December 3, 1975

LEGISIATIVE ASSEMBLY OF ALBERTA

Wednesday, December 3, 1975

[The House met at 2:30 p.m. ]

ERAYERS

[Mr. Speaker in the Chair]

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS

Bill 74
The Alterta Heritage
Savings Trust Fund Act

MR. LOUGHEED: Mr. Speaker, I beg leave to
introduce Bill No. 74, The Alberta. Herit-
age Savings Trust Fund Act. This being a
money bill, His Honour the Honourable the
Lieutenant-Governor, having been informed
of the contents c¢f this bill, recommends
the same to the Assembly.

Mr. Speaker, as pointed out in the
preamble, the purpose of the bill is to
establish a fund tc be set aside, and not
spent, for future generations in this prov-
ince, by way of investment, not expendi-

ture. It will establish a fund of $1.5
billion initially, and provide that from
that point ¢n 30 per cent of the non-

renewable resource revenue to the province
would flow into the fund every year.

The bill provides [for] investment in
three vparts: first of all, a «capital
projects division for long-term social and
economnic benefits -- up to 20 per cent of
the till -- which would nct be revenue-
producing and which would be established by
a special aprrorriation of an act of the
Legislature; secondly, a Canada investment
division allowing for investments in other
governments in Canada on a revenue-
producing basis, up to and not exceeding 15
per cent of the total amount of the fund;
thirdly, the kalance of the fund in an
Alberta investment division which 1is
revenue-producing and is an investment sub-
ject to an investment committee which will
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be the Executive Council, suktject to any
directions which may be given tc the inves-
tment committee by the Legislature from
time to time which would restrict the
nature of investments the Executive Council
could make.

Any amounts not invested in any three
parts would be invested in the normal
manner ve have seen in the past, subject to
the specific provisions of the act by the
Provincial Treasurer.

There will be quarterly puklic reports
and an annual audit. The reports will be
reviewed by a new and distinctive standing
committee of the Legislature, which would
be able to meet throughout the year, would
recommend to the Legislature and [have)
debated in the Legislature any observations
or directions to the investment committee
with regard to subsequent investments.

Mr. Speaker, I believe hon. members
are aware that because of the great impcr-
tance of this bill it is the intention to
introduce it and let it die on the Order
Paper during this fall session, so that we
can receive public input cver the course of
the next few months and then bring it back
in the spring session. Our objective would
be to have the fund in operation as soon as
possible after April 1, 1976.

[ Leave granted; Bill 74 introduced and
read a first time}

Bill 79
The Legislative Assembly
Amendment Act, 1975 (No. 2)

DR. HCRNER: Mr. Speaker, I tLeg leave to

introduce Bill No. 79, The Llegislative
Assembly Amendment Act, 1975 (No. 2).
This being a money bill, His Honour the
Honourable the Lieutenant-Governor, having

been informed of the contents of this bill,
reconnends the same to the Assembly.

Mr. Speaker, the contents of the bill
are essentially the changes recommended in
regard to the indemnities to Members of the
Legislative Assembly. It 1is cur opinion
that the recommendations contained herein
are well within the federal wage guide-
lines. 1Insofar as members of the Executive
Council and the president of the Executive
Council are concerned, the stipulations in
the bill will exceed the $2,400, but it is
not the intention of the government to fay
the Executive Council anything greater than
the federal guidelines.

Bill 79 introduced and

{Leave granted;
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read a first time]

Bill 73
The Municipal Affairs
Statutes Amendment Act, 1975

MR. JOHNSTON: Mr. Speaker, I beg leave to
introduce a till, being Bill No. 73, The

Municipal Affairs Statutes Amendment Act,
1975.

Mr. Speaker, at the heart of this
legislation is an attempt on behalf of

government to encourage the efficient oper-

ation of municipal offices throughout the
province. Many of the recommendations are
directed toward attempts to increase these

kinds of efficiencies, and to execute re-
sponsibility given to our managers through
elected officials. I might add as well
that many of the recommendations encom-
passed in this act are given to us by the
two municipal organizations, and have been
well detated tefore we received them.

Mr. Sreaker, it is worth while tc note
two major items here that I should unde-
rscore. One of ther is the thorny issue of
conflict c¢f interest sections. We have
attempted to make efforts to increase the
certainty with respect to councillors!
roles as elected officials. Beyond that,
Mr. Speaker, there is also the important
amendment to the Municipal Government Act
which allows for Executive Council ratifi-
cation of Local Authorities Board annexa-
tion orders.

[Leave granted; Bill 73 introduced and
read a first time]

Bill 84
The Provincial Court

Amendment Act, 1975
MR. FOSTER: Mr. Speaker, I beg 1leave to
introduce a rill, being Bill No. 84, The
Provincial Court Amendment Act, 1975.
This bill, Mr. Speaker, is an attenmpt
to respond positively to the Board of

Review headed by Mr. Justice Kirby. These
are amendments to the provincial court
which will essentially achieve three
things. One is to appoint a chief provin-

cial court judge, a second is tc modify and
restructure the Jjudicial council of the
provincial court, and a third is to estab-
lish the ¢f¢rovincial court of Alberta as a
court of record.

[Leave granted; Bill 84 introduced and
read a first time]

Bill 86
The Department of the Attorney
General Arendment Act, 1975

MR. FOSTER: Mr. Speaker, I beg leave to
introduce a kill, teing Bill No. 86, The
Department of the Attorney General Amend-
ment Act, 1975,
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Mr. Speaker, this bill completes the

legislative package with resgect to the
Kirby report. This particular piece of
legislation will, if passed, allow for the

creation of the reorganization agency which
was referred to in the report, and makes
one other minor amendment to the
department.

[ Leave granted; Bill €6 introduced and
read a first time]

MR. SCHMIDT: Mr. Speaker, Bill 67 was
introduced as a normal bill, but it is ncw
regarded as being a money bill. Therefore,
I have a message from His Honour ttke
Lieutenant-Governor recommending Bill 67 to
the House for 1its consideration. I teg
leave to *able this at this time so that it
may be attached to the official copy of the
bill.

ME. SPEAKER: Does
agree to the request of the hon.

the Assembly unanimously
minister?
HON.

MEMBERS: Adreed.

INTRODUCTION OF VISITORS

MR. LOUGHEED: Mr. Speaker, I would like to
introduce to you, and through you to the
Members of the Legislative Assembly, c¢n
this day of introducing the heritage sav-
ings trust fund, a class from my constitu-
ency, essentially in Calgary West. We
always have scme interesting significance
in the fact that again this <class comes
from the Ernest Manning High School. They
are a Grade 12 class, accompanied by their
teacher, Miss Hazel Brcwn. They're 55 in
number. I would appreciate it if ttey
would rise, and we could give welcome frcm
the Assembly.

MR. MANDEVILLE: Mr. Speaker, it's my
pleasure on your behalf to introduce
through you to the members of the Legisla-

ture 17 students from your own constitu-
ency. They're from Edmonton Meadowlark and
are accompanied by their teacher, Mr.
Laird. They are also in the members gal-
lery. I would ask them to rise and te
recognized by the House.

MR. HORSMAN: Mr. Speaker, I have a great
deal of pleasure this afternoon to intrc-
duce to you, and through you to the members

of the House, a very distinguished young
Albertan, Chuck Meagher, cf Medicine Hat,
who is age 18 and is seated in vycur

gallery. He is the international president
of the key clubs of the Key Club Interna-
tional organization. I'm sure many
Kiwanians will be familiar with this high
school organization. Mr. Meagher is the
second Canadian in the 50-year history cf
key «clubs to hold the position of interna-
tional president. I would ask that he rise
and receive the acclaim of this Assently.
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MR. FOSTER: Mr. Speaker, I was about to
rise and introduce to you and the members
of tke House 3C Grade 10 students from the
city of BRed Deer who are supposed to be
seated in the members gallery, but as I
looked arcund all the students I see up
there have stocd up. I'm nct gquite sure
whether they're here or not. Yes, they
are. So, Mr. Speaker, I'll continue with
my intrcduction and introduce to you the 30
Grade 10 students from Red Deer. They are
accompanied today ty their teacher, Oliver
Prudence. May I ask that they rise and be
recognized ty the Assembly.

ORAL CUESTION PERIOL

NFU Meeting

MR. CLARK: Mr. Speaker, I'd like to direct
the first questicn to the Premier and ask
what progress he has to repcrt in arranging
a meeting tetween the <cabinet and the
farmers having a problem with the cow-calf
situation.

MR. LOUGHEED: WMr. Speaker, that matter is
being effectively handled by the Minister
of Agriculture, and I would like to refer
the guestions to hinm.

MR. MOORE: Mr. Speaker, <could the hon.
member repeat the auestion?
MR. CLARK: Yes, I1'd be pleased to. I asked

the Premier what progress is being made in
arranging a meeting between the cabinet and
the farmers whc are having the protlems
with the cow-calf situation.

Mr. MOORE: Mr. Sgeaker, first of all I
presume the hon. wmember is referring to
members of the National Farmers Union,
because in fact we've been meeting with a
good numter of cther organizaticns to dis-
cuss the rroblems at hand.

With respect tc the National Farmers
Union, I cculd advise that since the legis-
lature rose last HWednesday, two attempts
have been made to meet with then. The
first was by way of a message I conveyed to
them early Friday morning that I, together
with some other members of cabinet, would
be willing tc meet with them at 11 a.m.
last Friday to discuss the ¢froblems of
cow-calf operators and the proposals they
wanted to put forward. On that particular
occasion, while I 3did attend with three
memkers of «cabinet at the Legislature
Building at 11 a.m. PFriday, the members cf
the Naticnal Farmers Union refused to come
to a meeting.

That was follcwed up by a telegram from
Mr. Dascavich, the regional director of
the ©Naticnal Farmers Union, 4in which he
asked for a further meeting to discuss the

protlenms, giving them two full days®
notice. So Mr. Speaker, on Friday after-
noon I infcrmed Mr. Dascavich by telex

that I, with other members of cabinet, was
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prepared to meet with their group at the
Legislature Building Monday at 11 a.nm.
That meeting was arranged and tocok place cn
Monday morning. I believe 12 members cf
the ©Natiomal Farmers Union were there,
together with myself and 3 cther cabinet
members, Mr. Speaker. The meeting began
with the 1leader of the Naticnal Farmers
Union delegation providing each cabinet
member with a package of material, which
essentially contained the same informaticn
they put forward before. We were then
advised they had been instructed ¢ty their
membership not to discuss any proposals
they wanted to put forward or any soluticns
that might be gprovided in that regard with
nyself and the other cabinet memkers there.
The meeting broke up, Mr., Speaker, after a
very short time, about 10 minutes, with
mnyself and one other member of cabinet
asking a number of times if they wouldn't
like to stay and discuss the matter,
because we had time to do it then.

So Mr. Speaker, two attempts have been
made to meet with them since the House rose
on Wednesday. Both have basically failed,
not on our part but on theirs.

I received a further letter this morn-
ing, delivered by Mr. Dascavich, asking
for a meeting this Friday at 11 o'clock
between myself only and members of their
executive., I've got that under considera-
tion. Hon. members should know the legis-
lature will sit Friday morning. I'm nct
sure yet that meeting can be arranged.

Farm Stabilization Plan

MR. CLARK: Mr. Speaker, a supplementary
question to the minister. Since the House
rose on November 26, have there Leen any

the federal
fed-

discussions between him and
Minister of Agriculture regarding the

eral government's long-awaited staltiliza-
tion plan? Perhaps I might ask if the
Treasurer, when he was in Ottawa, or the

Minister of Federal and Intergovernmental
Affairs, took the opportunity to meet with
Mr. Whelan.

MP. MOORE: On the first question, Mr.
Speaker, there have not been any direct
discussions between me and the federal

Minister of Agriculture. However, there
have been discussions between officials «cf
our department, not only on that matter Lut
on a variety of others,

MR. CLARK: Mr. Speaker, a supplementary tc
the Provincial Treasurer cr to the Minister
of Federal and Intergovernmental Affairs.
In the course of their sojourn in Ottawa,
did either of them discuss the question cf
the long-awaited federal stabilization plan
with the federal Minister of Agriculture,
Mr. Whelan, or his office?

MR. HYNDMAN: No, Mr. Speaker, we did nct.
The purpose of that meeting was in relaticn
to temporary anti-inflaticn measures. We
felt the matter was very adequately handled
by the Minister of Agriculture, koth at the
official level and other levels.
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MR. CLARK: HMr. Speaker, a further supple-
mentary question then to the Minister of
Agriculture. I'd 1like to ask him if it's
still the positicn of the Government of
Alberta that if any aid is given to Alber-
ta's cow-calf operators during this reriod
of time, they wculd not then be eligible
for the federal stabilization plan, if and
when it ever comes in.

MR. MOORE: Well, Mr. Speaker, first of all
that never was the position cf the Govern-
ment of Alterta.

MR. CLARK: It was last wecek.

MR. MOORE: Indeed, over recent weeks, par-

ticularly during the 1last three or four
years, a variety of programs has been
availakle for beef producers that might be

considered aid. I refer hon. members to
the cow-calf advance of last year and again
this vyear where an interest subsidy is
paid. I refer them to my remarks last week
in this Legislature when we said that the
Agricultural Development Ccrporation will
be involved in agplicaticns frcm individu-
als on an individual basis, in extending

lcans and princiral payments and that kind
of thing. Sc, Mr. Speaker, it has never
been the position cf this government that

no aid would te ferthcoming tc beef produc-
ers in this province except on the initia-
tive of Ottawa.

What we're really talking about
Mr. Speaker, 1is an additional
assistance called stabilization,
hasn't previously been afpplied in this
province toc the teef industry. Hon. mem-
bers well know that the legislation in
Ottawa was chanqged in July of this year to
provide an additional level of stabiliza-
tion of certain named commodities, one of
which is teef. It remains a position of
the Government of Alberta, however, that if
we move into the area of a stabilization
program of our own at a provincial level,
the provisicns of Pill ¢-50, the federal
stabilization 1legislation, could not apply
to the beef industry in this province.

there,
ferm of
that

MR. CLARK: Mr. Speaker, a further supple-
mentary te the minister, for clarification.
Last week in the Assembly the minister
alluded to discussions he'd had in, I
believe, Newfoundland, [and] I think men-
bers received the impression that if the
Alberta government went further than it has
gone now, Albertans would nct be eligible
for the benefits of the federal beef stabi-
lization frlan.

