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LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF ALBERTA

Title: Tuesday, November 1, 1977 2:30 p.m.

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

PRAYERS

[Mr. Speaker in the Chair]

head: INTRODUCTION OF VISITORS

DR. HORNER: Mr. Speaker, it's my pleasure this
afternoon to introduce to you, and through you to the
members of the Assembly, Dr. Arthur M. Pearson, the
Commissioner of the Yukon Territory, who is in your
gallery today.

Dr. Pearson was born in Manitoba and attended the
University of British Columbia, where he received
both his Bachelor of Science and Master of Science
degrees. He then attended the University of Helsinki,
Finland, where he received his doctorate in 1962. He
joined the Canadian Wildlife Service that same year,
and has spent most of his time working in the Yukon
as a research scientist. Dr. Pearson has been very
involved in community activities, including serving on
the Yukon Research and Development Institute, the
Whitehorse board of health, the Yukon Conservation
Society, the Yukon Fish and Game Association, and
many others. He was appointed and sworn in as
Commissioner of the Yukon on July 1, 1976.

Dr. Pearson is in Edmonton today, Mr. Speaker,
discussing areas of mutual interest between our two
governments. | would ask him to stand and be recog-
nized by the Assembly.

head: PRESENTING PETITIONS

MR. TAYLOR: Mr. Speaker, | have great pleasure in
presenting a petition on behalf of more than 1,200
persons from the Calgary area, prepared by Mrs. G. D.
Cook of Calgary, in support of Bill 202, requesting
that consumers receive a discount of not less than 2
per cent on all cash purchases at all retail outlets that
normally honor national credit cards such as Chargex,
master charge, and American Express.

head: INTRODUCTION OF BILLS

Bill 252
An Act to Amend
The Teachers' Retirement Fund Act

DR. WEBBER: Mr. Speaker, | request leave to intro-
duce a bill, being An Act to Amend The Teachers'
Retirement Fund Act. The purpose of this bill is to
make a teacher's spouse the beneficiary of the teach-
er's pension automatically upon marriage.

[Leave granted; Bill 252 read a first time]

head: TABLING RETURNS AND REPORTS

MR. SCHMID: Mr. Speaker, | beg leave to table the
reply to Motion for a Return No. 102.

MR. DOWLING: Mr. Speaker, Id like to file with the
Legislature Library copies of the 1977-78 Index of
Manufacturers in Alberta. The purpose of this docu-
ment is to assist businessmen in identifying sources
of Alberta-made products, and perhaps be an aid in
providing a key to market development.

head: INTRODUCTION OF SPECIAL GUESTS

MR. FOSTER: Mr. Speaker, | take pleasure in intro-
ducing to you and to all members of the Assembly 60
special guests in the members gallery. They are
students at the Red Deer Central Junior High School.
They are accompanied on this occasion by their
teachers Mrs. Marriott and Mr. Freeman. | would
ask that they rise and be recognized by the Assembly.

MR. STROMBERG: Mr. Speaker, may | introduce to
you and to the members of this Assembly 25 of some
of Alberta's most outstanding students. With them
today are their principal Mr. Les Wiberg and the
school bus driver Mr. Jensen. Naturally, these 25
outstanding students come from my home town of
New Norway, and the same school | graduated from.
Mr. Speaker, they are seated in the public gallery. |
would ask them to rise and be recognized by this
Assembly.

MR. CLARK: Has the calibre increased?

head: ORAL QUESTION PERIOD
Benzene Plant Negotiations

MR. CLARK: Mr. Speaker, Id like to direct the first
question to the Minister of Energy and Natural
Resources. The question flows from the recommen-
dations to the government by the ERCB some months
ago with regard to the benzene plant. My question to
the minister is: what action does the government plan
to take on that recommendation of the ERCB? If my
memory is accurate, the ERCB recommended the
proposition put forward by Hudson's Bay, Alberta
Energy Company, and the Mitsubishi group. What
action is being taken on that recommendation, and
what are the effects of the government's action on
the Turbo proposals?

MR. GETTY: Mr. Speaker, the first part of the question
had to do with the recommendation from the Energy
Resources Conservation Board. That report is being
considered before a planning committee of cabinet,
and there are ongoing consultations with the com-
pany as to various conditions that might be necessary
before approval is given by the government to the
Conservation Board report. It's difficult for me to
know when we might come to a decision with regard
to the report.

As far as Turbo Resources is concerned, to the best
of my knowledge we have not received a recommen-



1796 ALBERTA HANSARD

November 1, 1977

dation from the Conservation Board with regard to
them.

MR. CLARK: Mr. Speaker, a supplementary question
to the minister. Is it the government's intention to
continue negotiations with the Hudson's Bay group
prior to the government receiving a recommendation
from the ERCB on the proposals put forward by Turbo,
which also would fit into the broad, general area of a
benzene plant?

MR. GETTY: Yes, Mr. Speaker. We would continue
discussions with the other group, because it's almost
impossible for the government to anticipate whether
or not follow-up applications might be approved by
the Conservation Board. Therefore we must deal
with what is before us.

MR. CLARK: Mr. Speaker, a supplementary question
to the minister. Has the minister given a commitment
to the Hudson's Bay group that in fact the finalization
of a government decision on their project would be
held up until the ERCB has finished its hearings and
made a recommendation to the government with
regard to the Turbo proposition?

MR. GETTY: No, Mr. Speaker.

MR. CLARK: Mr. Speaker, has any commitment been
given to the Turbo people by the government that the
government will not enter into an agreement which
would eat away at their proposal prior to the ERCB
hearing that proposal and making a recommendation
to the Executive Council?

MR. GETTY: No, Mr. Speaker.

MR. CLARK: Mr. Speaker, Id like to ask one further
question of the minister. In the course of the discus-
sions on the Hudson's Bay proposition, has a site
been determined yet? There have been discussions
with regard to a possible site in the Wetaskiwin area
or east of Wetaskiwin, also out in the Skaro area.
What is the government's thinking now with regard
to the most desirable location for the Hudson's Bay
group?

MR. GETTY: Mr. Speaker, that's one of the considera-
tions being negotiated with the company now. While
| am answering the question of the hon. Leader of the
Opposition, | might say that my colleague the Minis-
ter of Business Development and Tourism would be
involved in these matters, certainly the Minister of
the Environment, the Minister of Transportation, and
the Minister of Municipal Affairs with a decision like
this. All these considerations go into a decision as to
whether or not we would approve the plant.

But in terms of the site, we have not come to a final
decision with the companies involved.

MR. CLARK: Mr. Speaker, then a supplementary
question to the minister. Has the government written
off the possibility of the plant being located in the
area adjacent to Wetaskiwin?

MR. GETTY: Mr. Speaker, when a variety of locations
is being considered, | think it would be best for me
not to deal with any of them specifically.

MR. CLARK: Mr. Speaker, may | put this question to
the minister as a final supplementary? Has the gov-
ernment had discussions with the Hudson's Bay
group regarding the possibility of them being told to
locate their plant in what's commonly referred to as
the corridor from Fort McMurray down to Hardisty? Is
that one of the locations the government has said to
the group: you might well locate here, or should
consider that area.

MR. GETTY: Yes, Mr. Speaker.
Water Management Committees

MR. CLARK: Mr. Speaker, Id like to direct the second
question to the Minister of the Environment. Would
the minister indicate on what basis river basin man-
agement committee members are selected?

MR. RUSSELL: Well, | hope the hon. leader could be a
litle more specific. A number both of advisory and
management committees are set up, dealing with dif-
ferent projects that are at different stages of progress
throughout the province. If he'd give me the specific
one he has in mind, | could perhaps answer the
question.

MR. CLARK: Mr. Speaker, Il do better than that. [l
give him the specific two: the Oldman and the Paddle
projects.

MR. RUSSELL: Mr. Speaker, in the case of the Paddle
River, two committees were set up: what we call a
technical management committee, and that's the one
made up of professional people from the departments
involved and citizens selected from the area. It also
has a citizens' advisory committee, and in that case
we asked for nominations from the MLAs who were
involved in the region.

With respect to the Oldman basin study, at the
moment there is only a management committee; that
is, | think it's three professional civil servants from
Agriculture and from Environment, and a group of
citizens, four at the present time | believe. They were
selected in consultation with the MLAs from the
region in discussions with me, trying to get a broad
range of interests throughout the basin; in other
words, trying to get the geographic regions repre-
sented as well as agribusiness, an irrigation farmer, a
dryland farmer, that class of representation.

MR. CLARK: Mr. Speaker, a supplementary question
to the minister, and the question really deals with the
executive positions on the advisory committees. Is it
common practice to appoint senior civil servants to
those committees in executive capacity? | refer spe-
cifically to the Oldman situation where, | believe, the
chairman and the vice-chairman are both senior civil
servants.

MR. RUSSELL: Yes it is, Mr. Speaker, and for a very
good reason. | believe it's done in all cases with the
agreement of the committee members. In the case of
the Oldman, they're meeting in Lethbridge. Certainly
the professional civil servants are the best ones to
transmit communications back and forth from Edmon-
ton to Lethbridge, whether it's from my office or from
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departments of government. | have never heard any
hint of criticism with respect to using that method.

MR. CLARK: Mr. Speaker, one last supplementary
question to the minister. Has the minister adopted a
policy that there would be no representation on these
committees — both the Oldman and the Paddle — of
residents who may have their homes flooded? It is
my information that on both committees there are no
representatives from the area who would potentially
have their homes or land flooded.

MR. RUSSELL: No, there's no policy regarding that
kind of item, Mr. Speaker.

MR. BRADLEY: A supplementary question to the hon.
Minister of the Environment with regard to this mat-
ter. Is it not true that there was a representative from
a region in the Oldman River area that may have
been flooded by one of the potential dam sites?

MR. RUSSELL: Yes, Mr. Speaker. That's why | said
there was no policy. There's no standard policy. In
the case of the Paddle, we didn't specifically look for
anyone who may or may not have been flooded. It
was simply a group of regional citizens.

In the case of the Oldman, because one specific
site had been identified and there was some concern
from landowners, we did appoint one of those land-
owners to the committee. But he subsequently
resigned.

MR. CLARK: Mr. Speaker, a supplementary question
to the minister. In making an additional appointment
to take that individual's place, is it the minister's
intention to appoint someone from the area that will
be flooded?

MR. RUSSELL: No, Mr. Speaker. We dealt with that
matter in the House last night.

Crowsnest Pass Highway

MR. BRADLEY: Mr. Speaker, Id like to direct my
question to the Deputy Premier and Minister of
Transportation. If | might be permitted a short pre-
amble, over the last weekend representatives from
towns, cities, and villages along Highway 3 from
Medicine Hat in Alberta to Hope in British Columbia
met and formed an association, called the Crowsnest
Highway 3 Association, to promote and develop
Highway 3 from Medicine Hat to Hope, British
Columbia.

My question is: would the minister consider a
request to have Highway 3 designated, in conjunction
with the province of British Columbia, as the Crows-
nest Highway 3?

DR. HORNER: Mr. Speaker, we've done a lot of work
on our portion of Highway 3 over the past several
years, and there is some yet to be done in the
Crowsnest Pass itself. But | think the suggestion by
the hon. member is a good one, and we'll certainly
give it every consideration.

MR. BRADLEY: A supplementary to the minister, Mr.
Speaker. Would the minister consider a request to

have a unique Crowsnest Highway 3 symbol desig-
nated for use on signs along Highway 3?

DR. HORNER: That would go along with the first
suggestion, Mr. Speaker. We'd be pleased to have a
look at that.

MR. BRADLEY: Mr. Speaker, Id like to file with the
Legislature Library one of these suggested highway
symbols, if | may.

RCMP Activities

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, Id like to direct this ques-
tion to the hon. Attorney General. It's a follow-up to
a question put yesterday. In light of the undertaking
which | believe Mr. Fox made yesterday in the House
of Commons — that he would contact provincial at-
torneys general with respect to any alleged illegal
activities by the RCMP security service in their re-
spective provinces — my question is: is the Attorney
General in a position to advise the Assembly whether
or not the federal minister has contacted the govern-
ment of Alberta with respect to whether there have
been any illegal activites by the RCMP in this
province?

MR. FOSTER: Mr. Speaker, Mr. Fox was trying to
contact me about a week ago when | was unavailable.
Then | was in Ottawa last week, and he was in
Quebec City, so we haven't been able to make
contact.

MR. NOTLEY: Could | put a supplementary question in
the form of the same question to the hon. Solicitor
General?

MR. FARRAN: Mr. Speaker, I've said before that |
have no reason to doubt the word of the commanding
officer of 'K' Division, RCMP, that the RCMP in this
province are performing their duty in a completely
honorable and satisfactory manner.

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, a supplementary question
to the hon. Attorney General or the Solicitor General,
so there's no misunderstanding. There have been no
conversations between the federal Solicitor General
and either of the two ministers with respect to any
alleged illegal activities by the RCMP in this province?

MR. FOSTER: Mr. Speaker, if there's a conversation
between me and another minister of the Crown, fed-
eral or provincial, concerning illegal conduct in this
province that suggests that perhaps further investiga-
tions are necessary or, indeed, charges are to be laid,
then it is my responsibility to see that that matter
proceeds, in which case | would not be discussing it
or giving any details of it in this House. Ive made
that statement here several times before.

Mr. Fox and | have not discussed the matter.
Should Mr. Fox be in touch with me on the matter, |
would not propose to discuss it publicly even if he did
give me some indication of illegal conduct here, since
it's my responsibility to have that matter further in-
vestigated and deal with it according to law. Howev-
er, | would be prepared to discuss the contents of
such a discussion after the fact, and after | was satis-
fied that the matter was properly dealt with. But I've
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not had that discussion. If Mr. Fox does indicate such
to me, it would not be my intention to deal with it
publicly until it's concluded.

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, a further supplementary
question to the hon. Attorney General. Has the gov-
ernment of Alberta made any decision yet with re-
spect to making a submission to the McDonald
Commission set up by the government of Canada to
investigate this question?

MR. FOSTER: Mr. Speaker, there has been no formal
decision that the provincial government would make
representations to the McDonald Commission. In-
deed | would query whether or not that would be
appropriate. We may have some things to say to the
McDonald Commission if they're interested in our
specific concerns. But | wouldn't frame that in the
definition of a formal submission from the govern-
ment. I'm sure Mr. Justice McDonald will be consid-
ering what has been happening in the Laycraft mat-
ter, and matters may arise from that that Mr. Justice
McDonald wishes to deal with. But | don't think |
want to leave any impression that the government is
contemplating formalizing a presentation, as it were,
to the McDonald Commission. | don't think that is the
situation at the moment.

MR. NOTLEY: A further supplementary question to
the hon. Premier. During the course of the meetings
— plural — yesterday, was there any discussion of
expanding the perimeters of the McDonald inquiry, as
was suggested yesterday in the House of Commons
by the hon. Leader of the Opposition, | believe?

MR. LOUGHEED: Mr. Speaker, no there was not.
Beverage Room Sizes

MR. YOUNG: Mr. Speaker, my question is to the
Solicitor General. It arises out of policy of that de-
partment which removed from my constituency of
Edmonton Jasper Place its rather unique characterist-
ic of having the largest tavern in the province, let
alone the town. I'm just wondering if the hon. minis-
ter could report whether other tavern managements
have been as compliant as that one in my
constituency?

MR. FARRAN: Mr. Speaker, 'm happy to report that
the policy to change the mode in beverage rooms in
the province is proceeding very satisfactorily. Final
plans have been submitted from all 123 beverage
rooms which were required to reduce their size; 120
have been approved in principle, and some 79 are
completed and operational. | might say, Mr. Speaker,
that both the operators and the customers now agree
it was a very worth-while policy to introduce.

MR. YOUNG: A supplementary, Mr. Speaker. | wond-
er if the minister, through his department or through
the ALCB, has in place any mechanism to ascertain
whether behavior has improved as a consequence of
this change in policy — whether in fact the reduction
of the size of beer parlors will lead to fewer deviant
developments.

MR. FARRAN: Mr. Speaker, both the ALCB inspectors
and the police report a reduction in incidents of
rowdiness and a distinct improvement in atmosphere.

MR. GHITTER: Supplementary, Mr. Speaker. On the
basis of the recommendation of the hon. Solicitor
General and the success of the de-emphasis on large
taverns, | wonder if the hon. Solicitor General is now
considering the desire of urban Albertans to proceed
to the implementation of community pubs.

MR. FARRAN: Mr. Speaker, you will recall that we've
already done that in respect to changing the rules in
regard to dining lounges. If an operator chooses to
close at 12 o'clock, the same time as the beer parlors,
he can serve drinks without food after the supper
hour at 9 o'clock. However, if he wants to stay open
until 2 and 3 in the morning, he must still continue to
serve a full meal. So in effect, the dining lounges
that take the early-closing option become a form of
neighborhood pub, because most are situated in the
commercial zones and suburban areas.

MR. GHITTER: A final supplementary, Mr. Speaker. |
wonder if the hon. Solicitor General is then consider-
ing allowing the implementation of smaller facilities
where the food service is not a requirement to obtain
licensing.

MR. FARRAN: No, Mr. Speaker, we've followed very
carefully the recommendation of the Alcohol Legisla-
tion Committee, and we place great emphasis on the
serving of food and the playing of games.

AN HON. MEMBER: What kind of games?

MR. TAYLOR: Supplementary to the hon. Solicitor
General. Is the minister considering small stand-up
pubs where there are no seats at all?

MR. FARRAN: At the present time we are not consid-
ering what have been called stand-alone pubs. This
means that the pub stands alone and is not hitched to
either hotel rooms or a dining lounge. This is a
different standing, perhaps, from the one the hon.
member refers to. However, in cocktail bars we have
permitted a small number of standing customers. But
in order to control capacity in accordance with the
regulations, the emphasis continues to be on seating.

MR. GOGO: Supplementary, Mr. Speaker. Was the
legislative committee referred to by the Solicitor Gen-
eral the one known as the Ghitter report?

MR. FARRAN: Yes, Mr. Speaker.
Coliseum Proposal — Calgary

MR. KUSHNER: Mr. Speaker, | wish to direct my
question to the minister in charge of Calgary affairs.
I've had quite a few inquiries not only from my con-
stituency but outside my constituency — and | don't
mean Calgary East. Could the minister inform this
Assembly what progress has in fact been made with
reference to construction of a coliseum in Calgary?

MR.McCRAE: Mr. Speaker, this is a particularly timely
question, because I'm sure all Calgary members of
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this Assembly will have had questions on the topic.

Mr. Speaker, a facility such as the one he men-
tions, the coliseum, normally results as a local initia-
tive; that is, local people get together and make some
recommendation to a senior level of government. |
would think our government would want to follow a
consistent policy on that, and not impose any type of
facility on the local community. | can say, Mr. Speak-
er, that I've not yet had any specific representations
toward any specific type of facility. When and if such
a recommendation does come, if it appears to be a
reasonable one and has reasonable public support, it
would be my intention to take that recommendation
or request forward to the members of Executive
Council for consideration.

MR. KUSHNER: Supplementary question to the minis-
ter. Has there been any discussion with regard to
financing or share financing?

MR. McCRAE: Mr. Speaker, | find that a very general
question and difficult to answer. [I've had plenty of
discussions with members here and elsewhere on
the type of facility Calgary might want. What | was
getting at is: | think it's up to some elected or
appointed organization down there to come up with
some recommendation or project and, within the
project terms of reference, some recommendations as
to financing.

Treaty Indian Rights/Services

MR. R. SPEAKER: Mr. Speaker, my question is to the
Minister of Federal and Intergovernmental Affairs,
and is relative to provincial services and treaty rights.
I'd like to ask for clarification on a certain policy. Is it
the intention of the provincial government to await
amendments to Section 88 of the Indian Act and
Section 10 of the agreement contained in the act to
transfer natural resources of Alberta, which would
make all Alberta laws apply to Indians and non-
Indians, before it will endorse the Enoch Band devel-
opment as such?

MR. HYNDMAN: Mr. Speaker, to answer the question
intelligently would require at least a 15-minute
review of the background of this highly complex
matter. As | mentioned before, we're interested in
trying to assist the Indians in every way we can in
facilitating the development of the Enoch Reserve.
We wrote to the federal government and we're hop-
ing they will make, it may well be, amendments the
hon. gentleman has referred to, I'm not sure. But |
will have to read the transcript, check as to the hon.
member's question, and endeavor to provide him with
more information if he wishes. We're continuing to
press ahead.

MR. R. SPEAKER: Mr. Speaker, to the minister.
Would the minister table the letter he directed to
Ottawa relative to this matter?

MR. HYNDMAN: Id have to review the contents of
the letter, Mr. Speaker. Id want to be very sure the
tabling of it would not in any way prejudice the
interests of the Enoch Band or their solicitors. | will
check on that and see if it's possible.

MR. R. SPEAKER: Mr. Speaker, a supplementary
question to the Premier relative to this matter. |
wonder if the Premier could indicate whether his
discussions with the Prime Minister led to any con-
clusions relative to treaty Indians and provincial
legislation.

MR. LOUGHEED: As | mentioned in the House last
week when | was asked that question, | wasn't sure
whether or not an opportunity would present itself by
the nature of my discussions, which were on the two
subjects set on the agenda by the Prime Minister:
national unity and the economy. It was not possible
to complete those items, so | did not have an oppor-
tunity to follow up on the particular matter the hon.
member raised. But the government will be following
up through the Minister of Federal and Intergovern-
mental Affairs.

Driedmeat Hill

MR. STROMBERG: Mr. Speaker, in light of the esti-
mated 5,000 people who gathered on Heritage Day at
Driedmeat Hill to watch the re-enactment of the sign-
ing of Treaty No. 6, will the Minister of Culture
declare Driedmeat Hill an historic site in order to
protect this historic hill from the mining of gravel by
the Department of Transportation?

MR. SCHMID: Mr. Speaker, in light of the heavy
disturbance of this site early this century — it has
been investigated by the federal government as well
as the provincial government, and because of this
excavation that had been done previously, it has been
found that while it may be of local significance, it is
not of provincial historic significance.

MR. STROMBERG: Supplementary, Mr. Speaker, to
the Minister of Transportation. Has the minister
received correspondence from Chief Joe Dion of the
Indian Association of Alberta recommending that
Driedmeat Hill be preserved, as this landmark has for
hundreds of years played a major role in the culture
and tradition of the Alberta Indian people?

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Agreed.

DR. HORNER: Mr. Speaker, Id have to check my
correspondence on that matter. | don't recall having
received that information.

MR. STROMBERG: Supplementary, Mr. Speaker, to
the Minister of the Environment. Will the minister
use the funds for land reclamation made available
through The Alberta Heritage Savings Trust Fund Act
to help restore the extensive damage done in the past
to Driedmeat Hill by the removal of gravel?

AN HON. MEMBER: Tell him to move the gravel back.
MR. RUSSELL: Mr. Speaker, as | indicated when we
were discussing that particular vote, we do give direct
grants to the Department of Transportation for work
on those specific kinds of sites.

Life Insurance Counselling Fees

MR. MANDEVILLE: Mr. Speaker, my question is to the
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hon. Minister of Consumer and Corporate Affairs.
Has the minister's department received any com-
plaints from life insurance salesmen who are charg-
ing a fee for counselling above the normal commis-
sion charged for life insurance policies?

MR. HARLE: Not that I'm aware of, Mr. Speaker.

MR. MANDEVILLE: Mr. Speaker, a supplementary
question. Has the minister given any consideration to
introducing legislation which would make it illegal for
insurance salesmen to charge a fee for counselling?

MR. HARLE: Mr. Speaker, that matter is related to
whether or not an agent is entitled to charge fees.
It's one I've had some discussion on with agents'
associations. At the moment, there has been no firm
conclusion on the matter.

MR. MANDEVILLE: A supplementary question, Mr.
Speaker. Has consideration been given to establish-
ing a testing procedure which would enable people to
get a consultant's licence to charge a fee?

MR. HARLE: Mr. Speaker, | believe I'm right in saying
that under the present legislation, there's really no
such provision for licensing of a consultant.

Meeting with Prime Minister

MR. TAYLOR: Mr. Speaker, my question is to the hon.
Premier. Is there any information arising out of the
meeting yesterday between the hon. Premier and the
Rt. Hon. Prime Minister of Canada that can properly
be made public at this time?

MR. LOUGHEED: Mr. Speaker, as the hon. member is
aware, the nature of these meetings has to be be-
tween leaders of government, and a certain amount
of restraint has to occur in terms of public expression.
| believe, though, as I've already responded publicly,
that the subjects discussed could be raised in the
Legislature.

On the area of the Canadian economy, there was
discussion with regard to those items contained in
the premiers' communique from St. Andrews regard-
ing the structural weaknesses in the Canadian
economy. In particular, there was the reference to
assuring that settlements in the public sector did not
exceed settlements in the private sector being a very
important point for Canada. There were discussions
on those areas in the Canadian economy with regard
to sectoral strength that could be built upon.

| raised with the Prime Minister at some length the
concern we have about grain marketing that | men-
tioned in the House on October 12, and told him |
would be writing him at length on that matter before
the end of this week. There were a number of other
subjects in that area.

In the area of questions of national unity, we of
course discussed the patriation matter which led to
the amending formula. | confirmed to the Prime
Minister the strong position taken in this Legislature
on the amending formula and, in fact, the direction
this government has from the Legislature on that
matter. We then discussed a number of other mat-
ters, including French language instruction and the
follow-up on that from the Council of Ministers of

Education. And of course we discussed special sta-
tus, delegated powers, and matters generally that |
raised in the House on October 12.

MR. TAYLOR: A supplementary. In view of the
strength of the Alberta economy and the weakness of
the Canadian economy at the present time, did the
hon. Premier give the Prime Minister some sugges-
tions on how to strengthen the Canadian economy
and get it moving?

MR. LOUGHEED: | did give one suggestion, Mr.
Speaker: | thought it was extremely important to
develop within an economy a confidence in invest-
ment by risk investors, and that one of the weak-
nesses in our economy seems to be far too high a
profile for those people who do not recognize the
need for risk investment in our country.

AN HON. MEMBER: Hear, hear.

MR. CLARK: A supplementary question to the Pre-
mier on the question of Alberta's continuation within
the anti-inflation program. Did the Premier discuss
that area with the Prime Minister, and what is Alber-
ta's position?

MR. LOUGHEED: Mr. Speaker, | believe | informed
the Prime Minister — as | have the House, and as the
Minister of Federal and Intergovernmental Affairs has
previously in the House — that it's our tentative
conclusion to terminate our participation in the feder-
al anti-inflation program at the end of this calendar
year, but that we have not made a final decision on
the matter and would be making it shortly.

MR. GOGO: Supplementary, Mr. Speaker, to the hon.
Premier. Was the matter of moving the Farm Credit
Corporation to Camrose, Alberta, and its economic
impact discussed?

MR. LOUGHEED: No, not with the Prime Minister, Mr.
Speaker.

Hallowe'en

MR. GOGO: Mr. Speaker, my question is to the Solici-
tor General. In view of the precautions announced by
the Solicitor General with regard to Hallowe'en night,
were any unusual occurrences of vandalism reported
last night?

MR. FARRAN: No, Mr. Speaker. I've heard of nothing
unusual.

