the fact that they are interested in
providing as much local autcnomy as possible to health units, I am wondering if
they are prepared to delete Section 16 (3). It is on page 22 of the bill, and
also on page 23, Section 20 (3). This is the section, Mr. Chairman, that deals
with the board: "... at the end of the fiscal year refund to the Minister the
unexpended balance of the grants which are shown to be surplus by the auditor's
report."

One deals with the =<smaller health units and one deals with the larger
health units. I thiok when the health unit is proven, that that's a good word.
It is cautious with its spending and at the end of the year finds it has a small
surplus. Under the present Act, if I remember correctly, the health unit was
able to retain a certain gcrtion of the unexpended balance at the end of the
year. I think they had to refund something in the neighbourhocd of anything
over the ten per cent.

But surely when we are looking at local autonomy in health units, we should
provide as wmuch flexibility as fpossible to the health unit. If they bhave a
small surplus at the end of the year surely they would be able to keep that and
provide for something that may come along the following year. At the present
time they are not able tc go to the contributing municipalities for a
requsition. They depend on government grants and I don't know what advantage it
is to have it come back to the department. I presume aunder special
circumstances the health unit might be able to approach the minister and get a
special grant for a special case, but it seems to me that we could provide this
extra local autonomy to the health unit by letting them retain any portion that
they have at the end of the year with respect to their unexpended balance.

I could possibly move, Mr. Chairman, that we delete this section, but if we
follow the example of what we have been doing this afternoon, it would just be
outvoted. I would just ask the minister to give sincere consideration to
providing this autonomy to our local health units by removing clause 3 in
Section 16.

MR. RUSSELL:

Well, Mr. Chairman, I d4id discuss this with the hon. Minister of Health and
Social Development after seccnd reading of the bill because it had been referred
to then, and the points fcr and against were discussed. But we would like to
leave that clause in this year at least to see hcw it wcrks.

Again it 1is one of those things that can be debated both ways. But the
strong point in favour of leaving it in relates to a general principle which
goes far beyond the terms of reference of this bill and that is how desirable it
is today, in the 1970s, to be Ludgeting or operating for substantial surpluses.
We know that many businesses and organizations are trying to get away from that
situation insofar as possible. This doesn't mean that the level of services or
supplies is restricted in any way or that long-term planning can't be carried
out., But it is siwmply an atteapt to use good financial management, not to leave
funds sitting on the books at the end of year tut to get them back into
circulation. I think you can see how, if that is carried on from year to year,
the health units should not have any cause for concern.

MB. FRENCH:

Mr. Chairman, this is the point I am trying to make. I think we would have
better financial responsibility in the hands of a local health unit if we
provide the flexibility and let it keep these unexpended portions. If they know
at the end of a year they have a few dollars left that are going to be returning
to the department, I am sure somebody on that hospital board or health unit is
going to come up with some real reason that they can spend this @money rather
than send it back to Edmonton.

I say that when we put the health unit in that position we are not going to
get the responsibility that we shculd be getting from the health unit if it |is
more flexible and manages its own business. I'm sure that if some of these
people who sit on health units know that money has to come back into Edmonton
they are going to find a real need to spend something say in the month of
December rather than have it ccme back into Edmonton. I think you are only
defeating the purpose of having sound financial responsibility in a health unit
by leaving clause 3 in Secticn 16 in the act.
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MK. CHAIRMAN:

Question has been called for the title and preamble.
MR. RUSSELL:

Mr. Chairman, if you're going through the whole bill now, the title and
preamble, is it correct that the three amendments shculd be read to the
committee and concurred in at this stage?

I should explain the three amendments.

MR. CHAIRMAN:

Please.
MR. RUSSELL:

The first one is a direct response to the City of Red Deer which felt that
the term "city clerk™ used on page 1 of the bill might restrict it in some way
in  the definition in the act of what clerk means. So it's been expanded at its
request. I don't think that's a serious one.

Amendment B of course deals with the announcement that was made in this
House on Friday, bringing the minimum benefit from the $150 to the $200 level
with respect to taxes paid by senior citizens on the guaranteed income
supplement.

Item C strikes out that section that had been brought to our attention
dealing with cocrporations, cne of whose family members was a senior citizen.

