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LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF ALBERTA

Title: Monday, December 7, 1981 2:30 p.m.

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

PRAYERS

[Mr. Speaker in the Chair]

head: INTRODUCTION OF BILLS

Bill 259

The Heritage Savings Trust Fund
Protection Act

MR. R. SPEAKER: Mr. Speaker, I request leave to
introduce a Bill, being The Heritage Savings Trust Fund
Protection Act.

This Act is very significant at this time in our history in
Alberta. The Heritage Savings Trust Fund has some $8.5
billion and could grow to a much larger sum in the next
few years. With the possible passage of Bill 69 in this
Legislature, we may add another $2 billion to that fund.
In light of that large amount of money that Albertans
own and have invested in that fund, the Bill is to establish
the office of the Heritage Savings Trust Fund auditor,
under the Auditor General. This auditor would be direct-
ly responsible to the Auditor General, working with the
sincerity, honesty, and good will of the Auditor General,
within the format that has been established. The respon-
sibility of the new trust fund auditor is to monitor the

. trust fund exclusively and to report directly to the Legis-
lative Assembly of Alberta, as does the Auditor General.

As I've said, this Bill recognizes that the trust fund is
one and one half times the size of the provincial budget,
so requires a separate, identifiable audit department
under the Auditor General. There must be direct ac-
countability to this Legislature for the management of the
fund.

[Leave granted; Bill 259 read a first time]

Bill 24
The Human Rights Commission
Independence Act

MR.NOTLEY : Mr. Speaker, I request leave to introduce
Bill No. 224, The Human Rights Commission Independ-
ence Act.

There are several provisions in this Act. The first is that
a chairman will be selected by the Lieutenant Governor in
Council, as recommended by the Legislative Assembly.
Secondly, the Human Rights Commission would be
directly responsible to the Legislative Assembly. Thirdly,
a report will be tabled within the Assembly within 15
days of the commencement of the legislative session.

[Leave granted; Bill 224 read a first time]

Bill 260
An Act to Limit
the Exclusion of Rights Legislation

MR. R. SPEAKER: Mr. Speaker, I would also like to
request leave today to introduce a Bill, An Act to Limit
the Exclusion of Rights Legislation.

This amendment provides that any Acts passed not-
withstanding The Alberta Bill of Rights cease to have
effect five years after being passed, unless re-enacted by
this Legislature. This patterns The Alberta Bill of Rights
after the constitution agreed upon by nine of the pre-
miers, the Prime Minister of Canada and, hopefully by
tomorrow evening, the Canadian Senate. This would
bring it in line, also point out that the clauses in that area
under The Bill of Rights would be revised.

The purpose of the Bill is to guarantee Albertans — as
we all would recognize — that their rights in The Alberta
Bill of Rights will receive the same protection now in the
federal constitution.

[Leave granted; Bill 260 read a first time]

Bill 247
The Solar Energy Development Act

MR.NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, I request leave to introduce
Bill No. 247, The Solar Energy Development Act.

The main principles contained in The Solar Energy
Development Act are to mandate the Research Council
to conduct research and development projects relevant to
the commercialization of solar heating, to maintain a
continuing study of developments in the field of solar
energy, and to prepare and submit an annual report in
respect of each of these activities which will be tabled in
the Legislative Assembly.

[Leave granted; Bill 247 read a first time]

Bill 248
The Right to Sunlight Act

MR.NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, I request leave to introduce
Bill 248, The Right to Sunlight Act.

Bill No. 248 is modelled on legislation which has been
submitted in several states in the United States to the
south of us, which would set out the question of the right
people have to sunlight, and which must in fact be set out
in statutory form if we are going to encourage solar
development of any kind in the province.

[Leave granted; Bill 248 read a first time]

Bill 250
An Act to Amend
The Alberta Energy Company Act

MR.NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, I request leave to introduce
private member's Bill No. 250, An Act to Amend The
Alberta Energy Company Act.

There are two important principles in Bill 250. The first
is that notwithstanding any other provision of this Act,
the government shall at all times hold no less than 51 per
cent of all the issued and outstanding voting shares in the
company; that is, to move it from 50 per cent to 51 per
cent so there is control by the government of Alberta. In
fact, we- would be turning it into a Crown corporation.
The other principle contained in Bill No. 250 is that by
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being a Crown corporation, the Alberta Energy Company
would be totally answerable to the Legislative Assembly,
and all questions raised with respect to it would be
debatable in the Legislative Assembly.

[Leave ‘ granted; Bill 250 read a first time]

Bill 252
The Public Information and
Personal Privacy Act

MR.NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, I request leave to introduce
Bill No. 252, The Public Information and Personal Priva-
cy Act.

Very briefly, the principles in Bill 252 are first of all
with respect to the right of the public to be able to obtain
public -information with respect to the operation of gov-
emmment. That would include those papers or reports
which have been compiled by government, except for
certain specified circumstances. The legislation in that
respect is modelled on legislation for introduced for many
years in the House of Commons by the then member for
Peace River, Mr. Baldwin. The other aspect of the Bill is
with respect to the personal privacy question. That sets
out certain standards with respect to the confidentiality of
government files.

[Leave granted; Bill 252 read a first time]

Bill 256
An Act to Amend
The Energy Resources Conservation Act

MR.NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, I request leave to introduce
private member's Bill No. 256, being An Act to Amend
The Energy Resources Conservation Act.

The main principle in Bill 256 has been partly — but
only in part — addressed by government legislation. This
would set out more clearly the requirements of notice for
ERCB hearings where people are affected by sour gas
plants or any kind of energy development. It would set
out very clearly the method by which the Energy Re-
sources Conservation Board must advertise in the appro-
priate local newspaper or method of communication
directly to the people affected by such a move.

[Leave granted; Bill 256 read a first time]

head: TABLING RETURNS AND REPORTS

MR.SINDLINGER: Mr. Speaker, today I would like to
table -a letter written by me, the Member for Little Bow,
and the Member for Spirit River-Fairview to the Auditor
General. It's essentially the same letter delivered to the
Auditor General by the Premier last week, asking the
Auditor General to look into specific matters dealing with
the audit of the Heritage Savings Trust Fund. The only
difference is that this letter is a little bit more specific . ..

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. I have to express some
concern if our time during the daily routine is going to be
taken up by tablings accompanied by explanations. I
have a notion that most of us here in the Assembly have a
fairly voluminous correspondence.

MR. SINDLINGER: Mr. Speaker, I just wish to table it,
and I thank you for the opportunity.

MR.CHAMBERS: Mr. Speaker, I'm pleased to table the
annual reports of the Alberta Housing Corporation and
the Alberta Home Mortgage Corporation for the year
ended March 31, 1981. While I'm on my feet, I'd like to
file with the Assembly motions for returns nos. I125A and
126.

MRS. LeMESSURIER: Mr. Speaker, I would like to
table with the Assembly two reports: the annual report of
the Department of Culture for the year 1980-81; and
second, the Alberta Cultural Heritage Foundation, 1980-81.

head: INTRODUCTION OF SPECIAL GUESTS

MR. L. CLARK: Mr. Speaker, it's a real honor and
pleasure for me today to introduce to you, and through
you to members of the Assembly, a former MP from our
riding, Mr. Stanley Schumacher. Stanley did a very fine
job of representing our constituency for 11 years. He's
seated in the members gallery, and I would ask him to
rise and receive the welcome of the House.

head: ORAL QUESTION PERIOD
Heritage Savings Trust Fund Auditing

MR. R. SPEAKER: Mr. Speaker, my question to the
Premier is partly with regard to the letter that was tabled,
also a statement the Premier made in the Legislature on
December 3, 1981, in response to a question by the hon.
Member for Calgary Buffalo. At that time the Premier
said, with regard to a letter to the Auditor General: "I
don't see any reason why any member of this Legislative
Assembly can't communicate directly to the Auditor
General".

As well, Mr. Speaker, in my question I'd like to refer
the Premier to The Auditor General Act, Section 17(1),
which was quoted in one of the Premier's responses, and
the indications are that: "The Auditor General shall per-
form such special duties as may be specified by the
Assembly. Section 17(2) says: "special duties as may be
specified by the Executive Council".

Mr. Speaker, my question to the Premier is: because it
does not allow a member of the Legislature to send a
letter directly to the Auditor General and in turn expect a
response, would the Premier consider taking the letter
that was tabled here today and having it presented to the
Auditor General for response to this Legislative
Assembly?

MR. LOUGHEED: Mr. Speaker, I'd certainly consider
that. 1 find it puzzling that a Member of the Legislative
Assembly doesn't feel that he or she can correspond with
or send a letter directly to the Auditor General. That
seems puzzling to me. If there's some difficulty with that,
I'd certainly be prepared to look into it.

MR. R. SPEAKER: Mr. Speaker, a supplementary ques-
tion. Would the Premier be prepared to come back to the
House tomorrow, having given consideration to that mat-
ter in the interim, and report to the Assembly?

MR.LOUGHEED: Yes, Mr. Speaker, I'd be prepared to
do that. Again, it's a matter of puzzlement to me what is
really being requested. But I'll certainly read the Blues,
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then try to respond to the hon. Leader of the Opposition
tomorrow.

MR.R.SPEAKER: Mr. Speaker, a supplementary ques-
tion. In light of the events before us, has the Premier
considered calling a recess to the Legislative Assembly
until the Auditor General's report is tabled in this
Legislature?

MR. LOUGHEED: No, Mr. Speaker.
QOil Sands/Heavy Oil Development

MR. R. SPEAKER: Mr. Speaker, I'd like to direct my
second question to the Premier as well. It's with regard to
the Esso Cold Lake and the Alsands projects. I wonder if
the Premier could indicate whether progress has been
made with regard to those two matters, whether negotia-
tions are proceeding, are at some kind of stalemate, or
are not proceeding at all at the present time.

MR. LOUGHEED: Mr. Speaker, I don't have that in-
formation at hand at present. Perhaps it should wait until
the Minister of Energy and Natural Resources returns. I
know there are meetings of officials of the Department of
Energy and Natural Resources with representatives of the
Cold Lake project. That's really all I could report at this
stage.

MR.R.SPEAKER: Mr. Speaker, a supplementary ques-
tion to the Premier. Is it the intention of the government
to reach an agreement this winter, so that some of the
winter work that could proceed can proceed?

MR.LOUGHEED: Mr. Speaker, we believe the energy
agreement of September 1, 1981, provided a very sound
basis of commercial encouragement for the projects. If
they have difficulties unrelated to the commercial terms,
that's a matter that arises from a number of external
factors that they as developers would have to consider
themselves. For our part, we are always prepared to listen
to representations. I anticipate that there would be dis-
cussions with the developers over the course of the winter
months, but I can give the Legislature no assurance of the
results.

MR.R.SPEAKER: Mr. Speaker, a supplementary ques-
tion to the Premier, with regard to the federal budget.
Could the Premier indicate whether the latest federal
budget added further deterrence to the progress with
regard to these two plants?

MR. LOUGHEED: Mr. Speaker, as I mentioned in the
House last Thursday, I believe in answer to a question
from the Member for Bow Valley, there's no question
that the federal budget certainly had a negative effect on
job creation in Canada. I do not have any information in
regard to whether it had a negative affect directly upon
the Cold Lake project the hon. Leader of the Opposition
is referring to. In the course of representations and dis-
cussions in the next few months with the developers on
that project, it may or may not develop that they may
make some representations to us which refer to the feder-
al budget of November 12, 1981, but I have no informa-
tion in that regard at this time.

MR. SINDLINGER: A supplementary, Mr. Speaker.
Could the Premier please indicate whether the developers

of either the Alsands or Cold Lake projects have advised
the government that there's a deadline for decision-
making, or a target date which has to be met, beyond
which further development cannot occur?

MR.LOUGHEED: Mr. Speaker, I don't think the devel-
opers have set any firm deadlines for their management
decisions. As far as I know, they are continuing discus-
sion at the official level with representatives of both the
Alberta and federal governments.

MR. SINDLINGER: Mr. Speaker, could the Premier
please advise the Assembly whether a target rate of return
has been set on any heritage fund investments in either of
these projects, such as that which the Alsands group has
indicated it would like to have; that is, something in the
range of 20 per cent on equity on a discounted cash flow
basis?

MR.LOUGHEED: Mr. Speaker, if and when we make
investments in a project of that nature, we'll make those
investments beneficial to the people of Alberta in the
aggregate sense, in terms of our best judgment at the
time.

MR.R.SPEAKER:Mr. Speaker, a supplementary ques-
tion. Could the Premier indicate whether the Minister of
Energy and Natural Resources is presently out of the
House because he is negotiating with regard to these two
plants? Or is the minister away on other energy business
outside or within Canada?

MR. LOUGHEED: Mr. Speaker, the Minister of Energy
and Natural Resources is outside the country. He's been
on important tours in Japan and Australia.

MR.R.SPEAKER:Mr. Speaker, a supplementary ques-
tion. Could the Premier indicate the content of those
visits? Are they with regard to agreements with Canada,
and specifically with Alberta, with regard to oil or gas,
technology that could be better used in Alberta, or the
sale of technology to these countries? Specifically, what is
the purpose of the trip?

MR. LOUGHEED: Mr. Speaker, I think it would be
inappropriate for me to start a long, involved answer. A
report should await the return of the hon. minister. If the
session is adjourned when he returns, I'm sure he'd be
happy to do it when the House reconvenes.

MR. SINDLINGER: A supplementary, Mr. Speaker.
Could the Premier please indicate whether ratification
will be sought from this House prior to investing heritage
funds in any of these energy projects?

MR. LOUGHEED: Mr. Speaker, no that wouldn't be
our approach and hasn't been to this date. As a govern-
ment, we will make decisions of that nature and present
the information to the Legislature. If they wish, the Legis-
lature can ask for whatever accountability is required.
They will be decisions made by a duly elected govern-
ment, which we will stand by, in terms of their being in
the best interest of the citizens of the province.

MR.NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, a supplementary question
to the Premier. Have there been any preliminary discus-
sions beyond the statement the Premier issued on July 21
last year with respect to possible investment in the ven-
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tures beyond a debt basis, to include equity? I raise that
with the Premier because of the decision to convert the
Syncrude debentures into equity. At this stage, have there
been any discussions with either of the participants about
a significant equity investment by the province of Alber-
ta, as opposed to debt instruments?

MR.LOUGHEED: Mr. Speaker, nothing other than in
an exploratory or preliminary way.

MR.SINDLINGER: A supplementary, please. If there is
equity investment in either of these projects, could the
Provincial Treasurer advise the Legislative Assembly
whether there will be an upper limit on the amount of
equity the Alberta government will take relative to the
other participants?

MR. SPEAKER: The question could possibly be put in
an unhypothetical way. Perhaps we could assume that's
been done.

MR. HYNDMAN: Mr. Speaker, no decision has been
taken in that regard at this time.

MR. SINDLINGER: Mr. Speaker, could the Provincial
Treasurer advise the Assembly whether the guidelines
presented to the heritage fund committee — that is, 5 per
cent of total equity in any particular project — will be
considered and applied in these two particular cases?

MR. HYNDMAN: No they will not, Mr. Speaker.
‘Water Management — TV Production

MR.NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, I'd like to direct this ques-
tion to the hon. Minister of Agriculture. It concemns a
widely advertised television program, On The Water
Front. It says in the add that water is essential for
agriculture. Is the minister in a position to advise the
Assembly whether this particular program, apparently
paid for by the Department of Agriculture, will in fact be
aired tonight?

MR. SCHMIDT: Mr. Speaker, the Department of Agri-
culture has many programs on behalf of producers
throughout the province that appear at various times. I
don't have an answer, but I would be quite pleased to
check into it and report back to the House.

MR.NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, a supplementary question.
In terms of the production of this particular program, is
the minister in a position to advise the Assembly that the
position of the government with respect to water man-
agement, as enunciated by the hon. Premier a few days
ago, is in fact the position being represented in this
program, or is it the position outlined by either Mr.
Martyn or Mr. McFarlane in their memos?

MR. SCHMIDT: Mr. Speaker, I would have to take the
question as notice. Agriculture deals with water as it
pertains to irrigation. I would have to assume that that
would be the direction the Department of Agriculture
would be involved. I will certainly take the question as
notice and report back.

MR. NOTLEY: A further supplementary question. It's
my understanding that the CBC has chosen not to carry
this particular program because it's controversial. [in-

tejections] Is the minister in a position to advise the
Assembly whether it is the intention of the government to
buy time on the private stations, and what the budget is?
If the Minister of Agriculture is not in a position to
answer that question, perhaps whoever is acting minister
in charge of the Public Affairs Bureau could.

MR.SCHMIDT: Mr. Speaker, I stated that I would take
the original question as notice. The information the hon.-
member provides is interesting, and we'll still accept the
question as notice.

MR. NOTLEY: A further supplementary question. While
the minister is taking these questions as notice, would he
also find out the cost of this particular production and
report back to the Assembly? Perhaps I could put that as
a direct question to the hon. minister.

MR. SPEAKER: With great respect, it was put as a
direct question.

MR. NOTLEY: I didn't get an answer.
Health Care Insurance — Doctors' Fees

MRS. CHICHAK: Mr. Speaker, my question is directed
to the hon. Minister of Hospitals and Medical Care.
Could the hon. minister advise the House of the status of
negotiations with the province's doctors, the AMA?

MR. RUSSELL: Mr. Speaker, the negotiating teams met
again on Friday afternoon. A carefully worked out gov-
emment offer was put to the AM A negotiators for their
consideration over the weekend, in the hope that it would
be put to their membership for vote. I'm sorry to say that
the AM A directors have decided not to put that offer to a
vote, so I guess we have to go back to the table for some
more work.

MRS. CHICHAK: A supplementary, Mr. Speaker.
Could the hon. minister take two supplementaries into
consideration? Inasmuch as the doctors have indicated
publicly that their request is for a 32 per cent increase and
other figures seem to be quoted publicly, the questions
I'm being asked are, what does it all mean and what is the
real offer? Has the provincial government offered 11.1 per
cent? Where are we at, and can we have some clarifica-
tion on those figures?

MR. RUSSELL: Mr. Speaker, perhaps I could put it in
simple terms if I just use the global figures with respect to
each side. These figures have elements of recognition of
overhead expenses, doctors' income component, and
what are called additional benefits by way of substantive
issues. The doctors have been talking about 32 or 30 per
cent, plus substantive issues. Our last offer, which was
rejected over the weekend, was for approximately 17.5
per cent in the global basis over one year. That includes
the matter of substantive issues. [ say "approximately"
because it's very difficult at this time to put a precise
dollar figure, and thereby a percentage point, on the
substantive issues. But I believe I'm within one or two
decimal points.

MR. SINDLINGER: A supplementary, Mr. Speaker.
Could the minister indicate whether or not the new offer
presented by the government to the doctors which was
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just referred to, entailing a 175 per cent: increase, was
based on an increase in premiums paid by Albertans?

MR. RUSSELL: No it isn't, Mr. Speaker. I've been
trying to indicate to the public lately the cost of any
potential agreement we might come to. When I spoke to
the Alberta Hospital Association convention last week, I
mentioned that the package now being asked for by the
A M A would mean a doubling of existing medicare pre-
miums if the premiums are going to be asked to support
it. If the premiums don't support it, some other source of
income will. But I think that perhaps helped put it into
perspective.

MR. SINDLINGER: A supplementary, Mr. Speaker.
Could the minister indicate whether or. not consideration
would be given to eliminating health care premiums in
their entirety for Albertans?

MR. RUSSELL: Well, Mr. Speaker, that's the proposi-
tion put to us by the federal Minister of National Health
and Welfare, who believes that medicare is free. We
hadn't realized that. Apparently there's no cost to it. We
have often been asked to consider eliminating medicare
premiums but don't agree to that proposition. It's a way
of directly relating the costs of health care to costs to the
consumer.

MR. NOTLEY: A supplementary question to the minis-
ter, for clarification. In his answer, the minister indicated
that had the proposition put by the medical association
been accepted, if the doctors accepted, there would be a
doubling of fees if that were the way in which it was paid.
However, specifically with respect to the government's
17.5 per cent offer, is the minister saying to the House
that that will be accommodated totally from general
revenue, or will some increase in fees in fact be
anticipated?

MR. RUSSELL: Mr. Speaker, that decision hasn't finally
been made. I think it's important to get the message to
Albertans, especially the ones urging substantial income
raise in the fee benefit schedule, that that direct relation-
ship be made. An option we'll have to consider in
drawing up the budget for the next fiscal year is whether
those added costs will come from medicare premiums or
from some other source. At this time, I've tried to give an
indication of the scope of change that would be necessary
to meet those costs.

MRS. CHICHAK: A supplementary, Mr. Speaker.
:Could the hon. minister indicate what proportion the
premiums are paying for medicare costs? Does the minis-
ter have the information on hand as to what percentage
of the real cost the government is paying in total medical
care support?

MR. RUSSELL: At the present time, Mr. Speaker, it's
approximately one-third. If all medical care premium
revenue were directed to the medicare program only, it
would cover one-third of the costs and nothing for
hospitals.

MRS. CRIPPS: A supplementary to the minister, Mr.
Speaker. What is the government's position on overhead
costs? That's a point very often raised. :

MR. RUSSELL: I don't believe there's any disagreement
between the government and the Alberta Medical Asso-
ciation on that issue. We think the bona fide increased
costs in their overhead should be met, and that those
should not be deducted from the doctors' incomes. We've
tried to establish that. There's some difference of opinion
as to what overhead is, and we're certainly willing to
reach agreement on that as quickly as possible.

MR. GOGO: A supplementary question to the hon. min-
ister, Mr. Speaker. Are fee schedules in other jurisdic-
tions in Canada a criterion in determining the fee sched-
ule with the Alberta Medical Association in the province
of Alberta?

MR. RUSSELL: Mr. Speaker, I understand it is an
element that is put on the bargaining table. For example,
the other highest provincial fee schedule at the present
time is British-Columbia, I believe. That is one yardstick
for measuring incomes. The other one, of course, is to use
the available federal statistics with respect to net incomes
of any provincial group. I think it's fair to say that
Alberta doctors have the highest at the present time.

Sugar Beet Industry

MR. MANDEVILLE: Mr. Speaker, my question is to
the hon. Minister of Agriculture. Has the minister had
any recent meetings with the Alberta Sugar Beet Growers
Association in southern Alberta with regard to the prob-
lems they're -having processing their sugar beets this fall?

MR. SCHMIDT: No, Mr. Speaker.

MR. MANDEVILLE: A supplementary question, Mr.
Speaker. There has been some suggestion that the sugar
beet growers put up their own processing plant. Has there
been any discussion with the Minister of Agriculture or
the Minister of Economic Development with regard to
making funds available on loan from the heritage trust
fund to put up such a factory in southern Alberta?

MR. SCHMIDT: Mr. Speaker, I've had no such request
from the sugar beet growers, either of a change in the
processing of their product or for a meeting on the
production of sugar beets.

MR. R.SPEAKER: Mr. Speaker, a supplementary ques-
tion to the minister with regard to the closing of the
Picture Butte plant two years ago. At that point in time,
was any commitment made by government that the Taber
plant would have a capability of processing all the sugar
beets grown in southern Alberta, without a significant
reduction in acreage? Could the minister indicate what
commitment the government made with regard to that?

MR. SCHMIDT: Mr. Speaker, I can't recall the com-
mitment at the time. I would have to take that as notice
and check back. But in regard to the sugar beet growers
themselves, the meetings we have had — and that had to
entail last year's production — were involved basically
with the contracts and the opportunity from a transporta-
tion point of view. After the original meeting, the prob-
lem of transportation of sugar beets apparently was
solved in signing the contracts, according to the produc-
ers themselves. I've had no contact with. them to date in
regard to a problem for this year.
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Public Affairs Programs — Agriculture

MR.NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, I'd like to direct this ques-
tion to the hon. Minister of Agriculture. It concerns the
foray of the Department of Agriculture into the television
business. What is the policy of the department with
respect to the production and advertising of programs
such as On The Water Front? s it the position of the
government that public funds should only be expended
on programs which accurately reflect the policy of the
government of Alberta?

MR.SCHMIDT: Mr. Speaker, the extension department
of Agriculture enters into all kinds of uses of the media,
including television, for passing information to producers
throughout the province on varied subjects in areas of
production. As a rule, the programs deal directly with
production in a way that is acceptable to the producer,
and meets that need between the information media
through Agriculture directly to the producer for his or
her use. '

MR.NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, a supplementary question.
The minister has answered the question with respect to
objective material. However, where the government is
dealing with areas of subjective assessment, what policy
guideline does the Department of Agriculture follow,
with respect to the production of television broadcasts or
extension material, in areas where there is a very definite
difference of opinion? Is the position of the Department
of Agriculture that where public dollars are expended,
those programs accurately reflect the position of the
government?

MR. SCHMIDT: Mr. Speaker, I'm not aware of any
differences of opinion. The presentation of information to
producers may vary somewhat from the individual pro-
ducer's method of production but, in a general way, I see
no opposition collectively. In fact, the intent in the use of
the material presented is to give that flexibility to produc-
ers throughout the province.

MR.NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, a supplementary question.
I'm pleased to hear the minister's response, although I
suspect there may in fact be a difference of opinion over
On The Water Front. However, my question does relate
to the production of information dispensed by the gov-
emnment generally. But since it relates directly to the
Department of Agriculture in those areas where there is
debate among the people of Alberta, what policy guide-
lines are followed before public dollars are invested in
-any production on a controversial matter? Does it follow
that government policy must be accurately reflected be-
fore public dollars are invested?

MR. SCHMIDT: Mr. Speaker, I'm unaware of any con-
troversy that exists. If the hon. member is referring to the
question asked previously, which 1 took as notice, I
suggest that I take it as notice. Perhaps he has informa-
tion and some preconceived idea of the end result of a
program of which I'm not aware at present.

MR.R.SPEAKER: Mr. Speaker, a supplementary ques-
tion to the Minister of Agriculture with regard to the
co-ordination and monitoring of this kind of information.
Does the Minister of Government Services monitor the
terms of reference or guidelines for advertising or produc-
tion, whether television, radio, or paper articles that leave

the government? Does each department have its own set
of guidelines? Or does no checking at all go on, which
seems to be the case in this instance?

MR. SCHMIDT: Mr. Speaker, we in the Department of
Agriculture have our own services in providing extension.
We have our own checks and balances for the release of
that material, making sure that the basic material is
designed for whatever specific use the original design was
intended, and is handled within the department. Each
article, whether it be written or appears through the
media of radio or television, has the scrutiny of our own
department.

MR. R.SPEAKER: Mr. Speaker, a supplementary ques-
tion. Is the minister indicating that that scrutiny is just by
deputy ministers and other senior officials, not by the
minister himself?

MR.SCHMIDT: Mr. Speaker, I've had the opportunity
to read and see some but not all of the information
generated through the department.

MR. NOTLEY: A supplementary question to the minis-
ter. A production of this kind would cost many thou-
sands of dollars. Who would authorize it, then? If the
minister hasn't seen it, would it be the deputy minister?
Who would authorize the very considerable expenditure
of public funds on the production, plus advertising, of
this kind of program?

MR.SCHMIDT: Mr. Speaker, the basic planning of the
collection of data and the method by which it is to be
transmitted to the producers throughout the province, is
part of the budgetary aspect. If we are to use the medium
of television, of course there is a cost involved. As minis-
ter, I have the opportunity to discuss the programs in the
planning stage and, from that point of view, have the
opportunity to agree with the expenditures collectively
and, if they are programs of a fair monetary size, indivi-
dually. Of course, television falls into that category. So
yes, I do have the opportunity to agree on the direction
one is taking.

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, bearing the minister's an-
swer specifically in mind, did the minister know anything
about this program? Was it discussed with the minister in
any way, shape, or form, considering the fact that a lot of
dollars are involved in the production — as well as
advertising costs — of what would be an hour-long
program? Has the minister the foggiest idea of this pro-
gram? Was there any discussion at all between the minis-
ter and any officials of the department on this particular
program?

MR. SCHMIDT: Mr. Speaker, I'm aware of the overall
program. It would appear the hon. member is discussing
a particular finished product. If that is the same presenta-
tion the hon. member alluded to and which I said 1 would
take as notice, I can't answer any further. He's talking
about a finished product of which I'm not aware.

MR.NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, a supplementary question.
I'm not suggesting that the minister is going to be a
censor, sitting down and watching television programs,
but was the minister at any time advised that the depart-
ment was going to undertake a substantial investment of
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public dollars on a program dealing with the management
of Alberta's water resources?

MR. SCHMIDT: Mr. Speaker, we spend a fair amount
of money each year in water management, irrigation, and
other aspects of production through the department. I see
nothing different with this approach from any we have
through our extension department over the period of
years, or for any other programs we've had this year.

MR. NOTLEY: One final supplementary question. Was
the minister given any information about this program,
yes or no?

MR. SCHMIDT: Mr. Speaker, I've answered that
question.

Edmonton Municipal Airport

MR. SINDLINGER: Mr. Speaker, I'd like to ask a
question of the Minister of Transportation. Could the
minister advise the Assembly what action the government
is taking as a result of the light airplane crash in
Edmonton last night?

MR. KROEGER: Mr. Speaker, we haven't taken any
action. The MOT is doing the investigation, as they do in
all accidents of this kind, so we wouldn't be involved at
this point.

MR. SINDLINGER: Mr. Speaker, could the minister
please advise whether or not any consideration has been
given to removing the air traffic from the city limits of
Edmonton to the outskirts?

MR. KROEGER: Well, Mr. Speaker, that's not a deci-
sion we'd be making. The city of Edmonton would be
involved. [interjections]

MR. SINDLINGER: Mr. Speaker, a supplementary to
the minister. Inasmuch as heritage savings trust funds are
being spent to build airport terminals as well as air facili-
ties around the province, would the province give consid-
eration to constructing similar facilities outside the city
limits so there wouldn't be a repetition of what happened
last night?

DR.PAPROSKI: A supplementary, Mr. Speaker.
MR.NOTLEY : Justlet himanswer, Ken.

DR.PAPROSKI: I wonder if the minister would indicate
to us whether the emergency measures ordinarily in place
were activated or in place in this particular case to deal
with this type of accident?

MR. SPEAKER: Emergency measures in place? The rea-
son I'm asking a question about the question is that if the
regulations governing emergency measures are a matter
of public knowledge, of course the question would be out
of order. But if it involves some kind of action, that's
something else.

DR. PAPROSKI: Mr. Speaker, I'll clarify it. I meant
disaster services.

MR. SINDLINGER: Mr. Speaker, a supplementary to
the Minister of Municipal Affairs, who I understand is

responsible for disasters. [interjections] Can the minister
indicate whether the government's preference is to have a
contingency plan to move the airport facilities outside the
city or an emergency contingency plan when a jumbo
jetliner crashes into a building?

MR. MOORE: Mr. Speaker, first of all, the questions
directed to me would be in my capacity as a member of
Executive Council responsible for disaster services and
not as Minister of Municipal Affairs. I can advise that the
emergency procedures that come into play in such an
event with respect to both the city of Edmonton and the
Royal Alexandra hospital in fact were implemented last
evening. As well, I can advise that a review of those
emergency procedures carried out by the director of dis-
aster services indicates that the emergency procedures
were handled well and that the response from fire, police,
hospital, and city officials was extremely well co-
ordinated and appropriate, in accordance with the emer-
gency procedures outlined previous to the action
occurring.

Mr. Speaker, the only other thing I can add from a
safety point of view is that this government and the
government of the city of Edmonton, I believe it's fair to
say, are extremely concerned about occurrences of the
nature that occurred last evening and will be undertaking
to review both our procedures with respect to disaster
preparedness, which is appropriate regardless of whether
the airport is moved or not. We will be having discussions
with the city of Edmonton with regard to the future of
the airport. One shouldn't suspect that that would neces-
sarily lead to some kind of immediate decision to alter the
plans, but that's certainly something our government will
be discussing with the city of Edmonton.

MR. SINDLINGER: A supplementary, Mr. Speaker.
The minister has discussed some remedial plans; that is,
in the nature of contingency plans. Can the minister
please indicate what preventive plans are in place?

MR. MOORE: Mr. Speaker, that would not be my
responsibility, but I might refer the hon. member to
various preventive plans in place with respect to the
operation of the Edmonton municipal airport. He might
want to check with the city of Edmonton and with the
federal Transport people. Indeed, accidents of that type
are rare. A lot of people expend a lot of effort to make
sure they don't occur.

MR. NOTLEY: A supplementary question to the hon.
Minister of Transportation. What discussions, if any, has
this minister undertaken with MOT concerning the exten-
sive use of the municipal airport by very light aircraft?
The minister's predecessor talked about Villeneuve air-
port being an alternative for light aircraft, which would
make it safer for major aircraft to come- in and out of the
Edmonton municipal airport. What discussions have the
Minister of Transportation or any member of the provin-
cial government had with federal authorities with respect
to that question?

MR. KROEGER: Mr. Speaker, I've had no conversation
with them at all, because the disposition of that sort of
thing now falls under the Department of Economic
Development.

MR. SINDLINGER: A final supplementary, Mr. Speak-
er, with regard to ancillary facilities being constructed



2080 ALBERTA HANSARD

December 7, 1981

outside the city of Edmonton. I again place the question
to the minister as to whether or not any consideration is
being given to constructing ancillary facilities outside the
city limits so there no longer would be a need to land
within the city?

MR. KROEGER: As I've already said, Mr. Speaker, [
haven't responded to this at all in any way. First of all,
the accident itself is now under investigation by federal
authorities. Secondly, the ongoing negotiation we have
with regard to airports doesn't relate to this specific
accident in any way. A lot of light aircraft have been
moved to use Villeneuve; the flow has been reduced here.
But beyond that, I would have to hold any further
questions for the Minister of Economic Development.

Surface Rights Report

MR. MANDEVILLE: Mr. Speaker, my question to the
hon. Minister of Agriculture is with regard to the report
regarding surface rights that was done during the summer
months and was tabled in the Legislature. Could the
minister indicate what the process will be for handling
these recommendations? When we will be able to look
forward to some of the recommendations being put into
force by way of regulations or legislation? ‘

MR. SCHMIDT: Mr. Speaker, if one looks back over
the period of a year and a half, it was the amendments
that were brought forward to The Surface Rights Act
that created interest throughout not only members of the
Assembly but the province, and that created the legisla-
tive committee and, the end result, a report. It would be
our intention to review the report with the view in mind
that, because of the total report itself, The Surface Rights
Act should be rewritten. At the time of making a few
amendments, it was also suggested that a total new Act
would be required. So the intent would be to review the
recommendations and come to the Assembly with a New
Surface Rights Act.

Sulphur Emissions

MR. SINDLINGER: Mr. Speaker, over the weekend the
Minister of Environment made a comment that consider-
ation would be given to holding down sulphur emissions
from sour gas plants in Alberta to that level which it is at
present. My first question to the minister is: what is the
status of that decision, and when can we expect a regula-
tion to that effect?

MR. COOKSON: Mr. Speaker, it is still our intention to
hold the existing plants at the emission rates they now
are, if that is the question.

MR. SINDLINGER: Mr. Speaker, a supplementary. My
understanding was that the total sulphur emissions for
the province would be held at the level they are at
present. My question to the minister is whether or not
this new regulation would be conveyed to the ERCB,
which is now considering expansion of the Jumping
Pound and Quirk Creek sour gas plants?

MR. COOKSON: Mr. Speaker, in the comments I made
Friday evening, in reference to a recent document put out
with regard to an interprovincial/federal document. I
mentioned that one recommendation was that all prov-
" inces attempt to control the total S02 emissions within

the jurisdiction of the province. One suggestion in that
report was that we then attempt to maintain the present
total emissions so that they would be essentially the same
in the year 2000. My comment to that was that I think
that we in the province can work toward that objective,
keeping in mind that new plants that come on have much
tighter standards than some of the older plants that
eventually will be phased out. So by the year 2000,
barring unforeseen circumstances over which we have
very little control, as you know, insofar as we are not sure
about the total amount of coal development that will take
place in the province, nor are we sure about the escala-
tion of tar sand plants in the north — other than that, we
should be able to keep total emissions close to what they
are at the present time.

MR. SINDLINGER: A final supplementary, please, Mr.
Speaker. The Jumping Pound and Quirk Creek plants are
old, and my question would be whether the old standards
or the new, tighter regulations, to which the minister just
referred, would apply to those plants. Perhaps the minis-
ter might indicate what the emission level would be for
both those plants under both cases.

MR. COOKSON: Mr. Speaker, I think the hearing pro-
cess is still on, and I don't think I could accurately
comment on the emissions that will eventually be reach-
ed. An information letter, which essentially lays out the
sulphur recovery guidelines for gas processing operations,
was made public at Calgary on November 4, 1980.
Perhaps the member should obtain this document and
review it, because basically it lays out the emission
requirements.

MR. SINDLINGER: A final supplementary, please, Mr.
Speaker. Would the decision or criteria for the level of
sulphur emission in regard to these plants be 96 per cent
or 98 per cent depending upon the level attainable or the
cost of attaining that level?

MR. COOKSON: I think both factors are considered,
Mr. Speaker. Certainly we have to consider the total cost
of the project. For example, if a project is processing a
very minimal amount of tonnes of sour gas per day, we
would have a certain standard for that type of plant. If it
is removing a larger volume of this material per day, then
we would have different standards. The standards are
basically on a sliding scale, so essentially we would take
into consideration the cost and the total amount we could
practicably remove.

MR. SPEAKER: The time for the question period has
elapsed, but if the Assembly agrees 1 have already recog-
nized the hon. Member for Spirit River-Fairview for
another question. Possibly we could handle another short
question and short reply.

Ex-Principal—Northland School Division

MR.NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, perhaps I could direct this
question to the hon. Minister of Education. It flows from
the minister's decision to suspend the Northland school
board. Has the minister had an opportunity to meet Mr.
Morriss Rees and to review Mr. Rees' dismissal, in light
of that dismissal on the future teaching career of that
particular gentleman who was the centre of much contro-
versy surrounding the Northland School Division last
year?
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MR. KING: To the best of my knowledge, Mr. Speaker,
my office has not received any request that I should meet
with Mr. Rees. I know that it has not come to my
personal attention. That being the case, I have had no
reason to review the circumstances surrounding Mr. Rees'
dismissal.

ORDERS OF THE DAY

head: GOVERNMENT MOTIONS

16. Be it resolved that notwithstanding any provisions of
the Standing Orders, the estimates of the Capital Projects
Division of the Alberta Heritage Savings Trust Fund and all
appropriation Bills as herein defined, shall, unless earlier
disposed of, be dealt with as follows:

(1) In this resolution

() "Appropriation Bill" means
@) Bill 69 — Alberta Heritage Savings Trust
Fund Special Appropriation Act, 1982-83,
and
(i) any Bill introduced in the House to appro-
priate the funds covered by the Estimates;
(b)  "Estimates" means the estimates and supple-

mentary estimates of the Capital Projects Divi-
sion of the Alberta Heritage Savings Trust
Fund that have been referred to the Committee
of Supply during the 1981 fall sittings, and
includes the resolutions before the Committee
of Supply relating to them. .

(2) The Estimates shall be considered by the Committee
of Supply on 5 separate sitting days after and includ-
ing the day upon which this resolution is adopted and
if, on the 5th day, the Committee has not voted upon
all of the Estimates by the following time limit:

10:00 p.m. if it be a Monday, Tuesday or Thursday,

or

4:30 p.m. if it be a Wednesday, or

12:00 noon if it be a Friday,
the Chairman shall immediately interrupt the proceed-
ings and shall forthwith put a single question propos-
ing the approval of every resolution then necessary to
complete consideration of the Estimates, which shall
be decided without debate or amendment, and the
Committee shall forthwith rise and report.

(3) A motion in the House

(a) that the Speaker leave the Chair and the
Committee of the Whole meet to consider an
appropriation Bill, or

(b) that the House receive a report of the Commit-
tee of Supply on the Estimates or a report of
the Committee of the Whole on an appropria-
tion Bill

shall be decided without debate or amendment.

(4) An appropriation Bill may be introduced in the House
at any time after the receipt of the report of the
Committee of Supply on the Estimates covered by the
Bill, when the Order of the Day is Government
business.

(5) An appropriation Bill may be read a second time,
-considered by the Committee of the Whole, reported
therefrom to the House and the report received, on
one sitting day.

(6) If an appropriation Bill is moved for second reading,
and if, on that day, at the time limit defined by
paragraph 2, all appropriation Bills have not yet been

read a second time, the Speaker shall at that time
interrupt the proceedings and put the question on
second reading of every appropriation Bill then await-
ing second reading, which shall be decided without
debate or amendment.

(7) If, after all appropriation Bills have been given second
reading, any appropriation Bill is before the Commit-
tee of the Whole for consideration, and if, on that day,
half an hour after the time limit defined by paragraph
2, there remains any appropriation Bill not reported
by the Committee, the Chairman shall at that time
interrupt the proceedings and put ... every question
necessary to complete consideration of all appropria-
tion Bills still before the Committee, which shall be
decided without debate or amendment, and the Com-
mittee shall forthwith rise and report.

(8) If an appropriation Bill is moved for third reading,
and if, on that day, at the time limit defined by
paragraph 2, all appropriation Bills have not yet been
read a third time, the Speaker shall at that time
interrupt the proceedings and put the question on
third reading of every appropriation Bill then awaiting
third reading, which shall be decided without debate
or amendment.

MR. CRAWFORD: Mr. Speaker, I move Motion No. 16
on the Order Paper. 1 think a number of observations can
be quite concisely made with respect to what is indeed an
important motion. Many hon. members would agree that

MR. SPEAKER: I hesitate to interrupt the hon. minister,
but in order to avoid misunderstanding, especially on the
part of those who may be listening or reading Hansard, 1
think it should be pointed out that two motions are
numbered 16 on today's Order Paper. One of them, of
course, is under Motions other than Government Mo-
tions. It's my understanding that we're now dealing with
Motion No. 16, which is a government motion.

MR. CRAWFORD: Yes, indeed, Mr. Speaker. I have
not acquainted myself with the other -Motion No. 16.
Therefore, I move Government Motion No. 16, standing
in my name on page 2 of today's Order Paper.

I think a number of hon. members might agree that it
would be more agreeable to deal with the matters before
the Legislative Assembly at the present time without the
need for a motion of this type. It is my purpose to speak
of that need and to say what the motion actually does. In
so many respects it speaks for itself. In its wording, the
motion sets out a schedule of time during which the
remaining estimates of the capital projects division of the
Heritage Savings Trust Fund for 1982-83 may be consid-
ered and adopted by the House. That is all it does. By
implication, it takes note of the fact that many days have
already been spent on consideration of those estimates,
but by declaring a number of additional days, the motion
itself really establishes a total schedule for the considera-
tion of those estimates.

Mr. Speaker, certain statements have been made which
1 think it may be relevant for me to comment briefly
upon in speaking to the essence of the motion. When 1
say '"certain statements", I speak of ones that will be
quickly well known and understood by all hon. members.
I'm speaking primarily of some of the statements made by
members of the opposition. I think they, in their quiet
moments and away from the cameras, would agree that a
lot of those statements are very foolish indeed. 1 have the
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press release the hon. leader wanted me to have today,
talking about a fiee speech league. I would only say this,
Mr. Speaker. Over the history of all parliaments and
throughout the history of our country, many things have
been done to guarantee fiee speech. For any person to
stand in-his place and say there is not fiee speech in this
Legislature would be saying there is not free speech in the
Mother of Parliaments, in the Parliament of Canada, or
in any legislature or parliament in the world. [interjec-
tions] That's what they'd be saying. Mr. Speaker, every-
one can see that such foolishness that is put forward in
this way lacks merit. The hon. gentleman made these
statements in regard to free speech which all Canadians
prize so highly, knowing that their remarks are a sham
and foolishness.

Mr. Speaker, what is really involved, of course, is
whether or not certain estimates pass. Those estimates
deal with subjects such as the provision of moneys for
libraries, irrigation, reforestation, for the development of
grazing reserves to improve that aspect of our agricultural
industry, land reclamation, urban parks — going beyond
Calgary and Edmonton in these estimates to provide
amenities in that respect for the cities of Medicine Hat,
Lethbridge, Red Deer, Lloydminster, and Grande Prairie
— and a considerable amount of research in a number of
fields: testing of food products, agriculture in the larger
sense, the oil sands, and the health and safety of workers
in the province. Those are the areas in which funds are
proposed to be committed. When hon. members say they
do not want to proceed, it's in respect of those matters
that they do not want to proceed.

As is well known, Mr. Speaker, the real question is the
amount of time to be available for estimates. That is what
the motion deals with. It has been more than fair. We ask
what other legislatures would do. I don't know how
anyone could stand and say that doesn't matter, that's not
relevant. I don't know how anyone in a parliamentary
tradition could say that the customs and practices of the
Mother of Parliaments, the House of Commons, and the
other legislatures in Canada do not matter.

Look first at the size of the estimates in the House of
Commons. In their regular budget — and this is not our
regular budget this fall. The government is presenting a
smaller sum by far than would be presented in the spring
sitting under the main budget. The government is present-
ing the capital projects division for the beneficial pur-
poses I've described. In comparison with the budget we're
talking about now, the regular federal budget is some 150
times larger than the estimates we have under considera-
tion. For those estimates in the House of Commons, 150
times larger than what is proposed before the Assembly
this fall, the House of Commons allows 25 days. They
don't expect it to be any different. That's the arrangement
it has long been. For these estimates this fall in this
Assembly, given the additional days provided for in this
resolution, we will have provided 23 days
the other day I even had the question from one of the
members of the media why we didn't go the extra two
days. That's fine. I don't mind questions like that, but 23
days for a budget which is less than 1 per cent of the 25
days spent in the House of Commons in Ottawa. I might
add just one more thing in regard to when estimates are
being spoken to in the House of Commons. Members
may speak only once, for only 20 minutes. In Westminst-
er, the number of days provided is 29 — 23, 25, 29.

How do other legislatures and parliaments handle
things, in the sense of the provincial legislatures in west-
ern Canada? Here again, we come to some of the foolish

remarks that have been made. One of the ones that
interested me most, in particular considering some of the
language used, was Manitoba. As a matter of fact, a
portion of the resolution before hon. members was signif-
icantly taken from the item in the Manitoba Standing
Orders called compulsory vote on items of estimates.
That standing order was brought into the Manitoba rules
in 1975 or 1976. The reasons it was brought in by the
NDP government of that day must have been adequate or
it wouldn't have been done. For the moment, we will
refer to Manitoba rule No. 15 as the "NDP jackboot".
[interjections] Next we have the "Blakeney garrotte", Mr.
Speaker. In Saskatchewan, the rule that applies in
Committee of Supply provides that after a given date, no
member shall speak more than once or for longer than 20
minutes, and none shall rise to speak after 1 a.m. Because
of the 1 a.m. limitation, they weren't able to treat them-
selves to the sort of thing my hon. friends and colleagues
in British Columbia were treated to the other day by
going through the night. But that's another matter and
has nothing to do with the prairie provinces, so compara-
ble in so many ways in regard to their background in
parliamentary tradition.

Mr. Speaker, what has really happened is that my hon.
friends in the opposition have set themselves up a little
partnership. 1 have remarked before that if they're not
strange bedfellows, at least they often share the same
bunk. That deserves repetition. I really raise that in order
that the hon. Leader of the Opposition — and I make this
suggestion to him — might reconsider some of the things
in his mind in regard to that particular marriage. Strange
things happen in marriages, Mr. Speaker. Not all of them
end happily, and perhaps not all of them commence with
higher hopes. But, Mr. Leader, I would be careful of the
hon. Member for Spirit River-Fairview. I say that for this
reason: I'm going to leak a document.

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Oh, oh.

MR. CRAWFORD: I'm going to leak a document that
came to me in the mail not long ago, addressed to me
personally. It shyly asks that I send $250 to help Grant
Notley. That's what it says. It goes further and says that if
I send less, that will be all right. [laughter] It is accom-
panied by a letter, dated fall 1981, in which one of the
hon. member's henchmen writes me saying they need the
money because Grant gets more attention and, more
important, more action every day. They say that. Having
mentioned that it's one of the hon. member's henchmen, I
might say it's a Mr. Basken. The letter then goes on to
say that Peter Lougheed cannot ignore him as he does the
rest of the opposition. [interjections] That is the view and
opinion of the hon. Member for Spirit River-Fairview of
the hon. Leader of the Opposition. [interjections]
Wedded bliss. I don't think the hon. Member for Spirit
River-Fairview will say to me that he didn't know about
it, that he hadn't heard of it, or that he didn't approve of

it anyway.

MR. NOTLEY: Did you send the cheque, Neil? That's
the important thing.

MR. CRAWFORD: Don't worry about the money.

Mr. Speaker, what is proposed here actually allows two
more weeks from when I gave the oral notice, because it
included Friday — substantially two more weeks of
opposition days at the end of a fall sitting. For what
purpose? For the consideration of estimates in respect of



December 7, 1981

ALBERTA HANSARD 2083

which 17 days had already been spent. The record of
previous years is that hon. members of the opposition
required an average of five. They say that we should not
find a way of bringing on the matter the way any other
legislature would in disposing of it. We say that there is
no merit in what they propose. They're saying: put it over
till spring, do it some other time, don't do the work now,
do it some other day, Mr. Speaker. I have never under-
“stood the merit, by itself, of delay in important work.
That is just one proposal being made.

In concluding, Mr. Speaker, pursuant to Standing
Order 20, I give notice of one clear day. At the next
sitting of the House, immediately before the order of the
day is called for resuming debate on government Motion
No. 16, and on any amendments proposed thereto, I will
move that the debate shall not be further adjourned.

MR. R. SPEAKER: Mr. Speaker, in speaking to this
motion, I think we have to set the principle in place first
of all. After I set the principle in place with regard to this
motion, then I can respond to what the hon. House
leader has said in the last few moments.

The principle is very clear: for years and years and
years in this Legislature, there has never been an incident
where closure was necessary. There were large majorities
and few people in the opposition. They were given time to
speak on every subject. They were given time to ask every
question that was necessary. There was never closure in
this House before. There was never limitation of debate
by government by a formal resolution presented to
members of the Legislature. Freedom of speech, the right
of members of the Legislature to represent their constitu-
ents in a very responsible manner, flourished in this
Legislature until this motion was introduced last week
and is now being formally debated on the floor of this
Legislature today. )

Mr. Speaker, that is a sad situation. It only compounds
the atmosphere and attitude of this Legislature following
the incidents that we had in the last two weeks, where a
point of privilege was a situation that was raised. Now it
is questionable whether any member in the Legislature
can raise a point of privilege without it being clearly . . .

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. I thought we had dis-
posed of this point of privilege. It must be a matter of
some concern to all members of this Legislature that what
occurred here was so little understood. There were some
serious breaches of privilege inside and outside the
House, which in other times perhaps would have been
dealt with fairly severely. There were allegations of gag-
ging and that free speech had been cut off in the House.
There were direct allegations of unfairness by the Chair.
Hon. members know that when they were elected to this
Assembly — they freely allowed themselves to be elected
— they were elected ... I'm sorry, I'm going to be a few
moments longer. If any hon. members wish to leave or
resume their seats, I'll just pause.

In fact, I hoped that we had done with that situation,
but it appears we haven't. Hon. members, especially
members who have been in the Assembly for previous
terms, know what the Standing Orders and the parlia-
mentary traditions are. They came to a House which has
certain rules.

I am not aware of any game where you have a built-in
right to chew out the referee, to use the common expres-
sion, when you don't like the way the game is going. That
is what occurred here. The impression has been given that
free speech was denied in this Assembly. The fact is that

that was never denied, notwithstanding a motion which
purported to appeal a ruling which was not- in fact made.
The motion dealt with a ruling denying the opportunity
to speak, whereas in fact all the ruling said was that the
discussion of the point of privilege would have to await
an occasion when all menibers involved directly would be
in the Assembly. In other words, a member was not to be
accused behind his back.

Now, the matter had first come up some four days
before. As it turned out, it was dealt with three days later,
on Friday, November 27, as the very first order of busi-
ness, right after prayers. It was dealt with for two hours.
Every member who wanted to speak. spoke. In fact, they
came quite close to using their full allotted times. I'm not
aware of any member who wished to speak in that debate
who wasn't given the opportunity. There was full, fiee
speech within all the rules of fairness, with everybody
involved present in the House, and that's as it should be.
Not only that, the time of the Assembly that week was
taken up on that point for over seven hours in total.

I don't propose to say any more about it. The topic is
not open for debate. We'll continue with this debate. But
I would say that I have to regret the charges made that
free speech was denied by the Speaker in this Assembly. I
have very limited means of dealing with charges of that
kind. I'm not free to run to the cameras, the tape-
recorders, or the papers. But it does seem appropriate
that the matter should be concluded once and for all. I
think what I have just said should be sufficient reason for
saying that any further reference to that matter, which
has been ruled on by the Assembly, in this or in any other
debate will be totally out of order.

MR. SINDLINGER: Mr. Speaker, may I just make a
couple of observations.

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. Has the hon. member a
point of privilege or a point of order? If so, would he
state it, so I may know whether I must recognize it.

MR. SINDLINGER: Yes, Mr. Speaker, I have a point of
order in regard to the decision you've just made. It's
section 12(2), if I recall correctly. It's simply this, sir. In
my judgment, you've been gracious and generous in the
application of your decisions for this Legislature. Over
the three years I've been here, you have offered a great
deal of latitude. 1 respect that and appreciate it. I'm sure
all other members do too. We just had a good example of
that this afternoon when the Attorney General was speak-
ing. For example, he went on about some campaign 1i-
terature and to make oral notice as well, neither of which
are strictly relevant to this motion being considered
today. He could quite easily have been ruled out of order.
One of us could have risen on a point of order, but out of
courtesy we allowed him to go on. In any case, it intro-
duced some levity into the proceedings, and there's noth-
ing wrong with doing that from time to time.

You, sir, as arbiter of the rules, could have got up

‘immediately and said: point of order, this is out of order;

it's not relevant to the motion being considered here. So I
applaud you for the latitude you've given us in this debate
and in other debates as well. However, there's one point
here, and that is the reference to the decision made
previously. It's my understanding that most of the things
we go on in this Legislature are based on common law.
Common law is based on what goes before, precedence,
stare decisis. The decision in regard to the point of privi-
lege referred to earlier has now become part of our
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common law. It's a precedent upon which we must base
our actions in this Legislative Assembly. So it's not
unnatural that from time to time references will be made
to that decision, just as references are made to other
decisions as we go along. Notwithstanding the fact that
there might have been some acrimony, bitterness, or dis-
taste for what was done inside or outside the Legislature
at that particular time, we must bear in mind that that
precedent is now established for us. As we would refer to
other precedents, we must also refer to this one, bearing
in mind too, sir, that we shouldn't try to reopen the
debate. Nevertheless, we should have the opportunity to
refer to it and use that for a basis for any discussion or
debate we have in the Legislature.

MR. SPEAKER: I appreciate the hon. member's re-
marks. Certainly, to whatever extent that particular rul-
ing may be of use, as I think I mentioned shortly after it
was made, it belongs to the House, and I can't deal with
it any further. Of course, I may be confronted with it at
some time, but that's not the point. The point is that that
particular ruling or occasion is now being raised, as |
understand the hon. Leader of the Opposition, as an
example of denial of free speech. That is why I felt it was
my duty to lay that to rest, perhaps at some length, to say
that that may not be used. It's a debate that is closed, and
it may not be used as an example of the denial of fiee
speech.

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, on the point of order,
would like your guidance. As I understand the rules, you
as the ultimate servant’ of the House must follow the
decisions of the House. While you chair the proceedings
of the House, as an hon. member you must follow the
same guidelines as other hon. members, as I look at the
rules. That being the case, I would ask you to consider
very carefully, sir, the advisability of the statements
you've made this afternoon in reopening a subject which
you yourself declared closed some days ago. 1 would say
that if you're going to apply the strictures to all hon.
members of the House, the person who must beyond any
shadow apply those strictures absolutely scrupulously to
himself must be the Speaker.