Land Titles Legislation

MR. CLARK: Mr. Speaker, Id like to direct a question
to the Minister of Labour. It flows from a question |
asked the minister some time ago with regard to the
Human Rights Commission and their assessment of
Bill 29. At that time the minister said the legislation
itself was not discriminatory. Since it is the actual
effects of the legislation we're concerned with, can
the minister state whether the government plans to
reassess the legislation on the grounds that the
effects of Bill 29 are clearly discriminatory?
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MR. CRAWFORD: Mr. Speaker, that question might
well be directed to the Attorney General, who of
course brought to the House the amendments which
are now law in regard to The Land Titles Act. My
response to it would be: certainly there would be no
reason to reassess that legislation.

MR. CLARK: Mr. Speaker, may | phrase the same
question for the Attorney General and ask: in light of
the report from the Human Rights Commission, can
the government state whether it plans to reassess the
legislation on the grounds that the effects of Bill 29
are clearly discriminatory?

MR. FOSTER: Mr. Speaker, | don't agree with the
opinion that the effects of Bill 29 are clearly discri-
minatory, if that's the assumption made by the Leader
of the Opposition. On that basis the government is
not planning to modify its stance with respect to
amendments to the land titles legislation.

MR. CLARK: Mr. Speaker, to the Attorney General. Is
the Attorney General aware that basically the posi-
tion of the Alberta Human Rights Commission is that
the effects of the legislation are clearly discrimina-
tory? Has the Attorney General had the opportunity
to look at the report of the Human Rights Commission
and report to his colleagues?

MR. FOSTER: Mr. Speaker, I've had the benefit of
perusing rather quickly — and I'm doing some work
on it — the information that gave rise to some
comment by the Human Rights Commission. | don't
agree that Bill 29 is discriminatory to the native
people of this province. If that's what the Human
Rights Commission is saying, | happen to disagree
with them. 1 don't think that's the legal opinion they
got, and that's what I'm currently assessing. | intend
to reply to the Human Rights Commission to that
effect.

Off-Highway Vehicles

MR. TAYLOR: Mr. Speaker, my question is to the hon.
Solicitor General. In view of the vast difference
between snowmobiles and other off-highway vehi-
cles, is the minister or the government considering
separate legislation for snowmobiles?

MR. FARRAN: Mr. Speaker, we already have The
Off-highway Vehicle Act, which applies to vehicles
that don't run on the highway.

MR. TAYLOR: A supplementary. In view of the great
difference between and among the various off-
highway vehicles, is any consideration being given, at
least, to putting special sections for those that are
vastly different, such as snowmobiles?

MR. FARRAN: Not at the present time, Mr. Speaker,
that | am aware of. The Minister of Transportation
may be able to add something. But if the hon.
member has some representations to make in this
regard, we'll certainly look at them.

Hog Marketing Report

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, Id like to direct this ques-

tion to the hon. Minister of Agriculture. Has the
government received the Harries report on the hog
marketing question?

MR. MOORE: No, Mr. Speaker, we have not yet
received the report. Dr. Harries said some time ago
he expected to have the report in my hands on Friday
last. However, it's my understanding from him that
he wanted to review with both the packing industry
and the Hog Producers' Marketing Board certain mat-
ters contained in his report. My information as well
is that he has met with those two groups again, as he
did a number of times throughout the development of
the report, and now expects to have it ready by Friday
of this week. If | receive it by Friday or Saturday of
this week, | hope | would be in a position to make it
available to the Legislature and make it public on
Monday next.

Benzene Plant Negotiations
(continued)

MR. CLARK: Mr. Speaker, I'd like to go back to the
first question | asked in the question period today,
and ask a question of the Minister of Energy and
Natural Resources. That dealt with the negotiations
between the government and the Hudson's Bay group
on the benzene plant. In the course of the negotia-
tions presently going on, is the plant going ahead
contingent upon Bill No. 54, The Petroleum Marketing
Amendment Act, 1977, being approved by the
Assembly?

MR. GETTY: Mr. Speaker, right now | think that's a
matter of judgment. My judgment is that it's not an
essential part of the plant going ahead. However, as |
said in the House last year, we would prefer that
industry, two contracting groups, could come to an
agreement and not require the provisions of Bill 54.
We are assessing whether or not that will happen. If
it does not appear that that will happen, then Bill 54
will be necessary in order that we will have an
assured supply for a liquid-based petrochemical in-
dustry in the province.

MR. CLARK: Mr. Speaker, a supplementary to the
minister. Is it the government's intention to move
ahead with Bill 54 at this fall session?

MR. GETTY: Mr. Speaker, we're trying to make a
decision on that. If the session is still active when
the decision has been made, we'll be able to . . .

MR. CLARK: How long will the session go on?
MR. GETTY: . . . move with the bill.
Forage — Freight Assistance

MR. MANDEVILLE: Mr. Speaker, my question is to the
hon. Minister of Agriculture. In the question period
the minister indicated there was a possibility of set-
ting up a freight assistance program, which has been
in the province previously. Since a lot of our ranchers
in the dried-out areas are transporting hay, has the
minister made a decision on whether there will be
freight assistance for moving hay to these drier
areas?
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MR. MOORE: Mr. Speaker, no decision has been fi-
nalized. Part of the difficulty lies in the fact that
we're trying to get a handle on the kinds of forage
supplies available in various regions of the province,
and whether in fact there are surpluses in some
areas or not. | might add as well that the situation
has improved substantially over the course of the last
few weeks, indeed very substantially since early
August. The indications | have been receiving from
district office staff and farmers throughout several
municipalities and counties in southern Alberta are
that the fall pasture situation is much better than we
might have hoped for, and that there are in fact
additional and surplus supplies of forage within the
irrigated areas of the southern part of the province.

As a matter of fact, Mr. Speaker, it was indicated to
me last week that in the alfalfa-growing areas many
people are now involved, or were involved just recent-
ly, in taking a third cut of alfalfa. So the situation is
improving. We're watching it very closely relative to
whether or not we would implement a program of
assistance.

| should remind hon. members, Mr. Speaker, that
the forage freight assistance program is something
we've done previously and would do again in co-
operation with the federal government. There have
been before, and would likely be again, certain re-
strictions placed on the distance hay has to be hauled
before any assistance would be provided. At the
present time it's my view that generally speaking in
southern Alberta, sufficient forage is available within
distances where a forage freight assistance program
of the nature we had some years ago would not be of
great assistance. But that's still open to review. |
would hope that | can make some final decision on
whether or not we will have a forage freight assis-
tance program by the end of this month.

ORDERS OF THE DAY

head: MOTIONS FORRETURNS

MR. FOSTER: Mr. Speaker, | move that Motion for a
Return 163 stand and retain its place on the Order
Paper.

[Motion carried]

160. Mr. Notley moved that an order of the Assembly do

issue for a return showing:
For the fiscal year 1975-76, a list which for each city,
town, village, summer village, county, municipal dis-
trict, and improvement district separately lists the to-
tal amount of funds

(@) spent by the Department of Transportation,

(b) granted by the Department of Transportation,

and

(c) granted by the Department of Municipal Affairs
for the purposes of building, constructing, maintain-
ing, upgrading, and/or developing roads, bridges, cul-
verts, overpasses, and such similar structures for the
orderly conveyance of vehicular traffic.

DR. HORNER: Mr. Speaker, | don't have any problem
with this particular motion, other than the man-years
it's going to take to compile the information. Ive

spoken to the hon. member and would suggest the
following amendment after the words "vehicular traf-
fic": "except those funds for the primary highway and
secondary road systems". | move that amendment.

[Motion as amended carried]

161. Mr. Notley moved that an order of the Assembly do

issue for a return showing:
For the fiscal year 1976-77, a list which for each city,
town, village, summer village, county, municipal dis-
trict, and improvement district separately lists the to-
tal amount of funds

(@) spent by the Department of Transportation,

(b) granted by the Department of Transportation,

and

(c) granted by the Department of Municipal Affairs
for the purposes of building, constructing, maintain-
ing, upgrading, and/or developing roads, bridges, cul-
verts, overpasses, and such similar structures for the
orderly conveyance of vehicular traffic.

DR. HORNER: Mr. Speaker, the same thing applies
here. | might just point out that the expenditures for
primary and secondary highways, of course, are read-
ily available from the annual report. So | would move
the following amendment, again after the words "ve-
hicular traffic": "except those funds for the primary
highway and secondary road systems."

[Motion as amended carried]

162. Mr. Notley moved that an order of the Assembly do
issue for a return showing:
For the fiscal year 1977-78, a list which for each city,
town, village, summer village, county, municipal dis-
trict, and improvement district separately lists the to-
tal amount of funds
(@) projected to be spent by the Department of
Transportation,
(b) projected to be granted by the Department of
Transportation, and
(c) projected to be granted by the Department of
Municipal Affairs
for the purposes of building, constructing, maintain-
ing, upgrading, and/or developing roads, bridges, cul-
verts, overpasses, and such similar structures for the
orderly conveyance of vehicular traffic.

DR. HORNER: Mr. Speaker, | would again like to
amend this one in a similar way and move that the
following words be added at the end of "vehicular
traffic": "except those funds for the primary highway
and secondary road systems."

[Motion as amended carried]

166. Mr. Notley moved that an order of the Assembly do
issue for a return showing a copy of a study entitled
Information on Student Employment and Unemploy-
ment for the Planning of Summer Temporary Em-
ployment Programs, Summer 1977, Alberta, prepared
by the planning secretariat, Advanced Education and
Manpower.

DR. HOHOL: Mr. Speaker, the position of the govern-
ment is that we cannot accept this motion for a return
for the following reasons. In the first instance we are
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not dealing with a study here; we're looking at a
paper that summarizes information and data with
respect to employment and unemployment of young
people out of college, high school, and universities.
This is a process, it's day-to-day work which the
planning secretariat does. It's results are looked at by
the manpower people and by the department, and at
some point the information is fine enough and effec-
tive enough to lead us to some conclusions one way
or another about a summer work program.

The work is of the kind that is ongoing; it is the
normal work of the planning secretariat. If we were
to have to table work of this kind, Mr. Speaker, |
would suggest there's hardly any other kind we
would not have to table. So, on the proposition that
this is the normal, usual work of a branch of the
department which another branch of the same de-
partment uses in its workup for officials, for the
ministry, and for executive council, | have to deny the
request for a motion.

MR. SPEAKER: May the hon. member conclude the
debate?

HON. MEMBERS: Agreed.

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, | would simply rise to
express disappointment that the government is not
prepared to release this particular study. It seems to
me that this kind of information is not only relevant
for the government but the kind of information which
in my view is not really an interdepartmental memo
but the sort of background information which is no
different in basis from most of the other consulting
reports which from time to time are released in this
House and would be useful information not only for
students but for the general public to have in asses-
sing the government's programs in this area.

[Motion lost]

167. Mr. Notley moved that an order of the Assembly do
issue for a return showing:

(1) a list of all newspapers which carried two-color,
full-page advertisements entitled The Alberta
Heritage Savings Trust Fund — Digest of the
1976-77 Annual Report, showing the date the
advertisement appeared, and the cost;

(2) the cost of production and placement of the
above advertisement and the name(s) and
address(es) of the agent(s) involved;

(3) the separate cost of producing, printing, binding,
packaging, placing gold seals, and distributing
the 1976-77 annual report of the heritage sav-
ings trust fund.

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, I'm sure Il have unani-
mous support for Motion 167.

MR. LEITCH: Mr. Speaker, | propose an amendment to
Motion 167: that the word "separate" in paragraph
(3) be replaced by the word "total". I'm not at all sure
we could separate the various cost items listed in that
paragraph, and that may be required by the use of the
word "separate". | assume the total cost is going to
be satisfactory, and that's the reason for the
amendment.

MR. CLARK: [Inaudible] the gold seal.

MR. NOTLEY: Yes, that's what we want to find out
about.

[Motion as amended carried]

168. Mr. Notley moved that an order of the Assembly do
issue for a return showing a copy of a study entitled
Labour Force Data for Decision on Priority Employ-
ment Programs, Alberta — Winter 1977-78, prepared
by planning secretariat, Advanced Education and
Manpower.

DR. HOHOL: Mr. Speaker, for exactly the same rea-
sons as with Motion 166, we have to decline. |
should give one additional information: while 166 and
168 differ only with respect to programs — one being
STEP and one PEP — it's important for the House to
recall that when these programs are completed and
finished, we do a comprehensive review, analysis,
and report in detail to the House. We table a report
on these two programs in the House. That report
includes the information asked for in motions for
returns 166 and 168, but that information is then in
the context of the whole report of those two particular
work programs.

[Motion lost]

169. Mr. R. Speaker moved that an order of the Assembly
do issue for a return showing:

(1) the total number of hours which Jackson Nor-
man Willis, on behalf of Rune Associates Ltd.,
has worked in his capacity as consultant to the
Minister of Hospitals and Medical Care, between
November 1, 1976, and September 30, 1977;

a listing of all reports and/or studies which

Jackson Norman Willis, on behalf of Rune Asso-

ciates Ltd., has submitted in writing to the said

minister, and the dates on which said reports
and/or studies were submitted to the minister;

a listing of all meetings Jackson Norman Willis,

on behalf of Rune Associates Ltd., has partici-

pated in at the request of the Minister of Hospi-
tals and Medical Care,

(@) with Alberta hospital boards,

(b) with ministers and departments of the gov-
ernment of Alberta other than the Minister
and Department of Hospitals and Medical
Care, in his capacity as a special adviser to
the said minister;

a listing of all seminars and meetings which

Jackson Norman Willis, on behalf of Rune Asso-

ciates Ltd., has conducted for members of the

staff of the Minister of Hospitals and Medical

Care between November 1, 1976, and Septem-

ber 30, 1977, pursuant to Section 2(c) of the

contract entered into between Rune Associates

Ltd. and the Minister of Hospitals and Medical

Care;

a listing of all reports which Jackson Norman

Willis, on behalf of Rune Associates Ltd., has

contributed to the review or preparation of, upon

direction to so do by the said minister, pursuant

to Section 2(e) of the contract specified in (4).
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MR. MINIELY: Mr. Speaker, Motion for a Return 169
is perfectly acceptable, with the exception of 3(b).
There | would like to propose an amendment, for the
reason that meetings between ministers of the Crown
are generally accepted to be confidential. | would
therefore propose the following amendment to
Motion for a Return 169: that existing item (3) be
deleted and a new item (3) substituted, which reads
as follows:

a listing of all meetings Jackson Norman Willis,

on behalf of Rune Associates Ltd., has participat-

ed in at the request of the Minister of Hospitals

and Medical Care with Alberta hospital boards in

his capacity as special adviser to the said

minister.

[Motion as amended carried]

170. On behalf of Dr. Buck, Mr. R. Speaker moved that an
order of the Assembly do issue for a return showing:

(1) the total number of full-time permanent female
employees of the government of Alberta as at
March 31, 1977;

(2) the average salary of all female employees
referred to in (1);

(3) the total number of full-time permanent male
employees of the government of Alberta as at
March 31, 1977; and

(4) the average salary of all
referred to in (3).

male employees

[Motion carried]

171. Mr. R. Speaker moved that an order of the Assembly
do issue for a return showing the steps which have
been taken and changes which have been imple-
mented to the major cultural/recreation facility de-
velopment program since April 15, 1977, for the
purpose of speeding up the consideration and proces-
sing of applications for grants under that program.

[Motion carried]

head: GOVERNMENTDESIGNATED BUSINESS

MR. HYNDMAN: Mr. Speaker, I'd like to ask the
Assembly for unanimous consent to resolve into
Committee of Supply to continue consideration of the
heritage savings trust fund, capital projects division.

MR. SPEAKER: Having heard the motion by the hon.
Government House Leader, do you all agree?

HON. MEMBERS: Agreed.
head: GOVERNMENT MOTIONS
head: (Committee of Supply)
[Dr. McCrimmon in the Chair]

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Committee of Supply will come
to order.

ALBERTA HERITAGE SAVINGS TRUST FUND
CAPITAL PROJECTS DIVISION
1978-79 ESTIMATES OF
PROPOSED INVESTMENT

Development and Improvement of
Alberta's Transportation Facilities

Transportation
1. Airport Terminal Buildings

MR. NOTLEY: | have four questions I'd like to put to
the minister. First of all, Mr. Minister, could you
outline what recent discussions you've held with the
federal government, particularly on the Grande Prai-
rie terminal building, in view of the Alcan proposal?
Now that we're into this pipeline, it would seem to
me it would be logical that the federal government
would give a higher priority to their responsibilities in
this particular case than would have been the situa-
tion before. That being the case, | would ask you to
outline to the committee whether there have been
any recent discussions with Mr. Lang or his col-
leagues on their responsibilities.

The second question relates to the rents, and this
would be apropos not only of Grande Prairie but of
Lethbridge too — the minister indicated commercial
rents. Do we have any sort of indication at this point
whether or not there will be sufficient revenue from
the rents to cover the operating costs of the terminal
buildings? Because they're obviously going to fairly
substantial operating costs.

And while we're on that, in view of the fact that we
are building these terminal buildings now; it's my
understanding that at the present time both of them
are MoT responsibilities. Are we then in a position
where the money will come in to cover the cost, or
will there have to be some payment from the provin-
cial treasury?

The third question really deals with Whitecourt.
Where do things stand now in terms of a scheduled
air line? Are you negotiating with Time to stop at
Whitecourt on the way to Grande Prairie? Are you
looking at another level carrier such as Wapiti?
Where do things stand vis-a-vis the Whitecourt air
service question? | know that Thunderbird used to
stop at Whitecourt, but my understanding was that it
wasn't too lucrative from their point of view and they
weren't overly pleased to do that. But | think it would
be interesting to know just what options the govern-
ment is examining at this juncture for Whitecourt.

The final point, Mr. Chairman: | would really be
somewhat happier if | saw more of this money being
shifted into airport construction itself. I'm sure all the
members in the House have particular airports they
would like to see under way. But | think the govern-
ment's move in airport construction is useful, and one
that is valuable not only for the flyers or for commer-
cial development.

Let me just give you an illustration: in the little
town of Spirit River they are attempting to get paving
of the airport. It now looks quite possible that next
year we can complete the paving of the airport and
have landing lights. Now, the administrator of the
hospital was taken very ill, so an air ambulance came
in, but with considerable difficulty because there
were no lights at the airport. They had to have the
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cars out there and they got the plane down well and
fine; it was fortunate for him that they did. But | think
the sooner we can move the better, in many of these
smaller airports. So | have a good deal of sympathy
for that kind of investment from the heritage savings
trust fund.

But | notice that this year we're talking about
terminal buildings. | wonder if the minister would
care to outline what — | believe he made reference to
it, but I'm not entirely sure it was clear in my mind —
we'd be doing in the future from the heritage fund as
far as small town airport construction is concerned.

DR. HORNER: Mr. Chairman, to answer the last ques-
tion first, it's not our intention at this time to use
heritage trust funds to build the airports themselves.
We are spending this year in the neighborhood of
$7.5 million on a variety of airports throughout the
province. In fact we have opened 14 new ones this
year and now have 41 provincial- or community-
owned, lighted airstrips in the province. We expect in
an additional two years that the program will be
substantially complete and we will have one of the
finest networks of airports in North America. These
are in a more specialized category relative to the ones
noted.

In response to the hon. member, relative to the
question of Grande Prairie: in our discussions with
MoT they simply said they couldn't bring these two
airport terminals up in their priorities because of lack
of funding. In both cases — in Lethbridge and partic-
ularly Grande Prairie, since the announcement of the
foothills pipeline — we felt that something had to be
done with those terminals. Therefore we entered this
arrangement with MoT to provide that facility for
Albertans who will be using it. The rental will be
based on a commercial application to MoT. They will
pay for the space they use, and they will operate that
space. The rental moneys should more than offset
the operating costs that will accrue to the govern-
ment of Alberta.

In the case of Whitecourt we're hopeful that once
we get the airport completed, a third-line carrier will
find it a better opportunity to take up the service
Thunderbird did fly at one time and, more particularly,
with the Simpson operation now going strong and
with a great deal of activity in the foothills area west
of Whitecourt, that indeed Whitecourt will become a
scheduled airport site.

| think that answers the four questions.

Agreed to:
Airport Terminal Buildings $6,000,000
Developing and Producing Canadian

Content Educational Resources

Education
1. Alberta Heritage Learning Resources

MR. KOZIAK: Mr. Chairman, during the course of the
ministerial statement which | presented to the House
last week — or a little earlier, | don't recall the exact
date — | was fairly specific in outlining to the
members of the Assembly details of the projects that
were proposed in the overall investment. Perhaps
this afternoon, if there are any questions, | could add

to the members' knowledge. Otherwise | would high-
ly commend this particular investment to the mem-
bers of the Assembly and hope it will receive the
support of all members of the Assembly.

MR. NOTLEY: | really have two questions. First of all,
Mr. Chairman, | understand that there's to be a panel
of noted Alberta writers, educators, and citizens who
will select the title for the heritage book series. My
question on this particular matter is: will there be one
panel for all the different series; in other words, will
this panel choose all the books, or will there be
panels for each of the series? When and how will the
panels be chosen?

MR. KOZIAK: Mr. Chairman, at the moment | envi-
sage one panel of well-noted individuals, perhaps we
can call them the blue-ribbon committee, that would
set broad guidelines for the selection of individual
tittes and perhaps then monitor the fidelity of each
task force in carrying out those guidelines. There
would be a committee that would deal with each
particular project. But at the moment I'm looking at
the possibility of having one overall committee.

With respect to the date of choosing, | would hope
we could get on with that as soon as we receive
approval for the investment. The method may be
somewhat more difficult than in other respects,
because some of these people may have to be sought
out and asked to join such a committee, as opposed to
cases where the volunteers far exceed the positions
available. The method of choosing the members of
the committee, of course, is under consideration now.
But | would invite hon. members of this Assembly to
submit suggestions to me in regard to the composi-
tion of the committee.

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Chairman, in view of the fact that
we have target dates for each of these series, there
must be a target date for the selection of the panels.
Because the panel will have to undertake an awful lot
of work in order to fulfil its responsibilities. What is
the target date in the minister's mind? What's the
time frame we're looking at for the selection of this
blue-ribbon panel?

MR. KOZIAK: As | indicated previously, Mr. Chairman,
I would expect this would take place as soon as
possible after the investment had been approved by
this Assembly. It is my expectation we will have such
a committee in place before year-end.

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Chairman, who specifically is
entrusted with the responsibility of putting together
the proposals for a panel? Obviously the minister is
going to select the panel in the final analysis. But at
this stage is any one person assigned the responsibil-
ity of undertaking an inventory of blue-ribbon types
we can appoint to this panel?

MR. KOZIAK: I'm not stuck on the color. If hon.
members have suggestions as to changes of color, we
can always change that. That's just a description.

MR. GETTY: Orange and blue.

MR. KOZIAK: Orange and blue? The hon. Member for
Edmonton Whitemud suggests orange and blue.
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Mr. Chairman, we expect to have a project director
in place as soon as the investment's approved. | have
in mind an individual now, subject to approval by this
Legislature of this investment. It would be the project
director's overall responsibility to ensure that the
project moves along in accordance with time lines.

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Chairman, | would like to suggest
that one person | hope you will approach — perhaps
even as the person to chair the panel — would be
Grant MacEwan, our former Lieutenant-Governor. |
can't think of anyone who would be better suited to
head the panel and give this entire program the sort
of initial boost it needs in terms of public recognition
and, | think, respect among the educational estab-
lishment of the province, both school trustees and the
teaching profession.

The other question | wanted to raise, Mr. Chairman,
is with respect to the publishing. In reading over the
ministerial announcement, | understand there's going
to be some recognition of the need to do the publish-
ing in Alberta. To what extent can the minister
assure us that Alberta publishers will be able to
handle it? At this stage is there any sort of under-
standing on the minister's part that the work will be
farmed out to the publishing industry in total, that all
the publishers will get a little share of the action; is it
going to be up for competitive bid: how, in fact, are
we going to be able to give some assurance that it
will be the Alberta publishing industry that in fact
does the publishing of these series?

MR. KOZIAK: Mr. Chairman, first of all reacting to the
suggestion of the hon. member with respect to the
appointment of our former Lieutenant-Governor, the
Hon. Grant MacEwan: a very excellent suggestion
and one that's been right at the top in terms of the
possibilities for this committee in my mind. Keeping
that in mind, my earlier comments are probably well
understood. I'm sure our former Lieutenant-
Governor, although retired, is a very busy man with
many demands on his time by people not only within
this province but outside the province because of his
abilities, knowledge, and leadership. | hope he would
accept our invitation to serve on such a committee.

In connection with the opportunities available to
the Alberta publishing industry, | think this will
depend to a large extent on the industry itself. We've
indicated well in advance that this opportunity will be
available to Alberta publishers. | would hope they
would rise to meet the occasion. | expect over 95 per
cent of the moneys involved in this investment would
be spent in the private sector, whether through bind-
ing costs, publication costs, authors' fees, royalties,
and.what have you. In the case of publication costs, |
would also expect this would be on the basis of
tender, with the normal tendering procedures

applying.

MR. R. SPEAKER: | might have missed the answer to
my question. In some areas the writings or necessary
information will not have been put together. Will the
committee, or whoever is heading this particular pro-
gram, put out a request for proposals for writing in
certain areas to cover certain subjects? Will any kind
of technique like that be used in gathering informa-
tion and developing the necessary literature?

MR. KOZIAK: Mr. Chairman, it's difficult to respond to
such a question in terms of the entire project,
because basically we have a number of different proj-
ects. We have four main projects and, under the
fourth project, a number of sub-projects.

In the first project, which is directed toward ele-
mentary students, we will be taking existing history
and rewriting it with illustrations so it's easily read-
able by students of the grades 4, 5, and 6 levels. The
senior high school and adult publication will be just a
rebinding of existing materials. In the junior high
school materials, selections will be drawn out of
existing books.

The original writing will probably take place mostly
in the fourth project, under the 16 units of Canadian
studies kits or Canadian content kits that will be
developed there. That's where | see the need for
original writing and development of materials. | don't
believe a request for proposals on these will be put
forward. Thirteen of these are being developed by
various school boards throughout the province of
Alberta, working in conjunction with their teachers,
parents, trustees, students, and resource people from
the department.

MR. GOGO: Mr. Chairman, following up on the
Member for Spirit River-Fairview, I'm particularly
encouraged to see one area where there is a particu-
lar agreement, and that is with regard to the proposed
chairman, the Hon. Grant MacEwan. | can't think of
an Albertan better suited to the task both in terms of
having lived in Alberta and participated in the history
of Alberta, and in the amount of time he spends
informing Albertans about the history of Alberta. |
think that would indeed be a wise choice and certain-
ly merits consideration.

In terms of history in Alberta, Mr. Minister, with
regard to an area, for example, like the Crowsnest
Pass: it's steeped in history, as | know other parts of
Alberta are. But | think it has a particular part of
history: the rum-running through the Whiskey Gap,
the North West Mounted Police coming up from Fort
Benton, the Macleod area, and certainly the Crows-
nest Pass. In terms of history, I'm sure that would be
considered in one of those four sections.

An area that concerns me somewhat is: what
emphasis, if any, has been given to considering large-
print books? Since the passage of Bill 9, we have in
our Alberta libraries a new influence of large-print
books for senior citizens who have difficulty reading.
| think that is particularly important, if it could be
arranged. Many of them have lived through the his-
tory that will be discussed, and large-print books
would be of particular significance to them.