MR. TAYLOR:

Perhaps the hon. Government House Leader would enlighten us. Since there
were objections raised to certain parts of the bill, do we not now take it
section by section?

MR. HYNDMAN:

Mr. Chairman, 1if there are certain sections of the bill which the hon.
nember wishes to speak to then he would stand up, designate the section and
speak to it. Otherwise it's deemed to go through.

MR. CHAIRMAN:

This is what the Chair wanted to follow from the example set on Friday, but
I would be prepared to take these amendments on. Mr. Strom.

MR. STROM:

I was going to make that pcint. Inasmuch as amendments come and lie on our
desks and we may get them and we may miss them, couldn't we take it as precedent
that all amendments will be brought to the attention of the members and we will
go through them clause by clause? I think that way we would avoid any danger of
later coming back and saying that we didn't know there was an amendment brought
in.

MR. HYNDMAN:

I think that is a satisfactory solution, Mr. Chairman. Just to further
cover the question of the amendments I would move, seconded by the hon. Attorney
General, that these amendments ke inplemented in the act.

MR. CHAIRMAN:

Any further discussion c¢n the amendments?

MR. TAYLOR:

Mr. Chairman, I would suggest that we take each amendment because they are
amending different sections. I think we might run into difficulty --

[Section 1 of the amendment was agreed to without debate.]
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MR. CHAIRMAN:
Section 8.
MR. DIXON:

I wonder, Mr. Chairman, if I could raise a point for clarification here.
Mr. Minister, how many people dc you think would qualify under this social -- if
they are getting supplementary a great many of these people aren't properly --
can you give the House any idea as to how many would qualify? Maybe the hon.
Minister of Telephones and Utilities may know that from his research. I would
like to know how many would qualify for this. The reason I ask the question is
I think there wmay be some cther ways of assisting people who need help other
than this. If there is a swmall group of them it wmight be better if we are
really trying to accomplish what we have in mind to look at some of the rental
people who probably need this assistance more than these type of pecple.

MR. RUSSELL:

The amendment is there for three reasons. Number one, the numbers of
persons you mention -- it is a very difficult thing to tell, but we think there
are in the neighbourhood of 27,000 homeowner applications that would be affected
by persons on the guaranteed income supplement, so it is a fairly substantial
group of citizems.

Item number 2 is, as many fpeople pointed out, that the old two-to-one ratio
between the standard payment cf $75 and the payment for senior citizens on the
guaranteed income supplement had $150; one was double the other one. When ve
raised the one to $100 to keep the proportion correct, the other one should have
teen raised and it hadn't been.

The third reason for the amendment is fairly substantial evidence that
senior citizens on the guaranteed income supplement cowning very old property had
been very adversely affected, particularly in the case of Edmonton, as a result
of increased land values on these old, very humble houses. This would help a
substantial number of those fpersons.

({The bill as aamended, the title and preamble were agreed to without
debate. ]

MR. RUSSELL:
Mr. Chairman, I move the kill be reported as amended.
[{The motion was carried.]

Bill No. 6
The Agricultural_Service Board Amendment Act, 1973

MR. CHAIRMAN:

Bill No. 6, The Agricultural Service Board Amendment Act, 1973. Any
questions?

MR. ZANDER:

Mr. Chairman, I just wcnder in that bill, what is meant by the deletion of
the word “"farm".

MR. BATIUK:

Mr. Chairman, previously or presently the Act states that all farmland --
and we are aware that there are mcre and more subdivisions, particularly near
the cities; the Agricultural Service Board must watch the people with half a
section cf land or a section cf land. VYet these small subdivisions may have a
lot of noxious weeds and there are enough of them to pollute the whole province
in a short while.

Furthermore, I recall akout four or five years ago when I was on the
Agricultural Service Board and I was the reeve of the county, here again ve used
to put pressure on the farmers to have their weeds controlled and also on the
road allovances along their land. VYet the railway right-of-ways were polluted
with weeds, along with Highway No. 15. At that time I was delegated to go to
Edmonton to see the Minister of Highways so that some attention should be put on
this particular highway.
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When I did come, the receptionist asked me what I wanted. I identified
nyself and why I came. She tock down the information and said, “Just go into
the next door." I fiqured the minister would be there. However, there was
another gentleman there and he again asked me what I came for, and I made my
explanation. He wrote down everything and said, "Go into that door." So I went
and there was another fellow sitting there, and he said, "what can I do for
youz2" So I told hiam I was the reeve of the county and I was delegated to come
and see the minister about the weeds along Highway No. 15. He wrote down the
information and he said, "Well, you go there." I went there and that was the
last place. I landed on the sidewalk.