MR. SPEAKER: Fair enough. I have to agree. But I also
have to say that when a matter of that kind is raised
again, as I thought it would not be, I must deal with it,
and I have dealt with it.

MR. R. SPEAKER: Mr. Speaker, on a point of order
with regard to the rules. I was cut short in terms of where
I was going in my debate, but my intent was to indicate
that whatever happens in the House becomes precedent.
There was an incident, which I started to describe, that at
that point in time we felt limited some of our ability as
members of the Legislature. I still have concern about it
being a precedent, Mr. Speaker, but I certainly wasn't
going to use this forum to make my case or my change. I
have another avenue through which I wish to do that at a
later date. I'm not going to reopen that argument at this
point and certainly will stick to the agenda.

Mr. Speaker, clarifying what I felt this motion means
to members of the Legislature, to me it certainly means I
am restricted in the ability to represent my constituency
and Albertans. That's the principle being violated by the
motion presented to this Legislature. It's the principle
that will be violated by this large government, all these
Conservative members who sit here, as they vote for -it

today, tomorrow, or whenever the vote comes before us
in this Legislative Assembly.

The point I was going to make when I referred to the
incidents of a couple of weeks ago related to the incident
before us at the present time is that the precedent we set
in this Legislature lives with us from this day on. Mr.
Speaker, the hon. House leader on the Conservative side
of the House has indicated to his colleagues, to other
members of this Legislature, that it's all right to restrict
freedom of speech in this Legislature, to restrict the rights
of members. Why? Because they do it in the House of
Commons. There are only 25 days of debate on supply.
That's the House of Commons; that's not Alberta. The
hon. member talked about Saskatchewan and the rule
there that restricts a member from speaking more than
once. That's Saskatchewan; that's not Alberta. That
doesn't say anything about the tradition and the rights of
members in the Alberta Legislature. We're different, and
I know that in this Legislature we treat things differently.
We treat things independently. We can make our own
decisions of how we want the democratic process to
work. '

I think that should be a tribute to us in Alberta, not a
condemnation. I think it's very unfortunate that the
House leader was able to say that. He went on to say that
in Westminster, the supply estimates are discussed for
only 29 days; the Mother of Parliament should set an
example for us. Well, they do Mr. Speaker. In some of
my remarks later this afternoon, I'm going to point out
where there are some great examples with regard to the
birth of freedom of speech, the beginning of fiee speech
in this land of ours, a heritage we continue to nurture in
this Legislature. It all started with the Mother of Parlia-
ment in England, the British Isles. We can be proud of
that because we are benefiting from that today. Albertans
are benefiting because of that precedent, because- of the
difference.

Mr. Speaker, there is no argument that says we must
follow the style of other legislative jurisdictions when we
are enabling and facilitating the democratic process in
Alberta. Nothing says we have to follow it. We in this
Legislature are a senior court. We are a senior adminis-
trative body in the province of Alberta, which means we
can establish our ground rules. We do that, Mr. Speaker.
That's why each member follows Standing Orders of the
Legislative Assembly, which we support by Beauchesne,
Erskine May, and other authorities, so we can fulfil and
accomplish in this Legislature the business of govern-
ment, the public affairs of this province.

Mr. Speaker, today we're coming to a point where this
government is again saying to Albertans: when you send
your member to the Legislative Assembly of Alberta, his
speech, his ability to ask questions, his ability to give
direction to government is going to be curtailed. We are
now attempting to set a precedent that is the most
unfortunate precedent ever to be set in Alberta. One of
the senior administrators of this province, Mr. Manning,
was asked a few days ago if he had ever heard of closure
or any thought of closure in this Legislative Assembly.
The answer was a very clear no. Well, here we have it.

In 1981, the province of Alberta is not allowing greater
freedom of speech but is taking actions to restrict the
freedom of speech before us. Mr. Speaker, I think that is
unforgivable and should not be accepted in this Legisla-
tive Assembly. For 18.5 years, I've come to this Legisla-
ture with the opportunity — hopefully, with the ability —
to ask questions, give direction to government, and serve
the people I represent. I can't do that under the kinds of
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restrictive rules this government is going to impose upon
me and my colleagues on this side of the Legislature.

What is the real focus of this debate, and why is the
government concerned? Mr. Speaker, I think it's very
clear. The government wants to avoid scrutiny of the
spending of this government, the Heritage Savings Trust
Fund, $8.5 billion; a budget in this province of $6 billion,
the highest expenditure per capita of any province in
Canada: a tremendous responsibility for government.
That's a lot of money. Here we are in this Legislature
saying we should be doing other things: going on our
holiday, getting ready for our Christmas break, preparing
for whatever in January, not remembering the primary
responsibility we have when we come to this Legislature;
that is, to scrutinize, to investigate the responsibilities
before us. The one responsibility that is added to Alberta
legislators is scrutinizing the Heritage Savings Trust
Fund. That's a bigger responsibility than other legisla-
tures in Canada have today. But we ask the question, why
doesn't the government want us to scrutinize the Heritage
Savings Trust Fund? Why can't we look at all the details?
Why can't we have management letters? Why can't we
find out why $60 million has been lost by bond invest-
ment? Where's the documentation? What management
procedures are put in place to prevent that from happen-
ing again?

Mr. Speaker, none of that information has been pre-
sented to us in this Legislature. If we had't had a leaked
document — which the hon. House leader took very
lightly today, feeling that he had to have a leaked
document to be part of the company of this Legislative
Assembly. If some responsible citizen hadn't provided
background information to us, most likely we would have
passed by this situation. We would have adjourned three
weeks ago. The government would have felt it was re-
sponsible. We would have thought we had done our job,
but we haven't yet. That's why we intend to stand up in
this Legislature to speak and to press the government for
information, accountability, and responsibility.

If they haven't anything to hide, Mr. Speaker, the
government can provide all that documentation. There is
no reason why we cannot have information with regard
to the trader's notes that lost the $60 million. There is no
reason why this government cannot tell us what manage-
ment procedures are in place. There are no reasons why
this government can't present to us in this Legislature the
management letters we have been demanding. That would
make public business be done in public. That's what we're
demanding. We're saying that's the important thing.

What has this government done to us? How have they
reacted today? They are bringing down closure and say-
ing: look, we're not going to give you that material, you
little opposition; go away, go home, because you're not
going to get it; but if you're going to stand up there and
ask questions and try to be responsible, the way we're
going to get rid of you is give you a little backhand and
push you aside. That's what this closure motion does, Mr.
Speaker. It gives us a backhand. Send us home and say,
don't ask questions, little boy, because it's not your
responsibility to do that; we're going to look after the
affairs of this government in Alberta; Behind closed
doors, we will invest and spend $8.5 billion, plus another
$6 billion.

The Premier stood up in a most arrogant fashion today
when the question was asked, are we going to know
about the agreements with Alsands and the investments
in the north? Will we know-:something about the details?
Will we have a right to approve it in this Legislature?

Like a little backhand, the answer is, no, I'm not going to
let you guys have any say in this. It's not your money.
That money belongs to the Conservative party of Alberta.
It's the Premier's money, not the people of Alberta, not
the citizens of Alberta. It's not the 2 million people who
have a share in the Heritage Savings Trust Fund who
really own the natural resources of this province. It's the
Premier and a few members of cabinet who make the
decisions. The rest of us take the backhand. The back-
hand is all we get. Is that responsibility, Mr. Speaker?
There is'no way that's responsibility. The responsibility of
the democratic process means that all members of the
Legislature are involved in decision-making.

[Mr. Crawford left the Chamber]

The hon. House leader wants to go out and have a
press conference. I know he doesn't want to sit in here
and hear the truth. Most likely somebody out there has a
TV camera, so he can tell his side of the story. [interjec-
tions], so the people will know the truth when this great
man comes out of the House, this great House leader
walks out of the House and tells the real side of the story.
The story is always from one side, not two.

The Premier says, we are responsible for the Heritage
Savings Trust Fund; trust us. That's a bunch of nonsense.
When you can't get the information and see the informa-
tion documented, how can you trust them? I think that's
nonsense. The people of Alberta are going to be asking
that question shortly. Do I really have any involvement in
the Heritage Savings Trust Fund? Our surveys show they
feel they have no involvement in the Heritage Savings
Trust Fund. They don't know what the benefits are.

The other day in the Legislature, I raised the 15 per
cent loans for small business men and farmers. The
government couldn't even understand that question. They
said, we give that money to Hydro-Quebec, and we made
that decision in cabinet. But our small business men and
farmers, who are facing bankruptcy in many situations,
don't count. They're not going to stay around Alberta too
long, so maybe it doesn't matter. That's the kind of
treatment this government gives the people of Alberta.
The closure resolution we're talking about is the kind of
treatment given to this Legislative Assembly, the treat-
ment given to the opposition, because it says, just get out
of here boys because you don't need the answers; we're
responsible and we're looking after things.

Mr. Speaker, that kind of attitude can lead to the
breakdown of government, lead to somebody replacing
these people who feel they have all the answers. Historic-
ally in Alberta, that's what happened. Unfortunately, that
kind of attitude might have been presented in 1971 by a
government, the members of the government, and their
cabinet, that they really weren't listening to the people.
They got replaced. The Social Credit replaced the UF A
government. | read the history on that. The very same
kind of attitude was there. They thought they knew all
the answers for the people. The only thing is that Social
Credit took from 1935 to 1971 maybe to portray that
kind of an attitude. I say "maybe" because I'm not quite
convinced of that. This government and that kind of
callous attitude towards public responsibility has been in
place for 10 years.

Mr. Speaker, that's really not good enough. I think this
government can do a lot better. When there is such a
small opposition on this side of the House, such a large
government, [ think there has to be greater tolerance
involved in the democratic process. We in the opposition
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feel we have a responsibility for accountability and to ask
many, many dquestions. I remember opposition leader
Peter Lougheed standing in this spot saying the very same
thing about 12 years ago: we have to stand on this side of
the Legislature and ask questions, and we're going to ask
questions till we get all the information.

Mr. Speaker, that's what we're doing today. We are
doing exactly the same thing. If the sequence of events
occurs, we're going to be on that side of the House and
they're going to be on this side. The arrogance is there,
the callous attitude towards the public, the resistance to
questions being asked. I think the setting will change.

Why do I feel this motion is not necessary? There are a
number of reasons. We on this side of the House have
been very responsible since the inception of our question-
ing, since the inception of the debate on the Heritage
Savings Trust Fund. First of all, the focus of this issue
came to light by a memo from the Auditor General to the
Deputy Provincial Treasurer. As we all recall, that memo
was the concern that lit the fire and found that this
government wasn't doing a responsible job in accounting
for the Heritage Savings Trust Fund.

I'd just like to refresh our memory with those words so
that we know why we should be concerned in this Legis-
lature, and is one reason it isn't necessary to bring in
closure, but it is necessary to bring answers into this
Legislature. I'd like to quote from page 2 of that memo,
which I tabled in this Legislature a few days ago. I think
any Albertan who read this paragraph would be con-
cemed and upset if we in the opposition did not ask
questions and did not pursue not only the loss of the $60
million but the use of investment money by this govern-
ment in other areas. I'd like to read that section for our
memory. This is the Auditor General to the Deputy
Provincial Treasurer:

It would appear that traders should be in a position

to explain the rationale for purchases and sales

transactions long after the event and should be able

to provide information on the results of their activi-

ties to senior investment management. There is con-

siderable [and that's a very key word] scope for

collusion between an investment trader employed by

the Treasury Department and someone in ... the

brokerage houses, which could result in fraud.
Mr. Speaker, if that didn't excite anyone in this Legisla-
ture, raise concerns, I think we'd all be very irresponsible.
As we all recognize, over the past weeks the government
has taken a very callous attitude towards that very state-
ment. But that's why we're here in this Legislature. We
are administering the public affairs of this province.
When a statement like this is made by the Auditor
General, that means we must look into every nook and
cranny. We must look not only into the investment divi-
sion of the Heritage Savings Trust fund, but into the
investments to other provinces. We must look into the
investments in the capital projects, under the Alberta
division: all over the place, Mr. Speaker. We must seek to
find the answers.

I would think that Conservative backbenchers on that
side of the House feel that no corruption, fraud, or collu-
sion could happen. They go home and say, everything's
great in good old Alberta. They're fooling themselves,
because any organization that deals with the billions of
dollars we deal with in the Heritage Savings Trust Fund
can create temptation for one of the employees, hopefully
not the employer. Temptation is there, and fraud and
collusion could happen. If we don't investigate and dig
into the details, we're irresponsible.

We should also realize this: the Heritage Savings Trust
Fund is still in its infancy stage in Alberta. It is not a
program that's been here for a number of years. When
the Social Credit government lost in 1971, there was $300
million ...

MR. JOHNSTON: Not in cash.

MR. R. SPEAKER: Not all in cash — that's accurate.
The same as the Heritage Savings Trust Fund, with cer-
tain investment amounts, some to the municipalities and
various allocations across the province. The Auditor's
report of that time will show that there was $300 million.
Mr. Speaker, the point is that the patterns, the invest-
ments, the handling of that amount of either cash or
investments as it could be classed at that time, or borrow-
ings, had followed traditional patterns of checks and
balances. For years and years, it had been administered
and looked after. The Heritage Savings Trust Fund,
though, follows a different format. That should cause us
concern.

New players, new people, a new organization, and
maybe an inadequate organization, are involved. I cite
two examples: one, the Treasury Department did not
have adequate management procedures in place to have
the movement of the bond market documented in a
responsible manner. That's pointed out in the report.
Another good example in terms of the Department of
Hospitals and Medical Care and the Walter C. Macken-
zie centre: there we had a loss or a mishandling of funds.
Change orders were found in a desk drawer of one of the
employees over there; a change order that was going to
impose greater expenditure from the Heritage Savings
Trust Fund. Mr. Speaker, we found that administrative
procedures were not in place. Let's take another example:
Kananaskis. When we started our discussion of Kananas-
kis a few years ago, the amount of money — I don't recall
the original sum — was $40 or $50 million. Now we'e up
over $200 million. At that time, a good administrative
procedure that documented the things that were going to
happen in the Kananaskis was not in place. There was
inefficiency in administration. Those were only three pro-
grams where we happened to find some inadequacies. It
may not be the responsibilities or fault of the ministers in
charge. Maybe it was the fault of some of the senior
administrative officials. But someone had not put his
finger on good management procedures and said, look,
we are investing millions and billions of dollars on behalf
of Albertans, and we haven't good management proce-
dures in place. There were three.

Well, Mr. Speaker, when we see something like this
written in an Auditor General's report — and it was not
in a public report. That's what concerns us. That's why
we're saying, through Bills and various procedures, that
all these documents should be in the Legislature for our
information as members of the Legislature. We're saying
there could be other examples in other departments. Who
knows if all the administrative responsibilities are taken
in the Department of Environment? Who knows whether
all the management procedures are in place in the minis-
try of workers' compensation to look after that $1 million
of research going on? Do we really know whether or not
they're there? We haven't been able to ask those kinds of
questions yet. The hon. minister hasn't been able to tell us
about all the administrative procedures in place to assure
that there is accountability. In the Department of Educa-
tion, who knows whether all the administrative proce-
dures are in place so that accountability can occur? We
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don't know that, Mr. Speaker. If we don't have two
options before us — being able to ask questions as long
as necessary and to speak on the subjects as long as
necessary — then we can't do our job. Closure, which is
the result here today, prohibits us from taking a respon-
sible position and doing a responsible job in this Legisla-
ture. That's unfortunate.

What other reasons are there that this motion is not
necessary? We have made requests in this Legislature. In
numerous question periods, 1 have asked the Provincial
Treasurer whether the three management documents
could be tabled; that's number one. Number two is: when
the $60 million was lost, whether there could be a
window, whether those traders' notes could be placed in
this Legislature, or any other kind of evidence that would
indicate the background of why the $60 million was lost.
We also asked for the management procedures to be
presented in this Legislature. They weren't, with the rea-
son that if we allowed these kinds of things to become
public, the integrity of the system would be lost. Well,
Mr. Speaker, the only thing that would really be lost is
that the government wouldn't have confidential informa-
tion. Information would be presented to the Legislature
to know that responsibility had taken place. If the gov-
ernment had presented that information in a responsible
manner four or five weeks ago, this motion today would
not have been necessary. The government chose to take a
very dug-in position, to say no, the opposition doesn't
need it, and they didn't give it to us. So it is the fault of
the government that we're at the stage we are today, but
it's a reason for this motion not to be necessary.

‘What else? Bill 258 was another option we presented in
this Legislature. We said that all management letters in
the future could be presented to this Legislature so that
the Auditor General, on making any observations, could
present those observations to either the select committee
or the members of this Assembly, so that we could make
responsible decisions. With that amendment to The Audi-
tor General Act, all management letters would have come
before this Assembly. Most business could have been
done in public. If they had been able to support Bill 258
at that time, that would have been a feather in the
government's hat. The point I make is that that was an
option to.government by which they could have avoided
a situation where they feel very strongly they had to bring
in a motion of closure.

Mr. Speaker, who's really responsible for bringing in
this motion for closure? I know the government over
there would like to blame the opposition and say that
because we're asking questions we're keeping the Conser-
vatives here too long, that the only way they can get rid
of us is to bring down closure. That's partly right, but the
fact of the matter is that if the government was responsi-
ble, had taken some responsible actions in presenting
information to this Legislature, they would not have
required a motion of closure at this point in time. I can
only say that the fault and the responsibility for this
motion totally lies with the government and not the
opposition.

One act of the government which they thought may be
accepted by members of the opposition was the letter
presented to the Legislature by the Premier which indi-
cated that they would refer this matter to the Auditor
General for a special report. Mr. Speaker, that sounds
very good, that the Auditor General will review the
matter and write a letter back to members of the Legisla-
ture saying, all is well. But in my questions to the Premier
I said very directly, does that mean that the documenta-

tion of the loss will be presented to us? Does it mean that
management procedures put in place will be presented to
us? Does it mean that any management letters will come
to us? There's no guarantee of that in the Premier's letter
and in the Premier's remarks. We may be in the same
position we're in at the present time: a lack of informa-
tion as to what is really happening with the Heritage
Savings Trust Fund. I think we have to be concerned
with that. The Premier put forward a letter which was
supposedly a way of getting rid of the opposition and
giving us that backhand, saying to us that the Auditor
General is looking after it; don't worry about it fellows,
everything's okay. I'm sure the Auditor General will do a
very responsible job. But I think the thrust of our debate
and our concern has to be to have good and documented
information about the actual situation, not general im-
pressions or attitudes about a certain happening.

Mr. Speaker, this letter that was presented here to this
Legislature by the Premier as something as a token offer
to us in the opposition to call off our long debate, call off
our filibuster, is not good enough, because it doesn't
show in any way that the government really wants to do
public business in public, that the government really
wants to give information to this Legislature so that
informed and accurate debate can occur. So we don't
accept that. That's why today we tabled in this Legisla-
ture a letter which is a little more specific, requiring the
Auditor General, hopefully with the support of the Pre-
mier and this government, to require more in-depth kind
of information rather than general observations. To me
and to my colleagues, that's very, very significant and
important.

What is the other reason this motion is not necessary at
this point in time? Mr. Speaker, the supply we are
discussing in this Legislature does not become invested or
directed into various programs until after March 31,
1982. That means there is no reason we couldn't debate
this matter until March 31, 1982. We could have ad-
journed the Assembly over the Christmas break. The
Auditor General's report could have been made available
to us in January. Debate on supply and on Bill 69 could
have continued, because neither one requires approval or
assent until March 31, 1982. The people of Alberta would
have been impressed by this government if they would
have said to them, look, we're an open government; we
want to provide information to the opposition; we don't
have to pass the legislation .or the supply until into 1982;
we're going to take some time and are going to discuss it
in a responsible manner; we're going to allow the opposi-
tion to ask as many responsible questions as it can. But
that option was not even considered by the government.
The government said, we must get rid of that opposition,
get them out of our hair; maybe they're getting too much
publicity, saying too many things; we're going to give
them the backhand and send them home. That's what the
government is going to do. So this week that's the big
reward we get for our work in the Legislature: closure,
the backhand, and off home we go. Well, we're not going
to lay down and fight. We think this debate must be told
to the public. We think the public of Alberta wants to
hear how the members of the opposition are treated, that
there really isn't consideration for the democratic process.

Those were some options the government had, Mr.
Speaker. They could have given us documents in this
Legislature. They could have given us a promise that
management letters would be presented to the Legislature
in the future. They could have answered our questions in
question period. They could have held off the vote that is
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being demanded during this week until March 31, 1982.
Those are very easy, very responsible, and legal things the
government could do. There is no law that prevents the
government from doing any one of those things.

I want to refer very quickly to the legal document I
presented to this Legislature, which shows very clearly
by legal opinion that the management letters could have
been presented in this Legislature. What concerns me
about that is that I gave a legal opinion, presented a
neutral, non-partisan as far as I'm concerned, opinion in
this Legislature. On the other hand, the government
didn't have the courtesy to even having someone in their
department review the document, nor did they have the
courtesy to hire their own legal advice to give an opinion
on the other side. The steps were very clear. The Provin-
cial Treasurer said, it doesn't matter; we don't have to
give a legal opinion; we've got a big majority on that side
of the House; we don't want to give you the documents;
we're not going to give them to you; we're going to
outvote you, so who cares about a legal opinion. I think a
man of the legal fraternity giving that opinion is rather a
condemnation of the fraternity that hopefully the hon.
member respects considerably.

That's all we got, but it's the type of attitude that's
presented by this government towards opposition. It's a
type of attitude that says don't worry, we'll look after the
job; you fellows stay on your side of the House, vote for
us, follow us, and then go home. Mr. Speaker, as I've
said, that's not good enough. We've given the options to
government to provide: responsibility, to provide us with
documents so we could do our job and this motion of
closure would not have been necessary. But that was an
option the government didn't want to take.

I said earlier in my remarks that I wanted to talk about
the historic rights of members of Parliament and of the
Legislature to freedom of speech, which I feel are being
eroded and damaged by this motion of closure. First of
all, if we look at an historic sketch with regard to
freedom of speech, we find that the word "parliament"
first appeared in the English language in the 13th century.
That's a long time ago, Mr. Speaker. We find the word is
derived from French- "parlement", which means deep
speech. I think that is very meaningful to us in this
Legislature: parliament, meaning deep speech. What that
really means is it allows members of the Legislature and
of Parliament to speak, to ask questions, and to take
their responsibility. We look further and-find that Anglo-
Saxon chronicles tell of William the Conqueror having
very deep speech with his witan or great council. The
precedent for freedom of speech, the right to speak out
and give your point of view was set even in the time of
the councils of William the Conqueror. We look back to
the year 1275; the Statute of Westminster referred to the
king's great council as the parliament. Inherent in the
name "parliament" is therefore the right or privilege of
deep speech.

Mr. Speaker, this implies depth and thoroughness in
discussion. We as an opposition are trying in the best way
we can, in spite of this government which has clearly
shown a disregard for any meaningful discussion by
invoking closure on us in this Legislature, to preserve this
long-established tradition of deep speech. Freedom of
speech is essential to the independence of a parliament, a
legislature, and certainly for the protection of members in
the discharge of their responsibilities. As well, the impor-
tance of this privilege is entrenched in the Bill of Rights
of 1689, which states:

That freedom of speech, and debates or proceedings

in Parliament, ought not to be impeached or ques-

tioned . ..
That's what we're talking about today. The right to
freedom of speech, the right to question your govern-
ment, was allowed and protected back in the 13th cen-
tury. Mr. Speaker, we note what is certainly happening
today.

I'd like to follow with quotes from Erskine May, Par-
liamentary Practice, 18th Edition, and some background
that I think are relevant to the debate today, pointing out
that there are privileges enjoyed by custom and statute.
One of those privileges is freedom of speech.

Some privileges rest solely upon the law and cus-
tom of Parliament, while others have been defined
by statute. Upon these grounds alone all privileges
whatever are founded. The Lords have enjoyed them,
simply because "they have place and voice in Parlia-
ment" ...
... At the commencement of every Parliament it
has been the custom for the Speaker,
"In the name, and on behalf of the Commons,
to lay claim by humble petition to their ancient
and undoubted rights and privileges; particularly
to freedom of speech in debate, freedom from
arrest, freedom of access to Her Majesty whenever
occasion shall require ..."
In other words, freedom to have access to government.
" and that the most favourable construction
should be placed upon all their proceedings."
Mr. Speaker, it says that all opportunity should be given -
to members for freedom of speech. That freedom of
speech should be protected in the proceedings of a legisla-
ture or the House of Commons.
The Lord Chancellor replies to the Speaker's peti-
tion that . ..
And I read as follows, which is relevant to our freedom of
speech:
"Her Majesty most readily confirms all the rights
and privileges which have ever been granted to or
conferred upon the Commons, by Her Majesty or
any of her royal predecessors".
The practice of claiming these privileges developed
gradually.
Mr. Speaker, the right to freedom of speech is rooted
there, in the long tradition and custom of Parliament.
Hopefully, it can endure in this Legislature.
When did that right begin? I read from Erskine May:
In 1536, there is a definite demand of access to the
Crown, in 1541 comes th¢ demand for freedom of
speech ...
Mr. Speaker, that's-a demand for freedom of speech by
Speaker Moyle back in 1541.
...and in 1554 the three claims of fieedom fiom
arrest, freedom of speech, and of access, were made
together. By the end of the sixteenth century the
practice seems to have become regular.

Mr. Speaker, 1 think that is very noteworthy: by the
end of the 16th century, the concept of freedom of speech
became regular. Where are we today? What ‘century are
we in today? A lot of time has passed. That was an agreed
format, an agreed custom, an agreed practice in the
House of Commons and in the legislatures in the 16th
century. What's happening today in this Legislature?
After all those years, a custom that has worked well is
now going to be eroded by this government. It's not
acceptable in the province of Alberta.

What else does Erskine May say about the privilege of
freedom of speech? I refer to Chapter VI. The topic
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Necessity of Freedom of Speech makes the point in terms
of necessity.
Freedom of speech is a privilege essential to every
free council or legislature.
Just a flat statement: "a privilege essential to every free
council or legislature". Mr. Speaker, on that basis I think
we should accept that principle. One, it's a long-time
custom; two, Erskine May says it's basic to a fiee council
or legislature. He goes on to say:

". .. The members must be as free as the houses; an

Act of Parliament cannot disturb the state; therefore

the debate that tends to it cannot; for it must be

propounded and debated before it can be enacted".
It says that you must be able to discuss the item with all
ability, with all information, hopefully with all intelli-
gence, with all information from your constituents, and
as fully as possible before it can be enacted. I think that's
the intent of this Legislature. If it is the intent and has
been the historic intent, supported by one of the great
authorities in terms of parliamentary procedure and prac-
tice, then 1 think we should adhere to it in this
Legislature.

Erskine May goes on to say:

This important privilege has been recognized and
confirmed as part of the law of the land.

Mr. Speaker, as far as this author is concerned, it's the
recognized law of the land, the law that should be accept-
ed. There should be no way that a government with a
large majority should be able to take away the freedom of
speech or rights of a member of the Legislature. It's an
important privilege that has been recognized and con-
firmed as part of the law of the land, accepted by all
legislatures, not to be ignored.

Erskine May goes on to say:

"There could be no assured government by the
people, or any part of the people, unless their repre-
sentatives had unquestioned possession of this privi-
lege...."

Mr. Speaker, "unquestioned possession" of the right to
speak. The best authority with regard to parliamentary
practice tells us this in this Legislature.

If the government is going to bring down this motion
of closure, they have violated a custom, an accepted
procedure, and a right that is needed by representatives as
an unquestioned possession. I think that is most unfortu-
nate, because we in Alberta can be different. We can lead
in parliamentary procedures and show that there's a
greater amount of freedom of speech in this Legislature
than there may be in any other parliament of the
Commonwealth. I think we can be proud of that. Mr.
Speaker, as the president of the Speakers of Canada, you
would be able to take that to the various legislatures, not
only in Canada but to other legislatures, and say we have
some special rules we're very proud of: we have protected
to the nth degree the right of freedom of speech; there has
been no erosibn in our Legislature. That would be a great
day, when the Speaker of our Legislature, without hesita-
tion or any doubt, could go to any other parliament or
any other meeting where our Speaker is representative of
this Assembly and be able to make that statement. It's a
very proud statement. There may be times, and it seems
as if the government feels this is the time, when closure is
necessary. But I would recommend to the government
that it should reconsider the move it has made, in light of
the responsibility and the possibility of infringing on
basic rights of members in this Legislature. Here one of
our best authorities, that we all adhere to in this Legisla-
ture, tells us we shouldn't be doing what we're doing

today. Mr. Speaker, that's unfortunate.

I'd like to quote another quote from Erskine May that
only supports the dropping of this motion of closure and
supports the contept of the greatest amount of freedom
of speech that's available to a member of this Legislature.
This is from a book by White on the English constitution,
page 440. He says:

"He would have been a bold King indeed who had

attempted to stop discussion in the House of Lords".
Mr. Speaker, it talks about the king stopping discussion
in the House of Lords. In the same context of this
Legislature, 1 don't think there's any minister, back-
bencher, or anyone else who would want to really stop
discussion, but we have the motion of closure that will do
just that.

Mr. Speaker, Erskine May goes on to point out that
there is statutory recognition of the privilege of freedom
of speech, not only custom but statutory recognition:

This recognition by law of the privilege of freedom

of speech received final statutory confirmation after

the Revolution of 1688. By the 9th Article of the Bill

of Rights, it was declared "That the freedom of

speech, and debates or proceedings in Parliament,

ought not to be impeached or questioned in any

court or place out of Parliament."
The right of freedom of speech was put into law. Mr.
Speaker, we as members of this Legislature have a duty
to maintain that privilege. Erskine May points that out in
his book, saying that:

The Speaker, having claimed and statutory recog-

nition having been granted to the privilege of fiee-

dom of speech, it becomes the duty of each Member

to refrain from any course of action prejudicial to

the privilege which he enjoys.
Mr. Speaker, I think that statement places the responsi-
bility not only on each individual member of this Legisla-
ture to maintain the freedom of speech in that Legisla-
ture, but it places responsibility on the Premier as the
chief administrator of this province, on the House leader,
and on any other cabinet minister to refrain from any
course of action prejudicial to the privilege which he
enjoys or which a Legislative Assembly enjoys.

Mr. Speaker, as far as I'm concerned, it's conclusive
that the right to freedom of speech was given to us in this
Legislature, a right that we should not take lightly or
erode by a quick motion of closure so the Conservative
Party can get out of this Legislature and go home for the
Christmas break. The reason is not good enough. The
trade-off is unbelievable. We are trading off rights of
members in this Legislature for the right to go home and
have the Christmas break. Mr. Speaker, that's not good
enough. If the government could point out to us that
there is some pressing business outside this Legislature, so
that we should trade off our debate and our right of
speech for that pressing business, then maybe they would
have a case. But in the House leader's opening remarks,
there was no indication, not one indication, of the urgen-
cy of stopping this debate and the urgency of trading off
the right to our freedom of speech and to interrogate the
government. There was not one reason to trade off this
great, historic principle; a custom, a law passed in 1688
and given to us in this Legislature as a privilege and a
right. This government, in a backhanded manner, in a
very quick motion of the hand, will say to future legisla-
tors that you don't need that privilege and we're going to
take it away by the precedent we're setting in the closure
motion.

Mr. Speaker, that is a very, very unfortunate and irre-
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sponsible situation. It's not a responsible course of action.
It is a selfish course of action, where each member on
that side of the House is thinking about their. holidays,
their break for Christmas, and other things they're going
to do. I don't know of any pressing ministerial responsi-
bilities. They're going to trade that off for, this privilege
that we have enjoyed for years and years in this Alberta
Legislature. How can we vote for a thing like that, Mr.
Speaker? It's unacceptable.

When a person took on the responsibility to be an
elected member of the Legislature, they took a responsi-
bility to be in this Legislature for day and night on end if
necessary, to debate topics of concern to Albertans, the
priority topics of our constituents. That's why we're
supposed to be here, Mr. Speaker. If we want to leave the
Legislature, there's an easy process. I don't say this in any
negative way, but my hon. colleague felt he had other
responsibilities and took the course of action he wished to
take. That was a very responsible way to handle the
matter. Others here could take exactly the same course of
action if they so desired. Nobody is stopping. them.
Everybody can make that independent decision. If they
feel that there are other urgent matters outside this Legis-
lature in the next two weeks, in the next two and a half
months, that are more important than the accountability
of the Heritage Savings Trust Fund, the accountability
for billions of dollars, the accountability for the needs of
Albertans — and there are some needs out there. Alber-
tan farmers are facing very difficult problems ahead, not
totally recognized by this government because they're
looking at themselves too much. There are small business
men faced by very difficult problems in terms of interest
costs, medical people who are concerned about their
income and whether they can really earn a reasonable
living in this province, and people in Cold Lake, Fort
McMurray, and Bonnyville who really do not know what
their future is, whether they should stick with their in-
vestments and lose more money, whether the government
is with them or not.

There are problems out there in good old Alberta that
are not being recognized by the members of this Legisla-
ture, particularly on the Conservative side of the House.
They're willing to say, let's ignore those things. Let's just
close up the House and go home and self-indulge, that
that's a better action, and kind of forget Albertans as a
whole. Mr. Speaker, that's really not good enough. They
can do better than that. They were elected to be
responsible.

Every once in a while, just to refresh my memory I take
out a little pamphlet that I carry around, "What Do We
Stand For?

All the great promises are in that little document,. a
million and one little promises. They were going to do all
things for all Albertans; all forgotten. When they gained
the seat of power, after making these promises, Albertans
were forgotten. Albertans were no longer part of govern-
ment. If you read this little document that was sent out to
impress all - Albertans, it sounds like they're going to do
some great things, that they're going to be responsible in
their government management, that they're going to be
really concerned about Albertans. I quote a couple of
things that look very interesting. For example, "The pub-
lic has a right to know" and "We believe that public laws
should be made in public" — number one items.

Mr. Speaker, the persons on the other side of this
House couldn't care less where the laws are made. If they
really believe they should be made in public, let's with-

draw the motion of closure, take it out of this Assembly
and put it in the back rooms where it should be. It
deserves no place in this Legislature. If any backbencher,
any Conservative, really believes in what the Premier told
Albertans — that we believe public laws should be made
in public; the public has a right to know — there is no
way that your conscience can allow you to vote for the
motion before you. There is no way because if you believe
those two tenets, you believe in staying in this Legislature
and taking your responsibility. But if you believe that
that was just a statement and who cares, we have a lot of
votes and we're going to buy some votes again the next
election and fool the people in Alberta, then vote for the
motion. ['ll be able to tell some of your predecessors and
people who follow you in other legislatures that the day
you lost freedom of speech was the day that your prede- .
cessor, your uncle, or whoever it was who was in the
Legislature at that time, didn't have the courage to stand
up and fight for freedom of speech or the basic tenet of
the Conservative Party, that public laws should be made
in public. They had no courage at all. When this vote is
taken, the people across the floor who vote for it can
certainly hang their heads, because they haven't done
themselves, their constituents, or any future legislature to
follow a favor. As I pointed out in my debate, the history
of freedom of speech is clear. By custom and by law it
was our right and our privilege to have it in this Legisla-
ture. It is now being eroded.

The next area I would like to talk about is closure
itself: the use of closure, the impact of closure, and what
it's done for Canada and other places it was used. How
do people feel about it? When we look at the history of
closure, we have to look at one of the early Acts of
Canada, an Act to incorporate the Canadian National
Railway. As we all recall, there were many hours of
debate and concern about the treatment taken at that
point in time. As I recall the debate from my reading, the
concern was over whether clauses two and three of the
Act could be passed after clauses four and five. There was
some significance in the Act that indicated that was the
procedure the government wanted to take. The opposi-
tion fought the matter until closure was brought down.
The opposition fought for a long period of time. The
government said, we don't want to hear any more of this.
The opposition said, you're gagging us as government.
They used that term even in those days. Finally the
government brought closure down, the Act went through,
and we lived with that situation. I'm certain it didn't
benefit the CNR any. One of the concerns at that time
was expenditures, the money men of Toronto, the wast-
ing of funds, and the government wouldn't listen to any
of those arguments. Mr. Speaker, the CNR really hasn't
fulfilled its obligation even yet. Maybe a little more
debate at that point in time, without closure, could have
set better financial and and administrative ground rules
for the Canadian National Railway in Canada. Maybe we
wouldn't have the situation we have today with VIA Rail.
Who knows? Closure had impact on the passage of that
legislation. I feel that there was inadequate debate that
had long-term ramifications.

The second one we could look at, Mr. Speaker, was the
Naval Aid Bill in 1912 and 1913. It was actually the real
use of closure in Canada. It was introduced by the
Conservatives on December 5, 1912, for a money grant of
$35 million. The Prime Minister, Borden, had the House
rule No. 17 amended to define circumstances and proce-
dures for applying the rules of closure on that date. He
gave his reasons for introducing closure as follows:
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"The present position of the House is painful to its

credit and incompatible with the performance of its

inherent functions. When obstruction reaches the

point of destroying Parliamentary Government it

must be arrested, condemned, and banished," he

argued. "Liberty of speech ought to be preserved:

but, as Mr. Gladstone said, it must be prevented

from descending into frivolity and license."
Mr. Speaker, I thought that could have been one of the
reasons the government might have advanced at this
point in time with regard to closure, that potentially we
were obstructing the process of the Legislature. 1 don't
think that was really what the filibuster has done, as we
in this Legislature can well recognize. We haven't been
destroying parliamentary government. I feel that the right
to speak freely thus far has not resulted in any frivolity
and licence, but in responsible and necessary questions.

The Leader of the Opposition at that time had a
response to closure. I would like to echo that response
with regard to the government's concern about closure
and obstruction. Laurier's response said:

"The poison he offers us to-day will come to his own
lips at some future day; we are in the minority; we
can be gagged [that could apply to us] we can be
prevented from expressing our opinions; they can
trample upon our rights. But, Sir, the day of reckon-
ing will come and it comes as soon as we have a
dissolution of the present Parliament."

Mr. Speaker, maybe that's what has to happen in this
situation. If we're going to be gagged, if we can't have
freedom of speech, maybe what we need is a dissolution
of the Legislature. We go to the polls and ask the people
about the right of freedom of speech. I wonder what they
would say out on the hustings if we gave various ex-
amples from this Legislature, which we can list very easi-
ly, where the ‘opposition has not gotten information,
where the government hides many, many documents that
should be presented in this Legislature — if we were to
tell Albertans that that's the way it is in their Alberta
Legislature. I would have to say, Mr. Speaker, that there
are many Albertans today who really believe and under-
stand the difficulty in getting information from this gov-
ernment and making representation to this government.

In that debate, we find not only Mr. Laurier respond-
ing but Mr. Oliver as well. I think he echoes some of the
same concerns. This is Mr. Oliver speaking to the House
of Commons on May 8:

It was not until my right hon. friend and his follo-
wers undertook to manage the business of this House
by physical force ... by physical force, by establish-
ing an endurance test in which they failed, that there
was any unwillingness shown on the part of this side
of the House to come to an arrangement as to taking
the vote. Since that time my right hon. friend has
seen fit to ignore the precedent of Canadian Parlia-
ments, and on the strength of his majority . ..
That's the situation we have in this House.

... to assume responsibility for the conduct of de-
bate in this House.- Having assumed that responsibil-
ity, it is not for him to say what the Opposition
insists on. The Opposition only insists on the right of
debate, the right of free speech, the right of a fiee
Parliament and of a fiee people.

Mr. Speaker, that was on May 8, 1913, with regard to
that very same closure debate on the Naval Aid Bill,
asking and demanding the very same things we are talk-
ing about here in this Legislature today under this vote of
closure. Those will be the things we lose. Members of

Parliament in those days saw the same ramifications of a
motion of closure, that the opposition insists on the right
of a debate, the right of free speech, the right of a fiee
parliament and of a fiee people. That's what we're talking
about here in this Legislature today. That is what we
want to protect as well as we can.

Where else can we look for information? We can look
to the pipeline debate of May, 1956, when closure was
brought down on the House of Commons.-I'd like to cite
the comments of two members in that pipeline debate
who 1 feel support my arguments, my concern, with
regard to a closure motion. First ofall, I'd like to cite Mr.
Churchill:

What are the checks and balances in this system to
offset an all-powerful government?
Asking that question in the pipeline debate, which we
must ask ourselves today — that was May 15, 1956. He
goes on to say:
There are three main checks; the freedom of election,
the freedom of assembly and the freedom of organi-
zation. If you can have free elections and if you may
assemble freely, and if you have the freedom to
organize, you can effectively check a government
which tends to be all powerful. The checks and
balances are mutually inter-dependent; one alone
cannot be overthrown. As long as they remain it is
the function of the opposition not only to see that
they operate but also to prevent gradual and insi-
dious encroachments.

MR. SPEAKER: I hesitate to interrupt the hon. Leader
of the Opposition. Possibly he could assist the Chair with
a little difficulty I'm having. As the hon. Leader knows,
the rule is that debating in this Assembly is done by the
people who are elected to the Assembly. That of course
includes the hon. leader. I don't know to what extent
we're going to be listening to all kinds of quotations in
this debate. It would seem to me that if the hon. leader
wishes to adopt the thoughts of others, incorporate them
into his debate and make them his own, he can do so. But
we're now having the third example of debates in other
parliaments, on other occasions, being introduced here,
very similar to what might be if these long-gone parlia-
mentarians were .to come back here and act as members
of the Legislative Assembly.

I realize that a certain amount of quotation is often
done in the Assembly. Especially on technical matters it's
very difficult to avoid quotations if you want to be exact.
Perhaps the hon. leader could assist me and just explain
in what way should be some exception should be made to
this time-honored parliamentary practice, and why debate
given on other occasions should be read quite extensively
here on this occasion.

MR. SINDLINGER: Mr. Speaker, in regard to your
point of order, I note that you referred to a couple of
things. One is reading, and you well know my opinion
about people reading things in the Legislature. We had a
little comment about that the other day in regard to one
of the members. On the other hand, there is reference to
other Hansards or other debates in other places. I note
that when the hon. House leader is arguing a point of
order, he quite often makes references to other parlia-
ments or to Westminster. I don't see anything too
encumbering about something like that. I think it's worth
while for us to look back and reflect on what's preceded
us so that we don't make the same errors again and so
that we benefit from the wisdom and experiences of
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others.

I think we have a similar situation here. Naturally the
subject before us, the matter of closure, is very broad and
difficult. It's been addressed by many parliaments before
us. I think it would be beneficial for all of us if we could
bear in mind those things the hon. Leader of the Opposi-
tion is bringing up today in regard to what has gone on
before us. I too would have some misgivings if the
member, or any other member, went on reading at length
about some such subject. Nevertheless, in listening to the
‘hon. member this afternoon 1 think he's being very
prudent in the selections he's made, inasmuch as they're
all appropriate and relevant to the subject. Furthermore,
he's being very succinct in those excerpts that he has
taken. I think the comments he's making right now cer-
tainly bear a great deal of relevance to what we're talking
about.

I would ask you, sir, in making a decision about this
and in your consideration of the debate to follow on this
motion, to bear in mind that since this is such a broad
subject, the greatest latitude be given to those who are
citing other authorities and precedents.

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, on the point of order, I
certainly agree with the comments the hon. Member for
Calgary Buffalo has made. Might I just be offered the
opportunity to say that you did set a fairly broad leeway,
sir, because we had the hon. Government House Leader
reading a fund raising letter into the record. I suppose if
we could read a fund raising letter into the record, which
is totally irrelevant to the debate, there is absolutely
nothing wrong with reading debates into the record that
relate to the issue at hand.

Mr. Speaker, as.l read Beauchesne — this is the
bringing together of decisions that have been made
throughout our parliamentary history, not just taken cita-
tion by citation but looking at the breadth of the debate
that occurred. As you know, Mr. Speaker, there are
many citations in Beauchesne that relate directly to oc-
currences in the House of Commons. As long as any
member in this House is relating a quotation to a point
— and that was what the Leader of the Opposition was
doing — then clearly that is in order. But I would say to
you, sir, that we've already started a fairly generous
application of the rule of relevance. In view of the fact
that you didn't interrupt the Government House Leader,
it would seem to me appropriate if the Leader of the
Opposition is at least allowed to relate instances from the
federal Hansard as they directly relate and are relevant to
the issue at hand.

MR. KING: Mr. Speaker, it seems to me that the discus-
sion on the point of order is somewhat akin to the
discussion on the issue itself. It may be that at some point
differences in degree are so significant as to be differences
in kind. What the hon. member has just referred to as
reading a fund raising letter into the record was, I think,
the direct quotation of one sentence from the letter. That
strikes me as being somewhat different from quoting
verbatim the hon. Mr. Churchill's speech in the House of
Commons in 1956, which I think went on for more than
three hours.

DR. BUCK: Mr. Speaker, speaking to the point of order,
I think that you in your wisdom will have to allow the
largest of latitudes because I bring to your attention that
the closure Bill has never been brought to the floor of this
Legislature in the history of this province. I have spent

most of the afternoon looking at past precedents. Surely
the government House leader or the government must
have some reason for bringing the guillotine Bill in,
known as the closure Act. We will be looking forward to
debate on both sides of the Assembly as to what prece-
dents are being cited to bring this Bill to this Assembly
before the people of this province.

I think members will have to be discreet when they are
quoting from other Assemblies, other people, other par-
liamentarians. I'm sure that we do not want to hear
Churchill's speech verbatim. If the hon. former prime
minister, one of the greatest parliamentarians we have
known in the British parliamentary system, makes a point,
we can certainly use that as a precedent. I think it is very,
very important that we do use ... am sure we will be
hearing from a former great Tory, the former prime
minister of this country, the Rt. Hon. John Diefenbaker,
what he thought about closure. I'm sure the Tories will be
squirming in their places when we hear portions of some
of the speeches when we are talking about precedents. I'm
sure hon. members will try to be discreet in their use of
quotations, but I think it is very, very important that
these quotations be allowed.

MR. SPEAKER: Under the circumstances, I'm sure the
hon. Leader of the Opposition will be duly grateful to the
hon. Member for Calgary Buffalo, the hon. Member for
Spirit River-Fairview, the hon. Member for Clover Bar,
and I would invite him to extend his gratitude to me for
this intervention. It has to be a question of degree, of
course.

Just so there isn't any problem in regard to identity, I
don't think we have reached the United Kingdom Parlia-
ment in the quotations. I'm not aware that we have. If
I'm not mistaken, the great Mr. Churchill referred to by
the hon. Member for Clover Bar and the hon. Leader of
the Opposition was the hon. Gordon Churchill and not
his namesake, Winston, across the water.

In any event, seriously speaking I realize there's a
question of degree, and it may be difficult. In fact, it's
impossible to draw a line exactly wherever there's a ques-
tion of degree, certainly in the line of debate. But I have
to have some concern about the amount of encourage-
ment this may give to extensive reading for the remainder
of this debate. Therefore, 1 ask the hon. leader to show
some due restraint.

MR. R. SPEAKER: Mr. Speaker, thank you very much.
I'd like to summarize the comments of the other two
people 1 was going to quote. I think they are very
applicable and ones 1 support in this Legislature. The
hon. Mr. Knowles, a very long-time parliamentarian in
the House of Commons, made it very explicit in his
remarks that he was concerned that an opposition didn't
have the opportunity to express its point of view, indicate
its concern about various matters in a motion of closure.
He also pointed out and quoted — Mr. Speaker, 1 was
going to refer to that as well — comments of one of our
earlier prime ministers, Mr. King, who indicated great
concern with regard to closure and the use of closure in
Parliament. However, I would like to quote some famous
words attributed to John Pym. Mr. Knowles used these
in his remarks, and I think they're very applicable to the
debate we're having today with regard to closure. He
said:
Parliaments without parliamentary liberty are but
a fair and plausible way into bondage. Freedom of
debate being once foreclosed, the essence of the liber-
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ty of parliament is withal dissolved.
When we think in terms of the debate here, I suppose we
could also say that once closure is brought down on Bill
69 and there's a limited amount of debate with regard to
Bill 69, once the estimates are brought under the control
of this motion of closure, those estimates of supply will
receive a minimum amount of questioning because of the
limited time. That quote is very applicable to that. When
there is a limit in the freedom of debate, "the essence of
the liberty of parliament is withal dissolved." In other
words, parliament to that time, as soon as we pass this
motion of closure, certainly moves us to a point when we
might as well dissolve the Legislature.
Mr. Speaker, I'd like to bring us to a more recent
debate in the House of Commons in terms of the consti-
tutional debate. Some very current remarks were made
with regard to the concern of the use of closure. With
your permission, I'd like to read very quickly about one
long sentence of the Rt. Hon. Joe Clark, the Leader of
the Opposition, on October 23, 1980, just a few days over
a year ago. He was very concerned with regard to
Trudeau's government bringing about closure of debate
on the constitution. As well, I think this summarizes and
echoes some of the feelings I have. I think the Conserva-
tive government on the other side of the House that
believe in this leader, follows him to the letter, doesn't
deviate from his concern and his objectives, and shows
total loyalty, should listen to what their hon. leader said
on October 23, 1980:
There has been, by the imposition of closure by
this government, a very deep abuse of the privileges
of the House of Commons, and the privileges of all
Canadians who are served and represented here.
Mr. Speaker, those were the words used in the opening
remarks of my speech today, the same concern.

My hon. friend from Victoria has indicated this is

the third time in history — the third time in history

— that this measure has been used. And was it used

on some minor, niggling question, some matter of no

moment to the people of Canada? No. This extraor-

dinary measure to limit the ability of Parliament to

speak ...

Mr. Speaker, we could even apply it to the situation we
have before us here in Alberta. We're spending $8.5 bil-
lion, 88 per cent of those dollars in terms of investment,
or expenditure if we wish to say that. The" decision-
making rests with the cabinet, with the Premier and a few
cabinet ministers. Only 12 per cent had been allocated to
us in this Legislature in terms of the capital division, but
by this vote of closure we lose that 12 per cent because at
the end of the period of time allocated for debate, a vote
is forced upon us in this Legislature. Whether or not we
have raised all the concerns we have, the vote is taken. At
that time, we as members of the Legislature lose 100 per
cent of the control or involvement in the determination of
the future of the Heritage Savings Trust Fund. The Rt.
Hon. Joe Clark, a great leader in Canada, leader of all
these members in this Legislative Assembly ... The hon.
Member for Vegreville shakes his head. If you want a
different leader, stand up. I'd like to hear a speech during
this Legislature. We'll keep it going for another week so
you can. But, Mr. Speaker, a leader in Canada saying
that important matters before a House of Commons — 1
interpret he would feel the same about important matters
before this Legislature — should not be faced by the rules
of closure. So I can only say that members of this
Legislature should follow their leader and accept the very
same ruling.

Mr. Speaker, I beg leave fo adjourn the debate until 8
o'clock this evening.

MR. SPEAKER: In effect, the hon. leader wants us to
call it 5:30.

MR. KING: Mr. Speaker, before moving the adjourn-
ment of the House, I would like to advise hon. members
that we will resume consideration of this resolution this
evening at 8 o'clock. Tomorrow afternoon at 3:30, gov-
ernment business having been designated for one hour,
we will resolve into Committee of Supply for the consid-
eration of some estimates. At 4:30, we will revert to
private members' public business, as is the case on Tues-
day. At 8 tomorrow evening, the House will sit. We will
resume consideration of this government resolution, at
which time the motion on closure will be put.

MR. SPEAKER: Does the Assembly agree to call it 5:30?

HON. MEMBERS: Agreed.

[The House recessed at 5:27 p.m. and resumed at 8 p.m.]

MR. R. SPEAKER: Mr. Speaker, going on from where [
left off just before the break at 5:30, I want to say that the
motion of closure before us has as my focus and concern
the erosion of the freedom of speech and the rights of
members of the Legislature. It's on that basis that I have
made my points. I've pointed out to this Legislature that
the implications for the motion certainly indicate that
that freedom of speech is taken away from us as members
of the Legislature. I've pointed out as well that there are a
number of reasons why that motion was not necessary in
this Legislature. For example, a number of times in ques-
tion period we have asked. questions of the Provincial
Treasurer asking that documentation of the $60 million
be presented and tabled in this Legislature; that traders'
notes be tabled; that the management procedures put in
place should be tabled; and as well all management letters
should be tabled. Mr. Speaker, the government didn't
listen to that request. They've brought us to the point
where we are today.

The other reason I've given for the motion not being
necessary is that Bill 258, which indicated that all man-
agement ‘letters in the future should be, must be, tabled in
this Legislature. As well, the government didn't accept
that option as a way and a technique by which this
Legislature, specifically the opposition, could get infor-
mation, and we would not have to go through this long
debate we're having at the present time.

I've pointed out that historically the right to freedom of
speech started in the 13th century, was formalized in
1688, and was not only a matter of being a law but as
well was a precedent; it was an accepted fact in all legisla-
tures and Parliament since that period of time. In terms
of the history of closure, I've pointed out that closure
never did answer the question, that closure certainly was
not an acceptable way to go. We have never had closure
in Alberta; that principle was never used in this Legisla-
ture. But today we're facing a motion of closure, which is
totally unacceptable to me and not satisfactory in the
administration of this province.

Mr. Speaker, 1 left off by pointing out that other
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parliaments — the Parliament of Canada — have used
closure, but it has not brought any significant benefits to
the House of Commons, nor to Acts or programs that
followed that closure. I've indicated that great parliamen-
tarians in Ottawa, the British Parliament, and other
Canadian legislatures as well, have been very concerned
with a motion of closure that was said to gag the opposi-
tion, that was to take away the freedom of speech of
members of the Legislature, that violated a historic prin-
ciple. That was unacceptable by those legislators.

Historically, closure became.a parliamentary practice
and the first incident of closure was many, many years
ago, 1881 in fact, where a Speaker Brand at that time in
the British Parliament was concerned about the length of
a debate and wanted to terminate that debate because he
felt obstruction was in process and that that type of
debate was unacceptable. Historically, as we may recall,
Irish Members of Parliament deliberately protracted the
debate during a sitting with the unconcealed purpose of
obstructing the business of Parliament. At that time,
Speaker Brand said this in defence of the closure being
brought forward.

The dignity, the credit and the authority of this

House are seriously threatened. [Speaker Brand de-

clared] and it is necessary that they should be

vindicated.
Mr. Speaker, I submit that the dignity, the credit, and the
authority of the House was seriously threatened at that
point in time not by a filibuster, but the government's
motion of closure. Mr. Speaker, at the time the situation
was a closure that was necessary to stop obstruction. I
think that may have been necessary at that point in time.
Not only possibly through comments in the Legislature
this evening, but comments outside of the House, the
Conservative government in this Legislature has charged
the opposition with obstruction, of stopping the business
of the House. Well, that argument doesn't hold water. I
looked at the Oxford .Dictionary in terms of what ob-
struction means. It means:

Blocking or being blocked, making or becoming

more or less impassable; hindering, esp. of Parlia-

mentary business by [talking against time].
Mr. Speaker, I would suppose the relevant point here is
the phrase "hindering the parliamentary business". What
then is meant by parliamentary business? In the first
place, parliamentary business refers to that which appears
each day in the Votes and Proceedings of this Legislative
Assembly. For just a few moments, I'd like to look to see
how much parliamentary business has been done and
how much we in the opposition have obstructed the
business of this House in any way or deterred it from
following through in a logical and consistent manner.

Mr. Speaker, 22 government and non-government mo-
tions have been discussed in this Legislative Assembly so
far. Secondly, 18 government Bills have received Royal
Assent. Thirdly, five private Bills have received Royal
Assent. Five government Bills have been read a third time
and three government Bills are in Committee of the
Whole. One government Bill has been given second read-
ing. Eleven public Bills other than government Bills have
been given second reading. There are 26 public Bills other
than government Bills waiting for second reading, and 21
notices of leave to introduce a Bill are still standing on
the Votes and Proceedings.