Another area is those youngsters in Alberta who
are mentally retarded. | think we've seen tremendous
progress with regard to improving the capability of
retarded people in the last 10 years, not only in
Canada but in Alberta. Mr. Minister, has considera-
tion been given to pictorial as opposed to written
types of history for retarded people? | would ask you
or your department to give some consideration to that
area if possible.

MR. KOZIAK: Mr. Chairman, with respect to the large
print, thank you for the suggestion. [l pass that on to
the people working on the project, to see if it's
feasible.
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With respect to the other item, perhaps an under-
standing of the fourth project will be useful. We're
looking at — for example, the 16 Canadian studies
kits — kits that contain print, audio, and visual
material: tapes, filmstrips, flash cards, pictures.
They'll basically cover the whole gamut of learning
processes. Particularly in the flora and fauna area —
| think that area would be of interest to the hon.
member — there will be 620, 35mm slides depicting
the flora and fauna of the province. These could be
used very well, | think, with the type of class indicated
by the hon. member.

MR. TAYLOR: Mr. Chairman, | would like to bring to
the attention of the hon. minister another special
need. It applies to everyone, but particularly to native
people. A lot of native people leave school at a
reasonably young age, and when they're 18, 22, 36,
or even older they want to start back at school.
They've had life experiences, but their reading may
well be only at the third, fourth, or fifth grade. In the
adult classes these grown-up people then have to go
back to raise their reading standards, and so on. It's a
matter of accreditation for these particular people.

I'm wondering if the minister is giving any consid-
eration to accreditation for adults who have not yet
completed high school, and must go back and com-
plete sometimes the elementary but certainly the
intermediate grades before proceeding with their
education. | think it's most important for these people
to get some type of accreditation when they improve
themselves. | believe the hon. minister may already
have some representations on this from various parts
of the province.

I'm wondering if the minister is giving some con-
sideration to that type of thing. Also, could he advise
if it would fit into the program he now has in mind?

MR. KOZIAK: Mr. Chairman, the hon. member seems
to be referring to the type of program offered by the
Department of Advanced Education and Manpower in
AVCs throughout the province. I'm struggling, but I
find it difficult to relate the comments to our learning
resources project under the capital projects division.
Perhaps the hon. member might take some time to
bring me into focus on that.

MR. TAYLOR: Mr. Chairman, | don't want to pursue
the matter at length at the present time, but it seems
to me it does have a very close bearing on the
learning process we're talking about now.

While the program may be under Advanced Educa-
tion and Manpower, the difficulty arises through the
fact that these adults, before they can proceed, must
go back to elementary, intermediate, or high school in
order to get accreditation. As I've said before, some-
times we've gone education-mad in insisting that a
cook, for instance, has to have certain subjects he'll
never use in a cooking facility.

The point I'm making now is that these people who
go back to improve their reading skills so they can
advance in their education, have to go back some-
times to the primary or intermediate school. If there's
no accreditation for that, it's pretty discouraging and
they can't proceed very far. All I'm asking the minis-
ter to do right now is take a look at this to see if it
would be — work out a program of giving accredita-
tion to these adults who must go back to the lower

grades in order to improve their basic skills before
they can advance very far in any other educational
field.

Agreed to:

Alberta Heritage Learning Resources $4,500,000
Kananaskis Regional

Recreation Facility Development

Recreation, Parks and Wildlife
1. Kananaskis Country Recreation Development

MR. ADAIR: Mr. Chairman, the project description of
Kananaskis country recreation development is proba-
bly one of the more exciting concepts that has been
put forward by government. It relates to the estab-
lishment of the Kananaskis provincial park and the
prime park area, plus the area around the park in a
boundaried area called Kananaskis country. It will
see the development of additional recreation facili-
ties, upgrading of facilities that are in that particular
area — now basically under the various jurisdictions
of the Minister of Energy and Natural Resources,
forestry division; or Transportation — or in the pro-
vincial parks that are adjacent to that particular area.
Bragg Creek Provincial Park is one of them.

Mr. Chairman, within that particular project we
hope to begin what will be the first of a number of
country concepts that will be along the eastern slopes
and possibly in other areas within the province,
where we will be able to provide additional concen-
trated recreational facilities for a given area to allow
the people of Alberta to have outdoor experience by
either back-packing or horseback riding on the
various trails in the Kananaskis country, some
upgrading of existing snowmobile areas, some provi-
sion, for example, of overnight camping facilities
within the Kananaskis park, and various road im-
provements that will lead to the park. Presently there
is construction on Highway 940. It will be within the
actual park concept itself. Some junctions will be
developed for future work, within the Smith-Dorrien
valley, of a road going back up into the area within
the park there.

To outline some of the areas where we hope to
proceed, with the permission of the Legislature, is the
development of the park itself. | guess the best way
for me to lay that before you is to give you an idea of
what in fact was in the area and what we are hoping
to provide.

In campsites, the area within the prime park will
see 375 new campsites. In the Kananaskis country,
outside the prime park area, there will be some 700
upgraded and new sites; that is, existing sites, in
place as forestry sites, upgraded and expanded to
provide some 700 spaces. Day use area: within the
park, some 200; outside the park, some 250. In the
trails area, we're developing some 50 miles of back-
packing trails within the park and approximately 100
miles outside the park in the Kananaskis country
area. Along with that, of course, will be the develop-
ment of an interpretive centre to direct people from
the park area into the various regions.

Two things, | think, should be noted. Cross-country
skiing, outdoor back-packing experiences into the
higher alpine areas within the park, are going to be
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available to the public at large. In the Kananaskis
country the cross-country skiing along with the exist-
ing facilities in the region — and one of them is the
Fortress Mountain area, that hopefully will benefit
from what is going on in the Kananaskis country as
well — the development of additional upgrading facili-
ties for the snowmobilers in the McLean Creek and
Sibbald Flat area within Kananaskis country, the
upgrading of those two areas, by way of increasing
the trail capacity, providing warming huts, the parking
facilities for those snowmobilers who will be bringing
their snowmobiles to the area. In addition to that |
should point out that two other areas outside the
Kananaskis country are being looked at for upgrading
of snowmobile facilities, and those are in the Wai-
parous trail area and the Cataract Creek area.

Mr. Chairman, in the road area relative to the
entrance to the prime park, | would think there will be
a fair amount of work involved in the actual upgrad-
ing of the road to the area just east of the lower
Kananaskis lake, which is the prime use area we're
developing for campers. That will be paved, hopefully
by this time next fall, along with the junction that
would be used in the future for the Smith-Dorrien
valley.

Again | should emphasize that it's an extremely
bold — if we can use that term — concept that takes
into consideration the many, many briefs presented
on the eastern slopes through the ECA, and takes into
consideration practically all the recommendations
made on that particular area, providing the critical
protection areas for wildlife. From a departmental
point of view we're pleased to see that. It provides
the recreation opportunity for just a tremendous
number of people within the province of Alberta to
enjoy a mountain-setting park. Along with that, in
the Evans-Thomas area, consideration is being given
to the creation of a golf course that will provide a
mountain golf course setting in that particular area,
and it's being looked at and will be reviewed begin-
ning with this particular appropriation, Mr. Chairman.

MR. GOGO: Mr. Chairman, | certainly want to com-
mend the minister for all the work he has done in this
very exciting concept with regard to Kananaskis coun-
try and Kananaskis park. | am sure those members
from Calgary, the surrounding area, and certainly
southern Alberta are pleased in two regards: one, not
only the opportunity of having Kananaskis country
available, but the extremely heavy load of tourists
going into the southern Alberta parks. Another thing
I'm particularly excited about is that although tourism
is our third largest industry, this is geared for Alber-
tans. | think this is particularly important, and | want
to commend the minister for that.

A couple of questions, though. I'm trying to recall
the various speeches the minister has made, and I'm
wondering if Kananaskis country could be used, for
example, by local school boards for outdoor educa-
tion, if that was a consideration. | think the very
nature of the country is so important to students in
the southeast corner — the Medicine Hat area, for
example — who don't see the mountains. | think
there is a particular advantage to be offered there.

More importantly, and I'm just trying to recall some
of the comments made by the minister several weeks
ago, is that in Alberta we have a tremendous number
of single parents — | think there are 13,500 on

assistance — and many youngsters. The traditional
role of the church was to offer the summer camp
concept, with perhaps cottages. We have seen a
decline in that with the absence of the railways
through Alberta. Another area is the disadvantaged
children of Alberta. [I'm thinking now of mentally
retarded youngsters.

So there would be two groups, Mr. Minister: foster
children, of whom | think there is a tremendous
number in Alberta, and perhaps the volunteer sector
could be encouraged to become involved in excur-
sions, taking these youngsters into, not so much the
Kananaskis country, but the park itself; and the dis-
advantaged children, the mentally retarded of Alberta,
whom | think number a fair number. I'm trying to
recall if the minister did not make an announcement
to the effect that perhaps within Kananaskis park
cottages would be constructed. [Id like him, if he
would, to confirm that or expand on it.

MR. ADAIR: Mr. Chairman, | appreciate the com-
ments made by the hon. member. Certainly within
the plan, and | had neglected to indicate that, was
what is called a special-use cabin concept, where we
would be creating cabins — not necessarily a camp
concept, but cabins — that could be used by the
elderly, the handicapped, and the disabled, covering |
think the broad range in that particular area. That
concept is being developed right at the moment, and
that's one of the more exciting ones as well: providing
at least the beginning of some cabins that could be
used on an individual family basis for people in that
particular capacity or category.

MR. TAYLOR: Mr. Chairman, Id like to say a word or
two in connection with snowmobiles. | think the
Kananaskis concept is a very excellent one. | think
it's going to enhance recreation in that part of Alber-
ta, possibly for the whole of Alberta.

I'm just wondering why, in the vast area you have,
that an area could not have been found for snowmo-
biling. The snowmobile today is an entirely different
vehicle from what it was seven, eight, or 10 years
ago. It's no longer loud and noisy. It has proper
mufflers. It's really an excellent machine. It enables
what you might call the poor man to enjoy winter
perhaps more than any other particular sport. | un-
derstand there are about 55,000 of them in the prov-
ince of Alberta, so it's an industry worth millions of
dollars to the economy of Alberta. But even beyond
that, if an area was set aside somewhere in this park
it would actually enhance the park, because it could
bring snowmobilers from all over the western part of
the U.S.A. and Canada if it was carefully thought out
and properly placed, with some facilities provided. |
think it would enhance the park actually.

We're now talking about hundreds of people who
enjoy this particular sport. It's done on top of snow;
it's not one that destroys the environment or the
terrain. The enticement of people to the park in
wintertime would, | think, be amplified through a
proper place in the park for snowmobiling. I'm wond-
ering if the hon. minister can give this matter further
consideration, because there are a lot of disappointed
people in my constituency and | suppose elsewhere in
the province. They hoped they too would have a part
in this beautiful new park that's being developed in
the province of Alberta.
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It is my view that snowmobiling would enhance the
value of this park to the province, would continue to
bring more buoyancy to the economy, and give this
industry, that is worth millions of dollars to our
economy, a proper and rightful place in the recrea-
tional program being planned for that particular area
of Alberta.

MR. R. SPEAKER: Mr. Chairman, if | could just make
some comments on the same topic of snowmobiling.
In the minister's response | wonder if he could reflect
on the conference with the snowmobilers that was
held over the weekend. Maybe your colleague would
be able to do that for you. | think he was at the
meeting while you were at a very important engage-
ment, which | understand.

You also mentioned in your remarks, Mr. Minister,
that the area around Cataract Creek was in the plan-
ning stages, or you had hoped to get it into operation
for snowmobiling this coming winter. | wasn't sure
whether you said it would or wouldn't be in opera-
tion. Maybe you could clarify the stage of develop-
ment with regard to that.

MR. LITTLE: Mr. Chairman, to the minister, | too
would like to add a couple of words about snowmobil-
ing. I've had a great number of letters and phone
calls from constituents. Until this was brought to my
attention | had no idea of the scope of this industry;
that is, the huge number of persons engaged in the
sport, and the tremendous amount of money repre-
sented. | understand the industry is worth approxi-
mately a quarter of a billion dollars.

I did point out to these constituents the areas
assigned to them at the present time, but | too would
like the minister to reconsider the possibility of
extending some portion of the parks area, or at least
extending areas for this sport that is growing so much
in popularity in the province.

| would also say that in speaking to these constitu-
ents, | was quite impressed with a number of them.
They are very responsible citizens and had something
important to say.

MR. ADAIR: Mr. Chairman, going back, if | may, to the
first question raised by the hon. Member for Leth-
bridge West relative to outdoor education. We would
be considering the area around Barrier Lake for an
outdoor education site. So | should put on record that
that may well be taking place. It's under considera-
tion in that particular area.

Relative to snowmobiles, | think two things should
be made clear to start with, if | can, and it's in
response to the hon. Member for Drumheller. First
of all, when the announcement was made back in
1974, under our present regulations, once a park is
actually O.C.'d and is in place, there is no snowmobil-
ing within the provincial park. One of the reasons we
delayed putting the boundaries in place was to
ensure we had some mechanism to begin upgrading
existing snowmobile areas.

There are two things that | think should also be
noted — I'm speaking now of Kananaskis country,
that very small portion of the eastern slopes that also
provides an opportunity outside that particular coun-
try area for snowmobilers. | think one of the ques-
tions that relates to many of the snowmobilers in the
Calgary region is that one of their prime use areas

over the years has been Smith-Dorrien valley, which
is now in the middle of the park. So that is no longer
open to snowmobiling.

In order to try to compensate, if | can use that word,
we attempted to begin upgrading a couple of the
snowmobile areas within the Kananaskis country,
and to provide and begin to plan for extended trails in
the McLean Creek and Sibbald Flat areas, also look-
ing beyond that, outside the Kananaskis country to
the other two areas; that is, Waiparous Creek, to the
north of Highway 2, and the Cataract Creek area that
the hon. Member for Little Bow was referring to. It is
our intention to attempt to have all four of those in
place for this winter.

The upgrading relating to this appropriation will
primarily be in within the Kananaskis country. But
the plans will also be put in place relative to the
extension and development of trail systems in the
Cataract Creek and Waiparous Creek areas, as well
as the other two.

Another concern that was raised with me was the
fact that last year there was very little, if anything, in
the way of snow in most of those areas. Now |
appreciate that last year we had that problem all over
Alberta. The best information we have is that under
normal conditions these areas do have snow. Of the
four, the best one is the Cataract Creek area.

Having said that — and | think | should also indi-
cate, as a creature of habit, that when you change my
habits, | become a little upset. | can appreciate the
problems snowmobilers in the Smith-Dorrien valley
are having. We're hoping to work that out and to
explain to them, relative to these other areas, includ-
ing where they can in fact snowmobile in the rest of
the eastern slopes, because it's not an exclusion in
the balance of that area. | want to differentiate
between the eastern slopes as a total area along the
western border relative to country called Kananaskis
country and, more specifically, to the area called
Kananaskis provincial park. Once we put the bounda-
ry around Kananaskis provincial park, we eliminated
snowmobiling in that area. | would certainly indicate
to all hon. members that we will continue to look at
the improvement and the inclusion of other areas for
snowmobilers in the Kananaskis country. | would
hesitate to include that in the prime park area at this
point in time.

MR. PLANCHE: Mr. Chairman, | too would like to
commend the minister on behalf of all the people in
the Calgary area for his far-sighted designation of a
park area at Kananaskis. However, a park area brings
to mind a lot of people coming in. There are a lot of
creeks there, and that naturally leads me to the fish
business. I'm wondering what the status is of our
egg hatchery and whether we're going to have sport-
ing fish available in some kind of numbers to make it
interesting enough to take a rod into that particular
area when it's complete.

The second question | would like to ask is: since the
park has been designated, what is the status of
buying land from private landowners, if in fact there
was any, or if we're going to get into the next expro-
priation thing? Perhaps he could update us as to the
status of that.

MR. KIDD: Mr. Chairman, since the park is in my
constituency, | think it is appropriate that | say
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something about it. I'm delighted to have this park. |
think the park, which is intended to diffuse people
through the park and, frankly, not have them go to a
centre like Banff and never leave the town, but to get
out into the park and see it, is an excellent concept.
So I'm just delighted, as | repeat again.

In his summation, | think it would be important to
me, and perhaps to some others, for the minister to
say a few words about cattle grazing in the area and
how that will be affected, or if it will be affected. My
understanding is that there will be very little effect on
those now using it for grazing purposes, in fact it may
be beneficial. But in summation the minister may say
a word or two about that.

Thank you very much.

MR. ADAIR: Mr. Chairman, if | may respond, | hope
positively, to the hon. Member for Calgary Glenmore
relative to fishing. There are a great number of
streams in that particular area, and we have begun to
look at the possibility of doing some stream stocking
by creation of impoundments to provide a place to
stock, and give some additional opportunity to fish
other than the normal stream fishing available in the
area.

Now, relative to the fish hatchery — | believe your
question was relative to where it's at with the fish
hatchery or the brood stock. That's a little out of
Kananaskis country but I'm hoping we'll have some-
thing in place a little bit later this year relative to the
brood stock station. The hatchery is in operation to a
point of around 6 to 8 million fish being stocked
annually in the province. So, if | can use that as a
response relative to additional fishing opportunity in
Kananaskis country, we would be looking at the crea-
tion of impoundments for stocking on some of the
streams in that particular area as well.

Relative to grazing, it's my understanding, and it is
the policy, that this plan superimposes itself on the
eastern slopes policy. In that particular case very
few, if any, changes relative to grazing would be
made. That would still remain the responsibility of
my hon. colleague, the Associate Minister of Energy
and Natural Resources responsible for lands. In that
particular capacity, he may wish to respond a little
further. But basically no changes relative to grazing
in those areas would be made because of the creation
of Kananaskis country being imposed on top of that.

| should also point out, Mr. Chairman, relative to
any of the people living in that particular area, that it
is the intent to use Canmore as the service centre
and have the least number of permanent people living
in that particular area. | speak of the possibility of
some staff in the park and a couple of the other areas
there, relating to other facilities that would be within
that country. The basic service centre would be the
Canmore area.

MR. PLANCHE: Mr. Chairman, if | may, Id still like an
answer as to the status of land purchasing, if any, in
the area. The second thing, in terms of the fish
problem again, my understanding is that we are going
to have to grow our own fish eggs here rather than
import them. | was of the impression that we were
somewhere in the construction stage of that kind of
facility. There's going to be enormous pressure on
additional waterways, and 6 million is not very many
fish relative to anybody else around us — in Montana

or North Dakota — in terms of trout, which will be
indigenous to the area. If you could maybe embellish
those remarks a little and give me a hand with that
problem and land ownership, I'd be grateful.

Thank you.

MR. ADAIR: Il attempt to do that, Mr. Chairman.
Relative to land, all the land included in Kananaskis
country is Crown land and would be by lease disposi-
tion through the hon. associate minister responsible
for lands. Getting back to the creation of brood stock
facilities, we have the Raven facility that, in my mind,
is being upgraded at a very slow pace, relative to the
problems we may have facing us, as we discussed
last year in the estimates, in providing our own
capability to produce fish. | appreciate the fact that 6
to 8 million may not be a large number in the eyes of
some of the more prominent fishermen in the coun-
try, but it is a fairly successful program to this particu-
lar point in time, and we hope to expand that in the
very near future.

DR. WEBBER: On behalf of my constituents in Cal-
gary, | just want to express appreciation for a facility
such as the one the minister has announced. In the
last few weeks I've heard many excellent comments
about this particular recreational development, and
I'm sure they'll make good use of it.

Also, Mr. Chairman, in view of some of the nega-
tive comments about citizen input that some mem-
bers of the opposition have made, | would like to refer
to a letter | received from a member of the Alberta
Wilderness Association. This gentleman indicated
he's very pleased with the good, solid homework that
has gone into the Kananaskis project, and that he
feels citizen input certainly hasn't been ignored in
this particular case. Again, not just related to the
Kananaskis project, but to the whole eastern slopes
policy statement, he feels that there has been good
citizen input, and would want to commend the gov-
ernment on that policy statement as well as the
Kananaskis park.

MR. FLUKER: Mr. Chairman, when we talk about
trout and crossbreeding these fish that are supposed
to go in some of these streams in the park, | wonder if
the minister has been thinking about some of the
crossbreeding that has been going on. | understand
they've been crossing the cohoe salmon with the
walleye, and have come up with what they call the
"cowall" — a very lazy fish, not much of a fighter, not
much of a sports fish. Then they took this "cowall"
and crossed it with a Skeena River trout and came up
with what they call a "Kowalski" — a real good
fighter, but they had to teach the darned thing to
swim. | wonder if they were thinking of putting in
one like this.[laughter]

Agreed to:

Kananaskis Country Recreational
Development $15,000,000
MR. HYNDMAN: Mr. Chairman, | move that the
committee rise, report progress, and beg leave to sit
again.
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[Motion carried]
[Mr. Speaker in the Chair]

DR. McCRIMMON: Mr. Speaker, the Committee of
Supply has had under consideration certain resolu-
tions, reports same, and requests leave to sit again.

Resolved that for the fiscal year ending March 31,
1979, amounts not exceeding the following sums be
granted to her Majesty from the Alberta heritage
savings trust fund for making the following invest-
ments: $6,000,000, the airport terminal buildings
project to be administered by the Minister of Trans-
portation; $4,500,000, the Alberta heritage learning
resources project to be administered by the Minister
of Education; $15,000,000, the Kananaskis country
recreation development project to be administered by
the Minister of Recreation, Parks and Wildlife.

MR. SPEAKER: Having heard the report and the re-
quest for leave to sit again, do you all agree?

HON. MEMBERS: Agreed.

head: MOTIONS OTHERTHAN
GOVERNMENT MOTIONS

1. Moved by Mr. Cookson:
Be it resolved that the government of Alberta give
consideration to reviewing The Alberta Wheat Pool Act
and reporting to the Alberta Legislature on the adequa-
cy, or otherwise, of the existing act in relation to the
requirements of The Companies Act and The Co-
operative Associations Act.

[Adjourned debate May 3: Mr. Taylor]

MR. TAYLOR: Mr. Speaker, the resolution moved by
the hon. Member for Lacombe has taken a long time
to come back to the top of the Order Paper, but just
prior to the time that | moved the adjournment, the
hon. Minister of Agriculture mentioned in his address
that he was considering the appointment of a com-
mittee composed of people from his department and
the Wheat Pool to study the matter contained in the
resolution, as to whether or not the best set-up would
be a private act, under which the Wheat Pool is
operating today, or under The Companies Act, or The
Co-operative Associations Act. | suppose that's what
the resolution was asking to be done, so there isn't
really too much more to be said about the resolution.
However, | would like to point out that when a group
applies for a private bill, at that time it is certainly
within the prerogative of the Legislature to grant that
bill. 1t was granted to the Alberta Wheat Pool, and
they have continued to operate under that for many
years.

| doubt that this Legislature or the government
should be telling the members of the Wheat Pool
whether they should change their set-up, whether
they should now consider a set-up under The Com-
panies Act or The Co-operative Associations Act. The
study that | believe has been carried out at the
request of the Minister of Agriculture is certainly
excellent and will give the members of the Wheat
Pool the information they need about these various
types of set-ups. But | think the final decision on

whether or not they remain under the private bill or
move to The Companies Act or The Co-operative
Associations Act must rest with the members of the
Alberta Wheat Pool. | would not favor the Legislature
or the government telling the Wheat Pool how they
should conduct their business. | think the members
are quite capable of coming to that decision them-
selves. | welcome the information on the various
set-ups, and I'm sure every member of the Wheat
Pool will, but the final decision must rest with the
members of the Wheat Pool.

MR. BUTLER: Mr. Speaker, | wish to say a few words
on Resolution No. 1 this afternoon. Firstly, I'd like to
move an amendment to it. The amendment would be
that the words "in co-operation with the Alberta
Wheat Pool" be added to the resolution following the
words "The Alberta Wheat Pool Act" and before "and
reporting to".

The purpose of this amendment is that | think this
inquiry should be in co-operation with the Alberta
Wheat Pool, and | think they should have some input
to it. That is about all | have to say on the amend-
ment. Thank you.

MR. SPEAKER: Is the Assembly clear concerning the
purport of the amendment?

HON. MEMBERS: Agreed.

MR. SPEAKER: So the debate is now continuing on
whether or not the resolution should be amended in
the manner which has been suggested by the hon.
Member for Hanna-Oyen.

MR. MOORE: Mr. Speaker, if | might speak briefly to
the amendment and say, first of all, I'd be pleased to
support the amendment brought in by the hon.
member, because in fact what has occurred over the
course of the last few months is very close to the
import of the amendment brought in by the hon.
Member for Hanna-Oyen.

On May 2, 1977, after having some discussions
with some of my colleagues, | took it upon myself to
write to the president of the Alberta Wheat Pool, Mr.
Gordon Harrold, and to suggest to him that a joint
committee of appointees from the government of Al-
berta and the Alberta Wheat Pool be constructed to
review The Alberta Wheat Pool Act. The terms of
reference which | suggested to Mr. Harrold were as
follows: to consider other relevant legislation and
determine if there is a contradiction between The
Alberta Wheat Pool Act and other provincial legisla-
tion; secondly, to determine if The Alberta Wheat Pool
Act provides sufficient powers to the Alberta Wheat
Pool to carry out the functions of the Alberta Wheat
Pool; thirdly, to determine if the existing act provides
powers to the Alberta Wheat Pool which are not
required and are not in the best interests of the board
of directors, delegates, and members of the Alberta
Wheat Pool; fourthly, to provide for such other
changes in the act which may be considered neces-
sary by the committee; and finally, to provide a final
report to Mr. Harrold and myself by October 1, 1977.

Mr. Harrold responded on May 17, indicating that
after a meeting of the board of directors of the Alberta
Wheat Pool they were agreed on the terms of
reference | had suggested, and appointed to the joint
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committee Mr. Parke Dobson, Alberta Wheat Pool
director from District 4, and Mr. Steve Wood, their
legal counsel, together with the appointees | had
suggested, Mr. Orland Bratvold of the Department of
Agriculture and Mr. Michael Funduk of the Attorney
General's department.

| had the opportunity last week to discuss the
matter with Mr. Bratvold, who was named chairman
of the committee. He advised that the committee was
unable to meet the October 1 deadline because of the
task in front of them, but that they would hope to be
able to provide a report to me and to Mr. Harrold by
the end of November, if not earlier, on what that
committee views as appropriate legislation for the
Alberta Wheat Pool to operate under.

The only thing | would want to say in conclusion is
that no one should consider this action, in terms of
developing the committee or the work that they are
doing, as an action that is going to result in solving
those problems suggested by some members of the
Alberta Wheat Pool as being ones related to the act.
In fact, in my view, a good many concerns brought
before the [Private] Bills Committee with respect to
the Alberta Wheat Pool were not ones that resulted
from any clauses or lack of clauses in The Alberta
Wheat Pool Act, but rather were problems of concern
with respect to how they viewed the management
operations of the Alberta Wheat Pool and their board
of directors. However, there are certain things within
the act that may result in the board of directors of the
Alberta Wheat Pool having a greater responsibility to
the membership, and that's the kind of thing we
asked the committee to consider.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, when the report of the
joint committee is received, it would be my intention
to provide copies of it to all Members of the Legisla-
tive Assembly. | don't know what direction it would
take from that point but | would certainly be apprecia-
tive if any member, after having received the report
wants to have discussions on it, feels free to contact
me.