MY gquesticn tc the minister is: has
the government changed its pcsition since
the minister's conmrents in the House last
week when he indicated that as a result of
his discussions in Newfoundland with the
Minister of Agriculture, Alberta would not
be eligible fcr the benefits cf the progranm
if we did anything more for farmers in this
cow-calf situation?

MR. MOORE: Well, Mr. Speaker, I'm a little
confused. The situvation with regard to the
federal stabilization program and whether
that «can apply tc ¢fprovinces that have
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stabilization programs of their own which
night tend to shift or move production ty
an artificial means was ncot a decision made
by this government, tut rather a decisicn
made by the Government of Canada and the
federal Minister of Agriculture.

MR. CLARK: Have received it in

writing?

they

Tent on Legislature Grounds

DR. BUCK: A supplementary question, Ir.
Speaker, to the hon. Minister of Govern-
ment Services and Culture. Can the minis-
ter inform the Legislature if he asked the
NFU people to remove their tent from the

Legislature grounds?

MR. SCHMID: MNr.
the occupants

Speaker, this afternccn
of the tent on the Legisla-
ture grounds were asked by Mr. Glyn Mcr-
gan, manager of the physical plant cf
Government Centre, to remcve their tent and
their personal articles fcrthwith.

DR. BUCK: Mr. Speaker, tc the hon. minis-
ter. Has this been a direction from tte
hon. ninister's office, and on what

grounds were they asked tc remove this frcm
public property?
SOME HON.

MEMBERS: On Legislature grounds.

DR. BUCK: On what basis, Mr. Speaker?
MR. SCHMID: Mr. Speaker, the occurants,
who are members of the NFU cf Alberta, are

trespassing on government property.

NFU Meeting (continued)

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker,
question to the hon. Premier, getting back
to the first questicn posed by the leader
of the Opposition. In view of the fact
that the National Farmers Union is request-
ing the right to present its brief to the
entire cabinet, is it the Fremier's inten-
tion to accommodate that request and meet
as an entire cabinet with officials of the
National Farmers Union?

a supplementary

MR. LOUGHEED: Mr. Speaker, I believe, as
the hon. member is well aware, the nature
and approach our government has to delega-
tions 1is to meet them, not as part of a
whole cabinet, but through the responsible
minister and a group of ministers. Having
regard to two facts -- first c¢f all the
fact that the Naticnal Farmers Unicn
despite extensive efforts was nct prepared
to discuss its submission with the respcn-
sible minister and a grcur of ministers who
were delegated by the Executive Council tc
have those discussions c¢n Monday morning,
it certainly would not ke the view of the
Executive Council tc meet with them. We
would give consideraticn to their further
request, which the minister has Jjust
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received, to meet with the Minister of

Agriculture cn Friday.

MR. NOTLEY: Supplementary gquestion. Will
the Premier give ccnsideraticn tc joining
the meeting on Friday, if in fact a meeting
is set up, and sitting in with the hon.

Minister c¢f Agriculture and whichever min-
isters will be on that particular
committee?

MR. LOUGHEED: Mr. Speaker, I would be
reiterating my ¢frevious statement. our
position is quite clear on these matters.
We delegate the responsibilities to a group
of ministers. We have delegated this re-
sponsitility to the Minister of Agricul-
ture, and we are satisfied he is harndling
it appropriately in the public interest.

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, a further supple-
mentary questicn tc the hon. Minister of
Agriculture. In the light of scme contro-
versy over the timing of the Friday telex,
is the minister atle to advise the Assembly
when in fact that telex was sent to the
Natjonal Farmers Union? Is it true that it
was only a matter of 10 or 15 nminutes
before the meeting was scheduled to take
place?

MR. MOORE: Mr. Speaker, yes I could.
Really, the telex was a ccnfirmation of a
visit Ly my executive assistant very early
Friday morning to the tent which was
pitched on the Legislature grounds, advis-
ing them that we were available for a
meeting at 11 c'clock. So in fact there
was a couple of hours' notice. In addition
to that, Mr. Speaker, there was more than
two days!' notice with regard to a meeting
on Monday morning at 11 o'clock, at which
they did not want to discuss with nme and
three cther members of catinet the propo-
sals they wished tc put forth.

Tent on legislature Grcunds
(continued)

DR. BUCK: A supplementary question to the
Minister cf Government Services and Cul-
ture. On a pcint of clarification, Mr.
Speaker, did the hon. minister say that
these peorple were asked to remove them-
selves frcm government prcperty or public
property?

MR. SCHMILC: Mr. Sgpeaker, the Legislature
Building and grcunds are on Crown land.
They are trespassirg on Crcwn 1land, and
they were asked to remcve their tert and
their personal belongings frcm Crown 1land.

DR. BUCK: Mr. Speaker, I always thought
that Crcwn land belonged to the rpeople.

Mr. Speaker, I'd like to know, was it
the minister who gave the decision to ask
the people to remcve their tent from the
Legislature grounds, or was it sometody
other than the minister?

MR. SCHMID: Mr.
manager of the

Speaker, I asked the
rhysical plant for the
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Government Centre to request that the tent

be broken down and removed forthwith.

DR. BUCK: Mr. Speaker, finally, was this a
decision of cabinet cr just the minister's
sole responsibility?

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. The hon. nem-
ber is not entitled tc make inquiries
concerning the internal operaticns of the
Executive Council.

Government Buildings -- Security

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, a supplementary
guestion to the hon. Attcrney General. 1In
view of the large number of policemen in
the building today, can the minister advise
the Assembly what specific security mea-
sures have been taken, ard why?

MR. SPEAKER: Without wishing to restrict
this line of questioning, which has gone cn
for some time now, other members are wait-

ing with their questions, As I have
pointed out previously in the Assembly, a
question which asks why is really an invi-

tation to debate. That is not an appropri-
ate item in the question period under the
rules which hon. members have themselves
adopted to apply to the Assemktly, and I'm
obliged to follow thcse rules., Now if the
hon. member wishes to seek informaticn
which is based on fact or consists of fact,
that's another matter; but we really
shouldn't get into a debate on this topic.

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, thank you very
much. I'1ll rephrase the gquestion and ask
the hon. Solicitor General if he can
advise the Assembly what security precau-
tions have been taken and what the reascns
are for the decision to take thcse
precautions.

MR. FARRAN: Mr. Speaker, with due respect,
I don't think that's any different from the
question asked before, but normal precau-
tionary measures considered prudent in the
public interest have been taken.

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, a further supple-
mentary question. Is the hon, Solicitcr
General in a positicn to advise the Assen-
bly how many policemen are presently guard-

ing the Legislature Building and the Agqri-
culture Building?

MR. FARRAN: No, I'm not, Mr. Speaker.

MP. TAYLOR: Supplementary to the hon. Min-

ister of Agriculture. Are the leaders cf
the National Farmers Union trying to get
their problems solved, cr do they just want
to see 22 ministers?

MR. SFEAKER: Might this be the last supple-
mentary on this topic.

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, a supplementary
question to the hon. Attorney General.
Can he advise the Assembly what the ground



1354

rules are for entry of pecple into the
Legislature Building itself?
MR. SPEAKER: With great respect, I would

suggest that that is a gquesticn which might
be eminently suited for the Order Paper.
It's evidently qoing to require the exposi-
tion of some detail.

DR. BUCK: A supplementary, Mr. Speaker, to

the HMinister of Government Services and
Culture.
AN HON. MEMBER: You had the last one.

MR. CLARK: Oh, guiet.

MR. SPEMAKER: A supplementary on the
topic?

same

DR. BUCK: Yes.

MR. SPEAKER: Perhaps we could come back to
that if there is time left at the end of
the questicn period.

Red LCeer River Hearings

MR. CLARK: Mr. Speaker, I would like to
direct a seccnd cquestion tc the Minister of
Environment and ask if he's had an opportu-
nity to discuss the ECA hearings on the dam
on the Red Deer River with his departmental
officials who attended those hearings?

MR. RUSSEIl: No, I haven't, MNMr. Speaker.
The purrose of sending rescurce people fronm
the department tc the hearings is exactly
for that purpose, to act as a resource and
assistance to members of the general public

attending the hearings. our next step
would te to await the repcrt of the Envi-
ronment Ccnservaticn Authority.

MR. CLARK: Mr. Speaker, a supplementary

questicn to the minister. 1In light of the
comment ty the ctairman cf the Envircnment
Conservaticn Authcrity [that] it would take
from three to six months for the Authority
to finalize its report, and having regard
for the tremendous amount of representation
at all those hearings that if a dam were to
be built on the Red Deer River, it be built
west of Sundre, urstream cn the Red Deer,
is the minister in a positicn to indicate
to the Assembly whether he has asked the
Department of Environment to do studies on
the feasitility of a dar site tc be lccated
west of Sundre on the Red Deer River?

MR. RUSSEIL: Well, PFr. Speaker, that ques-
tion gces Ltack scrme tinpe. As the hon.
Leader of the Oppcsition is aware, a great
deal cf rescurce raterial was made availa-
ble to the rfublic in information centres
arranged ty the Environment Conservation
Authority. That material, cf course, con-
tains a preliminary analysis c¢f approxi-
mately 20 sites that were looked at, and
gave some aralytical and ccmrarative data
for the 20 or so sites considered feasible.
Oout of those, 2 sites were selected as
protably teing the best, and detailed
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information was prepared. Sc I really
believe that some cf the presentations rut

forward with respect tc another site have
been dealt with much earlier in this
process.

MPR. CLARK: Mr. Speaker, a further supple-
mentary question to the minister, in 1ligkt
of the comments wmade Yty the assistant
deputy minister that only cursory examina-
tion was done on sites upstream from Sundre
and that the site there might conceivatly
be satisfactory for a dam. In 1light cf
those comments from his cwn assistant deg-
uty minister, is the minister now prepared
to direct the department to do in-depth
studies in that area?

MR. RUSSELL: Mr. Speaker, I'm not aware cf
which assistant deputy minister or which
statement the hon. leader is referring tc.
But agair I go into the earlier reports in
which a cursory or an initial examinaticn,
if you want to use that term, was dcne cf
many sites. It's a very lengthy ¢frrocedure
to examine in detail and prepare the infcr-
mation on the two <sites that have been
selected for public discussion. I Dbelieve
that to go into a very detailed examinaticn
at this time of every possible site on the
river would be rather an insurmountatle
task.

MR. CIARK: Mr. Speaker, one last supple-
mentary question. In light of the tremen-
dous number of [people who took part in
those hearings and of the rfrrctlem that
proper investigations hadn't been done, and
having regard for the fact that the chair-
man indicates the repcrt will nct te avail-
able for six months, is the minister pre-
pared to sit down with the chairman of the
ECA and reassess his position in 1light cf
the hearings?

MR. RUSSELL: Mr. Speaker, I think we have
tried to make it quite clear that we don't
have a fixed position. This is the thrust
and objective of the public hearings. A
very considerable amcunt of time and ex-
pense has been involved in preparing infecr-
mation kits, doing studies, setting up
information centres, and arranging for the
public hearings so that any interested
citizens along the entire river basin could
have their say. They'1ll have the full
assistance of the Department of Environment
in a resource way. I think it's very
proper for us to follow the regqular course
of events and await the ECA's refport. 1
naturally meet at reqular intervals with
Dr. 1Trost, the chairmar cf the authority,
and no doubt I will be getting a verbal
briefing on the content and climate of tte
hearings. But I wouldn't think we would
want to do anything by way of major <change
until we receive the authcrity's report.

Heritage Trust Fund

MR. TAYLOR: Mr. Speaker, my question is to
the hon. Premier. With reference to the
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Alberta heritaqe fund, is the $1.5 trillion

now invested?

MP., LOUGHEED: Mr. Speaker, essentially
yes. I'd refer that questicn to the hon.
Provincial Treasurer.

MR. LEITCH: Yes, it is, Mr. Speaker. 1It's

invested in ways authorized pursuant to The
Financial Administration Act.

MR. TAYLOR: One further supplementary.
Where is the interest from that investment
going now, and wkere will the interest go
after the bill is rassed?

MR. LFITCH: The interest now, Mr. Speaker,
is accruing to the general revenue fund.
There is a rrovision in the bill that the
interest cn the funds in the Alberta herit-
age savings trust fund would accrue to ‘the
fund.

MR. NOTLEY: A suprlementary question to the
hon. Provincial Treasurer. Can he give
the House any statistics as to the average
interest rates the fund is earning at the
present time?

MR. LEITCH: I could, Mr. Speaker, but I
hesitate to dc so from memory. I will
check and respcnd later in the House.

MR. TAYLOR: One further supplementary. Has
any consideration teen given to the sugges-
tion of using the interest for the benefit
of the people livirg now?

MR. LOUGHEED: PFr. Speaker, I think the
nature of that aquestion fprcbably leads
right into the context cf the bill.
There's certainly the feeling that if only
30 per cent of the natural resource revenue
is being rut aside for future generations,
70 per cent of the natural resource revenue
of a non-renewable kasis is going to the
people today.

Fire Detection Equipment

MR. LITTLE: WMr. Speaker, I wculd address
my question to the hon. the Attorney
General. Would the hon. wminister inform
the House if he is aware of any legislaticn
which requires high-rise afpartment tuild-
ings to e equipped with smcke sensors
and/or sprinkler systems?

MP. SPEAKER: Strictly speaking, the hon.
member might ask that question of a solici-
tor, Lkut if it «can be answered briefly,
perhaps hon. members wouldn't object.

MR. FOSTER: Mr. Speaker, I believe there
is such legislaticn at the municipal level
with respect to some mnmunicipalities. For
example, I think the city of Edmonton
by-laws provide for such detection. I
can't answer atcut other municipalities or
other rprovinces at this time.

MR. NOTLEY: A suprlementary gquestion to the
hon. Attcrney General. Can the nminister
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advise the House whether cr not the govern-
ment 1is entertaining the propcsition of a
provincial statute which would enforce
smoke detectors in all high-rise apartment
buildings throughout the frovince?