With all this having been done this sitting, how can we
ever feel that there was any obstruction by the filibuster,
by the debate, from this side of the Legislative Assembly.
I believe we on this side of the Legislature have done our

work. We believe a lot of work has been done. All the
work that's important to the government has received
attention and received our consideration and debate. If
you would note Hansard, 1 think that in a number of
instances we have debated various Bills on third reading
in this Legislature, which is unusual historically. Over the
last 18 years I have very seldom seen a significant amount
of debate go into third reading because, one, we felt it
was necessary to give the last bit of information to the
ministers before they received Royal Assent, but second-
ly, to indicate to this government and to this Legislative
Assembly that we have information, a point of view from
our constituents or from other Albertans that needed to
be expressed and had to be expressed. And that's exactly
what we did.

In the second place, at least from the perspective of the
opposition, parliamentary business is that of getting a
greater amount of information. The more information we
get from the government, the more parliamentary busi-
ness we have done. That is what our filibuster was all
about. That was one of the reasons behind the filibuster:
we wanted to get as much information as we could.

At the same time, Mr. Speaker, we have said very
clearly in this Legislature that we wanted to have specific
information with regard to the Heritage Savings Trust
Fund. Well, how much information have we secured by
this questioning? Since October 26, 1981, the day the
filibuster began, 418 various types of questions have been
asked of the various government ministers on 24 capital
projects. That is a very significant number of questions. If
you look at it in terms of dollars, that would be only one
question per $100 million being spent, which is maybe not
enough questions even yet. On the other hand, it is
something an opposition as small as this one can be very
proud of.

The really shocking thing is that less than 10 per cent
of these questions were asked by government mémbers.
Ninety per cent of those questions were asked by this side
of the House. Some 72 members on the other side of the
Legislature, very obviously the major number of mem-
bers, only asked 10 per cent of those questions, Mr.
Speaker. We could certainly say that they have 10 times
more members than we do. One would almost think that
the Conservatives on that-side of the House, the members
of the government, really don't care about the
$400,589,802 we are voting on. They're so confident that
the ministers have everything in hand, that everything's
great, that there are no problems, that they don't have to
ask questions. They come to Edmonton, collect their pay
cheque every month, get on a committee, supplement
their income, and they can have a full-time job as a
member of the Legislature.

Mr. Speaker, if that's the way it is, that full-time job
means that the ministers and the members of this Conser-
vative government come into the Legislative Assembly
and take their responsibility. If they're going to make it a
full-time job, then they should start asking questions
about what is happening in the Heritage Savings Trust
Fund. They should know what's going on. They should
have been asking their Minister of Hospitals and Medical
Care why there were problems over at the Walter C.
MacKenzie health centre.

In Environment, many questions could be asked with
regard to the dam on the Oldman River, other structures
across the province, and irrigation rehabilitation. But I
didn't hear many questions, Mr. Speaker. Many, many
questions of that kind could have been asked. Many
questions could have been asked of the Minister of



December 7, 1981

ALBERTA HANSARD 2095

Education. But this government is satisfied that the min-
isters have it in hand.

Well, Mr. Speaker, we don't think they have. That's
why we have to ask questions. We have found .in in-
stances that they have not. Kananaskis, the hospitals, the
investment of the investment fund, losses of some $60
million; and the backbenchers don't even care why or
how it's lost. They say it's okay, it's all right. We've got
lots of money; we've got some more to spend. What's $60
million? That's the kind of situation we have in this
Legislature.

Mr. Speaker, how does the government answer this
type of situation? What is their answer to it? They feel at
this point in time that we've asked too many questions
and that we haven't been responsible. They're bringing in
closure because they feel that we in this Assembly have
asked too many questions.

As T've pointed out very clearly, we haven't stopped
any kind of debate. We haven't deterred the progress of
this House in any way. All the major business is done,
except Bill 69 and the supply estimates that are before us.
Everything else has been completed. Mr. Speaker, those
are the last two items of importance on the agenda
because we feel a number of questions must be asked
before we can give approval. But the government says,
you can't ask questions.

I wonder, Mr. Speaker. It raises questions in my mind.
Albertans raise the same questions. They say to them-
selves, what is the government hiding if they can't give
you the information? What is this government hiding?
Why can't they give you the information? I say, I don't
know. There's nothing legal against it. It's all for political
reasons; maybe they haven't got the answers. With regard
to the $60 million, I tell them very clearly that there are
traders' notes — one on Monday, Tuesday, and another
on Wednesday — but the bonds could have gone up and
down and fluctuated very quickly each day. There could
have been gains and losses a number of times that were
never recorded by the Provincial Treasurer's department
or in their responsibility.

Mr. Speaker, that occurred not only one year. If it
occurred once, then we could say that, oh, something
wasn't quite right, and somebody wasn't on top of their
job. But it occurred over a three-year period. That's the
best information we've got at this time. There was bad
administration, somebody not on top of their job, and no
accountability.

Now we get to a point where the government is going
to close us out before we can really find out what they're
hiding. Mr. Speaker, I think they're hiding the fact that
they have no back-up data to show how they lost $60
million. They haven't any documents. The money in-
vested out of the Heritage Savings Trust Fund, the

- money of the taxpayers of Alberta, was sitting out there
in a sea, in the trader's hands, at his disposal to do
whatever he wanted to do with it. He felt no more
accountable to government than this government feels
accountable to this Legislature, Mr. Speaker. That's the
situation we're faced with. This government will not come
clean and tell us that. It's easier to hide the information
and make people think that everything's great in good old
Alberta, that there's nothing wrong.

Well, Mr. Speaker, in public business, if the govern-
ment can document all the bad investments, the decisions
that were made, all the traders' notes that show it was a
legitimate investment and a risk that was supposed to
gain a profit, if all that kind of thing can be documented,
we on this side of the House would be satisfied. The

people of Alberta would be satisfied. The Premier could
go on government-paid television and tell all the people
across the province, don't worry about it. The $60 million
was lost; that's right. But don't keep your attention on the
loss of $60 million. What you do is divert your attention
over to the fact that we gained $140 million.

Well, who excuses a thief? That's diversion of attention
to another topic. It's nice to keep saying, oh, but we
gained a bunch over here. Who takes responsibility for
the loss? We've been six weeks trying to determine that,
six weeks in this Legislature trying to find out who will
take the responsibility for the loss. The Provincial Treas-
urer tells us, oh, I'm responsible for all the Heritage
Savings Trust Fund; trust me, I know where it's all at.
Mr. Speaker, we don't know whether he knows where it's
all at. He doesn't know where the $60 million got lost. It
can't be documented. There's nothing on paper. The
Provincial Treasurer says, I can't give you that documen-
tation because it would give away our little secrets in the
back room. We in the select committee received a window
of investments for the period of — was it one day? We
saw there was a certain gain in profit and that the
investment had an earning. Well, that was great, Mr.
Speaker. We peeked through the window and saw a little
bit of trading activity going on. We saw that the invest-
ments could make a little money. But do you think this
government, specifically the Provincial Treasurer who is
responsible, would give us a window into a $60 million
loss? No way, because we'd see the truth. We would see
that the government is hiding something. We would find
that they're hiding maladministration. We'd find that
there's no documentation back there, that the Provincial
Treasurer sent a whole bundle of money in a basket — a
blue basket so they'd know it was from the Heritage
Savings Trust Fund — over to the trader and said, have
some fun. So the trader had some fun. He just docu-
mented on Monday, on Tuesday, on Wednesday, and
Thursday. He just said, it's still here, Lou; don't worry
about it. But the Provincial Treasurer says, that's okay, I
know you're looking after it. So three years later, all of a
sudden it comes out in a report that we're losing $60
million — $13 million, $43 million, $3 million. Then all of
a sudden we have a letter as of February 20, 1981 from
the Auditor General that kind of wakes up everybody,
that says, Lou, you've got to look after your job here:

It would appear that traders should be in a position
to explain the rationale for purchases and sales
transactions long after the event and should be able
to provide information on the results of their activi-
ties to senior investment management. There is con-
siderable scope for collusion between an investment
trader employed by the Treasury Department and
someone in one of the brokerage houses, which
could result in fraud.

Mr. Speaker, after that missal came from the Auditor
General to the Deputy Provincial Treasurer — and I'm
sure it was laid immediately on the Provincial Treasurer's
desk — we're now told that the Provincial Treasurer sat
up in shock and said, well, we've got to do something
about this. We don't have any of the facts — nobody will
tell us anything — but the story we get is that the
Provincial Treasurer immediately put some management
procedures in place. We can't find out what they are.
Most likely my colleagues will be standing up in this
Legislature in 1982, and we'll be saying, here's another
loss: well, too bad. We'll say, document it; and they'll say,
too bad. Give us the management letter: we haven't got
one, too bad. Again, we'll never get information. That's
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the way it goes. A basketful of Heritage Savings Trust
Fund meetings down to one of our trader's houses — I
don't even know which one it is; they won't even tell us;
not even that, and that's public business. We should at
least know who's fiddling with our money. The basket is
picked up by a trader and he has a great time. Man, he
can make $100 million a day.

The hon. Member for Edmonton Whitemud was telling
us the other day that when the interest rate changed one
Thursday we made $100 million in a day. But how much
did we lose the next day? How much did the bond market
jiggle during that period of time? Was every jiggle in the
bond market registered? Did the trader make some notes?
Is he doing that today? Mr. Speaker, this Provincial
Treasurer, who feels he's so responsible, has it all in hand,
can't even tell us that, can't even tell us whether each
jiggle is registered. That's where collusion and fraud can
occur, because if they're not registered, it says here very
clearly that "an investment trader and someone ‘in the
Treasury Department" could be taking a little rake-off.
That's why I stand in my place and ask this government
to produce documents to assure me that that never
happens. They can't, and they won't. One, I don't think
the traders' notes are there. Two, I don't think there's any
kind of documentation of that $60 million loss that will
satisfy Albertans. The government's trying to hide it and
cover up. Cover up and hide is all it is; a continuous
cover up and hide. It's not the first example. I could go
on and name many examples in this Legislature where the
government takes the same approach. But the worst
concern here is with the Heritage Savings Trust Fund.
The Premier goes on television tonight, Mr. Speaker, and
says the Heritage Savings Trust Fund is the savings of the
Alberta people and that if we have trouble in the next 10
years we can gradually move from our present economy
that's relying on natural resources to one dependent on
taxes from the people of Alberta. Mr. Speaker, the
government doesn't even know where they've lost $60
million. Most likely there are many other millions of
dollars we don't know about. The fact of the matter is:
how do we know we've got enough money for a 10-year
transition period? I don't think we have. One, we can't
document our losses; maybe they're a lot more than $60
million. Secondly, we'll never get the money back from
the other provinces of Canada. That's a fact of life. It will
take 25, 30 years with a very low interest rate. As we
know, the capitals division is invested across the prov-
ince. That's not recoverable money. The fourth division is
the investment division that we feel is not managed
properly. That's the only conclusion I can come to when
the government does not reveal the facts behind the
scene.

I think it's incumbent upon the Provincial Treasurer to
quit giving those generalized answers he has given for
four to five weeks. It's time he stood up in the Legisla-
ture, debates this motion of closure, and says, I'm not for
closure, I'm for open government; I want to give the
people of Alberta and members of the opposition all the
material they want to understand the situation. If the
Provincial Treasurer can't do that, we can only say he's
hiding something. We can only say that he won't come
clean. I think that's a terrible way to take responsibility in
the public arena. Mr. Speaker, the Provincial Treasurer
could condemn closure and stop this motion at the pre-
sent time by coming forward and saying, I'm open; I have
nothing to hide; I can give the information that is neces-
sary to prove to every Albertan that $60 million was lost
in ‘a legitimate way. It is all documented. That's what

we're asking, Mr. Speaker. I think it's important that
that's repeated and that the Provincial Treasurer hear
that, because if he doesn't hear it tonight, every Conser-
vative member across this province is going to hear that
question. They're going to be asked, where is the $60
million, what are you hiding? I know that's a fact,
because last weekend I was in three different communities
representing my constituents at five different meetings. A
number of people came to me and said, don't give up, we
want to know where they've lost the $60 million, what the
reasons are for it.

What was one of the prime questions asked at the
Premier's dinner in Lethbridge? Where is the $60 million?
The people wanted to know. They want to know that
today. Mr. Speaker, it's incumbent upon this government
not just to knock us aside, push us out of the way, but to
produce the documentation. Their answer to us in this
House is the motion of closure which says, just get away,
go home, spend Christmas with your family — and that
sounds nice. But we on this side of the: House also have a
shared responsibility with our families in that we have
taken a public responsibility. That means we must hold
the government accountable and do everything within our
power to assure ourselves that the government is ac-
countable. Mr. Speaker, that's not happening tonight and
not going to happen this week. That's a very unfortunate
situation.

I had other information I wanted to cover tonight, Mr.
Speaker, with regard to this whole concept of closure. It
just about makes me laugh when I look back to the
spring session and go through the Speech from the
Throne. I've listed on the- outside cover four pages that I
think are of interest: 1, 10, 13, and 21. The kind of nice
things this government says are very interesting, but it
never follows through. The first was:

Alberta's future has been jeopardized in recent

months as a result of federal government actions,

both in pursuing unilateral plan to patriate the

Canadian constitution and in presenting energy pro-

posals which have adverse implications for Canadian

unity.
Concern about unilateral action. Mr. Speaker, tonight
we're talking about a motion of unilateral action by the
government that is going to wipe out our freedom of
speech as members on this side of the House: the right to
question the government. On page 10 of the same speech:

My government is prepared to enter into meaningful

discussions with the federal government . ..
Nice words, Mr. Speaker, to talk about meaningful dis-
cussions. If you're going away from home to the federal
government to talk about meaningful discussions, it's
incumbent upon the government to have those same
meaningful discussions about their accountability as to
how they handle or mishandle the public purse in the
province of Alberta. That's the responsibility of govern-
ment. You don't change the rules away from home, Mr.
Speaker. The same rules that apply within your home
apply otherwise. Use the ones you use away from home in
your own Legislature. Double talk by this government.

It goes on to say:

Only through co-operation and agreement with the

producing provinces can the federal government es-

tablish . ..
And so on. Co-operation and agreement sound so great.
Mr. Speaker, all we hear in this Legislature are unilateral
words that we're going to close down the debate and it's
finished; we don't have to listen to you anymore; we're
going to give you nothing: you're just a small bunch of
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representatives on that side of the House; minority
groups don't mean anything to us because we have lots of
power and lots of money; we're going to run right over
the top. Mr. Speaker, it's nice to write in the throne
speech the objectives of this government that apply to the
principles of their behavior. There is no consistency.
Page 13 goes on:

During the past year, my government has benefited

from the co-operation and advice of leaders of trade

unions and industry. In keeping with recent advances

And so on. The government has accepted advice and
co-operation — sounds great in here. But I'd like to ask
those leaders of trade unions and industry whether or not
they really were listened to. I travel around and talk to
businessmen in this city, and at the present time I find
that's not necessarily the case. But in terms of this
government's actions it sounds good. Page 21:
I leave you now to the business of the session, with

full confidence that as elected representatives your

debates and your votes will reflect your understand-

ing of the public interest of all people of Alberta.

Mr. Speaker, that's what the heritage fund is all about.
It's a matter of public interest to the people of Alberta.
It's on the top of their minds. Every Albertan knows this
government lost $60 million. There is no question in their
minds that that loss is real and realized as it is. But the
people of Alberta are saying: how did they lose it; can't
you get the documentation; that's in my interest because
that's my money. In his glowing annual report on the
Heritage Savings Trust Fund the Provincial Treasurer
said to Albertans, you're part of the Heritage Savings
Trust Fund; we want you to participate; there's some-
thing in it for you. I raise the question with all Albertans,
as we did in our television ad: how do you as Albertans
benefit from the Heritage Savings Trust Fund; how are
your interests looked after? Person after person after
person said, we don't know; we have no share of the
Heritage Savings Trust Fund, none at all. Well then, it
must all belong to the Provincial Treasurer and the
Premier. They're the ones who handle it. They're respon-
sible for it. That's what we're talking about here. They
should take an interest in Albertans, in their
responsibility.

What do Albertans want? One, they want accountabili-
ty, but they also want benefits. Tonight we're talking
about accountability: the opportunity for the opposition
to be able to speak, to be able to ask questions, to be able
to get information from the Premier and from the Pro-
vincial Treasurer specifically, as to how that $60 million
was lost, and ask questions about how all the other
estimates of supply were handled, and [if] they are
documented. Is every dollar accounted for? I don't know,
because this government will not give us the information.

Mr. Speaker, I think this government has really be-
trayed the citizens of this province. They're doing this to
cut off our filibuster and our freedom of speech. That's
the object of closure. I want to say that in the last few
days we've received many letters and phone calls support-
ing our position for a greater amount of information,
supporting it as responsible, taken by a responsible oppo-
sition in the face of what at this point in time I feel is a
very irresponsible government.

Mr. Speaker, it's so true what John A. Macdonald said
in 1869. "Given a parliament with a big surplus, and a big
majority" — and that's this Legislature — "you can
debauch a committee of archangels". Mr. Speaker, I

think that applies completely to the environment we're in
here today.

AN HON. MEMBER: Except for the archangels.

MR. R. SPEAKER: Except for the archangels.

Mr. Speaker, I think there are many reasons why this
government should either withdraw this motion for clo-
sure and recognize their responsibility or, when the mo-
tion comes to a vote, that all members on that side of the
Legislature should vote against it. If they don't, they set a
precedent in this Legislature which reduces freedom of
speech in the future. Once a government uses closure it's
easy to use it again and take away the rights of all
members.

Mr. Speaker, I think it's of great concern that this
government is taking the action it's planning to take in
the next day or two by voting in closure. I'd like to move
an amendment by adding at the end of the motion before
us as follows. I have copies for all members.

(9) This Assembly formally expresses its deep regret
at having to employ the above noted time manage-
ment mechanisms in an effort to speed the business
of the Assembly so that Members need not be too
inconvenienced by the exercise by Her Majesty's
Loyal Opposition in their legitimate right to freedom
of speech.

Mr. Speaker, this says that it's too bad that the
government has to take these kinds of steps to try to take
away freedom of speech from us as members of the
Legislature, only so they can speed up the business of the
Assembly, so that government members, and maybe
other members of this Assembly, are not inconvenienced
by the position we on this side of the House have taken
that public business must be done in public, and that we
as members of this Legislature should have answers to all
the many questions that can be asked about the Heritage
Savings Trust Fund. If the Conservative government
wants to admit that the reason it has brought this resolu-
tion in is to try to bring about time management, and to
try to speed up the Assembly by using that kind of
technique just so that members can get away on their
holidays and do whatever they want to do, but ignore
public business, then let's put it in the motion and admit
that's the kind of action they're taking. That's all there is
to it. As I said in my opening remarks, there are no
reasons that this government must close the House in a
hurry. The supply estimate and Bill 69 do not have to be
passed until March 31, 1982.

Earlier the hon. House leader, the Attorney General,
stood in his place introducing this motion, and did not
give any reasons for bringing about closure of this Legis-
lature. There were no concrete reasons, no events occur-
ring ...

DR. BUCK: They have to go to Hawaii.

MR. R. SPEAKER: ... that say this Legislature must
close within a week or 14 days; not a reason, Mr.
Speaker. If there were good reasons, such as the Premier
rushing across Canada to collect funds for the Conserva-
tive Party, then I could understand it. But not even that
reason was raised, because maybe the Premier has col-
lected all the funds necessary for the next election. There
were no reasons other than they want to get rid of the
opposition, send us home and shut us up so we can't
disclose this information that's behind the hidden doors,
that would tell us what happened to the basketful of
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Heritage Savings Trust Fund money. That's the only
reason I can think of; I don't know of any other.

You ask the question: what to hide? But in my
amendment maybe I raise the true reason. They're saying,
let's get rid of those guys; we're going to put some time
management in; they've been around long enough; they've
already asked enough questions; they've embarrassed us
long enough; they've put us on the defensive; they're on
the offensive. And the only way to get out of the situation
is to opt out, close them out, and create closure. If that is
the truth of the situation, Mr. Speaker, and because of
our action, our fight for the freedom of speech, we're
inconveniencing a number of members across the way,
then let's admit it. Let's put it into an amendment. To me,
that's what it is.

If the government denies that's the real reason, then
have them come up with some other reasons. All these
backbenchers who are sitting around waiting and writing
speeches, and are going to stand up for the freedom of
speech, stand up and tell me you don't want to get home
to go on a holiday; stand up and tell me you don't have
some other appointment that's more important than this
Legislature. [interjections] Tell me you have to go home
and feed the cows or something. If there is a better reason
than this, the government should tell us. To this point in
time, they have not. What is the rush? Why close us out?
If it's only for their own convenience, so they can go
away, close it up and forget about the responsibility to
Albertans, it's not good enough.

Mr. Speaker, I move this resolution at this time.
DR. BUCK: Take the muzzles off the backbenchers, Lou.

MR. SINDLINGER: Mr. Speaker, I'd like to address the
amendment to the motion. I was a little hesitant in
getting up because the Member for Drayton Valley had
implored the Leader of the Opposition to get up so she
could get up. I'm looking forward to hearing from the
Member for Drayton Valley sometime in the debate; she
always has something to say. There are also other
members of this Conservative government I'd like to hear
from in this regard.

Mr. Speaker, I have to indicate support for this
subamendment, and I have to express my deep regret that
we have closure before us today too. In years past. I can
recall when closure was being contemplated for the
House of Commons for things like the pipeline debate in
1956, as well as the flag debate and, most recently, the
constitutional debate. On all those occasions I remember
Members of Parliament feeling deeply aggrieved that
their freedom of speech had been impugned. That being in
Parliament, I had difficulty understanding the serious
nature of the problem. Now that we have closure being
invoked on us and I'm a participant — I could never have
imagined that I would be — I wonder if I shouldn't be
standing here stamping my feet, flailing the air with my
arms, or feeling deeply aggrieved. Notwithstanding the
fact that five days have passed since this was introduced,
I can say, however, that I'm not bleeding anywhere. I
don't think I'm going to die over this thing, but it's
caused me to give more serious thought to what closure
really means, and what it means in this situation.

We've talked a lot about freedom of speech and a
filibuster, but I'm not too sure the word "filibuster"
appropriately describes what we in the opposition have
been doing for the last seven weeks. I believe we have
been doing nothing more than our obligation, our re-
sponsibility, and our duty as opposition members. It's

incumbent upon us to ask questions about expenditures
and plans of the government. I can't see any better reason
to do something like that than this particular matter. If I
were to dub this exercise this fall something, I wouldn't
call it a filibuster. I would call it something different. I
would call it the $60 million closure. And T will tell you
why, Mr. Speaker.

We peruse the annual budget each spring in the Legis-
lature. This year the annual budget is in the vicinity of
$6.5 billion. Here's the documentation we get for that
annual budget. First of all, for this year we get the 1981
Budget Address by the Hon. Lou Hyndman, the Provin-
cial Treasurer. There are quite a few pages here. It looks
like it goes to page 89 or 90; 90 pages chock-full of
advice, charts, graphs, numbers, and tables, almost any-
thing you could ask for. Backing that up are the Estimates
of Expenditure 1980-81, Legislative Assembly Estimates,
Government Estimates. Look at all the pages in this one
— 421. Each page has a table with numbers representing
the dollars the government is going to expend in this
particular year. It goes by department; department after
department for all the government. It goes by element
and is broken down into salaries, manpower costs, sup-
plies and services, grants, purchase of fixed assets, even
payments to MLAs.

MR. SPEAKER: I hesitate to interrupt the hon. member,
but it seems to me that the central idea of this amend-
ment is an expression of regret for certain reasons given
in the amendment. I'm having a little difficulty relating an
intended expression of regret with the number of pages in
the annual estimates.

MR. SINDLINGER: Mr. Speaker, don't hesitate if you
have any question about what I'm doing. Feel fiee to
interject.

The connection simply is that [ want to establish why 1
am expressing my regret about this. The point is this.
When we consider the $6.5 billion budget on an annual
basis, the documentation we have before the fact is
supported by the Budget Address which has 90 pages,
documentation supported by the Estimates of Expendi-
tures which has over 400 pages, Supplementary Informa-
tion on the Element Details which has over 178 pages,
and also Supplementary Information and Reconciliation
of Historical Data which has over 300 pages. Before the
government spends one cent, it must come to this Legisla-
tive Assembly and get approval to do so. That's one of
the most fundamental bases of a parliamentary system.
Whoever controls the purse, controls the throne. That
was established a long, long time ago. This practice
follows that custom.

However, we now have a situation where we have what
is really an anomaly in democracies, the Heritage Savings
Trust Fund. Before we in the Legislature can approve
anything, we get the '81-82 estimates of the Alberta
Heritage Savings Trust Fund, Capital Projects Division.
In it are 30 pages.

Mr. Speaker, 1 believe 22 items are described here
which will be expenditures from the Heritage Savings
Trust Fund. The Heritage Savings Trust Fund is $8.5
billion and this is what we get in terms of prior informa-
tion. On the other hand, the annual budget is less than
the Alberta Heritage Savings Trust Fund, and this is the
documentation we get. The time we spend on it can be six
to eight weeks. We go through it line by line, number by
number. But we get to the heritage trust fund, which is
even more, and this is all we get. It represents something
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like only 12 per cent of the Heritage Savings Trust Fund.

In question period this afternoon questions were posed
to the Premier about investments in tar sand plants and
heavy oil plants. The question was: once these agreements
are entered into, would they be brought back to the
Legislature for ratification? In other words, when the
Premier and the Alberta government enter into negotia-
tions with these project developers, would they indicate to
them that these projects and the commitment the gov-
ernment was making was contingent upon ratification
before the Legislature? The answer was no.

Mr. Speaker, I regret those kinds of things because, for
example, two years ago this government said it would
commit $7 billion to tar sand development, to heavy oil
development. At that time, there wasn't even $7 billion in
the heritage fund, yet the government was making a
one-shot commitment that would gobble up the entire
Heritage Savings Trust Fund, which was larger than the
annual budget, without any approval whatsoever from
the Legislative Assembly.

In defence of that it's been said it would be difficult to
get ratification from the Legislature because it could
compromise the negotiations between the various parties.
I don't believe that's true, Mr. Speaker. I look at private
practice where Firms contemplating amalgamation, acqui-
sitions, or mergers have to file certain documents with
security exchange commissions before the fact. Even in
the negotiations, when they sign agreements with one
another, there's always a caveat that says "subject to
approval by the shareholders".

Mr. Speaker, if there's an analogy here, it has to be
that we in the Legislature are shareholders on behalf of
the people of Alberta, especially in regard to the Heritage
Savings Trust Fund. Commitments and undertakings.by
the Alberta government with that money should come
before this Legislative Assembly. That's one of the rea-
sons I would like to express my regret about this.

Another reason is that in my estimation the debate we
have had on the estimates so far has not been a filibuster.
It's been a reasonable examination and review of the
government's plans, inasmuch as we are able to determine
them beforehand. Inasmuch as they only apply to 12 per
cent of the Heritage Savings Trust Fund, that's not very
much, but it's the best we can do here. What bothers me
about this is that we've developed a great deal of new
information about the heritage fund that we never had
before, and I think that's important. Yet the government
is now going to cut off that debate.

Even more important is that in not only reviewing the
planned expenditures of the government for the coming
year, we must also hold the government accountable for
those expenditures made with the Heritage Savings Trust
Fund in past years. We've dealt with the estimates of the
Minister of Environment, the Minister of Transportation,
the Minister of Hospitals and Medical Care, and the
Minister responsible for Workers' Health, Safety and
Compensation. :

But, Mr. Speaker, there is one big hole there. Two
ministers have not yet appeared before the Legislature in
regard to the estimates. In my opinion, they are the two
who have to be held most accountable and responsible
for the Heritage Savings Trust Fund. Those two have to
stand before this Legislative Assembly and answer ques-
tions in regard to the handling of the Heritage Savings
Trust Fund. I don't believe that this closure motion gives
them the opportunity. I'm sure each one of them would
want to be here, to stand up and be held accountable, to
stand up and have the opportunity to say, this is what
we've done with the money and it's been worth while and
beneficial. They should have the opportunity to say that.
We in the opposition should have the opportunity to
determine whether that is correct.

Mr. Speaker, in most instances I think the opposition
would say to the government, yes, those programs have
been beneficial. The Attorney General got up this after-
noon and identified some of them. He said the opposition
was being obstructionist in terms of reviewing those
expenditures. Mr. Speaker, I can't argue with the merit of
almost any of these programs we've been able to look at.
Who can say that hospitals are not beneficial? I can't; 1
think they are. I think we need them. Who can say
airport development isn't beneficial? I think it is. Who
can say irrigation isn't beneficial? I think it is. I think
most people in the Assembly agree that ail these are
beneficial. But that's not the issue by itself.

Right now the issue is the government's management of
the Heritage Savings Trust Fund. It has been exemplified
by the loss, over the last three years, of $60 million on the
sale of marketable securities. Mr. Speaker, I've stood here
other days and said, perhaps that $60 million loss can be
explained. Perhaps it could be said it was worth while to
lose it here in order to gain more over there. That may in
fact be the case, Mr. Speaker. The problem is that the
two people responsible for that have not yet been in their
place to satisfactorily demonstrate to this Legislature that
in fact that was the case.

The two people I've been talking about are the Provin-
cial Treasurer, who bears the ultimate accountability for
the Heritage Savings Trust Fund. He said that before the
watchdog committee, and I concur. I think he should be
before the Legislature as well as that watchdog committee
taking the same responsibility for that accountability.

The other individual who should be before the Legislative
Assembly is the chairman of the investment committee of
the Heritage Savings Trust Fund. That person is the
Premier of this province. The Premier of the province has
gone other places to talk about the heritage fund and the
beneficial programs. He's gone on television to say the
same thing. But Mr. Speaker, I submit that this is
another place, this is probably the first place, where the
Premier and the Provincial Treasurer should be justifying
the programs they wish us to approve and also standing
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and accounting for the programs over the last years in the
Heritage Savings Trust Fund.

Mr. Speaker, this amendment says that the Assembly
formally expresses its deep regret, and I've indicated why
I would express mine. It also goes on to say that this in
an effort to speed the business of the Assembly. When
these capital estimates were reviewed in years past, as
much as I can remember, it didn't take more than a
matter of hours. I don't think that's sufficient. I think
more time is required to responsibly look at all those
programs, line by line, number by number, just as we do
with these things here. I think we could have gone
through these capital estimates in a couple of weeks. But
we've been dealing with them for seven weeks now. And
do you know why, Mr. Speaker? It's not because the
opposition has been obstinate. It's because the govern-
ment has not answered the questions we have put to
them. By this closure motion, this government is giving us
five more days to review the Heritage Savings Trust
Fund.

Mr. Speaker, I'm giving notice here that I'm giving this
government five more days to answer the questions we've
put to them. We've wasted enough time over seven weeks
trying to get this government to respond to these ques-
tions, and it's their responsibility to do so. If not, it only
raises another question that's prevalent not only here but
trickling and filtering throughout the society of Alberta;
that is, that this government will not stand up, address
those questions, and answer them satisfactorily. The
question is being asked: what do .they have to hide?

It's not only incumbent upon these people to satisfy
these people here, but they should ensure there is no
element of doubt, not one iota of uncertainty in the
minds of the people of Alberta, about what is happening
with that money. It is in their best interests to make sure
the people of this province are satisfied with what they're
doing with it. It's in the best interests of the people of this
province to have the confidence of the people of Canada,
and to demonstrate to them that we are using this money
in a responsible way.

The last part of this amendment deals with the incon-
venience caused the members of the Assembly because
Her Majesty's Loyal Opposition is exercising its legiti-
mate right to freedom of speech. Well, Mr. Speaker, I
don't know what the rush is that we have to invoke
closure. These capital estimates do not come up until the
fiscal year ending March 1983. There's no rush for these
funds. There's no need to invoke closure.

Nevertheless, in the interim, the government has asked
the Auditor General to address this matter in what is, in
my judgment, a very peripheral manner and irrelevant to
the central issue. That's why I have written a letter to the
Auditor General requesting him to add some terms of
reference to those contained in the Premier's terms of
reference. They're not very substantial additions, Mr.
Speaker. They just get to be a little more specific. They
direct the Auditor General in a specific way so he's not
wandering about the map and going to come back and
say that overall, everything looks copacetic. Because
overall it may be, but that doesn't negate the fact that
there are incidents where everything is not copacetic.

The problem with that is we have to stop whatever
those negative incidents are right now while this trust
fund is only about $10 billion. How can I say only $10
billion? Mr. Speaker, I say only $10 billion, because not
long from now, in 20 years, that trust fund will be $105
billion. If the government thinks we have problems today,
if the public thinks it's scandalous that we have a $60

million loss today, Lord help us in 20 years when that
trust fund is $105 billion, because the problems then will
be beyond the imagination of any of us here. It's very
important that we ensure that any problems there are
today are corrected. That's the assurance we're trying to
seek right now.

Mr. Speaker, I started out by saying that I had never
imagined in my younger days that I would be a partici-
pant in a closure debate, or that I would be subject to it. |
think it's extremely unfortunate that we've come to this
point. From what I've been able to determine, Alberta
has never had a situation like this. It has never had
closure invoked. I've checked with whoever I could. I've
looked at the records, had people look for them and we
couldn't really find something that directed itself to clo-
sure in Alberta. Yet, I remember how in other places
parliamentarians objected so vehemently at even the sug-
gestion of closure, notwithstanding the fact of closure.
And now we have it right before us.

Mr. Speaker, I believe members of this Assembly have
a legitimate right to freedom of speech. 1 don't believe
this closure motion serves that end. I especially don't
believe that, when the main issue has yet to come before
the Legislative Assembly, when the two main prota-
gonists in this whole heritage debate have not stood
accountable before the Assembly for their programs and
answered for what they've done in the past. I believe there
should be more time available for members of the opposi-
tion to examine those policies implemented and executed
by the Provincial Treasurer and the Premier. It's unfor-
tunate that we've had to go through all these other
estimates to get to that point.

In speaking to this motion, Mr. Speaker, I express my
regret at having participated in a Legislature where we're
having closure. I've heard other members say that it's an
historic event, and we're creating precedents in this prov-
ince. I've heard it said in regard to other subjects while
I've been here; the precedent we all set when we debated
the motions about the constitution, the precedent we set
when we had the energy crisis and, I guess, in my own
small part, the precedent I set when I was the first to be
kicked out of the party. I don't know that I'm the first to
be on the other side of the floor, but as far as I can
determine, 1 have the distinction of being the first to be
kicked out of the party. Now I'm participating in the first
closure debate, and I'll be the subject of the closure
motion once the government implements it. 1 deeply re-
gret that.

In regard to time management, I feel there has been
none. I don't believe the government has responded to
our major questions concerning the $60 million loss. This
Legislature could have adjourned around the Remem-
brance Day weekend if the government had answered
those questions satisfactorily. Now I'm not going to sit
here for five days and ask these people more questions.
I'm putting the onus on them to respond to those ques-
tions we placed, Mr. Speaker. I'll give them five more
days to answer those questions.

I'm not inconvenienced by being here, Mr. Speaker. 1
think it's my obligation and my duty to be here. I think
it's my obligation and duty to be here until we have
satisfactorily resolved all those things before us. I would
like to move a subamendment to this amendment. I'd like
to strike out the words "time management" and substitute
the word "closure".

MRS. CRIPPS: Question.
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DR. BUCK: Time for the hon. member to make a speech.

MR.SINDLINGER: Mr. Speaker, for the benefit of the
Member for Drayton Valley, I was just allowing a minute
for the copy of the subamendment to be distributed to
her, so she could follow what we're doing.

MRS. CRIPPS: I know what you're doing.

MR. SINDLINGER: Mr. Speaker, if [ may address the
subamendment please. It's a very simple, straightforward
subamendment. Perhaps I could just read it into the
record.
This Assembly formally expresses its deep regret at
having to employ the above noted closure me-
chanisms in an effort to speed the business of the
Assembly so that Members need not be too incon-
venienced by the exercise by Her Majesty's Loyal
Opposition of their legitimate right to freedom of
speech.

Mr. Speaker, I say this is a simple subamendment to
the amendment because — if I may use an analogy — if it
walks like a duck, swims like a duck, and quacks like a
duck, it's not a horse, it's not a turkey, it's a duck.
Similarly the motion before the House cannot be de-
scribed as time management, but should be more accur-
ately described as closure. That's what this subamend-
ment achieves. It is in fact closure.

Mr. Speaker, it's one thing to use euphemisms. We all
do that in our daily life, and I would suspect we're subject
to more than our share of euphemisms once we get into
the Legislative Assembly. I've quite often been referred to
by other members as the hon. Member for Calgary Buffa-
lo. Sometimes, by the inflection on the word "honorable"
I'm not too sure exactly what they mean. In this case, I
don't want there to be any doubt in anybody's mind
about what we're doing here. It's fine to say "time
management", -Mr. Speaker. That's a concept being re-
fined over and over again in private industry. There are
courses people can take that are offered to businesses that
will ensure time management is in place enabling the
most efficient use of that available time. The objective,
being efficient with the time available, is to ensure that
whatever has been undertaken is achieved; that is, let's be
efficient so that we can be effective.

Mr. Speaker, I think the opposition has been extremely
efficient during this fall session in reviewing the capital
estimates for the Heritage Savings Trust Fund. We have
gone through each estimate as thoroughly as we are able
to with the small numbers we have here. It may have
seemed at times that the opposition members were
dominating the time allowed to review these estimates.
But it may be that that was only because the government
members were not asking questions. Perhaps that's their
approach or attitude. It's our responsibility to review
these things, so we did.

Mr. Speaker, we found out some very interesting things
about each estimate, which 1 will get into when I have
more time to address them. But at this particular point,
just let me say that the review this opposition has made
this fall has been, in my opinion, the most efficient and
most effective in the three years I have been here. As well,
I think it has set a very high standard to follow for those
of us who are here in the future, not only in heritage fund
projects but in the estimates. I also think that providing
the opposition is diligent in its pursuit of the government,
diligent in insisting that like the annual estimates the
heritage fund comes before the Legislative Assembly for

approval before rather than after the fact, changes will be
made to the heritage fund in the future.

Mr. Speaker, I've looked at Standing Order 20 that
deals with closure for the Legislative Assembly, and we've
had an example this afternoon of closure being invoked;
closure on closure. There's not much difference between
the two. In fact, Mr. Speaker, they both seem the same to
me. This is a closure motion. It's a cut and dried closure
motion. It's unfortunate we've come to that point in time.
If that's what it must be, then we must call it what it is.
This is no case for an euphemism. This is no case where
we should be using words other than those which accur-
ately describe the situation. This is a case where there is
undoubtedly room for differences of opinion, and per-
haps in choosing euphemisms, differences of opinion will
never be resolved. But the key issue here, Mr. Speaker, is
not a matter of difference of opinion.

The key issue is a matter of difference of fact. It is a
fact that $60 million was lost on the sale of marketable
securities. It doesn't matter how many opinions we have
about that matter, whether they're just opinions, whether
they're informed opinions, or whether they're expert
opinions. There was a $60 million ...

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. I have to draw to the
hon. member's attention that he has exceeded his allotted
time.

MR. SINDLINGER: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, in rising to participate in
the subamendment, I certainly have a number of com-
ments I wish to make a little later on, with respect to the
amendment and the regret that I think all members of
this Assembly should have with respect to this outrageous
resolution before the House this evening.

Mr. Speaker, dealing with the subamendment, the
question we have to address is whether we should to
use an expression I think you noted some days ago — be
using plain English language; whether we are going to call
something as it is. To suggest, as did the hon. Govern-
ment House Leader the other day both inside and outside
the House, that what we're looking at is time manage-
ment, is nonsense. What we're looking at, Mr. Speaker, is
closure. I think the people of Alberta have to recognize
that this government is bringing in a closure resolution.
The members of this House have to recognize when they
vote, and be answerable to their constituents when they
go back home, that they are dealing with a closure resolu-
tion, not time management, not a clever little euphemism
that you might find in the Harvard business school
vocabulary but, in plain simple English language, closure.

Mr. Speaker, in examining this issue, in my judgment
we have to look at some of the arguments presented by
the hon. Government House Leader today in his resolu-
tion today on closure. He cited other parliaments. He
talked about the time set aside for the estimates in the
Mother of Parliaments in Westminster. He talked about
the time set aside for the estimates in the House of
Commons and examined the precedents in other prov-
inces. When I get into the more general discussion on the
amendment, I'll deal with some of those issues.

Mr. Speaker, I would draw to your attention the
observation made by the Rt. Hon. John George Diefen-
baker, who probably forgot more about parliamentary
procedure during his lifetime than those of us in this
House will ever learn, both on the government and the
opposition sides. He made the observation about the
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Westminster precedent. He talks about closure. I want to
cite page 4033 of the federal Hansard, May 17, 1956. He
talks about the situation in Westminster. He says:

Some mention was made today of the fact that in

Britain from time to time they apply closure. They

have a means in the House of Commons in Britain of

securing the facts from any government. They have

the right at their disposal, at adjournment time, to

move for the discussion of any matter in respect of

which they have not received the information that

they desire. If closure is brought into effect, it is

brought into effect after consultation and determina-

tion as between the parties and the Speaker ...

That's the late Mr. Diefenbaker's observation in 1956
about closure in Westminster, "between the parties and
the Speaker". What kind of consultation did we have on
this matter? Let me tell you. In a typical Alberta Conser-
vative way, on a unilateral basis, we have the Govern-
ment House Leader giving oral notice that he's ramming
through this motion of closure, and then we euphemistic-
ally call it time management. Well, Mr. Speaker, as the
hon. Member for Calgary Buffalo has correctly pointed
out, if it walks like a duck, swims like a duck, and quacks
like a duck, let us call it a duck. In this case, if it looks
like closure, if it's worded like closure, ifit has the impact
of closure which is to snuff out legitimate free speech
and debate in this House and impose a rigid timetable —
then, Mr. Speaker, it must be called as it is. It's closure.

Mr. Speaker, if this government were serious about
time management, they would have looked at other op-
tions. Indeed, if they were concerned about time man-
agement, they might have examined their own course of
action over the last six or seven weeks. I recall when we
began to study the estimates in more detail. At first, hon.
members on the government side thought it was a big
joke, and that this little opposition would run out of
steam in a matter of three or four days. If hon. members
recall, we had the ministers filibustering themselves. For
the first time in the history of this Legislature, we had the
hon. Minister of Energy and Natural Resources come
into committee and read an entire contract into the
record — well, almost an entire contract. He forgot to
read the most relevant portions of the contract, but for
over two hours he labored — and I might say in a very
laborious way — through the details of a contract which
was- signed three years before, not even a current con-
tract. We get all the government members so ready to
bounce up on a point of order -or a point of privilege.
We're not dealing with the current year's estimate. Here
we have a contract that had been signed some time ago
read into the estimates, because we had a government
that was so cocksure of itself that this little opposition
would run out of steam, and wouldn't it be clever.

These are the time management boys, Mr. Speaker.
Well, if they were so concerned about time management,
perhaps they could have spent a little more time on those
occasions answering questions, instead of doing their own
filibuster. But then they find that, because the people of
Alberta are asking legitimate questions, the hon. Leader
of the Opposition and the hon. Member for Calgary
Buffalo are right. I know they're getting calls and letters
from people all over the province. The calls I receive in
my office are: what has this government got to hide on
this issue? Why are they trying to close down the Legisla-
ture and boot the members out before we have an
opportunity even to get the special report of the Auditor
General? We had the Provincial Treasurer make the
announcement the other day that the Auditor General is

going to be assigned to do a special report. But you
know, if this government were serious about time man-
agement and about doing the public business in public,
they would have recessed the House for four or five
weeks, brought us back in the middle of January or
whenever the Auditor General finishes his report, and
then we could have studied the estimate and dealt with
Bill 69 on the basis of the Auditor General's special
report. Who's to say there will even be a spring session?
The Premier could dissolve the Legislature and call an
election. So there may not even be a spring session.
Who's to say?

I'm saying to the members of this House, let's not try
to kid the people of Alberta about time management. If
they were concerned about using the time expeditiously,
we wouldn't have had the little government mini-
filibuster. It didn't amount to too much, I might say, but
it lasted for a while, until irritation set in. If they were
really concerned about time management, they would
have recessed the House so we could have had full debate
after the Auditor General's special select report on this
matter of the marketable securities and the $60 million,
which is still unexplained. No, Mr. Speaker, they chose
not to do that. Instead we have a motion introduced by
the Government House Leader, with most of the govern-
ment members quietly looking down — as well they
should — during this debate. If I were a government
member, I wouldn't want to go back and have to justify
voting for this kind of motion to my constituents.

Mr. Speaker, let there be no doubt about what this
kind of motion is. This is a closure motion. While I want
to get into some detail a -few minutes later about why I
regret that we have come to this rather sad and sorry
state in the affairs of this Legislature, that we have to
introduce this kind of motion at all, let's at least be
honest with the people of Alberta and call it what it is.
There's absolutely no doubt at all that this is a motion of
closure.

Some hon. members on the government side may say,
oh, it's indelicate to talk about closure. We don't need to
say that in the motion. We're not running a public rela-
tions firm here. This Legislature, believe it or not, is not
the public relations adjunct of the Conservative Party.
Sometimes I wonder if members realize that, but it isn't.
This is a Legislature.

Mr. Speaker, the fact of the matter is that closure is
recognized, first of all in our Standing Orders, as the
Member for Calgary Buffalo indicated. Standing Order
20, Beauchesne, Citation 334, and Erskine May deal with
closure. Mr. Speaker, the point is that we have a govern-
ment here which is invoking closure and muzzling free
speech in the Legislature, but is using language and
euphemisms which attempt to masquerade to the public
what they are really doing. This subamendment clearly
eliminates any doubt in the minds of the people of
Alberta what the government is doing. I say to hon.
members of this House that I'm sure there may be dif-
ferences among the members of the opposition, but over
the next weeks we would welcome the opportunity to
debate this closure motion and the necessity for it any-
where in this province, in service clubs and community
organizations, wherever people are prepared to debate. |
would challenge government members. Beyond the di-
mensions of this House, I say to the people of Alberta
that if they are interested, as I'm sure they are, in seeing
debates being held ... I recall a debate I had four or five
years ago with the hon. Member for Taber-Warner in his
constituency. I think that's a useful thing. I say to
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members of the House and to Albertans that I welcome
the opportunity — and I know other members of the
opposition would — to debate with hon. members of the
government side, riding by riding, what they are doing
here tonight, tomorrow, or whenever this infamous mo-
tion finally comes to a vote.

No, Mr. Speaker, closure is closure. It's not necessary,
it's regrettable, it's absolutely inexcusable, but that's an-
other debate. I'll come to why I regret it in a moment.
But at least, Mr. Speaker, at this point in time, the
subamendment says very clearly that it is closure as
opposed to time management. Let us recognize it as such
and be accountable to our constituents and to the people
of Alberta for whatever vote we cast on this motion.

DR. BUCK: Get the muzzles off.
MR. SPEAKER: Are you ready for the . . .

DR. BUCK: Mr. Speaker, I would like to take part in the
debate this evening. In your wisdom you have ruled that
"puppet" is an unparliamentary term. But it seems that
when the muzzles are on, we're not going to hear from
the government members. It's very, very interesting that
we have a government that tries to mislead not only this
Legislature, but the people of this province by having the
audacity to talk about time management.

The Tory hordes have finally met their match. They
have finally decided that they cannot manipulate this
Legislature as if it is a toy of their own. But most
importantly, Mr. Speaker, while they're playing games
with members on this side who are duly elected to repre-
sent their constituencies and -also the views of about 40
per cent of the people of this province, they finally can't
steam-roller and they just can't have it the way they
always would like to have it. I find that very, very inter-
esting. How the mighty have fallen, how the great Tory
machine has ground to a halt, by five little opposition
members. But behind those five little opposition members
are at least 40 per cent of the electorate of this province,
in many cases more opposition votes than government
votes that brought the 73 into this Assembly.

Mr. Speaker, I feel very badly that we are upsetting the
plans of my Tory colleagues across the way, the Cadillac
Conservatives who may be wanting to go to Hawaii.
Maybe some of the airplanes are waiting for them. So be
it. They are charged with the responsibility of looking
after the affairs of this province. We are charged with the
responsibility of making sure they operate above board,
making sure they are answerable to the people of this
province, and they have the audacity to invoke closure
because it is inconvenient for them, because they say we
are wasting time. I will not recycle that part of the debate
because it has been given by the hon. Leader of the

Opposition and other members on this side, indicating we

have been responsible in our duties in this Legislature,
that we have given the government the opportunity to
come clean, as it is, to tell the people of this province
what happened with the $60 million.

Mr. Speaker, I was at a meeting in my constituency last
week on a matter to do with power. I'd like to give a very,
very friendly word of caution to my arrogant Tory friends
across the way. At that meeting, about 50 people . ..

MR. PURDY : Mr. Speaker, on a point of order, I think
we had a ruling in the Legislature last week that the hon.
member had to withdraw the word "arrogant". I'm not

sure, but I think that was from the Member for Edmon-
ton Mill Woods.

DR. BUCK: If the shoe fits, wear it.
MR.PURDY : The member should withdraw it.

DR. BUCK: Mr. Speaker, arrogant means pompous.
Arrogant means knowing all. If the government feels
that's the way they they are, the term is arrogant.

MR. SPEAKER: I invite the hon. member to consider
whether he was elected to this Assembly to cast reflec-
tions on the personalities of other members in the House
or to debate issues before the House. I assume a certain
amount of sarcasm and edge may creep in in the ordinary
course of debate. It might even happen when the Speaker
is speaking. But I hope the hon. member would agree
that, like the rest of us, he was elected to deal with the
substantial matters which come before the House and not
to reflect on the choices which other voters have made of
the persons to represent them in the Assembly, because
that's totally irrelevant. To describe one's colleagues as
arrogant has absolutely nothing to do with the merits of
the topic under debate.

DR. BUCK: Mr. Speaker, to me arrogance means when a
large assembly, a large body . ..

MR.SPEAKER: I know what arrogance means.

DR. BUCK: Mr. Speaker, maybe some of the hon.
members across the way don't understand that it ...

MR.SPEAKER: There's a dictionary over there.

DR. BUCK: Mr. Speaker, when a government is so all
powerful that it believes it cannot be questioned on any
matter, when it believes it is above being questioned
about the expenditure of the taxpayers' funds, when it
believes it is above answering to this Assembly and to the
people of this province, I don't know what other term to
use. But if the hon. deputy speaker finds that not to his
liking, I won't use it too many more times.

Mr. Speaker, why, in the first time in the history of this
province, is a large majority trying to steam-roller a little
opposition because the opposition is trying to do its job?
We have not interfered with the process of passing legisla-
tion. We have responsibly questioned legislation. When a
government, after weeks and weeks, does not supply this
Legislature, this opposition, the people of this province,
with information that should be available, when the At-
torney General in his wisdom speaks to the Canadian Bar
Association and says, there's no need for freedom of
information in this province, I think it's time this gov-
ernment had a look at itself.

MR. CRAWFORD: Don't tell me you're listening to my
speech, Walt.

DR. BUCK: No, I don't listen to the hon. minister's
speeches. It was summarized in printed form, because no
one understands the hon. minister's speeches. We couldn't
even understand when the minister brought his motion in
Friday for closure.

MR.NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, I wonder if I could rise on
a point of order. 1 don't want to interrupt the hon.
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member, but I wouldn't want the hon. member to feel
constrained in his use of language. I see that Citation 320
of Beauchesne, page 110, deals with what is unparliamen-
tary and what is not. Mr. Speaker, [ refer you to the
bottom part: "Since 1958, it has has been ruled parlia-
mentary to use the following expressions", and included
in those following expressions is "arrogant ... Debates,
May 19, 1970, p. 7087".

MR. SPEAKER: I'm aware of that citation. In fact, I just
happen to have the book open at the same page. But I
believe it has also been. said by some fairly eminent
speakers — I can't recall their names at the moment —
that the question of what is parliamentary and what is
not parliamentary is sometitnes hard to define. It's hard
to draw a line. There have been conflicting rulings on
some of these words. There have been occasions when
they're called unparliamentary, and some occasions when
they're not. 1 suppose if you wanted to make a real
comparison, you'd have to look at the context in some
cases. However, whether it's parliamentary or unparlia-
mentary, it's totally irrelevant to the matter under discus-
sion to assess the motives or the characters of hon.
members. So whether it's unparliamentary or not is really
not of any great consequence. It's irrelevant.

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, on a point of order, with
great respect, I'd hardly suggest it's irrelevant. As one
looks at the debates in other parliaments, on every clo-
sure motion without exception — and one could quote
you chapter and verse the present hon. Leader of the
Federal Opposition, Mr. Diefenbaker, Mr. Knowles, or
for that matter Mr. King when he was Leader of the
Opposition, or Westminster or other parliaments — there
was never debate over the question of closure where the
issue of the government's overall attitude has not been
characterized as arrogant.

It is not a question of aiming that barb at an individual
member, but quite a different thing in examining the
overall position of a government. Mr. Speaker, I would
say to members of this House and to you that on page
110 Beauchesne is quite clear. The context in which the
hon. Member for Clover Bar was using the-term "arro-
gant" was not aimed at an individual member at all, but
was aimed at an attitude which has led the government to
introduce a motion of closure in the same way that . ..

MR. SPEAKER: Order, please. We're getting nowhere
with this. I didn't really start an argument or intend to
start an argument on the question of whether it was
parliamentary or unparliamentary. I'm saying it's irrele-
vant. My understanding was that it was applied to certain
members of this Assembly. That is my concern. If it's
applied to anybody other than members of the Assembly,
then I'm not concerned. The fact of the matter is it's
irrelevant.

DR. BUCK: Mr. Speaker, when we see a large, large
majority indicating their displeasure with Her Majesty's
Loyal Opposition, invoking closure, the action of that
body is arrogant. I do not call any government member
arrogant; [ am calling the government arrogant.

In the many years I've been in this Assembly, I don't
think I've ever seen the estimates as well combed and as
well studied as they have been in this fall session.

MR. SPEAKER: While we're on the topic of relevance,
might I just remind the hon. member that if I remember

correctly, we're debating a subamendment. It's really a
matter of text or semantics as to whether we're going to
use two words of one kind or two words of another kind.
I think everyoné knows that the purpose of an amend-
ment is ordinarily to narrow the area of debate that
focusses it. Hon. members know that when an amend-
ment is being discussed, the rules of relevance are far
stricter than when the main motion is being discussed.
But when a subamendment is being discussed, then the
rules of relevance are even more strict than that, because
that further narrows the area which was set out in the
amendment. Therefore, may I respectfully suggest to the
hon. member that he confine his remarks to the choice of
words, because all we're involved in here is that there is
going to be one set of words or another. That's the topic.

MR. SINDLINGER: Mr. Speaker, a point of order in
regard to your ruling. I submit to you that there's more
than a case of semantics here in using "closure" as
opposed to "time management”, because both those
phrases, if we can call them that, are very broad . ..

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. As the hon. member
knows, I'm not at liberty to engage in debate with him
with regard to what I've just said.

DR. BUCK: Mr. Speaker, in trying to establish that
closure is being invoked, we must establish why the
government has taken that route. The government has
made the charge that Her Majesty's Loyal Opposition has
been wasting time. Mr. Speaker, I am saying to you and
to members of this Assembly that that is not so. In its
arrogance and in its haste to have the session come to a
close, the government is invoking closure. I feel that I am
very relevant when I start discussing that we have never
had the opportunity to examine the estimates in depth the
way we have examined them this fall. That is why the
burr is under the saddle. A rose is a rose is a rose, but a
guillotine is a guillotine is a guillotine. The government is
bringing the guillotine down, and I would like to know
why.

Mr. Speaker, I am suggesting to you that the govern-
ment has indicated they're trying to time-manage and that
they're so concerned about more pressing responsibilities,
that for the first time in the history of this province they
wish to invoke closure. I humbly submit that it is very,
very important that we on this side of the House have the
opportunity to study the estimates in great detail. When
we study those estimates in great detail, we may be saving
the taxpayers of this province millions and millions of
dollars. Had we studied Kananaskis in great detail, it
might not have gone from $40 million to $210 million-
odd, and the Health Sciences Centre from $84 million to
$300 million plus. That's the responsibility of the mem-
bers of this Assembly. This is why we are saying it is our
responsibility to study in detail and not have closure and
vote.