(Laughter ]

Now, Mr. Chairman, with this section, if the agricultural fieldman or the
veed inspector saw weeds alcng the railway right-of-way or along the highway, he
wouldn't have to delegate anybcdy to go and see the minister. He could just as
well come and see the district engineer in the Edmonton area and order that the
weeds be cleared off. This is one thing why the word "farm" is taken away from
"land" because not all land is farmland.

MR. CHAIRMAN:

Thank you for the -explanation, Mr. Batiuk. I trust that should never
happen to someone from Vegreville.

MR. STROM:

I hadn't noticed it befcre but where the word "farm" is taken out, it then
refers to land in a municipality included in the area with respect to which the
board has been appointed. In other words it is not interfering or getting
involved in any land -- you could take Calgary for example -- whose boundaries
have stretched way out intoc the municipality. They are still not under this
regulation.

MR. BATIUK:

The Agricultural Service Board is 1liable for the operation inside the
boundaries of that particular ccunty and that is where they'd be responsible.
Whether 1it's a road allowance, an acreage or anything, it would be just in the
boundaries of that particular agricultural service board.

MR. CHAIEBMAN:

No further questions?

[All sections of the bill, the title and preamble were agreed to.]
MB. BATIUK:

Mr. Chairman, I wmove that Bill ©No. 6 The Agricultural Service Board
Amendment Act, 1973 be reported.

MR. CHAIRMAN:
Is that agreed by hon. wmenmkers?
HON. MEMBERS:
Agreed.
MR. HYNDMAN:
Mr. Chairman, I move that we rise and report progress.
MR. CHAIRMAN:
Is that agreed?
[The motion was carried.]
(Mr. Diachuk left the Chair.]
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[Mr. Speaker resumed the Chair.]
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MR. DIACHUK:
Mr. Speaker, the Ccomrttee of the Whole Assembly has had under
consideration the following bills: Bill No. 48 and begs to report same with sone

amendments, and also Bill Nc. 6 and begs to report same and asks leave to sit
again.

MR. SPEAKER:

Having heard the report and the request for leave to sit again, do you all
agree?

HON. MEMBERS:
Agreed.

MWR. HYNDMAN:
Mr. Speaker, I move the amendments be read a second time.
[The motion was carried.]

MR. HYNDMAN:

Mr. Speaker, before moving that we call it 5:30 -- concerning the business
of the House this evening, we wculd contemplate moving into second readings at
8:00 o'clock of wvirtually all the bills on page one and two of today's Order
Paper excepting some which may not be able to be handled for reason of temporary
absence of mainisters; then again to Committee of the Whole excluding Bills No.
35 and 47, that 1s The Alberta labour Act and The Land Surface Conservation Act
which would not be started until tcmorrow night at the earliest.

I would 1like to ask now the hon. Member, Mr. Adair to make an important
announcement about a major srcrting event over the dinner hour.

MR. ADAIR:

mr. Speaker, I would like to remind the fellows of the ball game tonight
and the unbeaten record that we have. It's down at Renfrew Park; the
cooperation 1s requested of all the fellows who have indicated they would be
playing and we'd like the rest of the fellows to come down and cheer the fellows
on. We also have some very attractive cheer leaders who will be on display this
evening.

MR. SPEAKER:

Did the hon. minister happen to mention the time when the game starts?
MR. ADAIR:

I was holding up the announcement, WMr. Speaker. I was sure the other
fellows had it right in front of them. It's 6:00 o'clock tonight and please be
on time.

MR. HYNDHMAN:

Mr. Speaker, I move that the report of the hon. minister be received and
concurred in and that we call it 5:30.

4B. SPEAKER:
The hon. Government House Leader's motion is beyond debate.
The House stands adjourned until this evening at 8:00 o'clock.

[Mr. Speaker left the Chair at 5:27 o*clock.,]