MR. CRAWFORD: Maybe I could deal with it.
What the hon. member is asking, and what
the hon. Member fcr Calgary McCall asked,
is really, in 1its character, a questicn
about uniform building standards, which is
governed by legislation in Alberta.

Casino Permits

MR. YOUNG: Mr. Speaker, to the hon. the
Attorney General. Could the minister out-
line the policy as it exists today with
respect to the granting of permits for the
operation of casinos and related
activities?

MR. FOSTER: Mr. Speaker, I could take the
question as notice and provide such details
as exist in the department with respect to

policies, regulaticns, and the 1laws that
relate to regulation of casinos. I have
said, however, that I was not personally

prepared to see the level cf casino activ-
ity in the vprovince extended cr large
casinos approved until we have the capacity
in the department and in the pclice forces
of this province to adeguately supervise
and control casino activity and the public
interest, since considerable numbers cf
dollars are going hopefully over the table.
I can provide the hcn. memker with the
legislative base for it and the regulations
as they currently exist.

MR. YOUNG: Mr. Speaker, a supplemental.
Could the minister advise whether permits
for casino operation are keing granted, cr
could be granted, at the fpresent time?

MR. FOSTER: Mr. Speaker, we still have the
capacity to grant casino licences at the
moment. My information is that we are nct
granting any large casino licences. It ray
be that the department has apprcved scrme
minor or very small casino activities ty
religious or charitable organizations else-
where in the province. 1I'm not personally
avare of that at the moment.

Marketing Poards

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, 1I'd like to
direct my question to the hon. Minister cf
Federal and 1Intergovernmental Affairs. I
might just say by word c¢f introduction, Mr.
Speaker, that I posed this question to the
hon. Premier last week, tut he suggested I
refer it to the minister when he returned
from Cttawa. It ccncerns the rfosition cf

the federal government with respect to
bringing farm marketing toards under the
control of the national wage and price

control board.
I'm wondering if the pinister is in a
position, Mr. Speaker, to advise the As-
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sembly just what the status is of that, I
rather think, ill-starred prcposal coming
from Mme. Elumptre and Mr. Pepin.

MR. HYNLCMAN: Mr. Speaker, as we understand
it at the moment, the situation is that the
federal gcvernment has made a distinction
between marketing Ltoards which are fprice-
setters, inveclved in contrclling produc-
tion, and those which are price-takers. We
understand frcr the federal gcvernment that
the becards considered to be price-setters
-- which wculd include, fcr examgle, milk,
turkeys, cr kroilers -- were tc be subject
to federal guidelines on the basis of the
cost pass-throuqh rrinciple. We understand
the federal tcaré¢ would mcritcr these and
clarify the gquidelines as they apply to the
boards, but would have no direct authority
over them cther than drawing infractions to
the attenticn, in this case, cf the Govern-
ment of Alterta. So as we view it, enti-
ties such as the hog marketing toard clear-
ly would not be, and should not be, subject
to the guidelines in any wvay.

MR. NOTIEY: Mr. Sgeaker, a
question fecr clarification. As I under-
stand the wminister's remarks, certain
boards such as rfpcultry and fowl koards
would ke, tut the bcg marketing board would
not be? Perhaps I risunderstcod the minis~
ter's answer, tut I would like to <clarify
this in my own mind at least.

I'd 1like tc kncw just what they define
as boards which will come under the guid-
ance, if ycu like, of the national wage and
price toard.

supplementary

MR. HYNDMAN: Mr. Speaker, cur understand-
ing of those marketing boards which wculd
come under federal guidelines and inflation
controls are those involved in the setting
of prices, c¢r in controlling prodcction,
but ncne other. That would invclve boards
involved in milk, eggs, turkeys, and chic-
ken broilers, in that category, but would
clearly nct involve such entities as the
hog marketing tcard, which does not have
those two characteristics.

MR. NOTLEY: A further supplementary ques-
tion for clarification. 1Is it the view of
the government that this kind of proposal
is really inconsistent with the rproposition

there shculd be no contrcls at the farm
gate, at least as it relates to those
specific items?

MR. HYNCMAN: Fr. Speaker, as I say, at the

moment this is cur impressicn of the feder-
al position. T think it is somewhat fluid.
It may Lte known to a greater degree this
Friday. We take tte positicn that if it is
necessary from the point of view of the

Province cf Alberta to protect the activi-
ties of such boards, we would consider
moving in either a policy cr a legislative

vay.
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AGT Costs

MR. COOKSON: Mr. Sgeaker, I have a gques-
tion for the Minister of Utilities and
Telephones. 1In view of the 20 per cent

escalation in prices rermitted to AGT and
the wage and price controls 1laid down Lty
the federal government, has the minister
nade any submissions cr presentaticn to AGT

to control its costs in some way?

DR. WARRACK: Mr. Speaker, that matter is
very timely, because the 1976 rudget fcr
Alberta Government Teleghones will ke
before the Alberta Gcvernment Telephones
Commission very shortly. Certainly that's
one of the matters I want to address in the
coming year, with the assistance of all the
menbers who are part of the commission and
the responsibilities they have.

At the same time though, HMr. Speaker,
I would not want to present a defensive
kind of reaction to this, because I think
all nmembers of the Legislature would agree
on the importance of maintaining the high
level of service prcvided by AGT, I think
second to none. A deterioraticn in that
service could be the result of ill-advised
cost cuts.

MR. COOKSON: MNr.
supplementary.

Speaker, just one further
I wonder if the  minister
would comment on the kind of advertising
AGT is carrying out, in view of the fact
that it 4is a non-competitive corporaticn,
and whether any large amcunts are being
spent on advertising.
DR. WARRACK: I would have tc take tkhe
details of that question under advisement,
Mr. Speaker, and certainly would te
pleased to do so. At the same time thougt,
I would point out that some aspects of the
advertising are directed toward cost sav-
ings, for example on the use of directcry
rather than calling information whenever a
number is required. On the cther parts of
the gquestion though, I would have to lcck
into the matter and would be pleased to dc
so.

MR. COOKSON: Just one further supplementary
or submission, Mr. Speaker. Would the
ninister look into whether advertising new-
type telephones is really necessary to save
costs?

DR. WARRACK: I'll be happy to arply my best
judgment to that submissicn, Mr. Speaker.

Pheasant Stocking

MR. STROMBERG: Mr. Speaker, on tehalf of a
number of my constituents, 1I'd 1like tc
direct this question tc the Minister of
Recreation, Parks and Wildlife. Why were
1,500 pheasants released cn the abandoned
railroad between Camrcse and Kingman and
all shot out by Edmonton hunters, though
hunters in my own ccnstituency were not
even made aware of that transplant?
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MR. SPEAKER: The hon.

an interesting detate.
tion cculd ke phrased in
and perhars the hcn.
a krief ccoment cn it.

member is starting
No doubt the ques-
scme other way,
minister should make

MR. CLARK: Better to bLe about

Dodds-Rcund Hill.

concerned

MR. STRCMBERG: Supplementary. Coes the
minister make news releases as to where
these rheasants are being transplanted?

MR. ADAIR: Mr. Speaker, in response to the
supplementary, nce.

MR. STRCMBERG: Surplementary, Mr. Speaker.
I'd 1like to ask the ogipnister, how many
dollars does a batchery-raised pheasant
represent?

AN HON.

MEMBER: Fut it on the Crder Paper.

MR. STRCMEERG: He kncws.

MR. ADAIR: FNr.
could get that
confused by the guestion.
it and clarify it, gplease?

Speaker, I wcnder if I
clarified. I'm a little
Would you repeat

does a
cost the

MR. STRCMBERG: How many
pheasant raised in a
Province of Alterta?

dollars
hatchery

MR. ADAIR: I hesitate to give ycu a figure,
Mr. Sreaker, tut I believe it's around $3.

MR. STROMBEEG: Cne further supplementary,
Mr. Speaker. Is the minister giving con-
sideration tc encouraging rheasant-raising
as a U-H rroject?

MR. ADAIR: Yes, I1'd te
respond tc that cne, Mr.
been working fcr scme time
movement, and I tLtelieve if
already gct it in the new U4-H mpanual it
will Pte included. That's c¢n pheasant-
rearing fcr gqrcup projects within the U4-H
movement.

quite harry to
Speaker. We have
with the U-H
we have not

Stony Elain Hospital

MR. F. SPEAKER: Mr. Speaker, my question
is to the Minister cf Hospitals and Medical
Care. Could he indicate when the Hill
inquiry with regard to Stony Plain Hospital
was completed, or will be conpleted?

MR. MINIEIY: Mr. Speaker, the holding of
hearings and the inquiry itself have been
completed. The 1last time I spoke to the
commissioner cf the Stony Plaip inquiry he
indicated to me that the compilation cf all
the testimcny and witnesses heard ty the
commission inquiry wculd take scme time. T

haven't spoken tc¢ him for twc or three
months, Lkut the 1last I did speak to him,
Mr. Speaker, he indicated that his feel

for the timing, although he didn't want to
be bound tctally within it, would be around
the conclusion of 1975, or early 1976.
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MR. R. SPEAKER: Mr. Speaker, a <supplemen-
tary to the minister. When the report is
completed, 1is it the intention of the
minister to table it in the Assembly?

MR. MINIELY: Mr. Speaker, I'm certainly
prepared to take that under advisement. I
think in the public inquiry I'll have to
examine the report, then ccnsider what tte
disrosition should be.

Mr. Speaker, I think the hon. memkter
is aware that there are two sides tc these
kinds of questions. A lot of individuals
and personalities are invclved, and I would
like an opportunity, for myself, toc review
the report, then to discuss the report with
my <colleagues and make a decision if, in
fact, it is in the overall public interest
to take certain action with it.

AEC shares €Sale

MR. MANDEVILLE: Mr. Speaker, my guesticn
is to the hon. Minister of Energy and
Natural Resources. Has the energy corpora-
tion worked out a method yet tc distribute
the stares applied for by Albertans, as a
result of applicaticns exceeding the $7¢
million?

MR. GETTY: Mr. Speaker, I anticipated the
interest hon. members might have in that
matter and discussed it today with the
president of the Alberta Energy Company.
He advises me that the board of directcrs
will be meeting tomorrcw to finalize an
allocation method. The only firm princirle
I am aware of is that the smaller crders
would be filled first.

New Home Warranty
MR. TAYLOR: Mr. Speaker, my question is to
the hon. Minister cf Bousing and Public
Works. 1Is a program of warranty on new
homes now in effect in Alterta?

MR. YURKO: Mr. Speaker, I'd refer the
question to the Minister of Ccnsumer and
Corporate Affairs, who handles that matter.

MR. HARLE: Mr. Speaker, the answer is yes.

MR. TAYLOR: A supplementary.
gram provincewide?

Is the pre-

MR. HARLE: Mr.
aware, the

Speaker, as far as I'm
program is fprovincewide on a
voluntary systen. We've been very in-
pressed with the amount of co-cperaticn
from the house building industry.

MR. TAYLOR: A supplementary. Dces the hon.
minister know the fercentage of contractcrs
who are in this prcgram?

MR. HARLE: Mr.
88 per cent.

Speaker, it's arproximately
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Dcdds-Rcund Hill Prcject

DR. BUCK: Mr. Speaker, I'd like to direct
my questicn to either the Minister of
Environment or the Minister of Enerqy and
Natural Resources. I'd like to kncw, Mr.
Speaker, if either minister can indicate to
the Legislature if and when hearings will
be held in the BRound Hill-Dodds area, in
relation to the prcrosed strip mining oper-
ation in that area.

DR. WARRACK: Mr. Speaker, perhaps I could
respond tc that gquestion. I have been
dealing with this matter in the House, as
all hcn. menkers are aware from the ques-
tion posed earlier by the Member for Cam-
rose. At that time I indicated that once
an evaluaticn cf the applications filed was
assessed for ccrrleteness, the Energy
Resources Ccnservation Board would be
deciding cn the lccation -- and a sugges-
tion was made by the Member for Camrose —--
and timing cf the hearing ¢that would &Lte
involved. To my kncwledge, those decisions
have not yet Leen possible.

DR. PUCK: Mr. Speaker, tc the hon. Pre-
mier. TI'd like tc know if the decisicn on
the mining operation in Round Hill-Dodds
will be made pricr to or after the Land Use
Forum reports?

MR. LOUGHEEL: Mr. Speaker, we are hoping
that the report of the Land Use Forum will
be received early in 1976, and I wouldn't
conceive that we'd have tc come to a
decisicn c¢cn the Ccdds-Round Hill proposal
until after we've received reccmmendations
from the ERCB. Sc I certainly wculd hope,
in fact I think we'd insist that the lLand
Use Forum rerort is received, in terms of
general policy in relaticnship to that
matter.

DR. BUCK: A supplementary to the hon. Pre-
mier, Mr. Speaker. At the public nmeeting
at PRound Hill the cther night, Mr. Speak-
er, I was in attendance, [as was] the hon.
Member for Camrcse, and the hen. Member
for Hanna-Oyen. The concern there was,
would funding te available fcr people in
the area to make a presentation before the
Energy Rescurces Conservaticn Board? I
think this is rrokably one of the tLiggest
problems groups face when they're trying to
pull material tcgether tc make a presenta-
tion, as opposed tc the high-griced help

the companies involved have on the other
side.

Would funding ke available for those
people?

MR, LOUGHEED: Mr. Speaker, I don't know
whether or not funding would be available,
but certainly every effort, I'm sure, would

be made Ly the Energy Rescurces Conserva-
tion Board in conducting the hearing to
assure that anytcdy who wants to present

points of view wculd have a full cppcrtuni-
ty to do so. But we will take the matter
the hon. menmter raises under advisement.

ALBERTA HANSARD
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Supplementary Estimates

MR. R. SPEAKER: Mr. Speaker, a question tc
the Premier to follow up one I raised
earlier in this sessicn with regard to the
study of supplementary estimates. I wonder
if the Premier has had an oprortunity tc
nake a decision as tc whether we will study
them this session cr not.

MR. LOUGHEED: Mr. Speaker,
It's our judgment that the rractice and
procedures we've had are certainly adequ-
ate. We think there is full cppcrtunity
for review of the estimates and the supple-
mentary estimates during the course of the
year. We don't see any need tc change the
normal procedure.

yes we have.