MR. SPEAKER: Are you ready for the question on the
amendment?

[Motion carried]

MR. COOKSON: Mr. Speaker, perhaps | could say a
word or two in closing the debate on the general
motion.

MR. SPEAKER: May the hon. member close the
debate?

HON. MEMBERS: Agreed.

MR. COOKSON: | proceeded with this resolution, and
| think it had a good purpose. | think it brought the
concerns of the legislators to the executive and ad-
ministration of the Alberta Wheat Pool. | don't totally
agree with the Member for Drumbheller, although he
says — if | understand him — if the members wish a
change, it's their responsibility to invoke that change.

In a sense | would agree, but in this respect |
disagree. We as legislators are responsible for any
amendments that come before us in the area of a
private act, which covers the Alberta Wheat Pool. It
was at this point, Mr. Speaker, that | flagged the

private act, because some people came to me who
were part of the membership of the Pool, who had
expressed concern about some parts of the private
bill, and also about the reserves which were being
asked for in the most recent amendment. | think we
have a responsibility, and | think the resolution had a
good effect, in that | know the members are today far
more aware of what is going on. | am sure that
through their proper democratic process they will be
questioning a little more closely exactly what direc-
tion they should be going with regard to this very
large organization.

During the summer we had an opportunity to meet
with the president of the Alberta Wheat Pool and his
directors. We had good, frank, open discussions. |
want to commend the minister for his part in the
deliberations, and | think that along with the amend-
ment we have pretty well followed through with the
intent of the resolution. | hope in this respect that
what was intended has really been accomplished.

[Motion carried]

2. Moved by Mr. Mandeville:
Be it resolved that the Legislative Assembly of Alberta
urge the government to develop programs designed to
reduce the possible impact of drought conditions in the
short term by:

(@) introducing a freight assistance program to pro-
mote the transport of fodder to dry areas of the
province and the transport of cattle out of dry
areas in the province,

(b) permitting deferral of Agricultural Development
Corporation loan payments in cases where the
borrower has suffered severe financial losses as a
result of drought,

(c) developing a well-drilling assistance program; and
in the long term by:

(@) placing an even greater emphasis on water
storage and irrigation projects,

(b) creating a fund to provide low-interest loans to
encourage levelling and ditching projects and the
purchase of sprinkler equipment, and

(c) expanding the current weather modification pro-
gram to include means of increasing rainfall dur-
ing periods of drought.

[Adjourned debate May 5: Dr. Webber]

DR. WEBBER: Mr. Speaker, I'm pleased to continue
debate on Motion No. 2 as moved by the hon.
Member for Bow Valley, urging the government, by a
number of suggested steps, to develop programs
designed to reduce the possible impact of drought
conditions in the short term.

By the time the hon. member's motion was debated
last May 5, a number of events occurred which
watered it down. The first event was that it was
raining over most of the drought area on the day the
debate took place. However, | would hope that when
the hon. member is campaigning in the next election
he would not try to claim that his motion caused the
rain in the first place.

Another event happened on May 3: the Minister of
Transportation announced a number of measures
that | think essentially took care of the short-term
programs recommended in this motion. Members
may recall that the Minister of Transportation
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directed the Alberta Disaster Services Agency to set
up a team to review the water and fire hazard situa-
tion in the province. With respect to the water situa-
tion there was, | believe, a review of the municipal
needs at that time. In addition portable pumping
equipment was provided to the municipalities, plus
$1.2 million made available by the Alberta Environ-
ment for drilling up the 300 deep wells. Also, Mr.
Speaker, hon. members may recall that the Red Deer
regional waterline was brought into temporary early
operation.

In addition, the Minister of Agriculture took a
number of steps, including the extended deadline of
applications for the Alberta hail and crop insurance
program. This was done to provide farmers with
adequate opportunity to protect themselves from
financial hardship should there be a crop failure or
crop losses, caused by the continuing low moisture
conditions at that time. The minister also proposed a
feed- and forage-freight assistance program and, in
addition, the Agricultural Development Corporation
was asked to review loan payments with a view to
deferral for drought-stricken farmers. Throughout the
summer, Mr. Speaker, the Minister of Agriculture
announced a number of assistance programs for
farmers and ranchers in the drought area.

However, during the spring debate | directed my
remarks to the last part of the motion, dealing with
the recommendation that there be an expanded
weather modification program to include means of
increasing rainfall during the period of drought. |
reviewed at that time the weather modification pro-
gram in Alberta, with particular emphasis on the hail
suppression program. With respect to rain-making, |
believe it is true that researchers have found it diffi-
cult to evaluate the results of any of the experiments
that have taken place. The Alberta Research Council
has confirmed that, with the exception of several
special programs in Florida and Colorado, no opera-
tions to date have convinced the scientific community
that substantial and sustained increases in precipita-
tion can be achieved through cloud seeding.
Although | would like to see continued research in
the area of weather modification, | would not like to
see inordinate amounts of money go into that particu-
lar area.

'l conclude, Mr. Speaker, by congratulating the
hon. Member for Bow Valley for his excellent timing
in this motion, and look forward to further debate
from other members. Thank you.

MR. MOORE: Mr. Speaker, | would like to take the
opportunity to speak for a few minutes on this motion
about some of the things we've done over the spring
and summer months with respect to alleviation of the
drought situation through some parts of the province.

| want to say first of all that in drafting this resolu-
tion, even though at that time it was rather dry
throughout the province, the hon. Member for Bow
Valley did manage to make his resolution pretty close
to a carbon copy of what the Progressive Conserva-
tive government has been developing over the course
of the last several years, in terms of the kind of thing
that's required in the future to determine what assis-
tance can be provided in certain of these areas. |
want to speak about all of those.

First of all 1 want to deal with the question of the
Agricultural Development Corporation and loan pay-

ments. | stated in this Legislature on more than one
occasion prior to last spring that the Agricultural
Development Corporation, and the nature of the lend-
ing that corporation does, puts it in a position from
time to time where we're lending to people who
cannot borrow at reasonable interest rates anywhere
else. Therefore, with direct loans from The Agricul-
tural Development Corporation, you almost always
have a situation where the individual is always in a
precarious position if he suffers serious drought,
early snowfall, excessive wetness in the early spring,
or whatever, because in fact he would not have come
to the Agricultural Development Corporation in the
beginning if he'd had such equity that he could have
gone to Farm Credit Corporation or some other lend-
ing institution. So some time ago we developed a
program wherein, on an individual basis, an individu-
al who suffered some kind of severe financial hard-
ship not as a result of his own management or unwil-
lingness to work hard and to co-operate with ADC
officials; where an individual simply has been the
victim of bad weather conditions or severe market
price depressions, we always look at and will approve
a situation where principal and interest repayments
are waived for one year and extended over a further
period of time.

Mr. Speaker, in concluding, the only thing | want to
say is that it's not possible to have a blanket program
where everybody in southern or northern Alberta, or
some particular municipality, who has a loan with the
Agricultural Development Corporation does not have
to pay. It's very easy to see what would happen if we
went that route. It would simply be a case of defer-
ring some loans when the individuals did, in fact,
have a reasonably good harvest, livestock production,
or whatever, and were able to make some profits. So
it is by individual application. We encourage individ-
uals who have difficult repayment problems, through
no fault of their own, to seek out their local ADC
loans officer with a view to trying to get their
repayment terms extended.

Mr. Speaker, | want to talk a bit about our water
supply program for livestock. Hon. members know
that about the time this motion was introduced —
May 5, or slightly before that — we developed a
program of purchasing pumps and pipe to fill livestock
water supply dugouts in the areas of the province
most severely hit by the drought. | want to say | was
extremely pleased with the co-operation received
from the hon. Minister of Government Services who
was responsible for purchasing the pumps, pipe, and
related equipment. It was not more than 10 days
from the initial conversations | had with the hon.
minister until we had some pumps in the field. We
were finally able to purchase 10 pumps, together
with a sufficient supply of pipe to service almost all
the requirements thus far for dugout filling.

To give the members an idea of what we've been
able to do with 10 pumps and 10 individuals on
contract to ensure the pumps are moved around and
set up properly: from about June 1 until now we filled
575 dugouts throughout the province. I've had letters
from people who said they were thinking of selling
their livestock. They were having a difficult time with
grass and forage. On top of it, they had no water.
But they said once the pumps came in and filled their
water supply, they were able to carry on. It's hard to
estimate the total effects of that program. There's no



1814 ALBERTA HANSARD

November 1, 1977

question that a considerable number of brood cows
would have gone to market in this province had we
not got involved in the pumping program.

In addition, a number of dugouts were filled by two
other pumps: one operated by the Youngstown co-op
and one by the M.D. of Pincher Creek. At the present
time, there are 35 dugouts left to fill in Region 1 of
the department, which is Lethbridge and area. There
are four left to fill in the Calgary area. We would
expect these additional requests for some 39 dugouts
to be filled will be met by the end of November. That
would put us in a position where we filled in the
order of 620 dugouts with the 10 pumps.

In addition to that, Mr. Speaker, when | was in
Lethbridge in June, | had representations from the
MLA and members of the Pincher Creek area who are
representatives of local government, with respect to
trying to develop some kind of program that would
assist farmers in hauling water. While a good many
people can be accommodated by the pumping pro-
gram and other action taken, there are people who
need to haul water and will continue to have to haul
water for some time. It's very expensive for every
farmer to buy a tank and a pump. So we developed a
program — that day, as a matter of fact, after some
consideration and phone calls — providing some
$6,000 by way of direct grant to any municipality
which requested the funds, to purchase smaller tanks
and pumps that they would then provide to farmers to
haul water for their livestock. To date, and | expect all
the applications are pretty well in, 11 counties, mu-
nicipal districts, or local authorities have taken advan-
tage of that program.

| want to move to the crop insurance program. In
1972 we had some 13,000 policyholders in Alberta,
mainly outside the areas which suffered the worst
drought in 1977. By way of a number of programs —
an agreement between ourselves and the federal
government, wherein the Alberta government would
pay all the administrative costs of the all-risk crop
insurance program while the government of Canada
paid 50 per cent of the premium costs of each indi-
vidual farmer; improving the crop insurance program
to make it more attractive to the better farmers who
were in crop insurance; moving the crop insurance
program into some new crops which were not pre-
viously insured — we were able to substantially
increase the numbers over a period of time to 1976.
In 1976 we had just over 19,000 people in the all-risk
crop insurance program. It appeared we would have
a few, but not too many more, in 1977.

As members recall, we announced in late April that
we would extend the deadlines for crop insurance
applications a further week. Then we went on a fairly
extensive advertising campaign through this Legisla-
ture, and the radio and newspaper media of the
province, advising farmers of the extended deadline
and that crop insurance would cover a variety of
things, including something that at that time we had
not thought of, which was unseeded summer fallow
that couldn't be seeded because of wet ground. That
resulted in an additional 2,000 to 3,000 farmers join-
ing the crop insurance plan, so that in 1977 we have
some 22,000 farmers covered by the all-risk crop
insurance program.

To give you an idea, Mr. Speaker, what that means
in dollars and cents: thus far this year the crop and
hail insurance board in Calgary has had between

3,300 and 3,500 claims directly related to drought.
While the total tally isn't in yet, those 3,300 to 3,500
claims will result in a pay-out of between $15 and
$20 million. It is important for all members of this
Assembly to realize that what we are trying to do is
ensure that the Alberta all-risk crop insurance pro-
gram is the major vehicle through which farmers who
have suffered an income loss because of poor crop
conditions and adverse weather of various kinds will
be compensated.

The substantial contribution both by the govern-
ment of Alberta in the administration costs, and the
government of Canada in paying 50 per cent of the
premiums, is a contribution which, 1 think, is as much
as an individual farmer should expect in terms of an
insurance program. The only difficulties that lie
ahead of us are making sure we continue to have a
program that can be purchased by the top 50 per cent
of the farmers in Alberta, who are consistently
achieving good yields and taking out a good crop, and
that we don't get into a situation where those whose
support is needed most in the program are dropping
out.

| could move from there, Mr. Speaker, to the matter
of feed-freight assistance, and talk a little about pro-
grams we've had in the past, and what we're doing
this year. In 1973 and | believe again in 1974, we
operated a feed-freight assistance program in co-
operation with the federal government. We paid a
fair amount of freight on forage that was moved over
a certain distance. In those particular cases, the prov-
ince of Alberta was one region. It didn't require you
to move it from one specific location to another to
receive payment.

That did result, in our review of our experience
there, in a situation where forage was moving out of
a surplus area into a deficit area, and at the same
time forage was moving out of the deficit area into
another deficit area. What we are really trying to do
this year, in making an assessment of whether we
will even have a feed-freight assistance program, is
to determine two or three things: first of all, where
the surplus forage is. If it's close to or adjacent to
some of the areas lacking in forage, then a program
that pays freight on something over 50 miles may not
be of any use to them. Secondly, we wanted to wait
as long as we could to determine the value and extent
of fall pasture growth. Mr. Speaker, as | indicated in
the question period today, my information is that the
amount of pasture growth since the rains began in
August has been more than what could have been
expected. Quite naturally there are still some areas
where pasture is limited and winter pasture is simply
not as good as it was in other years.

Mr. Speaker, with respect to the direct kinds of
things we have done this year and continue to do
with regard to forage, we have a listing service oper-
ated by the Alberta Grain Commission with offices
and telephone numbers located throughout the prov-
ince where individuals who wish to sell or buy forage
can phone in and give their name and location and
the amount and kind of forage they have. That will be
provided to anyone who makes an inquiry with re-
spect to purchasing forage. At present about 50,000
tons of forage are listed with the Alberta Grain
Commission listing service.

In addition to that, during the course of the year we
knew it was important for farmers who had cattle and
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were not able to pasture them to have some knowl-
edge of where additional pasture was available. So
we instituted as well a pasture listing service where
individuals who had unused pastureland could phone
the Alberta Grain Commission information desk and
list with them their unused pastureland. Then others
who were looking for pastureland could phone and
find out where it was. | have information that a
considerable number of people were helped by utiliz-
ing existing forage. All they had to do was have a
vehicle to find out where it was.

In addition to that, Mr. Speaker, the hon. minister
responsible for the lands division did go to some
extent in changing various regulations and proce-
dures within the lands branch to accommodate per-
sons who were short of pasture and others who had
excess pasture and were unable to use it — specifi-
cally, things like grazing leases, where the regula-
tions stated that you could only graze your own cattle,
you couldn't in fact rent part of your grazing lease or
part of your grass to someone else. That was
changed so individuals who had a grazing lease that
wasn't filled to capacity with their own animals could
allow someone else to bring animals in. That in itself
was a considerable help, not to mention the deter-
mined effort made by my colleague, the Associate
Minister of Energy and Natural Resources, to find and
open every possible grazing area in the province that
we could.

In addition to that we made representations to the
federal government with respect to the use of Water-
ton National Park. At one point we had an agreement
in that regard, then it seemed to be pulled back and
there were certain environmentally concerned people
who thought it was inappropriate for that to occur.
Quite frankly, Mr. Speaker, on my review of what
would happen if, on an emergency basis, you were to
allocate part of that park area that's not being used by
people to the grazing of sheep, for example, you
would do nothing but good for the park itself. It's
unfortunate, however, that there are some whose
voices are quite loud, who really don't know the facts
of the matter in terms of the kind of value that can
occur from a limited amount of grazing in an area like
Waterton Park that's not used by our citizens on a
daily basis.

Mr. Speaker, | want to go to the area of our
cow/calf loan extensions and, once again, this is
related to the difficult problems that occurred in
drought areas. There's no question that there has
been some improvement in calf prices and in feeder
cattle and fat cattle prices during the course of this
fall. It may not have been necessary for us to extend
the cow/calf advance loan program, but we looked at
that situation relative to all the problems that individ-
uals have had in the beef cattle industry over the
course of the last few years. We felt there were a
considerable number of people who were required,
because of the drought conditions, to buy forage.
Others had suffered losses during the course of the
last three years and were using a previous loan to
cover those losses. We didn't feel the price improve-
ment was such that we could discontinue the loan
altogether. In other words, it's pretty difficult, having
lost money in 1974 or '75 and taken out a loan, to
expect those people, with the price improvement
we've had, to pay back those funds in 1977. | was
pleased that there seemed to be general support from

all quarters for an extension of the cow/calf loan
program, which we announced a short time ago for
another year.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, | want to talk about two other
items: weather modification, and water storage and
management. With respect to weather modification,
rain increase programs, hon. members are aware that
the Weather Modification Co-op, which has to be dis-
tinguished as being separate and apart from the Al-
berta Weather Modification Board operated under my
office, did in fact go into areas of southern Alberta
and contracted a weather modification organization to
go into a rain-increase program, using largely, as |
understand it, ground generators. | was asked over
the course of June and July to support and assist that
co-op and others in establishing emergency weather
modification programs for rain increase.

There's no doubt, Mr. Speaker, that there are a lot
of people in the province who, when conditions are
very dry, will grasp at almost anything that might help
them in any way in getting some rain or additional
water. The facts of the matter are that after a very
careful study by the Alberta Weather Modification
Board, by my office, we could not see where we
would be able to go into a program of that nature in
the short time frame that was involved and be able to
assess in any way whether we did any good. We did
not believe as well that the nature of the program
being proposed would be very effective.

What | did do some months ago, Mr. Speaker, was
ask the Weather Modification Board to spend some
amount of time reviewing every rain increase or
snowpack increase program in North America, and
others if they felt so inclined outside North America,
relative to determining what kinds of programs were
in existence, how many different firms were involved
in contracting rain increase and snowpack programs,
and to report to me as soon as possible — and |
believe that will be before the end of this calendar
year — as to whether it would be advisable for the
government of Alberta to be involved in either a
ground generator or aircraft seeding or a combination
of both, a program of rain increase or snowpack.

Mr. Speaker, all | can say thus far is that the initial
results of the work of the Weather Modification Board
would indicate that if we consider there is some value
in going into a weather modification program to
increase the rain or snowpack, it's likely that the best
benefits could be obtained by trying to increase
snowpack in the mountain areas, thereby providing
additional runoff for our irrigation reservoirs and
dams. However, | would hope to be able to report to
the Legislature during the spring session on results of
the in-depth study that's going on by the Weather
Modification Board in co-operation with the Research
Council of Alberta as to whether this government
should be involved in a rain-increase program and, if
so, what form it should take.

Mr. Speaker, | want to conclude with respect to the
clause in the motion before us with respect to placing
an even greater emphasis on water storage and irri-
gation projects. In March 1975, | think all hon.
members are aware that we announced a very major
and direct input in terms of dollars into placing a
greater emphasis on water storage and irrigation
projects. It has been debated and discussed many
times in this House; | believe the last time was
yesterday.
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| suppose, Mr. Speaker, | was a little surprised that
the hon. Member for Bow Valley would place that on
the Order Paper. Throughout the course of the
summer, the hon. Minister of the Environment, |, and
others were involved in a very tough decision in
terms of water storage and management on the Red
Deer River basin, where we had to consider the
cost/benefits to all the communities along the river
basin, where we had to consider such things as the
ongoing expense of the alternatives of off-stream
storage, expensive irrigation systems, and so on. |
was a little surprised, Mr. Speaker, that the hon.
Member for Bow Valley, and perhaps the hon.
Member for Little Bow, didn't take the Leader of the
Official Opposition to task for what | think was unfair
criticism of a very sound decision with respect to
water management and water storage projects.

There isn't any question, Mr. Speaker, that every
time you get involved in developing a dam to store
water for agriculture, for industry, for human needs,
you are going to be involved in taking some land out
of production. It simply can't be helped. One [cannot]
with very little thought just go out and say that was a
wrong decision. But one has to spend some time
considering whether the benefits outweigh the fact
that some of that land is taken out of production. One
has to consider, for example in the case of the Red
Deer River dam, how much land has been lost over
the years to erosion from the site we're talking about
downstream. | don't think there's any question, Mr.
Speaker, that the amount of good agricultural land
lost by the development of the dam would, over a
period of 20 years or so, be lost by erosion downs-
tream from it, were it not for the development of a
dam in that area.

| mention that, Mr. Speaker, because | want to
conclude with respect to water storage and manage-
ment on the Oldman River system. The hon. Minister
of the Environment and I, together with a number of
interested MLAs, were at a meeting a few weeks ago
in Picture Butte where there were 500 people
crammed into a high school auditorium saying to us,
please do whatever you possibly can to speed up a
decision-making process that will lead us to water
management and additional storage, either on stream
or off stream in the Oldman River system.

| would hope, Mr. Speaker, that when that decision
is made, which will be a tough one regardless of how
it goes, we would have some support from all quar-
ters of this Legislature for water storage, water
management in that area. Because of all the
resources available to agricultural production — and |
would include in that land — the most important
aspect of agricultural production on a world-wide
basis is water. There is no question that there are
many countries, with which all of us are familiar, that
simply wouldn't be able to produce any kind of food in
any quantity, were it not for water storage and irriga-
tion systems.

So | want to conclude, Mr. Speaker, by saying while
| think the hon. member's motion was presented with
very good intentions, we have to a large extent, either
as a government before the presentation of this
motion or since, moved in almost all aspects with
whatever speed we possibly could in ensuring that
although we can't do the entire job, we in govern-
ment do whatever we can to make sure the impact of
drought in areas of this province is minimized to the

greatest extent.
Thank you.

MR. THOMPSON: Mr. Speaker, Id like to speak to this
resolution too. | honestly believe that both sides of
the House can agree that 1977 has been a peculiar
year in the province of Alberta as far as agriculture is
concerned.

I'd like to describe what has happened to the forage
crop in the south. Most farmers and ranchers know
that the way you get a good forage crop on dry land in
any part of the province is to get early and plentiful
rains or snows. Unfortunately, in southern Alberta
this year we just didn't get those rains and snows.
Consequently, the hay land that usually produces the
forage for the winter, not for the fall, grew up about
six, seven inches tall.

Mr. Speaker, many farmers, many ranchers, never
pulled their balers out this year. In the middle of July,
when they saw they weren't going to get a hay crop,
they turned the cattle into their hay pastures. For-
tunately after that we got a certain amount of rain
and growth. This has carried the cattle on since that
time. But these people are still faced with what is
going to happen when winter comes, because in my
constituency they have about 20 per cent of normal
as far as their forage for winter feed is concerned. |
would strongly urge the government to come up with
some kind of program that would assist these people
with freight — they buy their hay, but with some
assistance with hauling.

Another thing Id like to say: as far as the Alberta
hail and crop insurance is concerned, they've pretty
well looked after the grain farmer. But | would like to
see the Alberta Hail and Crop Insurance Corporation
come up with a scheme so a rancher can pay a
premium and have some assurance that he will get
some kind of hay crop. | really think this is one place
this program could be added to. If the Alberta Hail
and Crop Insurance Corporation would insure forage
for ranchers we would get out of this fix we're in right
now of helping ranchers with their forage.

As far as the well-drilling program in this resolution
is concerned, | think that right now we have a fairly
adequate system. It's financed by the federal gov-
ernment under PFRA, where if you drill a well you get
$4.50 per foot on a cased well, up to $550 on a well
that's 122 feet or less. | don't know why they put 122
feet in, but it must be significant. PFRA has a
supplementary program this year that under the sup-
plementary policy an additional grant of $3 per cased
foot will be paid for depths greater than 122 feet, but
the total grant for the well shall not exceed the lesser
of either half the cost of the well or $1,500. | would
think that basically speaking — now this program is
in effect just for this year, until March 1978. | think
right now this program is available to anyone who
wants to take advantage of it. So as far as drilling
wells is concerned, | think that is a pretty adequate
program.

I'm interested in a section here about "creating a
fund to provide low-interest loans to encourage level-
ling and ditching projects and purchase of sprinkler
equipment”". Now anyone who develops irrigated
land — it's a very expensive process — can go one of
two ways. You can level land, which is basically an
expensive process but your costs afterwards aren't
that high. Or you can buy a sprinkler system. You
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don't have to level the land but your energy costs
afterwards are considerably higher. | would like to
see, whether in the heritage trust fund or the De-
partment of Agriculture, some kind of a revolving
fund set up where young farmers starting out in irri-
gation would be able to get a fairly low interest loan
and pay it back as they go along. Basically, the ones
in irrigation at the present time can more or less
finance their own operation. But the people coming
in, developing new land, need a real boost to get
started. Mr. Speaker, | think Il call it a day on that.

MR. SPEAKER: Do | interpret that as the hon.
member having concluded, or does he wish to move
adjournment of the debate?

MR. THOMPSON: Yes, I'l adjourn debate.

MR. SPEAKER: Does the Assembly agree?

HON. MEMBERS: Agreed.

DR. HORNER: Mr. Speaker, | move that you now leave
the Chair and the Assembly resolve itself into Com-
mittee of the Whole. In that way we can start off in
committee at 8 o'clock.

MR. SPEAKER: Does the Assembly agree with the
motion by the hon. Deputy Premier?

HON. MEMBERS: Agreed.

[The House recessed at 5:29 p.m]

[The Committee of the Whole met at 8 p.m]

head: GOVERNMENT BILLS AND ORDERS
(Committee of the Whole)

[Dr. McCrimmon in the Chair]

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Committee of the Whole will
now come to order.

Bill 15
The Planning Act, 1977

MR. CHAIRMAN: Are there any comments, questions,
or amendments to be offered with respect to any
sections of this bill?

MR. NOTLEY: Only two hundred and eighty-four
pages.

MR. CLARK: A one hundred and seventy-five page
amendment.

MR. CHAIRMAN: | have some government amend-
ments. | would like to talk about this for a moment.
As you all know, there are in the neighbourhood of a
hundred government amendments to this bill. | think
it would take a long time to go through each of the
hundred. If | have the agreement of the committee, |
would ask anybody who has anything to say on any of

the amendments if you would like to list for me those
amendments you would wish to speak on. We can do
it that way, or we can go through amendment by
amendment.

MR. CLARK: Mr. Chairman, | have a faint feeling —
well more than a faint feeling, | know very well —
there are going to be some amendments other than
the government's amendments. Perhaps we don't
have to call every section, but every page or some-
thing like that.

MR. CHAIRMAN: We could do it that way.

MR. CLARK: That would allow people to go back and
forth with a certain amount of flexibility. Maybe after
some general discussion and after the minister out-
lines the amendments he's bringing in, we could
perhaps try it that way and see how it works. Does
that sound reasonable?

MR. CHAIRMAN: As | say, we have in the neighbor-
hood of a hundred amendments. I'm hoping we can
speed up the process. We can go through amend-
ment by amendment if the committee so wishes, or
we can list the amendments that the committee
requests of the Chair. The process we'll go through
is: we'll take the government amendments first; after
the government amendments have been disposed of
we'll take other amendments. Now it's up to the
committee which process we proceed with.

MR. R. SPEAKER: Mr. Chairman, so once we move
through the act we've pretty well gone through the
process and we've got things in. | wonder if it would
be all right just to call — for example, Section 1
includes a number of subsections, but we wouldn't
call the subsection; you'd say Section 1 and we'd deal
with that particular section, which involves six pages
of the act. Then you could call Section 2 and Section
3 and just go by the section numbers, not get into the
subclauses, et cetera. We could maybe move through
it in a somewhat organized fashion. Now that means
we're calling 196 numbers, but it would give us a
feeling of progress and we wouldn't be going back
and forth and all over the place as much. | think that
would keep us a little more organized.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Is it agreeable to the committee to
go through by numbers all the amendments to Bill 15,
The Planning Act?