AN HON. MEMBER: Agreed.

DR. BUCK: Mr. Speaker, that's why I wanted to get into
the amount of time being spent on the estimates.

It is so very interesting, Mr. Speaker, to look back at a
smiling young man and the guideposts of the Progressive
Conservative Party of Alberta: What Do We Stand For?
I well remember sitting on that side of the House listening
to the Leader of the Official Opposition on this side of
the House talking about returning the action to the Legis-
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lature. Very interesting; very sound. It sold well. It made
him Premier. But now what happens? We say no, that
was fine for a campaign promise, but now that we're here

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. May I remind the hon.
member of the text of the subamendment. It simply says,
strike out the words "time management" and substitute
"closure".

DR. BUCK: Mr. Speaker, I [inaudible].

MR. SPEAKER: Well, sometimes I have difficulty seeing
the point on the horizon, even with binoculars. But if it's
closer than that, I welcome it.

DR. BUCK: Mr. Speaker, we believe what the quotation
says about making public laws in public. We have had

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. What has that to do with
the choice of terms here? I respect the hon. member if he's
anti-semantic, but we're involved here in a semantic exer-
cise. That's what the subamendment is.

DR. BUCK: Speaking to closure, Mr. Speaker, we are
asking this Legislature to invoke closure. We are striking
out "time management" and substituting "closure". What
is the difference? The difference is that the first one is a
fine Tory phrase for not wanting to call it like it is. The
people of this province will not be misled. They will not
be misled by the Tory term "time management” in the
public good and other business. They are invoking clo-
sure. They're saying to members of this Assembly, you
cannot speak any longer, because we have decreed that's
the way it's going to be. We're talking about closure —
brutal, hard, cold-blooded closure.

AN HON. MEMBER: Premeditated closure.

DR. BUCK: Premeditated, Mr. Speaker, by that side of
the House. I could go on about the holidays, but we
won't get into the holidays because we're speaking of
closure. [interjections] The Tories will get their chance,
Mr. Speaker. We hope. If they take the muzzles off.
Maybe the Provincial Treasurer has gone to find out if he
can or not, so we can hear from the Tory side why they
are invoking closure.

Mr. Speaker, it's a sad day in the history of this
province, a sad day for democracy, when a large, unfeel-
ing majority tries to impose its views and its large majori-
ty, basically to stamp out dissent, to stamp out the
opportunity to ask questions we feel should be answered.
That is why it is closure. The government cannot hide
behind any other terms.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

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

MR. R. SPEAKER: Mr. Speaker, I feel some things
should be said with regard to this amendment. There is
no question about the fact that this government wants to
bring closure on the opposition and take away our right
of freedom of speech. They talk about time management;
how they can manage the time and control everything.
Mr. Speaker, it's like the Premier who wants to put a
pamphlet in all schools across the province. They want to

control the minds of the young people. That's only brain
control. Here we have time control; it's just a little trans-
fer of the same concept. They really want to take advan-
tage of the young people of this province and convince
them they should just follow through and vote for one
kind of government. It's a kind of closure, I guess. Here
we really have closure, though, at its worst in terms of
what it's doing to us as members of this Legislature.

I have to say, Mr. Speaker, that what's going on in
terms of this motion is closure. Therefore, it's very neces-
sary that we substitute the word '"closure" for time
management. It's regrettable that I have to stand in my
place and say that's what this government is doing.
Members on that side of the House have stood in their
places and condemned the concept. Maybe that's why
they want to sneak closure in under the door in terms of
time management. A couple of hon. members want to go
home and take it easy because they don't care what goes
on in parliament anyway. [interjections]

MR. SPEAKER: Thatis definitely unparliamentary. The
hon. member is personally attacking other members and
saying they don't care what goes on in parliament. Even if
it were true, it wouldn't be allowed to be said.

MR. SINDLINGER: Mr. Speaker, to your point of
order. I agree that was unparliamentary, and that mem-
ber should not be saying things like that even if it is true.

MR. SPEAKER: May I express my extreme gratitude to
the hon. member.

MR. R. SPEAKER: Mr. Speaker, with that reprimand, I
withdraw.

As 1 was saying, members of this Legislature have
stood in their places and condemned the concept of
closure that has been brought into this Legislature by the
motion which has been amended, and how there is a
subamendment, which I'm speaking to.

I refer to Hansard of [October] 24, 1980. Through a
question, Dr. C. Anderson indicates his concern about
closure, and raises it in this Assembly.

A supplementary, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Minister, could

you advise the Assembly how the horrendous use of

closure in the House of Commons last night affects

the timing of the decisions arrived at yesterday at the

meeting in Winnipeg?
Mr. Speaker, the government doesn't want to use that
word "closure". They wanted to slip it in here and say
"time management", a concept they were against. But we
know the word that should be in this amendment — and
that was an oversight on my part — is really "closure".
Government members recognize the bad effects of
closure.

Let's take the hon. House leader. How did he react to
that question? How did he feel about closure, something
that's happening in this House. The hon. House leader,
Mr. Crawford, said:

One doesn't know whether or not to believe the most
outrageous statements made, but the contemptible
use of closure in Parliament yesterday may well be
calculated to try to achieve a tentative legislative
result prior to a decision by the courts.
He was going to try to take things away from the courts,
condemning the use of closure at the same time.

On page 1217, October 24, 1980, hon. government

members talk about closure again. This is Dr. Paproski.
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. A question to the . ..
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MR. SPEAKER: Order please. The hon. leader has been
in this House a fair number of years. It would seem to me
that we have reached the stage where we use parliamen-
tary language, and we don't refer to other members
personally but by their constituency. [interjection]
They're not here under their own names; they're here to
represent constituencies.

MR.R. SPEAKER: Mr. Speaker, I agree with you. I was
quoting the name of the petson from Hansard. That's the
way we have it listed in Hansard. It isn't by constituency;
it's by name, and I quoted as such. My apologies, Mr.
Speaker, I won't let it happen again. Sometimes it might.
There are times in the heat of debate that these things
happen, but I won't do it intentionally.

The question from the hon. Member for Edmonton
Kingsway:

Regarding the matter of federal closure of the debate

on the constitution and the serious consequences of

that, which undoubtedly increases the confrontation

between the federal and provincial governments, and

which should cause ...
He goes on to say other- things, indicating a concern
about closure. And here we have it, the real thing; not
“time management — closure in this House.

But the Minister of Federal and Intergovernmental

Affairs, Mr. Johnston, responded with regard to closure:
Mr. Speaker, I think last night all Canada ex-
perienced perhaps one of the most repugnant and.
reprehensible moves of parliamentary power I have
seen in some time.

The most reprehensible use of power he has ever seen.
I think the use of the closure movement last night to
gag the official opposition will go much beyond the
precedents set in the-pipeline debate and "the flag
debate, two important uses of closure in our history.
When it's used in such a fundamental way — to
challenge the rights of all Canadians and all prov-
inces to have a fiee expression of their views . . .

And here it's the constitution.

Mr. Speaker, the same principles apply with regard to
closure here. The government should be concerned about
it. From the resolution, I know they want to call it time
management but because of the concern we have, 1 think
it should be called closure: The government should be
ashamed of that. Let's call it as it is. If the government
doesn't think it's closure, they can stand up and tell us.

Again, Mr. Speaker, backbenchers are sitting here
waiting eagerly to tell us what they feel with regard to
these amendments. Is it closure, or is it not? Do they
really stand for closure, or do they not? Is it time
management, or is it not. We don't know. When they
speak one time, they're against closure. They talk about
time management here, but when we look at the reality of
the motion, it is closure. So we put it into the amend-
ment. | certainly raise it for hon. members on that side of
the House to react if they can. If not, we'll vote it in as
closure.

[Mr. Speaker declared the motion lost. Several members
rose calling for a division. The division bell was rung]

[Three minutes having elapsed, the House divided]
For the motion:

Buck Notley
Mandeville Sindlinger

Speaker, R.

MR.SPEAKER: I'mjust wondering about the Leader of
the Opposition. It was my recollection that on a recorded
vote, everyone in the Assembly must vote. I didn't see
him stand on it.

SOME HON. MEMBERS: He was first.
MR. SPEAKER: I apologize. I want you to know that if
there was any implication about that against the Leader

of the Opposition, I withdraw it right now.

Against the motion:

Adair Gogo Musgreave
Anderson, C. Hiebert Osterman
Anderson. D. Hyland Pahl
Batiuk Hyndman Paproski
Bogle Johnston Pengelly
Borstad King Purdy
Bradley Knaak Russell
Campbell Kowalski Shaben
Chichak Koziak Stevens
Clark Kroeger Stromberg
Cook Kushner Thompson
Cookson LeMessurier Topolnisky
Crawford Lysons Webber
Cripps McCrae Wolstenholme
Diachuk Miller Woo
Fjordbotten Moore

Totals: Ayes - 5 Noes - 47

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, I'd like to offer a few
comments on the main amendment. Since we've had a
debate on the subamendment, I like to recall members'
attention to the amendment itself.
This Assembly formally expresses its deep regret at
having to employ the above noted time management
mechanisms in an effort to speed the business of the
Assembly so that members need not be too incon-
venienced by the exercise by Her Majesty's Loyal
Opposition of their legitimate right to freedom of
speech.

At the outset, I want to say that I am going to use the
term "time management”. In our system of government
it's interesting that the supremacy of Parliament is based
on the assumption that whatever Parliament decides is
legal. It may not be sensible. It may not be reasonable. As
a matter of fact, the dictum is that if Parliament decides
the world is flat and water can run up hill, then the world
is flat and water can run up hill. That's the theory of the
supremacy of Parliament.

Mr. Speaker, there is no doubt in the minds of Alber-
tans that what we're dealing with is closure; no question
about that. But because we have voted down the amend-
ment which says that it's closure by 48 to 5, I will refer to
it in proper parliamentary fashion as time management,
even though nobody in Alberta will see it as time
management; even though you know that it quacks like a
duck and swims like a duck and waddles like a duck, it's
now a turkey. [laughter] I call it time management, Mr.
Speaker, in deference to our parliamentary tradition,
because we would not want to do anything that is unpar-
liamentary in the course of this debate.

Dealing with the decision to bring in, to ram through
this Legislature, a time management resolution totally
inconsistent with freedom of speech, perhaps we might
begin by looking at the question of freedom of speech
itself. It seems to me that that's where we have to begin.
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Citation 55 from Beauchesne:

The privilege of freedom of speech is both the least
questioned and the most fundamental right of the
Member of Parliament on the floor of the House and
in committee. It is primarily guaranteed in the Brit-
ish Bill of Rights which declared "that the freedom
of speech and debates or proceedings in Parliament
ought not to be impeached or questioned in any
court or place outside of Parliament".

Mr. Speaker, the privilege of freedom of speech is both
the least questioned and the most fundamental right of a
Member of Parliament. What the amendment says
tonight is that this Assembly regrets the government's
decision to invoke time management and deprive the
members of the loyal opposition of their legitimate right
to freedom of speech, that most fundamental right of
Members of Parliament.

In addressing this question, Mr. Speaker, I suppose we
have to examine a number of the arguments presented by
the government in defence of this odious motion. The
first, the proposal made not only inside the House, but
more extensively on television outside the House ... It's
always interesting to watch government members. One
almost senses a bit of envy because from time to time our
little opposition find themselves on television. But gov-
ernment members are pretty good at getting on television
too, even if we sometimes have to pay for it at public
expense. But setting that aside for a moment, the argu-
ment has been made outside on television, carried widely
in the province, that we have to ram this time manage-
ment motion through the House, because the opposition
is wasting time, because the opposition filibuster is delay-
ing public business. Mr. Speaker, as members of this
Assembly, we are not in a position to sit here and accept
that kind of statement in a blind way. I say to hon.
members on the government side, show members of this
House, and through the members of this House, demon-
strate to the people of Alberta what public business is
now being delayed, what public business must now be
dealt with.

Mr. Speaker, we have before us the estimates of the
Heritage Savings Trust Fund capital works division, that
small 12 per cent which the Legislature can allocate. We
also have the appropriation Bill which allocates 30 per
cent to the Heritage Savings Trust Fund. But none of this
legislation has to be passed now. We are not dealing with
estimates that begin until April 1, 1982. So I say to hon.
members on the government side as they make that alle-
gation outside the House, demonstrate what public busi-
ness is being stopped at this stage, why it is necessary to
bring in a time management resolution, as opposed to the
suggestion made by several members inside the House
and by people in various groups, from the working media
to organizations outside the House, that say recess until
we get the report of the Auditor General on the $60
million loss. Hon. members have to be able to justify
their action of bringing in this disguised form of closure.
In order to do that, they have to demonstrate what Bills
are being held up.

Mr. Speaker, when one looks at the great pipeline
debate of 1956, and what a very odious example of
trampling on the rights of Parliament that was, at least
there was some thin relationship between the need to act
and the action of the Liberal government of that time,
which was so properly condemned by the Conservative
and CCF opposition. The question was simply that in
order to meet certain contractual obligations, a timetable
had to be met. But we're not dealing with any timetable

at the present time. We're dealing solely with the conven-
ience of members of this Assembly, not with any timeta-
ble that has to be met. No contracts have to be signed in
the next two or three weeks or, if there are, we have not
heard a single example cited. What's the rush? Why do
we have to bring in this kind of motion? Well, Mr.
Speaker, the members of the government have to be able
to justify to their constituents. It's not simply good
enough to say, as the hon. Government House Leader did
the other day, that in the House of Commons they allow
— what was it — 25 days, and 29 days in the British
House of Commons. Those are agreements made as a
result of interparty co-operation, discussion, and
agreement.

I cited the example of Mr. Diefenbaker's observations
about closure in the House of Commons relating to
agreement among the parties and the Speaker. But we're
not dealing with that sort of situation here, Mr. Speaker.
We're not dealing with any urgency. We're not dealing
with a Bill the government feels must be passed being
held up. At this stage we're dealing with convenience, and
convenience alone, for the government members of this
Legislature.

Mr. Speaker, what do we mean when we talk about
freedom of speech? Surely one of the most elementary
aspects of freedom of speech in a Legislative Assembly is
to properly examine the estimates. Our whole system of
government is based on parliamentary control of the
purse strings. 1 suppose there are really two principal sets,
if you like, of underpinnings, or the foundation on which
parliamentary government exists. One is the control of
the purse strings I've just described; the other is that
legislation must be duly presented to the House, properly
debated in public, and passed through certain stages set
out in our standing rules handed down over the ages to
guarantee the public's right to know. These two funda-
mental underpinnings of the system require the right of
members to be able to participate fully.

Mr. Speaker, we've been able to do that on the Bills.
There has been good discussion on the Bills. As some
hon. members have pointed out, we've even had useful
discussion for the first time on third reading. . None of the
Bills the government has set on their priority list has been
held up. I ask hon. government members to name me one
Bill that has been held up as a result of our thorough
investigation of the estimates. Of course, nor has, with
the exception of Bill 69, the appropriation Act. Bill 69
doesn't have to be passed until April I, nor do the
estimates. At least, they don't have to be passed in the
next few days.

Mr. Speaker, the question then is, what has occurred
during the fall session? As hon. members on this side of
the House have pointed out, a detailed examination of
the estimates has occurred. Some have called it a filibust-
er, but I really question whether that is an accurate
description because, for the First time, members of this
House or members of the Committee of Supply have
obtained more information on the estimates.

Mr. Speaker, let me just cast members' minds back to
the discussion we had in the select committee on the
Heritage Savings Trust Fund a little over a year ago when
we found out the government had mismanaged things on
Kananaskis, how this little project announced at $40 mil-
lion, as a result of the shrewd business management of
this government, blossomed to $200 million. The case of
the loaves and the fishes; no question about that; the
multiplicity of dollars whenever we get into a Conserva-
tive government project. But when we began to examine
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that in the heritage trust fund committee, the hon. minis-
ter and several of the government members quite properly
said, where were members both on the government and
the opposition side when this matter was discussed in the
Heritage Trust Fund estimates? That was a valid point.

Mr. Speaker, as a result of the extensive investigation,
analysis, and evaluation of the estimates this fall, mem-
bers of the opposition have, been doing the job which
traditionally we are obliged to do: raise questions, insist
on accountability, demand answers. Frankly, we've not
made much progress on the $60 million, but we'll get into
that as we discuss this matter further during the night, or
the morning, or however long this discussion takes place,
and it could take some time.

Mr. Speaker, I'll come to that $60 million, but T want
to deal with the issue of the examination of the estimates,
which is part of the time management resolution which
will whisk away the right of Albertans to have these
estimates properly examined. We had the discussion the
other day with the hon. Minister of Hospitals and Medi-
cal Care. I thought it was a useful discussion. I don't
always agree with the hon. Minister of Hospitals and
Medical Care. The vast majority of my constituency and I
disagree with at least one major decision of that particu-
lar minister. But I'll set that aside for a moment, because
I don't want to spend time discussing the Berwyn hospital
tonight. But I do say to the hon. minister and to members
of this House that during the discussion of those esti-
mates, we had a remarkable confession by the minister, a
sign of humility by this minister who stood in the House
and told us that he wasn't happy with the situation at the
Walter C. MacKenzie health centre. Nor should he be.
He wasn't happy with the bungling of the adminstration.
I'm not suggesting anybody did anything dishonest, but
there was absolutely no question that there was misman-
agement. We had a minister who quite properly stood in
his place in front of the Committee of Supply, coming
back asking for more money, but admitting there had
been serious mistakes.

I regret that, with all these government members here,
more government members weren't participating, finding
out that kind of information, and getting it on the record.
But I give credit to the minister for laying out some of the
problems, some of the amazing problems — change or-
ders they discover in somebody's desk. They open up the
desk and there they are. A desk full of change orders,
authorizing public money without proper accounting,
reporting, or anything else. I was amazed. I give the
minister enormous credit that he could stand in the
Committee of Supply with a straight face and make a
report like that. A drawer full of change orders.

This government, the group of people who in 1971
were running around the province with their little attache
cases saying they were the business-like types; they would
bring briskness and good business management to this
government. Ten years down the road we're into a major
project and, according to the estimates, it's now going to
cost us $500 million and some. It wasn't going to cost us
that when the Premier made the announcement. We find
a trail of mismanagement of public funds that came to
light by a minister reporting properly, honestly, and
straightforwardly to the Committee of Supply. Mr.
Speaker, that's the sort of thing we need to know.

I was interested too in listening to the observations of
the Minister responsible for Workers' Health, Safety and
Compensation. Here again a good deal of honest ex-
amination took place in discussion of that hon. minister's
estimates. We find that only about a quarter of the $1

million allocated was actually spent. Some $50,000 was
allocated to a university professor to study farmers,
which is very nice. But, as I said at the time, I think we
need less study of farmers and more encouragement of
farmers to take out workers' compensation. That's anoth-
er kind of thing that came to light as a result of the
exercise in this Committee of Supply of the freedom of
speech which Beauchesne cites as our most funda-
mental though least mentioned freedom, why we're here
and what is at stake in preserving our democratic system.

Mr. Speaker, I regret very much that tonight we're in a
situation where we have to deal with this kind of
amendment. I think it's regrettable in the extreme. As the
Leader of the Opposition pointed out when this matter
was first debated, there were other options. It would have
been possible to have tabled the management letters. It
would have been appropriate for the hon. Provincial
Treasurer to have told the Assembly and advised the
Committee of Supply just what system was being put in
place to protect the public dollars.

I find it interesting that we're told we can't have this
information in Alberta, whereas in two provinces, Quebec
and P.E.I., it would be automatically made available. In
Manitoba and Ontario the Public Accounts Committee
could ask for and obtain that kind of information. In the
case of Ontario, it might be due to the fact that for six
years they had a minority government. But whether or
not that is the reason is quite irrelevant. That kind of
information can be made public. But in Alberta we're
told we can't have it.

Mr. Speaker, in my judgment that is an infringement of
the basic right of freedom of speech. Freedom of speech
is not something which can be looked at in a total
vacuum. Freedom of speech must also be based on
having access to information. Not just wads and wads
and wads of irrelevant documents, but relevant informa-
tion. When members on both sides of the House — it's
irrelevant which side it comes from — request relevant
information, if the government is serious about its con-
cern for freedom of speech, that kind of information
should be made available. Without it, freedom of speech
becomes at best just an idle phrase without the pith and
substance.

Mr. Speaker, I want to deal with one other important
element in this entire debate, one of the reasons that,
quite frankly, I feel most strongly that our legitimate
freedom of speech has been obstructed. We have to ask
ourselves the reason for that. If we're going to deal with a
resolution that has to be made available through the
Votes and Proceedings, widely distributed throughout the
province of Alberta indeed, made available to some
school children, and we wouldn't want to mislead school
children, would we, Mr. Speaker — it seems to me that
we have to use clear and plain language.

Why are we ramming this time management motion
through the House? Is it because there is some contract,
some obligation of a public nature that clearly must be
met? Is there some time frame standing between now and
the next few days? Have we, unbeknownst to members of
the opposition, suddenly changed our financial year from
April 1-March 31, and now it's January 1-December 31?
Did we change that? Not that I know, Mr. Speaker. It
seems to me the only reason we're doing it is because of
the personal convenience of members.

Mr. Speaker, if that's the reason, hon. members have
to say so and be accountable for it. You can't say one
thing when in fact you're doing something else. You have
to be accountable for the reasons you advance. I have not
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been able to fathom, in listening to the hon. Government
House Leader, both today or for that matter when he
gave oral notice I should say listening to other
members of the government, but the sad reflection of this
entire debate is that not another single member of the
government caucus has risen to defend the minister at this
stage. The poor hon. Government House Leader. Gee
whiz. That's not going to do things at all. If the Premier
goes to Ottawa and we have a leadership race, I certainly
hope there is a little more support than we've seen today
from members of the caucus. I'm really, really sad.

It concerns me, Mr. Speaker, because I know the hon.
Government House Leader, while trying to ram this time
management resolution through the House, is one of the
few Red Tories left on the front bench. I would en-
courage his prospects. But I don't think they're very good
because none of the government members is there to
support the minister. They're all holding their heads,
downcast or, at best, laughing at the minister.

Mr. Speaker, I certainly wouldn't want to engage in
any partisan comments. I'm sure hon. members would
agree with that. But I do want to put forward a
subamendment which will clarify for all hon. members
what we're doing. I would like to move a subamendment
which would add these words after the end of the
amendment:

... and so that members with other business outside
this House to attend to need be inconvenienced no
further.

[Mr. Purdy in the Chair]

Mr. Speaker, the subamendment very clearly says that
the reason we're ramming this through is not public
business but the convenience of the members.

MR. ACTING DEPUTY SPEAKER: Are you ready for
the question on the subamendment?

DR. BUCK: Mr. Speaker, have the subamendments been
distributed to all members?

MR. ACTING DEPUTY SPEAKER: I believe the pages
are now distributing them.

DR. BUCK: Mr. Speaker, maybe it's only proper that the
members get them in their hands before we decide if we
call the motion or not. Otherwise, we could be accused of
trying to speed up with undue haste the business of the
Assembly.

Mr. Speaker, we are adding the subamendment so that
members with other business outside this House to attend
to need be inconvenienced no further. Staying in the
narrow confines of that, we would not like to incon-
venience the government if hon. members on the govern-
ment side have other very pressing responsibilities. I re-
alize they do have pressing responsibilities. They have to
get out of here to tell the people of Alberta what
happened to the $60 million. If that's not pressing, Mr.
Speaker, I don't know what is. My little friend, the little
blue pig that the money being saved for the future goes
into, and nothing comes out — the people to whom that
money belongs would like to know from government
backbenchers what is happening with their money. So
maybe that's why there is due haste. This is why the
government is going to invoke closure. Mr. Speaker,
maybe they want to go out. They are in a very big hurry
to get out to their people and tell them why they would

not stand up on public platforms last time and debate the
issues. Maybe that's why they want to get out with such
haste.

Is it because they wish to get out and indicate to the
educators of this province why funding is being cut back?
Maybe they want to go out and tell the doctors why they
cannot have adequate funding. Mr. Speaker, maybe they
want to tell that same story to the nurses. Or maybe they
want to go out and tell the farmers that because of the
badgering of the official opposition-and members on the
opposition side they finally found $136 million to save the
beef industry in this province. Maybe that's why they're
in a hurry to get out.

AN HON. MEMBER: Don't forget about water
diversion.

DR. BUCK: Water diversion. Maybe they want to really
comeclean.[laughter]

MR. ACTING DEPUTY SPEAKER:
order in the gallery.

I would ask for

DR. BUCK: Mr. Speaker, I think the longer the people
in the galleries — this building belongs to the people in
galleries . ..

MR. ACTING DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order please.
Members of the Assembly have a right on the floor, but
people in the gallery do not have a right to any outbursts.

DR. BUCK: Mr. Speaker, I think that you are very, very
narrowly defining what this building belongs to. Surely
the citizens and taxpayers do not have to sit there like . ..

MR. ACTING DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order please. Will
the hon. member come back to the subamendment.

DR. BUCK: Mr. Speaker, I'm speaking for the freedom
of the people this building belongs to. Members in the
galleries are not acting disrespectfully. They are here, and
we are their servants. Let's never forget that. I think this
government too often forgets whom they serve. When I
go to public meetings I tell my constituents, never let me
forget that I serve you. You are my bosses. This govern-
ment has long forgotten that. If I were a taxpayer in this
province I would also be laughing at the scene in this °
Assembly.

Mr. Speaker, maybe the government would like to get
out of here so they could consult with the chancellor of
the University of Alberta, a past Tory, past president, a
man I'm sure is there to make sure the universities retain
their independence. That's the only reason I can see why
we would have that kind of appointment. But no one
would ever accuse this government of that being a politi-
cal appointment, because we know the universities have
their autonomy. The Tories must protect that autonomy
by putting one of their own in there.

Mr. Speaker, maybe we're so worried about what's
happening to our booze in this province that we have to
have someone very independent as chairman of that
organization. Mr. Speaker, it's a good thing we have a lot
of Crown corporations, because otherwise we'd run out
of places to put our good Tory friends. Mr. Minister of
Federal and Intergovernmental Affairs, we have to get
out of here so that we can get back and find more jobs
for retired Tory cabinet ministers.

Mr. Speaker, there is no reason why we should be
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invoking closure. We should be in this Assembly until the
taxpayers' and the Assembly's business is legitimately
completed. We have not heard one voice, not even one
voice, from the Tory side. Mr. Speaker, I could not sit in
this Assembly as a person elected by my constituency and
prostitute myself by sitting in silence. [interjections] That
is a parliamentary English term, unless you understand
prostituting one's self is not doing what should be done.
Mr. Speaker, I cannot believe that a government back-
bencher would sit here for two and one-half hours and
not have the backbone to stand up and enter in the
debate. I can understand why the Member for Calgary
Buffalo left that caucus. Some people will speak their
voice and conscience. It's too bad there was only one. Mr.
Speaker, if we are inconveniencing members by not al-
lowing them to do what they are elected to do, and that is
the taxpayers' business, 1 feel sorry for my Tory col-
leagues across the way.

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Question.

MRS. CRIPPS: Mr. Speaker, I want to speak on this
one. It really gives me a great deal of pleasure to hear the
Member for Calgary Buffalo stand up and say it's his
obligation and duty to be here. Last spring I kept track of
how many hours some of the hon. members across the
way spent in the House.

DR. BUCK:
comparison?

Does she have the Premier's for

MRS. CRIPPS: I'm glad to see ... [interjections] Sit
down, Walter. Five and a half hours out of 19 for the First
week.

MR. ACTING DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order please. The
Chair has some difficulty with what the Member for
Drayton Valley is presenting. I think we have to stick to
the subamendment to the amendment.

MRS. CRIPPS: Mr. Speaker, with all due respect, the
amendment says exactly that.
. so that Members [who have] other business out-

side this House to attend to need [not] be incon-

venienced
The Member for Calgary Buffalo says we want to be out
of the House, we don't want to be inconvenienced. The
Member for Clover Bar talks about vacations. The
Member for Little Bow talked about us getting out of the
House early. The Member for Spirit River-Fairview
saved it till last. He said the government's doing it for
convenience. I've got track of his time in the House, too.
It's less than half.

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Oh, shame.

MRS. CRIPPS: I've got a little green chart here, Mr.
Speaker. Very interesting. I've been ... [interjections] I
didn't bring yours down. But quite frankly, I'm really
pleased to see that members are finally thinking that it's
their. duty to be in the House. It's really a pleasant
change.

I know some hon. members don't like to do committee
work, which is behind the scenes and doesn't get the front
pages, but that's got to be done. That's the backroom
work.

While I'm at:it, Mr. Speaker, I'd like to table a little

cademus cademus. Do you notice how closely it re-
sembles the Socred pig over there?

AN HON. MEMBER: Which one?

MRS. CRIPPS: I didn't say that.

In view of its color, I suppose you could say it's a
twin. This thing is called cademus cademus. There's only
one. It's hand crafted, so I'm sorry I can't table a copy for
each member. If you take the more common name of that
cademus cademus, I think you would find that's what
we're being played for by the opposition by the allega-
tions made about the Heritage Savings Trust Fund, alle-
gations that the opposition knows are untrue.

I'm sorry, Mr. Speaker, I know I'm off the amendment.

MRS. OSTERMAN: You're in good company, Shirley.

MRS. CRIPPS: That's right. In any case, I'd just like to
say that I'm really pleased to see the opposition taking
their responsibility to heart, and I hope that next year my
records will show a lot better attendance than this year.

MR.RUSSELL: Mr. Speaker, I want to respond to some
of the comments that have been thrown about — I think
with a fair bit of licence — tonight. I won't identify the
member from the opposite side who met me on the
parking lot one night last summer during the spring ses-
sion and said, where have you been all day, Dave? I said,
I've been in the House; the House has been in session.
Oh, he said, I just finished a good 18-hole round of golf. 1
wouldn't want to identify him. He knows who he is.

DR. BUCK: What was your score?
AN HON. MEMBER: What's his handicap, David?

MR. RUSSELL: In seriousness, Mr. Speaker, to sit here
and listen to some of the things that have been said, I
think it's time some of the other side be put forward. A
lot of what has been said tonight has related to freedom of
speech, that sacred right which we all guard and know is
a very valuable right. It also carries with it a great deal of
responsibility. I think all of us in this Assembly, as we
accept legislative office, assume that with rights go re-
sponsibilities. We'll leave it up to the citizens of Alberta
to decide whether or not freedom of speech has been used
in a responsible manner.

As a matter of fact, I've watched with a great deal of
interest the absences in the House immediately after ques-
tion period for the last several weeks. On days when 1 was
able to, I made my way to my office and had to fight my
way through the media scrum, the histrionics and dis-
plays about the secrecy and lack of freedom of speech.
It's really been quite a performance. I've watched this
with patience and not said anything. Then I think of
Thursday of last week. We came to that most sacred
private members' day, the day when the government can't
do business. It is given over to the private members,
making sure that two days a week private members in this
Assembly have the right to put their views on the floor
and make their ideas known. Under the rules of our
House it guarantees them the freedom of speech they
hold so sacred. What happened last Thursday? There
wasn't a single private member from the opposite side
present.
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AN HON. MEMBER: Where were they?
MR. RUSSELL: Where were they?
MR. NOTLEY: Where were they, he asks.

MR. RUSSELL: We had to revert to government busi-
ness in order to keep the House going. [interjections]

MR. NOTLEY: They couldn't carry one motion.

MR. RUSSELL: It was quite interesting, Mr. Speaker;
the little Shakespearean Thespian from the corner seat
down there.

AN HON. MEMBER: How do you spell that?

MR. RUSSELL: I'll remember that day long after I leave
politics. I had to go around this side of the Assembly
because this committee room was being used, so I came
down — the sight of the Leader of the Opposition and
the Member for Spirit River-Fairview frantically rushing
into the Assembly, where they should have been but
they'd been so busy outside having news conferences they
were missing what was going on.

AN HON. MEMBER: Too many things to do.

MR. RUSSELL: I said, it's too late, boys; it's all over.
The look of dismay on those anxious little faces. I'll carry
it with me for a long time.

I relate those two stories, Mr. Speaker, to say that
there are two parts to freedom of speech. There is the
right and there is the responsibility. When we work as a
whole entity in here, opposition and government together
making up the Legislative Assembly of Alberta, I think
each side has its rights, but each side also has its
responsibilities.

We've been accused of hiding information. Today, I'll
express my frank disappointment at my appearance with
the select committee on the heritage trust fund this
spring. I came armed with a great deal of information
and had quite a number of officials with me, following by
several months a news conference that had been held by
the MacKenzie Health Sciences board explaining what
was going on over there, ready if necessary to spend
several days to go through the accounts which is the duty
of that select committee, to look at past funds spent. We
had difficulty stretching the whole five programs over an
hour that morning. So there wasn't that thirst for infor-
mation. There was no hiding of information. We were all
there ready to give whatever was asked. Quite frankly,
I'm startled that nobody has taken the time to suggest a
visit to the MacKenzie Health Sciences Centre to see for
themselves not only what a magnificent building it is but
also where a great deal of public funds have been in-
vested, mostly wisely but some not so wisely.

Reference was made to the excellent questioning that
has gone on. I don't think that statement should be left
unchallenged. We had questions. One that comes to mind
is: who are the present board members of the Alberta
children's hospital — this from the member in whose
constituency the hospital is, who I would expect would
know them all by heart. Who are the members? That's
public knowledge. They're appointed by order in council.
Their names are well known. I could go on and on.

We've put up with several weeks of probing questions
like that that are so directly related to this secret govern-

ment spending in this holy search for knowledge. It has
been quite a performance. Now the final indignation is
shown over the use of the term "time management".
What else is it? There seems to be a feeling by members of
the opposition that because they have nothing else to do,
nobody else has anything to do either. Frankly, that's not
the case. The business of government has to go on. The
time that has been spent on these estimates, compared to
years past, compared to the province's budget debate,
compared to the House of Commons' federal budget
debate, compared to any other government's budget de-
bate, is there to be compared.

The notice of motion says there will be another five
days available at the discretion of members to ask ques-
tions on whatever subject they choose. They can allocate
the time and decide how to use those five days. But surely
there is a very reasonable time between the time spent by
the select committee in the spring and the Committee of
Supply in the fall with what has been spent to now and
what will be available to them. I believe any reasonable
person reading the Hansards and looking at the time
spent would say, enough's enough; anybody who wanted
to know anything has had ample opportunity to ask their
questions. So I believe it's unfair — and 1 know it's part
of the tricks of debate — to stand in this House and
suggest that because other members perhaps have other
things to do and they apparently don't, this is somehow
an infringement on their democratic rights.

In conclusion, the point I want to make is that all
members in this House have equal rights. We each repre-
sent one constituency. I believe our time, our opinions,
and our viewpoints, just because they come from the
government side, are every bit as valid and valuable as
those expressed by the members opposite.

MR. R. SPEAKER: Mr. Speaker, speaking to the sub-
amendment before us. The purpose of the amendment is
to say that if members have other things they want to do
outside this House and that's the reason closure has been
brought before us, then we should add that to the resolu-
tion and say, fine, if people want to do something else or
leave, then pass this resolution. We'll quickly get the
work of the House done, and they can go ahead and do
that. The other day the hon. Member for Edmonton
Whitemud — and I see the hon. member is still in the
Legislature — raised the question of when the House was
going to be over with and when a person could leave for a
holiday or take on other responsibilities. The answer was
very clear. If someone wishes to take on other responsibil-
ities and leave this Legislature, one, they can resign or,
two, they can pay $100 a day.

The hon. Minister of Hospitals and Medical Care, leav-
ing before I can respond to some of the things he has said
... [interjections] That's unfortunate, because 1 think
there were some things the hon. minister should hear
about the trade-off of the freedom of holidays for the
freedom of speech going on at present — the freedom to
do something else like take that winter holiday early to
get out of this Legislature. That's what's happening, Mr.
Speaker. That's the trade-off occurring right now. If
that's what we're doing, we should support the amend-
ment before us. I think this Legislature wants to endorse
the truth and tell things as they are. That's what we try to
do through the amendments we make to the motion
brought forward by the House leader.

Mr. Speaker, we talk about business getting done in
this Legislature, that there are other things the members
can do, and that the rights of one member in this Legisla-
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ture are no different from the rights of other members.
The hon. Minister of Hospitals and Medical Care related
that material to us. I agree with that. But the fact of the
matter is that by the motion of closure before us, the
government is saying they are through with the business,
they have made decisions, everything is all right, and that
there is no need of any further questions. At that point,
they're saying that the rights of members in the opposi-
tion should be restricted and that freedom of speech
should stop. Maybe the government can go back to
caucus, a cabinet meeting, or some other place, and have
a discussion, but that doesn't discuss the issue in public so
public business is done in the public. There's no way it's
done in that manner, Mr. Speaker.

The government has said — and I remember the
Premier saying this when he stood in this position over
here — that this Legislature should have a fall session so
we could talk, debate, and ask questions about a large
variety of issues. The Premier said to us that the Heritage
Savings Trust Fund will be discussed in the fall Legisla-
ture so there will be time for all members to discuss the
matter thoroughly, to check on accountability, and to ask
the government questions. Well, how far did the Pre-
mier's promise go? To this point in time today, when the
vote is taken on this motion of closure, the Premier's
promise stops. He's saying: look, legislators, you've asked
too many questions; we don't want to provide you with
information; you can't have the information you want;
you're asking too many questions; I'm supporting a mo-
tion of closure. The motion before us is the Premier's
motion as much as anybody else's, and the Premier must
take full responsibility for it. He has brought it forward
in this Legislature and said, freedom of speech stops; I'm
curtailing it. The people in this province have spoken
enough and in a few days after next Friday, the Legisla-
ture will close. Mr. Speaker, I don't think we can accept
that at this time. The Premier made a commitment.
Usually he lives up to them. Here's one example where he
hasn't: the curtailing of freedom of speech.

What else could we discuss in fall sessions, where we
could have open and free speech? We could talk about
special warrants. A year ago, this government was over-
spent by 11 per cent on special warrants, the largest
overexpenditure in history. Special warrants could be
talked about during the fall session of the Legislature. We
could recommend special warrants, support the govern-
ment in passing special warrants. But during the fall
session, we don't even hear about them. The government
passes them the day before the session starts or the day
after, so we as members of the Legislature can't discuss
special warrants in the fall session. Supplementary esti-
mates: we could talk about more estimates funds, rather
than special warrants. That would mean we would have
budgeting done in this Legislative Assembly. Many kinds
of business that could be done in this public arena are
not.

Of those three, we have the opportunity to talk about
one, the Heritage Savings Trust Fund. Now that govern-
ment is invoking closure on us and saying: you can't ask
any more questions; we have made a judgment that you
have asked too many already. That judgment causes an
inequity between the privileges of members on this side of
the House and the privileges of members on the other
side of the House, so the rights and responsibilities of
members are certainly different in this Legislature, not
because the Legislature was designed that way but be-
cause we have a government in this province that thinks
they are the only ones in the administration of the

democratic process, the only ones to make decisions, and
that opposition is no part of the government of Alberta.
Mr. Speaker, that's wrong, historically and on precedent,
and unacceptable.

More often than ever in the last 10 years, I've heard
people across this province saying, I think we need a
larger opposition to hold that government accountable.
How can you do the job you're sent to do when you have
to look over shoulders and watch 72 members, some 20
cabinet ministers making decisions on billions of dollars.
Mr. Speaker, that's a most difficult task. But we were
assigned by the people of Alberta to take on that respon-
sibility. We have tried to achieve and carry out that
responsibility in this fall session. That's why a motion of
closure shouldn't be before us at the present time. In a
sense, it's another reason we shouldn't be passing an
amendment here that says that if the members really have
other pressing business, they can leave this Legislature,
close it down and go off to their holidays or whatever
they want to do. That's really the wrong kind of directive
to give a legislature.

But because of the circumstances prevailing in this
Legislature at present, we know the attitude of govern-
ment is that they want to get us out of here so they can
do their own private thing by taking a holiday, going
back to their medical practices, or whatever it may be.
That's what they want to do. The people's business isn't
of importance. It's way down the order in terms of priori-
ty. That only means that we might as well pass an
amendment to the amended resolution and say, look, if
that's the situation, if members of this Assembly want to
go on a holiday, get the business of the House over with,
let's give that as a reason in our motion. Let's admit the
fact that we pass this motion which will enable members
with other business outside this House to attend to that
business and not be inconvenienced. I think that is con-
siderate of us on this side of the House. That's under-
standing the way this government works, the way the
back bench ML As are giving support to cabinet.

Maybe the cabinet members have some pressing prob-
lems to deal with, but we're not sure they're really dealing
with these problems at the present time. Maybe they want
to. Let's give them the benefit of the doubt; maybe they
have to — then stand up in this House and say they have
some pressing business to attend to. To this time, not one
cabinet minister has stood up and said: look, I'd like to
have the Legislature close as soon as possible so I can
deal with this important business — not one.

The Minister of Hospitals and Medical Care has risen
in his place — and I give him full marks for having the
courage to stand up and not be muzzled any longer like
the rest of them in this House. And the Member for
Drayton Valley — I certainly appreciate her remarks. It
takes a bit of courage to stand up when the Whip has left
the House, gone on to other responsibilities, and has left
the message in this House: nobody gets up until I return.
[interjections] What else can I assume? That's the obser-
vation I made. Nobody has stood up. Don't tell me you
haven't anything to say about the loss of the freedom of
speech. Don't tell me there isn't anybody here who hasn't
something important to do that may be more important
than staying in this House. If you have something more
important, stand up and admit it. Then we'll understand
closure, and maybe won't embarrass you by putting in
this amendment we have placed before you.

Mr. Speaker, the hon. members across the way really
feel all they have to do is sit in a complacent attitude . . .
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DR. BUCK: Not arrogant. Don't use "arrogant".

MR. R. SPEAKER: ... sit there, kind of let the time go
by, and not worry about public responsibility. They have
lots of money in the bank. There isn't an Albertan who
has it. It just sits right in the old bank. There isn't a hole
from the top to the bottom. I'll tell you, it takes magic to
put the money in and save it. But they do, Mr. Speaker.
That's the way they sit in this Legislature. If they're just
going to sit and wait, I really don't know why they come.
They say they need another 10 days of business. If there
was urgency to get out of here, maybe they should have
just invoked closure, closed everything down, and quit.
Maybe it isn't that urgent, but nobody tells us where they
stand. Why can't they get up and speak?

Why doesn't the hon. Member for Barrhead, with all
his experience, stand up and speak. We haven't heard
anything about his responsibilities in this Legislature,
what he stands for, or what he wants to do. We haven't
heard anything like that, Mr. Speaker. Here is his chance
to say: look, I don't want to leave this Legislature; I want
to defeat that resolution because I really don't want to be
inconvenienced; I want to stand here and fight for free-
dom of speech so my rights are not eroded, so there is
equality of rights between government members and
members of the opposition. But he doesn't do that kind
of thing. He sits back in the corner and takes the gaff or
whatever you want to call it. And I can only assume he's
under the thumb of the Whip.

MR. ACTING DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order please. I
understand the Member for Edmonton Whitemud is on a
point of order. Would he please state the point of order.

MR. KNAAK: It's the rule of relevance, Mr. Speaker. As
the Speaker before you pointed out, this being an
amendment, it seems to me that the rules of greater
relevance are applicable. In elaborating on my point of
order, I might say that one challenge I have as a fairly
new MLA is to find the relevance to my job in this
Legislature of listening to the opposition. We sit here and
sit here and listen to this playing or acting of the
opposition.

MR. ACTING DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order please. The
Chair has some difficulty with what the Member for
Edmonton Whitemud is getting at. The Leader of the
Opposition is on the subamendment, and he very skilfully
comes back to it every once in a while.

MR. R. SPEAKER: Mr. Speaker, I can only compliment
you for those wise observations. I followed the precedent
of the hon. Minister of Hospitals and Medical Care, and
was trying to use the same boundaries as the hon. minis-
ter in his learned debate.

Mr. Speaker, in concluding my remarks with regard to
this, the amendment just puts things as they are. If hon.
members in this House feel they have no other pressing
business outside the Legislature and that the Legislature
is most important to them, they should stand up and say:
I want to stay here and fight, one, for the right to have
freedom of speech; and two, to have a democratic process
prevail in this Legislature — I really believe in that; that's
why I came to the Legislature. Why can't hon. members
stand up with a bit of idealism and talk about the basic
principles and rules of the activity of this Legislature.

If they don't, if they sit quiet and don't say anything, [
hope they will vote for this amendment because then the

amendment is applicable. We can only come to one
conclusion: the members want to get out of this Legisla-
ture for other business more pressing to their personal
needs, not the business of the Legislature. If they sit
quietly and there's no response from the backbenchers or
ministers on that side of the House, the people of Alberta
can only assume that the Legislature is in a second posi-
tion rather than number one.

[Mr. Appleby in the Chair]

MR. KING: Mr. Speaker, I can't resist the opportunity
to make a few remarks this evening. I'd like to begin by
suggesting that each of us has a responsibility to the
citizens of the province, which is exercised in other ways
than attendance in this Assembly. Although attendance in
this Assembly is very, very important, there are other
forms of service. Having served as a minister of the
Crown, the hon. Leader of the Opposition would be
particularly aware of the expectations our citizens have
for the provision of service in ways other than can be
accommodated by debate in the Legislative Assembly.

It becomes a question of judgment as to what is the
appropriate balance between the service that can be pro-
vided to citizens by attendance in this Assembly and
service provided to citizens in a variety of other equally
legitimate ways. Service to our constituents in dealing
with the public service is important, perhaps not for large
numbers of constituents but for individuals with a prob-
lem, it is an important consideration. Service to our
constituents when they are organized in interest groups is
an 1important consideration, usually accommodated
through policy and administrative actions rather than
through debate in the Legislative Assembly.

The question is asked whether it is convenient to be
here or more convenient to be somewhere else. And the
question is asked: whose convenience is important? Mr.
Speaker, I enjoy being in the Legislative Assembly. I'm
not sure that is shared by all my colleagues, but personal-
ly I enjoy being here. Nevertheless, my attendance here
and the attendance of all my colleagues is at sacrifice of
attention to the other legitimate expectations of all people
in the province. It is a simple fact of life that while
serving the people here, we cannot be serving the people
in other equally important ways. That could be exempli-
fied by all my colleagues in Executive Council and
throughout the House — on both sides, in all parties, as
well as the two independent members.

I'd like to cite only four examples in a five-day time
span. Sittings of the House which required my attendance
last Thursday and Friday meant that I was not able to be
in Toronto to meet with my colleague ministers of Educa-
tion and the hon. Secretary of State for Canada to
discuss the extension of bilingualism in education agree-
ment, student assistance program, and extended program
financing. Clearly, I have an obligation to be in this
House. Clearly, my presence in this House meant I could
not fulfill an obligation to the people of Alberta to
discuss bilingualism, student assistance, and extended
program financing. The result of an unexpected extension
of the fall sittings of the Legislature is that I have can-
celled my regular meeting with the table officers of the
Alberta School Trustees' Association, at which time they
make their representations to the government about im-
provements that might be effected in education.

It is no inconvenience to me. I'm delighted to sit in this
Assembly on Wednesday afternoon, and 1 will be in this
Assembly on Wednesday afternoon. 1 will not be meeting
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with the executive of the Alberta School Trustees' Asso-
ciation. The same is true of my meeting with the provin-
cial executive council of the Alberta Teachers' Associa-
tion. It is no inconvenience for me to sit in this Assembly.
I will be sitting in this Assembly. [ will not be meeting
with the provincial executive council of the Alberta
Teachers' Association. My colleagues — the Minister of
Agriculture, the Minister of Social Services and Commu-
nity Health, and the Minister of Labour — could cite
similar examples.

I want to close with one other example. Three weeks
ago, I attended the Public Accounts Committee of this
Assembly. I attended because it is my responsibility as a
minister to attend the committees of the Assembly when I
am invited. I was invited, and I attended. Unfortunately,
that was the day I would otherwise have been discussing a
request for proposal with the social planning committee
of cabinet for changes in the special education program
of this province, an item which had been on the agenda of
the social planning committee for three months, now
deferred into late January or February. I attended the
Public Accounts Committee at the expense of something
which I considered to be important for those in need of
special education in this province. I deferred to the
judgment of my colleagues.

It is unfortunate that on the morning I appeared before
the Public Accounts Committee no members of the oppo-
sition were present, except the chairman, for the duration
of the meeting. [interjections] Mr. Speaker, I will sit in
this Assembly for as many days as are required for the
conduct of the business of the Assembly. For me person-
ally, it will not be an inconvenience. But I invite the hon.
members opposite to think about the teachers and school
trustees of the province, and the parents of children in
bilingual programs or the parents of handicapped chil-
dren throughout the province. I invite them to consider
whether there are not equally useful ways in which we
might be spending our time.

MR. GOGO: Mr. Speaker, I have listened and listened.
With respect to the hon. Leader of the Opposition, who
has been here four times as long as I have, he obviously
has spoken at great length about the history of this
House, the Mother Parliament, and so on. The Minister
of Education just touched on it. As hon. members of the
opposition know, the so-called Lougheed government,
they caucus and they caucus. That's true. We're all on a
variety of committees.

It seems to me that in the history of parliamentary
tradition, the rules established over many, many years
make provision, as I understand it, for members of the
opposition to question government on a very, very intim-
ate basis in a system called the Standing Committee on
Public Accounts. Reference was just made to it. Here is
an opportunity where members of the opposition, with
agreement from the committee, can have whomever in the
House, including the Premier, in front of that committee
on a Wednesday morning. I sincerely believe that it's an
extremely useful committee, and one whereby the wishes
and the will of the people of Alberta are looked after. I've
never heard of a minister refusing to answer a question in
that committee.

As some members know, although called by another
name perhaps, I have a responsibility for dealing with
about $20 million and 400 people called AADAC. If that
doesn't go right, I'm the guy who's up for jumps. I try to
do a good job, yet I come from across the province on a
Wednesday morning before that committee at '10:30. I

would just comment — and it's there for all to see — the
members of that committee number some 32, with the
Member for Clover Bar; the Member for Spirit River-
Fairview, the people's choice; and the hon. Leader of the
Opposition. I don't want to be critical of my colleagues in
a personal way, but I have great difficulty understanding
why I, along with other members of this House, have to
stay on and on dealing with — and the Leader of the
Opposition called it a filibuster, I never have — when
there's very important business of the House to be con-
ducted by the Standing Committee on Public Accounts.
And where are they? Two consecutive meetings — and
I'm quoting from the minutes — not one member of the
opposition has been in attendance. What is any rational
person in this province to think? If the members of the
fourth or fifth estate had been around on Wednesday
morning, you could be sure they'd been here. But they
don't show up. Now what is an hon. member supposed to
think? Are they or are they not concerned about the
public business of this province? Frankly, I don't think
they are.

DR. BUCK: Just give us the letters.

MR. SINDLINGER: Mr. Speaker, I'd like to address
this amendment please. Prior to getting right to it, I
would like to respond to some of the remarks made by
other members addressing this amendment. The first one
would be to the Member for Banff-Cochrane. I've been
here many years, and I've been here quite diligently over
this year as well. I have yet to hear this member get up
and speak on such important issues as these. Of all the
members in this Assembly, Mr. Speaker, I have to say
that this is one member whom I hold in the highest
regard. Whereas, when some of the other members speak,
I might turn off because I think they're just reiterating the
party line. I would like to listen to this member because I
value what he has to say, and I think he would give us a
fair judgment on whatever it is he addresses. So I am
anxiously awaiting that moment when that member does
finally get up and speak.

DR. BUCK: You may have to stay here another 12 years.

MR. SINDLINGER: Mr. Speaker, also in addressing
comments made to this amendment by the Member for
Drayton Valley, I'm surprised to see that she has taken
such an interest in us. I suppose it's just her old school-
marm days coming out when she has a chart there taking
attendance of all the members. I'd just like to point out
that over the session, if I can compare my attendance to
anyone, | would compare it to the Premier's, and point
out that I have been in this Assembly twice as much as
the Premier has during the fall session.

Another point I would like to make to the Member for
Drayton Valley is that we are now into the seventh week
of review of the capital estimates. We're not here in the
seventh week because the backbenchers for the govern-
ment have been asking questions. [ assure you, Mr.
Speaker, they have not been asking any questions. The
odd question that has been posed has been on a point of
order. I remember the Member for Three Hills getting up
on a point of order and saying that the subject matter was
irrelevant. 1 was a little disappointed that the member
had to actually read what she had said there. She can't
even get up and speak to the subject. I wait for the time
when that member, whose judgment I value, will get up
and say what she thinks.
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Mr. Speaker, the last seven weeks I have been in this
Legislative Assembly diligently reviewing every last one
of those capital estimates. Unfortunately, there was one
day when I left to go the washroom. When I came back,
this government had voted itself $93 million. [interjec-
tions] Mr. Speaker, I will think twice next time before I
go to the washroom, because Lord knows what they're
going to do next.

One of the other speakers in regard to this amendment
was the Minister for Hospitals and Medical Care. He
made several comments; first of all, about appearing
before the Alberta Heritage . ..

[Dr. Buck left the Chamber]
AN HON. MEMBER: Where are you going, Walt?

MR. SINDLINGER: I hope he's not going to the wash-
room this time. It can be quite costly around here. Mr.
Speaker, as the minister was addressing it, he said he was
quite concerned about the quality of the questions asked
by the members of the opposition. He said that he found
relatively little merit in them. Mr. Speaker, I have Alber-
ta Hansard in my hand for various dates: December 4,
1981, November 23, 1981, and December 2, 1981, all days
when we were talking to the minister about his estimates
on the W.C. MacKenzie health hospital and the southern
Alberta children's hospital.

Some of the responses the minister made in regard to
the questions being asked by the opposition were; for
example, on December 4, in regard to a question on the
Alberta children's hospital, Mr. Russell, the Minister for
Hospitals and Medical Care, replied: "That's a very
important issue." On November 23, when again replying
to another question on the southern Alberta children's
hospital, the Minister of Hospitals and Medical Care
said: "Well, that's a rather complex question with many
parts." Mr. Speaker, on December 2, 1981, the Minister
of Hospitals and Medical Care replied again: "That's a
difficult question to answer." So, Mr. Speaker, I put it to
you that these are very important questions we've been
asking the government, and they should be answered.

Yes, it's true that the session could have ended much
sooner, as the Minister of Education has pointed out. |
submit to you, Mr. Speaker, that that is in fact true. But
the problem has been that the opposition has not been
getting satisfactory responses to the questions put to
them. We could be out of here tomorrow, if this govern-
ment would just undertake to answer those questions we
have put to them — most important, the essential ques-
tion, the documentation of that $60 million loss. That
doesn't take a lot of work to do. They could come up
with that answer very quickly.

Mr. Speaker, addressing the motion now, adding the
addendum to the other motion:

"and so that Members with other business outside

this House to attend to need be inconvenienced no

further."
First of all, in regard to what "other business outside this
House": what about tonight? We don't have all the
members here tonight. I don't know where they are, and 1
don't know what other business there is outside the
House. But I do know, from observation tonight, except
for those — in this instance, not too costly — washroom
breaks from this side, that the opposition has been in here
every minute of this debate listening to every word
spoken and addressing every subject.

However, from observation these members have not all

been here tonight, nor, Mr. Speaker, have you been here
all tonight. You were preceded by another Speaker, and
that Speaker was preceded by another Speaker. Three of
you have been sitting in that Chair, and members in this
Legislative Assembly have been in and out as well, not
just for short breaks. Obviously what is going on here is
that the government, with its large number of members, is
sitting in here in shifts, the idea being of course just to
wait out the opposition. Well, Mr. Speaker, when they do
that, I don't know how each individual member can have
all the information available to them and make what can
be a conscionable decision in their own minds, with all
the information they need to do that.