Commonwealth Games Stadium

MR. NCTLEY: Mr. Speaker, 1I'd like to
direct this questicn to the hon. Premier.
It flows from the well-publicized remarks
over the weekend of the hon. Minister cf
Energy and Natural Rescurces ccncerning
possible provincial participation in the
roof of the Commonwealth Games stadium.

Mr. Speaker, can the Premier advise
the Assembly how far this particular promc-
tion has got as far as the provincial
cabinet is concerned?

MR. LOUGHEED: Mr. Speaker, the matter has
not bLeen discussed as yet by the Executive
Council.

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, a supplementary
question to the hon. Premier. Has the
matter been discussed by cabinet committee?
MR. LOUGHEED: Mr. Speaker, not as yet.

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, a further supple-
mentary question to the hcn. Premier. 1s
the government ccnsidering the matter in
any other way at this fpoint in time? For
example, have there been any discussicns
with the city of Edmonton concerning possi-
ble provincial funding cf the roofing cf
the Commonwealth stadium?

MR. LCUGHEED: Mr. Speaker, my understand-
ing is that the proposal was presented to
the members of the Executive Council whe
are on the Commonwealth Cames Fcundaticn,
to acquaint them with the proposal. VNo
response was given by the ministers because
they're obviously aware that the matter is
before Edmonton City Council tomorrow.

Coal Mine Safety

MR. TAYLOP: My question, Mr. Speaker, is
to the hon. Minister of Energy and Natural
Resources. Does the government have any
program ready when an underground ccal sear
catches fire?
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MR. GETITY: Mr. Speaker, I wculd want to
check the full details of this matter. But
in discussing it briefly with the Energy
Resources Conservation Board, they advise
me that in their ccal mining safety regula-
tions they have rprcvisions for dealing with
this matter.

Telerhone Bills

DR. WARRACK: Mr. Speaker, I was asked last
week by the hcn. 1Ieader of the Opposition
to report on a matter which I guess is not
as important ncw as it certainly was then.
It was very impcrtant then -- the question
of acccnmodaticn to the postal strike with
respect tc AGT tkillings. I was in a
position tc report that we had wmade ar-
rangements for that accommodation, but as
of today we've cancelled them. I wanted to
report because I had agreed to do so.

CRDEES OF THE DAY

GCVERNMENT BILLS AND ORDERS
(Seccnd Reading)

Bill 71
The Alterta Labour
Amendment Act, 1975

MR. CRAWFORLC: Mr. Speaker,
in moving seccnd reading of Bill 71, The
Alberta 1lakour Amendment Act, 197S. A
number cf matters raised by the new bill
might be discussed in any debate in respect
to the principle cf the bill, but there are
probably three areas that are more impor-
tant than the ctlers.

I thought I wpight Just make a few
remarks in reqgard to the hope that the bill
will make easier than previously the accom-
modation cf tcth emrloyers and employees to
the still relatively new area of flex-time.
I think we're in the positicn as a province
where cur employers and employees are gain-
ing experience ir this field. There has
been a reasonatle cutbreak, you might say,
of cases in the private sector where it was
desired that both flex-time and the compre-
ssed work week wculd be things that emplcy-
er and erployee cculd agree upcn and bring
into effect; and, of course, it was the
previous stringencies of The Labour Act
which made that difficult at the time. The
first changes wmade are now being adjusted,
based on experience with flex-time, the
purpose being to make it more flexible than
before and mcre usatle ty bcth emrloyer and
employee. O0f ccurse, I ccnomend these
changes tc the Hcuse and think there would
be no particular question raised as to
whether they were advisable cr suitatle as
a matter of government policy.

I take pleasure
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I specifically refer to the private
sector, because in the public sector, in
the case of Alberta's c¢wn gqovernment en-
ployees, similar discussions and sche
experiments have been conducted in respect
to both flex-time and the compressed wcrk
week. I don't believe there are any par-
ticular difficulties over the way that's
being handled at the present tiune.

In respect to maternity leave, I think
this 1is contemporary legislaticn. 1In very
short summary, the purpose of it is to
protect the employment of a person entitled
to maternity leave and to crrotect ttat
person's seniority in the enfployment.
These are both very impcrtant objectives.
I think it is well known that a number of
proposals have been made throughout the
country in recent years ir respect to this
type of legislation.

I have to be prepared tc admit that
some cther jurisdictions moved in that area
more gquickly than Alberta. We did look at
the matter carefully over that period cf
time. We were aware that in large bargain-
ing units, a lct of the benefits scught in
connection with maternity leave were in
fact being negotiated in collective agree-
ments, and therefore sone employees, per-
haps a substantial number, were receiving
the tenefits of this prcgressive type cf
thinking in legislation. But it was ccn-
sidered in the last months, both prior tc
the recent election -- when my colleague
who 1is now Minister of RAdvanced Educaticn
and Manpower had the respcnsibility -- and
since then, that +these reccmmendaticns
should now be made to the Legislature and
maternity 1leave provisicns brcught forward
with the request that the House give tten
favorable consideration.

The details c¢f the nature of the
changes will be provided for in Board cf
Industrial Relations <crders, which is the
usual way, and quite a satisfactory way fcr
matters relating to conditicns of emplcy-
ment to be dealt with. Therefore, tte
legislation proposed in Bill 71 1is, in
fact, the establishment cf a framework tc
allow the passing cf regulations, which
will be in full detail.

Mr. Speaker, I don't think anything
more needs to be said in respect to the
maternity leave gquestion, except to ac-
knowledge that there have keen a number cf
groups who primarily present views tc gcv-
ernment on behalf cf wcmen's groups in the
province. Their views, of ccurse, are
being responded to by this 1legislaticn.
I'm satisfied that what is being put fcr-
ward will answer most <cf the concerns
expressed by a number of individual briefs
over past months.

Mr. Speaker, the «cther major area
which deserves some attention in connecticn
with Bill 71 is the amendments to Secticn
163. I think it's worth noting that this
section now has a 15-year history in the
Province of Rlberta. I'm not acquainted
with the reasons for introducing it in
1960, as what must have been a significant
change to the labor act cf that day. Eut
it has stood the test cf those 15 years cf
experience and has, I think, fulfilled its
purpose in large measure, in that it tLas
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not brought abcut most or any of the
situations sometires made the subject of
dire ©predicticns on this tyre of legisla-
tion. It is no secret that a numkter of
requests have been made for removal of
Section 163, Thcse reguests, I'm sure,
were alsc present at the time it was
orginally rpassed. No doubt it was asked
that it not be put in the act at all.

I think the changes now being proposed
could in nc sense ke referred tc as being
as far-ranging c¢r sweeping as was the
change in the act at the time it was first
brought in, 15 years ago. Having intro-
duced it into the act in 1960, and having
found that it was a workable part of our
labor legislation in the province, what is
being prorosed at present is nct an exten-
sive change to the character ¢f that par-
ticular secticn. I think it would be wrong
for me tc suggest that legislaticn of this
type is nct ccntroversial and probably

doesn't have some problems that go along
with it. But to say experience has shown
that it doesn't belong in the labor legis-

laticn cf the Prcvince <c¢f Alberta would
simply not ke the case.
The government's

forward at present is

view in bringing it
that the changes

being made will nct increase the nunmker of
occasions upon which it is 1likely to be
used, or sought ty parties to be used.

It's recognized as a prcvisicn that =should
not be wused on a frequent basis in any
ordinary fpericd in the history of any
jurisdiction. In effect, it is provided to
allow fcr unusual situations -- really, fcr

the most extreme and difficult unusual
sitvations. I dont*t think it can be fully
understood without reading it in the con-

text of the entire part of the act of which
it forms a part. The secticns that follow
Section 1€3 deal with the estatlishment of
a means whereby extremely difficult disrup-
tions in lator-management relaticns can be

resolved when all cther methods have
failed.

Therefore, I ccmmend that hon. members
considering tte advisability cf amendments

to Section 1€2 ncte the free-standing rposi-
tions that follcw in the remainder of that
particular part of the act whereby the
public emergency tribunal is estaklished
and an assessment cf the dispute and its
circumstances made, that by nature of an
extreme breakdcwn in a situation could not
be done ty the parties and, nc dcubt, some
outside assistance is called for.

In regard to legislation that permits
the directicn to employers and employees to
cease a dispute, the comment is sonmetimes
made that that <should be done by the
Legislature and not by the cabinet. I
suggest, Mr. Speaker, that has scme favor-
able features. It's an ideal. When it's
expressed, 1it's certainly a description of
one of the proper uses of the 1legislative
process, tut ©prcktably doesn't take into
account all the rpracticalities of the
situation and the need, as undouttedly
could arise from time to time, for action
to ke taken scmewlat mcre quickly than the
entire legislature would take it. It also
requires making judgment decisions in indi-
vidual cases rather than entire ©policy
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areas. Of course, whether it's Letter dcne
by the Executive Council cr the legislature
is debatable.

But I think a test cf the history cf
any of the orders that cculd be made under
this is likely to show that judgments made
by the Executive Council in specific
instances are not likely tc be less consid-
ered and responsive tc the need than if the
erntire Legislature was involved. PRy pass-
ing the 1legislaticn in the first place --
and I say again, references to the emergen-
cy procedures rather than to the specific
amendments we are speaking abcut today --

the 1legislature has itself 1long since
approved the prccedure that should be
called into play.

Other concerns can Le expressed. It

can be said that the existence of a
strengthened Secticn 163 will cause parties
to fail to bargain in gcod faith. Emplcy-
ers in particular will ke so reassured Ly
the existence of a section with such provi-
sions, they will believe they need nct
bargain in good faith, and that the collec-
tive bargaining process is something they
can lightly engage in. If anything really
goes wrong, the provincial government will
look after things and order everybody back
to work.

I wanted to say that is not the history
of the section over the past 15 years. 1
have no anticipation whatever that that
would become the history as a result of tte
proposed amendments. 1In fact, if they need
any warning to that effect, I think parties
to disputes should be, in effect, warned ty
the 1legislature on the occasion of this
debate that there isn't any easy tailing
out of people in difficult collective Lbar-
gaining situations, and the need for bar-
gaining in good faith is the cnly way the
system will work.

I don't think individual employers
should feel any assurance whatever, as a
result of the bringing forward of these
amendments, that rpart cf the bargaining
load will te removed frcm them. It will
not be. I think the government would
refuse, as it would have prior to these

amendments being made, to get involved in a
situation where it appeared that kargaining
in good faith had not already taken place.

In other words, the grave situation ttat
would call the wusing cf the section into
play would have to be bcna fide. It would

be one that actually existed, and
trat

have to
not the manoeuvring withir the systenm

could take place, does take place in fact,
by both parties in their actual
negotiations.

Now I think, Mr. Speaker, there's cne
more thing I might add at this roint that
is relevant to the issues of Section 163,
and that is I'm not proposing to discuss,
in connection with thecse amendments, the
issue of whether strikes are gocd cr bad in
individual instances or generally. I think
that is a separate detate. It does nct
relate to those occasicns when Section 1€3,
with 1its wvery 1limited potential applica-
tion, despite its relatively wide terminc-

logy, would be involved. Because I reccg-
nize this section does relate to scnme
extent to the overall lator relaticns pic-
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ture in the province, in labcr relations as
a whole what we shculd be doing at that
time, when perhaps the other larger debate
does take place aktcut the <significance of
work stoprages in the eccncmy and in the
social structure cf our province, is look-
ing for means that management and labor can
agree upcn as teing the ways in which
strikes wculd te rendered less likely than
they are today, nct a deeper involvement of
government if we can avoid that at all =--
and I think with cccd faith cn the part of
both management and labor we can -- Lut by
seeking those ways which in +the final
analysis will be alternatives to what seenms
today to Le an wunnecessary severity cr

depth of particular work stcprages in
various farts of the country. I need not
give examrles of what those are.

So my hope 1is 1labcr relations will
continue to adapt to Alberta's changing
social and eccnomic scene; that we will
indeed find, with the co-operation of man-
agement and lakcr, progressive ways in
which other wmatters can be brought to the

bargaining table and handled in a way that
isn't tied to scme of the mistakes of the
past. That will te where we'll make our
real ©progress. That improved climate and
atmosphere of lakcr relaticns within the
province, with the sincere efforts of the
parties on toth sides, will be the way we
will really find alternatives tc severe and
long-standing work stoprages.

I think those hopes can be realized in
time. I for cne, and I kbncw the other
members of the 1legislature feel the same
way, am mcst interested in suggestions that
give us, as legislators, some guidance in
the directicn <c¢f changing the mocd, the
procedures to some extent, and the results
achievable in the labor-management picture.

Leaving that larger issue aside, Mr.
Speaker, I'11 conclude by saying I reccg-
nize the approrriateness of that debate
whenever and wherever it's held. As to the
particular provisions of Bill 71, as the
amendments are frcposed I dc ccmmend thenm
to the legislature as a carefully consider-
ed and carefully thought out adjustment in
a section of the act which has been for
some years a rart c¢f the 1labecr relations
picture in the fprcvince and has, in fact,
stood the test of the experience over that
time.

MR. CLARK: Mr. Speaker, in ccmmenting on
second reading of Eill 71, may I say at the
outset that the Minister of Labour has, I
think, reccgnized ttat he has rather a weak
argument with regard to scme section of
this act. I deal specifically with Section
163.

I appreciate lis ccmments towards the
end of his 1remarks when he talked about
improved atmosphere, but when we 1look at
Section 163 and we're trying tc talk about
an improved atmosphere, if <cne takes the
time to <check with the Alberta Federation
of Labour or with The Alberta Teachers!
Association =-- twc of the grcugs that, I
think, all memkers of this Assembly know
have scme cf the gravest concerns about the
implicaticns of a section like 163 ~- they
advise me, and have advised <cthexr nmembers
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before, that in fact there was no pricr
consultation with these groups at all in

dealing with Section 1€3. So when the
minister stands in his place, as he 4id
today, and talks about improved atmosphere
in Alterta as far as lakor-management is
concerned =-- it's cne thing to say that in
the House, but actions speak much 1louder
than words. 1I'll come back to Secticn 1€3
a bit later in my remarks, Mr. Speaker.