HON. MEMBERS: Agreed.

MR. CHAIRMAN: We'll go through the government
amendments first.

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Chairman, if we're going through it
section by section, it would seem to me to be appro-
priate to take all the amendments as we go through.
That way we don't get through one set and have to go
back again. In fact as we do each section we will
have dispensed with both government and other
amendments that may or may not arise.

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Agreed.
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MR. HYNDMAN: General comments.

MR. CHAIRMAN: We'll have the general comments
first. | want the plan of strategy to go through this
act, as long as we all agree on the plan we're going
through. If | understand correctly, you want to go
through The Planning Act calling section by section,
amendment by amendment. Is that correct? Is that
agreeable to the committee?

HON. MEMBERS: Agreed.

MR. CHAIRMAN: We will proceed in that fashion. We
have an amendment to Section 1.

MR. R. SPEAKER: Mr. Chairman, is the minister first
going to make a general comment with regard to the
reason for all these amendments, what his intent is,
and that type of thing?

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Minister, do you have any open-
ing remarks?

MR. JOHNSTON: Mr. Chairman, with respect to the
amendments before you, | believe | outlined in my
discussion on second reading that we have had a
substantial number of submissions to the legislation
over the last seven months, certainly by the munici-
palities, planning officials, and interested citizens
across the province, and have attempted so far as
possible to react to those suggestions. The difficulty
in planning, | suppose, is to try to effect, so far as
possible, an operational process: while it may repre-
sent the broad policies of the government and while it
may set out in perhaps a normative sense what
should be done in planning, there is always the diffi-
culty of making these operational. To that extent,
after making the changes we did in Bill 15 — the
changes from the existing planning legislation — and
after reviewing it over the summer months, we found
that making this bill operational had some practical
problems. Those practical problems, those perhaps
technical amendments, are reflected here in front of
you, circulated in three different batches, dated Octo-
ber 19, 31, and November 1, 1977. To a great extent
that, Mr. Chairman, is the real reason that the
amendments are before you.

I might add that we think we have reacted very
positively to the recommendations. Naturally we
can't embrace all recommendations, because some
are policy and some do involve, perhaps, differences
of opinion between what we think is the way land use
should be controlled in the province, and the way
others recommend it to us. So, we have assumed the
responsibility for making those decisions and for ac-
cepting responsibility.

We would also suggest that again we are looking
forward to an active debate and, perhaps, through
that debate process further recommendations may be
revealed to us. We're not closing our mind on it, nor
are we suggesting we have a perfect piece of legisla-
tion. | think any piece of legislation which is as
complex, far-reaching, and pervasive as this Planning
Act is will be subject to a very great number of
differences of opinion as to how it should be imple-
mented. We are looking, certainly, to further reaction
to it.

As | also said, there are really not too many

fundamental changes in terms of principle in the
amendments. The principles are really reflected in
the bill. | think these amendments would not chal-
lenge the principles spelled out in Bill 15, but would
perhaps assist us in terms of operationalizing the
planning process in the province.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Are there any questions to the
minister before we get into the actual clause-by-
clause [study] of the bill?

Section 1, Part 1.

MR. NOTLEY: Are we moving the amendments?

MR. CHAIRMAN: We haven't moved to the amend-
ments yet. We're on Section 1 of The Planning Act.
We'll come to the amendments of Section 1. Do you
all have the amendments?

[Section 1 as amended agreed to]
MR. CHAIRMAN: Part 1, Division 2, Page 7.

MR. GHITTER: Mr. Chairman, is it not your intention
to deal specifically with some of the sections, or are
you going by division? | wish to make some com-
ments on section . ..

MR. CHAIRMAN: We have to go by division.
Then

MR. GHITTER: Oh, I'm sorry, Mr. Chairman.
might we revert to Division 1? No?

MR. CHAIRMAN: Yes, we can.

MR. GHITTER: Mr. Chairman, Id like to go on the
record as making some comments with respect to the
obvious conflict in my mind between Section 2 and
Section 4. | think it's important, and | was hoping
that possibly these sections would be better resolved
in the legislation. | well appreciate the difficulties of
the hon. minister with respect to these sections.

But Section 2 in my mind is very important and sets
out the basic purpose of planning legislation. Section
2 talks in terms of the very purpose of this act, Mr.
Chairman. | quote from the act:

. without infringing on the rights of individuals
except to the extent that is necessary for the
greater public interest.

Mr. Chairman, | think it is vital to this legislation that
we always keep in mind the difficulties with planning
legislation, in that what is paramount is that you
must not infringe the rights of individuals, unless in
the public interest.

If one then proceeds to Section 4, you end up with
a situation where even though you may be infringing
the rights of individuals, no compensation will be
payable to the individual whose rights are being
infringed. The "no compensation" requirements in
Section 4 are probably one of the most philosophical-
ly insidious aspects of the act.

It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, and we've seen it in
many jurisdictions in this province, that situations
arise where individuals have the planning process
take away their rights to their land, but have no rights
to compensation for the diminishment of their rights.
| think we in the Legislature should be well aware of
the fact that in this legislation we are placing great
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powers in municipal councils, powers to set out a
particular area of our cities and our rural areas under
particular designations. Once those designations are
there they are binding upon development appeal
boards. Even our Provincial Planning Board now
must comply in matters of subdivision.

Now we have seen situations in this province
where municipal councils by dealing in terms of what
will now be called an area structure plan — we're
dealing in terms of municipal plans and general plans
— by merely placing some lines across a man's land
can severely reduce its value, and that individual has
no rights to compensation. | was hoping that at the
time this was going through the process of considera-
tion, there would be some provisions to compensate a
man when the planners come forward and say, the
designation on your land has now been reduced.
We've seen that situation in Victoria Park in the city
of Calgary, where property owners have lost land
value merely by planners putting some squiggly
marks across the plan. That plan reduces the value of
the property and they have no recourse at law, even
though they are now apparently trying to do so. It
seems to me that at present the status of the law is
that they have no rights to compensation.

Mr. Speaker, | know the argument on the other side
is that if those squiggly lines that go across the plan
are of such a nature as to increase the value of the
land, then possibly something should be done about
that as well. To be consistent, and from the point of
view of future consideration by the minister, | for one
would have no objection to a value-added tax being
placed by the municipality, or the municipality having
that power to create a value-added tax when they
increase the zoning. That's not a tax on holding land,
Mr. Minister of Housing.[interjections] Yes, | know
your arguments, sir. | do. But where a planning
process increases the value of land, | for one have no
problems with the municipality having the power to
increase a value-added tax by virtue of that upward
zoning. Similarly, when there is a downward zoning,
when a man has purchased land that has a valuation
for R-4 purposes placed on it and overnight, after a
hearing at a municipal council, turns around and
finds that land is now R-1 and has suffered severe
diminution of its value, there must be some compen-
sation available.

| would be hopeful, Mr. Chairman — and | won't
delay the matter any further — that the hon. minister
will consider this possibility. | think it would be far-
reaching, fair, reasonable, and just. In keeping with
trying to deal with contemporary problems in con-
temporary legislation, | would think that the obvious
situation where Sections 2 and 4 in my view conflict
it would be beneficial for future amendments — and
I'm sure they will be coming in the spring or else-
where — if the hon. minister would consider the
possibility of re-doing Section 4 and allowing for
compensation when the planning process has severe-
ly hurt a person financially.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

MR. R. SPEAKER: Mr. Chairman, | want to make a
comment with regard to the purpose of the act and
the whole concept of the right of the individual. It
says:
... without infringing on the rights of individuals
except to the extent that is necessary for the

greater public interest.

| think the interpretation of the concept of "the
greater public interest" should be of concern to all of
us. If it means this greater public interest is a way of
getting a plan, development, or change made where
the development or whatever it may be does not
really infringe on the rights or needs of others, then |
don't think we can define it as the greater public
interest.

| often find that planners or people who work in the
bureaucratic system will use that to veto certain
plans and programs. | think the philosophy of admin-
istration of the act by the minister should keep that in
mind. The greater public interest we're protecting is
the interest of individuals in the rights they have
relative to their property. | think that is the most
significant thing.

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Chairman, I'd like to make a couple
of comments on this section. Unaccustomed as | am,
| find myself in agreement with several observations
made by the hon. Member for Calgary Buffalo. | hope
that doesn't entirely destroy his position in caucus.
I'm sure not everything | say he will agree with, but
on at least several things he may.

First of all, Mr. Chairman, as we look at the ques-
tion of application, | just want to reassert something |
said during second reading. It seems to me the
purpose is really quite general, Mr. Minister. As | see
it what is required is a more definitive statement of
land-use policy. | say that for a very deliberate rea-
son. | think if we're really going to meet this question
of the greater public good versus individual property
rights we have to do so, as much as possible, within
the context of legislation that sets out the framework
of our policy. | think we really do get into an area
where we can have considerable abuse of individual
rights if we play it by ear.

| submit, Mr. Chairman, that the more we can
specify within the act what this Legislature defines as
goals, the less likelihood there is of the abuse of
individual rights. It's not a guarantee that there won't
be abuse of individual rights. But | think it is incum-
bent upon us as legislators to recognize that the
balance between these two things, the greater public
good on one hand and the rights of the individual on
the other, must be reviewed within the context of
clear goals stated as definitively as possible by the
Legislature, not by order in council.

Mr. Chairman, | want to deal with the point raised
by the Member for Calgary Buffalo. It seems to me
it's valid. We have to recognize that planning deci-
sions can alter property values not only within a city.
We've seen the example of the RDA around the city
of Edmonton. Special planning areas are going to
have enormous impact on the property values in a
given area. It seems to me we have to look at it in a
balanced way. If in fact we're going to say that
planning decisions which reduce the value of proper-
ty should be actionable then, on the other hand, |
think the gain has to be taxable as well. Now I'm not
sure whether the proposal the Member for Calgary
Buffalo is making, and that | find myself supporting, is
a sort of 1977 version of Henry George, but it's one
that in my view is at least founded on equity, provid-
ing we do have the balance.

| would just say two things, Mr. Minister. One, as
you consider amendments in the future | think we
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have to be a little more definitive about our purposes.
Two, the balance between the gains that can be made
as a result of planning decisions and the losses that
can be suffered should be addressed in legislation.
We would not think of acquiring land as a result of
the public domain, the greater good, without recogniz-
ing the important principles in expropriation legisla-
tion, as we did in this House in 1973 or 1974. The
house-for-a-house concept was founded on the basic
proposition that if you're going to buy somebody's
house you have to recognize that in fact it's a parcel
for a parcel, a house for a house, what have you.
Because the planning process can in a sense do the
same thing without going through expropriation pro-
ceedings, it does seem to me that if we're concerned
about elementary fairness we are going to have to
address this question.

MR. TAYLOR: Mr. Chairman, | would also like to deal
with the phrase "greater public interest". In my view
this is open to misinterpretation or wide interpreta-
tion. If it's for the greater public interest in one
sense, it should be paid for by the general public.

| want to give two illustrations, one of which
bothers me very much; it bothered me when | was in
government as well. Where a subdivision takes place
and so much of the land is used for streets, alleys,
and so on, the subdivider normally does not lose
because he adds that price to the price of each lot. |
think that is common sense and acceptable, because
they are the people using those particular streets and
alleys.

But where the matter is extended to include a
public road in front of the subdivision which is for the
greater public interest — it's a public road, and some
municipalities have developed their public roads in
that way — the price of that is again added to the lots.
In my view that's an unfair price, an unfair thing to do
to the people who are buying those particular lots,
because that public road is open to everybody, not
just the ones using that subdivision. In the "greater
public interest", it is not sound to charge the price to
the lots. In my view that should have been paid out of
public revenue, whether it is a city, a town, or the
province. In the province it is paid by the general
public. But a number of our municipalities have
interpreted this "greater public interest" to permit
them to get a cheap public road, a throughway, which
is not actually part of the subdivision. Yet the subdi-
vider must donate that land, and he in turn charges it
back to the particular people in that subdivision,
which | think is infringing on the rights of the individ-
ual. | think that type of thing should not be in the
greater public interest. That should be paid for by the
general public who are going to use that particular
wide roadway.

All I'm trying to do is stress the point raised so
excellently by the hon. Member for Calgary Buffalo
that the "greater public interest" is open to misinter-
pretation. | would like to see the minister of the
department try to define "greater public interest". It
is not defined at all now. But it certainly should
exclude roads and other items, probably such as
lagoons, that are not particularly required only for the
people of the subdivision. There | can understand it.
It's a charge; they are paying for it themselves; they
are going to use it. But when it is extended to include
something the general public is going to use, | think it

is a misinterpretation of the phrase "greater public
interest".

MR. KUSHNER: Mr. Chairman, | am very concerned
because that portion of the act certainly has been
abused, as one of the hon. members from the opposi-
tion mentioned. The house-for-a-house concept as
far as I'm concerned is certainly not good enough
these days, because you have to make a sacrifice for
the good of everyone. The person whose property is
being expropriated certainly hasn't in the past been
given the type of moneys to be able to buy the kind of
home they probably lived in. First of all, it may be a
home worth say $40,000 or $50,000. There is no
way he can buy an equal kind of home or surround-
ings in another area but by getting himself into debt.
| don't think that person should be making a sacrifice
for the good of everybody. It causes problems and
hardship. My experience in city council and with
people who had been expropriated in the past is that
they in fact suffered.

At this point, Mr. Minister, | hope provisions are
made that people who do make a sacrifice for the
good of the public — | don't care if it is a road, a park,
or whatever — should be looked after better than the
sacrifice they have made. They should be looked
after. As | understand it, at this point the legislation
does not really provide compensation in that way. |
certainly would like a reply from the minister. Has
that area really been explored, and would it look after
people who do make a sacrifice for expansion of road,
parks, or whatever it may be in the future.

MR. MUSGREAVE: Mr. Chairman, | just have a gen-
eral question. | find great difficulty in dealing with
this bill. At 5 o'clock about 25 pages of amendments
to the act that the city of Calgary are obviously quite
upset about were dumped on my desk. They sent a
very detailed summary to the province back in April
with over 100 suggested changes. Some of them
have been responded to, but unfortunately many of
them have not. Some of them that | see in here |
have great concern with. | just wondered if the
minister would like to advise the committee how he
intends to respond to these particular ... Probably
he's in as difficult position as | am in this situation.

MR. JOHNSTON: Mr. Chairman, there are several
comments which could be made as we deal first of all
with the apparent conflict between Section 2 and
Section 4 of the legislation. | think the arguments
have been presented as to the position of the individ-
ual and the rights of the province or the government
or the state, and those are the two polarities [bet-
ween] which of course you try to strike some mid-
ground in terms of a balance between the rights of
the individual on one hand and the need or the
greater public interest on the other. | don't think
anybody can strike a perfect balance between com-
peting factions. All we can attempt to do is to
moderate some mid-ground and to ensure that the
rights of the individual are protected by all possible
means. | think we have done that in this legislation.

| said two things before. We recognize in this
province that an individual's right to property is es-
sentially exclusive. He has the right to that property,
to do most things which he wants with it. But we
recognize that it's not an absolute right and we
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recognize, as some hon. members have indicated,
that the state's right of eminent domain is prevalent.
We understand that.

I will not enter the debate with respect to how the
expropriation procedures proceed. We know and we
feel that there is very adequate legislation in this
province to protect the rights of individuals, should
they have to go to expropriation. My hon. friend from
Calgary Mountain View made that point, yet | believe
that is really not the debate nor really the context of
the issue before us here.

However, | suppose there is the case where, by way
of zoning, some land may be claimed for government
use; for example, for a park which is the one use
which really freezes that land in some permanent
form for some long period. Well, contrary to what my
hon. friend from Calgary Buffalo indicates, planning is
much more than the drafting of squiggly lines on a
piece of paper. As he well knows, there is a process
here that is rampant and replete with an opportunity
for public input, and | can quote his own words in
Hansard to ensure that. But he knows that the draft-
ing of those squiggly lines is generally well consid-
ered and generally reflects the best interest and de-
bated resolution of a position by the municipality,
with ample opportunity for public input.

Certainly where the legislation usurps, takes away,
or changes an individual's right in that property, there
is in this legislation ample opportunity for him to have
a fair opportunity to debate and make his presenta-
tion. Certainly in the case of the need for parkland,
whereby zoning parkland is isolated or sterilized or
taken out of some other purpose or some higher
purpose, then of course there is no question that the
owner is compensated for that loss. That has been
the case and will continue to be the case in this
planning legislation.

The hon. Member for Drumheller indicated he felt it
was perhaps unreasonable that a subdivider of land
should dedicate public roadways to the municipality.
In some sense it might be argued that this is an
unnecessary contribution to the province or munici-
pality by a subdivider. Yet this is really just barren
land. Any additional costs for improvement are gen-
erally borne by the greater public entity. Of course
they also cover the costs of operating on a day-by-day
basis.

So while the dedication does constitute a signifi-
cant portion of a subdivision, we have attempted in
this legislation to add certainty to the amount of land
required for dedication by being very specific that no
more than 30 per cent of a subdivision, under a
calculation or formula, can be contributed for streets
and roads. Although that has been abused in the
past, we've attempted to add more certainty in this
legislation.

Finally, 1 would have to state that in a piece of
legislation it is always difficult to perfectly outline the
goals of a government, a minister, or of planning for
that matter. Because it affects so many people and
does change rights of individuals, because it requires
legal interpretation almost daily, a piece of legislation
has to be couched in the most perfect terms possible.
To talk about broad goals, even as we have done in
Section 2, perhaps leads us into more difficulties in
the certainty and determination which we feel is in
the bill.

MR. TAYLOR; Mr. Chairman, | don't want to labor the
point, but if the 30 per cent is included in the subdivi-
sion | say fine. That's the way it should be. But
people in that subdivision certainly should not be
required to pay for the roadway that's going to serve
everyone in the city. This has been done in the past
in some municipalities, and | think unfairly so. That
should have been paid for by the people of the
municipality or city, not by the people in the subdivi-
sion. The 30 per cent might look after it. But if it
doesn't, if they only use 20 per cent inside the subdi-
vision, then | think it's very, very unfair to charge the
people in that subdivision for a public roadway. They
should pay their share as citizens of that city, but the
whole cost of that roadway in front of their subdivi-
sion should not be borne by the people who buy the
lots. That's the only point I'm making.

MR. R. SPEAKER: Mr. Chairman, could | just add to
that and get a response from the minister? In nego-
tiating with the city, some of the people who have
been subdividing or putting together a development
project have been requested to put up, besides the
road that runs into the development, bus stops and a
number of other things like this. This is outside of the
streets, the roadway, the lights, that type of thing.
Things continually seem to be added to the list. The
developers are saying, how far do we have to take the
responsibility? What protection have we got in nego-
tiations with the city? | can see very well the point
they make. The other day one of the remarks of a
developer was, well, do we next have to buy the bus
to come from downtown to the new development
area? That hasn't happened yet. But in the act, is
there some protection for a person such as that, and
some definition that's a little clearer?

MR. JOHNSTON: Mr. Chairman, | perhaps omitted to
comment on the submissions we have received today
from the cities of Calgary and Edmonton. | think the
best way to deal with those is to handle them as they
come along in terms of the various sections. We
think we have accommodated the major criticisms
and recommendations of both the city of Calgary and
the city of Edmonton. As a matter of fact, the last
amendment we circulated today probably corrects the
most serious imperfection that the city of Calgary
points out to us. Obviously we can't react to all of
them, because there are questions of policy and we
don't necessarily agree.

However, the submission from the city of Calgary
outlined one important point to us, that the process is
getting too strict. In the words of the Member for
Little Bow, we have been more specific in this legisla-
tion in the kinds of costs that can be charged to a
subdivision. In fact there is one section where we
deleted the term "and services", so there is no broad
misunderstanding as to what costs can be charged. |
have to agree with the hon. Member for Little Bow
that that should be more specific, and that we do not
want to see additional costs unnecessarily passed on
to the land when they are for the greater public
benefit of that municipality.

Yet, you can just imagine the difficulty we have
when on one hand we have the Member for Little
Bow taking that position — | think rightly so — and on
the other we have the city of Calgary suggesting that
it's impossible for them to unload those costs on a
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subdivision and, therefore, they're losing one major
source. So right away we're into the kinds of conflict
that we deal with day by day. Really, in the case of
the city of Calgary, | think their position is perhaps a
little overstated when they say we have crippled their
right to take a reasonable return on subdivisible land.

MR. GHITTER: Mr. Chairman, in reply to the position
taken by the hon. members for Drumheller and Little
Bow | think it should be stated that many additional
costs required by the city are costs that assist the
people who are going to be living within that particu-
lar subdivision. | would think by far the greatest
amount of those costs — for example, sound attenua-
tion, berms, width of roads so that fire department
trucks can come in and out, and the servicing of
buses in and out of the particular subdivision — are
really there for the use, advantage, and benefit of
those who are living there. The additional cost, for
example, of the hookup of a major artery isn't a cost
of the subdivision; taking it to the artery is. The same
with hooking into the city servicing and matters like
that.

I would think that by far the greatest percentage of
those costs, and I'm talking in terms of 90, 95 per
cent, are with respect to making a subdivision benefi-
cial for the people who will be utilizing that particular
subdivision. | think it is right that the city should have
sufficient powers to require a development agree-
ment which will make sure these services are pro-
vided for by the developer. It is true they are passed
on to the people who are using it, but | really can't
see any other solution. | would have to support what
the hon. minister has stated with respect to that diffi-
culty of achieving the balance that is always the
problem and challenge of planning legislation.

MR. TAYLOR: Mr. Chairman, apparently | haven't
made myself clear. | agree entirely in that case, but
there have been cases where they've gone beyond
that and have taken the roadway outside, which is
the public road, and charged that to the people of the
subdivision. That's the point I'm arguing against.
That isn't right. That should have been paid for by all
the people of that municipality. But if it's used entire-
ly by the people of the municipality, certainly they
should pay for it. It shouldn't be shoved onto the
shoulders of people who've already provided them-
selves with that service elsewhere in the city. But I'm
talking about a public roadway that everybody's going
to use. This has been used in, pardon the expression,
a sneaky way really, to get a cheap road as far as the
money of the municipality is concerned.

MR. JOHNSTON: Mr. Chairman, just for clarification.
| know the hon. Member for Drumheller has had an
infinite amount of experience in the way roadways
are acquired in the province. All | can indicate to the
concern he has already expressed — | think very well
— is that in the case of arterial freeways or major
roadways, those would be paid for and, of course, the
landowner would be compensated. He would not be
charged until the land is sold.

[Section 2 agreed to]

Section 3

MR. TAYLOR: Mr. Chairman, | am wondering why
drainage ditches, public utilities, and railways have
been omitted from this section. It seems to me that
drainage ditches are proper and necessary for that
highway or that road. It's hard to visualize a railway
in this type of thing; | could understand that being

dropped. But the drainage ditches give me some
concern. It was in the previous act and has been
omitted.

MR. JOHNSTON: Mr. Chairman, | can speak to the
case of railways. Not specifically noting in Section 3,
we feel we have included railways in the planning
process. Depending on whether or not we're legislat-
ing within our authority we may subsequently have to
make some adjustments to that, but for the time
being we have included that in our legislation.

We think the case of drainage ditches is important,
given the high priority of agricultural land in the
province and the fact that we are in a pretty substan-
tial program of rehabilitation and new irrigation
ditches, particularly in the southern part of the prov-
ince. They should conform to some extent to a broad
regional plan, because they really do affect more than
one municipality and they are really of the local
sector governments in the area. | might add as well
that in recognizing that responsibility of irrigation dis-
tricts and irrigation boards as a local sector of gov-
ernment, we have included them as one of the
authorities in terms of the subdivision process, so it's
not just a one-way street. So in terms of better
planning, and to satisfy the criteria of a regional plan
in terms of better land utilization, we have included
them in the penumbra of this section.

MR. PLANCHE: Mr. Chairman, how about LRT right of
way? Would that be included there?

MR. JOHNSTON: Yes, Mr. Chairman.

[Section 3 as amended agreed to]
[Sections 4 through 7 agreed to]
[Section 8 as amended agreed to]

Section 9

MR. R. SPEAKER: Mr. Minister, under this section a
number of criticisms have been brought to my atten-
tion that it is sort of taxation without representation.
| know it was in the old act. It's just that it has been
brought forward as such. | wonder if the minister
could comment on the operation of this process he's
directly involved in.

MR. JOHNSTON: Mr. Chairman, for information | will
clarify the way the Alberta planning fund is and
should work, and maybe if I'm not totally covering the
hon. member's question he would just check me on
it.

The municipalities in the province of Alberta are
required to contribute uniformly to the Alberta plan-
ning fund, which is a revolving fund, and from that
fund is paid the cost of operating the regional plan-
ning commissions throughout the year. Secondly,
some of the specific studies of municipalities are also
paid from that fund.
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It should be noted that the major assistance to the
Alberta planning fund comes from the province. His-
torically, in the last two or three years, that has been
about 80 per cent on behalf of the province and 20
per cent on behalf of the contributions through the
province. | don't think you can argue that it's taxation
without representation, because while this money is
collected uniformly across the province — in a cen-
tral, Alberta fund — it is given back to the regional
planning commissions for expenditure under their
own guidelines and criteria. The people who operate
those regional planning commissions are elected.

MR. GOGO: Mr. Chairman, just for clarification from
the minister. All municipalities in Alberta pay a spe-
cified mill rate into the Alberta planning fund, which
then pays the regional planning commissions 80 per
cent, | think you said, of their requirements. Under
this proposed legislation, the cities of Alberta for
example would have their own planning departments.
Does that enter into the mill rate for the contribution
to the planning fund? That would be one question.

Another one would be: do those that are not cities
have the right of withdrawing from the regional plan-
ning commission, in terms of the assessment of the
mill rate?

MR. JOHNSTON: Mr. Chairman, the hon. Member for
Lethbridge West makes two good points. First of all,
those municipalities which participate or do not par-
ticipate pay a uniform mill rate that would be based
on an equalized assessment. It wouldn't be a uniform
mill rate, but as an equalized assessment it's uniform.
The exceptions are the two cities which have their
own municipal planning commissions which also
double as subdivision approving authorities, namely,
the cities of Calgary and Edmonton. They pay a
slightly reduced rate because they have to bear the
costs of their own subdivision approving authority for
their own area.

As we pursue subsequent sections, | imagine a
similar case could be made that, where a city is
allowed to form its own subdivision approving
authority under the suggested legislation, we would
also have to contemplate a reduction in mill rate to
allow them to balance that cost.

The second the point is, | believe, the province does
contribute 80 per cent of the cost of operating the
Alberta planning, and 20 per cent is raised by this
uniform taxation.

[Sections 9 through 11 agreed to]

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Chairman, Id like to raise a couple
of questions which are really under Division 1, deal-
ing with sections 12 through 19. As | look over the
sections under Division 1 there is, in my view, little
doubt that there is substantial latitude for the Lieu-
tenant Governor in Council in conferring powers and
for a good deal of ministerial discretion. As | look at
the old Planning Act and compare it to Bill 15, it
seems to me, Mr. Minister, you are asking us to give
rather broader powers under this act.