More generally, Mr. Speaker, in regard to what other
business there is outside this House, I have an interesting
document here that purports to list the occupations of the
members of the Legislative Assembly. Perhaps by looking
at that, we can get an idea of what some of that other
business outside the House might be. This documents
indicates there are 23 farmers in the Legislative Assembly.
Almost 25 per cent of the members of the Legislative
Assembly are farmers. Having grown up on a farm, and
having listened to the Minister of Environment at one
time when I first came here, I would say that's not too
bad.

The first year I was here, the Minister of Environment
was questioned about the justification for expenditures
on irrigation. Now all the member was asking that minis-
ter was: why is this being undertaken? What are the costs
and what are the benefits? If we expend this much money
on irrigation, how many acres of land will become irrig-
able or developable? The minister didn't have that an-
swer. Upon being pressed for the answer, he responded
that, well, having known farmers all my life, I've never
known one to make a bad decision. I might concur with
that. Farmers are judicious, there's no question about
that. But there's no way one can use that as a justification
for an expenditure of multimillions of dollars. There has
to be more justification than that in the Legislative
Assembly.

Mr. Speaker, this also indicates there are 11 lawyers in
the Legislative Assembly, or about 13 per cent. Now [
would have thought there were more lawyers in this
Legislative Assembly just from listening to the people
who speak. But from time to time, I guess all of us as
members of the Legislative Assembly are required to play
lawyer when we start applying and interpreting the Stand-
ing Orders, Beauchesne, Erskine May, and others. We
have 12 educators, six business managers, four doctors/
dentists, five other professionals, five civil servants, and
six who will not disclose what they do outside the House.

What business takes them outside the House when they
should be here responsibly addressing the business of the
House? Well, I won't go into that too extensively; in fact,
I won't go into it at all, Mr. Speaker.

I'll just go on to the second part of this amendment.
The first part was "other business outside the House".
Let's just leave it that almost all the other members do
have business outside this House, and it's not all personal
business, Mr. Speaker. It's business they have to attend to
in order to properly serve their constituents. The Minister
of Education has pointed that out in a peripheral way,
although his commitments were to government business.
The business of all members here has to be to constitu-
ents, serving them in the most satisfactory way possible.
Being an independent and not having government serv-
ices to rely upon, I have to say that has become an
onerous burden but one I've gladly undertaken and
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fulfilled.

In regard to "inconvenienced": what is inconvenience? |
guess it's inconvenient for the Minister of Environment
when we scrupulously and diligently peruse his heritage
trust fund estimates. 1 believe it's an inconvenience when
we point out to the minister that for each of six years,
that minister has taken twice as much from the heritage
_fund as he has requiréd for his projects. Each year, and
over those six years, that minister has failed to expend
even 50 per cent of his total appropriation.

In justification, the minister has said, well, that's good,
because we don't lose the money; we can just put it back
in the pot, and it will still be there. I'd suggest it isn't
good, because there is only so much in an annual budget.
And if one minister is taking twice as much as he re-
quires, that means another minister is getting less than
required. It might be Social Services and Community
Health. Maybe that's the area where people are crying
out for more expenditures. But the minister can't get the
money because the Minister of Environment has been
taking out twice as much as he requires.

The next thing we found out with that minister is the
Lesser Slave Lake development, an initial project cost of
$8.8 million and, could you believe it, after perusing that
expenditure as well, the minister finally reveals that the
project cost is not $8.8 million, it's $4.411 million. Again,
he has double estimated his project. Mr. Speaker, I think
it would be inconvenient for that minister to have
members of the opposition discover something like that.

I remember when the Minister of Energy and Natural
Resources was before the Legislative Assembly asking for
$54 million from the heritage fund this year, generally
assigned for the Alberta Oil Sands Technology and Re-
search Authority. One of the first questions posed to the
minister was very simple and straightforward: Mr. Minis-
ter of Energy and Natural Resources, what is the $54
million for? Because in the estimates of proposed invest-
ments for this year, it doesn't say what it's for. It just has
the Department of Energy and Natural Resources,
amount to be voted — pardon me, I've been saying 54
million — $41 million. It says, 1981-82 estimates ... I've
got the wrong year here. It's the subsequent year. This is
the first year. The prior year was 41, and this year it's $54
million — 1982-83. "Subprojects: no sub-project break-
down"; "Summary by Object of Expenditure": nothing
for manpower, nothing for supplies and services, nothing
for purchase of fixed assets; "Total Project": $54 million.

Obviously, the first question is: what is the $54 million
for? 1 believe the Minister of Energy and Natural Re-
sources was very inconvenienced when he had to stand up
and say, I don't know. I think that would be an incon-
venience if T were the minister and had to say, I want $54
million, but I don't know what for.

Mr. Speaker, there's also the case of the Walter C.
MacKenzie Health Sciences Centre. It's true, as the Min-
ister of Hospitals and Medical Care pointed out, that the
heritage fund committee had the opportunity to question
him on that when he appeared before it on August 28.
The Minister of Hospitals and Medical Care said that
when he did, the members on that committee had great
difficulty in extending the time to find enough questions
to ask him so that the full time allotted for him could be
covered.

Well, Mr. Speaker, what happened was that some pret-
ty specific questions were asked of the minister when he
was before the committee. However, he did not have the
information with him. Without that information, the
committee members could not pursue the subject any

further. Subject to that meeting, the Minister of Hospitals
and Medical Care sent a memorandum to the chairman
of that standing committee on September 4. In that
memorandum, he gave costs associated with those five
heritage fund projects under his authority. One of them
was the southern Alberta children's hospital; the other
was the W.C. MacKenzie hospital, the cardiac research
centre in Calgary, cancer research, and heart research.
Some pretty detailed costs were in that memorandum.
Yet when the minister got back in this Legislative Assem-
bly last week with the new appropriation for this hospital,
he had the gall to say that he provided the information to
the watchdog committee and the watchdog committee
had the opportunity to question him on it.

Mr. Speaker, that has been a favorite ruse of all the
ministers — [ shouldn't say all, of most of the ministers
— when they appear before the heritage fund committee.
They walk in and throw a bundle of paper down before
the members, and there is no opportunity for the mem-
bers to look at that beforehand to determine what's in
there and ask relevant questions. Yet, subsequent to that,
the minister can always stand up and say, but I gave that
information to the watchdog committee; why didn't you
ask me questions then? How can you ask questions of the
minister about information that you don't get until a
week after? You can't do that. If I were a minister, I
would be inconvenienced by something like that.

Isn't that exactly why we're here, Mr. Speaker, to
review in depth and detail those expenditures of the
Heritage Savings Trust Fund. Over the last seven weeks,
that's what we in the opposition have been doing. I do
not recall what I would consider to be one frivolous
question put by the opposition to the government. But I
could cite for you several instances where members of the
government responding to the questions gave very cavali-
er responses. For example, just last week the question
was posed to the Minister of Hospitals and Medical Care:
what do you want to do with this $91 million? The
minister stood up and said, well, I want to build a
hospital, and sat down. 1 don't think that's a satisfactory
response. I think it's incumbent upon the government to
bring more details forward.

One thing this exercise over the last seven weeks has
demonstrated: there is a need for more accountability
from this government. I'm looking forward to the oppor-
tunity when we can have the two who are most responsi-
ble and should be held most accountable for the heritage
fund appear before the Legislative Assembly. I pointed
out that that's the Provincial Treasurer and the Premier
of the province, as chairman of the investment committee
on the Heritage Savings Trust Fund. If anybody should
be here defending this subject tonight, I believe it should
be them.

Mr. Speaker, I don't know why this could be consid-
ered an inconvenience. It's true we have a responsibility
to be here. As yet, I don't think any member of the
government has demonstrated satisfactorily that there is
indeed a reason for closure. What is the reason for
closure? No one has really stated that yet. Why do we
have to have closure on this subject? Why do we have to
create this infamous day in Alberta's political history
where we have closure invoked for the first time in this
province? There's no need for that. I think the problem is
simply inconvenience for the government.

Mr. Speaker, I think it would be very inconvenient for
this House to be sitting when the Auditor General comes
back with his report, as requested by the Premier last
week. There's no reason why we can't stay here until we
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get that report or why we cannot adjourn and come back
to get that report when it's completed and discuss it. The
government is putting that up as an answer to questions
the opposition had posed. I don't think that's going to
resolve the matter, nor satisfactorily answer the ques-
tions. I don't think it's appropriate for the government to
say to us, you have five more days to ask us questions on
these things.

I've said earlier — and I'll repeat it again today,
tomorrow, and every day of the five days; and I'll count
down from five, four, three, two, one — this government
has five days to answer our questions; this government
has four days to answer our questions; this government
has three days to answer our questions, and we'll go on
and on like that. Finally, if they don't deem to answer, as
one of the members has said, there's only one place they
could be held accountable, and that's at the polls. I think
that's a good place that the government be held account-
able. 1 think this day should be characterized as the
heritage fund's $60 million closure debate. When the
government goes to the polls, I want to make sure there's
somebody around who characterizes this government as a
$60 million loss government. There's no reason why it
shouldn't be. There's one reason why it may not be,
though. [interjections] If this government will come forth
and document that $60 million loss, there's no need for us
to be here. There's a need for us to be here and persist
until that loss is documented. Until it is, we have to keep
persisting and persist we will.

The member from Lethbridge posed the rhetorical
question, and I inferred from what he had said that the
questioning and time spent on the estimates by the oppo-
sition somehow impeded or inhibited the conduct of
normal business in the Legislature. Mr. Speaker, if he
implied that or whether I inferred that is really irrelevant.
But the point that has to be made is the review of the
heritage fund estimates by this opposition over the last
seven weeks has no way impeded or impaired the conduct
of normal business of the Legislature. That has gone on
as scheduled by the government. The only time that has
been taken in the pursuit of its responsibilities by the
opposition has been that time associated with the Alberta
Heritage Savings Trust Fund. That time has taken seven
weeks. It was seven weeks well spent, because a great deal
of information has been developed over them.

I can recall one day over that seven weeks when the
Minister of Energy and Natural Resources got up and
read from a contract between AOSTRA, Alberta Oil
Sands Technology Research Authority, and the govern-
ment, or Shell. That minister read for over two hours
from the contract. He said there was valuable informa-
tion in there, and he wanted to make sure all the
members had it. Well, I concur; it was. We asked him if
he could give us copies of it. But he said he had only one
copy and would be needing it. Unfortunately, that minis-
ter didn't get finished; he didn't get through the whole
thing. Given the new information we got from that, I'm
eagerly awaiting the day when that minister will complete
what he started in the first place, reading that contract.

Mr. Speaker, in regard to other business, there is no
other business outside this House when we're dealing with
the Heritage Savings Trust Fund. There is no other
business when there's a question of this magnitude before
us. There is no other business outside the House when
we're holding the government responsible for misman-
agement — I'll say mismanagement of the Heritage Sav-
ings Trust Fund. There is no other business outside the
House when we have to consider the fact that this herit-

age fund will be $105 billion before too long. If we don't
cure this mismanagement now, the problems we're going
to have then are going to be 'homongous' compared to
what we have now. I think the government ought to
consider adjourning until we can get the Auditor
General's report. Then we can determine whether or not
there has been any substance for what has been said from
either side of the Legislative Assembly. We're going to an
independent adjudicator. There's nothing wrong with
waiting for that decision to come down. Mr. Speaker, let
me say this about that. [interjections]

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: Are you ready for the ques-
tion? I believe all hon. members have a copy of the
subamendment proposed by the Member for Spirit
River-Fairview.

[Mr. Speaker declared the motion on the subamendment
lost. Several members rose calling for a division. The
division bell was rung]

[Three minutes having elapsed, the House divided]

For the motion:

Buck Notley Speaker, R.
Mandeville Sindlinger

Against the motion:

Adair Diachuk McCrimmon
Anderson, C. Fjordbotten Moore
Anderson, D. Gogo Musgreave
Batiuk Hiebert Osterman
Bogle Hyland Pahl
Borstad Johnston Pengelly
Bradley King Shaben
Campbell Knaak Stevens
Chambers Koziak Stromberg
Chichak Kroeger Thompson
Clark Kushner Topolnisky
Cook LeMessurier Trynchy
Cookson Lysons Webber
Crawford Mack Young
Cripps

Totals: Ayes - 5 Noes - 43

[Mr. Speaker in the Chair]

DR. BUCK: Mr. Speaker, I believe we as members of the
Assembly take too much for granted. I'm sure people in
the galleries, people in the province, and people up watch-
ing television don't really know what we're talking about.
I'm sure there are péople who do not know about rules of
order, do not know parliamentary procedure. I think it's
very, very important that we say to those people outside
these four walls what the motion is and what the
amendment is. Mr. Speaker, I'm going to be speaking on
the amendment, but 1 think it's our responsibility as
members in the Legislature, so that people know what the
debate is all about ...

MR. SPEAKER: If that hasn't been made plain up until
now, we're in some difficulty aren't we?

DR. BUCK: Mr. Speaker, in all humility and modesty, I
believe you have treated the matter too lightly. There are
people out there who do not understand what the debate
is about. I am going to take it upon myself to read it into
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the record and indicate to those people outside, the
people we serve, what the resolution is and what the
amendment is. With the indulgence of the hon. Member
for Edmonton Glengarry, the expert on so many matters,
the motion we are debating this evening is Motion No.
16, the government motion proposed to the Assembly by
the hon. House leader, the hon. Mr. Crawford:

16. Be it resolved that notwithstanding any provisions of

the Standing Orders, the estimates of the Capital Projects

Division of the Alberta Heritage Savings Trust Fund and all

appropriation Bills as herein defined, shall, unless earlier

disposed of, be dealt with as follows:

(1) In this resolution

(@ "Appropriation Bill" means
) Bill 69 — Alberta Heritage Savings Trust
Fund Special Appropriation Act, 1982-83,
and
(i1) any Bill introduced in the House to appro-
priate the funds covered by the Estimates;
(b)  "Estimates" means the estimates and supple-

mentary estimates of the Capital Projects Divi-
sion of the Alberta Heritage Savings Trust
Fund that have been referred to the Committee
of Supply during the 1981 fall sittings, and
includes the resolutions before the Committee
of Supply relating to them.

(2) The Estimates shall be considered by the Committee
of Supply on 5 separate sitting days after and includ-
ing the day upon which this resolution is adopted and
if, on the 5th day, the Committee has not voted upon
all of the Estimates by the following time limit ...

MR.CRAWFORD: Order.
DR. BUCK: What is your problem, Mr. House Leader?

MR. CRAWFORD: I have two points of order. Under
Standing Order 19(b), if the hon. member is speaking to
the amendment, he must confine his remarks to the
subject of the amendment unless there's a substitute
motion, which there is not. Under 22(d), the hon.
Member for Clover Bar is again subject to being called to
order for reading unnecessarily from a document. He
knows that.

DR. BUCK: Mr. Speaker, I have already indicated to the
Assembly that we are servants ‘of the people. I want the
people outside this Assembly ... Mr. Speaker, I'm not
sure if the hon. Government House Leader was in when I
commenced my address.

MR.CRAWFORD: I can't remember either.

DR. BUCK: I made it abundantly clear that I felt we in
this Assembly take for granted that people outside under-
stand what the debate is all about. Mr. Speaker, I've
already indicated to this Legislature that this is why I'm
reading it into therecord. [interjections]

MR. LYSONS: On a point of order, Mr. Speaker.

MR. SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Vermilion-
Viking is trying to be heard on a point of order.

MR. LYSONS: When the hon. Member for Clover Bar is
dealing with the motion, and he's talking about for the
information of the people outside of the House, I thought
we were to deal with things inside this House. If anyone

outside the House or inside the House wants to read that,
they can read it. I think it is a waste of time to go over
this when it's there, printed.

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, on a point of order. Surely
we're still on the amendment, and that is that we express
deep regret at having to employ the above-noted time
management mechanisms. The hon. Member for Clover
Bar is illustrating why this Assembly should have deep
regret. The deep regret is with respect to the curtailing of
the legitimate right of freedom of speech. The concern of
people outside the Assembly is certainly relevant to that.
After all, I would remind hon. members that the people
outside the Assembly, the people of Alberta who elect us,
are to whom we are ultimately accountable.

MR. SPEAKER: You should get together on this thing.
My understanding is that we're now debating . .. As hon.
members know, I was outside the Assembly for a while.
For the edification of those who might suspect otherwise,
I was working. I had my loudspeaker on and heard what
was going on. I think there was some suggestion that I
was taking it easy. [interjections] That's not very serious.
In any case, just so I'm in the picture here, is this the
amendment we're debating now?

MR NOTLEY: We're
amendment.

dealing with the original

MR. SPEAKER: There's a collection of them here. Is
this the one? "So that members with other business out-
side this House".

SOME HON. MEMBERS: We dealt with that.

MR. SPEAKER: We dealt with that one? Which one are
we on now? Oh I see, we're back on the main amend-
ment. Fair enough.

DR. BUCK: Mr. Speaker, I. ..

MR. SPEAKER: Have we finished hearing the point of
order from the hon. Member for Vermilion-Viking? I
didn't mean to cut him off.

DR. BUCK: Mr. Speaker, in carrying on with the mo-
tion, I will read the amendment so the people of this
province know that what we're doing is bringing a closure
Bill to this Assembly. I think it's very, very important
that the people know exactly what the government has
said in that closure Bill. And I carry on saying that:
10:00 p.m. if it be a Monday, Tuesday or Thursday,
or
4:30 p.m. if it be a Wednesday, or
12:00 noon if it be a Friday,
the Chairman shall immediately interrupt the proceed-
ings and shall forthwith put a single question propos-
ing the approval of every resolution then necessary to
complete consideration of the Estimates, which shall
be decided without debate or amendment, and the
Committee shall forthwith rise and report.
(3) A motion in the House
(a) that the Speaker leave the Chair and the
Committee of the Whole meet to consider an
appropriation Bill, or
(b) that the House receive a report of the Commit-
tee of Supply on the Estimates or a report of
the Committee of the Whole on an appropria-
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tion Bill
shall be decided without debate or amendment.

(4) An appropriation Bill may be introduced in the House
at any time after the receipt of the report of the
Committee of Supply on the Estimates covered by the
Bill, when the Order of the Day is Government
business.

(5) An appropriation Bill may be read a second time,
considered by the Committee of the Whole, reported
therefrom to the House and the report received, on
one sitting day.

(6) If an appropriation Bill is moved for second reading,
and if, on that day, at the time limit defined by
paragraph 2, all appropriation Bills have not yet been
read a second time, the Speaker shall at that time
interrupt the proceedings and put the question on
second reading of every appropriation Bill then await-
ing second reading, which shall be decided without
debate or amendment.

(7)  1If, after all appropriation Bills have been given second
reading, any appropriation Bill is before the Commit-
tee of the Whole for consideration, and if, on that day,
half an hour after the time limit defined by paragraph
2, theré¢ remains any appropriation Bill not reported
by the Committee, the Chairman shall at that time
interrupt the proceedings and put ... every question
necessary to complete consideration of all appropria-
tion Bills still before the Committee, which shall be
decided without debate or amendment, and the Com-
mittee shall forthwith rise and report.

(8) If an appropriation Bill is moved for third reading,
and if, on that day, at the time limit defined by
paragraph 2, all appropriation Bills have not yet been
read a third time, the Speaker shall at that time
interrupt the proceedings and put the question on
third reading of every appropriation Bill then awaiting
third reading, which shall be decided without debate
or amendment.

Mr. Speaker, my colleague the hon. Leader of the
Opposition has moved an amendment by adding at the
end of No. 16, Section (9):

This Assembly formally expresses its deep regret at

having to employ the above noted time management

mechanisms in an effort to speed the business of the

Assembly so that Members need not be too incon-

venienced by the exercise by Her Majesty's Loyal

Opposition of their legitimate right to freedom of

speech.

MR. SPEAKER: Just before the hon. member goes on,
might [ say that I question very much whether this
reading that has just been done is in order. Obviously, the
motion is a matter of public record. It's been on notice
since last week sometime. This should be the last time we
read the motion in this debate. I am required by Standing
Order 22(d), as has been pointed out by the hon.
Government House Leader, to form an opinion on this
topic. My opinion is that it need not be read again.

MR. KING: On a point of order. It is probably not
necessary that it-be read again, but it is probably just as
well it was read on this occasion, Mr. Speaker, I would
like you to have reference to Annotation 423 in the fifth
edition of Beauchesne, and 1 think you will be aware of
other annotations in Erskine May dealing with the nature
of motions and amendments to motions. I make the case
to you that at least part of this amendment is out of
order, probably all that part of it which follows the

phrase "time management mechanisms", because it is
argumentative and contains unnecessary provisions. I
think 423 would have the same application to the body of
a resolution as does the annotation which prohibits the
inclusion of therefore clauses.

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, on a point of order. The
hon. Minister of Education certainly is entitled to his
opinion, but a difference of opinion is just simply that.
One can read this, and one can come to the conclusion
that it may be argumentativeé. One could read it and come
to the conclusion that it is not. However, I should point
out that we have been debating it for the last four hours.
It strikes me as rather unusual that the hon. Minister of
Education, who has been sitting here for the last four
hours, suddenly has this inspiration, at 12:05 on Tuesday,
December 8. Nevertheless, Mr. Speaker, when one reads
the amendment literally, as it's worded, it's not argumen-
tative. The question of whether hon. members may or
may not think it is, is a subject of debate which is not'a
question of a point of order.

MR. KING: IfI could, Mr. Speaker, it seems to me . . .

MR. SPEAKER: The hon. member may be establishing a
precedent, which may be repeated many times in the time
we spend on this debate, by speaking twice to the same
point of order. I must say, when I read the amendment
the first time and several other times as well, 1 did have
the feeling that it was out of order. I felt that possibly it
was an occasion to exercise some latitude. Perhaps I went
too far.

It's not a question of opinion at all whether the thing is
out of order, because there is no question that the last
part of the motion, "so that Members need not be too
inconvenienced" et cetera, is a reason for passing the
amendment. In other words, it's argument for passing the
amendment. Our Standing Orders clearly rule out a
preamble to an amendment, because all preambles are
argument as well. This is simply a disguised preamble,
because it's tacked on at the end instead of coming at the
beginning. A horse is a horse, whether it comes before the
cart or after it.

DR. BUCK: In speaking to the amendment, M. Speaker
... Milt, will you wake up? I'm just trying to keep the
hon. Member for Ednmionton Mill Woods in the ball game
here. I'd like to say that we are trying to disguise closure
as time management. It was very interesting to listen to
the hon. Minister of Education, for whom I have a great
deal of respect. Once in a while he gets carried away with
these rules of his, wishing to become the Stanley Knowles
of the Alberta Legislature.

We're speaking of members' responsibilities. We as
members of this Assembly are elected by our constituents,
but we are here not only to represent the wishes and the
wills of those constituents but to look after the interests
of the entire province. I believe it is in Beauchesne, when
the member in a riding in England said: after I am
elected, then I cease [being] a member of my constitu-
ency; I am there to serve the whole. Mr. Speaker, we are
here representing a constituency, but we are here to look
after the interests of the people of the province. Closure,
time management — if the government likes to give it
that polite Tory turn. Closure is closure. It has never been
done in this province before. But quite obviously, the
government is going to use its large majority to pass this
vote. I'm afraid it is going to be unfortunate, but none the



2120 ALBERTA HANSARD

December 7, 1981

less rather historic.

I believe it's very interesting to look at what many, or
some prominent Tories over the years, have considered
their opinion of closure. In the federal Hansard of May
22, 1956, the Hon. George Drew said that closure is
simply a bald threat to the opposition, that they are not
going to be permitted to put their case before parliament
and, above all, before the people of Canada, so that the
opinion of the people of Canada can express itself.

Mr. - Speaker, basically what we're doing is a bald
threat to the opposition of this province, the people on
this side of the Legislature who are trying to hold up that
big steam-roller, trying to say to that big government . ..

AN HON. MEMBER: The hon. member is a bald threat.

DR. BUCK: Mr. Speaker, maybe my colleague right
across ‘the way who also saves a lot of money on
shampoo the same as I do has something to say to the
Government House Leader. Mr. Speaker, it's just an
indication by the servant of the Crown, the minister of
the Crown, that he takes this matter so lightly. If I were
the instrument of bringing this action before the people of
this province, I would not treat it frivolously, I would not
joke about-it. The Government House Leader will be the
man going down in history as the architect of probably
one of the poorest pieces of legislation the people of
Alberta have ever seen. A -dubious honor is going to ‘be
bestowed upon the hon. Government House Leader. May
his political soul rest in peace after this legislation is
brought in.

Mr. Speaker, we have tried to indicate to the govern-
ment that we are not happy. We are not happy because
we are not getting questions answered. What happened to
the $60 million? We are not happy with the Provincial
Treasurer's explanation that management letters cannot
be given to the committee, be it to the committee as a
whole or to the legislative committee, the so-called wat-
chdog committee which I suspect is many times a lap-dog
committee, a dog without teeth, a dog who looks after
questioning things. after the fact, after the money has been
spent. Mr. Speaker, it is difficult for even responsible
Tories on the government side to feel they are really,
really looking after the Heritage Savings Trust Fund.

Provision of information is power. We wish the gov-
emnment would show discretion in the exercise of that
power. But when. we see a large government, a large
majority, that is when government should not exercise
that power, when the opposition is small numerically,
when the questions are out there, when the questions by
the ... [interjection] That's right, you may need a
quorum.

AN HON. MEMBER: Don't leave.
DR. BUCK: Why, are we going to call a vote?
AN HON. MEMBER: Henry, stay.

DR. BUCK: Mr. Speaker, I think the Minister of Trans-
portation has been around the league long enough to
know if he has to go to the bathroom or not. I don't
think . he has to listen to the Member for Edmonton
Glengarry to find out if he can leave for a minute or two.

Mr. Speaker, one of the Conservative guideposts is:
public business shall bé done in public. There are very,
very many interesting quotes when we're talking about
closure, about what this government stands for, what this

Tory party stands for. One of the nine guideposts of the
Conservative Party — and 1 think it's very interesting
that we quote from the brochure, "What Do We Stand
For?" At the bottom of the picture of the leader it says:
our purpose is-not merely a victory at the polls; we are
concerned with the use we are going to make of the
victory.

Mr. Speaker, I am afraid that the use this large
government makes of that victory is to trample the rights
of the opposition, to trample the rights of freedom of
speech in this Legislature, and not to do public business
in public. But I think it's very important that we know
what the ninth guidepost of this government is. I think
it's very important when we discuss what happened to the
$60 million. I think that'll be very relevant when we get to
the end of that ninth guidepost. Listen to the ninth
guidepost of the time the leader of the provincial Progres-
sive Conservative Party, who is now the Premier of the
province:

We believe that provincial government should
always accept the necessity for sound financial re-
sponsibility ...

Who can argue with that, Mr. Speaker? But the events
that have taken place in this Legislature lay that to rest.

.. of its affairs and the affairs the municipal au-

thorities financially dependent upon it. This should

obviously include a refusal to support radical and

irresponsible monetary ‘theories. But we do not be-

lieve that the necessity for financial responsibility

should be an excuse for ultra-cautious fiscal policies.

Mr. Speaker, it goes on to say:

We believe in the concept of putting one's money

and resources to work for improvement and devel-

opment. We consider [and listen to this] unnecessary

hoarding of surplus funds as a lack of progress.
Maybe that's why we lost the $60 million. We were
worried about having an excess "hoarding of surplus
funds".

MR. NOTLEY: It's better to lose it than hoard it.

DR. BUCK: I guess that's right. It's better to lose
$60-odd million than to hoard it. But I say it would be
better to put the $60 million to work for the people of
this province. There are hospitals, day care centres, there
are many projects where that $60 million could have been
well expended. But the ninth goes on to say:

We further believe that provincial government has a

constant responsibility to communicate to the public

a clear picture of its total financial position, includ-

ing all its operations as well as the combined obliga-

tions of the municipal authorities dependent upon it.

Such communication should include a comparison

with the other provinces.

Mr. Speaker, I think if other provinces lost $60 million
there would probably be the longest debate — if there
were more than five members on this side of the Assem-
bly — that this province has ever seen. I do not believe in
large majorities. I didn't believe in them when we sat on
that. side of the House and the opposition was small on
this side of the House. Large majorities do not make for
good government. They do not make for responsible
government. They do not make for responsive
government.

Mr. Speaker, the government's response to the opposi-
tion's role of questioning the estimates, of finding out . . .
As the former Leader of the Opposition, the present
Premier of the province says, we will look under every
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stone. I so well remember they were going to look under
every stone. I wish they'd start looking under a few stones
to find the $60 million. That's why they're invoking clo-
sure. Because we've been turning the stones, we've been
asking for their reports. Silence. Why?

I was almost tempted to use that word "arrogance"
again, Mr. Speaker, but you could never accuse this
government of being arrogant. I have heard people in this
province say: you know, Dr. Buck, when you people were
in government it took you 35 years to become as arrogant
as this government has in 10 years. But one would never
every accuse this government of being arrogant; over-
powering, yes; Steam-rolling: you'd never want to accuse
this government of that. You'd never want to accuse them
of using the big hammer, or the big closure.

Mr. Speaker, I find the philosophy of this government,
the philosophy of some of the members of this Assembly
on the government's side, very interesting. I so well
remember the hon. Member for Edmonton Norwood say-
ing: but we received a mandate in 1979; we can do just
about anything we want to. That's not what the mandate
was all about.

MRS.CHICH AK: That's not what the member said.

DR. BUCK: Maybe I paraphrased it a little, but that's
what the member meant. [interjections]

They think that just because they get a large majority
they can do anything they wish. The people out on the
street are finding out that this government doesn't really
care about the little people. This government doesn't real-
ly care when we question if funds are available. Maybe
some of that $60 million could have been used for people
who are having genuine difficulty with mortgages, hon.
Minister of Housing and Public Works. Maybe there are

. children who go to our educational systems who have
very little lunch to take with them. Mr. Speaker, that's
why we question and probe, probe and question. It is the
charge of this government to look after the taxpayers'
money. This government has not convinced this opposi-
tion that they are doing it prudently, that they are doing
it in the open, that they are investing funds in the best
interests of the people of this province.

We talk about the heritage fund to diversify the
economy. Very interesting. We have heard that for many
years. | heard that in 1967, when the now Premier was on
this side of the- House. Everything depends on natural
resources in this province: I remember so well from this
side of the House. Has that changed? I challenge the hon.
Member for St. Paul to show me statistics that that has
changed, because it has changed for the worse.

AN HON. MEMBER: Look at the economic growth.

DR. BUCK: Look at the economic growth. But our
dependence on resource income has risen ...

AN HON. MEMBER: Not in St. Paul.

DR. BUCK: Not in St. Paul.

MR. SPEAKER: Possibly the hon. member might assist
the Chair by connecting the discussion of resource in-
come with this resolution or this amendment.

DR. BUCK: Very simply, Mr. Speaker. Resource income

comes from natural resources. That's pretty basic. Then
30 per cent of that goes into the heritage trust fund.

That's what we're discussing. I don't think that's too diffi-
cult to understand.

Mr. Speaker, we are speaking of closure, the limiting of
debate. But the question we are asking and for which we
have not received an answer from the government, is
why. Why is it necessary? That case has not been made. It
was a tradition in this Assembly that in estimates, minis-
ters of the Crown would get up and tell us what is
happening in their departments. I don't know what has
happened with that practice. If some of those answers
were given in estimates, maybe this discussion would not
be taking place this evening, maybe Big Brother govern-
ment would not have to bring down closure, because we
are asking straightforward questions. Ministers of the
Crown are responsible to give this Assembly answers to
those questions. That's what the debate is all about.

I find it rather appalling that when members on this
side of the House question the government, when we have
another point of view, it's either unpatriotic, un-Albertan,
or it's: you shouldn't ask questions because we've got
everything under control; you can trust this government.
Mr. Speaker, the people outside on the streets, and in the
towns, villages, and cities in this province, have always
suspected this government. They voted for them, but
they've always had that uneasy feeling that maybe they
made a mistake in 1971. They have always had that
uneasy feeling that this government is too powerful, that
maybe it doesn't answer to the electorate, that maybe
there is something they're trying to hide.

The people of this province at the municipal level could
use that $60 million, because many members of councils
are afraid of their own provincial government. They're
afraid that if they express a different point of view, the
old tap line will be shut off.

MR. SPEAKER: May I respectfully ask the hon. mem-
ber's assistance again in connecting the fears, timidities,
or whatever of municipal officials with this resolution
that's under debate.

DR. BUCK: Mr. Speaker, it's the $60 million we're
having the problem with.

MR. SPEAKER: Does that strike fear into anybody?

DR. BUCK: Mr. Speaker, I guess if you were the mayor
of a municipality that's running a deficit budget, or if you
were the mayor of a small town which is going bankrupt,
you would be asking questions. Ask the hon. Member for
Drayton Valley to name one.

MRS. CRIPPS: I'm working on them.

DR. BUCK: The bankruptcy or getting funds?

Mr. Speaker, the closure that we are asked to vote
upon is not the sign of a benevolent government. It is not
the sign of a government that wants things being done
out in the open. It is the sign of a government that is
going to display its power, its numerical advantage, and
let the chips fall where they may. The voter has a long
memory. I'd like to -remind my government colleagues
across the way that so many of the speeches and so many
of the actions that have been taking place in this Legisla-
ture this session are duplicates of the ones I heard from
the government side in 1971. When a government invokes
closure, the government is saying to the people of this
province, we know better than the Legislature what is
good for you. They are saying that what is good for
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General Bullmoose is good for everybody. I don't think
the government has that much knowledge. I think that
the parliamentary procedures, the parliamentary system
and the democratic system, are much more important and
must be protected more than we protect a minister or a
department, even though they are investing our funds,
making some money, but in some instances losing some
money.

Mr. Speaker, I find it beyond belief that a legislative
committee struck by this Assembly would not know who
is investing our funds. No business operation, no corpo-
ration, nobody in their right mind can accept that.
Nobody can accept that. Public business must be done in
public. The funds that we spend and expend are held in
trust. It is our responsibility to spend them responsibly,
prudently, and above any suspicion.

Mr. Speaker, this is a sad day in the history of the
Legislature in this province. I would like to move an
amendment or subamendment to the amendment. The
amendment to Section 16 strikes out the words "in an
effort to speed the business of the Assembly" ... Mr.
Speaker, I've used all my time. Do I have time to speak
on the ...

MR. SPEAKER: As the hon. member knows, Standing
Orders provides that a member moving an amendment is
entitled to speak in the same speech to both the amend-
ment and the main motion. That rule is paralleled in
regard to amendments and subamendments. In other
words, a member moving a subamendment has the right
to speak in the same speech to both the subamendment
and the amendment. But just saving a subamendment to
the end of a speech doesn't give you another 30 minutes.

DR. BUCK: That's fine, Mr. Speaker. I'll save it for later
in the morning.

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

MR. R. SPEAKER: In speaking to the subamendment
moved by my colleague, I feel that some relevant remarks
should be made at this time. As I investigate it, the
subamendment says: "in an effort to speed the business of
the Assembly". With regard to our earlier concern with
the amendment I moved in this Legislature, I suppose
there was potentially an argumentative area in the resolu-
tion. That could be one of the reasons removing this
section would improve the amendment I raised in the
Legislature about four hours ago, 8:30. I think it would
improve the resolution, Mr. Speaker. I certainly would
support it on that basis. Removing that section leaves the
former amendment I moved to read as follows:
This Assembly formally expresses its deep regret at
having to employ the above noted time management
mechanisms so that members need not be too incon-
venienced by the exercise of Her Majesty's Loyal
Opposition of their legitimate right to freedom of
speech.
Mr. Speaker, leaving the resolution in that form certainly
says that members on this side of the House have been
very responsible in their actions since the beginning of the
legislative session in October.

Earlier this evening I read into the record a number of
statistics indicating the many Bills passed in this Legisla-
ture. We have had 22 government and non-government
motions discussed, 18 government Bills, and 5 private
Bills. Five government Bills, 11 public Bills, and 26 public

Bills other than government Bills are awaiting second
reading, and there are 21 notices on the Order Paper for
other Bills to come before the Legislature. In terms of a
fall session, 1 think we have done a lot of business. We
have expedited business from this side of the House. We
have not asked the government to hold up any business
that urgently required the attendance of the members of
this Legislature. I think that speaks well for the members
and the process, even though we had concern with regard
to the Heritage Savings Trust Fund, a trust fund of some
$8.5 billion. Mr. Speaker, we can indicate our deep regret
at the government's action to use time management or
closure, as we have indicated. They think that debate in
this House should cease within a short period of time and
that the freedom of speech, the rights of the members,
cannot be protected.

For a moment or two, I'd like to recall the words of the
Premier of this Legislative Assembly when he was Leader
of the Opposition on this side of the Legislature, words
that the Premier set out as his goals and responsibilities
in the years 1968 to 1971. I find some of those quotes
very, very interesting in that the Premier, during that
period of time, supported the fact that we should have
freedom of speech, that the Legislature should take re-
sponsibility. If they were going to be paid more, members
of the Legislature should work harder and spend more
time on their legislative responsibilities.

Some of the things the opposition leader at that time
raised in the Legislature would be of interest to us here
this evening, Mr. Speaker. One of the first things Mr.
Lougheed said at that time with regard to freedom of
speech in the Legislature and the openness of the Legisla-
ture is in the Journal, February 20, 1968, page 25. He
said that he wanted to take the lid off this enormous
bureaucracy in Alberta. One of the ways of doing just
that is to ask questions, review the Heritage Savings
Trust Fund, and have a massive amount of freedom of
speech and the right to ask questions in this Legislature
to put the government to the test in terms of accountabili-
ty. But that was forgotten by the Premier. I guess we
don't want to take the lid off the bureaucracy in this
province anymore.

What else did the Premier say that was very interesting
about the subject of freedom of speech and the openness
of the Legislature? We look at the Journal for March 5,
1968, page 17: a very interesting quote by the Premier of
this province when he was Leader of the Opposition. I
think the quideline he set out in these remarks applies to
the opposition at this point in time. We follow the same
guideline. What was that guideline? He said, we will look
under every rock. How do you like that? I remember
when he said that. Oh man, he strutted around here and
danced and pranced, and goodness — going to look
under every rock. He didn't say anything about the time
management that's in this amendment. In no way did he
talk about time management. When you look under every
rock, it takes a lot of time. The Premier of this province
said that on March 5, 1968. Here we are, a few years
later, this government has already forgotten one of the
basic ground rules. They're bringing in closure because
the opposition, the members on this side of the House,
want to look under that rock sitting on top of the
Heritage Savings Trust Fund. We want to find out what's
going on, where that big basket of money is, and see what
the traders are doing as they carry it around and make
money from one day to another.

Mr. Speaker, you can't manage time when you have
that. You have to have open time, fiee time. You have to
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take a lot of time. As I've learned over the many years
I've been in this Legislature, the democratic process is a
slow and positive process that needs patience, tolerance,
and understanding. It's not a process that requires an
insular attitude or a bit of complacency or — the term
was a sort of arrogant attitude. [interjections] We want to
be careful of that term now, but generally I say that
about the government. Not to point at any one member,
but I think we can characterize the group in those kinds
of terms.

Let's talk about something else he was saying that
relates to how the Premier didn't want time management.
He wanted the people to stick in this Legislature and take
on the responsibility. Here is it, right here. March 4,
1969, this is a speech transcript. At that time we didn't
have a Hansard in this Legislature, but we had a speech
transcript. It's on page 17. I should get into form so I can
do it the same way. I remember that the chair was back
and he was doing a little prancing around. The Premier
said: "Now I think if there is anything that we don't need
in this Legislative forum it is complacency." How do you
like that? He said that back in 1969. Mr. Speaker, here
we have a government that wants to bring on closure and
cut down the debate, a government that doesn't want to
have tolerance, patience, and understanding about the
concerns of Albertans. They want to sit in complacency,
bring in closure, and put in time management. As
members of the opposition, we certainly don't want to
inconvenience any members. They want to stay in a sort
of complacent attitude and do other things. That's all fine
and good.

What else, Mr. Speaker? Here's a great quote I thought
was equally applicable to our circumstances here this
evening. It was in the Journal for February 20, 1968, page
25. The Journal was a great supporter of the Premier in
those days, and I think they follow the same pattern at
the present time. It's very descriptive of what the Leader
of the Opposition at that time was doing: "He wheeled
into his plea that parliamentary democracy be restored in
Alberta." Well, here we are today, eroding the corner-
stones of democracy by bringing in this closure motion,
so that the members of the government can conveniently
do whatever they have to do. The article goes on to say:
"Mr. Lougheed said circumstances in the province over
many years has led to an eroding of the power of the
Legislature." Then he goes on to give the reasons for the
eroding. Well, Mr. Speaker, after 13 years, the very man
who was going to lead this Legislative Assembly into a
solid foundation that would uphold all the democratic
principles is leading this government with a motion of
closure to cut out freedom of speech and bring in time
management:

so that Members need not be too inconvenienced by

the exercise by Her Majesty's Loyal Opposition of

their legitimate right to freedom of speech.
Mr. Speaker, that's basically what's happening here
today. Here the man who was going to give all the
freedoms to Albertans, build the democracy we all could
be proud of, is deteriorating the democracy at present.
That's very unfortunate.

I think the amendment here and the subamendment
introduced by my hon. colleague to take out the section
that says, "in an effort to speed the business of the
Assembly", certainly should be withdrawn. I think that's
a good part to withdraw, because maybe it isn't applica-
ble to the situation in this Legislative Assembly.

Mr. Speaker, maybe the government really doesn't
want to speed the business of the Assembly. Maybe the

speed, whether slow or fast, really isn't relevant, so we
withdraw that part of it. I support that move of my hon.
colleague. It's more important that we bring in this time
management so that the members of this Assembly on the
government side won't be inconvenienced. That's the real
point of it all.

I guess the Premier of this province, who made these
great statements a few years ago to Albertans so he could
get elected, really just said them, and they were nothing
but words. The only way a man proves his worth is to
prove it by his actions. Here in this Legislative Assembly,
the leader of this province is allowing democracy to
erode, the freedom of speech to erode, and complacency
in government to set in. He is not allowing the opposition
— which he said at that time was 'most important — to
look under every rock or to get answers about all ques-
tions. The Premier of this province, guided by the hon.
Minister of Education as one of the greatest executive
assistants of that time to the Leader of the Opposition —
well, he was the only one. He guided the Leader of the
Opposition to being Premier, guided an Albertan to being
Prime Minister of this country.

DR. BUCK: That's power, David.

MR. R. SPEAKER: Mr. Speaker, I'm sure that man
supported that very statement that they will look under
every rock and allow the opposition to do it. We want to
do it today, and they're bringing in closure for the
convenience of the government members.

I think we should remove that part of that amendment
1 presented to the Legislature. I think the speed of the
business, or maybe even the business of the House, is of
no concern to the members on the government side. If
they are concerned about speeding up the business or
doing business, they should talk about it in this Legisla-
ture. But at the present time, we've seen no indication of
that. So we'll withdraw that, take it out, because maybe it
isn't too meaningful in this Legislature as it is.

MR. KING: Mr. Speaker, in spite of the arguments
advanced by my hon. colleague the Leader of the Opposi-
tion, and in the interests of the fullest possible opportuni-
ties for debate, I'd like to advise that the government will
accept the subamendment proposed by the hon. Member
for Clover Bar.

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Agreed.
MR.NOTLEY : I'm delighted to learn this information.
SOME HON. MEMBERS: Question.

MR.NOTLEY: Mind you, I'm sure all members want to
debate the thing fully, and we'll do just exactly that.
[interjections] The hon. Minister of Education got up and
gave us the benefit of what wisdom he has and tells us
he's going to support it. I welcome that. However, that
doesn't alter the fact that other members may wish to
contribute observations to this debate. Of course, I would
welcome government members. As a matter of fact, Mr.
Speaker, now that the hon. Minister of Education has
given the thumbs-up sign, perhaps we may see a little
action from government benches on this matter. Maybe
we'll get some debate from government members, now
that they have been given permission to proceed.

Mr. Speaker, I want to deal with this particular
subamendment, because the subamendment seems to me
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to make the observation very clearly ... [interjections] |
beg your pardon? I'm for it. Yes, we're all for it. [inter-
jections] Don't worry. We have lots of time. No one is in
a rush. I have all evening, morning, and however long the
government members want to sit here. Don't worry about
it, friends. Just sit and bask in the information you're
about to receive.

I say to the hon. members opposite that one of the
reasons | support this particular subamendment — 1 just
want to read it very carefully — to delete "to employ the
above noted time management mechanisms", then "in an
effort to speed [up] the business of the Assembly", is that
I think when one reads the subamendment literally, the
point is made that the business of the House has been
carried on expeditiously. That is an important point to
make, Mr. Speaker, because during the fall session of this
Legislative Assembly, we have certain obligations. One of
those obligations is to deal extensively with the Heritage
Savings Trust Fund in terms of both the capital estimates
and the appropriation Act.

The Leader of the Opposition made observations with
respect to the hon. Premier who, when Leader of the
Opposition, was looking under rocks for information. I'd
like to quote the hon. Premier, too. Perhaps this is his
day. On April 23, 1976, the hon. Premier had quite a bit
to say about the Heritage Savings Trust Fund, Mr.
Speaker. One of the things the hon. Premier said to this
Assembly on that important occasion was transmitted far
and wide to all the people of the province. Of course,
when the time came to ride in on the hon. Premier's
coat tail in 1979, our eager friends across the way were
quick to tell Albertans what the hon. Premier said. One
of the observations he made was to deal at some length
with our legislative responsibilities in terms of handling
this Heritage Savings Trust Fund. For example, on page
832 of Hansard, the Premier points out: "Mr. Speaker,
the major change I set forth in Bill 35, as compared to
Bill 74 ...." Hon. members may recall that a Bill
introduced in the fall of 1975 really was a sham. There
was absolutely no legislative control at all. So there were
certain changes between the Bill 74 the Premier refers to
and Bill 35.

MR. SPEAKER: Is the hon. member seriously saying
that the Bill passed through the Assembly was a sham?

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, with great respect to you,
no that's certainly not true. I suggest, with great respect,
that you did not listen quite carefully enough. [interjections]

MR.SPEAKER:Ilistened carefully, but perhaps I didn't
hear.

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, that's true. You didn't
hear. What I said was a Bill was introduced and, as a
matter of fact, that Bill was not passed. That's precisely
what I said. If you'll just permit me to quote directly from
the Premier, Mr. Speaker. I'm sure you would not want
me to misquote the Premier, so I will quote him directly.

MR. SPEAKER: Might I say that I would be equally
distressed if somebody misquoted the hon. Member for
Spirit River-Fairview.

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, I'm sure that would be
true.

... the major change I set forth in Bill 35, as

compared to Bill 74 that was presented in the fall

session of the House ...
Mr. Speaker, that was a Bill that I maintain was in fact a
sham when it came to the legislative control, but it was
not passed by this House. It was presented to the House,
it was held over, then we had Bill 35. Now this is the Bill
the Premier is referring to. It was presented in the fall
session of the House, and it:

... was to establish a special act of this Legislature

each year to authorize in advance 30 per cent of the

non-renewable resource revenue. So if this legislation

is passed in Bill 35, from then on no additional

money will move into the fund without the special

act of this Legislative Assembly.

If the Legislature is not satisfied with the invest-

ment committee's management of the fund, it can

refuse to authorize passage of that special act. With-

out the slightest doubt in my mind. Mr. Speaker, or

in the minds ...

MR. SPEAKER: I very much regret interrupting the
hon. member again, but as I mentioned a couple of hours
ago, the purpose of an amendment is ordinarily to
narrow the area of debate. As hon. members know,
Standing Orders provide that relevance in a debate on an
amendment must be stricter than the debate on the
motion. Of course, once you get into a subamendment,
which we are into now, the strictness of relevance be-
comes even greater for the simple reason that the sub-
amendment — and it's very evident from this one —
restricts even further the topic under debate.

Now, as I understand it, the narrow point we're on at
the moment is whether or not these words in this
subamendment should be expunged from the amend-
ment. Frankly, I have some difficulty in connecting what
the hon. member is saying — and that difficulty has been
increasing, and perhaps he can get me out of it somehow
— with the desirability or lack of desirability of removing
from the amendment the words "in an effort to speed the
business of the Assembly". I really haven't heard very
much about the speed of the business of the Assembly in
the last while.

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, I was coming to that very
point. Have patience. .1 just want to complete this quote,
because I'm sure we wouldn't want to misquote the
Premier.

Without the slightest doubt in my mind, Mr. Speak-

er, or in the minds of objective thinkers in this

province, the Legislature controls the tap. It turns it

on or turns it off. The Legislature clearly controls the

purse strings of this fund.

Mr. Speaker, directly relating that to the amendment,
what we have to address in the amendment is whether or
not there needs to be any alteration whatsoever with
respect to the speed of business of this Assembly. Any-
thing that relates to that matter during the fall session is
strictly relevant, in the narrowest sense, to the discussion
of the amendment. I submit to members of the Assembly
that during the fall sittings of the Legislature, the discus-
sion that has occurred on both Bill 69 and the estimates
of the capital works division of the Heritage Savings
Trust Fund was appropriate. Because the time was ap-
propriate, there is no need to have this particular provi-
sion in the resolution. Therefore, I support the
amendment.

Mr. Speaker, let me just explain to members of the
House — and to you, sir, because I'm sure you would
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want the edification — why I believe that the time taken
this fall was reasonable, adequate, and not unreasonable.
In addressing that question, I think one has to look at
the importance of the task one has to address as members
of this Assembly. The importance, as I think the hon.
Premier noted quite properly in 1976, is that we turn the
tap on, we turn the tap off. It is the decision of this
Legislature whether or not an appropriation Bill is passed
to authorize 30 per cent, in this case something over $2
billion. Before we can make that decision, Mr. Speaker,
we must be satisfied, as the Premier pointed out ...

MR. SPEAKER: With great respect to the hon. member,
he is now lapsing back off the point. He got back onto
the point. I really must say that these remarks are not
relevant to this narrow question as to whether or not the
amendment should contain these nine or 10 words that
are to be taken out. That is what's before the Assembly,
whether or not these words should remain in the amend-
ment or should be taken out. Now, perhaps we could get
to the point.

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, the very point is . . .

MRS. CRIPPS: On a point of order. With all due re-
spect, I don't believe the Premier was speaking on this
subamendment.

MR. NOTLEY: With great respect to the hon. Member
for Drayton Valley, I will send her the Hansard. As a
schoolmarm, I certainly wouldn't want her to be as
unaware of what has gone on in this Legislaturé as she
seems to be. [interjections]

MR. SPEAKER: I don't think there's any call for refer-
ring to anybody as a schoolmarm in the Assembly.

MR. NOTLEY: I beg your pardon?

MR. SPEAKER: I don't think there's any call for refer-
ring to any one of either sex in this Assembly as being a
schoolmarm.

MR.NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, I would certainly not want
to offend the hon. member. I certainly wouldn't think of
doing that.

Mr. Speaker, let me go on to deal with the particular
amendment. I want to deal with this directly because,
with great respect, the time frame we have before us is
very relevant to whether or not we can do our job
properly. The point I was attempting to make is that we
in fact were doing our job as members of this Assembly
in assessing the estimates and in considering the appro-
priation Bill, and that there was in fact no need to have
any amendment "in an effort to speed the business of the
Assembly". Why? Because the business of the Assembly
was proceeding at a satisfactory pace. Why was it pro-
ceeding at a satisfactory pace? Because there were certain
clear obligations that we had to undertake.

Mr. Speaker, one of those obligations is the considera-
tion of the appropriation of 30 per cent. That's not an
appropriation that just come in here and pass willy-nilly.
That's an appropriation that is the heart of the Heritage
Savings Trust Fund and requires a good deal of consider-
ation, not the kind of consideration where we come in
here one day and pass it the next. So there's no doubt at
all in my mind that the "in an effort to speed the business
of the Assembly" is not necessary. It implies that the

House was not carrying out its work expeditiously. In
fact, it's my submission that quite the contrary, it was
carrying out its work in an expeditious fashion. That
includes not just the appropriation Bill that I referred to
but also covers the question of the estimates.

I know one could say, as did the hon. Government
House Leader, that in the House of Commons. 1 believe
he mentioned the figure 23 days; in the House of
Commons in Great Britain, 29 days. But that is irrele-
vant, because those are agreed to times as a consequence
of discussion among the parties. The issue here is: what is
judicious time in this Legislative Assembly to deal with
the estimates? I would say that the discussion that took
place this fall was reasonable, that we were obtaining
information that was useful to all members of the House
and to the people of Alberta. So there's absolutely no
need to alter or, in fact, qualify this amendment by
having the phrase "in an effort to speed the business of
the Assembly".

[ just want to make one further observation on the
subamendment before the House. The implication is that
we must now speed things up a bit. The hon. Leader of
the Opposition talks about the time management and that
somehow if we have these five additional days that's
going to be fair and reasonable. No, Mr. Speaker, it isn't.
It's not going to be fair and reasonable to meet the
criteria the hon. Premier set out; that government mem-
bers campaigned on; and that became the centrepiece, if
you like, of the Conservative platform in the last election
campaign: that we had a Heritage Savings Trust Fund
here, and there was legislative accountability, most of it
— 88 per cent — after the fact, but on the 12 per cent
before where we have an opportunity to consider on a
prior basis the investment of money. I say to you, Mr.
Speaker, and to members of the House, that before you
can pass the kind of closure motion we have before the
House, and before members can vote down either the
subamendment or, after the subamendment, the amend-
ment itself, they have to be able to demonstrate why the
business of the Assembly should in fact be speeded up.

Mr. Speaker, I welcome the fact — perhaps it's because
it's I o'clock in the morning — that we have the concur-
rence of the Minister of Education on this matter. Now
that the government has indicated they're going to sup-
port this subamendment, which I think has a good deal of
merit. It clears up the resolution, no question about that;
simplifies the resolution so it's more easily understood by
people in the province. Now that we have the commit-
ment to support the subamendment, I hope that when it's
passed we will have government members joyously rising
to support the amendment. It seems to me that that
would open a new sense of fraternity in the House and do
more than almost anything else to restore public confi-
dence in this government's commitment to open govern-
ment although, frankly, that's going to take a lot of
doing, considering the way they're trampling over free
speech and the rights of Albertans on this entire issue.

I welcome the observations and commitment of the
Minister of Education on this matter and look forward to
a similar change of heart in terms of the amendment
itself. If we can do that, perhaps we'll be on our way and
have a successful conclusion to an excellent early-
morning debate.

MR. COOK: Mr. Speaker, I'd like to make a couple of
quick points and, as well, refer to Beauchesne. On the
first page, it talks about the principles of parliamentary
procedure and law. It states that the principles that are
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the foundation of our parliamentary procedure are to
protect the minority and restrain the majority. And we
have that, Mr. Speaker. But it's also "to secure the
transaction of public business in an orderly" way. I think
that is what the government is attempting to do: provide
that the public's business will be done in an orderly
manner. We have provided ample opportunity for the
minority in this Assembly to express themselves. Frankly,
at this point, I think that hon. members in the opposition
are trying to provide a form of entertainment for the
gallery. I am somewhat . . .

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. I realize that on and off
since yesterday, remarks have been made on both sides of
the House, I think, with regard to the motives of other
members, their characters, their courage or lack of it, and
a few other things like that. With great respect, I repeat
what I said yesterday: that's really not relevant. Members
are assessed by their constituents, they're sent here by
their constituents, and there's no need for them to be
assessed further in this Assembly. We're here to assess
ideas, plans, proposals, motions, amendments, subamen-
dments, and that sort of thing. So again, may I respectful-
ly ask that the debate relate to the topic and not to the
personalities of the members.

MR. COOK: Mr. Speaker, I certainly wouldn't want to
suggest that the hon. members are playing to the gallery.
But I would like to suggest that the motion in front of us
is really somewhat irrelevant to the question at hand. As
hon. members in the opposition have pointed out, the
business in the Assembly has largely been conducted, save
for the appropriation Bill . . .

MR. SPEAKER: The member said "motion". Is he refer-
ring to the motion or the subamendment?