I want to say at the outset that,

frankly, I was very surgrised to see Sec-
tion 163 in the act. At the outset 1I'@d
want to commend the minister for the acticn
as far as maternity leave is ccncerned. 1

think that's a progressive =ster. It's
appropriate and certainly has cur support.
On the question of flex~time, I think

that the changes in this directicn are
appropriate also. I would like to ask the
minister if he could indicate to the House,
at the end of seccnd reading when tLe
concludes the remarks c¢r in committee,
whether this section dealing with flex-time
will deal with the prcblem of the UO0-hcur
week limit, and 8 hours per day maximum. I
cite specifically the situaticn in scme
sectors of the lumber industry where they
would very much like to wcrk 9 hours a day
for 4 days, and then get the rest of the 40
or 44 hours in the fifth day, sc they don't
have to come back on the sixth day of the
week, which has been a long-term protlen
with the Board of Induvstrial Relations.
I'd 1like to ask the minister if he could
comment in that area in the course cf
concluding his remarks.

I say I was surprised to see Section
163 in the act, especially when I read the
reports of the oprovince's mission to
Europe, and when I read of the interest
that the Premier shecwed in this cc-
determination venture that he locked at in
Germany. I'm not advocating that we mcve
with great haste into a complete legisla-
tive program of cc-determination which
would allow employees to have half the
members on the boards of various corpora-
tions in Alberta. But I think that rather
set some sort of frame work, that many
people, especially in the 1labor fielgd,
hoped the government would be doing scme
reassessment in that particular area. I
think it is alsc <significant that the
Alberta Federation of latour has presented
draft legislation to the gcvernment -- as I
understand it, a draft lator act -- and to
date there has been 1really nc forsal
response from the government in that par-
ticular area.

For the government to come fcrward with
Section 163 -- reccgnizing that it's a
difficult section, recognizing, as the min-
ister said, that it's Lkeen in effect in
Alberta since 1960 and was used Very
sparingly by this administration and ty the
former administration. If my memory serves
me correctly, the only time this secticn
was used in the last three cr four years
was the teachers' strike in southern Alber-
ta. I know there is rfressure on the
government, from a number of quarters, frcm

time to time, to use this section when a
strike is dragged out. But I ask the
menbers of the Assembly tc put themselves,
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for just a mcment, in the positicn of
memkers c¢f teachtirg prcfessicn, members of
organized lator in Alberta. When in fact
this secticn cores in to the session, with
no advance discussion with either organiza-
tion -- and I think it's a rather reccg-
nized principle that the gcvernment dis-
cusses impcrtant 1legislaticn with those
people who are affected, prior to the
legislaticn cering in tc the House -- it's
very, very surgrising that this arpproach
would ke taken by the government.

I listened carefully, in the course of
the wminister's 1emarks, fcr scme reason
that we're changing 163. I hope I would
have Lkeen prepared to listen. If the
minister could outline to the Assembly a
numkter of situaticns -- cr even cne cr two
situations -- that have develcped since the
new lator act came in about three years
aqgo, why there is a need tc change Section
163, then I would like to think I would
have been prerared to listen and judge the
case on that. Unless I missed it in the
minister's comments, he gave us no illus-
tration of the prcklem that the department
or cabinet is facing today.

The concerns expressed to me are that,
if we look at Section 163(b), and I quote:
"unreasonatle hardship is being caused or
is likely to be caused to persons whc are
not parties to the dispute", it's pretty
clear that this gives the <cabinet the
power, Lty crder in ccuncil, to stop a
strike after it's started if, in its opin-
ion, it is 1likely to bring undue or unrea-
sonable hardship tc people affected by the
strike or «even e€xpected tc be affected by
the strike. Ncw I can't see anything else,
other than saying this simply broadens a
great deal the pcwer the Executive Council
wields in this particular area. Admitted-
ly, it's Leen used judicicusly since 1960.
But for the life cf me, I can't understand
vhy the gqovernment would be broadening it
now without layirg any example, any prob-
lem, tefcre the Assembly. If the minister
had come here and <set several situations
befcre us, I think members on both sides of
the House wculd lave been prerared tc lock
at then.

I should perhaps also say to members
that I was a mermber of the fcrmer gcvern-
ment when this particular secticn was used
on the rarest of cccasions. In retrospect,
I think it was likely appropriate at that
time. I wculd ratler urge hcn. members,
t+hough, to lcck at the approach the federal
government takes as far as this kind of
national situation is concerned. I refer
my rural <colleaques tc the arrroach the
federal gcvernment used on the grain hand-
lers' strike, basically, calling the feder-
al House c¢f Ccrmcns back and legislating
them Lkack tc wcrk.

If we're really interested in this kind

of improved atmosphere that the minister
talks akout, 1likely this 1is the time we
should be looking at saying, when we're

going to wuse the strength in Section 163,
the reasonable thing is tc call the 1legis-
lature tack into session. 1If, in fact, the
federal government can call the House of
Commons back intc session frcm all across
Canada, then it certainly isn't impossitle
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for us, in Alberta, to call the legislature
back into session to deal with that kind cf
legislation if it has tc ke dealt with. I
would really urge the government to reccn-
sider its situation there. lest somecne
say I'm rather reassessing my situaticn,
that is indeed the case. 1In the ccurse cf
the next year or twc, there'll ke a numkter
of reassessments in pcsitions that we've
formerly been involved in -- and this is
certainly one, although not a major cne
here today.

I would also call tc the attention cf
the members of the Assemkly the positicn
taken by the Government of British Colum-

bia, when in fact it wused 1legislaticn tc
put people back tc work when all cther bets
failed. I frankly would urge the govern-
ment to consider that route, rather than
enlarging Section 163, as is teing done
here today.

I1'd also urge the rminister, in the
course of concluding the debate, to give us
some specific examples, specific problers,
which the department has faced during the
period of time he has been the minister,
rather than for the minister to say -- and
I wouldn't want to misquote him, but I
think he said something 1like, this 1is a
most difficult and extremely unusual situa-
tion, In the course cf the minister's
comments, that was about as close as Wwe
ever got to an example. Frankly, I am nct
enthused about Section 163 as it is before
us. We have no reason put fcrward by the
minister, other than to say that it's in
the interest of imprcved atmcsphere. 1If
we're really interested in trying to im-
prove the atmosphere, or improve relaticn-
ships between management, 1laber and the

government, then I would have to say to
you, we should start by consulting all
groups before we ©tring in this kind cf

legislation, this kind c¢f change to The

Labour Act.

MR. NCTLEY: Mr. Speaker, in addressing
myself to the princirle cf Bill 71, I noted
with a certain amount cf amusement that the
minister, in introducing the Ltill, tock
some trouble to outline the various argu-
ments against the essential services provi-
sion of The Labour Act and to attempt to
counter those arquments. It wculd have
been somewhat more useful to the detate if
he had, as the leader of the Oppcsition has
suggested, given us scrme specific examples
as to why we need to @wmake whet I would
suggest, Mr. Speaker, are =some pretty
substantive changes 1in the wording of Sec-
tion 163.

Mr. Speaker, I Lelieve at this time
there is almost universal suspicion amcng
working people -- and certainly among the
ranks of the organized wcrking rfeople --
about the intent of the federal price and
wage policy, that we have in fact wage
controls but not price ccntrcls. Now is
not the psychological time tc make any
changes in The Labour Act which tasically
qualify the rights of working tfeofle. I
suggest to the minister that many people in

organized trade unions in this province
will sece the change as rfrovocation. I'm
willing to admit that tcth the former
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qovernment and the present government used
Section 163 with prudence and ccmmon sense.
I'm also willing to admit I have confidence
in the ability of the minister to continue
to exercise prudence and common sense.
But, Mr. Speaker, when we're drafting
legislation, wve cannot look at it just from
the viewpoint of our regard, one way or the
other, for the minister in charge of the
legislation. We have to examine the legis-
lation itself.

With the greatest respect to the minis-
ter, vhat we see in Section 163 is a very
important change. We are substituting
"extreme privation" for "unreasonable hard-
ship". Now, Mr. Speaker, I submit to the
members of this Assembly that we have to
take a close look at what this legislation
suggests we do. There's a great difference
between the ability to bring in compulsory
arbitration if «cne chooses =-- and let's
talk facts. We're talking about comrpulsory
arbitration in the case of an emergency
situation. There is a very important dis-
tinction Letween compulsory arbitration
where you have the (a) and (b), "damage to
health or property", which is an admitted
problem, "health services", or the distinc-
tion Letween "extreme privation" and "un-
reasonable hardship".

Now I noticed that when the minister
was introducing the bill he mentioned, and
properly so, that this section has not been
used except on the rarest occasions. But I
say to him, in rebuttal, that by substitut-
ing the words, "unreasonable hardship" for

"extreme privation", we make it much more
possible for the government to use this
section not on the basis of a genuine

emergency, not on the basis of an emergency
where the case has to be clear and undis-
puted, but in the case of a situation where
it is mnuch more a shade-of-gray dispute.
Mr. Speaker, in my view, it gives latitude
to the cabinet which I really can't accept.

Mr. Speaker, we could argue all day in
this House about the principle of collec-
tive bargaining and whether people should
have the right to strike. I have yet to
See any evidence that substitutes for col-
lective bargaining with the right to strike
are workable. We've had all sorts of
suggestions made by politicians around the
world. We had the labor court suggested by
the late Ross Thatcher in the Province of
Saskatchewan. We have the compulsory arbi-
tration used in Australia. When one looks
at the alternatives, I think one finds
pretty clear and convincing evidence, Mr.
Minister, that compulsory arbitration is
not a workable substitute for free collec-
tive bargaining.

When one talks about improving the free
collective bargaining process, when one can
examine some of the changes that should be

made in the bargaining process, fair
enough. No concept is so good it can't be
improved. But I suggest to the members of

this Assembly that, when we start 1lcoking

at the range of options, free collective
bargaining is still the best choice for
settling industrial disputes in our
society.

Now I know that the government is under
stronqg pressure by many people im our
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society who take the simplistic approach of
saying: strikes are damaging, therefore,
let's eliminate strikes. No question,
strikes are damaging. But, Mr. Speaker,
ve're not going to eliminate strikes by
taking away free collective bargaining and
the right to strike. All we will have
instead of 1legal strikes is work-to-rule,
slow-downs, walkouts, wildcat strikes, and
we will find@ -- and again I say the
evidence is pretty clear 1in my mind, at
least -- that where we've gone the route of
compulsory arbitration or labor courts, we
find just as much time lost as a result of
illegal walkouts as from legal strikes in
our free collective bargaining system.

¥r. Speaker, it's worth noting that in
1969 the Canadian government Task Force on
Labour Relations said, and 1I'd 1like to
quote, "The acceptance of collective bar-
gaining carries with it a recognition of
the right to invoke the economic sanction
of the strike and the 1lockoute, Mr.
Speaker, what I'm saying is simply ¢this:
free collective bargaining is a well-
recognized and understandable approach
which is hiqhly regarded among most of the
trade union movement and, I think, a large
number of employers as well, It's an

approach which has been recommended. If
one reads the UN Declaration of Human
Rights or, for that nmatter, the ILC

declaration of 1944, to which this country
is a signatory, there is over and over
again the recognition of the importance of
free collective bargaining.

The point I want to make, Mr. Speaker,
is that free collective bargaining, as the
Canadian government task force quite prop-
erly points out, acknowledges both the
right to strike and the right to lock out.
Any move to qualify that, to try to find a
simpler approach, to attempt to substitute
arbitration for the workings of the collec-
tive bargaining process, in my view is
doomed to failure.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to see us
undertake a review of the steps that can be
examined to improve the operation of free
collective bargaining. In many of the
western Buropean countries -- I hesitate to
cite the example of Sweden, but I think
nevertheless it's a good example of where
free collective bargaining has resulted in

an era of labor peace, where the right to
strike exists, but because of the con-
tinuous mediation, because of the ongoing

process of discussion between management
and labor, and yes, in some of the vestern

European countries, because of the co-
determination feature that the hon. Leader
of the Opposition cited in his remarks

today, there is an era of co-operation
vhich, in my view, Mr. Speaker, would be
much preferable to arbitration. So I raise
that, because I think it is an important
principle.

Mr. Speaker, there are going to be
times, however, and I'm willing to acknowl-
edge this as a fact, where the right +to
strike has to be qualified in the public
interest. I think the question we have to
debate in this House is: under what condi-
tions do we qualify that right to strike,
and vho qualifies the right to strike? The
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minister, when he introduced the bill,
quite vproperly pointed out that there are

many people who argue that the gqualifica-
tion of the right to strike should be made
by either Parliament or the Legislature. I
point out, Mr. Speaker, when one reviews
the labor 1legislation in cther provinces,
that to the extent of the investigation
we've undertaken there is no other province
that bas a provision similar to 163. The
closest thing to it is in the Province of
British Columbia, where the government has
the right to bring in a 21-day cooling-off
period. But that's not arbitration, that's
a 21-day cooling-off period.

I would also point out, Mr. Speaker,
that it is quite possible to end strikes
that are against the public interest by
calling the Legislature together. In
January 1975, in the Province of Saskatche-
wan, as the wminister probably recalls,
there was a strike by essential service
vorkers working for Saskatchewan Power.
The Premier simply called an emergency
session of the Llegislature in a matter of
hours, and sent them back to work. Now, in
that case, the right to strike was not
qualified by a cabinet order, but by a bill
which was duly introduced in the Legisla-
tive Assembly, debated, and passed. 1In the
final analysis, the workers went back +to
the job.

We have the more dramatic example in
the Province of British Columbia last
October, when the Premier of B.C. called
an emergency session of the Legislature.
At first, members thought that it was to
deal with a truckers' strike in Nanainmo.
It turned out that the legislation intro-
duced sent all the workers back to work for
a period of 90 days, when there would be
compulsory mediation and discussion, not
compulsory arbitration, but forcing then
back to the bargaining table.

But the point that must be made, MNr.
Speaker, in looking at both the example of
the Saskatchewan Power strike of early 1975
and the Barrett legislation of October '75,
is that it was the Legislature which made
the decision. In the case of the British
Columbia Legislature, that decision was
made virtually wunanimously. Only three
members -~ as a matter of fact, three
members of the government caucus =-- voted
against the 1legislation. But apart from
those three, the decision was made quickly
and decisively.