Under Bill 15, the Lieutenant Governor in Council
may confer or impose upon the board such duties or
functions as he considers necessary, whereas under
the old Planning Act the powers and duties of the
board are outlined: to advise the Lieutenant-Governor

with respect to regulations, to advise with respect to
establishment and operation of planning commis-
sions, assist regional planning commissions, dis-
charge duties or functions assigned to it by the minis-
ter, and what have you.

So, | would just put a question to the minister. In
the review of the planning procedure, could the min-
ister outline to the committee the reasons for the
rather more general powers that the Lieutenant Gov-
ernor in Council has with respect to the composition
of the planning board and, rather more important, its
powers and duties?

MR. R. SPEAKER: Mr. Chairman, | have a comment
under this section too. | am concerned very much
with the amount of flexibility that the minister has
built into this section for his responsibility.

The other area that concerns me very much is that
each member of the board holds office "during plea-
sure". | notice later on in the act we have a three-
year term specified for development appeal boards. |
was wondering why the minister didn't specify a term
of office so that the person placed in this responsibili-
ty knows how long he has the responsibility, and
when that particular position is reviewed. | think
that's a concern.

MR. JOHNSTON: Mr. Chairman, in discussing what
might be implicit, implied, or imagined as to the range
of powers and responsibilities the Alberta Planning
Board will have under this legislation, | think one
must take into consideration the ways in which we
have perhaps restricted some of this board's powers.
As we proceed through the legislation | think we'll
see, for example, that it is required to comply with
land use by-laws in its dealings, to deal only with
appeals. Very specifically it has a range of responsi-
bilities and duties, perhaps more specifically deter-
mined in the balance of the legislation. | disagree
that it provides a greater process of flexibility for the
minister and places in the hands of the Lieutenant-
Governor any greater flexibility than it probably now
does under the perhaps more prescriptive sections
found in the current Planning Act.

In our attempt to deal with this section and with the
other sections whereby we outline the responsibili-
ties of other planning boards, we have been less than
prescriptive. We have been less than specific in the
kinds of responsibilities and operations we think the
Planning Board would anticipate or carry out as part
of its general mandate. The reason is that we don't
think the legislation itself has to prescribe in that
section the formal duties that we think will flow from
the subsequent sections and from the practice itself.

| think one of the things that can be said about the
Provincial Planning Board is that it has been criticized
less than any other board which operates with a
pretty substantial range of powers, which operates
essentially in a judicial capacity. | think it has not
been challenged to the extent that other boards have;
in other words, it's a very well-respected board and
carries out its responsibility both to the citizens and to
the other regional planning commissions in an almost
time-honored tradition, with a great deal of
responsibility.

| don't imagine any difficulty with this board. |
think its general operation will be essentially as it is
found in the legislation now. But | do see it having a
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stronger role in terms of making broader land-use
policy recommendations which would affect the prov-
ince as whole. One of those responsibilities will be
dealing with the regional planning commissions as
they develop their regional plans, for it is through that
medium that these broad Alberta policies on land use
and land-use priorities can be reflected.

| should add, Mr. Chairman, in terms of the term,
we have found that the board has not any difficulty
operating with these high-level civil servants. We
imagine that they will be at least directors, or better,
that they will be well respected across the province in
their own area of expertise, and that they will repre-
sent approximately 15 to 18 different departments.
We have not had any problem with lack of specificity
in their term. They tend to rotate. New thoughts tend
to come in at all times. But we haven't had any
necessity to specify a direct or a very limited term for
their time of service on the Provincial Planning Board.

MR. R. SPEAKER: Mr. Chairman, | would take some
exception to the fact that there is not more flexibility
in the act as it now stands. As | read the old act,
more things are spelled out as to how the committee
works, what the responsibilities of the board are. If
we look at Section 16(3):

The Lieutenant Governor in Council may confer

or impose upon the Board such duties or func-

tions as he considers necessary.
I think that leaves a lot of flexibility in the section to
do whatever the minister wants.

MR. NOTLEY: | was going to make essentially the
same point. Section 16(3) does provide very consid-
erable flexibility. | submit that what we're looking at
here is a division of this act that, from what | can
gather in listening to the minister, is going to give
both the Lieutenant Governor in Council and the
minister very substantial flexibility. The question is,
do they need that flexibility? Also, is it not possible to
define more clearly within the act the perimeters of
that responsibility? | look at the old act and think it
fair to say that the powers of the board are more
clearly spelled out as it relates to this section.

The minister indicates there is a flowback because
of other sections of Bill 15 which in fact set out more
clear-cut criteria for the powers of the board. But at
least when as laymen one reads the act — and we're
all laymen, with the exception of perhaps one or two.
| see the hon. Minister of Housing and Public Works
isn't here at the moment. I'm sure he wouldn't want
to be considered a layman in the field in view of his
published speeches, but | think the rest of us are
laymen. It appears to me that what we're doing is
moving away from the present Planning Act where
the powers are fairly clear to one where there seems
to be a fair amount of flexibility, at least under this
section.

The other point | would raise: would the minister in
responding outline to the committee what considera-
tion you and your colleagues gave to the Land Use
Forum recommendation of a permanent advisory
agency? In your remarks today in effect you indicated
that the Provincial Planning Board is going to be
undertaking major recommendations in the area of
land-use planning. Does that mean the recommenda-
tions of the Land Use Forum for a permanent secre-
tariat have in fact been incorporated in the new

planning board, or does it mean that at some point
there may be a secretariat heaped on the Planning
Board?

MR. GHITTER: Mr. Chairman, in response to the
statements by the hon. Member for Spirit River-
Fairview, | think really he is taking Section 15 out of
context. You can't just look in terms of what the
powers of the board are in those sections and say,
well this has great latitude. If you look later in the act
at the responsibilities and powers of the boards rela-
tive to ratification of regional plans dealing in subdivi-
sion, where they must comply with area structure
plans and the like, you will see very specific require-
ments imposed upon the board by the legislation.
The board has to have latitude in the sense that
they're dealing with areas of responsibility given to
them very specifically later in the legislation.

| think they and the Lieutenant Governor in Council
also need an amount of flexibility from the point of
view of other utilization of the expertise which
resides within the Provincial Planning Board and now
the Alberta board. The caliber of men who have tradi-
tionally sat on that board is held in high respect in the
planning community. Those who say this legislation
is creating centralization of power, as we have heard
or heard implied on a number of occasions — | just
don't think the act says that. Taking these sections
out of context and not looking in terms of the whole
purport of the act is probably the danger people get
into when they read it and try to communicate those
points of view elsewhere in the province.

MR. NOTLEY: Were you going to say rural Alberta
today or ...

MR. JOHNSTON: Mr. Chairman, we did of course
weigh very carefully the specific recommendation of
the Land Use Forum as to a full-time secretariat in
place of the Provincial Planning Board, and we just
did not agree with that as a recommendation. We
thought it would be better if the members of the
board assumed line responsibility to a minister so
there would be a more direct flow of policy, so the
policy could remain with the elected people, would
flow through their senior people under the Provincial
Planning Board and would, therefore, be a two-way
flow. Any general policy recommendations would
come up through the deputies and would go down
through the minister as a policy flow. We did not
agree that we should have a permanent secretariat.

I might hasten to add, however, that it could be
contemplated that a full-time chairman of the Alberta
Planning Board may be required. As you know, we
now do have an administrative core which deals with
the daily routine of the Provincial Planning Board:
correspondence, liaison with the regional planning
commissions, and dealing with the subdivisions
appeal process — which in itself is a weighty task.

I might also add that the requirements for an indi-
vidual to serve on the Provincial Planning Board
demand an an awful lot of that individual's time,
because a lot of travelling is required. The frequency
has increased as the activity in this province has
increased. We would like more emphasis given on
this board to basic recommendations for land-use
policy across the province. It may well be that a full-
time chairman will be one of the decisions that will
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flow from the reconstituted or renamed Alberta Plan-
ning Board.

| have to agree with the Member for Calgary Buffa-
lo that this is not a centralization of power; that really
the functions of the Planning Board are spelt out very
specifically in the Legislation. We will add to that,
re-emphasizing a broader land-use policy and more
recommending opportunities for the Provincial Plan-
ning Board. But | feel the real seat of power in terms
of planning is with the municipalities or with the
regional planning commissions.

[Sections 12 through 14 agreed to]
[Section 15 as amended agreed to]

Section 16

MR. JOHNSTON; Mr. Chairman, in the circulated
government amendments No. 2, October 31, 1977,
we have amendments which affect amendments.
Perhaps for clarification you might spell out how we
will deal with those, because as we have gone
through Section 16(2)(b) we have got into one of
those amendments to an amendment.

MR. CHAIRMAN: I'm sorry. Would you repeat that?

MR. JOHNSTON: Mr. Chairman, we have found in the
amendments circulated under government amend-
ment No. 2, October 31, 1977, that we had to add
another clarification to Section 16(2).

[Section 16 as amended agreed to]
Section 17

MR. MANDEVILLE: Mr. Chairman, Id just like to ask
the minister one question on this section. The board
will be assigned duties by cabinet, and | was wonder-
ing if there is any provision that the board will have to
have hearings for people who are going to be
affected. I'm thinking of appeals to the board. Will
there be some provision so the board will hear
anyone who is affected?

MR.JOHNSTON: Mr. Chairman, on appeal of subdivi-
sions the act specifically indicates that the board may
contact and allow to be heard members who are
affected by a subdivision.

MR. MANDEVILLE: Did | understand they "may" do
this? Where someone wants a hearing with the
board, is there any appeal for them if the board won't
give them a hearing? Or it is just that they "may"
have a hearing with the board?

MR. JOHNSTON: Mr. Chairman, I'm trying to imagine
the times when the board would have public hear-
ings. In terms of frequency the most common one is
when the board acts as a subdivision appeal board, in
which case the board will entertain anyone, general-
ly, who felt they were affected by the subdivision and
wanted to make a presentation to them. In the legis-
lation itself the subdivision approving authority would
not hear anyone who is affected, but on appeal the
board opens the door essentially to allow any individ-
ual they would judge to be affected by the subdivision
who wants to make a case. Obviously those who

would be merely ftriflers would not be allowed to
speak. But generally in the wide definition, if you
were affected by the subdivision you could speak at
the hearing on appeal.

MR. TAYLOR: Mr. Chairman, Id like to make a sug-
gestion that | think will save your voice and save us a
lot of time. If the Chairman would call Section 17 and
the members would say "agree" or else stand and
object, it would save voting on each individual sec-
tion. Over the whole evening, it will save an awful lot
of time and will also save the voice of the Chairman.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you, hon.
Drumbheller.

Member for

[Sections 17 through 19 agreed to]
Section 20

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Chairman, there are probably at
least two questions on the regional planning commis-
sions that have come to my mind as a result of the
proposals of the Peace River Planning Commission.

The first, Mr. Chairman, is the feeling of the plan-
ning commission in Peace River that allowing or
permitting incorporation is not a very wise thing. Id
like the government's view on that.

The second is the question of the composition of
the planning commission. As | understand both the
original proposal in Bill 15 and the amendment, the
minister shall designate the councils that are to
appoint the members of the commission. The ques-
tion that was brought to my attention by members of
the planning commission in the Peace River area is
that the composition of the planning commissions
should, in fact, be determined by the commission
itself.

MR. JOHNSTON: Mr. Chairman, we have made per-
haps a couple of changes in the existing legislation,
but | think they follow the argument that more auton-
omy should be given to the municipality. From that
we have decided we would allow only those people
who are elected by their constituents to be members
of the regional planning commission. There are, |
think, three or four cases throughout the province,
one of which is the Peace River Regional Planning
Commission, wherein non-elected people serve as
members of the regional planning commission. They
serve well, but they do not suffer from that fault we
all have of being elected. We have maintained that
only elected people in this legislation should deal
with policy so fundamental to the province and mu-
nicipality as land use. Therefore we have legislated
that only elected people will serve as members of the
regional planning commissions.

We have also provided for the regional planning
commissions to incorporate or develop a legal entity.
The reason, of course, would be that there is a
necessity for these regional planning commissions to
effect contracts, lease space, and acquire assets.
Without having the legal ability to do so, any liability
would flow back to the directors, and the directors
individually could be responsible. To provide for faci-
litators so they could effect and negotiate contracts,
leases, and hire employees for example, it's important
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that the entity be allowed to be formed for each
regional planning commission.

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Chairman, Id just like to make a
couple of comments on this question.

First of all, the minister is correct. Over the last
number of years the Peace River Planning Commis-
sion has had several people who are not elected
representatives from the town. As a matter of fact,
representatives from the Department of Transporta-
tion and several other departments have been mem-
bers of the commission from time to time.

The argument within the Peace River country for
this sort of structure is that, number one, these
people are in a position to integrate the activities of
the commission with ongoing government policy in
their areas. For example if you're talking about the
district highway engineer, that is a pretty important
person to have in one way or another at a regional
planning commission meeting. | suppose the minis-
ter can respond by saying, fair enough, there's no
reason the district highway engineer from Grande
Prairie or Peace River cannot sit in. The problem |
guess is that it's a little more difficult just to have
them sit in if they are not part of the commission.
The feeling on this particular matter, in the Peace
River country anyway, is that having them on the
commission itself underlined the importance of inte-
grating public-sector services, if you like, into the
whole planning concept in the Peace River country.

However, Mr. Chairman, the second question really
relates to the point that the planning commission
feels every municipality should be represented on the
commission, and the size of the commission doesn't
really worry them too much. The idea of having 15 or
20 members on the commission is not considered as
important a goal as making sure there is representa-
tion, particularly when we're talking about drawing
up regional plans. | don't think there's any doubt
these regional plans are going to have a fair amount
of impact on the communities within a given planning
region. It seems to me the more we can ensure
representation from the communities on planning
commissions, the better the planning process that
will occur.

I recall sitting in on at least several meetings of the
Peace River Planning Commission where this ques-
tion of representation from the improvement districts
was addressed. The minister is probably aware that
in the case of the Peace River Planning Commission,
the administrator of the three improvement districts
sits in as the representative of the improvement dis-
tricts. There was a fair amount of feeling in the three
improvement districts within my constituency that it
wasn't good enough for the administrator to be their
representative on the planning commission. They
wanted the chairman of the improvement district
committee from each of the three improvement dis-
tricts — IDs 19, 20, and 21 — or a representative
from their duly elected boards. In this sense | sup-
pose that attitude was slightly different from the
business of having public servants on the commis-
sion, except the proposers of this amendment didn't
say either/or. They felt that both concerns could be
accommodated but that each level of local govern-
ment — town, village, new town, improvement dis-
trict, or what have you — should be represented on
the commission.

| realize that's going to lead to fairly large meetings.
But | have come to the conclusion, Mr. Minister, at
least in watching the operation of the Peace River
Planning Commission, you can just go so far in
improving regional relationships and understanding if
you have representation from the affected communi-
ties. They get together. If you have representation
you can go a long way toward overcoming some of
the rivalries between towns, between municipalities,
between the county and the city of Grande Prairie, or
an adjacent municipality and a town.

So it's obvious that these proposals from the Peace
River Planning Commission have not been accepted.
However, | would make the plea that | think they have
a good deal of merit, and | would ask the minister and
the government to consider them in the months
ahead.

MR. JOHNSTON: The hon. member is right. We did
not cast out the recommendations from the Peace
River Planning Commission. We dealt with them,
examined and weighed them, but we didn't agree
with them. We felt there were larger arguments
which suggested, first of all, that the entity concept
was required. Secondly, we felt that elected people
should be responsible for land-use planning in the
municipality.

I might point out that we are currently attempting
to find some arrangement or formula which will allow
us to affect representation on regional planning
commissions. At the present time, generally any
municipality which is a member of that planning
commission can name a representative. Essentially
that forms a larger group, and from that large group a
small executive committee is formed. However,
when the regional planning commission is dealing
with any item that affects that town, obviously the
member has a right to attend, to speak, and to vote.

In the case of IDs, | would probably agree that the
elected people to the advisory council should be the
members of the planning commission, and we'll
attempt to better formulate a way in which represen-
tation can be designed. That's particularly important
when you deal with the metropolitan areas, where
you have the rural/urban trade-off, as opposed to a
purely rural area.

MR. TAYLOR: | strongly support the concept of having
only elected officials making the decisions. | think it's
comparable to a city council. It's the elected people
who make the decisions. They may call upon all of
the appointed people. When you mix the two, as has
been done in regional planning commissions to this
time, you get a mixture where those who are not
elected are not responsible to anyone. They don't
have to stand for election. | don't think district engi-
neers and other civil servants should be voting on
matters that deal with these towns, cities, villages,
and so on. | think they can be called upon to give
their advice, and they probably will. But the actual
voting should be done by elected officials. | think
that's democratically sound.

MR. GOGO: Mr. Chairman, just for clarification on
the point raised by the Member for Spirit River-
Fairview. Mr. Minister, we'll say there are two IDs on
the regional planning commission. The IDs, as |
understand it, are under the department's jurisdic-
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tion, and either an administrator or a department
person is appointed. Does that mean that it's at the
discretion of the minister as to whether or not there
would be representation on the regional planning
commission from that ID? Is that a matter that rests
solely with the department, at its discretion?

MR. JOHNSTON: Yes.
MR. GOGO: Okay, that's fine.

MR. MANDEVILLE: Mr. Chairman, the act indicates
that the Lieutenant Governor in Council may estab-
lish one or more planning commissions. | would like
to ask the minister: are there any plans for creating
more planning commissions in the province?

MR. JOHNSTON: Yes.
MR. NOTLEY: Yes?

MR. JOHNSTON: Yes.
MR. NOTLEY: Where?

MR. MANDEVILLE: Mr. Chairman, could the minister
indicate how many more planning commissions, or
redistribution of the present planning commissions,
are going to be created in the province?

MR. JOHNSTON: Mr. Chairman, as a result of the last
southeast cabinet tour into the hon. member's juris-
diction, we had a substantial number of recommenda-
tions made to us. In this positive way that we deal
with the people of southern Alberta, we would con-
sider seriously a new planning commission for what
is described as the Palliser area, focused on Hanna
and Drumheller. That is now ongoing in my depart-
ment, and we expect to have a decision perhaps
within a few weeks.

[Sections 20 through 25 as amended agreed to]
[Section 26 agreed to]

Section 27

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Chairman, perhaps the minister
could outline for the committee the reasons for this
section. It is my understanding that the minister has
received a copy of a submission by a number of
groups, including the Social Planning Council in
Edmonton. Among the concerns they expressed, to
me at least, was a feeling that to leave the question
entirely up to the local councils No doubt the
minister is going to say this is a new example of local
autonomy. Fair ball, | assume that's said. But let's
move on from there and address the question.

The concern they brought to my attention was that
they did not want to see anyone sitting on those
planning bodies, either the municipal planning com-
mission or the development appeal board, who in any
way, shape or form could be judges in their own case;
in other words, at some level of the administration
that they were party to a decision and then suddenly
found themselves on a municipal planning commis-
sion or development appeal board. My question to
the minister is: in light of this not unreasonable
concern, what safeguards does the minister see to

ensure that that sort of potential for conflict of inter-
est if you like — not the kind where somebody is
going to make a buck on the side, but the kind of
conflict of interest of having a fair amount to say in
the initial stage and then being in a position to judge
what you've said. That kind of conflict may exist.

MR. JOHNSTON: Mr. Chairman, with respect to con-
flict of interest, both in terms of the external conflicts
of interest which are potential for any elected person
and, secondly, the apparent conflicts of interest
which may affect a person's decision as he deals with
a series of events, we have attempted in some of the
sections to preclude members from serving on more
than one board. Specifically, in Division 4, Section
33(3) we have indicated those preclusions that "no
person who is a development officer or a member of a
municipal planning commission shall be appointed to
or act as a member of a development appeal board".

MR. MUSGREAVE: Mr. Chairman, | want to comment
on this particular section in regard to the remarks
made by the Member for Spirit River-Fairview. In the
case of the municipal planning commission in Cal-
gary, | know there was some difficulty when we had
department heads on the commission and the chair-
man quite often was one of the commissioners in
charge of planning. Quite frequently you found a
head of say the parks' department or the city engineer
having to cast a vote against the commissioner. This
was a good test of professional integrity. | found over
the years that while some people were nervous of
this situation, in general it worked quite well on
behalf of citizens. | found that those professional
people who were prepared to vote against those in
authority in effect, were quite often the ones who
eventually rose to positions of power within the civil
service. So if anybody on that council has a conflict
of interest and hasn't the courage to vote the way he
should be voting, he pays for it in the long run.

[Section 27 agreed to]

[Section 28 as amended agreed to]
[Sections 29 and 30 agreed to]

[Section 31 as amended agreed to]
[Sections 32 and 33 agreed to]

[Section 34 as amended agreed to]
[Sections 35 through 38 agreed to]
[Sections 39 and 40 as amended agreed to]

Section 41

MR. MUSGREAVE: Mr. Chairman, on Section 41, the
city of Calgary has some concerns. Unfortunately the
city of Calgary, particularly councils of which | was a
member, didn't have the courage to enforce their own
laws. They are once again crying the same kinds of
tears they cried in those days — they didn't have
power. Unfortunately it wasn't that they didn't have
the power, they just wouldn't exercise the power they
had. I'm talking now of conversion of duplexes to
fourplexes.

They do make a point though, Mr. Chairman. They
feel the way this amendment has been written, in
effect it makes accommodations towards rural areas
that may not fit urban areas. They complain rather
bitterly about the fact that the legal process has
become more involved, therefore more expensive. |
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appreciate the minister may not have had an oppor-
tunity to look at their complaint, but | would like him
to comment because it does look as though the en-
forcing agencies within the urban areas are being
frustrated by these amendments.

MR. JOHNSTON: Mr. Chairman, | would be glad to
reply. | have had just an opportunity to check briefly
what the city of Calgary has provided us.

| don't agree with the position of the city of Calgary.
First of all, the legislation now protects more fully the
rights of the landowner, and | think that has to be a
principle in both urban and rural areas. | don't dif-
ferentiate between either.

Secondly, the section becomes operative when the
municipality wants to check on compliance, and after
notification and consent of the landowner they can go
to court. That has been the process. The process
continues. |If it is expensive to get a landowner into
court, I'm sure the power of the municipality to hire
lawyers is probably better than the power of an indi-
vidual to defend himself in court in some cases. So |
don't really agree with the city of Calgary's position. |
think they have the right to enforce compliance if
necessary, and even if they have to go to court, the
rights of the individual must be maintained.

MR. MUSGREAVE: In defense of the city of Calgary,
I'd just like to point out to the hon. minister that the
city of Edmonton made the same points.

MR. NOTLEY: | find myself in the rather awkward
position of agreeing with the minister. Members got
the information from the city of Edmonton tonight,
and | notice that Mayor Purves is making essentially
the same point. Id like to make just a couple of
observations on this.

| think it is very important that we recognize the
planning process is not something that has to be or
should be in conflict with the rights of individuals.
The planning process in my judgment must be con-
ducted in such a way that the rights of individuals are
indeed protected. | think one could even make the
argument that planning and protection of individual
rights, rather than being positions that are juxta-
posed, are positions that must go hand in hand. It is
very easy for people to simply say, look, we want easy
right of entry so we can have various inspectors
tramping on someone's property. Sure, that is con-
venient. But | would submit that if we have a proper
respect for the planning process to begin with, it must
recognize that the rights of those individuals can and
must be protected — in most cases. In 99 cases out
of 100, simply requesting information from landown-
ers is going to work. We're talking about a very small
number of cases where the city of Edmonton or the
city of Calgary is going to have to get a right-of-entry
order authorized by the district court. So let's not
blow this out of proportion. If we have one case out
of 100, | don't think we should in any way, shape, or
form alter the basic rights of the other 99. | feel
pretty strongly about this. Planning gets a bad name
because we short-circuit sensible steps to protect in-
dividual rights. That need not be the case, nor is it
consistent with the philosophy of good, advanced
planning.

MR. R. SPEAKER: This was one of the concerns
raised I'm sure with all of us prior to the opening of
this session of the Legislature. | want to say to the
minister that we appreciate the amendment that has
been brought in and certainly feel it goes a long way
toward meeting the criticism.

We had thought in the earlier stages that possibly
there should be some indication in there that the
person who wished to enter the land or the building
should give some type of due notice, and we've
considered that. However, | think the whole success
of this section of the act lies with the person who
must enter the land or building for the planning
process or the planning purpose which is at hand
with that person. Hopefully common sense prevails
in the performance of duties by that particular person.
If that prevailed we wouldn't even need the section,
but this does cover the criticism to quite an extent.
I'm sure during the next few months we will observe
what is happening.

MR. MUSGREAVE: Just for the edification of the hon.
Member for Spirit River-Fairview, Id like to point out
that it isn't an isolated case here and there. In the
urban scene there are many hundreds of these infrac-
tions. Regrettably, because of the populist mayor that
was our unfortunate experience in the city of Calgary,
we were always accused of being against poor people
who had nowhere to live. What it really meant was a
deterioration of many neighborhoods, and many hun-
dreds of homes were subjected to this kind of thing.
It was a serious infraction in our planning, and | put
most of the blame at the feet of the city council for
not having the courage to just enforce the laws they
had at the time. But | don't want it to be left with the
House, as the Member for Spirit River-Fairview sug-
gested, that it's an isolated situation. In the big cities
it certainly isn't.

MR. HORSMAN: Mr. Chairman, | wanted to comment
on this amendment, because to many of us in south-
ern Alberta this has been a matter of considerable
contention. | just want to point out for the record
how responsible the government and the minister
have been in responding to the many criticisms.

Certainly throughout southern Alberta this matter
of the right of entry has been spoken about in many
public meetings, in many letters to the editor of
various newspapers, and many letters to the minister
himself: many letters and personal representations
made by individual constituents who are indeed very
concerned. | should like to say that this is one of the
finest examples of responsiveness on the part of
government to the real concerns of the people.
Therefore | commend the minister and the govern-
ment for having accepted the representations and for
having moved in a very dramatic way indeed to alter
in the planning legislation the previous right-of-entry
provisions, which have been on the books of this
province for some 23 years. For those many people
in southern Alberta — not only in southern Alberta;
indeed, throughout Alberta, particularly rural areas —
| think this serves as a fine example of how the
government is prepared to respond to their
representations.

May | also say, Mr. Chairman, how encouraged |
am that this particular amendment has been accepted
by all parties in the House and all members who have
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spoken on this important section of the act. | think
this should put to rest for a good long while the very
many concerns that have been expressed. Certainly |
know my colleagues from Highwood and Cardston
have both had representations. | think this will cer-
tainly alleviate the many concerns, particularly in ru-
ral Alberta.

While 'm on my feet, may | say as well that | agree
with the hon. Member for Spirit River-Fairview that in
fact there will be very few cases where this section
will ever have to be invoked. Really it reads very
simply: an authorized person may only enter land or a
building if the owner or person in possession of it
gives his consent to the entry. In the vast majority of
cases, Mr. Chairman, that in fact will happen. |
would suggest to those concerned about the necessi-
ty of loss of control and enforcement ability by the
cities, and increased cost necessitated by court
appearances, that those are small prices to pay for
the right of the individual landowner to his individual
rights in his own property. | suggest that the cities
that have raised these problems are really magnifying
them out of all proportion.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, | want to commend
the minister for his responsiveness, for his real con-
cern for the rights of the individual property owners
not only in the cities but indeed throughout all
Alberta.