MR. COOK: The subamendment, Mr. Speaker. The
question before the House right now.

For that, we have had another demonstration of an
attempt to simply run out the clock. I suppose that's a
legitimate tactic, but it doesn't reflect on the subamend-
ment. We're willing to stay here until 2, 3, or 4 o'clock. It
doesn't matter. I'm sure hon. members on both sides are
committed to the concept that we should be giving a full
airing of this matter, the estimates before the House, the
appropriations Bill. The motion before us provides for
more than ample time for debate on both the motion the
‘hon. Government House Leader has proposed and the
appropriations. Since the business of the Assembly has
largely been concluded except for those two points, and
since this subamendment proposes to take that reference
out, I think we should simply proceed with the debate
and the question and get on with the business of the
House. Question.

MR. SINDLINGER: Mr. Speaker, may | address that
point of order, please.

MR. SPEAKER: I didn't regard that as a point of order.
With respect to the hon. Member for Calgary Buffalo. I
thought it was just a debate on the subamendment. I'm
not aware that any point of order was raised.

MR. R. SPEAKER: Nobody is too sure what he said.

MR.SINDLINGER: I thought he had risen on a point of
order, Mr. Speaker. [interjections]

MR. SPEAKER: Everything in Beauchesne doesn't relate
to points of order.

MR.SINDLINGER: Ifyoudon't mind then. Mr. Speak-
er, I'll save this until the next time that member rises and
do it then.

MR. YOUNG: Mr. Speaker, I'm delighted to be able to
join in this leisurely debate on the subamendment which
obviously has the total approbation and support of all
members of the Assembly, or appears to have. So I think
it's fitting that we should take our time with such a
subamendment and consider exactly what the matter be-
fore the House is. I think my hon. colleague and 1 have
struck on the same refreshing excerpt in the introduction
to Beauchesne. Since he did not complete the whole
portion of it, perhaps I may do that:

To protect a minority and restrain the improvidence

of tyranny of a majority; to secure the transaction of

public business in an orderly manner: to enable every

Member to express his opinions within limits neces-

sary to preserve decorum and prevent an unnecessary

waste of time;
And as an aside, I might say that that perhaps ought to
have a special meaning for us this evening — or this
morning, at this hour.

to give abundant opportunity for the consideration

of every measure, and to prevent any legislative ac-

tion being taken upon sudden impulse.
As 1 understand it, that it a quick synopsis of the
summary of principles of parliamentary law.

To the question of "in an effort to speed the business of
the Assembly" and whether it's significant to the sub-
amendment, I'd simply make these points. Under our
existing rules, it is possible to have a tyranny of one if
we're going to talk about tyranny in terms of the business
of the House. A1l members well know that in the stage of
committee study, as we now proceed, it is virtually a
requirement that there be a consensus of satisfaction on
any point. Under our rules, that's the way the situation
stands. A member can rise in his place and ask questions
without end, really without end. I think we have to ask
ourselves, can that system be abused? Does it lead to the
conduct of public business as it should be conducted? We
can have different points of view about that. But the fact
of the matter is that in all other assemblies in Canada,
apparently, where it has been identified that an individual
MLA can interfere in this manner, certain additional
rules have been put in place to protect the public interest..
I see that to protect the public interest and to carry
through the work expeditiously. That is in fact the main
motion before us, and I think it's irrelevant whether we
do or do not have this subamendment.

The fact of the matter is that I believe the time spent by
this Legislature this year on the estimates before us
exceed or will shortly exceed four times that which
normally has been required by this same Legislature,
-approximating the full amount of time the Parliament of
Canada spends on a much larger expenditure. 1 draw that
to the hon. member's attention and to any others' atten-
tion. So we're not talking about whether hon. members
have the ability to have freedom of speech.

Every member in this Assembly well knows that on
Thursday and Tuesday afternoon there is an opportunity
to bring a motion before the House if the hon. member so
wishes. There is an opportunity in question period to ask
questions. We're not talking about freedom of speech in
any respect, in any way at all. If we're on point, we're
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talking about a system which gets the work of the Legis-
lature completed in an orderly way. I think time schedul-
ing is a perfectly appropriate ... [interjections] I'm cal-
ling it time scheduling because that's really what it is. The
hon. members have spoken on a number of matters, even
once in while referring to a big majority and a small
minority.

MR. SPEAKER: I don't know whether this will distress
anyone, but [ feel slightly offended about being left out of
all this. I'm wondering if I should take my position at the
table there, so that I may chair these exchanges going
back and forth. Possibly we could get back to orderly
debate.

MR. YOUNG: Mr. Speaker, the point I wanted to make
in concluding is simply that we have to have some regard
to the business of the Assembly and the appropriate
scheduling of the business of the Assembly. That's why
we're sitting here this early morning. We're not talking
about the right of free speech. We have lots of that, and
we've heard lots of that.

We're not talking about protection of the democratic
system in the sense the hon. Member for Clover Bar used
the expression earlier this evening, because we will, not
have a democratic system unless we have some fair rules
that allow us to schedule the business of the democracy.
As I've already pointed out, compared to all other legisla-
tures, the Mother of Parliaments, and the Parliament of
Canada, there is a gap in the rules of this Assembly which
the hon. members well know, which allows the democrat-
ic system to get side-tracked and, if it were permitted to
go on, to be destroyed. The business of the democracy
simply could not get done, nor the citizens in the demo-
cracy. That's the point, Mr. Speaker. 1 appreciate this
opportunity to address it.

MR. KNAAK: Mr. Speaker, I would like to make a few
comments on this subamendment as well. I think it would
be instructive to relate to the beginning of the fall session,
when the opposition quite boldly stated that they would
commence a filibuster on the Heritage Savings Trust
Fund. Part way through, several weeks ago, the statement
was made that if they received certain documentation
which the government felt was against an Act of the
Legislature to produce, they would cease their filibuster. I
would just like to read the definition of a filibuster:
obstruction, in Legislative Assembly, especially by pro-
longed speaking. The filibuster is intended and known to
be an obstruction to the normal legislative process.

The point 1 wish to make with respect to the subamen-
dment where we relate to an effort to speed up the
business of the Assembly is that the opposition quite
clearly stated that if certain documentation was for-
warded, which the government felt it could not forward
under the laws of the province, they would get on with
the business. Tonight we hear that all of a sudden they
have some more rocks to look under. What happened to
the process between when the statement was made that
they would cease their filibuster, their obstruction, if the
documents were forwarded, and tonight?

We're hearing a lot about freedom of speech. What
does freedom of speech mean? Does it mean that a group
of people can stand in the middle of Jasper Avenue,
obstruct traffic, and just talk? Does it mean that we can
talk about anything you want when we're addressing a
point? Does it mean that the elected government of this
province can be frustrated indefinitely from carrying on

the functions of government? Of course it doesn't. There's
always a balance. Freedom of speech doesn't mean you
can speak whenever you want, about any subject you
want, any place you want. That's the position the opposi-
tion has taken in this House. There's a-balance between
freedom of speech and responsibility in this House. We've
all been elected to represent our constituents and to make
our points of view known.

MR.NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, on a point of order. We're
talking about a subamendment here. A general philosoph-
ical discourse on freedom of speech is very interesting,
but it must be related to "in an effort to speéd the
business of the Assembly". [interjections]

MR. SPEAKER: Quite candidly, I find the point of
order raised by the hon. Member for Spirit River-
Fairview to be just exactly right. We're talking about
whether to take out the words "in an effort to speed the
business of the Assembly". Although I realize the hon.
minister got into the area of free speech once in a while, |
was listening fairly closely. He just got a little bit off the
point, then came back to it. It seems to me that we're
making a wider excursion away from the point now.
Perhaps we could get back to it.

MR. KNAAK: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Talk about cal-
ling the kettle black.

The point I was trying to make — and I was directly on
point, Mr. Speaker. I too would ask for a little bit of
patience to bring the argument back around. If we permit
the argument of freedom of speech to be unconfined to
the rules of this House, there's no way the government
can legitimately do its business. When we talk about "in
an effort to speed up the business of the Assembly", I for
one feel that the general approach taken by the opposi-
tion, by their own admission a filibuster, an obstruction,
was really intended [interjection] to force us into the
position of forcing . . .

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. Will the hon. member
resume his seat for a moment until we hear about the
point of order.

MR. R. SPEAKER: My point of order, Mr. Speaker,
refers to page 112 of the rules of debate, Chapter 7 of
Beauchesne, the fifth edition. On page 112, the word "fi-
libuster" is a word that is not accepted as parliamentary.
You will note there the word "FILIBUSTER", Debates,
January 18, 1958, page 3364. The reference is made and
makes it unacceptable. I'd like the hon. Speaker to call
that to the attention of the hon. member.

MR. KING: I would invite the hon. Leader of the
Opposition to consider which list he is reading. If he
looks at 110, he will find that since 1958, it has been ruled
parliamentary to use the following expressions — and
there follows the word "filibuster". He's had this problem
from time to time.

MR. SPEAKER: There's an additional difficulty. If an
hon. member says, "I am filibustering", and some other
hon. member agrees with him and uses the same word, [
think we have a little difficulty having a complaint raised
on it.

MR. KNAAK: Mr. Speaker, I see that the Leader of the
Opposition, having started his filibuster, is now trying to
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say that his freedom of speech is being impeded. What's
being impeded is his obstruction.
Thank you.

MR. MANDEVILLE: Mr. Speaker, if I could just make
a few comments on this amendment. What has attracted
me on the amendment are the words "speed the business
of the Assembly". That has attracted me.

Mr. Speaker, in the fall session I certainly have had a
concern with the operations of the House and the way the
House has been performing, and, as a result, not being
able to get this information. I know that all members of
this Legislature consider themselves as directors of a big
business; that is, government. I'm one who is going to
continue to, to consider myself as a director of the
business in this province. As far as expediting the busi-
ness in this House, I've always preached it in my constitu-
ency, and I still want to preach it in the House. I do when
I go home to my constituency. On many occasions I have
said that the government is doing a good job in many
areas. | mean that, and they have done.

But I still have to say, as I've been going home the last
few weeks and taking some polls, I have some concern in
my constituency about speeding up the work in this
House, but also getting some information so we can
speed up the information in the House. As I've said, I've
tried not to play politics in my constituency. Maybe
sometimes 1 do, Mr. Speaker, when we have a campaign
or something like that. I might say, what do you gentle-
men think? Should we send money to the other provinces,
or should we spend it on twinning Highway 1? I make
some little comments like that sometimes.

DR. BUCK: You've got a mile of road in 12 years, Fred.
What are you complaining about?

MR. MANDEVILLE: Those are some of the areas where
I do play some politics, and that's in the campaign. But in
the 14 years I've been a member of this Legislature, I've
tried to be responsible, Mr. Speaker. I've tried to keep my
comments down, but I like to express the views of my
constituents. And that's what I have to say right at the
present time: the views of my constituents.

I took a poll when I was home on the weekend and, as
I said, they were concerned about the procedure of the
House at the fall session. They were also concerned
mostly about the loss of the $60 million. That was the
concern I had. Many people I talked to were very con-
cermned as far as the closure is concerned. When I was
home on the weekend, very few people knew about the
closure. But everyone I talked to knew about the $60
million.

I have to say, Mr. Speaker, it's regrettable that we got
involved in this. So we've held up the procedure of the
House as long as we have in the fall session, because
we're losing more money on top of the $60 million as a
result of holding up the House. I have to agree that when
one loses money on the stock market, you don't go
around bragging about it. I know I lose money on the
stock market, and I don't tell anybody about my losses. |
brag about my wins. We have one particular cattle
company, and we play the cattle commodity market on
them. Three of us are partners in the cattle commodity
market and I run the commodity market on that. I had
some pretty severe losses, but I have to tell all my
partners about it. I have to tell each partner how much I
lost, how 1 was playing the market — playing it up,
playing it down, or whatever. I had to give them all the
information as partners. I think that's what we want in

the Legislature and what my constituents in Bow Valley
want. They want to know how we lost it. And the main
thing they want to know is: are we going to do it again?

Hopefully, we don't go to spring session and waste time
discussing issues such as this. I hope we won't be involved
in an issue such as playing the stock market. It's a
dangerous area to get involved in as far as governments
are concerned. When I took the poll, most people 1 talked
to said that that isn't the purpose of governments; the
purpose of governments is to provide roads, education,
health, and not to get involved in the stock market.

Mr. Speaker, I just wanted to make a few remarks. I
thought this was an opportune time. I enjoyed that
"speed" in this amendment, and I wanted to give you the
reasons I'm opposing this motion.

Thank you.

MR. SINDLINGER: Mr. Speaker, I'd like to make a few
very brief comments about this subamendment. I'll divide
those brief comments into three categories. The first deals
with comments made by the Minister of Labour and the
Member for Edmonton Glengarry, both of whom re-
ferred to Beauchesne's Parliamentary Rules and Forms,
fifth edition. They began by referring to the principles of
parliamentary law. I felt they went over it quite quickly,
and there's just one line I would like to refer to. When it
talks about the principles of English parliamentary law;
that is: "to protect the minority and restrain the improvi-
dence or tyranny of the majority".

It seems to me they went over that quite quickly, and 1
wonder if one could make a case for either one or the
other; that is, to protect the minority or to restrain the
improvidence or tyranny of the majority. Standing here,
it's certainly not difficult to determine which is the ma-
jority and which is the minority.

One of the bases of our democracy is that majority
rules but with appropriate respect for the minority. In
this case, we have before us the ultimate weapon of
parliamentary debate; that is, closure. I think the Minis-
ter of Labour tried to make the case for closure when he
made his comments. However, I would submit that we
haven't had adequate time to review the Heritage Savings
Trust Fund. We have not yet had the Provincial Treasur-
er come before us and defend his proposals. We have not
yet had the chairman of the investment committee of the
heritage fund, the Premier, come before us and be ac-
countable for those things which have gone on with the
heritage fund, specifically the $60 million loss.

One might say that closure doesn't protect the minori-
ty. Closure may be categorized as improvidence or tyran-
ny of the majority, and that's where I might put that. I
might also say, with regard to what's happening tonight,
where we have the majority working in shifts in an effort
to wear down the minority, it ...

MR. SPEAKER: Order, please. I wonder if the hon.
member would like to follow the example of the two
preceding speakers and assist the Chair by occasionally
relating his remarks to this subamendment.

MR. SINDLINGER: Yes, Mr. Speaker. I suppose the
improvidence or tyranny of a majority might in fact speed
up the business of the Assembly, but I don't really believe
that is respect for the minority.

Having just addressed that, I'll put this down. I might
make one other comment about the references by the
Minister of Labour with regard to gaps in legislation in
this province. | submit there is one major gap; that is,
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freedom of information, the right of access to informa-
tion. If the heritage fund committee had the right of
access, if it had more information about the management
of the Heritage Savings Trust Fund, we would not be
here today. The reason we are here today, among others,
is simply that through accident the Heritage Savings
Trust Fund watchdog committee found out that it is not
getting all the information on the Heritage Savings Trust
Fund, Mr. Speaker. The management letter I just referred
to was tabled in the Legislative Assembly. I just wanted
to make those two comments about that.

The second comment is in regard to the original de-
bates on the Heritage Savings Trust Fund. I think we can
learn a lot by going back to those when we talk about this
amendment to speed the business of the Assembly. That
question was brought up in original debates, more or less,
on April 23 and 26, 1976, when there were the original
debates on the Heritage Savings Trust Fund. One of the
members at the time said there was a real concern in the
minds of Albertans that the Legislative Assembly would
become nothing more than a rubber stamp for the Herit-
age Savings Trust Fund, that things would be railroaded
through here so quickly that there wouldn't be adequate
review of what had happened to the fund and what was
going to happen to it. The term "rubber stamping" was
used. That's what we're talking about today.

The member went on to talk about the difficulty that
posed when we had such a unique problem with the
heritage fund. The member noted that a surplus of this
sort was extraordinary in western democracy and that
governments weren't really set up to handle these kinds of
things. Governments were set up to provide those services
that the citizens demanded, and then collect sufficient
revenues to ensure that those demands for services were
met. Governments weren't set up to tax away revenues SO
there would be a surplus. The structure for something like
that isn't there. The structure there is. simply to meet
demands for services. So what would happen when the
government accumulated these surpluses was that there
would not be a structure in place to adequately handle
those things.

MR. SPEAKER: Could the hon. member assist me in
saying how that relates to speeding the business of the
Assembly and whether or not those words should be
removed?

MR. SINDLINGER: Yes I can, Mr. Speaker. I am going
to come back to it, I hope not in a circumlocutory . ..

MR.SPEAKER: Soon?

MR. SINDLINGER: Fairly soon, I hope. The point is
that with the rubber stamping and these unique circum-
stances, there would be a problem with the way we were
handling the fund. He went on to say that this was the
first time anything like this had happened in the British
Commonwealth.

All these concerns raised by this member were consoli-
dated into one summary statement, that there would be a
problem if these things were rubber-stamped and rail-
roaded through the Legislative Assembly; that is, speed-
ing up the business of the Assembly just for expediency.
That concern was addressed at that time by the Premier,
and in most instances quite thoroughly. The Premier
indicated that we would not have to be worried about this
thing rubber-stamped and speeded through the Legisla-
tive Assembly, because there were legislative controls and

checks. He pointed out a couple of them. The first one I
quote from Alberta Hansard, April 23, 1976, page 832.
The Premier said:
The first is the act each year with regard to the
capital projects division that I've already mentioned.
That's all he addressed in that particular case. That is this
one here, the 1982-83 estimates of proposed investments.
The Premier said we would not have to worry about the
heritage fund being speeded through the Legislative As-
sembly, because each year we could come here and ad-
dress the capital project estimates. But here we find that
we don't have to worry about speeding them through the
Legislative Assembly. We just have to blink and we have
closure and don't even know where it has gone; it has
gone already. So the very first instance where the Premier
says there will be legislative control on rubber-stamping
expenditures of the heritage fund is meaningless, because
we're about to invoke closure on those estimates.
Mr. Speaker, the other way the Premier indicated we
could have legislative control of the Heritage Savings
Trust Fund was through the introduction of a special Bill.
Again, I quote:
... a special act of this Legislature each year to
authorize in advance 30 per cent of the non-
renewable resource revenue.

Mr. Speaker, that special Act is the subject of closure.

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. I must respectfully say to
the hon. member that he is not being relevant to the
subamendment. I have great difficulty in finding any
substance in his remarks which relates to whether or not
these words should be taken out of the amendment. I
assume that some debate I might hear on this topic might
say that these words are good to leave in the amendment
for this reason, or they should be taken out for that
reason. But I'm not hearing that kind of thing.. It seems to
me the rules of relevance apply regardless of the hour of
the day or night.

MR. SINDLINGER: I agree, Mr. Speaker. We should
make every effort to ensure we are being relevant in this
material as- well. I could preface everything I'm saying by
saying that in an effort to speed the business of the
Assembly, we should or should not have these things
here. To get back to your point, I support the subamen-
dment. We should delete those words, "in an effort to
speed the business of the Assembly". 1 don't believe that
the Alberta Heritage Savings Trust Fund should be
speeded through the Legislative Assembly. That was the
concern of the member in the first instance. He didn't feel
that these things should be speeded through the Legisla-
tive Assembly. They should not be rubber-stamped. In
response to that, the Premier said don't worry folks, we
won't do that for two reasons: one, you can come in here
and debate these capital estimates every year; and two,
you can debate Bill 69, or the appropriation of 30 per
cent every year. Well, we've had a shot at this; I have to
admit that. But we haven't got anywhere even close to
talking about Bill 69. That has to be the whole essence of
the Heritage Savings Trust Fund, for two reasons. First
of all, that's where all the money comes into the Heritage
Savings Trust Fund. Secondly, that is the revenue for all
these projects undertaken here. That's a very vast area,
and I think it warrants scrutiny by the Legislative Assem-
bly. So I have to wonder about those two things.

The conclusion by the member was simply that that
wasn't good enough. Those weren't the Premier's words. I
know the Premier uses those words quite often, that that
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wasn't good enough. The member said that that was not
good enough. I think the years have proven him to be
correct.

MR. SPEAKER: Does this relate to whether or not these
words should stay in this motion? I'm sorry. When hon.
members propose a subamendment, they give me a one-
track mind.

MR. SINDLINGER: I can understand that, Mr. Speak-
er. I think they do relate, otherwise 1 wouldn't be wasting
your time bringing them up right now. [interjections]

Let me put it this way and simply conclude on that
point, which was the second of my three. The member
who said that that wasn't good enough also said ...

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. Please let's get to the
subamendment if the hon. member wishes to continue
speaking. If he wants to discuss the main amendment or
the main motion, I'm sure there will be ample time for
that between now and half past 2 tomorrow — or today.

MR. SINDLINGER: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I'll see if
I can't get back on the topic. I actually thought I was. I
was talking about speeding things through the Assembly.
One is talking about rubber-stamping, the other says we
won't rubber-stamp.

MR. SPEAKER: The speeding per se isn't to the point.
The question is whether the reference to it should stay in
the amendment. That is the point it is my responsibility
to see discussed until we get to a vote.

MR. SINDLINGER: Mr. Speaker, if I can refer directly
to the subamendment, it talks about speeding the busi-
ness of the Legislative Assembly. I'm trying to say that |
don't think it's a good idea to speed the business of the
Legislative Assembly just for political expediency, or any
other particular reason. There has to be a specific reason.
If you speed the business of the Legislative Assembly,
we're going to have a situation where we can apply that
old adage that haste makes waste. This might be a very
good example of that. There are ample precedents for
things like that as well. The Alberta waterways railroad
development in this province, when the Alberta govern-
ment ...

MR. KNAAK: This is not relevant to the point. I've been
called on a point of order on the same kind of discretion.
In talking about railways, he is not on the point of the
discussion.

MR. SPEAKER: With great respect to the hon. member,
it seemed to me we were getting relevant. [laughter] The
hon. member said he didn't want these words in the
amendment because he didn't believe in speeding the
business of the Assembly. He is saying that speeding the
business of the Assembly is not a good idea, and he is
giving an example of it. I can't quarrel with that, and
don't even want to.

MR. SINDLINGER: Mr. Speaker, if [ might capsulize
for the Member for Edmonton Whitemud so we might all
get back on the point of order, I was saying that I don't
believe this subamendment, speeding the business of the
Legislative Assembly, should be in there because it leads
to situations that might be categorized as haste makes
waste. I used an example that occurred in.the Alberta

Legislature in the early years of railway development,
when all governments felt that the best thing they could
do for economic development was to construct a railroad.
Railroads were built all across this country by any
number of different companies and different govern-
ments. In this case, it was the -Alberta waterways railroad.
There wasn't ample time for debate and scrutiny. If more
time had been taken, even just to let some time elapse,
new information would have come forward that would
have slowed down that decision and saved a lot of money
for the provincial government of the time. As it turned
out, however, at that time there was something called
"time management" — even in those days, 1909. They
stopped the debate in a different way but not too dissimi-
lar to what is happening today. If the government had
allowed further scrutiny to go on, they probably could
have benefited from that and saved themselves a great
deal of money and effort in the future.

This subamendment strikes out the words "in an effort
to speed the business of the Assembly." I have looked at
that in regard to the amendment and wondered why those
words were in there when we first looked at it. I don't
think there is any need to speed the business of the
Assembly. I think it would be prudent to take all the time
and caution that is required to deal adequately with any
subject that comes before the Assembly. The government
shouldn't be in any rush to go anyplace. What we found
in regard to the $60 million is another example where
haste makes waste.

There was no need to incur that $60 million loss,
notwithstanding what people say, that all the dealers in
bonds throughout North America were taking a beating
because interest rates were rising. That's true. Bond val-
ues dropped as interest rates rose. However, there was no
need for this government to sell those bonds which re-
sulted in a $60 million loss. They were all short-term
securities that came due within 120 days on the average,
according to the annual report. There is no reason the
government could not have hung on to those bonds for a
few more days so that when they matured, they would
have got the full value of the bonds, plus the interest rate.
The problem was that the government, in its haste, in its
attempt to speed things up, did not do the proper cash
flow forecasting. They found themselves in difficulty
when they started transferring funds, especially for large
projects. like the municipal debt reduction plan. They
found they were cash short. Without sitting down to
think about what they were doing, they sold those short-
term bonds and incurred the loss. That was the problem:
too much speed and haste. And there's the waste. I
wonder why the member put that phrase in there in the
first place. I don't think he wants to have the business of
the Assembly speeded through. I don't think he wants it
any more than that member in 1976 who didn't want
things sped through and rubber-stamped.

I support this, and I'm glad to see there is so much
unanimity on this particular project. It was mentioned
earlier that perhaps this is an indication of the co-
operation that is yet to come from the government
members as we further deliberate the Heritage Savings
Trust Fund. Certainly. I look forward to that feeling of
co-operation and cordiality that is associated with it.

MR. SPEAKER: Having heard the motion for amending
the amendment by subamendment, by striking out the
words "in an effort to speed the business of the Assem-
bly", would the members in favor of the subamendment
please say aye.
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[Motion on the subamendment carried]

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

[Mr. Speaker declared the motion on the amendment
lost. Several members rose calling for a division. The
division bell was rung]

[Three minutes having elapsed, the House divided]
For the motion:

Buck Notley
Mandeville Sindlinger

Speaker, R.

Against the motion:

Anderson, C. Cookson LeMessurier
Anderson, D. Cripps Lysons
Appleby Fjordbotten Mack

Batiuk Gogo McCrimmon
Bogle Hiebert Musgreave
Borstad Hyland Pahl
Bradley Johnston Stevens
Carter King Thompson
Chambers Knaak Topolnisky
Chichak Kroeger Webber
Clark Kushner Young
Cook

Totals: Ayes - 5 Noes - 34

MR.NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, I welcome the opportunity
this morning to participate briefly in Motion No. 16 on
the Order Paper. I might say that the only good thing
about the defeat of the amendment is that in a parliamen-
tary way we are now able to call a spade a spade and to
deal with closure as closure. Now that government
members have defeated the amendment, there is now no
longer any reference to time management. All that debate
is by the board. We can now deal with the issue of
closure, pure and simple.

[Mr. Appleby in the Chair]

Mr. Speaker, I want to begin by offering a few obser-
vations on the introductory remarks of the Government
House Leader. The Government House Leader made re-
ference to other legislatures. He made reference to the
government of Manitoba. Let me just say to the hon.
government members of this House that they might well
remember that several years after those changes were
made, the government of Manitoba at the time was de-
feated. And perhaps it should have been if those kind of
changes were made in the rules of the House.

The hon. Government House Leader was somewhat
inaccurate, though, in terms of the Saskatchewan situa-
tion. After listening carefully to his remarks, I contacted
the government of Saskatchewan. There are no limits on
the Saskatchewan estimates debate, as a matter of fact,
nor any limit on the Saskatchewan heritage trust fund
debate. I think that should be made clear for the record.
If closure is introduced under the terms of the Saskatch-
ewan standing rules, it must be done on a clause by clause
basis. Of course, Mr. Speaker, what we see today is the
granddaddy approach to them all. In one whack, we're
going to be ramming through the estimates as well as the
appropriation Bills, as well as Bill 69, all in one nice,
massive closure move, not clause by clause.

Since the hon. Government House Leader spent some
time talking about the political marriage, and I think he
even made some almost indelicate comments about mar-
riage bed, et cetera, I think it might be useful to observe
what did occur in our neighboring province of Saskatch-
ewan in 1976 and 1977, when two members initiated a
filibuster and hon. members in this House were very
enthusiastic about it. I even remember observations of
great enthusiasm made about Mr. Collver, who at that
time was leader of the Conservative party and who was to
be the Premier of Saskatchewan. Of course, Mr. Collver
is no longer the leader of the Conservative party. He is
now the head of the Unionist party. He wants to join
Canada to the United States. The kissing cousins of the
Tories in the Legislature are very intriguing people, talk-
ing about marriage bed or the family relationship. But
what is interesting is that the little Unionist party in
Saskatchewan decided it would undertake a filibuster.
The proceedings of the Saskatchewan Legislature went on
day after day after day, but no closure motion was
introduced. The government just sat it out, as well it
should.

One option this government clearly had was to sit it
out. Another even better option presented was to have
recessed the Legislature for four or five weeks until we
had the report of the Auditor General. Then on the basis
of the Auditor General's report, Mr. Speaker, we might
have been able to assess one of the principal questions
that has been at the centre of this entire issue this fall,
and that is the loss of the $60 million. The government
has commissioned the Auditor General to undertake this
report to determine whether or not there was any collu-
sion or fraud, to determine what happened to the $60
million. It seems to me that if you're going to have a
special report by the Auditor General, the only sensible
thing to do is to recess the Legislature so that the entire
Assembly will have the benefit of the special report in
determining whether or not we should allocate any more
funds to the Heritage Savings Trust Fund.

I refer hon. members of this Assembly to the Premier's
statement of 1976 that both the hon. Member for Calgary
Buffalo and I quoted from, that one of our responsibili-
ties in turning the tap on or turning the tap off is to
satisfy ourselves that the management of the fund is up to
snuff. Mr. Speaker, it's pretty clear that as of this leaked
document from the Auditor General — and isn't it a pity
that we have to get documents in this fashion. The leaked
document says:

There is considerable for scope for collusion between
an investment trader employed by the Treasury De-
partment and someone in one of the brokerage
houses, which could result in fraud.
You then look at the Premier's 1976 statement, and one
of our responsibilities is to satisfy ourselves that the fund
is being properly managed.

How hon. members of the Legislature can vote in favor
of a closure motion when we still aren't satisfied that this
matter has been dealt with The hon. Provincial
Treasurer has said that everything is fine, we've fixed it
up; we're not going to tell you how we fixed it up, just
trust us, have confidence in us; we'll look after it, don't
worry about it; go back to your constituencies; everything
is going to be hunky-dory. Mr. Speaker, that's not what
the Auditor General said in this memo, not a memo
which was presented to the select committee on the herit-
age trust fund, not a memo which the Provincial Treasur-
er brought before the Assembly in a forward way, but a
memo that was somehow leaked to one of the members
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of the opposition.

Mr. Speaker, it is really regrettable that the govern-
ment has not come forward with this information. Frank-
ly, until that information is properly presented in this
House, I don't see how any hon. member, if they pay any
heed whatsoever to the comments the Premier made in
1976, could bang their desks, as did the members who
were here in 1976 when the Premier made those com-
ments, then turn around and say, we're not going to
worry about this in 1981; we're going to pass this motion
of closure even though we have no way at all of knowing
for sure what is going to be in that special report of the
Auditor General. I say to the members of this Assembly
that it is going to be a long time before Tory members in
this House can justify to the people of Alberta why we
need to invoke closure in December 1981 when the report
of the Auditor General will not be all that long, certainly
before April 1. We could in fact have been recessed and
called back to do our business in light of the kind of
information that will be coming forward from the Audi-
tor General.

Because of some of the observations made both inside
and outside the House about lack of confidence in the
Auditor General, or at least those kinds of allegations,
may I say that I for one have a great deal of confidence in
the Auditor General. I'm convinced that given the mand-
ate to undertake this review, Mr. Rogers will do it
thoroughly. It is.certainly not doing Mr. Rogers any
favor to boot the members of the Legislature out of the
Legislature before we have the benefit of his special
report.

Mr. Speaker, I want to deal more specifically with the
motion before us this morning; that is, this motion of
closure. There's no doubt that it's a closure motion.
When one looks at Citation 334 on page 117 of
Beauchesne:

Closure is a method of procedure which brings de-

bate to a conclusion and enables the House to secure

a decision upon a subject under discussion.
So let's set aside all this nonsense about time manage-
ment. [ notice that even the hon. Minister of Labour
talked about time management in his comments a few
moments ago. Well, this really isn't time management,
Mr. Speaker. It's out and out closure. Closure can only
be justified in the most rare occurrences.

What kind of justification have we had in presenting
the case for closure? The suggestion has been made by
some that there has been an interminable delay in the
proceedings of this Legislature. I say to hon. members
who advance that theory, such comments are absolute
nonsense. We have gone through a host of Bills which
have been given Royal Assent. We are now dealing only
with estimates and an appropriation Bill that relate spe-
cifically to the heritage trust fund for the year beginning
April 1, 1982. There should be no doubt in anyone's
mind, and certainly no doubt among the people of Alber-
ta, that really for the first time, certainly in my review of
the history of closure in Canada, we have closure for
convenience, not closure because we are faced with some
kind of immediate time frame.

I thought Mr. Trudeau was totally wrong last year
when he used closure to ram his constitution motion
through the House of Commons. But at least there might
be some kind of albeit hazy idea of meeting a time frame
to meet the objective he thought he had with Mrs.
Thatcher in terms of the agenda of the British Parlia-
ment. [ don't accept that, but at least there was some
thinly disguised relationship that made some sense.

Again, in the case of the pipeline debate in 1956, 1 think
the members of the opposition, both the Conservative
and CCF members who opposed it very vigorously at the
time, were right. But at least in 1956 there was a time-
frame element that had to be taken into consideration. If
the pipeline was going to go ahead, contracts had to be
signed. There was a time frame that had to be met in the
House of Commons of the day. While the Liberal gov-
ernment could be faulted for being all too leisurely in the
pace at which they introduced the Bill in 1956, at least
they had some time frame they had to meet.

Mr. Speaker, what time frame do we have to meet
here? What is the rush? What is the urgency? You see, if
we're going to bring in closure and curtail people's free-
dom of speech, there has to be a good reason. And
remember, the freedom of speech all Albertans have
stands or falls on the freedom of speech we possess in this
Legislative Assembly. It isn't a good reason to say there
are 25 days in Ottawa and 29 days in the British House of
Commons. As Mr. Diefenbaker pointed out very well in
1956, there can be closure but it comes as a result of
agreement. We all know what happened in the allocation
of time in the House of Commons. Horse-trading in the
rules took place. To quote a fairly well-known Albertan
of recent .date: you win some and you lose some. So there
was that kind of trade-off.

We're not talking about a trade-off here. We're talking
about unilateral action by this government, with its huge
majority, to ram through a closure motion. For what? To
meet the convenience of members, not because we have
contracts that have to be met; at least, I haven't heard
any. If there are, the government members have had all
sorts: of opportunity to raise those points. But I don't
know of a single contract where we have to allocate this
money in the next five days in order to. meet it. We're
talking about a budgetary year that begins on April I, so
we have lots of time to deal with this matter properly and
expeditiously. If we were looking at the Legislature still
debating this matter on March 25, then I think hon.
members on the government side might be able to make
the case for closure to their constituents and to Albertans.
But on December 8, almost four months before the end
of the fiscal year, we're in such a rush that we have to set
aside the free speech upon the very foundation of which
our system of parliamentary government rests? No, Mr.
Speaker, I have not yet heard a single government
member advance a legitimate reason why we have to put
the fiee speech of members of this Assembly in cold
storage in order to meet some kind of convenient timeta-
ble for government members in this Legislature.

The hon. Minister of Education talked about the re-
sponsibilities he has a government minister. Of course.
But he carries on those responsibilities when the Legisla-
ture meets. He doesn't just exercise those responsibilities
when the Legislature is out of session. That's nonsense.
Members of the opposition have responsibilities too. As
the five opposition members; we have a call all over the -
province, but our first call is to be Members of the
Legislative Assembly. We have to fit in our other respon-
sibilities with those obligations as Members of the Legis-
lative Assembly. So do members of the cabinet.

The federal House of Commons now meets nine or 10
months a year. We don't have federal ministers, even in a
federal Liberal government ... As I look at Hansard
question period from time to time, I'm told that some
hon. members have even suggested that the Ottawa gov-
ernment is an arrogant government. Imagine hon. mem-
bers of the Legislature saying that the federal government
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is arrogant. I'm surprised they would use that kind of
term. | thought that was unparliamentary. Nevertheless,
they say it's an arrogant government.

Mr. Speaker, even that government doesn't have minis-
ters say: wrap up Parliament; we'll only sit four or five
months of the year because somehow we have these
public responsibilities. You bet cabinet ministers have
public responsibilities. But those public responsibilities,
those administrative responsibilities, all the responsibili-
ties of being a minister of the Crown are just as much
there when the House is in session as when it isn't. It goes
with the turf. With great respect, Mr. Speaker, 1 don't
believe a person should be in the cabinet if they're not
able to handle it. It has to be part of the responsibility
that goes with the job.

Mr. Speaker, one could quote many comments from
past Hansards. There's one 1 want to deal with because |
believe that more than anything else, this observation by
the Rt. Hon. Mr. Diefenbaker — who 1 think all
members of the House will recognize as one of the
genuinely great parliamentarians in Canadian history —
during the 1956 pipeline debate ought to be considered
very carefully by members of the Legislative Assembly of
the province of Alberta. It's very brief, and I'll take the
liberty of quoting it. I'm sure all hon. members would like
to hear it.

I never believed that this thing would take place,
with a man like the present Prime Minister in this
position. I have always said, "after all, while one may
disagree with him, he will endeavor at all times to
uphold the sacredness of parliament." I ask him even
not to make, or at least endeavor to make, and
restore it as a temple of freedom instead of a place of
majority repression.
A "temple of freedom instead of a place of majority
repression.”

Mr. Speaker, majorities can do some pretty strange
things. I think the Liberal Party found that out, to their
sadness, a year later, in 1957. The Liberals were so
arrogant in 1956. When Mr. Diefenbaker made this
remark about a temple of freedom instead of a place of
majority repression, all kinds of Liberal government
backbenchers laughed. They thought that was a big joke.
They didn't think it was a joke a year later when one after
another went down in electoral defeat. One of the princi-
pal reasons was that Canadians recognized that our sys-
tem is based upon parliament being a temple of freedom
and not a place of majority repression.

Members in this House have to realize that too. Yes, in
the last election 57 per cent of the people voted for the
governing party, but 43 per cent voted for other parties.
Members well know that a relatively modest shift of votes
can make the difference between winning and losing, and
that the public mind can change. And properly so in a
democratic society. It can change as it relates to all of us.
It seems to me that when one looks at the history of the
use of closure, there is no better way to earn the enmity
of Canadian votes, if the example of 1956 is anything to
go by, than to ram through an unnecessary closure
motion.

Mr. Speaker, as I look over some of the observations
made in this debate so far, I genuinely regret that it is
necessary for us to have to debate this kind of motion
until the wee hours of the morning. It would be so much
better if the kind of reasonable information we requested
had been made available. After all, this kind of informa-
tion is made available in other provinces. It doesn't wreck
their management control systems. There were lots of

opportunities for the government to honor what was a
reasonable request on the part of the opposition.

Setting that aside for a moment, I would say to
members of the Legislature that over the last seven weeks,
there has been the kind of discussion on the estimates of
the Heritage Savings Trust Fund that does honor to this
Legislative Assembly. Of course you can look over the
estimates, and perhaps not every question is the kind that
one would want printed forever on the pages of Hansard
and circled as part of one's biography as one of the high
points in a person's career in this House. I'm sure that
would be true of the answers just as it is true of the
questions. But when one looks over the answers — and
the Member for Calgary Buffalo was quite correct in
pointing out that when one reads Hansard, the very
minister who raised some concern about the quality of
the questions prefaces every second comment with, well,
that's a good question, or that's a difficult question, or
that's a complicated question. One wonders what sudden-
ly changed that hon. minister's mind between the study of
his estimates and his contribution to the debate this
evening.

The point that has to be made, and I think it's extreme-
ly wvital, is that this fall there has been a thorough
examination of the those estimates. And there is nothing
wrong with that; indeed, there is a lot that is good with
that. That's consistent with the promise the Premier made
in 1976 when this Heritage Savings Trust Fund was First
debated in the Legislative Assembly.

Mr. Speaker, I want to move from there to deal with
one aspect that I think needs to be given a good deal
more attention than it has; that is, Bill 69, which is also
part of this closure motion. That's the Bill that appropri-
ates 30 per cent of the natural resource revenue to the
Heritage Savings Trust Fund. As the hon. Premier
pointed out in 1976, in many ways it is perhaps the most
important part of the process. Oh yes, we can deal with
the estimates of the capital works division, but that's only
12 per cent of the existing Heritage Savings Trust Fund.
So 88 per cent of that money is still allocated by cabinet.
But the one area beyond any shadow of a doubt where
the Legislature, if you like, has supremacy is in the
appropriation of that 30 per cent, the turning on or off of
the tap, to use the expression adopted by the Premier in
1976.

Mr. Speaker, what have we seen this fall? We've seen a
relatively brief discussion on second reading of the ap-
propriation Bill. That's as it should be. The rules of the
Legislature apply in a very strict way: no member has an
opportunity to speak more than half an hour. Second
reading occurred as in the normal course of events. As we
all know, the real opportunity to deal effectively, if you
like, with the meat of the appropriation Bill is in commit-
tee study of that Bill, where we are then able to put
questions to the Provincial Treasurer and, I would say,
beyond the Provincial Treasurer to the chairman of the
investment committee himself. After all, if this govern-
ment is asking for another 30 per cent it has to be able to
satisfy all members on both the government and opposi-
tion side that its management of the fund has been
satisfactory.

While I welcome the opportunity to study the estimates
of the minister in charge of workers' health and safety,
and while I think that much of the information we re-
ceived from the Minister of Hospitals and Medical Care
was useful, and the Minister of Environment gave us a
good deal of helpful information on the Lesser Slave
Lake drainage project that I'm sure will be welcomed by
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the people along Lesser Slave Lake, and other ministers
who participated in the discussions on airports; the
Advanced Education heritage trust fund: all very, very
helpful and useful. None of us needs be ashamed' of it;
indeed, collectively as a Legislature we should be proud
that we're taking the timé to study those estimates proper-
ly. But, Mr. Speaker, important though those estimates
may be, they represent only 12 per cent of the fund. The
real question on how this government has handled the
total Heritage Savings Trust Fund awaits the thorough
examination of Bill No. 69 with the Provincial Treasurer
and the Premier. In my judgment, no alternative to that
kind of thorough examination really exists.

As a consequence, it is my intention to move an
amendment. I'll read the amendment for all hon. mem-
bers before it's distributed. It is that the motion be
amended by:

(1) In Section (2), by
(a) striking the words "the Estimates" and
substituting for them the words "Bill 69
— Alberta Heritage Savings Trust Fund
Special Appropriation Act, 1982-83";
and,
(b) striking the words "the Committee of Sup-
ply" and substituting for them the words
"the Committee of the Whole".
(2) By striking Section (5).
(3) Bystriking Section (7).
I have copies for all hon. members of the Legislature.

Mr. Speaker, in addressing the question of the amend-

ment that is before the ...

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: Perhaps the hon. member
would wait until we distribute these.

MR. NOTLEY: I'd be glad to do that ifthe hon. Speaker
will stop the clock. [The amendment was distributed]

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: Does the hon. Member for
Spirit River-Fairview wish to proceed now?

MR. NOTLEY: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I think all hon.
members have copies of the amendment.

The amendment places the emphasis where I think it
has to be: on committee discussion of Bill 69. While I
think it's useful that we have the time to discuss the
remaining estimates, this amendment very clearly sets out
a priority for the trust fund appropriation Bill itself. I
believe this House would be completely derelict in its
duties if we didn't have the opportunity to have the
Provincial Treasurer and the chairman of the investment
committee before the Legislature, to ask them in the very
clearest way possible to explain everything relevant in this
memo of February 20, 1981, with respect to the documen-
tation for significant investment losses. It's just not possi-
ble for us to be cavalier about this loss of $60 million. It
isn't reasonable for us to speak about it generally in this
kind of debate when we should have an opportunity to
examine it in detail with the Provincial Treasurer and the
chairman of the investment committee. Ultimately, it is
the Premier and the Provincial Treasurer who must bear
the major responsibility for this Heritage Savings Trust
Fund. While it's useful to carry on a littlé more — and I
would probably enjoy carrying on a further discussion
with the Minister of Environment on Lesser Slave Lake; I
found it very useful — it is not as important as having the
Premier and the Provincial Treasurer before this commit-
tee to answer in a detailed way, chapter and verse, what

went wrong.

We have a government here ... Yes, I'll close in the
remaining two minutes. We have a government here
which is very, very pleased. It takes every opportunity to
pat itself on the back for the good things. We even had
the Premier himself make the announcement on the $130
million we're going to allocate to cattle producers, largely
as a result of the huge meetings throughout the province
and the efforts of the opposition in this House, among
other things. [interjections] We had the Premier give us
the good news, but where is he when he comes to the bad
news?

DR. BUCK: The polls will tell him what is happening in
the rural areas.

MR. NOTLEY: Yes, the polls will tell him what is
happening in the rural areas. There's no doubt about
that. Maybe the ultimate poll will tell him what's happen-
ing in not only the rural areas but the urban areas too.
He may find out, just as did Prime Minister St. Laurent
in 1957, that if you bring in closure you court political
disaster.

In discussing and opening the debate on this amend-
ment, the point I want to close on is that while the
estimates are important, the fundamental issue over the
next few days is Bill 69: the appropriation of 30 per cent,
the management of the fund, the accountability of the
fund, the accountability of the Provincial Treasurer and,
most important of all, the accountability of the Premier.
That's why the amendment is before the House at this
time.

MR. KING: Mr. Speaker, I move that the question be
now put.

MR. R. SPEAKER: Mr. Speaker, I think some remarks
certainly can be made with regard to the amendment
before us. I don't see the urgency of the government
bringing about this rush for closure. In their responsibili-
ties in this Legislative Assembly, I think the government
should take time to meditate on and understand a
number of things to a greater degree.

The amendment before us says very clearly that possi-
bly a priority should be placed on the business that
remains before this Legislative Assembly. Bill 69 certainly
has great importance, in that 30 per cent of the natural
resource revenue that is made available to this province
should go into the Heritage Savings Trust Fund — 30 per
cent, which in this coming year will most likely be some
$2 billion. That's a lot of money. As we read the motion
placed before us by the Government House Leader, we
noted that the amount of time for debate on Bill 69 was
rather limited. We also noted that more time would be
allocated to the supply estimates, in our understanding.
That's placing a priority on those two items, so certainly
both are important. But in terms of the most important
item, I think Bill 69 is of utmost importance. Therefore,
Mr. Speaker, this type of amendment would place a
greater priority on Bill 69 and would be a matter of the
most urgent debate.

Bill 69 talks about the whole cross section of the
Heritage Savings Trust Fund. The supply estimates be-
fore us talk about 12 per cent of the total Heritage
Savings Trust Fund. I don't think it's fair. If we place the
emphasis on the 12 per cent factor and not on the 100 per
cent, which is Bill 69, we're not taking on our responsibil-
ities. If we in the opposition must accept the fact that this



December 7, 1981

ALBERTA HANSARD 2135

government is going to bring about closure and stop
debate, restrict the amount of speaking time we have in
this Legislature, then our only alternative is to look at the
matter on a priority basis. On that basis, we certainly feel
that Bill 69 should have greater consideration.

If the Premier were sitting in his place this evening and
taking on his responsibility as a legislator in this prov-
ince, | think even he would agree with that specific
matter. I refer to some of the 1969 quotes of the Premier
which would certainly support this point of view. On
February 12, 1969, on page 41 of the Journal, the
Premier made the following statement:

Many things that are now decided by cabinet
orders, he said, should be dealt with by the legisla-
ture, particularly decisions involving large amounts
of money.

Mr. Speaker, I think that sets the ‘ground rules for the
debate before us. The allocation from the Heritage Sav-
ings Trust Fund through Bill 69 will be some $2 billion.
That's a large sum of money. The supply estimates in-
volve just over $400 million. That's a lot of money, but it
isn't as much as $2 billion. So in terms of those two
expenditures and our responsibility in this Legislature, we
must priorize — that's a great word that we've heard in
this Legislature many times by the Leader of the Opposi-
tion prior to 1971, as he stood in his place in this Legisla-
ture and talked about the priorities in this province: what
is most important and what is least important. We always
heard the word "priority" but we were never able to
discover the most important and least important things to
this government. We still don't. It's a government that
has at its fingertips and has access to billions of dollars;
on a per capita basis, more than any other government in
Canada at present. This government doesn't set priorities
because of that very fact.

Here before us are two main items of business: Bill 69
and the supply estimates. We have large sums of money.
The Premier himself said that matters like this should be
dealt with by the Legislature. As I quoted in earlier
statements, the Premier said we're going to look under
every rock; we're going to have free debate and access to
all kinds of information. The Premier should be here in
his place to defend the right of the opposition to have
access to information, to be able to discuss all subjects,
particularly those decisions involving large sums of
money that are very, very significant. Those items should
be discussed at length in the Legislature, scrutinized in
terms of questions, in terms of cabinet ministers present-
ing information to this Assembly, by debate and points of
view being presented, until we reach a final decision with
regard to any matter at hand.

Mr. Speaker, that's not happening. At the present time
we have closure before us, limitation of debate. In that
limitation of debate, the government is even reversing the
items of importance. Bill 69 is secondary as far as the
government is concerned. We raised the question: why
does the government take that kind of approach? I can
only assume, as I assumed earlier in this debate, some six
and a half hours ago, that there must be something the
government is trying to cover up, that the government
must be hiding something — first of all, that they want to
bring in closure; secondly, that they want to put the most
important matter, Bill 69, which is directly the responsi-
bility of the Provincial Treasurer, as a lower item of
priority, an item to receive less time in debate in this
Legislature.

Mr. Speaker, that's not good enough. That's unaccept-
able to us as members of this Legislature. If we wish to

do the best job we can in terms of the rigid framework
established by the government ...

DR. BUCK: Mr. Speaker, there is a stranger in the
House. I believe only members of the Assembly who are
elected by constituents can be in the Assembly.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: I'm not aware of who is
being signified: As far as I can see, there are just elected
members and the officers of the Assembly.

DR. BUCK: Mr. Speaker, I believe that only an elected
member can be in his seat; otherwise he would have to be
someplace other than in a member's seat.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: I'm sure all hon. members
are aware of the fact that at the present time we have no
pages in the House, and we do have to have messages
carried around by some means. That has been going on
all evening since the pages were dismissed. I don't see
anybody in here but officers of the Assembly, and that's
the means we're using to carry messages.

DR. BUCK: Mr. Speaker, I just wanted to draw that to
your attention so you are aware. [interjections]

MR. R. SPEAKER: Mr. Speaker, the motion of closure
and the amendment before us are not satisfactory. In
terms of compromise and some kind of acceptability, we
have to-look at that situation.

What else has the présent Premier of this province had
to say about the democratic process and freedom of
information and free speech in this Legislature? On Fe-
bruary 18, 1969, when the Premier was in his prime and
Leader of the Opposition, he made many statements
which were significant and important to the public of
Alberta when he set out his objectives as a leader in this
province. Along with some of the others I've quoted, I'd
like to quote this one:

Opposition leader Peter Lougheed warned the
Legislature Monday that it must modernize its pro-
cedures and become more public relations conscious
or invite "peril".

He questioned whether the Legislature is a "mean-
ingful institution" to most Albertans and called for
less-strict party discipline, fewer closed-door deci-
sions ...

Just listen to that.
... and more opportunity for the public to view the
Legislature's actions.

... the Tory leader said these measures could
bring about "a return to representative democracy"
in the province of Alberta.

Mr. Speaker, those are unbelievable statements in light
of the situation we have faced in the debate on this
motion of closure. Here was a Premier who set out his
goals in 1969 that said we must have an open Legislature,
fewer closed-door decisions, and more opportunity for
the public to view legislative actions. That Premier really
isn't too concerned about that any more. He isn't even in
his place for a most important debate, a debate that talks
about the change of rules. The Minister of Labour stood
in his place this evening and said very clearly that because
this government didn't have a way to shut off the opposi-
tion, they're going to put it into the rule book so that
next time there are definite rules in the rule book that will
cut the opposition off when we study the supply vote.

Mr. Speaker, it's going to be interesting when we meet
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in committee and discuss that very rule the hon. Minister
of Labour suggested this evening, if that's the process and
procedure this government will take. When they find they
can't handle ‘the opposition by debate, by facing the issues
before them, by providing public information — that's a
government that will not last long in this province. That
is something we just can't stand for because they find they
can't control the House because of democratic rules of
debate that allow for members to speak up and to speak
for their constituents. When they wish to change the rules
to deny us that kind of privilege, that will be a most
unfortunate situation. But that's what I heard éarlier this
evening from the hon. Minister of Labour, that the rules
did not fit this situation we as members of the opposition
have created. It is unfortunate that the minister took that
approach, to say that kind of thing in the Legislature this
morning.

What else can we say about the Heritage Savings Trust
Fund, the importance of Bill 69 and of the amendment
before us? As well, the Premier made other statements.

MR. GOGO: Mr. Speaker, a point of order. I wonder if T
could have a ruling from the Chair for my information in
that the amendment to Motion 16 being discussed is
incorrectly dated. Could you advise me whether it's ap-
propriate to discuss the amendment?

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: I think my ruling would
have to be that the amendment could be proposed and, if
the Assembly agreed, the date change would have to be
made. Does the Assembly agree to a date change?

SOME HON: MEMBERS: Aye.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: I believe the date change is
agreed to.

MR. R. SPEAKER: Mr. Speaker, I think we can again
have faith in the democratic institution. There's been
common sense and understanding. What we want in this
whole debate is common sense, understanding, informa-
tion, and a give and take between the government and the
opposition. To this point in time, all we've had is take by
the government; take the information and hide the infor-
mation. Don't give it to the opposition; don't give it to
the public. We try and try. Here it is 2:45 in the morning,
and we're still trying to obtain some information with
regard to the $60 million loss. The Provincial Treasurer
didn't care about it. He feels the public of Alberta doesn't
need that information.

MR. NOTLEY: He's not even here.

MR. R. SPEAKER: He went to bed at 10 o'clock last
night.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: As the hon. Speaker pointed
out earlier, when we get into amendments we're in the
area of more strictness as it applies to the motion itself. I
think the matter of relevance is very important at this
stage.

MR. R. SPEAKER: Mr. Speaker, the intent of the
amendment before us is to put a priority on Bill 69 so
when we are faced with this closure motion and only have
a few days -to debate the estimates for the Heritage
Savings Trust Fund, we set a priority on Bill 69. 1 agree
with that. If we can't defeat the motion of closure, that is

the motion we have to accept. To have limited debate is
not the best option, even on Bill 69. We should still have
a debate that could lay all the questions before us. That's
the point I was making earlier. The Provincial Treasurer
should be here presenting us with all the information we
want, and we could all go home at this time. But this
government wants to do two things: one, prevent us from
having information; and, two, limit the debate on two
very important estimates. That's not acceptable at all.

I think the amendment before us should certainly be
supported. It's most important as a compromise amend-
ment. Even adding to that amendment, I think there
certainly need to be other improvements to the motion
before us. Mr. Speaker, I'd like to add a subamendment
to that amendment so we can discuss the matter more
thoroughly and, as well, give more flexibility in debating
in the tight stricture that's going to be placed on us by the
closure motion, which I'm sure this government will force
on us either this morning or this afternoon, whatever the
case may be.

Mr. Speaker, I'd like to move the following subamen-
dment. In accordance with your earlier ruling, I'm now
going to change the date to December 8, 1981. Other
copies of my amendment will be dated December 7, but
I'd like to note that the original, with my signature, has
on it December 8, 1981. My amendment reads as follows:

By deleting part (2) of the proposed amendment and
substituting as follows:

(2) By adding at the end of Section (5) the words
"with the unanimous consent of the Assembly."

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: Perhaps we could hold the
time for the hon. Leader of the Opposition while we
distribute these. Perhaps somebody on this side would
assist the Sergeant-at-Arms.

In the meantime, I might point out that when we look
at it, and thinking it over, the date on the document itself
is not significant. The amendment has been stated and
read, and that's the way it is presented. Actually, it would
not be a matter of concern if it were not dated at all.

MR. R. SPEAKER: Mr. Speaker, my amendment would
make Section 5 read as follows:
An appropriation Bill may be read a second time,
considered by the Committee of the Whole, reported
therefrom to the House, and the report received, on
one sitting day, with the unanimous consent of the
Assembly.
Mr. Speaker, that amendment protects the rights of
members in this Legislature: the right to have time to do
a thorough study of the business before us. I find that the
way the present ...