I sutmit, Mr. Speaker, that it is
going to be very difficult indeed for the
minister, however suave, sophisticated, and
reassuring he 1is -- and I say that in a
sincere and positive way, because I think
he presented his case very well -- but no
matter how well he presents it, it's going
to be very difficult *o convince me that
consigning this right to the cabinet 1is a
realistic substitute for the Legislature
taking its responsibilities when we get
into those situations where the public
interest must come first.

I think, Mr. Speaker, that if we're
going to gqualify the rights of people in
this province -- and keep in mind that the
Alberta Federation of Labour and the people
in the 1labor wmovement in this province
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deeply believe that the right to strike is
a basic right =-- if we're going to gqualify
that right, the decision should be made by
the Legislature.

The test can be the public interest.
The test, as you point out in Section 163,
may even be in that case, "unreasonable
hardship"™. But it should be the Legisla-
ture that makes the final determination. I
do not think, Mr. Speaker, that the menm-
bers of this Assembly are so self-important

or difficult to reach that in the wunusaal
circumstance of an emergency arising, we
could not be convened in special session

within hours, 1if necessary, to deal with
the problen.
Now, Mr. Speaker, those are the con-

cerns I would express on Section 163 of the
act. I would dJust add one additional
comment, and say that once again we see
legislation which is increasing the scope
of cabinet decision. When one 1looks at
this, coupled with the legislation ve've
already passed on the Public Utilities
Board -- no matter how many reassurances we
get from the front bench -- as a legisla-
ture, we still have abdicated some of our
responsiblity and consigned it to the
cabinet in both cases, Mr. Speaker, with-
out a clear and convincing argument as to
why we should make that scrt of change.

Now, Mr. Speaker, the other point I
want to deal with very briefly was the
important change regarding maternity leave.
Certainly, I support the move in principle;
but what does concern me is that we are
leaving this matter up to the board. ¥Wow,
I remenber a debate we had in the House in
1973, when we discussed the amendments to
The Alberta Labour Act. We talked at that
time about the termination clause., If I
recall correctly, in committee stage I
asked whether it would be reasonable to
leave the termination clause up to the
Board of Industrial Relatiomns. At that
time I was advised that was a most workable
thing to do.

The problem, Mr. Minister, 1is that
there still is no workable terminaticn
clause, because there hasn't been the board
order. What troubles many people in the
trade union movement about this maternity
leave section, is that it's fine im prin-
ciple, but if you leave it up to the board
-- the board with the consent of the
cabinet -- when, in fact, are we going to
have maternity 1leave 1legislation in the
working places of this province?

Mr. Speaker and Mr. Minister, that is

not an unreasonable guestion to ask,
because it is clearly one trade unionists
are raising at this time, T would just
note with a certain amount of amusement

that if one 1looked at the old act before
the amendment came in, #Mr. Speaker, we
find that it would have been possible to
grant maternity leave under the pre-1973
legislation. The board had the authority
to do that. If the nminister wants to
review that section, it's not expressly
said in so many words, but it is certainly,
clearly there. The board could have the
power at that time -~ before 1973 -- to
bring in maternity leave regulations. It
is my understanding that the board was even
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working on a series of regulations on
maternity leave at that time.

So what troubles people in the trade
union movement, Mr. Speaker, is that after
two vyears we now have, with great fanfare,
the announcement that maternity leave regu-
lations will be forthcoming, but it's going
to be left up to the Board of 1Industrial
Relations with the consent of the cabinet.
In International Women's Year, we can sure-
ly do a little hetter than that.

Mr. Speaker, when one Treads through
Bill 71, there are a number of usefual
changes I don't quarrel with. The princip-
al concern that I nmust express at this
time, as I did in 1973 when The Labour Act
was debated in this Legislative Assembly,
is that in my vievw if we are going to
qualify the most basic part of the collec-
tive bargaining procedure -- the right to
lock out or the right to impose the econon-
ic sanction of a strike -- then the people
who should make that decision are the
people in this Assembly who must bear the
responsibility, not only in the House, but
to the electors who sent us here 1in the
first place.

MR. YOUNG: Mr. Speaker, I wish to address
myself to this bill this afternoon. Some
of what I have to say the minister will be
pleased to hear, and I'm afraid some things
which I have to say he wmay find a bit
critical.

Mr. Speaker, it's always difficult to
discuss labor legislation without finding
oneself either on the side of employers or
on the side of the employees, or in a class
struggle situaticn as far as our society is
concerned. There are more voters in terms
of the employees, so that is the way, from
a political point of view, one should
alvays lean.

On the first matter I want to raise,
that is the direction I am leaning. I am
concerned about the change in Section 23.
This is a change I'm having some difficulty
understanding. The significance here has
eluded me. I *+hink T know what it's about,
I hope T know what it will do, but I'm not
convinced and that bothers me. I trust the
minister will be prepared to bear with me
in committee stage until I am convinced on
the matter.

I've had complaints and
employees who,

rroblems from
with the previous legisla-
tion, found themselves unsure whether they
could work +the 44 hours in 5 days, or
whether it had to be done in 6 days -- and
that, when all over 40 hours is being paid
at overtime rates. Now I hope this amend-
ment resolves that matter, but I'm not of
sufficient legal training to be sure wheth-
er it does., My previous appeals on this
resulted, as far as Y know, in an unsatis-
factory resolution. It was a resolution
which was accepted as long as nobody conm-
plained. If anyone complained, my under-
standing was that the weight of a violation
would be charged against the employer.
Moving to the next point, I ccmmend
what I would regard as more flexibility in
the flex-time rprovision. As the minister
indicated, I think [it] has been accepted
by our society that a number of employers
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and employees have been able to agree upon
extended hours and fewer days, and that
this is a good thing. The one question I
would pose with respect to this is whether
it might be possible to establish the
legislation =-- if not now, at least the
next time we have the oppcrtunity to review
it -- in such a manner that if the emplcy-
ees and the employer voluntarily agree to a
flex-time provision, it doesn't have to go
before the board for approval, and that if
there 1is dissatisfaction, then the matter
can be brought to the board and the situa-
tion would have to revert to the standard
hours unless approved by the board. It
seems to me that this would simplify the
administration and make for less government
involvement. I think that would be a
highly desirable improvement. So, rather
than have the expression, "The Board upon
application . . . may", provide for the
exception where there's dissatisfaction to
have application, and then have it automat-
ically revert at the time the application
is made.

The third point has to do with materni-
ty leave. The expressicns ‘contemporary
legislation" and "progressive legislaticn"
are being volunteered this afternoon, and I
agree with that.

I have had some experiences, though,
which T want to express to the Assembly.
In speaking about it, I think we are
looking at the interests of a particular
group. There is ancther group, however,
which may be affected.

I would relate to you an incident I am
fully familiar with, as it occurred to me
when I was involved in labor relations that
had to Jdo with a provision for maternity
leave in a collective agreement involving
teachers. It was a provision probably as
generous as what the legislation here con-
tains. By the signed collective agreement
the employer was bound to give the teacher
in this instance maternity leave of a
certain duration on application. No prob-
lem with that, except the teacher had very
particular and specific qualifications
which only one other teacher in a relative-
ly 1large school possessed. When arriving
at work in September, the teacher was quite
obviously to the point of pregnancy that
didn't require written notice to the school
board, although when she signed her appli-
cation form for emplcyment she was single.

The problem arose because she vwanted
her maternity leave to commence in Novemb-
er, which happens to be part way through
the fall semester. She wanted to return to
the school at the end of February, if I

recollect, which 4is part way through the
spring semester. She was entitled by the
collective agreement to do so, and in fact

my advice to the schocl bcard was that they
had to follow through since they had signed
the collective agreement. But their point
to me was that what they established as
being the greater good and public interest
of the students was going to suffer because
they had to pull a teacher who happened to
possess those particular qualifications cut
of their school system in another area. So
to provide this change actually disrupted
about 60 students during the year. I
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mention this just so we should be aware
that some other interests may at some time
be influenced in a negative manner by this
provision.

I notice there is a possibility under
the legislaticn for requlations to provide
notice, and I believe one exists that the
requlations might require the lady to pro-
vide notice to her employer of her maternal
condition. If carried out, that is a
reqgulation which may have some difficulty
of enforcement. I've debated the matter
over a hundred times in negotiating collec-
tive agreements, and unions are very reluc-
tant to put that in., I would regard it as
not very useful in a collective agreement.
We've all heard of instances where babies
are born when the mother didn't realize
that she was about to become a mother until
rather late in the pregnancy.

I1'd like to address myself next to
Section 163. Much has been said this
afternoon about this section. It has been

expressed that we cannot have free collec-
tive bargaining with this section in the
act, or it may endanger free collective
bargqaining. I don't particularly take that
point of view, I think we should be
talking about free and responsible collec-
tive bargaining. 1It's one thing to talk
about free bargaining and it's another
thing to talk about responsible bargaining.
In most, if not all, instances when this
section would be used, irresponsibility in
the collective bargaining process should
have been demonstrated. As far as I'm
concerned, there are instances. We may
have witnessed an instance in the recent
postal strike, where there was a great deal
of irresponsibility. I am sure that many
members of that union would have wished the
government ¢to put them back to work. I
think events with respect to that particu-
lar dispute have indicated it was cne of
those strikes which Jjust shouldn't have
happened. So I'm not concerned that this
will destroy free and responsible collec-
tive bargaining.

One impression I gained from listening
to the speeches this afternoon 1is that
there may be a tendency for the parties
involved in collective bargaining to throw
the dispute to the government, to try to
force the gcvernment to resolve 1it. Now
any responsible union and any responsible
employer will try at all costs to avoiad
government intervention. My experience in
labor relations was that you cnly sought
qovernment intervention when you felt you
were on the ropes and were really in a
losing situation. There are very few of
those because, with due respect to Execu-
tive Council and governments, and I should
more particularly say to arbitration
boards, nobody but nobody knows what an
arbitraticn koard is going tc come up with
until after it's produced its report. Usu-
ally it produces reports which are not
going to be satisfactory in whole to either
party to a dispute.

With the history we have in this prov-
ince, I would not anticipate a greater
reliance on that section, subject to one
gqualification. That gqualification, Mr.
Speaker, is the manner in which the section
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is used by the government. I would expect
that there will be great pressure on the
government at dAifferent times to make use
of this section. I hope it will be
resisted very strongly, and the impression
will be given to the public at large, to
employers, and to unions that they cannot
expect the government to bail them out just
because a situation 1is a bit sticky. If
that impression is gained, and if the
government produces that impression by con-
tinuing the course of action it has fol-
lowed both in this and the previous admini-
stration, I do not see any great problen
with this section <causing either the en-
ployer or the employees to become irrespon-
sible, in the sense of trying to cause the
government to resolve their differences.

Now I'd 1like to address myself to a
concern not contained in the amendments
which I would have liked to have seen, if

not in the amendments, at least in policy.
I'm not really sure whether it could be
handled under the existing legislation.
Specifically, Mr. Minister, I am concerned
with the application of [Section} 13 of the
existing statute. It is my view that
government has a responsibility to investi-
gate at its expense any possible violations
of division 13. It 1is not realistic to
expect a member of a union, who for whatev-
er reason is in the bad graces of the
union, to appeal at his expense to the
Board of 1Industrial Relations on a labor
violation which that [ Section] allows for.
It's not very realistic either to expect
small unions to appeal against actions of
larger unions. VNor do I think it realistic
to expect small employers to appeal at
their expense against the actions of other
unions or -- I can't visualize the situa-
tion where an employer would be involved,
but at least of other unions.,

We've had a case this spring in which a
relatively small employer spent about six
or seven months on an unfair labor case, in
which he charged a union with unfair 1labor
practice, or something under Section 155,

if memory serves me. After seven months,
the decision of the Board of Industrial
Relations was that the 1International Bro-

therhood of Painters and Allied Trades, and
persons acting on behalf of the said trade
union, shall forthwith cease doing acts
prohibited by Section 155 as amended.

A relatively weak condemnation, a weak
slap on the wrist for that union -- a very,
very mild one; nevertheless, in terms of
Alberta's industrial relations context, I
suspect, a landmark, I'm not aware of any
previous decision or incident of that
nature occurring. Maybe there were pre-
vious incidents, but I'm not aware of them.
So, in that sense, it broke new ground and
is a landmark case.

I spoke to that
He told me that,
that of his employee,

employer afterwards.
disregarding his time and
the bill for getting

that decision would be somevhat in excess
of $10,000. Mr. Speaker, I Jjust cannot
visualize how we can or should expect

violations of our statutes, vhen they're of
this nature, to be financially pressed by
individuvals or groups in our society.

I would commend to the minister either
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in policy or in statute, that instead of
reqarding these disputes in a somewhat
benign and ferhags umpire fashion, we
should take a different rcint of view,
accept them as a responsibility of govern-

ment, and assert ourselves now in the
industrial relaticns framework of this
province, so that violations or complaints

will be investigated at «cost to the
government.

I think we are moving from a relatively
innocent stage in industrial relations to a
situation where we are what some people
would call maturing. Some fpeople call it a
sign of a progressive and industrialized
society. At least, it's a different situa-
tion in industrial relations than we've
enjoyed over the years. I think we would
avoid much grief by asserting ourselves
now, as government, that we intend to make
sure the [Secticn) 13 provisions are fol-
lowed through and regarded as substantial,
as something which should be observed by
unions and emgployers alike.

Mr. Speaker, that is the sum of nmy
comment this afternoon. I'1ll be exploring
some of these matters further at committee
stage, and I hope that the minister, with

these observations, will be prepared to
finaudible].
MR. TAYLOR: Mr. Speaker, I want to say a

few words on seccnd reading of The Alberta
Labour Amendment Act. The first has to do
with the tasic right of striking.

I think many misinterpretations are
placed on that tasic right today. When a
right is given, a responsibility is also
given. When the responsibilities are not
exercised, the rights should disappear too.
We see example after example in this coun-
try where strikes are being perpetrated
upon the pecple, where union 1leaders are
not showing responsibility at all. 1In my
view, this is simply going to destroy the
right to strike, if' it continues.