MR. YOUNG: Mr. Chairman, as a member who has to
respond to the same voters as the persons who
submitted this to us, | wish to express that while the
city says in its submission it's not aware of any
evidence to indicate abuse of the current provisions,
at this stage of the act and the legislation before us
I'm not aware of any evidence to indicate that it will
incur tremendous problems for the city. | would
therefore suggest that we're indulging in a somewhat
hypothetical concern at the moment. If that concern
turns out to be fact indeed, and the city wishes to
show us the facts after some experience with the
legislation, then | would be most prepared to listen to
the city's case. At present | think the other concern is
the greater one, therefore | support the legislation
before us.

[Section 41 as amended agreed t0]

[Sections 42 and 43 agreed to]

[Section 44 as amended agreed to]

[Section 45 agreed to]

[Sections 46 and 47 as amended agreed to]
[Section 48 agreed to]

[Sections 49 through 54 as amended agreed to]
[Section 55 agreed to]

[Section 56 as amended agreed to]

Section 57

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Chairman, with respect to Section
56, Id like to move an amendment. It seems to me
we've had altogether too much agreement.

Mr. Chairman, on a more serious note, I'd like to
move a new Section 57 after Section 56 which,
following the heading Division 2: Statutory Plans,
would read:

57. (1) (@) A council shall, during the preparation of a
general municipal plan, area structure plan
and community plan provide an opportunity

beginning at the formative stage to those
persons likely to be affected by the plan of
participating in the preparation of the plan.

(b) A council shall notify those persons likely to
be affected by the proposed plan of the
intention to prepare a plan and of the mat-
ters which they propose to include in the
plan.

(c) A council shall inform those persons likely
to be affected by the proposed plan of their
right to provide input and the manner by
which they make representations.

(2) Prior to a council adopting by by-law general plan,
area structure plan or community plan, one or
more public hearings shall be held and notice
given thereof to those persons likely to be affected.

(3) A council may by resolution delegate the authority
to any person or group of persons for the prepara-
tion of a general plan, area structure plan or
community plan.

Mr. Chairman, very briefly, the reason for the
amendment is to take the whole concept of citizen
involvement one step further. Provision for citizen
involvement has been made both in Bill 15 and the
amendments we have dealt with, but the concern
expressed to me by a number or organizations in the
city of Edmonton is the feeling that the process
should really begin at the initial stages. | am suggest-
ing in these amendments simply that in the formative
stages there be a responsibility on the part of the
council to notify those people who in fact are going to
be affected, of their rights. In other words they would
be notified of their rights by mail, not only with
respect to what may happen once the plan is adopted,
but how to go about making submissions and provid-
ing input. Mr. Chairman, the other point is to make it
clear that there must be a public meeting, and that
notice of that meeting should be given to all the
people affected by any of those aforesaid plans.

MR. GHITTER: Mr. Chairman, | would like to speak
against these amendments. They are the same sug-
gestions we heard earlier in the debate on principle
with respect to this bill. The hon. mover of this
amendment was the first to get on his feet and talk in
terms of the importance of the study of the Land Use
Forum and the fact that certain of their recommenda-
tions were not followed. Yet one of his first amend-
ments to come forward will delay the planning pro-
cess to such an extreme that the recommendations of
the Land Use Forum which encouraged the speeding
up of the process, for the benefit of the citizen as well
as the affordable housing requirement in the province

. | think these particular suggestions first, will
slow down the process and, secondly, are very naive.

When they took the Calgary plan to the communi-
ties — after the plan by way of general approach had
been prepared — and went from community to
community, the apathy of the citizens was something
to behold, in the sense of their lack of involvement. It
seems that citizens get involved when they see some-
thing which is going to affect them directly on a
specific development. The citizens come forward and
want to participate — and so they should — because
that has that direct impact. But suggesting that citi-
zen participation is going to be of any great assis-
tance in the formative stage will end up dragging out
the process further and further. Citizens need some-
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thing to look at, something to conceptualize, some-
thing to deal with. After they do that, and then go to
the public meetings — that is something important,
and so they should. But even when they have that
opportunity, they seldom show up, other than a few
university types who like to get out and deal in that
conceptualizing that is important but that really
doesn't get down to the roots of citizen involvement.

Suggesting that people who may be affected should
be advised of these meetings means everybody in the
municipality. When you're talking in terms of a
regional plan, a general plan, an area structure plan,
everybody in the city is affected by that. That means
that the municipality is obliged to send notices, |
assume, or somehow advise everybody by publica-
tion. | suggest that the amendments won't work. |
suggest that they're impractical. | suggest that
they're even a little naive, and | would also suggest
that the end result will merely be to draw out the
approval process, which is not in the interest of the
potential purchaser of land who needs some afford-
able housing to come on stream, and certainly not in
the interest of really getting participation where it
counts: on the specifics when they come forward, as
a specific development that will particularly affect or
take away from the rights of individuals.

MR. JOHNSTON: In speaking against the suggested
amendment to Section 57, | think an attitude of
responsibility and responsiveness on behalf of the
municipalities has to be pointed out. | think even
now, without a very specific or prescriptive formal
process for public participation, the municipalities
attempt in a very deliberate way to have ample input
from the public in terms of planning decisions, both at
the zoning design brief stage and certainly in the
formulation of the very important general plans.

As the hon. Member for Calgary Buffalo points out,
it's not always an easy task to excite that kind of
response. For example, public hearings on a very
major issue — the annexation question in southeast
Calgary — generated maybe 12 or 13 people. So the
real point to be made here is that unless there is
something the population can look at, direct their cri-
ticism toward, perhaps react to, it's very difficult to
have any kind of public responsiveness or input.

The other difficulty is that unless some criteria are
set down as to what public hearings will generate, as
to selection among choices and for the process of
formulation of goals, for the design itself of a general
plan, it's almost impossible for two groups to get
together. | think that's one of the frailties we have in
other processes we have built into our own institu-
tional system in this province. Nonetheless, | think
it's even more difficult for people to express their
cogent views on planning unless they have some
broad framework to deal within. Maybe that frame-
work isn't correct, but at least it's an opportunity for
an initial or stage one decision.

Secondly, Mr. Chairman, | think this legislation —
even though the one section in Statutory Plans,
which says the council shall provide an opportunity
for those persons affected by it to make suggestions
or representations, might be described as being very
small — nonetheless does provide an opportunity for
the municipalities to set up a process. That process is
not only at the formulation of the planned stage but,
it's important to note, is also at the by-law stage.

So in my view there's ample opportunity for public
participation in planning, and in the statutory by-law
when the municipality does decide to pass the munic-
ipal plan into a statutory form.

AN HON. MEMBER: Agreed.

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Chairman, Id just like to make a
few comments in response to both the minister's
contribution to this debate and that of the Member for
Calgary Buffalo. First of all | think we have to keep in
mind that particularly in our urban areas ... Well let
me just start by saying that basically these statutory
plans are related to planning in the city and, in most
instances, will not necessarily be directly related to
new subdivisions. Obviously, on the periphery of a
city they are. I'm not arguing that. But the bulk of
the planning will be in existing neighborhoods. In a
sense | had to get a little bit ahead of myself by our
technique tonight because | wanted to move an
amendment down the road dealing with community
plans, and of course these amendments make a good
deal more sense if one looks at it in that perspective.

Mr. Chairman, probably three things need to be
said. | submit that in many urban neighborhoods you
find a new awareness about the planning process. |
would just like to cite one example. This spring | was
in one particular neighborhood in Edmonton, after the
session adjourned for the summer. | was amazed
because about 90 people showed up to deal with a
neighborhood plan. They grilled me in no uncertain
terms about something that really wasn't in my area
of jurisdiction at all. The city was moving on this
particular question. There was a very strong give and
take by people who had definite opinions. The
Member for Calgary Buffalo says, you know, this is a
matter of a few university types. Sure there are a few
university types who like to conceptualize and be in
on the beginning of any planning process. But |
would submit there are more than just a few universi-
ty types in that category, people whose opinion would
be useful.

For example, | think of the way in which the REDA
people set up the Land Use Forum. Mr. Minister,
when they set up the Land Use Forum they didn't go
out and say, here are the hearings. They went out —
the first set of public meetings throughout rural Al-
berta, and they were just general public meetings —
they just simply said, hey, look guys, we're going to
have a Land Use Forum. What do you think?

We had all sorts of people come out, and out of
those initial meetings the REDA people conducted we
found the format that was used for the formal hear-
ings of the Forum itself. So | wouldn't dismiss the
idea that people are not able to conceptualize some-
thing. | think that's a very, very dangerous thing to
say, because in my view we sell the average Joe
short when we make that assertion. | realize the
minister didn't make that assertion, but the hon.
Member for Calgary Buffalo did.

The other point the Member for Calgary Buffalo
raised: this is going to lead to a lot of time. | submit,
Mr. Chairman, that part of our problem in this whole
business of urban citizen participation is not that par-
ticipation in itself delays the process; it is that reac-
tive participation leads to a confrontation type of
atmosphere. The more we can eliminate confronta-
tion in the planning process, the more it is a hand-in-
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hand approach so we do not have the good guys and
the bad guys in the planning approach, the more
successful, it seems to me, our procedures are going
to be.

| would just say in trying to make the case for these
amendments that what is suggested in the amend-
ment is to try to develop an atmosphere of as much
co-operation between the planners and the plan.

MR. MUSGREAVE: Mr. Chairman, | just want to
comment on the remarks of the hon. Member for
Spirit River-Fairview. | agree that if we could get
confrontation out of the planning process it would be
a tremendous improvement. But frequently |
attended meetings on the formation of the general
plan in Calgary, and about 15 or 20 people were
there. They were not, as the hon. Member for Cal-
gary Buffalo said, university professors. A lot of them
were would-be aldermen in the city of Calgary, and
fortunately most of them didn't make it.

From my experience in neighborhood planning it
quite frequently is an attitude of do nothing or main-
tain the status quo. In those areas the hon. member
mentioned about the Edmonton situation, | feel that
too frequently we hear from those people who have
no commitment to that community. Essentially many
of them are drifters. They are very outspoken, but
they have no concern for the long-range needs of the
community. They don't put their money where their
mouths are. They have no intention of it — if they
had it. They have no intention of putting forth any
energies to try to make the community a better place
in which to live. Therefore | would speak very strong-
ly against the amendments.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Are you ready for the question on
the amendment to Bill 15 under Section 57, proposed
by the hon. Member for Spirit River-Fairview?

[Amendment defeated]

MR. KIDD: Mr. Chairman, just a very brief comment
on Section 57. Regardless of the amendment, | think
we're obscuring an extremely important part of The
Planning Act by the amendment. It's a real and very
important change. It says "shall" rather than "may".
I've sat in on many council meetings where decisions
on subdivisions and so on are made by the seat of
their pants. Here they're going to be made based on
a plan the council has to make. As far as I'm
concerned | wouldn't want this section to go by,
obscured by an amendment, without recognizing this
as an extremely important part of The Planning Act
we're talking about.

[Sections 57 and 58 agreed to]
[Section 59 as amended agreed to]

Section 60

MR. GHITTER: Mr. Chairman, on this section could |
ask the minister whether it's the intention, within the
transitional interval before the area structure plans
are created, to place any statutory significance upon
existing design briefs? | would encourage the minis-
ter that that would be a very important thing to do. In
many municipalities where they now have design
briefs it would make a lot of sense, because the

transition period will be a lengthy one. To bring this
very important section and future sections into place,
| would hope the minister would consider, in the
transition, calling existing design briefs area structure
plans so they can be in place and this act can be as
operational as soon as possible. | think it's very
important that it become operational as soon as pos-
sible. I'd very much appreciate the minister's com-
ments in that regard, Mr. Chairman.

MR. JOHNSTON: We recognize that the requirement
of an area structure plan, or for that matter a general
plan, by some municipalities, as the hon. Member for
Banff pointed out, will impose a further responsibility
and perhaps a load to some extent: the requirements
on a municipality of providing a very formalized plan
and a very rigorous opportunity for the public to have
a fair amount of participation in that planning pro-
cess. | can assure the Member for Calgary Buffalo
that over the interim period the design briefs, zoning
by-laws, or whatever in the various municipalities
will be the statutory by-law by which land-use deci-
sions will be carried out. | would encourage all
municipalities to have the other area structure plans
brought into place as soon as possible. But in the
interim the existing by-laws will prevail.

[Sections 60 and 61 as amended agreed to]
[Section 62 agreed to]
[Section 63 as amended agreed to]

Section 64

MR. R. SPEAKER: Mr. Chairman, the hon. Member
for Banff indicated that the change from the word
"may" to the word "shall" was a very important step
in the planning process. Id like to say that | certainly
do not support this section in the intent that is indi-
cated here, where municipalities "shall pass a by-law
in accordance with Part 6, to be known as the ...
Land Use By-law". As a province | think we are
infringing on local autonomy when we say "shall"
pass the land use by-law. The legislation formerly, as
some people refer to it — how much credibility that
has in using as evidence — did state the council
"may" have the land use by-law. Certainly that
worked all right. | don't know of any type of represen-
tation from any municipality that asked to have the
word "shall" entered into the legislation. That's the
first point.

Secondly, if we look at Section 65(3), where we
have outlined some of the types of things that can be
outlined in a land use by-law, it says that these may
be involved in the land use by-law. But at the local
level we know when a list such as this is established
that usually these are the types of things that are
entered into the by-law. Often the presentation to
the general public is: the province said we must do
this. | think at that point we are misleading not only
the municipalities but the general population of the
province.

Mr. Chairman, | think we are overstepping our
powers by using the word "shall", and certainly
"may" is the one that should be there. Id like to
move at this time that Section 64(1) is amended so
that the word "may" shall be substituted for the word
"shall".
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MR. MANDEVILLE: Mr. Chairman, in speaking in
support of this amendment, this is the amendment
that does bother me. This could lead to a lot of
control; for example, over our farm buildings.

| would just like to outline an example of a by-law |
got involved in. A county was going to establish it
about a year ago, but it was vetoed in the process. It
was drawn up by a planning commission and outlines
pretty well identically what is in this act the ground
area, floor area, height, size, and location of a build-
ing; the amount of land to be provided around or
between buildings; the landscaping of land or build-
ings; the locations, height, and maintenance of
fences and walls. These were the types of things
incorporated in the by-law drafted by this particular
municipality, and thank goodness the by-law was
vetoed and didn't get into existence.

One of the areas there was a lot of concern with in
irrigation districts was the excavating and filling of
land. It could venture out and even mean irrigated
land; also the trimming and removal of trees and
hedges and the removal of buildings. This is why |
think it very important that a municipality "may" set
up a by-law, not that they "shall" set up a by-law.
Mr. Chairman, this gives far too much power to
control our development, especially in our rural areas.

MR. JOHNSTON: Mr. Chairman, | want to speak in
opposition to the amendment to Section 64(1), as
moved by the hon. Member for Little Bow.

| think the member misunderstands the intention of
planning; that is, that we're forcing some strange
phenomena on the municipalities. In fact the munici-
palities themselves have suggested this. If the hon.
Member for Little Bow does not agree with that, he
should of course take that up with the municipalities.
But generally the municipalities themselves are sup-
portive. As the hon. Member for Banff pointed out, so
many municipalities now find themselves dealing
with very complex situations, where indeed a sub-
stantial amount of resources and dollars has to be
committed over a longer period of time to provide
needed services as development takes place and a
subdivision comes on stream. They agreed it is
necessary that they make some choices and assign
some strategies in determining the future growth of
their municipality.

So | think in terms of providing certainty and predic-
tability as to what kinds of options municipalities can
deal with, the necessity for a general plan is generally
well received across the province and has the support
of the municipalities. As well, the legislation provides
that certain opportunities hinge on them having that
general land use by-law; for example, the ability to
form a development appeal board, which sets up a
separate autonomous group in a judicial form to deal
with development, apart from the council itself. In
that sense it provides for more objectivity in terms of
determining choices for development. So | think it's
important that a DAB be formed for a municipality,
and it's necessitated by the land use by-law.

With respect to rural municipalities, it's probably
true that some of the rural municipalities have opted
for various choices in terms of their land use by-law.
Some have suggested that they want a very rigorous
land use by-law; others have suggested that it merely
set out very few guidelines. But it is up to the
municipality in a rural area to assign whatever con-

tents are required in that land use by-law. So | think
the comments of the member for Bow Valley perhaps
may not be really applicable in that sense.

Mr. Chairman, | think we would have to deny the
merit in that amendment. | would encourage the
members to vote against the amendment.

MR. R. SPEAKER: Mr. Chairman, | think the question
at hand is one of self-determination. If a local munic-
ipality is supportive of a land use by-law, if they're
able to sell it to their local electors, if they feel that it
is necessary to carry out the functions the minister
outlines so well — and | don't disagree with those
functions, about the organization of the area, the
plans that have to be done, the development plans, et
cetera. I'm not arguing that point.

But here we are saying to the municipality, you
shall pass a land use by-law. We are imposing this
by-law, that responsibility, on you. All I'm saying is
that we should allow for self-determination. If the
local municipality says, no we don't want to do it,
then they have the right to do that — they are
answerable to their electors. If planning doesn't go
as the minister or the planners at the provincial or
some regional level want it, maybe it just doesn't
have to be that way. Because the self-determination,
the responsibility, rests with that local municipality.
That's all we havetodo. We have to make it possible so
that they can pass it and carry on their own self-
determination. That, | think, is the important principle
we are talking about here.

When we impose the land use by-law, as you have
suggested by this act, we should look a little further
in the act to where the minister is given the power to
amend, delete, or do whatever he wishes with the
land use by-law. | can find the section if the minister
is so interested. Under those terms the minister can
reflect upon this local land use by-law. Maybe that is
stretching it a bit, but | believe the power is in the act.

| feel that the arguments of the minister as to why
we should have "shall" in there rather than "may"
just do not hold water. Under a more permissive type
of atmosphere, local self-determination, | feel the
very same type of thing the minister wants to happen
can happen — and without conflict. At the present
time the minister is saying, you shall; they have to do
it. That's confrontation. Immediately what's going to
happen is that a local planner, someone who knows
how to write a sophisticated land-use plan, will sub-
mit it to the local municipality. They will go though
the process and say, well this is the typical thing
passed in municipalities A, B, C, X, Y, and Z, so we
should pass it too — whether it's legitimate or not.
Mr. Chairman, | don't think that's fair to the munici-
pality, particularly the people who are represented in
the various municipalities.

We can say the minister has said the municipal
bodies are in favor of it, they want this kind of direc-
tion, while under the use of the word "may" here
they can do exactly just that: take the responsibility
themselves. Nothing prevents them from taking that
responsibility. But if they don't want to, with "may"
they don't have to. | think that's very significant.

If you talk to the rural people about how this type of
sophisticated planning might affect their lives, the
voters of this province, particularly the rural ones, will
say very clearly to you: we might accept "may" in
there. But to say we "shall" in our local district have
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a land use by-law that we must live under ... The
powers carried by the municipality can be very exten-
sive. If the municipality wants to pass them and
move ahead with them no matter how much repre-
sentation is made at the local level, the councillors
have that particular power. If they want to move
ahead with them, the people have to live with that
kind of power. By the democratic process we can
elect or not elect certain people if they don't agree
with it. That protection is there. But | don't think we
have to push this section as far as it's pressed at the
present time.

MR. GHITTER: Mr. Chairman, that was a pretty
speech. It sounded very good and was very eloquent,
except it didn't really have that much to do with the
sections.

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Agreed.

MR. GHITTER: | don't know how you can possibly
have a piece of planning legislation, with what is built
in here, without having a land use by-law. [interjec-
tions] Wait a minute. The whole system breaks down
unless you have a land use by-law as to how devel-
opment permits are going to be issued.

MR. R. SPEAKER: I'm not arguing with that.

MR. GHITTER: If the hon. member would stop waving
his hands in the air and put his eyes on the legisla-
tion for a moment, possibly it might be of some
assistance. It is a requirement. It is mandatory. They
"shall" pass the land use by-law. There are certain
things that must be in the land use by-law.

The hon. member should remember, Mr. Chairman,
that earlier in the debate he was decrying the fact
that planning must have a degree of certainty in it.
There must be certainty. There must be local auton-
omy. When we provide certainty and local autonomy,
we're getting amendments that take it away. That's
an unusual and somewhat inconsistent approach.

But if we look at the legislation, it says in Section
65, "A land use by-law shall . . .". Then it talks in
terms of dividing the municipalities into districts.
Now that makes sense. It talks in terms of what are
permitted uses, what are discretionary uses, and the
procedures by which development permits shall be
issued under the land use by-law. You have to have
that. Those are procedural matters that are a must.
If you don't have them the whole system breaks
down.

What the hon. members for Bow Valley and Little
Bow are complaining about are the nuances that
come into it. But if they look at Subsection 3 you end
up with, they "may provide for ... the following
matters" in land use. That is not mandatory. Matters
like ground area, floor height, the amount of land,
landscaping, and fencing are discretionary, as | un-
derstand the legislation. They don't have to do it if
they don't wish to. So | don't understand what the
complaint is about. We have certainty, local auton-
omy, a mandatory aspect which is essential for the
system to function, and the rest of the areas of their
complaints are discretionary in any event.

So it was a very nice speech. We all enjoyed it. It
a shame it didn't relate to the legislation.

S

MR. R. SPEAKER: The minister can . . . The minister?
Why don't you take a portfolio? | want to call him
honorable but . ..

The Member for Calgary Buffalo can say all he
wants, that the powers in here are discretionary. |
agree with that. That's right. But we must come
back to the initial directive that's going to the munici-
palities. It's saying to the municipalities, they "shall"
pass a land use by-law. That's the question I'm rais-
ing and the concern | have at that point in time.
There is no reason we can't be discretionary and say
they "may" pass that land use by-law. If it is impor-
tant to the other functions the hon. member listed,
the council, the municipality — they're elected peo-
ple; the same people who elected many of us are
responsible persons — will take the land use by-law
and pass it as necessary within that municipality. But
maybe they just don't agree with it. The hon. minis-
ter also has said some people feel there should be
more teeth in the land use by-law. Others feel there
should be less. That's certainly the discretionary part
after the land use by-law is passed. But | am saying,
let's leave the discretionary part right at the begin-
ning and allow the municipality either to have one or
not have one in the initial stages. | am sure that
under that type of optional or more flexible approach,
we will most likely reach the same ends both of us
want to reach anyway.

MR. COOKSON: Mr. Chairman, | think the Member
for Little Bow is possibly overlooking some of the
other sections which are important in the legislation
when he feels that "shall" should be deleted and
"may" included in that section. | have found in my
area that in fact the council are very happy to have
some kind of land use by-law. They want the authori-
ty under the legislation to designate areas for certain
purposes. If we're going to have municipal govern-
ment, | think it's only fair that we give them some
authority in this area. At the same time, | don't think
the intention here is for municipal governments to
abuse the privileges of the legislation we write.

As | read the sections, | think our government has
sufficiently covered the areas so that the public in
general is aware and will have an opportunity to
participate when the land use by-law is passed. Sec-
tion 65(1), for example, says that "A land use by-law
may prohibit or regulate and control the use and
development of land and buildings within a municipa-
lity". So you have a "may" provision under 65(1).
But the part | think is important is Part 6, Section
122. That section lays out pretty clearly to the public
and the people the councils represent the procedure
they have to go through to pass a land use by-law.
For example, Section 122 lays out the procedure for
public participation in by-laws. It says, "a council
shall hold a public hearing". I'm sure the Member for
Little Bow wouldn't want to change that back to
"may". This provision is in there.

All the way through, this is laid out: dates, times,
places, procedure, and an opportunity for the public to
participate. Section 123 again lays out procedure:
they shall hear persons or groups of persons, and any
other person who wishes to make representations. If
you go on further in 123, it even makes provision that
the council may defeat the proposed by-law. So after
presentation from the people they represent, they
have the option either to accept or reject the land use
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by-law.

So | think it's important, Mr. Chairman, that it be
put on record that this isn't going to be an arbitrary
decision on the part of municipal councils, that they
are going to have to go back to the people they
represent and go through the democratic process to
determine whether or not they wish to have that
by-law and the way it's put together.

MR. JOHNSTON: Mr. Chairman, | just want to make
one observation. It strikes me somewhat strange that
the hon. member makes the criticism of the land use
by-law being imperative when in fact we have already
gone through sections which make, first of all, the
regional plan imperative and the general plan impera-
tive; that is, the municipalities must carry those out.
There doesn't seem to be any disagreement with that.
The hon. Member for Little Bow indicates an affirma-
tive position. Therefore, Mr. Chairman, it seems to
me that if that is accepted, and presumably we have
accepted that, then the municipality has no other way
to implement that general plan but through a land
use by-law. It follows after that, therefore, because
of that. If we have the land use, the general plan, the
regional plan, there have to be some ways by which
the municipality can implement that plan. Therefore |
think the fact that that is mandatory is consistent
with other sections of legislation.

MR. R. SPEAKER: Just to respond to the minister on
how | interpret that, 'm not against general overall
planning and making general guidelines, zoning, and
that type of thing. The reason I'm more concerned
with regard to this section is that it goes down to the
specifics, down closer to the farmer X, Y, Z, and
comes closer to the individual landowner, maybe
closer to the developer or whoever it may be. | think
the grass roots of the province are more concerned
about that type of thing than maybe the overall
general plan, the broader guidelines, and this type of
thing. I'm suggesting that this is where possibly
more flexibility in the planning process is necessary.
That's the way | feel about it and why | make this
suggestion, recognizing even when | studied the act
that | could be accused of being inconsistent from one
section to the other. | understood that, but I've made
that particular decision on the basis Ive just
indicated.

MR. YOUNG: Mr. Chairman, just a question for clari-
fication, if | may, to the minister. I'm a little con-
cerned — and maybe I've missed it here — what is
the status with respect to the section and the
requirements we're dealing with, in the transition
period between now and the time this mechanism is
in place?

MR. JOHNSTON: Mr. Chairman, | guess | can deal
with that as a question of the amendment. The
requirements are that a regional plan has to be
completed by ... | believe this bill states December
31, 1980, but perhaps we'll have to look at that with
respect to a deadline. There is a requirement that
within a reasonable time a general plan should be
completed. So there is an interim process to allow for
these statutory plans to be completed. Presumably
this would tie in with that statutory requirement. In

the meantime any existing land use by-law or general
plan or design brief would be applicable.

MR. TAYLOR: Mr. Chairman, in addition to the rea-
sons given by the minister, | think there are one or
two others that prescribe the use of "shall" rather
than "may". One is that this is provincial legislation,
and if there's going to be no planning when a town
reaches a certain size, it's going to be very unfair to
the people of that town. If there's no by-law, people
are not going to know where they can build various
types of businesses and so on. I'm thinking of fair-
ness to the people of the town if a council should
decide not to pass a land by-law. But the require-
ment "shall" doesn't include all the items, as pointed
out by the Member for Calgary Buffalo. The "shall"
part applies to dividing the municipality into districts,
which is only logical and proper. You should know
where you're going to have your stockyards, where
you are going to have your industries and so on;
prescribing what can be done with respect to each
district and establishing a method of issuing devel-
opment permits. These are the requirements under
the by-law.