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: I regret to interrupt the hon.
Leader of the Opposition. I have some difficulty with the
subamendment. The amendment says, "By striking Sec-
tion (5)". The subamendment is adding to Section 5
which, to my way of thinking, has already disappeared.

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, I believe the subamend-
ment would delete Section 2, which' strikes out Subsec-
tion 5 as worded in the original motion, and substitutes
"with the unanimous consent of the Assembly". So we'd
take one part of the amendment I proposed, strike out
Section 2, and insert "with the unanimous consent ..."

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: I understand now. I'm sorry
for the interruption.
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MR. R. SPEAKER: Mr. Speaker, the intent of my
subamendment, "with the unanimous consent of the As-
sembly", is to make it possible that there is protection in
the Legislature, that full study of the Bill takes place so
we don't rush the business of the Assembly, so all
members get a chance to raise some of the questions that
are very, very necessary, so we can ask the Provincial
Treasurer questions. What evidence can be given to
document the $60 million loss? What kinds of manage-
ment procedures are in place? Can the hon. Provincial
Treasurer present management letters to this Legislative
Assembly so we can study them? All those questions
could be asked. But the fact that under this subamend-
ment we require unanimous consent of the Assembly
gives each member the right to dissent, the right to say
that this is not the time to move on to the next study of
the Bill, as the case may be.

Mr. Speaker, I think that's quite fair. If the House is
able to receive unanimous consent, no members want to
study the Bill any further. At that time, when we get
unanimous consent, all is agreeable in the Legislative
Assembly. No member's rights have been taken away.
There has been total freedom of speech, and we have
done the best job we can in studying the appropriation
Bill. That seems like a reasonable subamendment at this
time, and I certainly think it should be acceptable to this
Legislature.

MR. SINDLINGER: Mr. Speaker, I would like to make
a few comments about this subamendment. Before I do,
I'd like to say that I wish the government had attacked
the estimates with as much gusto as they're attacking us
this evening. Several nights when we were looking at
various estimates, I wished we had had more time rather
than shutting down shop at 10 or 10:30. [interjections] I
was here on the estimates more than anybody else in this
Legislative Assembly. It hasn't been the 72 government
members keeping us here for the estimates; it's been the
five opposition members. I think the government mem-
bers ought to remember that.

Mr. Speaker, this particular amendment is quite tech-
nical and, I guess, a little complicated. But then the initial
motion is a little complicated. It has eight different sec-
tions, and subsections to that. When you start amending
that motion and then have a subamendment, there is
likely to be some confusion about what particular section
we're dealing with.

If we dig through all that, I think it becomes quite clear
that it is a simple amendment and is founded on a very
simple principle. The Member for Spirit River-Fairview
has quite rightly pointed out that it is compatible with the
original amendment in that rather than being deleted in
the amendment, Section 5 is left in place, and the words
"with the unanimous consent of the Assembly" are
applied.

Mr. Speaker, what does this unanimous consent imply?
What does it mean to the Legislative Assembly? Many
times we have used unanimous consent to exercise the
will of the Legislative Assembly. More often than not, it's
been that way in order to protect the minority rights
within the Legislative Assembly. There's no question that
the majority rules. But there's a clear distinction between
majority rule and unanimity. We found that out in the
constitutional talks over the last year. In this particular
case, unanimous consent is there for a particular reason,
because there has to be some protection for the rights of
the minority.

That statement is implicit in the principles of parlia-

mentary procedure in Beauchesne. Reference was made
to that earlier. One basic principle is

To protect a minority and restrain the improvidence

or tyranny of a majority . . .
That's on page 3 of Beauchesne. So in our rules and
Standing Orders, we have unanimous consent in order to
protect the minority from what may at times be consid-
ered an improvident majority, apropos Beauchesne.

There is also need to consider this subamendment quite
thoroughly, Mr. Speaker, because we must bear in mind
that in moving closure, we are setting in this Legislature a
precedent that will be here for the next 500 years or
forever, which is a long time. From day to day we are in
the habit of quoting instances and incidences from years
before, those things which have come before us in the
Legislative Assembly. When decisions are made by the
Speaker or the Legislative Assembly, they establish long-
standing precedents which determine the behavior and
actions of the Legislative Assembly. In effect, they define
what we can and cannot do in a democratic society.

Therefore, a great deal of consideration should be
given to this subamendment. If on one hand we are to
establish the bludgeon of closure, we must try on the
other hand to ensure there is a check or counterbalance. I
would submit that the implementation of a subamend-
ment of this nature would provide that counterbalance,
that check to the bludgeon of closure, by ensuring that if
there is some dissenting voice from a minority and if that
minority feels its rights are being compromised or its
privacy being trespassed upon, it can dissent from that
unanimity and ensure those minority rights are protected.
Therefore, I think we ought to bear in mind and at least
consider the experiences of other jurisdictions in regard
to closure. From time to time we have made reference to
that last evening and earlier this morning.

‘What happens in other jurisdictions? I think the Minis-
ter of Labour referred to it at considerable length and
pointed out that other jurisdictions have some sort of
closure mechanism, although I believe the minister re-
ferred to it as "time management". 1 suppose that is the
procedure or terminology that should be used here
tonight. Earlier on, in regard to an amendment, we
debated the use of the word "closure" as opposed to time
management. We also had the analogy drawn about a
duck. If the duck quacks, swims, and flies, it's a duck and
not a horse. I think that still applies in this case. But the
Minister of Labour made the point that other jurisdic-
tions have closure provisions to ensure that there may be
orderly conduct of business in the Legislative Assembly.

Mr. Speaker, I would concur in such a sentiment; that
is, to ensure there is orderly conduct of business within
the Legislative Assembly. But I submit that it is also
incumbent upon the Assembly to ensure that business is
not only done expediently but is done thoroughly as well.
In this particular instance, I do not believe thoroughness
has been served. I do not believe the estimates have been
thoroughly reviewed. We have looked at some, but I
think eight votes have still not come before the Legisla-
tive Assembly. [Mr. Speaker in the chair]

In this case, I think two items are going to be subject to
closure. One is the estimates; the other is Bill 69, which
takes 30 per cent of the natural resource revenue and puts
it into the Heritage Savings Trust Fund. If one has more
serious implications than the other, I would say that
closure invoked on Bill 69 is much more serious and
grave in its consequences than just the estimates. There-
fore, I think there should be unanimous consent in regard
to closure on that particular item. I believe there should
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be unanimous consent on any item before closure is
invoked, to ensure that those minority rights in the Legis-
lative Assembly are protected.

Nevertheless, reference has been made to other jurisdic-
tions and the need for closure to ensure the orderly
conduct of business, to ensure it is completed in a timely
fashion. I would submit that there is no urgency to the
passing of the estimates, that would require them to be
passed prior to the receipt of the Auditor General's report
on the Heritage Savings Trust Fund. These estimates are
not required until the fiscal year ending 1983. So I don't
believe there is an urgent need for closure on the
estimates.

Of course, other jurisdictions do have closure. Howev-
er, I'm not too sure how often it is invoked. Perhaps
there, as here, it would be invoked as the ultimate last
resort. It's difficult to tell what the jurisdictions have
from one province to another. From the debate tonight, I
understand that only three other provinces do not have
closure. But there is a difference of opinion in regard to
how it is implemented, what mechanism triggers the
invoking of closure. It seems it's a matter of degree.
However, I submit that in this particular instance, the
degree is quite severe, bearing in mind that we haven't
even looked at seven of the estimates, and that we haven't
even been able to debate Bill 69 with the Provincial
Treasurer.

Mr. Speaker, it's worth while to note that there are
parliamentary jurisdictions where closure originates from
the Speaker. But from my understanding, closure has
never been invoked by a Speaker because it's a very
devastating tool. If that is the caution with which the
Speaker handles closure when he has the authority to
invoke it, I think we ought to bear in mind that it is a
mechanism that should seldom be used and only as a last
resort. All kinds of alternatives could be pursued in this
particular case rather than invoking closure.

The reason closure has been given to speakers in other
jurisdictions is that it is obviously a very self-serving tool
of governments. There is no better example than this
particular case of closure. Without a doubt, it is a self-
serving tool of government. So in other jurisdictions
where the Speaker has the authority, the Speaker has
never really invoked that closure. In instances where it
has been deemed desirable to do so, the authority has
been delegated. But it has not been delegated to a
government or opposition member; it has been delegated
to an independent authority that can assess the circum-
stances in that particular case and rule accordingly.

Mr. Speaker, if I had my 'druthers' I would prefer that
the power to invoke closure rested in the hands of the
Speaker of this Legislative Assembly rather than the
government. I'm very concerned about the consequences
of this move to invoke closure. First ofall, it does not say
very much for all of us as legislators. Casting aside our
various political affiliations and our positions in the Leg-
islature, and bearing in mind that we're here to serve the
public and do public business in public, it indicates that
we in the opposition and those in the government have
failed. That we could not resolve this in debate and
discussion indicates a failure on the part of us all. With a
little more patience, I believe we would have been able to
resolve these matters satisfactorily, not only for the gov-
emnment and us but for those people outside the Legisla-
ture who watch us and expect us to act responsibly and in
accordance with their best interests.

Aside from the fact that I think closure indicates a
failure on the part of all of us as legislators, Mr. Speaker,

the second concern I have is that it sets a precedent. Once
we get away with closure, it's going to be that much easier
the next time; the time after that, it will be easier again.
When closure is such a self-serving tool and is in the
hands of the government alone, I don't think it would be
in the long-run interest of the Legislature or the people
the Legislature is intended to serve.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, | think that if we must have
closure on this, if this Bill must be adopted by the
Legislative Assembly — and I truly wish it would not
have to be that way — and if closure is to take away the
rights of the minority to speak on these matters, there
must be some other element of protection. There must be
some other way, as Beauchesne puts it, that the minority
will not be subject to the "improvidence or tyranny" of
the majority. Those are Beauchesne's words. They're not
mine; [ didn't write them. They're one of the principles of
parliamentary practice.

If that is to be the case, we must have some alternate
means of protection. The precedent is well established for
this particular subamendment: that is, unanimous con-
sent. Mr. Speaker, I believe that by putting this sub-
amendment back into the amendment and leaving Sec-
tion 5 in, the unanimous consent can protect the rights of
the minority in this particular instance. And I think we
should give consideration to that, not only because it's
been well established in our legislative practice but be-
cause it's become necessary by invoking closure.

Mr. Speaker, 1 would therefore urge all members of the
Legislative Assembly to support this motion to give more
credence to, to re-establish and reaffirm, the principle we
already know well: in this Legislature we have majority
rule. That's the way the system is set up, and that's the
way it works. However, concurrent with that majority
rule in this Legislature and in any parliament is a respect
for minority rights. By the invocation of closure there has
not been respect for minority rights. In all instances that I
am aware of in the past, that have occurred in my life-
time, and that I have followed, the opprobrium asso-
ciated with closure has been extreme. When members of a
parliament will leave their seats and assault the Speaker's
Chair and weigh invective against the Speaker because of
closure, that indicates to me the traumatic impact of
closure.

We should do everything at all costs to avoid that
happening in this Legislative Assembly. We would do a
great disservice not just by stopping it at this particular
place, but I think we do a great disservice to all those
who follow us after this particular case because the lega-
cy, the responsibility for this will be on their shoulders
time and time again. This type of thing will weigh over
them. They'll be thinking: if we do this, what happens. If
this bludgeon, this cudgel, is held over their heads, it is
going to inhibit the ability of members to perform their
function in a free and open fashion. I don't believe that
should be allowed to happen in the Legislative Assembly.

Mr. Speaker, I've spoken at length about this, and I
don't want to take up too much more time on this
particular subamendment because obviously we have to
get back to the amendment. And I have several other
things I would like to say about that. So I would just say
to Members of the Legislative Assembly that they should
give serious consideration to ensuring there is some pro-
vision to protect minority rights if they must go through
with closure. If they must bring that club down on this
debate, there must be some other method to ensure that
concurrent with majority rule in the Legislative Assem-
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bly, there is a provision to respect and protect the rights
of the minority.

MR. KING: On a point of order, Mr. Speaker. I regret
that I was not in the House when the subamendment was
put; I returned to the House while the hon. Member for
Calgary Buffalo was speaking. But it would be my con-
tention that the subamendment and the amendment itself
are out of order. I would have reference to Annotation
436(2) on page 155 of Beauchesne.
An amendment which would produce the same
result as if the original motion were simply [negated]
is out of order.
I believe that is the effect of subsections 2 and 3 of the
amendment put by the hon. Member for Spirit River-
Fairview. Subsequently, I have reference to Annotation
424(5) on page 153.
Any irregularity of any [part] of a motion shall
render the whole motion irregular.

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, just briefly responding to
the point of order raised by the hon. Government House
Leader, I would say to members of the Assembly that in
my view the amendment I proposed does not at all render
the main motion inoperative. However, it does shift the
focus from the estimates to Bill 69. It seems to me that
that surely must be in order in terms of an amendment. If
the hon. Government House Leader does not agree with
the amendment, of course, he is at liberty to say so in the
debate. Members who don't agree may vote against the
amendment. But that is the purpose of the amendment.

As 1 see the subamendment — we already went
through this point of order. I don't know how many
points of order we can have on a point of order, but we
went through this before, while you were out, sir. The
subamendment would simply strike out Section 2 of the
amendment I proposed and add to the existing section
"with the unanimous consent of the Assembly". I should
just point out for your information, Mr. Speaker, that
while you were not in the Chair we had a debate on the
relevance of the subamendment.

MR.SINDLINGER: Mr. Speaker, speaking to the point
of order, I would agree with the second part of the
citation of the Minister of Education from Beauchesne,
424(5):
Any irregularity of any portion of a motion shall
render the whole motion irregular.
That seems to stand on its own.
However, in regard to Citation 436(2) which says:
An amendment which would produce the same
result as if the original motion were simply negatived
is out of order.
As the Member for Spirit River-Fairview has pointed
out, Mr. Speaker, we initially dealt with the matter of
relevancy prior to your resuming the Chair. I would also
reiterate, sir, that the amendment would not produce the
same result as the original motion. They are two distinct
items.

MR. R. SPEAKER: Mr. Speaker, speaking to the point
of order, specifically my subamendment and relating to
424(5), irregularity "shall render the whole motion irregu-
lar", I would say that the addition I have made to the
resolution — "with unanimous consent of the Assembly"
— doesn't make it irregular. It adds to the format of the
resolution whereby, first, it was very definite that first
reading, second reading, Committee of the Whole, and

potentially third reading could all happen on one day,
without the unanimous consent of the Assembly; it was
on majority vote. My amendment placed in there the
parameter "with the unanimous consent of the Assem-
bly", which certainly changes the format in one sense but
doesn't make it irregular.

MR. SPEAKER: I must confess to having some difficulty
here. As I see it, first of all, we have an amendment
moved by the hon. Member for Spirit River-Fairview,
and the part of it that is relevant to the subamendment is
Section 2, which in its original form provides for striking
out Section 5 of the main motion. If we're agreed that far,
the next step is the subamendment. That says that we
should add at the end of Section 5 "with the unanimous
consent of the Assembly".

It seems to me that that subamendment may be a bit
previous. How can we add words to Section 5 when we
haven't yet decided whether or not we're going to strike it
out? That's not a ruling; that's just a question, a bit of
puzzlement I have here. I noticed the hon. Member for
Calgary Buffalo was making a point with regard to what
the motion meant with the amendment, and what it
would mean without the amendment. Perhaps we could
come back to that in a moment.

In the meantime, my difficulty is that we have an
amendment which says to strike out Section 5. Then,
without having decided that point, we come along with a
subamendment that's going to add words to Section 5. I
don't know how that can be done.

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, on a point of order, I
wonder if I could, while both you and the Minister of
Education were not out — first of'all, I would say that it
does seem to me in terms of your ruling ...

MR. SPEAKER: I haven't made a ruling. I'm asking a
question.

MR. NOTLEY: I know that, Mr. Speaker. In terms of
the discussion of the point of order, I should advise you,
sir, that this matter was raised. It was my understanding
that the occupant of the Chair at the time made a ruling
on it. Unless I am mistaken, that would seem to apply to
whoever is in the Chair. It seems to me that because there
may be a different occupant of the Chair — you must be
bound by whoever was in the Chair. This very point was
raised; I forget which hon. member raised it. I should just
point out that it specifically was discussed. I would just
advise ...

MR. SPEAKER: Might I justinterrupt the hon. member
for a moment. Perhaps I could be told what the ruling
was. Was there a ruling that you could go ahead and
amend a clause that you had not yet decided to keep?

MR.NOTLEY : Mr. Speaker, the matter was raised on a
point of order. After the matter was explained, the
Speaker indicated that the debate could proceed. I don't
think there was a formal ruling as such.

MR. SPEAKER: I should think I could be bound on this
only by a formal ruling. We now have a point of order
raised on the subamendment. Of course, that means we
have to relate it to the amendment and possibly back to
the main motion. I invite the assistance of any hon.
member who can tell me how we can debate a subamen-
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dment to add words to a provision we haven't yet decided
to keep.

MR. R. SPEAKER: Mr. Speaker, very quickly on the
point of order, Part 2 of the amendment of the hon.
Member for Spirit River-Fairview strikes out Section 5 of
the original motion. The subamendment added by me
indicates: delete Part 2 of the amendment, the part that
strikes out Section 5; in other words, reinstate Section 5
into the main motion. After I have reinstated it, I bring in
my amendment by adding to the section I reinstated:
"with the unanimous consent of the Assembly". That was
the understanding I had when we proceeded with the
debate.

MR. SPEAKER: Subject to what other hon. members
may say, that seems to make sense to me.

MR.NOTLEY:: Let's go ahead.

MR. SPEAKER: I don't know who had the floor on the
subamendment.

MR. KING: I'm a little confused, Mr. Speaker. When I
rose, my concern was not about the appropriateness of
the subamendment. It seems to me to be directly related
to the amendment in the way described by the hon.
Leader of the Opposition. My concern, however, is my
earlier argument that I believe the amendment itself is out
of order. That was never ruled on or commented on by
the other hon. gentleman who occupied the Chair. His
ruling was on the relevance of the subamendment, not the
amendment itself.

I am making the point of order to you, Mr. Speaker,
and ask your interpretation subject to Annotation 424,
that the Speaker has the unquestioned authority to modi-
fy motions with respect to form or indeed to refuse to
allow them before the House if he considers them to be
out of order.

MR. SPEAKER: My understanding is that that happens
before they reach the Order Paper, when motions are on
notice. It seems to me that the Speaker's power — surely
he can say that a motion is out of order, but I'd be very
reluctant to exercise, in a way, the function of the House
by amending a motion. It seems to me that once a motion
has come to the floor of the House, the only choices open
to the Chair are either to recognize it as being in order or
to say it's not in order. As the hon. member cited a
moment ago, if part of it's not in order, then all of it's not
in order.

MR. KING: Mr. Speaker, I'm only asking if you would
give a judgment as to whether you consider this amend-
ment to be in order. On the basis of annotations 436 and
424, 1 have submitted that it is out of order but, of
course, [ rély on your ruling in that matter. I have simply
argued that because, in my view, part of it is out of order,
all of it is out of order. 1 await your ruling in that regard.

MR.SPEAKER:1wonder ifthe hon. member would just
assist the Chair by going over that again. What is out of
order in this amendment?

MR. KING: I have reference to Annotation 436(2) on
page 155.

An amendment which would produce the same
result as if the original motion were simply negatived

is out of order.

Then I have reference to 415, which says that a motion
may be voted on in parts. That opportunity existing with
respect to motions, it exists with respect to amendments
as well. If that is the case, then I argue that to adopt Part
2 of the amendment, which has the effect of striking
Section 5, is to have the same effect as to negative Section
5 of the resolution. To adopt Part 3 of the amendment,
which strikes Section 7, has the same effect as negativing
Section 7 of the resolution, which could be done if the
resolution were voted on in parts. On that basis, I would
argue that parts 2 and 3 of the amendment are out of
order and, if that is correct, then 424(5) has effect.

MR. SPEAKER: As I understand it, the hon. minister is
saying that Section 2 of the amendment, which provides
for striking out Section 5, is out of order because the
same result could be achieved by simply voting against
Section 5. He is saying that Section 3 of the amendment
is out of order since it provides for striking out Section 7,
and the same result could be achieved by voting against
Section 7.

It would seem to me that a difficulty with the point of
order raised by the hon. minister is that that presupposes
that the Chair is going to exercise its discretion of divid-
ing the motion into parts and having it voted on separate-
ly. I rather doubt that I'm going to do that, especially
when we have a notice of closure under it.

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, to the point of order.
Surely for the hon. Acting Government House Leader
even to suggest that we're going to be dealing with it in
parts at this stage is quite questionable. It would seem to
me that if that were the intention, the motion would have
been introduced on the basis of dealing with it part by
part; then amendments could have been placed part by
part. At this stage of the game, at 3:25 in the morning, to
raise a point of order on that basis on what is a legitimate
amendment, [ say with great respect, Mr. Speaker, is
wasting the Legislature's time.

MR. SPEAKER: It seems to me that any discretion I
might have had with regard to dividing the motion so
that the point of order might have been given effect has
passed. I suppose it's in the hands of the House. If
somebody wants to move an amendment — in fact it's
already been done, taking out two parts; that's one way
of dividing it, although it won't divide it for consideration
because the two parts taken out will have been discarded
if the amendment carries.

MR. LYSONS: Mr. Speaker, relative to the question
asked by the Member for Spirit River-Fairview, what
difference does the time make? We didn't set the time. He
said in relationship to the time. I'd like that clarified.

MR. SPEAKER: If I may say, with respect, to the hon.
Member for Vermilion-Viking, I think the reference to
time is that the clock has made a considerable amount of
progress since 8 o'clock.

MR. SINDLINGER: Mr. Speaker, could 1 add a few
more comments about unanimous consent of the Assem-
bly? On very many occasions through the last three years
I've been here, we have considered things, courses, or
directions for the Assembly to take only after seeking and
attaining unanimous consent of the Assembly. So there is
ample precedent for something like this; that is, getting



December 7, 1981

ALBERTA HANSARD 2141

unanimous consent of the Assembly.

The reason it becomes so important in this case, Mr.
Speaker, is that we're invoking something here which has
never been invoked before in the history of this province;
that is, closure. If Members of the Legislative Assembly
ever had one weapon or one thing they could do in this
Assembly — that is the ability to get up and debate —
that is being taken away from them. The ability to get up
and debate is being taken from the members by invoking
closure.

There are items in the estimates that have not yet been
debated. There are — I can't recall off hand; I guess I
should look. I recall there are 24 votes, and we have not
covered the 24 yet. We still have another eight to go. Not
only that, Mr. Speaker, we have not yet had the opportu-
nity to debate or discuss Bill 69, where 30 per cent of the
revenues the province receives from natural gas, crude oil,
coal, and sulphur is transferred from general revenue into
the heritage fund. In my judgment, sir, that is a very
important omission because Bill 69 is really an umbrella
Bill.

When we talk about the various estimates and the
various capital expenditures for irrigation, airports, or
hospitals, those are very specific allocations of funds.
When they were before the committee, the debate centred
specifically on those items. When airports were before the
committee, we talked about airports; we did not talk
about hospitals. But in that instance they were distinct
and discrete entities. When you look at the two under Bill
69, there is an interrelationship between them, not in their
functional purposes but simply in the allocation or budg-
eting of funds. When we look at Bill 69, there becomes a
question of priorizing expenditures. That is, when we
have the money coming into the heritage fund, just what
is the allocation process? How much of that money
should be going to hospitals, and how much to airports?
That's where the interrelation comes in. That's a very
important subject matter that this Legislative Assembly
should debate and discuss prior to giving approval to the
transfer of that 30 per cent of funds.

Mr. Speaker, from time to time I have heard it said in
the Legislative Assembly that perhaps it ought not to be
30 per cent. Some of those among us have the opinion
that it should be more than 30 per cent. As well, some
have felt that it should be less than 30 per cent. So it's a
very important question that should be debated.

MRS. CHICHAK: Mr. Speaker, on a point of order. I
hesitate to interrupt the hon. member, but it was my
impression that when he spoke just prior to the point of
order being raised by the hon. minister, he had concluded
his remarks and his debate at that time. I'm just asking
for a clarification. That was the impression, and it was
my understanding then that the hon. Member for Pincher
Creek-Crowsnest had risen to commence his remarks.
Could we have a clarification?

MR. SINDLINGER: Mr. Speaker, the Member for
Edmonton Norwood has asked for clarification in regard
to whether or not I had discontinued my remarks at the
time. I would like to point out that I have some more
comments to make about this particular thing. I await
eagerly the comments from the Member for Pincher
Creek-Crowsnest. 1 will try to be very brief and succinct
in the remaining . ..

MR. SPEAKER: But is that on the point? The question
is: had he stopped? It may well be that he has more to say

when he stops. I understood that he was interrupted to
deal with a point of order which was raised . . .

AN HON. MEMBER: Sure he was.
MR. SPEAKER: Well, let's find out.

MR. BRADLEY: On a point of order, Mr. Speaker. I
rose to speak after the hon. member had sat down, but
the hon. Member for Edmonton Kingsway then rose on a
point of order and superseded my right to speak on the
subamendment.

MR. SPEAKER: In that event, I would have to say that
the hon. Member for Calgary Buffalo has used up this
turn.

MR. SINDLINGER: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I thank
the Member for Edmonton Norwood for bringing that to
our attention. It seems that the hour and the importance

of the subject caused me to forget exactly where I had left
off.

MR. BRADLEY : Mr. Speaker, my passion to participate
in this particular debate has probably diminished with the
hours that it has continued. But I felt it necessary to
speak on the subamendment because of some of the
remarks which have been made and some of the quota-
tions from Beauchesne which have been made in re-
ference to the principles of parliamentary law. Since there
were some references under Annotation 1 and the prin-
ciples of parliamentary law which the hon. Member for
Calgary Buffalo referred to, I thought I just might con-
tinue where he left off, to put in the public record some of
the other principles of parliamentary law under which we
operate. If I may quote from Beauchesne, Annotation 1:
The principles that lie at the basis of English par-

liamentary law, have always been kept steadily in

view by the Canadian Parliament; these are: To

protect a minority and restrain the improvidence or

tyranny of a majority;
That's as much of the quotation which the hon. Member
for Calgary Buffalo quoted. But then it goes on to say:

to secure the transaction of public business in an

orderly manner; to enable every Member to express

his opinions within limits necessary to preserve deco-

rum and prevent an unnecessary waste of time;
I think we're here today discussing with regard to this
motion before us a scheduling of time, limits within li-
mits. That's what we're discussing.

... to give abundant opportunity for the considera-

tion of every measure.
And I would submit that 17 days discussing estimates,
plus six, is abundant opportunity for consideration of the
measures.

... and to prevent any legislative action being taken

upon sudden impulse.
Now, this isn't impulsive legislation that we're proceeding
on. It's an additional five days in the estimates. These are
principles of parliamentary law. I just wanted to point
out to the Assembly that there were other principles in
the annotation which the hon. Member for Calgary Buf-
falo quoted, other than the ones that he had. There are
plenty of them.

He also went on to suggest in his remarks that there
had been no discussion on Bill 69. In fact, there has been
discussion on Bill 69. Second reading was on Friday,
November 13. A number of members participated in that
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debate. On Thursday, November 19, in this Assembly, it
was debated in Committee of the Whole. So there has
been consideration of Bill 69 to date. In fact, the hon.
Member for Spirit River-Fairview spoke in Committee of
the Whole, and the hon. Member for Little Bow, and the
hon. Member for Calgary Buffalo. So in fact there has
been some discussion in this Assembly with regard to Bill
69. 1 suppose, perhaps, the hon. Member for Calgary
Buffalo forgot that he participated in the debate on that
day.

With regard to the question of scheduling of time
which is really before us, there are a number of prece-
dents. If I could quote from the Standing Orders of the
House of Commons, they have limits with regard to
debate on the throne speech. That's Standing Order 38(1),
under the Address in Reply to His Excellency's Speech:

The proceedings on the order of the day for resum-
ing debate on the motion for an Address in Reply to
His Excellency's Speech and on any amendments
proposed thereto shall not exceed eight sitting days.
That's the amount of time allowed in the House of
Commons in this country with regard to the debate on
the Speech from the Throne. So, is that closure or is that
scheduling of time? I suggest that it's scheduling of the
orderly business of the House.

We go on to the estimates which the hon. House leader
earlier alluded to. The estimates of supply in the House of
Commons are again under a standing order of the House
of Commons, Standing Order 58(5). It refers to the fact
that 25 days would be allotted to consideration of the
estimates of the House of Commons in supply, 25 days
for dollars to be appropriated, which equal 15,000 per
cent greater than the amounts which we are talking about
here. For 150 times more dollars with regard to the
federal budget of this country, 25 days are allotted by the
Standing Orders of the House of Commons.

Again, is that closure or is that scheduling the time of
the Assembly to conduct its business in an orderly way?
What is fair and reasonable? We're suggesting 17 days so
far in the estimates and another six. That's 23. T suggest
that's fair and reasonable when you look at the compari-
son in the House of Commons.

Further to this matter, I look at what the practice is in
the British House, and refer to Erskine May, page 285,
under Supply:

Under the terms of S. O. No. 18, twenty-nine days
are allotted to the business of Supply in each session.
In the Mother of Parliaments they have a time scheduling
motion in their Standing Orders which gives them 29
days. I don't know how many billions of pounds the
budget of the United Kingdom is, but it's certainly at
least equal to the budget of Canada, if not greater, and is
inestimably greater than the $400 million we're discussing
here under supply.

I just wanted to bring that to the attention of the hon.
members with regard to this debate, and correct some of
the impressions created by other members earlier in this
debate.

DR. BUCK: Mr. Speaker, it's amazing, when you're fac-
ing the guillotine, how you feel that this may be your last
chance to speak. You never know. So I would like to say
a word or two on the subamendment before us.

Mr. Speaker, I feel that when we're looking at closure,
a large government, and a small opposition, the govern-
ment is achieving its purpose. They are grinding us down,
Mr. Speaker. They are wearing us down. If'this is the way
the government wants to run its operation, that's fine.

The people of the province will judge them. It may not be
this election, but it'll be the one after.

To speak to the point, I was appalled to hear the
Member for Pincher Creek-Crowsnest say that this was
premeditated. It wasn't just something they thought of on
the spur of the moment. Is the member saying to this
Assembly that the government has always been planning
that if they do not like the way the opposition questions
and shows its responsibility by checking the estimates and
Bill 69, the appropriations Bill, which has not been as
fully discussed as it should be, Mr. Speaker to the hon.
Member for Pincher Creek-Crowsnest, when billions of
dollars, at least $2 billion, will be put into the Heritage
Savings Trust Fund — should that not be questioned?
Should that percentage not be increased or lowered?
That's what the legislative process is all about.

Now the government, in its bigness and its lack of
wisdom, is going to bring closure. The member says the
guillotine has been premeditated. I hear rumblings in the
back from my friend who should be sitting way back in
the corner in his seat. But that's okay, it feels a little
lonesome way back there in the corner, because your
other Tory friends have all gone home to bed.

MR. NOTLEY: They're on the shift that can sleep
tonight.

DR. BUCK: Mind you, I realize that when you shift
boys, bring some in and haul some out ... I see the
Minister of Transportation has finally given up. It was his
night to be in the barrel. The whip said you had to be
there, hon. Minister of Transportation. It's your turn to
be here. So if you're told to be there, be there. That's the
way this government runs. If you question you get kicked
out, right, Sindlinger?

Mr. Speaker, in this Assembly this coming evening, at
8 o'clock, I presume, a vote is to be taken. Then this large
government is going to really put that little opposition in
its place. They are going to show the opposition and the
people of this province how you run things. Mr. Speaker,
that has some perils.

[Mr. Kroeger entered the House]
MR.NOTLEY:Here's Henry. [interjections]

MR. SPEAKER: I wonder if I really am building up my
expectations to an unreasonable extent if I ask that we
get back to the subamendment.

DR. BUCK: Mr. Speaker, when we are asking that
unanimous consent be given, if we're going to go through
the stages of the Bill without discussion, then we are
saying that there should be unanimous consent. If the
issue is so pressing, if it means that we have to pay the
wages of the civil service in this province or something
has to be done, I am sure that opposition members are
not unreasonable people. We are elected to this Assembly
to do the business of the province. But this government
has not indicated to us why they need this power. If they
needed the power, we would grant unanimous consent.

AN HON. MEMBER: Oh, oh.

DR. BUCK: Don't moan and groan. If that power were
required, it would be granted. It's that simple. But when
we are being cut off at the pass, as the old western says,
at the Alamo, then we will not allow it. It doesn't matter
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how large the numbers are; it doesn't matter how many
hours it will take. They are not going to steam-roller over
us. Mr. Speaker, it may take some more coffee. But there
aren't enough of them over there to run over us.

MR. NOTLEY: They look pretty bleary-eyed too, Walt.

DR. BUCK: Fine, be my guest. We're going to call in the
fire department because they know how to work shift.
Maybe the fire department could do a good job of
dousing this closure motion. When we were looking at
unanimous consent to have ...

MR. NOTLEY: They still remember the two-by-four,
Walt.

DR. BUCK: Oh yes, we well remember the two-by-four,
and how you have to hit the firemen between the horns
with a two-by-four to get their attention. Mr. Speaker,
that will go down in the history of Hansard as one of the
most infamous statements we've heard.

Mr. Speaker, we are trying to separate Bill 69 from the
heritage trust supply, because we feel that the two issues
are sufficiently important that they should be divided.

In two more minutes, a record will be set in this legisla-
tive chamber for the amount of time spent in the morning
in doing the taxpayers' business. But, Mr. Speaker, more
earth-shaking than that will be what will happen when
the government invokes closure. At that time, are we
going to run this province and Legislature entirely at the
whim of the government? Is the parliamentary process
not going to function in this province? When we're asking
for unanimous consent, can we decide now, at a whim,
that maybe 27 days have been too long? Maybe next year
we'll have a lot of people who want to go someplace, or
there's a lot of business to be transacted. Maybe next year
it's going to be 20 days, and the year after that, 15 days,
and then after that, one day.

Mr. Speaker, what we are trying to protect in this
Assembly is the right of people to stand in their places, to
ask questions, to debate without fear of that guillotine
coming down. I have been in this Assembly the same
number of years as the members of the government who
were over on this side in 1967. We've had the same
number of years of experience. We are only behind the
hon. Leader of the Opposition in years of service. We
have not seen the reason for closure in this Assembly
until now.

MR.SPEAKER: There seems to be a most discouraging
lack of attempts to assist the Chair in getting back to this
subamendment. It would seem to me that the substance
of the subamendment is whether something should be
done with unanimous consent or by majority vote. Those
are the two alternatives. I don't recall hearing much
about that.

DR. BUCK: Mr. Speaker, when we are going to move
through more than one stage of a Bill, we are saying that
we require unanimous consent. We do not feel that if that
unanimous consent is not given, it can be overridden by a
large majority. The subamendment says that if the unan-
imous consent is required for a Bill of great importance,
it would most likely be given. But it is not good enough
that if the rights of members are going to be overridden, a
large majority could do that. So what we are trying to say
here is that unanimous consent would be given when it is
required. This is the stand that I would like to take on the

debate. I feel that if we are responsible, that is the only
course of action to be taken.

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, I'd like to address a
comment or two to the subamendment before the House
this evening. It's only appropriate in dealing with the
subamendment that I respond to the comments made by
the hon. Member for Pincher Creek-Crowsnest, whose
comments, incidentally, were out of order, unless one
looks at the context of unanimous consent. So, while he
didn't say that and he wasn't called to order, I assume
that that goes without saying, because I assume he wasn't
out of order. '

Mr. Speaker, the hon. Member for Pincher Creek-
Crowsnest went on for some time to talk about the time
allocated in other jurisdictions. He mentioned the House
of Commons and 25 days. He quoted for some time from
Erskine May with respect to 29 days in the British House
of Commons.

MR. SPEAKER: I have to agree with the hon. Member
for Spirit River-Fairview that I was not sufficiently dili-
gent with regard to relevance. I also have to agree with
him that, those things having been said, he's entitled to
deal with them.

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, dealing with the observa-
tions made, then, by the hon. Member for Pincher Creek-
Crowsnest, what he did not point out, and I think it
needs to be said in discussing this entire issue, is: yes, 25
days are set aside for estimates in the House of Common-
s; yes, those estimates constitute 150 times greater magni-
tude — I think that was the figure the hon. member used
— than the $400 million in the estimates. I might also
add, though, that this closure motion deals I the 30
per cent appropriation too, so it's a much larger figure
than $400 million. But let's just take that for the sake of
following through on the hon. member's argument.

What the member did not point out, however, is that
the time set aside is as a result of agreement. We have
agreement in our Standing Orders. There is a time set
aside for the Speech from the Throne. Now, how did that
happen, Mr. Speaker? It happened because the Standing
Orders were submitted to the Legislature. As a matter of
fact, I recall that in 1973 that particular section was
carried unanimously. There was no dissent on the amount
of time allocated for the consideration of her Majesty's
Speech from the Throne. Now, why did that occur?
Because there was interparty co-operation. As a matter of
fact, as I recollect — and I could be wrong — there was
even a standing committee representing both sides of the
House that reviewed the rules of order and produced the
rules of order which we have today.

Mr. Speaker, it is quite another thing to say that,
because we have eight days in the House of Commons for
the Speech from the Throne and 25 days for the budget
— it came as a result of interparty negotiation. We have a
schedule of time set out in our own Standing Orders. It
came as a result of a committee representing both sides of
the House. That is one thing. That is a perfectly proper
course. But it is a totally different thing to come in here
and one side of the House unilaterally say, this is what
the rules will be.

Similarly, Mr. Speaker, with respect to the 29 days in
Great Britain that the hon. member from Pincher Creek
cited, well, I just make reference to the point that Mr.
Diefenbaker made in 1956. Yes, there are time frame
obligations in the Standing Orders, but how did they
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develop? According to Mr. Diefenbaker, as a result of
negotiations between the speakers and the parties in the
British House of Commons.

Mr. Speaker, that really gets back to the basic point of
the subamendment. You see, the issue is that if there is
unanimous consent, we can do almost anything. We can
set aside any rule of the Legislature with unanimous
consent. As a matter of fact, as the hon. Minister of
Education well knows, because of the regrettable absence
of opposition members on an opposition day, Thursday
last, there was unanimous consent. We got into govern-
ment business on an opposition day. So we can set aside
the rules.

So let's not suggest that this proposition of the re-
quirement of unanimous consent is any serious imposi-
tion on the part of the government. I say to members of
the House that in my 10 years' experience — I don't have
the experience of some members of the House over the
years, but 10 years is some time — how many times when
a request was made for unanimous consent has it been
denied? How many times? Of the host of occasions when
the Government House Leader comes in and asks for
unanimous consent, or when members on this side ask for
unanimous consent, how many times is it denied? Very
seldom, but the rules are there.

The predecessor of the present Speaker, the hon.
Member for Calgary Millican at that time, Mr. Dixon,
made the point and properly so. He said that majorities
protect the government; the rules protect the minorities.
One of the rules that protects the minority is the unani-
mous consent concept. Perhaps that minority may just be
one member, but that unanimous consent, on occasion, is
important to protect that individual member's rights.

Frankly, I think the subamendment improves the
amendment I advanced, because it allows more flexibility.
It allows the government to make a reasonable case. The
hon. Minister of Education is Acting Government House
Leader tonight; if he's in charge tonight, or when the
appropriation Bill goes through, and if he's able to make
a reasonable case that in one sitting day the Bill be read a
second time, considered by Committee of the Whole,
reported therefrom to the House, and the report received,
with the unanimous consent, well, Mr. Speaker, he may
get it. I'm not suggesting that he will, but he may.
Certainly, if we go on the basis of the record of this
House, when reasonable requests have been made, nor-
mally they have found a generous response on the part of
members willing to grant unanimous consent.

The subamendment allows the government a little more
latitude than the original amendment which I proposed.
In my judgment, however, it still protects the minority.
Because if even one member feels that more time should
be available — and although not usually exercised, none
the less that's certainly the kind of right which should
exist for members of the Legislature — then that individ-
ual member can say, no, you don't have my unanimous
consent.

Mr. Speaker, I say to all hon. members in this Legisla-
ture that this particular subamendment has to be ex-
amined in light of the record of this Assembly. No
member can deny that. This particular subamendment
and all the government debate that has proceeded about
time management and what happens in other jurisdictions
has to be examined in the light not of closure but of
concurrence and agreement. When there is concurrence
and agreement, then the Legislature can move in a par-
ticular direction, and properly so, because that's consist-
ent with our rules.

But when there isn't, when one member says no, I'm
not sure that I want to say yes, you can put this appro-
priation Bill in a single day; I'm not sure that I'm satisfied
that the government has properly accounted for the $60
million they lost; I'm not sure that the Premier and the
Provincial Treasurer have told us enough to convince me
that there is proper management of this heritage trust
fund: if there is one member who feels that way, then yes,
under the provisions of this amendment, it would take
long. But, Mr. Speaker, if the government is able to come
forward with the kind of information which has been
requested by members of the opposition, not unreasona-
ble information, and is able to make a convincing case,
well, I just simply say, let the precedents of the House, let
the record of the House, let Hansard of this House over
the last 10 years, which shows the countless requests for
unanimous consent, let that speak for itself.

I say quite frankly, Mr. Speaker, that under the cir-
cumstances, the subamendment should be supported by
members on both sides of the Assembly. It should be
supported first of all by the government members because
it allows more flexibility. It should be supported by
opposition members because, while it still allows the
option of proceeding with an appropriation Bill in one
day, it nevertheless underscores the sacred right of unan-
imous consent and the ability of one member, if that
member is not convinced of the correctness of an ap-
proach, to be able to stand in his or her place and say, I
deny unanimous consent. Under those circumstances, Mr.
Speaker, I strongly support the subamendment to the
amendment, and would urge all members to endorse the
subamendment.

MR. SPEAKER: Are you ready for the question on the
subamendment, which proposes to delete Part 2 of the
proposed amendment and substitute a new Part 2, which
would add to Section 5 of the original motion "with the
unanimous consent of the Assembly"?

[Mr. Speaker declared the motion on the subamendment
lost. Several members rose calling for a division. The
division bell was rung]

[Three minutes having elapsed, the House divided]

For the motion:

Buck Notley Speaker, R.
Mandeville Sindlinger

Against the motion:

Anderson, C. Cookson Lysons
Anderson, D. Cripps Mack
Appleby Fjordbotten McCrimmon
Batiuk Gogo Musgreave
Bogle Hiebert Pahl
Borstad Hyland Stevens
Bradley King Thompson
Carter Knaak Topolnisky
Chambers Kroeger Webber
Chichak Kushner Young
Cook LeMessurier

Totals: Ayes - 5 Noes - 32

DR. BUCK: Mr. Speaker, in rising to take part in the
debate on the amendment, when we're looking at Bill 69,
the transfer of funds into the Alberta Heritage Savings
Trust Fund, I find it rather unusual that the Provincial
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Treasurer, who 1is responsible for the funds that come in
from natural resource revenue, would not be here this
evening. I find it rather peculiar that the government
would take this matter so lightly that the Provincial
Treasurer would not have made sure that he would be
here to find out what we're talking about.

Mr. Speaker, when we're looking at the transfer of
funds, 30 per cent of natural resource revenue, total in the
vicinity of $2 billion, we well remember in this province
when we tied natural resource revenue to funds that
would be available to cities. I so well remember when
some of the members of the AUMA were looking at
marching on the Legislature, because at that time the
funding was running dry. The kettle was getting a little
low on funding. Therefore, the government at that time
looked at lowering those funds.

[Mr. Appleby in the Chair]

MR. YOUNG: On a point of order, Mr. Speaker. Per-
haps before the funding runs totally dry, and the hon.
Member for Clover Bar runs totally dry, he can make
relevant his observations to the amendment before us.

DR. BUCK: Mr. Speaker, we are looking at the transfer
of funds. We are looking at Bill 69. We're going to be
transferring funds into the Alberta Heritage Savings
Trust Fund. Some of those funds could be used in
municipalities. As a matter of fact, the party that I
represent has said that there should be a direct sharing of
revenue from natural resources. So that's what we're talk-
ing about, hon. Minister of Labour. Maybe the hon.
Minister of Labour has forgotten what local autonomy
and revenue sharing mean, because I know that they
never want to give up the power of the purse strings.
They want to have the strings attached to the funds that
go out to the cities, towns, and villages of this province,
because they know that they can have the municipalities
and cities come with hat in hand begging for funds. They
like that power. If they ever really believed in local
autonomy, then they would say to the municipalities,
here's your share of natural resource revenue.

The appropriation Bill that we would like separated
from this closure motion ... Do you people have a
problem over there? [interjections] Mr. Speaker, the Tory
members can make their own speeches if they wish to.
We've been waiting all night, for eight hours, for the
Tories. I challenge the hon. associate minister of whatever
he's associated with to get up and tell us what his stand is
on the closure that he's going to be responsible for. We're
waiting with bated breath.

AN HON. MEMBER: Sit down.

DR. BUCK: You should be so lucky, Mr. Knaak.

Mr. Speaker, we are looking at the transferring of
funds. The next thing we're going to be told in this
Legislature when we're looking at the transfer of natural
resource funds is that this government invented oil.
They've already told us that they started the Israeli air
war over in the Middle East to make the price of oil go
from $3.25 a barrel to what it is now. The next thing the
Minister of Labour is going to tell me is that that's not
relevant, the price of oil going from $3.25 a barrel to $14,
$17, and up. Mr. Speaker, I'm sure that if the Minister of
Labour did a little more homework on the items in his
department, instead of heckling when I'm trying to make
a speech at 4 o'clock in the morning, we'd have a little

less labor unrest in this province.

Mr. Speaker, it is a sad day, when we are looking at
the fact that we're going to be transferring funds through
Bill 69 to the Heritage Savings Trust Fund, that the
Provincial Treasurer is not here, and that we have not
had the opportunity to question the Provincial Treasurer
fully.

MR. LYSONS: There wasn't one of you fellows here the
other day.

DR. BUCK: Every day, every day. Well, the Provincial
Treasurer was away. He had a legitimate reason for being
away. We were looking at cost sharing, so the minister
had to be away. Now, I'd like to know who the Deputy
Provincial Treasurer was at that time. But we get the old
runaround: we'll pass the question on down the line.

Mr. Speaker, but we wish to have more time to debate
Bill 69. That's what this exercise is all about. I'm sure the
Minister of Labour can understand that as being relevant.
I'm sure the Minister responsible for Personnel Adminis-
tration finds that relevant. He doesn't even have to write
that speech. No one has to write one like that for him.
We've been awaiting, as the hon. Member for Calgary
Buffalo said, a man we respect, the Minister responsible
for Personnel Administration. Let's hear his views. It's
quite amazing how you can pick up 60 grand a year for
being a minister, and then you never tell anybody what
you do for a living. It's quite amazing.

What we're talking about is that with Bill 69 there
should be time. Should the percentage be 30, 35, or 25
per cent? 1 think the people in this province, to whom the
funds belong ... It's not Tory money, even though the
Tories like to think it is. Maybe we should have a sitting
of the Committee of the Whole. Has anyone ever asked
anybody in this province what percentage of natural
revenue goes into the Heritage Savings Trust Fund? It's a
common practice of this government. We have not had a
sitting of the Legislature in the whole and opened it up to
the people of this province. We had that debate on the
Bighorn dam. We pressed this government. We were
forced, the hon. member says. But there are many times,
if we really wanted the action in this Legislature, that we
could have asked the people of this province to ask their
own government, open it up, about Bill 69. What per-
centage of revenue should come from natural resource
revenue into the Heritage Savings Trust Fund? That
opportunity should have been afforded the citizens of this
province.

I would like to say, Mr. Speaker, that the fact that we
are taking funding from resource revenue and putting it
into the heritage fund — what do we tell the cities that
have to provide the infrastructure as the megaprojects
will be coming on stream? How do we tell them, go ahead
and enlarge your water treatment plants, your LRT, but
don't come to us for money, because we're putting 30 per
cent into the Heritage Savings Trust Fund? Are we going
to tell them, as the Minister of Municipal Affairs said, we
haven't got any more money; you'll have to raise a
gasoline tax? Raise a gasoline tax: what a way to shirk
your responsibility. Let the people at the local level take
the flak. We can be the good guys here. We've got all that
money coming in; then we can hand it out. The people
come there with hat in hand, and just before the election
— we happened to find $1 billion the last time. Good
move, good move. My lame-duck friend from Calgary
doesn't have to be waving his speech around. He can give
his own speech. [interjections]
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Mr. Speaker, it's fine for the government to laugh and
snicker. They can do it with their large majority. They
can wear us down and grind us into the dirt, but we
cannot get away from the fact that Bill 69 has not had
sufficient input from members of this Assembly. The
Provincial Treasurer has not given us all the answers that
we require. That's what the debate is all about. They
don't have to shake leaves of relevance at me. The people
out there will tell the government members what relevan-
cy is all about. It's their money, and we're asking that
money to be transferred from natural resource develop-
ment into the Heritage Savings Trust Fund.

Mr. Speaker, it behooves the government to look at
what we're doing with that fund, to look at how much
money we're putting into that fund. The members of this
Assembly this morning are all charged with that same
responsibility, to answer and explain to the taxpayer, and
to do it through the medium of this Assembly. I know
that that gets in the road of the government at times.

When you're running this province on a straight busi-
ness principle of debits and credits, somehow we seem to
lose that personal touch about what people would like
done with their money, how much money people need,
and how much people-program fundings need, that may
be going into the fund. Mr. Speaker, it's just not good
enough that we give Bill 69 a light going-over, just a little
brush-off. The hon. Leader of the Opposition says two
days out of five. They feel that they're really being
responsible to the electorate and the taxpayer of this
province.

It's very interesting to have a look at the projections, as
the price of oil escalates, of the funding that's going to be
going into the Heritage Savings Trust Fund. We've heard
the government say that under our program, where we're
investing in Alberta through roads, telephones, and some
of these other projects, we'd be blowing the fund. We're
not; we're investing the fund.

I'd like to know from the hon. Member for St. Paul
just how many new roads have been built in that area. It's
not impressive, hon. Member for St. Paul. The day of
reckoning may not be too far away.

AN HON. MEMBER: Come out and look.
MR. NOTLEY: We'd wreck our car to go out there.

DR. BUCK: Mr. Speaker, I do wish to say, as an aside,
when we're looking at the expenditure funds, that the
Member for St. Paul did do something. They did put a
little bit of cement down at Long Lake so you could dock
your boat. I will compliment the member on that. That
was a major achievement. I'm proud of that. But he could
also do something about the airport in St. Paul. They
could help out a little bit there, instead of shipping it out
another 10 miles.

Mr. Speaker, when we're looking at the moving of
large amounts of money, the debate could go on for
literally weeks. Who said that would be great? I guess it
would be great if you listen to the people. But this
government doesn't like doing that, because they may
hear a few unpleasant things. When you have a large
government like that, nobody wants to hear anything
unpleasant. They go to these friendly little meetings and
pat each other on the back and tell each other what great
fellows they are. Nobody wants to really hear anything
unpleasant. So we have these friendly little government
and party get-togethers, clap each other on the back, and
say, we're going to put 30 per cent in the fund, that

should do them. Mr. Speaker, you can only buy the
taxpayer's vote with the taxpayer's money for so long.
Then the old barnyard saying is that the chickens start
coming home to roost.

Mr. Speaker, when we're looking at the transferring of
funding, I feel that the suggestions that have been made
on the future of the fund and on the amount of the fund
— that the legislative committee charged with looking
after the fund is an exercise in frustration. It is an
exercise in frustration because of the many weeks that
we've been trying to get a window into the 30 per cent of
the funding that goes in through Bill 69. We're trying to
get a window into that fund, to find out what's going on.

Mr. Speaker, the government chooses to take the other
route, to say no, don't worry about what's going on. We
know best what is good for you. Close the doors, do it in
caucus. I have to chuckle when I hear that everything
goes on in caucus. You don't have to be a very brilliant
mathematician, when we're talking about how much
money we're going to put in the fund, when you ask how
much input the caucus has. All you have to do is divide a
one- or two-hour meeting by 72 members. When I say to
the members of the back bench that this may not be your
month to ask your 30-second question, then I know how
much goes on in caucus. [interjections] I do know some-
thing, hon. Member for Calgary Millican, or Calgary
Currie. Somebody misled me there. I've been misled by
better people than that. Anyway, I wish to say, Mr.
Speaker to the hon. Member for Calgary Millican, that I
feel badly that he lost his nomination. But I guess he's
learning that the knives are always sharpened. When
you're a member of the Conservative Party, there's al-
ways somebody sharpening the knife to gently slide it
between

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: Perhaps the hon. Member
for Clover Bar would take a look at the amendment and
properly confine his remarks to the pertinent sections that
are being discussed.

DR. BUCK: Mr. Speaker, I was going to say that it's
unfortunate the hon. Member for Calgary Millican will
not be here in the future to help us move funds through
Bill 69 — or whatever number that will be — into the
Heritage Savings Trust Fund. But I sincerely say that
when we're looking at moving funds through Bill 69 into
the Heritage Savings Trust Fund, a man of the calibre of
the hon. Member for Calgary Millican will be missed. I
say that in all sincerity. I know that's just a little beside
the point, but the hon. member has done a good job, and
he continued to do a good job when we were looking at
funding under Bill 69.

Just in case the hon. government members feel that
they would like to get in on the debate, I would like to
move a subamendment. [interjections] I'll just say there
are cookies and coffee for the government members back
there, because they need a little bit of strengthening. I've
always said that it takes at least 10 Tories to be the
equivalent of one opposition member. They're feeding
them in the back there, Mr. Speaker.

The subamendment I'd like to bring is that:

By deleting part (2) and substituting as follows:

(2) By inserting in Section (5) after the words "ap-
propriation Bill" the words "with the exception
of Bill 69."

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: Perhaps we could have a lit-
tle recess while we distribute those copies, and then the



December 7, 1981

ALBERTA HANSARD 2147

hon. member could continue his remarks.

Perhaps the hon. Member for Clover Bar might con-
tinue with his remarks regarding the well-worn, in-and-
out Section 5.

DR. BUCK: Mr. Speaker, I think that just for the eluci-
dation of the hon. members opposite, we're looking at
inserting after the words "appropriation Bill", the words
"with the exception of Bill 69". Mr. Speaker, the hon.
members opposite. . .

MR. LYSONS: Mr. Speaker, on a point of order. This
amendment is dated December 7. I think it's December 8,
if the hon. member would like to bring that into the
record.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: Perhaps the hon. Member
for Vermilion-Viking was not here when we had an earli-
er discussion regarding that little item, but the date that's
on the amendment as presented is not significant. The
subamendment has been read, presented to the Assembly,
and the date really is not very significant.

MR. LYSONS: On the same point of order, Mr. Speak-
er. I was here. This is a different amendment, and I
thought that should be brought to your attention.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: Yes, but the same remarks
from the Chair would be made, though. As far as the date

is concerned, it actually would not have to be on there at
all.

DR. BUCK: Mr. Speaker, I guess the legal term when
you get a summons for speeding or anything says "on or
about". So I guess that would apply. That seems to be a
legal term that lawyers seem to like, on or about.

AN HON. MEMBER: Not that any members in the
opposition would ever get a speeding ticket.

DR. BUCK: I don't know if December 7, Pearl Harbor
day, has any significance.

Mr. Speaker, in speaking to the subamendment, the
reason we would like Bill 69 taken out is because we
believe that it should be treated differently. We believe it's
a Bill of very, very major significance. That's why we've
moved that subamendment. Bill 69 is one that really can
affect the future of this province. It is a fund that can
provide us with the so-called diversification we were look-
ing for. It can provide funding for research in agriculture,
research in many other fields; protect the economy, pro-
tect the environment. It has many, many ramifications.
It's a Bill that must receive special attention.