I +think the recent =strike by rpostal
workers is a very excellent example of two
or three things I want to say. In the
first place, there is complete irresponsi-
bility on the part of the labor leaders.
Tor instance, when the labor leaders
refused even to let the rank and file have
a right to vote on whether they would
accept an agreement, who 1is running the
union -- the labcr leaders or the Fpeople,
the rank and file of that labor union?
There is no respcnsibility there. This |is
a disgrace to collective bargaining, and a
disqrace to all labor unions in this coun-
try that do shcw scme responsibility.

I ttelieve we are going to have to have
some methcd of controlling irresponsible
labor 1leaders in cur legislation. They're
not only out to destroy their particular
labor wunion. They're out to destroy the
country. Those who get up and support the
type of thing we've seen in this country in
the last few years are certainly not, in my
view, doing the ccuntry any service.

I believe in the right to strike,
providing there is responsibility on the
part of the employer and the employee. I
believe in the lecckout, where there is a
responsibility on the part of the employer
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and the employee. But I <certainly don't
agree with the right to strike when inno-
cent people must suffer because of the
action of a third party.

When we hold up the actions of the
Canadian government and the government of
British Columbia, particularly, as examples
of how to settle a strike, it becomes
almost a laughing matter to me. The Cana-
dian government has been the worst possitle
example to any government in the world in
regard to settling strikes.

A few years ago, the grain handlers
went on strike. It went cn week after week

after week. The federal government sat
there, waiting for something to happen.
The government was elected to govern.

Governments are elected to govern, and they
should exercise that responsibility in the
interests of the people.

But who suffered from
strike? The prairie farmers. We lost our
barley market at that time, and we never
did get it back. It was grabted by the
Americans. They still have that pearl
barley market we lost because cf the irres-
ponsibility of a handful of people, con-
pared to the rest of the population of
these prairie provinces. We say that's the
vay to settle a strike, that's the way to
handle it, waiting for a federal government
that's afraid to take a stand, to call the
House of Commons back into action. That's
ridiculous. That will ruin the country.
We've lost the barley market and we're
going to lose other markets, if they don't
wake up and assume the responsibility to
govern the Canadian people gave them.

Then we talk about the postal strike.
Here the government sat on its -- whatever
it sits on -- for the last several weeks,
while the people of Canada were incon-
venienced, while businesses were going ban-
krupt, while there was complete incon-
venience, loss of business, and sometimes
loss of investment that will take years to
remedy, if it ever can be remedied in some
cases, while the government was afraid to
take a stand and order the wmen back to
work. No, they didn't want the labor
unions to be able to say to them: you took
a stand, you interfered with the right to
strike.

Why are governments elected? Are they
elected to sit there and look, while other
people do nothing? They weren't even
before the bargaining table for many, many
days. And we say that's the example we
want in settling strikes? Well, 1it's nct
the example I want. 1It's not the examfle
my people want either. They want a govern-
ment to take action when people are being
forced into hardship, suffering, and bank-
ruptcy because of the action of a few.

When there appeared to be some agree-
ment, the union leaders refused the right
of the rank and file of the wunion to say
their say, to vote. These unicn leaders
talk about democracy in government, but
they refused to exercise democracy them-
selves. Every postman, every person in
that strike had the right to vote and the
right to say. That union is being governed
from the top dcwn, not through the rank and
file, the very antithesis of democracy. I

that grain
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think that should be stopped right now in
all our unions, make sure our labor 1legis-
lation is not going to permit unicn leaders
to tell the rank and file what's good for
then. It just isn't right. It's not
democractic, and it's not right. It
shouldn't have harpened in this rpostal
strike either.
Another thing, because a man wants to
feed his family, has no «credit, has no
money coming in, he goes back to work.
What does the union say? He now loses his

right to vote on whether the union will go
back, whether the strike is over or not.
Again, ccmplete nonsense. Is there no
freedom of the individual in this country

any more? No wonder in Toronto they burnt
their union cards in front of the very
noses of some of the union leaders. I wish
more people would take a stand like that.
This is complete irresponsibility on the
part of union leaders. I believe our labor
legislaticn is c¢cing to have to ccntrol
union leaders in this country, so that the
union leaders will at least listen to the
rank and file, so at least they can have
something democratic within their 1lator
unions.

We talk about how Premier Barrett
settled the strike. When did he settle it?
After month, after month, after month, he
finally called the Legislature together and
settled the strike. After several hones
were broken up because of economic reasons,
where there was actual hunger in many of
those homes. 1I've had word from one person

over there. If Fremier PBarrett thinks he
did something wcnderful in settling the
strike after weeks and weeks and weeks of

he's got another think coming. I

memory of the people of B.C.
isn't so short that they let an action on
the prices caused by the federal anti-
inflation bill . . .

strike,
hope the

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. I hesitate very
much +to interrugt the hon. member, but in
fairness to other members who are going to
be debating the bill, they should perhaps
not be drawn into a debate on the prin-
ciples of this bill which really relates to
the failings or faults of governments of
cther jurisdictions.

MR. TAYLOR: Mr. Speaker, I'm simply using
this because at 1least twvwo other members
have referred to them. I want to say --
and I'1l ttring my remarks tc a conclusion
on that pcint, in deference tc your ruling
-- that I hcpe we are not using B.C. as an
example of how we should settle our labor
disputes in this fgrovince, because I think
Premier Barrett's government sat there and
refused to take action for weeks.,

The point I'm trying to make is that
irresponsitle wunicn leaders have to be
controlled, and I don't put all union
leaders in that category, either. We have
union leaders in this province, yes, of
American unicns -- UMWA fcr instance --
that have shown complete responsibility
through the years. I think they are a
credit to the labor movement. [For) these
people who are nct showing responsibility,
there should be scme definite action where

ALBERTA HANSARD

December 3, 1975

the rank and file have their say.
Another point I would like to make ==
and this is the second point I want to deal

with -- is that many times it is the
employer's fault -- not always, Lut some-
times -- where employees are left to go
week after week without a ccntract, and

finally, in order to try to bring the thing
to a head, they go on strike. I think the
responsibility is on the employer. I would
like to see something definite. I haven't
found anything in here that deals with this
point. But I would like to see something
definite in our labor act that places some
penalty on an employer who deliberately
avoids having a contract, because he simply
doesn't want to make a decision; he doesn't
want to give a raise that appears to be in
the offing, or for some other reason.

Surely an employee, whether a teacher,
a plumber, or a railway or postal worker is
entitled to a contract. He is entitled to
a contract. I believe there should be a
penalty where employers delitkerately plan
things so there will be nc contract, then
week after week after week gces by until
the employee has to go on strike. In my
view, that is a responsible strike, when an
employee does that in order to get a
contract to which he is entitled by law.

I would like to deal with the power of
unions  today. The spirit runs right
through this entire labor act. Today we

have unions telling men whether they have
the right to wcrk or not. 1In our Bill cf
Rights, man has the right to work. Today a

union can tell you you don't have the right
to work, unless you do certain things
within their union. I kncw of a trucker in
this very city who is nov being refused the
work he has done for years, because he
belongs to the wrong union. The contrcl-
ling union says, you can't haul into this
plant. Now, aren't unicns getting pretty
strong when they can take the 1livelihoed
avay from a man who has spent his lifetime
building up a business? Well, I think they
are. I just don't think that kind of power
should rest with unicns -- any union that
says to me, you can wcrk cr you can't work.

I belonged to the Alberta Teachers'
Association for many years, but <the ATA

could tell me whether I could work or
whether I couldn't work. We have compul-
sory membership in the ATA. If I don't

join the ATA, I can't teach school in the
Province of Alberta. Ycu know, it's get-
ting to the point where we have to start
looking at some of these things: when we
talk about freedom of the individual on cne
hand, then say he can't dc this, he can't
do that, because some unicn leader or sonme
union agreement says he can't do it. It
just isn't basic tc our way cf thinking,
and to our way of life in this country.

If I have the qualifications and I want
to teach school, surely no one in the ATR

office should tell me that I can't teach
school, if somebody wants to hire me. TIf a
school board wants to hire me and take a

chance on my ability to teach the boys and
girls in that school, surely somebody sit-
ting in the head cffice of the ATA
shouldn't tell me I have no right to teach,
if I have the proper certificate and the
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proper qualificaticns.

We're going toc far, and some day we're
going to have to face this issue, because
year after year we are getting closer to
the point where people are getting fed up,
completely fed up right to the neck, with
unions telling them what they can and can't
do. I want to say there is a place for
unions. There is a place for unions that
show some responsibility, but I hope there
is no place in this country for the contin-
nation of these unions that are irresponsi-
ble and that are being led by irrespomnsible
people who would like ~-- if the truth were
known -- to destroy our way of life, and
destroy responsible government.

Now I ccme to one other pcint, and that
is Section 163, I have asked not the

present minister, but the former minister,
to use Section 163 -- and if my memory
serves me right, I think the hon. Member
for 01ds-Didsbury, who's out of the House,

did too =-- when we had a teachers' strike
in that area. I have no apologies for
that. The teachers know it, the school
boards know it, and the people who re-
elected me know it, I did it for a very
definite reason, because I sawv boys and
girls being denied an educatiocn.

One boy wvwho had tremendous potential
left school., Today he's out in a common
laborer's job -- not that there is anything
wrong with the ccomon laborer, but he had
potential to do something else. He had the
intention of becoming a doctor. But vweek
after week went by, and he couldn't stay
there and wait for the schools to open, for
the teachers to go back. Pinally, he had

to get a job. Whether he continues his
education is questionable. To date he
hasn't, because he's two or three years

older, and he would novw have to go back and
sit with reople younger than him. 1It's all
right if you camn do it, but how many
futures c¢f other boys and girls have been
jeopardized because school teachers went on
strike?

Again, I say there has to be some
responsibility. They can't go on week
after week with the government sitting
doing nothing. 1In my view, this change to
"unreasonable hardship" is a proper one,
where unreasonable bardship is exercised on
any third parties who are not part of the
dispute, who have no part in it, who
couldn't settle it if they wanted to, no
authority, but they're the ones who suffer.
Surely, in cases like that, we can say the
government should order them back to {work]
and have compulsory arbitration of some
type.

I find, as I go from home to home, the
people are getting pretty well fed up with
governments which say, Just 1leave it to
collective bargaining, irrespective of how
long it's going to take. This isn't why
governments are elected. They're elected
to govern. If it had shown a 1little
intestinal fortitude, the federal gcvern-
ment could have settled that mail strike
five or six weeks ago. But no, it was
afraid to take the stand, afraid it
wvouldn't e re-elected. Well, governments
are expected to govern, and they're
expected to take the lumps if they make a
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nistake. But surely they should be able to
make a decision.

I'd like to deal with another point
dealt with by the hcn. 1leader of the New
Democratic Party, when he says it's the
Legislature's responsibility. It isn't the
Legislature's responsibility. The govern-
ment is elected to govern. The Legislature
wasn't elected to govern. I stood for
re-election as an opposition member. The
people knew when they were electing me that
I wouldn't be part of the government. The
government was elected to govern. The
government is responsible to the Legisla-
ture, and to the people through the Legis-
lature. But the government must take the
responsibility +to govern, not the Legisla-
ture. Premier Barrett could have settled
that strike weeks and weeks . . . Pardon
me. You don't want me to refer to B.C.

I say the government has the responsi-
bility to govern. I supported Section 163
back in 1960 even though there were strong
demands by the labor unions, demands saying
this will be used on every possible chance;
it will break strikes, it will do this, it
will do that. I haven't seen any of those
things happen in the 15 years under the
former government or the present govern-
ment. There's responsibility on the part
of government, because government must an-
sver to the Legislature, must answer to the
people.

Apparently now many union leaders are
answering to nobody. They've become a law
unto themselves. When we see the things
mentioned here -- police, utilities such as
gas -- why should there not be immediate
ordering back to work if those responsible
for the maintenance of gas in our furnaces
in 40 below zero weather go on strike? If
any of us were in a home 1like +that, wve'd

want the government to act pronto, not 2,
3, or 4 days ahead. They'd want it domne
right now. Surely any reasonable person

would support that stand. W®hen it comes to
the care of the ill, the aged, the infirm,
the mentally unbalanced, the senior citi-
zens, those who need other people's help,
surely they haven't got the right to
strike. Yes, they're entitled to a proper
vage, but surely in this day and age we can
settle that without going through a with-
draval of services.

I remenber being on a workmen's compen-
sation committee the first year I was
elected. The police of Edmonton came to
that committee and said, we want compulsory
arbitration. There's no problem now, but
ve never want to be in a position where the
police can go on strike. We don't want to
have that right. I thought that was a very
responsible attitude on the part of the
city police of Edmonton. I believe Calgary
was involved also. Do we want to wait till
police go on strike and we have rapes,
burglaries, break-ins, robberies, assault,
and everything else while we're waiting for
the Legislature to be called to settle the
strike? Not at all. I don't. If the
police go on strike they should be ordered
back immediately, and the same with these
other essential services.

The previous speaker said
used prudently, and we expect a

it*s been
government
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If it uses it unwise-
will have to take the
lumps, because it's responsible to the
Legislature and to the people. But the
people of this prcvince are expecting bet-
ter action in this matter of strikes than
wetve had to date. There's just no reason
at all, in this day and age, why innocent
third parties should be called upon to
suffer, time in and time out, because
somebody decides to withdraw his services
and sit out there., I believe in the right
to strike, but there has to be responsibi-
lity on the part of those who strike.
There has to be responsibility on the part
of the employer and the employee.

I want to make just one final fpoint.
If ve could deal more definitely with some
of the causes that lead people to strike,
if we got right down to the root causes of
strikes and +tried to solve that, we'd
really be doing something. Most people go
on strike because they're not getting
enough to make both ends meet. They're not
getting enough to feed, to house, or to

to use it prudently.
ly the government

clothe +their families, and so they ask for
more pay. Finally, it comes to the point
where they have to strike. If we could

correct scme of those things, some of the
basic needs of our fellow men, I think we'd

eliminate the right to strike. 1I'm hoping
that this price and wage anti-inflation
legislation will enable the people to

expect the prices to be held so they don't
have to ask for an increase in wage. If
the prices were ccntrolled effectively on
the major basics, there'd be very little
reason for increased wages at this time.

So, Mr. Speaker, generally speaking I
support the 1labor bill, the amendments
here. I do think we have tc get tougher in
our labor legislation in the interests of,
not the labor unions, but the people as a
wvhole in this province.