Now when it comes to the "may" part, | have some
strong feelings about that too, where a by-law may be
very unfair in regard to the size of buildings. Some of
our by-laws now almost eliminate a small home for a
couple. They don't want a big elaborate home, but
under many of the by-laws and regulations it has to
be a certain size. I've had couples tell me they don't
want a house that big. Surely we shouldn't be pre-
scribing minimum sizes for houses. Surely if a couple
wants a house with fewer square feet than that, and
if it meets other requirements and is not infringing on
the rights of other people, why should we start estab-
lishing rules that make it necessary for them to build
a certain size? All we are really doing is increasing
the cost of housing and helping to get it out of the
reach of many people who want a smaller place.

The same with the amount of land. I'm astounded
sometimes at the amount of land we require for a
house. In some areas you have to have 20,000
square feet. That's a lot of 100 by 200 feet; 100 by
50 feet provides a nicely-sized lot, or 100 by 75 feet.
Even where you don't have water and sewer, Ive
seen houses carefully planned without those large
requirements. | heard a representative of the Calgary
Regional Planning Commission endeavoring to per-
suade the ID advisory board that they would not sell
anybody anything unless it was 20 acres. In the
Drumheller valley this is a ridiculous proposition. It is
a waste of public land to make people buy 20 acres
when all they want is a small plot of land.

These are the things | object to, but this is under
the "may" section. But | do think that some planning
commissions — | wouldn't say all — have used their
influence with councils, advisory boards, and IDs to
put on these figures which are just not practical at all.
This is under the "may" section, Subsection 3. | hope
we can do something about getting these dimensions
within reason and not as large as they are today.
Someday we are going to run out of land, and | don't
see any reason for insisting on large lots when a
person is quite content to have their property on a
small lot.

I know of one village in my constituency where,
under today's requirements, they have to make every
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two lots into one lot, and they expect to have water
and sewer within the next year. This is really a waste
of land, and | hope we can do something about that.

While 'm on my feet, | want to commend the
minister for striking out Section 65(3)10 dealing with
the storage or screening of any building; subsection
(3)12, filling in the land or removal of topsoil from the
land; and subsection (3)13, the trimming or removal
of trees or hedges. But 'm wondering why subsec-
tion (3)11 wasn't struck out also. This deals with the
enlargement of a house or building, the alteration of a
house or building, the repair or removal or relocation
of buildings. Surely a farmer shouldn't have to go to
the municipality to get permission to add another
room to his house. To alter his house, to change a
bedroom into a bathroom, or repair the house in
putting new shingles on the roof is not infringing on
anyone else's rights. Surely we're going too far when
we ask a farmer or an owner of a house to go and get
permission to do that. Removal or relocation of build-
ings — as long as it is a thousand feet back from the
highway and on his own land, why should the munic-
ipality care whether it is in the middle of the section
or in the southeast quarter? | really can't follow why
we want to give that type of power, because some-
times municipalities can get very autocratic and arro-
gant in extending powers over the people.

| would like to see subsection (3)11 struck out along
with 10, part of 12, and 13, which are really things
that are the business of the person who owns the
house and not the business of government.

MR. GHITTER: Mr. Chairman, | wonder if the hon.
minister would possibly take under advisement the
comments he made both to the important question by
the hon. Member for Edmonton Jasper Place and the
earlier comment | made with respect to design briefs
about the transitional period. I'm looking at the tran-
sitional sections of sections 140 and 142. | don't
really think those transitional sections cover the
situation between the coming into force of this act
and the expiration of the two-year period referred to.
| don't see anything in here that talks in terms of
design briefs being regarded as area structure plans
by definition in that transitional period. | don't know
where the land use by-law presently in existence is
maintained in the transitional period. | would like the
minister to take that under consideration and come
back to us — maybe we can have further discussions
— because | think it's very important to this
legislation.

MR. JOHNSTON: Mr. Chairman, | agree to that. As
the hon. Member for Calgary Buffalo knows, the defi-
nitions as found in the transitional sections are not
necessarily consistent with what we're dealing with
here in terms of area structure plans and design
briefs. I'm sure he's well aware of that. However,
Section 140, in its prescription of those by-laws
which will remain in force until the new legislation
comes into place, would in my best judgment at this
time include all kinds of municipal by-laws which
may be applicable to zoning, development control,
general plans, and land use by-laws. So I'm assum-
ing that over that period we've caught the kinds of
by-laws which are in effect until the area structure
plans or land use by-laws come into place. But | will
certainly add to that by checking it further.

[Amendment defeated]
[Section 64 agreed to]
Section 65

MR. TAYLOR: Mr. Chairman, could we have the
comments of the minister on number 11 ?

MR.JOHNSTON: Mr. Chairman, I'm sorry, | neglected
to react to that. | think the hon. member really gave
the explanation for me when he said that the land
use by-law is broken into two parts: that which is
"shall" and that which is "may". In the case of the
"may" side the enumeration of about 19 points in Bill
15, which has now been amended, spells out certain
items which may be included, and of course that
would be determined by the type of municipality
affected. If it was a rural municipality, perhaps it may
not be quite as prescriptive, including those items
enumerated in the land use by-law. | think it's impor-
tant that we do have the opportunity in an urban
municipality for control over alterations, repairs, or
renovations of buildings, because of course that could
encroach upon a neighbor maybe a few feet away on
the next parcel of land.

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Chairman, the only point | want to
make in dealing with this section is that | think it's
worth while that the minister and other people as
well have made that point formally. We're talking
about "may". | would simply say, Mr. Minister, that |
hope that in any communication from your depart-
ment to the municipal secretaries as a result of Bill
15 you will be very careful to make it crystal clear
that we are talking about "may". Because | think the
point the Member for Little Bow raises is valid. It is
all too easy to get into the situation where we
suddenly find that somebody comes along with a
model proposal. And we suddenly get into the situa-
tion the Member for Drumheller talks about, where
we're prescribing whether a person can add a room
to a house on a farm. It's the sort of situation we
wouldn't really want or envisage in most cases, in
terms of setting out this legislation today. So | think it
is important that that be stressed, not only in the
Legislature but in whatever formal communication
exists from your department to the municipalities of
the province after Bill 15 is passed.

[ltems 2, 3, and 33 agreed to]
[Section 65 as amended agreed to]

MR. MUSGREAVE: Mr. Chairman, | appreciate that
some members don't necessarily want to respond to
some of the comments made by the cities of Calgary
and Edmonton, but in fairness to them | think they
have done a very commendable study of the plan.
They also addressed themselves to the 97 amend-
ments and responded to them as fast as they could.

| would like to add my comments to those of other
members of the House who complimented the minis-
ter in second reading on getting this act before us. |
think it was a very fine piece of work in his depart-
ment. However, Mr. Chairman, I'm a little concerned
that perhaps some members of his department got a
litle carried away with some things. In defense of
the city of Calgary, which has environmental prob-
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lems that may not exist in other parts of the province,
I would like to point out a few things that do concern
the city.

One of these is the fact that under the proposed
amendments there is no control of the removal of
topsoil from land. | recall my days in city council
when this was very important, particularly in the
subdivisions in the northwest part of the city. As they
were commenced it was very important as to when
the soil had to be stripped, because if it wasn't
handled correctly you had a continuous pile of dust
over the city.

Another part of the act that concerns me is that
development of the top of the escarpments is not
being addressed, as the city had asked. The other
problem of care of trees and shrubs: again we're not
as fortunate as those of you who live north of Red
Deer where trees and shrubs can be grown fairly
easily. In Calgary it is a pretty strong challenge at the
best of times. Quite often in developments | think it is
important that the planning process does have control
over trees and shrubs, particularly in the older part of
the cities where redevelopment is going on.

| could touch on other items such as the provision
of set-backs from the streets, taking money in lieu of
parking, and things of this nature. These items all
come under this section. [Id like the minister to
comment on his reaction.

MR. JOHNSTON: Mr. Chairman, | do agree that the
city of Calgary has done very commendable work in
providing for us both input to Bill 15 and reaction to
the amendments. When they talk about the land use
by-law, | think their major concern is losing what they
describe as flexibility. They operate under a very flex-
ible development control by-law, whereby the council
has the right to change very quickly some of the
land-use controls within the municipality. We have
perhaps tightened that up somewhat by putting a
blend of the zoning control and the development con-
trol in our land use by-law. Yet there still remains the
possibility for the municipality to have a direct control
district under the direct control of council, and there-
fore they do have that flexibility.

On the specific points with respect to what may be
included in the land use by-law, however, I'm open to
suggestions. Should the city of Calgary convince me
after further discussion of this brief, Id be pleased to
respond to it in terms of making some amendments,
perhaps next spring, if we can accommodate or meet
further the needs of that city.

[Section 66 agreed to]

[Sections 67 through 71 as amended agreed to]
[Section 72 as replaced by item 40 agreed to]
[Section 73 as replaced by item 41 agreed to]

MR. JAMISON: Mr. Chairman, I'm concerned about
the amount of good farmland that has been gobbled
up in annexations in the greater Edmonton area. |
would like to submit to the minister that of the area |
represent — the municipal district of Sturgeon and
the city of St. Albert — Sturgeon is possibly the first
municipality that had a general plan. After six years
they are now in the midst of reviewing this general
plan. | would like to suggest to the minister that a
recommendation of the municipal district of Stur-
geon, which is very much concerned about the loss of

good agricultural land in the subdivision of quarter
sections in the 280s — they have found through their
six years of study that probably thousands and thou-
sands of acres are now not in the production end of it.
I'd like to suggest to the minister that in The Planning
Act consideration be given to the possibility of allow-
ing a farmer to subdivide three acres out of 160
acres, so they may have some cash flow which they
badly need.

| planned on putting through an amendment. [l
read the amendment so it's on file for, possibly, next
spring. Bill 15, The Planning Act, 1977, is hereby
amended as follows: Section 73(2) is amended in
Clause (b) by striking out "80" and substituting "3";
81(2) is amended by adding "or" at the end of Clause
(b) and by adding the following after Clause (b): "(c)
the subdivision results in the separation of a parcel of
not less than two nor more than three acres from a
parcel of not less than 100 acres, that has not been
created by a subdivision registered without subdivi-
sion approval pursuant to this clause."

Mr. Chairman, | believe this amendment won't be
necessary until possibly next spring, but | would like
to recommend to the minister that if changes in the
regulations, and particularly Section 50(c)(1) of the
subdivision and transfer regulations, whereby a mu-
nicipality in conjunction and with the approval of their
regional planning board — that this part of Section
50(c)(1) could be waived when the municipality and
the planning board approve it.

Thank you.

MR. GOGO: Mr. Chairman, | wonder if the minister
would clarify a point in 73(3)(a), perhaps after other
members have spoken, regarding the definition of an
"agricultural pursuit".

MR. MUSGREAVE: Mr. Chairman, Id like to address a
question to the minister. Again it's a point raised by
the city of Calgary. It seems to have some validity.
They are concerned that under Section 73, the way it
is written it would be impossible to build any condo-
minium or group project unless a board order is
issued, because the municipality would be unable to
issue the required development permit until a con-
dominium plan is registered. The condominium plan
can't be registered until the development has started.
What they're saying in effect is that this will delay,
with extra cost to the developer, the processing of
development permits, and demonstrates further loss
of city autonomy for no apparent reason. They sug-
gest that just adding comprehensively designed group
developments to the amendments would overcome
this problem.

MR. KIDD: Id like to make a few comments on
Section 73(2)(b), which says: "a second dwelling unit
is proposed to be constructed or located on a lot of 80
acres or more." Mr. Chairman, I'm in sympathy with
the many letters and petitions the minister has had
where farmers have requested an additional dwelling
on their farm without detailed justification. Id like to
make that clear. | have a great deal of sympathy for
that approach. However, | have a constituency that
consists of a great number of small holders. Their
buildings are taxed as non-farm buildings. It seems
to me that where this second dwelling is allowed, and
where there does not need to be any justification that
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it is a farm dwelling, it should be taxed as a non-farm
building under The Municipal Taxation Act. In the
minister's summation or comments on this, | would
like to have his assurance that that is indeed the
intent.

One other point that | think needs pretty complete
clarification is that the intent is indeed that an addi-
tional dwelling would be allowed per farm. As | read
this section, that doesn't come through quite clearly
to me. It seems to me an additional dwelling will be
allowed per lot, and the definition of a lot as | read it
— and it may be clarified by the minister — is a parcel
of land of up to 160 acres. A section of land could
have four additional dwellings without justification or
without requiring subdivision approval. | would very
much appreciate the minister's clarification of those
points.

MR. MANDEVILLE: My question is along the same
line as that of the hon. Member for Banff. Could the
minister clarify or explain how the act is going to
affect a family farm where they're going to put the
second family farm home on a particular parcel of
land?

MR. TAYLOR: Mr. Chairman, my question is along a
similar line to that raised by the hon. Member for
Bow Valley, where a father and mother are retiring or
the son and daughter are going to continue to farm
and they need a second home. Also an extension of
that: the section says the buildings are "to be occu-
pied by a person who is employed full time for at least
six months " On many of the farms they need the
second home during seeding and harvest time. They
don't have them full for six full months. | wonder
why we don't permit a farmer to have proper housing
for his help, even though it's only for one or two
months. To keep it for six months, | think, is going to
defeat the purpose of many farmers who need a
second dwelling and should have a second dwelling
to carry out their farm operation properly.

MR. COOKSON: Mr. Chairman, | guess the minister
probably wants the whole load all at once and then
he can respond to it.

| am concerned about Section 73, and some other
members have alluded to the concern | have. In fact |
think it's safe to say that there was an upset in the
county of Lacombe in the recent municipal election.
In assessing it | think part of it was due to this
problem of subdivision of land versus good agricul-
tural land and the implications, the assessment, and
the whole bit. | think we're going to see more and
more of it. | think it's time our government addressed
itself to this, instead of delaying. It's going to be a
tough decision, but | think this government is capable
of making tough decisions. We can't delay the kind of
dilemma we're in.

For example, in my particular area | have a number
of small parcels. Through the present legislation,
some of them have been able to substantiate the fact
that they're classified as farmers. They do this
because there is a provision that they derive farm
income as long as they can substantiate personal
income tax exemptions. They've been able to pull this
off. In other cases down the road they haven't been
able to do this, even though they may be totally in the
farming area. Therefore it becomes part of the taxa-

tion problem as well as The Planning Act. So in these
two areas, Mr. Minister — and | know you're aware of
it; you've had lots of submissions — we've just got to
sort that problem out.

As for Section 73(3)(a), there is a provision for an
additional unit if it is to be occupied by a person who
is employed full time for at least six months each year
in an agricultural pursuit. So he spends the first six
months of the year in an agricultural pursuit; he
acquires his exemption because of the provision; and
the next year he goes full time at some other kind of
job. So he's used that provision to qualify for that
exemption under that section, and he goes on about
his work, profession, or whatever it may be. | could
spend all night citing examples of how everybody is
screwing up the system. | don't think we can look the
other way and let this continue. As | say, | think the
municipal election in my particular area was partly
because we haven't clearly set out what we should
be doing with regard to taxation and dwelling units.

Mr. Chairman, | guess to conclude | have some
difficulty with regard to 73(b). Perhaps the minister
could clarify that, because I'd like to know whether,
because of that section, we are going to further
fragment agricultural land, provide for more encour-
agement of movement onto agricultural land because
someone can see a way of by-passing taxation. If you
could indicate in those two areas whether in fact that
provision is going to make this possible, I'd be very
interested in your comments.

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Chairman, | was going to raise
essentially the same concerns. In meeting with mu-
nicipalities in my constituency before the session
convened, this issue of how we define a farmer and
the question of the taxation matter came up in all
three municipal districts in the constituency.

As | read the amendments we have before us, Mr.
Minister, what in fact we are doing with 73 (b) is
opening the door to a form of subdivision: "a second
dwelling unit is proposed to be constructed or located
on a lot of 80 acres or more". In other words, to
follow up the point the Member for Banff raised, it
would seem in reading this section that if you have a
quarter-section farm, there would be a second dwell-
ing unit on each parcel of 80 acres. Or if we have a
section of land, there would be two on each quarter
or eight in the total section. That of course is going to
open the door for a form of not illegal subdivision, but
a form of subdivision — the very point the Member
for Lacombe raised. | know that Lacombe county is
concerned about that sort of thing, because they cer-
tainly brought it to my attention.

It seems to me it really stems from the problem of
defining a farmer. Unifarm has worked on this and
very recently submitted proposals on how we would
define a farmer. It seems to me the government
found itself in this situation: the proposal in Bill 15
raised the hackles of a number of people — quite
properly, because older people who wanted to retire
on the farm suddenly thought, ah ha, we're not going
to be able to have a second dwelling unit. And so the
easiest way to meet that would be to say, all right,
we'll just allow a second dwelling unit on an 80-acre
parcel. That's going to solve the problem. But then it
just opens up the problem the Member for Lacombe
cites: all of a sudden you're going to have this section
being used by people in whose interest it will be to
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move out on the land and acquire a home, or for that
matter even the farmer, who will be able to sell or
build a home and rent it out.

It seems to me that until we tackle the larger
question of how we define a farmer — and | know
that's a tough one; | know that ministers have been
grappling with that, and the farm organizations have
been talking about it for a long time — we're always
going to be in a bit of a jackpot, in that no matter
what happens, there's going to be some ambiguity
and some unfairness in the legislation.

The other point deals with Section 3, where the
person is occupied full time in an agricultural pursuit
for at least six months a year. Again some of the
people in the improvement districts raised the ques-
tion with me: what do they mean by "is to be
occupied by a person"? Presumably under the human
rights act that means one of the spouses could be
living there, the other spouse out working — the
mere fact that, say, Mrs. Jones is living on a parcel of
land and has ten chickens, that person would meet
the provisions of 3 (a). | don't know, but it seems to
me there are just innumerable examples we can cite
of how people can beat the system. Again it leads me
to the conclusion, and this was sort of the view too —
| should say more than sort of the view; it was the
unanimous view of the three municipalities and the
three improvement districts in my constituency —
that no matter how we try to solve the concerns that
have been raised over Section 73, until we can work
out some sort of definition of what a farmer is we're
just going to be bedevilled by a new problem for every
one we try to solve.

MR. JOHNSTON: Mr. Chairman and members of the
Assembly, | think the points made today really do
underscore the very difficult time we have in rural
Alberta as the structure of rural Alberta tends to be
changing, particularly in the metropolitan areas as
more and more there is a urban trend of further
increase in country residential development. Of
course this all leads to the very serious problems of
how we determine who is and who isn't a farmer,
and how we assess and tax a property on some
equitable and fair basis which would bring into con-
sideration those who are in the legitimate farming
business, those who may be marginally affected, and
those who are using that as a ploy to avoid property
taxation.

There have been suggestions that we should
attempt definitions. It is my view that perhaps we
should not attempt to define anything, but apply a
uniform and consistent basis so that (a) all houses
and residences are covered and all land is treated the
same, and that way [interjections] you may avoid the
necessity of defining, as Unifarm has, who would be
a farmer. It's very difficult for people, assessors in
particular, to step on somebody's land and say by the
sheer fact that you don't have enough income to
qualify as a farmer, ergo you have to pay a substan-
tially higher tax. In the case of land, that could be an
infinitely higher tax and becomes a very substantial
portion of his capital investment. | recognize that.

I will not add much more to the debate, because
hon. members recognize that it's very difficult. We
have attempted to deal with it by assigning some
income criteria at this point that are weighed careful-
ly both by the assessor and by the Court of Revision

when these applications and appeals come before
him. In that case | won't pursue that further. | share
the views that | am concerned that further encroach-
ment on the good agricultural land in rural Alberta is
taking place, and perhaps the agricultural industry as
an institution has not taken a stand, dug its heels in
and said, whoa, we're not going to allow any more of
that. There seems to be an attitude that they would
like to realize substantially higher gains from disposal
of that land for country residential development.

However, | think this section will not really
encourage a dramatic increase in the numbers of
subdivisions in rural Alberta. In fact the intention of
the section is not to encourage subdivisions but to
allow development to take place on existing parcels.
Obviously a need has been expressed to us which we
are not really capable of dealing with, and that is the
compassionate opportunity for either the government,
the Provincial Planning Board, or the municipality to
waive and be lenient in allowing that the family home
and the mother-in-law and father-in-law can locate
close to the existing farm home.

However, what is important in my mind is that if
someone exercises the option to build the second
home under Section 73 without qualifying or being in
an agricultural pursuit, that second home would have
to be taxable. That in itself will probably defer a lot of
the excitement and encouragement to move on to
agricultural land, to take advantage of this waiver
under this section. As you know there is already an
opportunity in the existing legislation for those who
are in an agricultural business to continue to develop
a third, fourth, and fifth home if necessary to provide
the needed accommodation, outlined by the Member
for Drumheller, and | think that provision now stands.
The assessors, in looking at those residences, gener-
ally take a lenient point of view. Generally they
would say, well maybe it's not exactly six months, but
there is a clear indication that this individual certainly
is in the agricultural pursuit. And while it's vague,
perhaps it's intentionally vague so as to allow that
flexibility.

First of all, | think we're not encouraging further
encroachment, further division. We're not taking
away a right of the municipality. We are probably
indicating that it will be taxable, in my view, and that
we'll not encourage further movement to rural Alber-
ta. | don't think the numbers are that great, quite
frankly — that there are other provisions and other
means by which subdivision or development can take
place if necessary, and that of course is up to the
municipality.

You might note that in Bill 15 we had a provision
whereby land split by a main highway could, upon
application, receive a separate parcel or separate title
to that parcel. In these new amendments we have
taken that section out for that very reason. We did
not want to encourage that kind of development,
because in fact along the main highways in Alberta
something like 24,000 different parcels could be
generated. In reaction to the recommendations from
regional planning commissions and others, we have
removed that section for that reason.

Let me also indicate to Mr. Musgreave, who raised
the point that the city of Calgary feels it will be very
difficult for them to develop condominiums: | have
some difficulty with that section or that recommenda-
tion, because clearly Section 73, as it now states,
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specifically precludes The Condominium Property Act.
So | really don't know what the city of Calgary is
getting at. Perhaps | misunderstand their comments,
but | think we have specifically precluded that from
inclusion in that section. | will have to study that
section further to make sure I'm accurate.

MR. KIDD: Mr. Chairman, | think the explanation the
minister gave regarding the taxation problems is ac-
ceptable to me. But he certainly didn't clarify in a
crystal clear way whether additional dwellings can be
built on 160-acre parcels without subdivision approv-
al. Because as | read the act, just taken at face value,
| see nothing to restrict a man who has one section of
land — if | interpret it properly — to build four
residences on that land without any justification that
they are farm residences, without subdivision
approval.

MR. JOHNSTON: Mr. Chairman, | actually did omit a
very important comment that should be made, and it
really deals with the comments made by the Member
for St. Albert. As a result of the petition he has made
to us, not just today but over the last couple of weeks,
we have formed a special committee made up of
members from the Department of Agriculture, from
my department, from the county of Sturgeon, and
perhaps one or two others, to deal with the very
question of whether the recommendation made by
the hon. Member for St. Albert is applicable and can
be reflected in the legislation as operational. | neg-
lected to mention that we're in the process of study-
ing that, and through that study we would also touch
on the concern raised by the Member for Banff. But |
would imagine that development could take place as
the section now stands without subdivision. And in a
section of land, it would appear to me that there
would be four — at least an opportunity for eight —
dwellings at this point, without any subdivision
approval.

MR. COOKSON: Mr. Chairman, | think this is really a
dangerous section. | can't stand here and accept this
particular section. | just disagree with it. If that's the
intent — and | had the feeling all along that this was
possible — then my personal opinion is that it's
simply going to upset the whole concept of land use.
The rest of the members can do as they see fit. But
I'm definitely opposed to Section 73(2)(b).

MR. MANDEVILLE: Mr. Chairman, | would like to
make a few comments in relation to a second family
farm home. For example, if a couple wanted to retire
and turn the farm over to their young son, | would say
it should be possible for them to build him a second
home without subdivision.

As far as taxation is concerned, under the present
assessment act they can tax a second farm home on
a farm if they are getting revenue from the home.
That is possible at the present time. But the part that
bothers me, Mr. Chairman: "No person shall con-
struct or locate or cause to be constructed or located
more than one dwelling unit on a parcel". | know that
is clarified to some extent in the amendment; howev-
er, it still doesn't clear it up to my satisfaction or to
that of many people who have got in touch with me in
rural Alberta, especially people who want to retire on
family farms and have a second family farm home. |

would like to make an amendment: that Section 73(3)
(@ be struck out and the following substituted
therefor:
(@) is to be occupied by a person who is or has

been employed full time for at least six

months each year in an agricultural or agri-

cultural household pursuit . . .
In other words, Mr. Chairman, this would be anyone
who is involved in agriculture or an agricultural
pursuit.

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Chairman, | wonder if the minister
would take this amendment under consideration and
hold it until we get back to discussion of the rest of
The Planning Act. | assume we're not going to go
through the entire bill tonight.[laughter] They're
going to try it.

The reason | raise that is twofold. It seems to me
the amendment is one which bears serious consider-
ation by the government. It would certainly accom-
modate the concerns expressed in rural Alberta about
this second home for the retiring farmer who wants
to pass on the farm to the son but wants to stay on
the parcel of land. | think the hon. Member for
Lacombe raised points we should not dismiss lightly.
If we go with the package of proposals we have
before us today, we are talking about up to eight
homes on a section of land. One can say there won't
be all that much incentive because these additional
homes — if there is one home on a section of land
now, the seven additional homes — will be taxable.
But the fact of the matter is that it is going to
completely defeat the concept of a land use by-law.

Looking at the county of Lacombe, | can imagine
there would be no way in a thousand years it would
pass a land use by-law that would allow one home
per 80 acres. Knowing as | do a little about the
council, | just don't think they would be inclined to
pass that sort of land use by-law. But that is what we
are going to be getting into with this package of
amendments. It seems to me the proposal made by
the hon. Member for Bow Valley is one the govern-
ment should look at. Drop the 80-acre section in
Section 73 and accept this amendment. You have
accommodated the problem of the older farmers and
at the same time you are not opening the door to
backdoor subdivision.

MR. GOGO: Mr. Chairman, on a point of order.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The hon. Member for Lethbridge
West. You have a point of order?

MR. GOGO: Yes, Mr. Chairman. Could we see the
amendment by the hon. Member for Bow Valley
before we proceed in discussing the amendment?

MR. CHAIRMAN: [l read it out to you.
there are enough copies to go around.

| don't think

DR. HORNER: Mr. Chairman, in view of the fact there
aren't enough copies to go around, and also in view
of the fact the amendment is redundant — if hon.
members would read the amendment that is pro-
posed they will see it is also proposed in the
amendment suggested by the minister relative to
Subsection (2)@). If they would bother to read the
amendments there, they would see that that is
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covered. But to allow them that opportunity to do
some reading, | move that the committee rise, report
progress, and ask leave to sit again.

[Motion carried]

[Mr. Speaker in the Chair]

DR. McCRIMMON: Mr. Speaker, the Committee of the
Whole Assembly has had under consideration Bill 15,

The Planning Act, 1977, and begs to report progress.

MR. SPEAKER: Having heard the report, do you all
agree?

HON. MEMBERS: Agreed.
DR. HORNER: Mr. Speaker, | move the House now
adjourn until tomorrow afternoon at 2:30.

MR. SPEAKER: Having heard the motion by the hon.
Deputy Premier, do you all agree?

HON. MEMBERS: Agreed.

MR. SPEAKER: The Assembly stands adjourned until
tomorrow afternoon at half past 2.

[The House adjourned at 11:20 p.m]