MR. COOKSON: Mr. Speaker, I'd just 1like to
say a word or two about one particular
clause in Bill 71. It won't take very
long. I'd like to say, though, I concur
pretty well in everything the Member for
Drumheller has said, and I'1ll simply say,
ditto, because that will save the Legisla-
ture quite a bit of time this afternoon,
and it will save me a lot of energy.

I think he made some excellent points.
I sometimes wonder, though, whether anybody
is listening, tecause I have this prcblen,
that when we talk about these issues people
are either loocking up at the lights or down

at the floor. The message never seems to
get across in government. I think we've
reached some point in time where we no

longer have equitatility between labor and
management, and until we take a position as
government and <show leadership in this

area, we're going to continue to have these
probleans.

Bill 71, The Alberta Labour Amendment
Act, deals with a clause c¢n pregnancy,
Section 33.1(1). 1It's a new section in the
act, Mr. Speaker. I think it is an
important section to be included under The

Labour Act, but I wonder sometimes whether
we don't tend to write legislation for the
employee rather than for the eanployer. I
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suggest to the Member for Drumheller
that he might draft some legislation that
would deal with the emnployer. He might
call it the employers' act, write in some

might

individual rights for employers, and leave
The Labour Act to deal with the employee.
I suggest that as a thought. It might

rectify some of the problenms.

I talked to some employers in my con-
stituency. In our constituency we have
small operations, involving only a few
people. I remember one I discussed this
section with had three young ladies working
for him. He said, "What happens if the
moon changes and an event occurs on behalf
of all three at the same time? I'm going
to be 1left without a staff." I said,
"Well, that's the employer's problem." I
hope it isn't in this case, but this was
the suggestion.

The section makes provision that the
board may make an order. I agree with that
part of it, because it doesn't make it
mandatory. Mr. Speaker, I think any time
ve can make provision for settlement
between an employer and an employee without
interference of a third ©party, government
in particular, we should encourage that
kind of thing. Every time we write a
section 1into one of the acts, ve tend to
detract from the responsibility of an em-

ployer and employee to come to an agree-
ment. I think the Member for Drumheller
touched on this very problem. You know,

you belong to an association or a union and
you're locked into it.

I wonder sometimes where the indivi-
dual's rights are in the first place. The
individual has the right to gquit if he
doesn't 1like the circumstances under which
he works. That seems 1like a reasonable
right. The provision in ¢this section,
however, tends to concern me in that one
part of it says, "subject to such condi-
tions as are considered necessary". In
other words, it gives the board the right
to write out some order subject to such
conditions as are necessary. Now, this may
indicate to the minister that a board may
write out a condition guaranteeing reinsta-
tement of that person at an equivalent
salary, and certainly nc less a position,
I would hate to think that a board might

enter into that kind of agreement with an
employee. It really frightens me because,
in a situation like this, it becomes very

difficult to followv through. There is a
period of some four and a half months when
that employer is without ocne or more enm-
ployees. During this period of time, some-
one has to replace that employee. If you
guarantee that employee reinstatement and a
job no less favorable -- I think the Member
for Edmonton Jasper Place touched on this
with teacher agreements -~ you put yourself
in an almost intolerable position. I quote
Section 33.1(1)(d), ¢that the board may
issue an order '"governing the manner in
which an employee who has commenced mater-
nity leave is to be reinstated by an
employer". That again puts the employer in
a very difficult position.

My suggestion to the minister is that
he might consider some wording to the
effect, subject to concurrence by the enm-



December 3, 1975

ployer and/or the new employee. If that
employer must employ someone else to
replace this particular employee for a four
and a half month period, he's gcing to find

it very difficult tc £find anyone to take
the 4qob for that length of time. I think
this should be carefully weighed and
balanced.

What I'm tasically concerned about, Mr.
Speaker and to the nminister, is that
because of individuwal rights, in writing
this we may in fact take avay individual
rights. 1In other words, the employer is
going to say, projecting ahead, I have to
employ someone for this job. If there's a
chance that somewtere along the way she may
need maternity leave, maybe I'd better have

a look at someone else. So it has the
reverse effect of making provision for
young people, for girls, to obtain employ-
ment. It's a worry that I have and per-

haps, in summation, the minister might make
a comment on it.

MR. SPEAKER: May the hon. minister con-
clude the debate?

HON. MEMBERS: Agreed.

MR. CRAWFORD: Mr. Speaker, I won't refer

to this as an unexpected opportunity to
conclude the debate, but it did take me a
little by surprise being called on, what I
consider to be suddenly. I do want to say
that I enjoyed -~ I mean this very sincere-
ly of course -- the various comments made.
Hon. members who didn't comment in the
House certainly gave me a number of notes
to read while others were speaking. So I

hope I will not fail to remark on the most
important points mnade by other honm.
members.

Just before doing so, one can't believe
everything omne reads in the press, but it
occurred to me that, if my understanding of
recent news articles is correct, I might
have chosen the occasion now, in speaking
for the first time I've had the opportunity
since the hon. Leader of the Opposition
spoke, tc congratulate him on being the
fifth leader of his party.

fapplause)

The fourth one to sit in the House. And I
mean those congratulations very sincerely,
Mr. Speaker.

One or two points raised by the hon,
Leader of the Opposition were touched upon
by others as well. One was the gquestion of
whether there was previous discussion with
some interested parties before bringing in
the amendment. On the whole, the answer
was, there was not. The reason is that the
views opposed to the section in any form
are fairly well known +to the government
and, I'm sure, to many other members of the
House as well.

It seemed to me, as consideration was
being given to what I felt to be not an
extensive change in the section -- and I'll

say a 1little bit more about that -- that
what ve had was a simple, frank, open
disagreement in a matter of judgment as to

vhat the law should be. The possibility of
gaining concurrence by discussion was so
small that it was something I would just as

ALBERTA HANSARD

13N

soon explain after the event as before.
That's the position we're in.

The real reason it should be broadened
is that we had had occasions when we looked
at that section to see whether it should be
used, and one, possibly two occasions -- 1
didn't check that to be precise -- when it
was used. I +think it would be easily
understood, though, that there were cases
where some consideration had to be given to
it. We were very happy that on those
occasions where consideration had to be
given, 1t wasn't necessary to use the
section. However, in the course of consid-
ering it, the legal people indicated to us
that there were some doubts about whether
the section, if it was used, would stand up
to challenge in court. Yet these were not
extraordinary cases at all. They wvere
cases where one might have expected the
section would be brought forward, and some
suggestion of using it would arise. It was
to get over what are not, perhaps, so much
matters of any dispute over principle as
difficulties that might arise from the
point of view of technical and evidential
matters in subsequent court proceedings.
We thought what we should have is a section
that said what we intended it to say, and
there should be no unnecessary difficulty
over what it in fact said.

Going on to another point, I just don't

agree with the view that the best way is
always to call back the Legislature in
these situations. I know that some people

who are, I think, careful observers of the
labor relations scene, and have watched
this type of situation dealt with over the

years in Canada, have observed that the
right to strike in a case where there
simply must not be and cannot be a strike
isn't a right in any event. It is a
sudden, short, sharp disruption which is
then made the subject of legislation.
Everybody expects that: the parties con-
duct themselves as 1if that will be the
upshot of it all. So the question of the
actual right is not a simple, black and
vhite situation. 1It's a complex situation.
The hon. Member for Drumheller used a

number of examples, and others have too, in
which it was pointed out that third parties
are involved. The ccmglexities of the
relationship between the ¢two parties who
may appear to be the antagonists maybe
aren't the really substantial social issues

involved at all. I think that 1is the
important observation to make there.
Now, Y want to thank the hon. Member

for Edmonton Jasper Place with respect to
suggestions he made regarding [ Section] 13,
and I might say that I think his remarks
are interesting and bear further examina-
tion. I'm sure that he and I will discuss
the generalities of it, having had the
opportunity, over some period of the spr-
ing, to discuss the specific case that
caused him to make the remarks.

I will conclude, Mr. Speaker, by
observing that as hon. members indicated,

as each spoke, some of <the matters they
raised were ones that might come up in
committee. At that time the opportunity
will be there to deal with matters more
specifically.
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[Motion carried; Bill 71 read a second

time)

Bill 69
The Water Resources
Amendment Act, 1975

MR. RUSSELL: Mr. Speaker, I think I can be
very brief. I'm tempted to say that after
having been in labcr so long, we could all
use a little shot of water.

flaughter)

MISS HUNLEY: Maternity leave.

MR. RUSSELL: In moving second reading of
Bill 69, Mr. Speaker, I want to refer to
the throne speech of the spring session of
1974. The throne speech contained this
statement:
The Water Resources Act
will te revised to upgrade irri-
gation and management techni-
ques, and initiatives in the

management of Alberta's rural
fresh water resources will be
intensified.
As hon. members know, considerable pro-
gress has been made since that time, a
considerable amount of work has been put

into the bill, and as a result we have
these amendments before you.

I think it's safe to say, in speaking
at second reading, that the bill deals with
two main groups of issues or topics. The
first would be with respect to the impor-
tance of irrigation in the long-range plan-
ning and development of the province, and
the second is the importance of the manage-
ment of our water resources fger se.

With respect to the first one, that is
irrigation, I think our commitments with
respect to substantial upgrading of irriga-
tion facilities and lands in the southern
regions of the province are well known. We
went through the election campaign this
spring with the proposal that we spend $200
million of the Alberta heritage trust sav-
ings funds as an investment in irrigation
matters.

That propvosal seems to have had a good
response, and we're gcing tc groceed with
that program. As a result, an information
bulletin was prepared by the Departments of
Agriculture and Environment and was given
fairly wide distribution. Discussions have
been held with the irrigation boards
throughout southern Alberta, and we're now
into the phase of preliminary planning and
neaningful discussions with those boards.
I mention that specific program, because
Bill 69 contains some direct references to
the upgrading of irrigation and the manage-
ment of irrigation facilities.

As to the seccnd major topic dealt with
in the bill, the overall management of
water resources, I want to draw to the
members' attention two things that are not

contained in the bill, but which we intend
to proceed with in any event wunder other
legislation. If hon. members can refer to

the xXeroxed amendment of The Department of
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the Environment Act, they'll see a very
simple amendment which will germit us to
call restricted development areas, water
conservation areas, if we want to.

That amendment was carried out in The
Department of the Environment Act because
all the clauses and procedures that follcw
with respect to setting up restricted de-
velopment areas are identical to the ones
we would intend to use in setting up water
conservation areas. The water conservation

area would be used as a unit of management
for a particular water resource, whether
it's a river or a stream basin, or a

With that, we would also
want to set up water management commis-
sions. The management commissions would
have advisory and administrative responsi-
bilities and capabilities, and that concept
is also not contained in the amendments to
The Water Resources Act. Again, it's fair
to say we're able to do that wunder other
existing legislation, primarily The Depart-
ment of the Environment Act. I did want to
bring those ¢two principles to hon. mem-
bers' attention.

The bill before the
Speaker, deals with some other matters.
There's a variety of what we call house-
keeping amendments. A very important mat-
ter that is dealt with is the matter of
expropriation rights by licensees of water
project facilities. Another important
series of amendments deals with powers of
the Executive Council and powers of the
minister, with respect to such matters as
removing illegally constructed works on
water courses, or ordering their removal by
someone else, by suspending licences, or by
taking over and operating works. It also
deals with the suspension of 1licences in
times of emergency, as deemed by the Execu-
tive Council, and compensation as a result
of losses that might accrue from that kind
of action.

There's a section in the bill before
the members dealing with the ability of the
Executive Council to pass regulations, pri-
marily dealing with the <classification of
water bodies. That's an important part of
the legislation that should be read with
what I talked about, insofar as water
conservation areas or water management com-
missions are concerned.

Another item I'd like to draw to mem-
bers*' attention is the legislation which is
written very much like Department of Munic-
ipal Affairs 1legislation, insofar as the
levying of local benefit asseSsments
against 1landowners who directly benefit as
a result of works undertaken.

So that, in capsule form, Mr. Speaker,
is the consensus of what appears in the
bill. I expect we will go into it in
greater detail at the time it's dealt with
in conmittee. In conclusion, it carries
out our pre-stated intentions with respect
to upgrading the importance of irrigation
in the Province of Alberta, and getting a
better managerial system applied insofar as
the development and conservation of Alberta
water resources are concerned.

I commend the bill to the hon.
for their support.

particular lake.

members, Mr.

members
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MR. THOMPSON: Mr. Speaker, I would like to
conmend the government for introducing this
bill. I'm sure from this bill that the
government realizes the impcrtance c¢f our
water resources, and that we must conserve
them by careful management.

Our water rescurces are renewable; but
a limited natural resource. Plants, such

as ammonia rlants and plants for the pro-
duction of synthetic natural gas, use a
large amount of water; and cur government

must look after the water in the southern
part of the rrovince.

Mr. Speaker, every member
Assembly whose «ccnstituency is
Calgary understands the impact irrigation
has on the agricultural industry. It not
only increases the yield per acre two or
three times, but many specialty crogs such
as sugar Lkeets, ccrn, and canning crops
could not be grown without it. 1Irrigation
not only helps agriculture directly, but is
a very statle tase for the whole community.

Four per cent of the 1land in our
province 1is under irrigation. This 4 per
cent produces over 20 per cent of the

of this
scuth of

agricultural produce of the province. It
also stimulates secondary industry in an
area. For each wmillion dollars spent in
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the oil industry, one sutsidiary industry
is started. But in irrigation, for each
million dollars expended, four subsidiary
industries are formed.

In Section 11 of this till the provin-
cial government has mcved irrigation to

third place on the priority list, immedi-
ately after domestic and municipal pur-
poses. This shows the importance the gov-

ernment places on the irrigation sector cf
our economy. With increased use in these
areas, along with many mcre demands, our
government must ccntrol and manage tte
water of our province for the Lkenefit cf
all Albertans.

Mr. Speaker, I thank you for your
attention.
[ Motion carried; Bill 69 read a second

time]

MR. HYNDMAN: Mr. I move we call

it 5:30.

Speaker,

MR. SPEAKER: I guess I won't have time tc
put that to a vote. The Assemkly stands
adjourned until tomcrrow afterncon at 2:30.

[ The House rose at 5:30 p.m.]
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