Mr. Speaker, we have looked and we have voted on
irrigation projects, excellent programs. The day may
come when we may be turning the rivers from north to
south. Will that be coming under the auspices of the
funds that come in through Bill 69?7 We may not only
change the entire geography, topography, and crop po-
tential of the southern part of the province. We may also,
at the same time ... [interjections]

MR. LYSONS: Mr. Speaker, on a point of order. I
thought we were talking about the amendment. The hon.
Member for Clover Bar clearly is way out on a wild bat
on this one.

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, on that point of order, the
hon. Member for Clover Bar certainly has the right, in
the course of debate, to outline reasons to this Assembly
that Bill 69 should be treated separately from any other
appropriation Bills that come out of the discussion of
heritage trust fund. I think the point he was making was
that Bill 69, because of its importance, is sufficiently vital
to the future of the province that it should be considered
separately. [interjections]

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: Regarding the point of or-
der: a long time ago, several hours ago, I think the
Speaker made it very clear that when you get to the
subamendment stage, you should be very strict about
speaking to the actual point that is presented in the
subamendment. However, when the Deputy Chairman of
Committees was in the Chair, he did mention, I believe,
how the hon. Leader of the Opposition was very skilfully
returning to the subject at hand from time to time. In the
matter of relevancy, I would have to acknowledge that
this is still being done, though perhaps it's being stretched
a little further between returns to the actual subamend-
ment from time to time. So I would ask the hon. member
if he could keep his comments regarding the subamend-
ment a little closer together.

DR. BUCK: Mr. Speaker, I thought I was staying in a
very narrow area, as a matter of fact.

Mr. Speaker, when we are looking at the transferring
of massive funds, when we put them into the Heritage
Savings Trust Fund, $2 billion, the programs that can be
funded out of that are enormous. So how can we narrow
what the funding is going to be used for under the
auspices of Bill 69? It opens up the whole Pandora of
programs that could be funded from this.

I can't understand why the Member for Vermilion-
Viking would be having trouble with that. Through the
Heritage Savings Trust Fund they may even build some-
thing in Vermilion. Thank goodness, the dam washed
out. We got a provincial park in there. [interjections] Mr.
Speaker, are we actually going to have a government
backbencher make a speech? [interjections]

DR. BUCK: We have only front benchers in the opposi-
tion, Mr. Speaker. We don't have any backbenchers.
[interjections]

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: Perhaps the hon. Member
for Vermilion-Viking would withhold his comments until
he has an opportunity to speak, if he wishes to do so.

DR. BUCK: Mr. Speaker, I like the hon. Member for
Vermilion-Viking. He's a fine fellow. It's too bad he's
going to retire after the next election, willingly or unwil-
lingly. But that's the way it goes.

Mr. Speaker, in a Bill as important as Bill 69, we feel it
should not be in with other Bills of less import, because
we feel the taxpayers' money, money we are going to be
putting into a fund for the future, is much too important
to be handled in a light manner. Mr. Speecher . . . [inter-
jections] At 4:35 in the morning, | guess a person can be
allowed — his lip gets a little dry. [interjection] Never
mind the breathalyzer. Maybe you've been sneaking out.
We've been in the House doing our job. [laughter]

Mr. Speaker, it is a very important Bill that requires
the consideration, close study, and close scrutiny of the
members of this Assembly, the members of the
committee.



2148 ALBERTA HANSARD

December 7, 1981

Mr. Speaker, because my time is up, I would just like
to say that I am sure that members who are diligent in
their duties would support this Bill.

MR. SINDLINGER: Mr. Speaker, I'd like to make a few
comments about this subamendment. I was a little hesi-
tant to get to my feet, because I had the idea that the
Member for Vermilion-Viking wanted to say something,
but I guess that's not the case. So I will get into the
subamendment.

Mr. Speaker, this is a very important subamendment
because it recognizes the central importance of Bill 69.
We would not have the estimates, we would not have
anything, if we did not have Bill 69 and what it repre-
sents. I have been corrected in some earlier remarks I
made with regard to the amount of time we'd already
spent on Bill 69. Bill 69 has gone through first reading
and second reading as well, and some members did speak
to it then. I don't think I acknowledged that when I was
speaking earlier. As well, Bill 69 went into the Committee
of the Whole, and some members did address it there as
well. However, it was a very truncated debate at that time
as we did run out of time, to go into it in any detail. It
takes up only 20 pages in Hansard. If one looks at the
amount of money in the fund now, roughly $10 billion,
that's almost $500 million per page. I would suggest that's
not enough attention for Bill 69. Surely money of that
order of magnitude requires more review and scrutiny
than just 21 pages.

First of all, the issue of closure itself and, secondly, the
issue of where the closure falls most heavily, have been
matters of contention all evening. Obviously, it falls most
heavily on Bill 69, because we have yet to have the
Provincial Treasurer and the chairman of the investment
committee before the Legislative Assembly so they can
answer detailed questions about the Heritage Savings
Trust Fund. We look forward to that opportunity.

That doesn't hold entirely to all the votes in the esti-
mates, of course, because we have gone through several
of them in considerable detail. I'm sure it will not take
that much time to go through the other votes in the
estimates either. I say that because essentially they are
projects that were initiated some years ago, and they're
just continuations of those projects. So the principles
have been discussed quite thoroughly several years over.
The one aspect that remains to be discussed in regard to
those expenditures, however, is the disposition or place-
ment of them. That is, the Assembly has to be assured
that those funds appropriated for a specific purpose in
fact were used for that specific purpose. We have found
in some instances that the funds so appropriated were not
appropriately placed.

There is a very generic issue in regard to Bill 69,
because Bill 69 epitomizes the government's policy with
regard to economic development in the province. It can
be said, of course, that there are many purposes for the
fund. Those purposes, or if I might call them objectives,
are set out in Section 6, I believe, of The Alberta Heritage
Savings Trust Fund Act and in the preamble to the Act,
which states in general terms that we cannot expect to
receive revenue forever from oil and gas because those are
finite resources and cannot be developed forever. There-
fore, it would be prudent to take some of those resources
and save them for that day when the oil and gas run out.

There are several sections to the Act, First of all the
capital projects division. The purpose of that division, it
is said in the Act, is to provide long-term social and
economic benefits to the province. Certainly, it's always

difficult to identify specifically what social benefits are
because that is not a precise science. It's a very subjective
area. However, in terms of long-term economic benefits
for the province, that is an area which can be more
precisely defined. Of course, it can't be exactly pin-
pointed, but specific directions can be identified and
pursued. Presumably those long-term economic benefits
would be such as to diversify the economy. That has been
stated many times by the government, and the govern-
ment has indicated that the Heritage Savings Trust Fund
would be a very good tool to achieve that end.

Another division of the fund, which indicates that
economic diversification or economic policy of the gov-
ermnment is inherent in the Heritage Savings Trust Fund,
is the Alberta investment division. The criteria for in-
vestments in that area are those investments that would
tend to strengthen or diversify the economy. So there
again, we have a stated, explicit intention that the fund be
used to develop the economy, first of all to strengthen the
economy. Certainly the fund has been used in those areas;
for example, the Alberta Energy Company, Syncrude, the
investment in Luscar Ltd., and perhaps even, in an obli-
que way, the investment in the debentures of Calgary
Power, now TransAlta Utilities, I believe. Nevertheless,
the fund has been used for that purpose: to strengthen
those resources which we now have in place.

The other aspect of that investment division, though, to
diversify the economy, is questionable. It has been in the
Heritage Savings Trust Fund Act since initiation of the
Act, but it has been difficult to actually diversify the
economy. There are more things dictating economic de-
velopment or growth than simply money. If we do not
have those strategic economic advantages or comparative
economic advantages in this province, it doesn't matter
how much money we throw at the problem; it won't be
solved. Therefore, there's a problem with regard to eco-
nomic diversification.

Mr. Speaker, I am bringing this up because this
amendment strikes directly at the intent of Bill 69. Bill 69,
as it's called this year, deals with the transfer of funds
from general revenue into the heritage fund. It's not
enough just to say, we have this revenue, which will be in
excess of the general revenue requirements of the prov-
ince; therefore, let's put it in a big bucket called the
Alberta Heritage Savings Trust Fund. That might be
done if the heritage trust fund could be said to be
completely distinct and separate from the government
programs and policies. However, as I've just demonstrat-
ed, that is not in fact the case. Having objectives and
purposes such as to strengthen and diversify the economy
and to provide long-term economic benefits indicates that
the trust fund is in fact an instrument of government
policy. Therefore, consideration has to be given to exactly
what that government policy is.

Mr. Speaker, the first obvious question that arises from
something like that is: precisely what is the government's
long-term plan for economic diversification in this prov-
ince? After having set that out, one can then say, this is
the role the Alberta Heritage Savings Trust Fund will
play in that long-term economic development. This ques-
tion was brought up in the watchdog committee the first
year I was there, and it was put to the Provincial
Treasurer.

MR. COOK: On a point of order, Mr. Speaker, can I ask
the member how this is relevant to the amendment?
Could the hon. member explain how this point in
relevant?
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MR. SINDLINGER: Mr. Speaker, I welcome that ques-
tion from the Member for Edmonton Glengarry. 1 will
attempt to explain to him the relevancy of Bill 69 and the
role it plays in appropriating funds for supplementing the
government's program for economic development and for
strengthening and diversifying the economy of the
province.

Mr. Speaker, I think I got to the point where I had said
it would be desirable to have a very distinct and separate
heritage fund apart from government policies and pro-
grams. However, that is not the case. Since the two are so
inextricably intertwined, it behooves us to determine
what the purpose of that fund will be in the long term.
What is the long-term plan for the Heritage Savings Trust
Fund? That was the question put to the Provincial Treas-
urer three years ago before the Heritage Savings Trust
Fund watchdog committee. What is the long-term pro-

gram ...

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: It would appear to the Chair
that the types of questions the member is presenting at
the moment, also some of the remarks he is making,
would more properly be brought forth in committee
study of Bill 69 when it's presented. Perhaps the hon.
member could confine his remarks to the actual sub-
amendment under discussion.

MR. SINDLINGER: I will, thank you, Mr. Speaker. I
would just like to reiterate the remark you have made,
and that is that it would be appropriate to bring these
things up in Committee of the Whole when Bill 69 is
considered. Unfortunately, we have before us a motion of
closure, which will make it very difficult to do that.
That's why we have been objecting to this motion of
closure so strenuously this evening. Aside from the fact
that it's an impingement on the freedom of speech in this
Legislative Assembly, it also impedes, impairs, and makes
impossible the ability of the members to discuss Bill 69 in
Committee of the Whole. The closure motion gives us
only five days. By inserting in Section 5 the words 'with
the exception of Bill 69' after the words 'appropriation
Bill', the amendment extends the period of discussion and
debate so that there will be an assurance that Bill 69 can
be appropriately and thoroughly discussed and debated
before transfer of funds can occur.

That is a very important subject, Mr. Speaker, and it's
not one we should treat lightly. A quick calculation in
terms of dollars and cents: if the Alberta share of the
resource revenue over the next 65 years will be $64 bil-
lion, and we take 30 per cent of that, that's $19.2 billion,
and put it in the fund — and there's roughly $10 billion in
there now — that's $30 billion. So on an annual basis,
when we talk about transferring funds from general re-
venue into the Heritage Savings Trust Fund through Bill
69, we're talking about almost $4 billion to $5 billion a
year.

If we're talking about $4 billion or $5 billion, we ought
to have some time in this Legislative Assembly to talk
about that. We ought to be able to discuss it and debate
it. The way this closure motion reads now, we're not
going to do that. I don't think that's fair. I don't think it's
right. 1 can't make any appeal other than to the sense of
fairness of the members here, that the opportunity be
provided for us to discuss Bill 69 completely, thoroughly,
and unrestrained. I think it would be in the best interests
of government members too, to ensure that we had that
opportunity, so that it couldn't be said anywhere at any
time by anyone that we were denied the opportunity to

assess the performance of the government in its handling
of those funds over the last six years, and to review and
approve the plans of the government over the next year,
and the next few years as well if that's the case. It's one
thing to go ahead with something like this and just rubber
stamp it and push it through. It's another to ensure that
the democratic process is served so that we all can look at
that transfer of funds.

Mr. Speaker, if there was ever an umbrella type of
legislation for anything in this Assembly, Bill 69 has to be
it. Through Bill 69 and the transfer of those funds, the
government has immense opportunity to implement any-
thing it wants to. The heritage fund now exceeds the
annual budget. The annual budget for this year was $6.5
billion. The heritage fund is around $10 billion now. We
have to consider Bill 69 thoroughly. We have to ensure
that all those programs that come through Bill 69 — the
member referred to them as well in introducing the
subamendment: the irrigation projects, Lesser Slave Lake
development, the Alberta Oil Sands Technology and Re-
search Authority, enhanced oil recovery, W. C. MacKen-
zie Health Sciences Centre, and Alberta children's pro-
vincial hospital. All those things emanate and are derived
from Bill 69. They are all derivatives of Bill 69. If it were
not for Bill 69, there would not be a Walter C. MacKen-
zie Health Sciences Centre nor a southern Alberta chil-
dren's centre. There would not be any of these things.
There would not be investments in bonds or equities, or
foreign investments overseas.

When we discuss Bill 69, we're not just talking about a
simple transfer of 30 per cent from the General Revenue
Fund; we're talking about the real heart and meat of this
government's efforts to strengthen and diversify the Al-
berta economy. We're talking about the real heart and
meat of the government's attempts to provide long-term
economic [and] social benefits. There really isn't one
program this government is undertaking that doesn't
meet those goals, or at least attempt to do so. It's there-
fore very incumbent upon us to discuss Bill 69 in terms of
the derivatives, and not just the simple transfer. If we
were to discuss just the simple transfer, I don't know that
there would be much to discuss. What is there to discuss
other than just the mechanics of doing that? I don't think
that's what we should be doing.

Mr. Speaker, when the Provincial Treasurer appeared
before the watchdog committee, he was asked some pret-
ty specific and detailed questions about these matters. He
made two responses. One was that these questions could
be asked in detail in Committee of the Whole. He could
not provide the information before the watchdog commit-
tee, but, he assured us, don't worry, you can get answers
to these questions when Bill 69 is in Committee of the
Whole. If we don't amend this closure motion, we're not
going to have that opportunity.

MR. LYSONS: Mr. Speaker, on a point of order. Again
I have to bring to you, sir, that the amendment is dealing
with a very, very simple sentence and not travelling all
over Alberta and western Canada, and all over resource
income.

MR. SINDLINGER: Mr. Speaker, that's a very good
point, and one I will now direct my attention to and deal
with decisively and conclusively, I hope, because the same
point was raised by the Member for Three Hills a few
weeks ago. It's with regard to Bill 69 and what it entails.

Bill 69 does not just entail the transfer of funds. It
entails all those things for which the funds are intended.
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It's just a generic matter, and we have to direct our
attention to the derivatives. All those derivatives, Mr.
Speaker, for the Member for Vermilion-Viking and the
Member for Three Hills, are contained in this annual
report. It doesn't talk about simply a bookkeeping trans-
action that takes money from one place and puts it into
another. Bill 69 is so important because it deals with all
those purposes and uses outlined, just outlined, in this
annual report. It is all-inclusive. If we do not go through
with amendments such as this to exclude Bill 69 from that
short debating period, and allow Bill 69 to be bunched in
with the estimates — Bill 69, which entails billions of
dollars, to be bunched in with estimates, which comprise
only about 12 per cent of the Heritage Savings Trust
Fund — then we're not doing this correctly.

‘We have to look at all aspects of the allocation of those
funds. We can do that by starting to look at this. We can
do that, sir, only if we have the time to do it. This closure
motion gives us time to look at some of the capital
estimates, which comprise only about 12 per cent of the
fund. Mr. Speaker, I'm going to be watching very careful-
ly when we get to those capital estimates again, because
we've been debating, discussing, and reviewing those capi-
tal estimates for the last seven weeks, and that debate,
discussion, and review has come entirely from opposition
members. I have not heard more than a few questions
from government members with regard to those esti-
mates. When we get to those estimates after going
through this closure debate, I thoroughly expect, from
some of the comments that have been made here today
and tonight, that some government backbenchers are
going to get up and ask some questions about those
capital estimates. If they do not, I'm going to wonder
what their purpose was in being here tonight, because I
know what mine is. Mine is to grill this government, to
ensure beyond any element of doubt that these funds,
appropriated under Bill 69 and the Bill 69s before them,
have been allocated for the purpose for which they're
appropriated and that there is no mismanagement
whatsoever.

Mr. Speaker, I cannot overemphasize the importance
of this Bill. I started out a few minutes ago by saying that
when the Provincial Treasurer was before the committee
addressing Bill 69, and he could not respond to all queries
and said we could get the answers in Committee of the
Whole, he also said something else. He said that in the
final analysis, there is only one person who is accountable
for the Heritage Savings Trust Fund, and that is me as
the Provincial Treasurer. Mr. Speaker, I think that's
right. But we have not yet had that moment of accounta-
bility. We have not yet had that minister before the
committee to answer those questions which were put to
him before the heritage fund committee. In addition, we
have not yet had him here to be held accountable, as he
himself has said he is. Mr. Speaker, I believe we need that
time. That's why we have to have this amendment, so that
there will be more time for Bill 69; so that the Provincial
Treasurer can answer those questions, as he undertook to
do; and so that the Provincial Treasurer can be held
accountable, as he wished to be, so there's no question of
accountability or nonaccountability.

Mr. Speaker, when that minister introduced Bill 69 in
this Legislature this fall, he also had some other things to
say. He talked about a couple of families: the Smiths,
Jones, Greens, and some others. I have a little letter here
too. This one was to Ann Landers. It says: Hi. My name
is Sam Smith. I have $50,000 saved and would like to
invest it so that I can take care of my parents in their old

age. I would like to develop trust in my bank manager
... [interjections] ... but he feels he has an option not to
tell me how he's going to go about it. [interjections]

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: I believe the hon. Member
for Vermilion-Viking has another point of order.

MR. LYSONS: Surely we're beyond Ann Landers when
we get to this place. If the hon. member has something to
say, why doesn't he say it without going into the soap
opera bit.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: I believe the hon. Member
for Calgary Buffalo may be leading up to some point that
he wants to show.

MR. SINDLINGER: Mr. Speaker, I am rapidly drawing
to a close on this particular subamendment. I find it very
helpful to draw on simple analogies like this, just as the
Provincial Treasurer has, in order that all members in
this Legislative Assembly clearly understand what is
going on. I think these simple analogies should serve that
purpose for the Member for Vermilion-Viking.

The letter is simply this: Hi. My name is Sam Smith. I
have $50,000 saved and would like to invest it so I can
take care of my parents in their old age. I would like to
develop trust in my bank manager, but he feels he has an
option not to tell me how he is going to go about it. Not
only that, he doesn't even want to tell me. Do you think I
can trust him, Ann Landers? That's where we're at with
the Heritage Savings Trust Fund right now.

AN HON. MEMBER: What did Ann respond?

MR. SINDLINGER: I've been here for three years now,
and I've enjoyed the remarks of many members of the
Legislative Assembly. I'm sure some of those remarks are
just waiting to come bubbling to the surface. However,
for some reason or other, the members haven't been able
to get up and express them. I'm looking forward to
hearing from two members this morning. They've been
trying so hard to get into the debate. I've been talking,
and they keep yelling in the background. I think it's going
to be very enlightening to hear the Member for St. Paul
finally say something, and a complimentary remark by
the Member for Vermilion-Viking. Won't that be exciting
for us?

DR. BUCK: Oh, yes. Great.

MR. LYSONS: Mr. Speaker, it is indeed a pleasure to
get the little green light so I can start rebutting some of
the remarks on this subamendment by the hon. Member
for Calgary Buffalo. The name Calgary Buffalo is so
suitable. Buffalo always means something to me. I re-
member my mother talking about how they heated their
fires when they came in a covered wagon from the United
States.
Mr. Speaker, the amendment says:

By inserting in Section (5) after the words "appropri-

ation Bill" the words "with the exception of Bill 69".
Bill 69 is one of the most fundamental things. It is the
fundamental base of the Heritage Savings Trust Fund. If
the hon. Member for Clover Bar, who proposed the
amendment, had really read what this subamendment
would do to the Bill, surely he wouldn't have brought in
the subamendment. I won't deal that much with the hon.
Member for Clover Bar, because he was complaining
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about being tired and sleepy. He's really not a night
person; he's an early morning person.

DR. BUCK: I'm ready now, Tom.

MR.LYSONS: You're ready now. It must be your time.
He's a farmer, and 1 understand a good farmer —
strawberries and trees. He can't grow hair, he says, but he
can sure grow trees.

I really got a charge out of the Member for Calgary
Buffalo. He says the oil and gas is going to run out.
Anybody who has had any experience with oil and gas
knows it's never going to run ...

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: I'm afraid we're getting into
the area of relevancy once again. Maybe the member
could confine himself to the subamendment.

MR. LYSONS: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I appreciate
your interruption.

MR. SINDLINGER: On your ruling, please, Mr. Speak-
er. I think the member is coming around to an essential
point. He was very courteous to allow me to go on. We
would really like to hear what he has to say about this.

MR. LYSONS: Thank you, Mr. Speaker, and the hon.
Member for Calgary Buffalo, for the interjection. I was
hoping I would have something near the same latitude he
has had.

Anyone who knows anything about oil and gas knows
that it's not going to run out immediately. The gas keeps
bubbling away in Calgary Buffalo. The member talks
about the amendment, the relevance of the amendment,
and that the Heritage Savings Trust Fund is a bucket of
money. The man tells us he's an economist. There's no
such thing as a bucket of money, and there's no such
thing as an umbrella in Bill 69. It's a simple little Bill that
says that 30 per cent of the non-renewable resource
revenue will go into a special fund. I know the hon.
member isn't knocking that. Then what has he been
knocking for 20 minutes or a half hour?

There's enough oil, gas, coal, and energy in this prov-
ince to last us to the next ice age, depending on how we
use it. We all know that. I'm just appalled that someone
can take the time in this House and use the amendment
the hon. Member for Clover Bar has brought in to
destroy, or attempt to destroy, the very things that most
of us have come here to work for. I've always felt, when I
met someone who had some money, that he or she was
something to look at, that they had done something. I
have never really felt I could look up to someone who
was really, really poor, that the man, business, and
government that cannot and will not save money cannot
or will not do anything else worth while.

Mr. Speaker, in all honesty, I feel offended this morn-
ing by hearing some of the statements that were made.
We want to get on with the business of the province ...
[interjections] Chick, chick, chick — we used to get the
old hens coming up to the feed trough with that same
little trick.

MR. COOK: Mr. Speaker, I am reluctantly obliged to
ask the hon. member to come to the point. I'm having
some difficulty understanding what he is saying and how
it relates to the subamendment before us.

AN HON. MEMBER: He's coming to it.

MR. LYSONS: Mr. Speaker, I have to relate to the hon.
member from north Edmonton that really what we want
to do is get on with the business of the House. The hon.
opposition — and God bless them; we need an opposition
once in a while. I'm married, and I got lots of opposition.
[interjection] Would you repeat that please? My wife nags
too, and I enjoy it. I wouldn't know what to do if she
didn't. In fact, I encourage it.

I don't know what this filibuster is all about. It's an
American tradition. It has no place in the British system,
that I know of, and I'm British — American too, but I'm
British. We're dealing in a British system.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to see the Members of this
Assembly defeat this amendment in all possible haste.
Thank you.

MR. KNACK: Mr. Speaker, I would like to address the
subamendment as well, if I may. I enjoyed the comments
from the opposition members. I found it very instructive.
I want to raise a few points with respect to the deletion of
Bill 9.

[Mr. Speaker in the Chair]

Bill 69 is not the foundation of the Heritage Savings
Trust Fund. The Heritage Savings Trust Fund Act passed
by this Legislature is the foundation of the Heritage
Savings Trust Fund, and it was supported and passed by
everyone here, if my information is correct. All Bill 69
does is increase the size of the Trust Fund. It doesn't
create or establish it. Each year the Legislature decides
whether it should be 30 per cent, 20 per cent, 10 per cent,
or some other percentage. That's a very important con-
sideration, of course, and it should be debated. But that
debate doesn't include all the aspects of what should be
done once the money is transposed into the Trust Fund.
That should be done through amendments to the Herit-
age Savings Trust Fund Act or, alternately, under the
capital projects division under the appropriations.

One matter I find very curious, being a member of the
watchdog committee also, is that not one member of the
opposition — not the Member for Spirit River-Fairview,
nor the leader of the official opposition, nor the Member
for Calgary Buffalo — addressed the question of 30 per
cent, 20 per cent, or any percentage at all, in the
recommendations that can be made from the Heritage
Savings Trust Fund.

MR. COOK: Shame, shame. Negligence.

MR. KNAAK: We have a very interesting speech about
the importance of the matter from the Member for
Calgary Buffalo. He made about — I forget; there were
so many — 20 recommendations at least. But not one of
them related to the percentage, or a change in the per-
centage, that should be transferred to the Trust Fund.
The Member for Spirit River-Fairview had about 28, plus
a book with 117 more, and not one of those included any
discussion with respect to the percentage that should be
transferred to the Heritage Savings Trust Fund. It would
have been very appropriate at that time to discuss it.
Absolutely no time limitation whatsoever was imposed on
that committee, in terms of dealing with those matters.
The final matter 1 have to come back to, and I've said
it once before. We have the very indignant-sounding tone
of the Member for Calgary Buffalo, who's learning to be
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a bit of a speaker in this House as well. I see he's learning
from the Leader of the Official Opposition. But he too
has made the point that if government documents, that
the government feels are against the law to hand over,
had been handed over, the filibuster would stop. I've
already said what "filibuster" means. It means an obstruc-
tion. That's how a filibuster is defined. It's defined as an
obstruction by excessive speaking, by the excessive use of
time in the House. All members of the opposition have
said that if those documents are handed over, the filibust-
er would stop. Since the government is not handing over
the documents, they're continuing to filibuster. They can
disguise it and say it's not a filibuster any more. All ofa
sudden it's transformed into freedom of speech. But let's
call it what it is. It's a filibuster and will continue to be a
filibuster.

MR. SINDLINGER: Mr. Speaker, I have a point of
order, but I didn't want to interject and interrupt the
member while he was speaking. I thought I could retain it
until he completed.

It's with regard to comments first by the Member for
Vermilion-Viking and then by the Member for Edmonton
Whitemud. There seems to be a grave incongruity be-
tween what the Member for Vermilion-Viking has said
and what is written. I might point out that the . ..

MR. COOK: Mr. Speaker, on a point oforder . . .
MR. SINDLINGER: I'm on a point of order.

MR. COOK: Mr. Speaker [inaudible] a member's re-
marks in one point or in another are the subject of a
point of order.

MR. SPEAKER: I haven't heard what the point of order
is, and it's difficult to have a point of order on a point of
order on a point of order. That only happens with fleas.

MR. SINDLINGER: First of all, with regard to what I
consider to be a grave incongruity between what is writ-
ten and what was said, the preamble to The Alberta

Heritage Savings Trust Act specifically says:
"WHEREAS there is a limited supply of non-renewable
resources. . . ." On the other hand, I've sat here and lis-

tened to the Member for Vermilion-Viking say, first of
all, that we're not going to run out of oil and gas, and
secondly, that there's enough oil and gas; we all know
that. Obviously those two statements are incompatible. I
thought we should afford the Member for Vermilion-
Viking the opportunity to reconcile them.

Mr. Speaker, the second point of order, with regard to
the comments by the Member for Edmonton Whitemud,
is that he said that the Member for Calgary Buffalo has
said "filibuster". I'd like to point out that at no time have
I ever said we were engaged in a filibuster in the Legisla-
tive Assembly.

MR. COOK: Mr. Speaker, I enjoyed the second addition
to the debate, and not the point of order the hon.
Member for Calgary Buffalo contributed.

I want to make a couple of quick points. One is that
Bill 69 is relatively simple and quite short. If the opposi-
tion members really want to get into the debate on Bill
69, they have only to cease their filibuster on the
amendments and subamendments that we have before us
this evening, and there would be plenty of time for Bill 69
under the time allocation [motion] before us. I suggest to

hon. members in the opposition parties — the Leader of
the Official Opposition, the hon. Member for Spirit
River-Fairview, his side-kicks from the Social Credit
Party, and the independent — that perhaps if they were
to speed up the discussion in this area, they would have
ample opportunity to discuss a relatively simple straight-
forward Bill, Bill 69. I encourage them to do that.

MR. MANDEVILLE: Mr. Speaker, I'd like to make a
few comments on this particular amendment as it relates
to Bill 69. If I didn't make a few comments, I'd be neglect
in my duty in serving the constituency of Bow Valley. If
we were debating this in the spring of the year, my
farmers down there would be getting up, getting their
irrigating boots on, and getting ready to irrigate, while
we're trying to locate some money or settle some dust in
the Legislature.

We dealt with the Department of Environment. I didn't
have the opportunity to discuss some of the situations I
have. And I didn't have the opportunity to discuss this,
realizing Bill 69 deals with transferring money into the
heritage trust fund for capital investment. We took a
good tour around Slave Lake and dealt with that. My
concern is that if I don't get up on Bill 69 at the present
time, we might not have the opportunity to discuss the
issues I have in my constituency.

First of all, Mr. Speaker, on the diversion of trust
funds into Bill 69, I want to make it very clear that when
we were talking water diversion in the Legislature, I am
one member of the Legislature ...

MR. COOK: Mr. Speaker, on a point of order. When
we're discussing a subamendment, the debate should be
on that narrow point: whether or not Bill 69 should or
should not be considered in the discussion before us; not
on the merits of Bill 69, but simply on whether Bill 69
should be in included in the provisions of the time alloca-
tion Bill or whether it requires unanimous consent. That
is the question before us, not the merits of your water
programs in southern Alberta that might be funded
through Bill 69.

MR. SPEAKER: With respect to the hon. member, it
would seem to me that in deciding whether you're going
to include Bill 69, it's relevant to consider what Bill 69 is
about and whether or not it's worth including. It seems to
me that means going into the merits.

MR. COOK: Mr. Speaker, it's a very small Bill. It simply
says 30 per cent. The only real question is 30, 20, 10, or
none.

MR. SPEAKER: But 30 per cent of what?
MR. COOK: Resource revenue, Mr. Speaker.
MR. NOTLEY: Of $8 billion.

MR. MANDEVILLE: Mr. Speaker, as I indicated when
I started my remarks, I feel that Bill 69 is very important.
As 1 said, I want to discuss some of the merits of Bill 69,
as far as another resource is concerned. I think that if we
do that at this time, when we don't have our non-
renewable resources putting money into the heritage trust
fund maybe we should be getting into water resource
development so we will be able to get some money to put
into the capital investment program, or the 30 per cent of
whatever amount we're going to be putting into the in-
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vestment fund of the heritage trust fund.

On the water diversion, Mr. Speaker, I for one member
in this Legislature don't disagree that some time down the
line we shouldn't be taking money out of the heritage
trust fund and using it for water diversion in this prov-
ince. However, at the present time, I think we've got to
look at the water basins we have in southern Alberta
before we start a diversion project. I'm sure the hon.
Minister of Environment agrees with me on that point.
We've got to develop the water basins we have in south-
ern Alberta. One basin I was concerned about is the Bow
River basin, a basin we should possibly be looking at
spending some of our heritage trust fund money on. I
know we've had many studies on the Eyremore dam. At
one time, I think we could have put in a dam for $2
million that would store 1 million acre feet of water.
Today, I think we're looking at possibly $300 million to
put the dam in. As we keep going down the line, it's going
to cost more and more all the time to put storage on the
Bow River.

At the present time, we're spending heritage trust fund
money on storage of water within the Eastern Irrigation
District, and I know the irrigation district is very sympa-
thetic with where the money is being spent. I think we
should be storing the water on the river basins and leave
‘that good farmland that we're taking up acres and acres
of in water storage for irrigation. I'd like to say to the
hon. Minister of Environment, if we get through esti-
mates and get them on the road, that I'm hopeful the
minister will take a good look at many requests he has
from the Eastern Irrigation District to help develop the
Bow River basin. If we put the Eyremore dam in, we
could use it for tourism and for a bridge — the minister
of highways wouldn't have to use his appropriation from
the heritage trust fund. We could use it for generating
electricity.

I think we've got to start taking a very serious look at
developing this resource that's either flowing into Hudson
Bay or the Gulf of Mexico. It's a resource. I don't know
whether you'd call it renewable, but we're -losing our
water. What's happening at the present time is that we're
on the water agreement between the three prairie prov-
inces, as are many of our river basins, to supply 50 per
cent of our water to Saskatchewan and Manitoba. The
day is going to come when they're going to say, day by
day, we've got to have that much water through the Bow
River, the Oldman, or whatever river basin they're con-
cerned with for getting water.

When we're talking about Bill 69, transferring money
to the heritage trust fund, we better take a strong look at
investing this money in water resource development. If
we're going to start approving money for developing
hydro in Quebec ...

MR. SPEAKER: Order, please. I hesitate to interrupt the
hon. member, but I have a difficulty here. Section 5 of
the motion says:
An appropriation Bill may be read a second time,
considered by the Committee of the Whole, reported
therefrom to the House and the report received, on
one sitting day.
I believe we have also referred to Section 5 in the main
amendment, that we're still on. Now we are accepting Bill
69, apparently from the operation of Section 5, and that
would purport to say that it can be reported out of
Committee of the Whole and go to third reading on the
same day. It's already in Committee of the Whole, and
there's nothing exceptional about taking it out of there

and into third reading on the same day. I just can't see
how this motion will have any effect at all on our
proceedings for this subamendment.

MR. MANDEVILLE: Mr. Speaker, I'm sure I'm going
to have an opportunity to conclude my remarks before
we deal with estimates for the Department of
Environment.

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, on a point of order. I
gather you haven't made a ruling at this stage. You're ...

MR. SPEAKER: No, I'm just airing a difficulty. We're
still on the second amendment, as I understand it, but
were on a further subamendment. Now the second
amendment, in paragraph 2, says to strike out Section 5,
and the subamendment says to insert [in] Section 5.

MR. NOTLEY: No, delete Part 2.

MR. SPEAKER: Right, okay. Sorry, I wasn't here when
that happened.

MR.NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, I think the subamendment
is in order. I'd like to address a few comments to the
subamendment before us. Basically the subamendment
proposed by the hon. Member for Clover Bar attempts to
moderate, to qualify the impact of this closure motion. |
think we might as well lay the cards on the table. That's
what we're attempting to do here. I don't think there's
much doubt as I observe the proceedings of last night and
this morning, that it may well be that this motion,
euphemistically called time accounting, will be passed
even though we all know it's closure.

Mr. Speaker, I suppose my feelings on what will
probably happen — and one of the reasons I support the
subamendment so strongly was rather well put by the
former Prime Minister, again in the pipeline debate. He
made the point, and I just want to quote it very briefly,
because I think it is relevant:

I ask the Prime Minister, through you, not believing

at this time that there is any prospect of any change

in his view, nor am I any more hopeful than if a seed

were dropped on a glacier that it would become

productive, but I do make this appeal on the basis of

all the authority of British tradition.
Mr. Speaker, I'm not any more hopeful than the late Mr.
Diefenbaker was in 1956 that we're going to be able to
convince this government to drop this motion of closure,
not any more hopeful at all. But the reason I support the
subamendment is that at the very least, we should try to
minimize the devastating impact this motion is going to
have on freedom of speech in the Assembly.

Why should we look at Bill 69 in a different way from
the estimates, from the appropriation Bill that will deal
with the estimates? Why should we set it aside? Why
should it be given special consideration? Well, Mr.
Speaker, the reason is quite simple and straightforward:
as the hon. Member for Vermilion-Viking said, and I
think the hon. member was correct, the fundamental
basis of the heritage trust fund is the money allocated on
an annual basis by the Legislature. The Bill this year says
30 per cent. It's not written. It's not the law of the Medes
and the Persians that it be 30 per cent. It could be 40 per
cent, 20 per cent, whatever figure the Legislature decides.

Now, Mr. Speaker, when one looks back over the
discussions in 1976, it was clear that there were four items
of legislative control identified by the Premier in intro-



2154 ALBERTA HANSARD

December 7, 1981

ducing the Heritage Savings Trust Fund. One was the
capital estimates, that are affected by the closure motion.
Another was the select committee, that members have
made reference to in this particular debate. A third was
the opportunity any member has to introduce a resolu-
tion. Any member can introduce a resolution, and if that
resolution directs the investment committee to do some-
thing, the investment committee must follow the
direction.

But the fourth — 1 think that's the issue at hand at the
moment — is the most important; that is, the appropria-
tion Bill that allocates the 30 per cent to the Heritage
Savings Trust Fund. It seems to me that the Premier
made that point very clearly when he spoke on April 23,
1976. He made the point that legislative accountability is
inextricably bound up in the way this Legislature handles
the 30 per cent or whatever the appropriation Bill allo-
cates from the resource revenue of the province to the
Heritage Savings Trust Fund.

I don't think there can be any doubt that Bill 69 is not
only the most important part of the legislative accounta-
bility aspect, but it also just happens to be a Bill of such
fundamental importance to the province that it has to be
exempted from the more narrow, and, if I could use the
expression — well, I won't use it, because I don't want to
be impolite at this time in the morning — application of
this closure motion that the government is attempting to
force through the Legislative Assembly.

Some members have suggested it's not a major matter.
The hon. Member for Edmonton Glengarry got up and
waved the Bill around, said it was only several pages, 30
per cent, what are we making all the fuss about, failing to
point out, of course, that that's 30 per cent of what will
be something over $8 billion of revenue this year. The
hon. Member for Calgary Buffalo quite properly pointed
out that as a consequence of the energy agreement,
between now and 1986, if the figures ... Heaven knows,
it took long enough to get common figures between
federal and provincial authorities. We spent well over ‘a
year battling to get common figures. We now have them,
and over the next five years, there is going to be $64
billion ...

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. I have not been able to
overcome my difficulty. In its second part, the main
amendment says: strike out Section 5 of the motion. The
subamendment says, no, don't strike it out, but add to it
"with the exception of Bill 69". Okay? So we go back to
the main amendment. This is what we're proposing: we're
proposing to make it say that on one sitting day an
appropriation Bill, with the exception of Bill 69, may be
read a second time, considered by the Committee of the
Whole, reported therefrom to the House, and the report
received. Well, in my respectful opinion, the amendment
is meaningless. Bill 69 has already been read a second
time, therefore the motion can't operate on it. It doesn't
change a thing in regard to Bill 69, which can already be
reported from committee and read on third reading with-
out any special leave or any resort to the rule about a Bill
going through more than one stage on the same day,
because this can be done now. It would appear to me that
insofar as Bill 69 is concerned, the amendment has no
effect.

MR. R. SPEAKER: Mr. Speaker, on the point of order.
I think if we put this interpretation, it could have some
effect. There are three possible appropriation Bills. Bill 69
is one of those. The reason that amendment could be

there is that the other two Bills that will come before the
Legislature would come under this rule whereby they
were:

read a second time, considered by the Committee of

the Whole, reported therefrom to the House and the

report received, on one sitting day.
If we insert "with the exception of Bill 69", that means
that Bill 69 does not go through this process, which is in
agreement with what you have said, Mr. Speaker. Bill 69
is in Committee of the Whole. From Committee of the
Whole, it can move into third reading. We just except it
from this rule, indicating it's unnecessary for us to have
this kind of rule with . ..

MR. SPEAKER: The amendment has no effect whatso-
ever on Bill 69, so far as I can see, and consequently is
completely without purpose.

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, with great respect, as |
read the initial amendment, we strike out "The Estimates"
and insert "Bill 69". We are now saying that Bill 69 shall
be considered by the Committee of Supply — not "may"
but "shall" — because we must look at ...

MR. SPEAKER: Striking out "The Estimates", you say?
MR. NOTLEY : That's correct.
MR. SPEAKER: Where are we striking that out?

MR. NOTLEY: In Section 2. You strike out "the esti-
mates", and we're now talking about Bill 69. If you follow
through with me, Mr. Speaker, "Bill 69 shall be consid-
ered by the", and then we strike out "Committee of
Supply" and substitute "Committee of the Whole". Keep
in mind that the original amendment was designed to
emphasize the importance of (a) in this resolution —
because both (a) and (b) are recognized — which is Bill
69. We're saying Bill 69 is more important than (b).

You then go to Section 2: Bill 69 "shall", not "may".
That being the case, Mr. Speaker, when you follow the
changes made in the original amendment, which we've
been debating now for over three and a half hours,
Section 5 must in fact be struck out to be relevant at all,
because we say "shall" and we're talking about "may". So
there's no question that there must be an exception for
Bill 69 in subsection 5 for the amendment in fact to stand.

MR. SPEAKER: Now, let's go over this thing on all
fours. I have before me an original amendment, apparent-
ly moved by the hon. Member for Spirit River-Fairview.
It has three parts. The second part says: "By striking out
Section (5)." Are we together this far? Okay? Then we
come to a subamendment which says, no, don't strike out
Section 5, but change it by inserting in it, after the words
"appropriation Bill", the words "with the exception of
Bill 69". As I read it, Bill 69 is in effect already accepted,
because it has passed the stage referred to; namely, being
read a second time, which is referred to in Section 5 as it
stands. Consequently, I'm confirmed in my opinion that
the subamendment is out of order.

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, on a point of order. The
amendment says Bill 69, and it says it in the context of
the rest of the sentence: "Bill 69 shall' — not "may" —
"be considered by Committee of ..."
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MR. SPEAKER: Where do we get this "shall"?

MR. NOTLEY: The very word in Section 2 of resolution
16. Section 1 in the resolution says that appropriation Bill
means (a) Bill 69 and (b) estimates. The original amend-
ment deals with Section 2, so we strike out the words —
because keep in mind that the purpose of the original
amendment was to focus the importance on Bill 69. This
is the amendment we've been debating now for the last
three and a half hours.

MR. SPEAKER: With great respect to the hon. member,
I don't follow. This original amendment has three parts.
The first part refers to Section 2.

MR. NOTLEY: Exactly.

MR. SPEAKER: Right. The second part doesn't refer to
Section 2 at all. It refers to Section 5, and the subamen-
dment relates only to that. Well then, what difference
does it make whether it says "shall" or "may" in Section
2?

MR. NOTLEY: If I could finish my point of order, I'll
have an opportunity to explain. "Bill 69", as the original
amendment reads, replaces "The Estimates", and "Com-
mittee of Supply" is replaced by "Committee of the
Whole".

MR. SPEAKER: Where does that happen?

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, if you look at subsection
(b) of the amendment, you will see: striking the words
"the Committee of Supply" and substituting for them
the words "the Committee of the Whole".
That's fairly straightforward.

MR. SPEAKER: Yes, but that's in Section 1 of the
amendment, and this subamendment relates to Section 2.

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, I'm sorry. If you look at
the first section of the amendment, the first section deals
with Section 2 of the resolution. That's what we're look-
ing at. You then look at Section 2 of the resolution. What
happens is that we strike out the words "The Estimates"
and insert "Bill 69"; we strike out the words "Committee
of Supply", and we substitute "Committee of the Whole".
That's the amendment.

The key thing in that amendment is that the rest of the
wording is there, which includes "shall" and, most impor-
tant of all, includes "on 5 separate sitting days". So the
amendment says that Bill 69 shall be considered by the
Committee of the Whole on five separate sitting days.
That being the case, Mr. Speaker, there must be an
exception on Section 5, because we can't include Bill 69
on anything other than an accepted basis. We're saying in
the original amendment that it will be based on five
separate sitting days, and Section 5 deals with one sitting
day. That being the case, there's absolutely no doubt that
the subamendment is in order. Indeed, unless the sub-
amendment stands, the entire amendment isn't in order.

MR. KING: Mr. Speaker, if I may, I think the explana-
tion is made longer and more cumbersome by the desper-
ate desire not to deal directly with its implications. The
effect of the amendment, as I understand Section 1, it
would be a resolution of the Assembly to recommit Bill
69 to committee consideration. It's a subtlety that ap-

parently some members hoped would get past the Assem-
bly. As I interpret part one of the amendment, if adopted,
it would have had the effect of recommitting Bill 69 to
committee stage, at which point the explanation of the
hon. Member for Spirit River-Fairview is then absolutely
correct and appropriate. 1 believe, the amendment is in
order. The subamendment is in order. The necessity for
the convoluted explanation arises from the desire not to
say simply that the effect of it is to recommit the Bill to
committee stage.

MR.SPEAKER: May I ask this further question: can the
Bill be ordered to be recommitted to committee stage
without express words saying so?

MR. NOTLEY: On a point of order . . .

MR. SPEAKER: Possibly the hon. Minister of Educa-
tion can educate me further.

MR.SINDLINGER: Mr. Speaker, if I may, please, on a
point of order. The words that caught my mind were
"recommitted to committee stage". In order for it to be
recommitted to committee stage, I think it would have
had to have passed out of committee stage. It has not yet
passed out of committee stage. In fact, it is still there.

MR. NOTLEY: Further to that, Mr. Speaker, it says
"shall be considered". We have the estimates before
Committee of Supply. Nobody seemed worried about
that:

The Estimates shall be considered by the Committee

of Supply.
We have Bill 69 before Committee of the Whole:

. shall be considered by the Committee of the

Whole on 5 separate days ....
It doesn't have to be recommitted. It's there, it "shall be
considered". It is just refocussing the emphasis in this five
days, from estimates to Bill 69.

MR. SPEAKER: I thank the hon. members for their
assistance.

MR. NOTLEY: Now, Mr. Speaker, perhaps we can
proceed with the debate on the subamendment. We have
a few more observations to make on the subamendment;
at least I have a few more observations to make on the
subamendment.

Mr. Speaker, the question I was raising before the
concern you expressed stopped the proceedings was the
issue of importance. Should we in fact be singling out Bill
69? Should we look at it in a different way than the
appropriation Bill that will have to be passed to bring the
estimates before the House? Should we look at it as a
special case? I just made reference to the observations, [
believe, of the hon. Member for Edmonton Glengarry,
that he really didn't think it too important a matter. He
picked up the Bill and pointed out that it's just a couple
of pages: a couple of pages, 30 per cent.

Well, the point that has to be borne in mind, Mr.
Speaker, is that that's 30 per cent of well over $8 billion
expected revenue this year. Over the next period of five
years, under the terms of the energy agreement, we're
looking at 30 per cent of $64 billion.

Mr. Speaker, the 30 per cent concept — whether it's 30
per cent this year or 40 per cent next year or 20 per cent
next year — is not relevant. What is relevant is that I
suspect we are talking about probably the largest appro-
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priation Bill of its kind, certainly of its kind in any
provincial legislature in the country. I stand to be cor-
rected in that if I'm wrong. But certainly it's a massive
appropriation of funds: well over $2 billion in 1982 and,
over the next period of 5 years, almost $20 billion, if the
figures worked out after much negotiation between feder-
al and provincial officials are correct. I'm not sure wheth-
er they're correct. The hon. Member for Vermilion-
Viking tells us that perhaps things are a little rosier. He
tells us we have enough oil and gas to last until the next
ice age. I'm encouraged to hear that. It's certainly infor-
mation that, to my understanding, is not currently in
vogue in the oil industry in Calgary. But perhaps the hon.
member knows something the ERCB doesn't know. I
certainly welcome that information. But, whether we have
enough oil and gas to last until the next ice age or
whether we have to be a little more pessimistic in our
outlook, the fact of the matter is that vast amounts of
money will have to be allocated.

Mr. Speaker, another reason why Bill 69 is so impor-
tant is that the entire framework of legislative accounta-
bility rests upon the sort of discussion that takes place
when Bill 69 comes before the Committee of the Whole.
This is the opportunity we have, Mr. Speaker, as mem-
bers of the Assembly, both on the government side and
the opposition side, to hold the Provincial Treasurer
directly accountable. It's important that we have an
opportunity to review the estimates of all the other hon.
ministers. That's true. But if we have to make a choice, to
go back to Diefenbaker's statement, if the chance of any
change is about as hopeful as a seed being dropped on a
glacier becoming productive, if we have to make that
choice, then I say as a member of this House, let's have
the time focussed on Bill 69. Let's have the time so that
we can deal with the big fish, if I can use that term, rather
than the little fish in the cabinet. Let's have the time so
that we can have not only the Provincial Treasurer here
but so we can ask the chairman of the investment
committee himself, the Premier of the province, to come
before this Committee of the Whole and answer
questions.

We have a lot of pretty fundamental issues, not only
the issue of water diversion that the hon. Member for
Bow Valley raised, or some of the other items that have
been raised by other members during this debate. One
can talk about the potential industrial strategy. Because if
there is any industrial strategy for this province, it has to
surround the debate on Bill 69. But I'm not going into
whether we should have an industrial strategy or not.
Obviously I think we should, and I don't think this
government has one. But that's the kind of thing that is
relevant in a discussion of Bill 69.

It's pretty hard to discuss whether we have an industri-
al strategy when you're reviewing the estimates of the
minister in charge of workers' health and safety; we have
to talk about workers' health and safety. When we come
to the Lesser Slave Lake drainage program, we have to
talk about the Lesser Slave Lake drainage program. You
can only bend the rules of relevancy so far.

But we're interested in finding out from this govern-
ment if they have any idea where they're going, what
they're going to do with all this money, whether they're
going to plan to develop and diversify the economy of the
province. We need to have the examination in the
Committee of the Whole, with the Provincial Treasurer
and the Premier, to discuss the appropriation of funds.
That's the only way we can satisfy ourselves that we know
where this government is going.

Pray tell, Mr. Speaker, where we are going to be able
to get any information on what happened to the lost $60
million if it isn't in a discussion of Bill 69?7 Are we going
to get that by going down the list of estimates? Not very
likely. In discussing the Walter C. MacKenzie hospital in
Edmonton, we can't ask the hon. Minister of Hospitals
and Medical Care what happened to the $60 million
because that's not his department. He can rightly say, I'll
accept the buck when it comes to the mismanagement of
that hospital, but the $60 million we lost in financial
transactions is not my responsibility. And I'd have to
agree with him. That isn't his responsibility, any more
than it's the responsibility of the Minister of Environment,
the Minister of Agriculture, or the Minister of
Transportation.

Mr. Speaker, if we're going to have an opportunity to
find out what happened to that money, we have to have
the Provincial Treasurer in front of us, and we have to
have an opportunity to call the Premier. That's where the
only chance exists for the concerns that have been ex-
pressed this fall, concerns that exist out there in the
province of Alberta. That's where the opportunity comes
for full accountability by the people who are basically in
charge of the direction of this trust fund. While the
discussion of the estimates is interesting and useful, they
are not as important, they are not as crucial to the issue
of legislative accountability and control, as is the ex-
amination of Bill 69. That is the reason hon. members of
the House who don't like closure in the first place — and
I think in our gentle way we've made the view reasonably
well known, that we don't like the resolution, that we're
opposed to the resolution. But because we are opposed to
the resolution, we want to minimize the damage. Surely
we want to minimize the damage to the most important
issue before the House, and that most important issue is
Bill 9.

Mr. Speaker, I say to members of this Assembly that |
hope, quite frankly, that if this motion is rammed
through the Legislative Assembly, the Premier and the
Provincial Treasurer will be in their places when we
examine Bill 69 in Committee of the Whole; not just the
Provincial Treasurer, but the Premier as well, as chair-
man of the investment committee. Because if we have any
questions — whether the hon. Member for Bow Valley
wants to talk about the impact of water diversion on the
future of the province, and he mentioned the impact on
his constituents; it has enormous impact on the entire
future of Alberta — that's the place where they can be
discussed.

The Premier wants 30 per cent of the resource revenue
going into this trust fund. We have a right to be able to
ask questions about what plans there are on water diver-
sion. What is the government's strategy? We have a right
to ask whether there's a government strategy on economic
development and diversification in this province. We have
a right to find out from this government what happened
to the $60 million. We have a right, and we have an
obligation to find out, because we don't know.

We have the Auditor General saying there isn't enough
information to know for sure; there's no evidence of
fraud and collusion. I have no reason to doubt that
statement. But the point is: we don't know because
adequate records weren't kept. Who's responsibility is
that? We've got to be able to go to the ministers who are
responsible, Mr. Speaker. That's the Provincial Treasurer
and the Premier. We've got to be able to zero in on where
the responsibility rests.

If we have to look at this euphemism of time manage-
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ment, and we have to sort of decide, okay now, we're in
this cramped period of time because of the desire for the
convenience of government members — not for any ne-
cessary public business that has to be dealt with, not
because any contract has to be met, not because any
emergency faces us squarely that we have to deal with;
only because of this convenience have we got this time
management scheme.

Mr. Speaker, let me tell you that if we are going to
have to deal with the muzzling of the Legislative Assem-
bly and the curtailing of freedom of speech, if we must
face that ugly reality, then let us mitigate its impact as
much as possible on the most important issue before the
Assembly or before the Committee of the Whole. That
clearly is Bill 69. The hon. Member for Clover Bar has hit
the nail on the head. None of us likes it; none of us likes
to have to make this choice, but we have to face the grim
reality of a legislative majority, the tyranny of a majority.
We have to face that fact, and we then have to make
choices. The hon. Member for Clover Bar is suggesting
that the choice we make is that we exempt Bill 69.

Mr. Speaker, because of that point, | strongly support
the subamendment and urge hon. members on both sides
of the House to support it. But I would certainly welcome
— especially in view of the comments that are on record
in Hansard by the Premier when he introduced the herit-
age trust fund Act. The hon. Member for Edmonton
Whitemud talked about the foundation. As a matter of
fact, there's a little bit of an argument between the
Member for Vermilion-Viking and the hon. Member for
Edmonton-Whitemud. The Member for Vermilion-Viking
said that the 30 per cent Bill was the fundamental base of
the Heritage Savings Trust Fund. The hon. Member for
Edmonton Whitemud said, no, that's not true; there is a
heritage trust fund Act, and all Bill 69 does is increase the
size of the trust fund. I'm not quite sure who is speaking
for the government. Although, listening to the hon.
Member for Vermilion-Viking and not hearing any gov-

ernment members arguing to the contrary — with the
exception of the question of the designation of what is the
most important element of the trust fund — I can only

assume that the arguments presented by the hon. Member
for Vermilion-Viking sum up the position of the govern-
ment on this issue, and that all the hon. members of the
House are prepared to stand behind everything the hon.
Member for Vermilion-Viking said. I think that that's
certainly going to be very interesting.

If they don't, perhaps they might enlighten us, because
we wouldn't want to misrepresent them. But in the ab-
sence of any statements to the contrary in the debate, one
can only presume that the new Whip, if you like, the new
strategist, the new rules expert for the government is the
hon. Member for Vermilion-Viking. That's fair enough. I
certainly welcome his summary as the explanation of the
government's case on this amendment.

Mr. Speaker, in concluding my remarks on the sub-
amendment, I just say to members of the Assembly that
we have to deal with a difficult choice: a choice not of our
own making, a choice that none of us on this side of the
House would choose, but a choice that we have to frankly
face. That being the case, I would like to see Bill 69
exempted from the more odious features of this closure
motion.

MR. SPEAKER: Having heard the . . .

MR. R. SPEAKER: Mr. Speaker, I certainly feel that

MR. SPEAKER: It would appear that as time goes on,
the alacrity with which members get to their feet becomes
less and less. In some parliaments, once the Speaker is on
his feet to call a question, it's too late to get up.

MR.R.SPEAKER: Mr. Speaker, I certainly understand
your support for freedom of speech and the rights of the
members of this Legislature to be able to put forward
their point of view. There's no way I think you would
stand in the road of that kind of activity in this
Legislature.

I thought that at this hour of the morning, at 6:05, it
would be very relevant and very fitting at this time if I
referred to a quote that I've kept since 8 o'clock last night
for the Legislative Assembly this morning, for this sub-
amendment before us. I feel that the quote is very fitting.
It's a quote from John Milton. Many of us who have
gone to university know that in one of our first university
courses, English literature, John Milton had some great
things to say. I'd like to read one of his quotes that I
thought was very applicable to the subamendment before
us and the activity we have been discussing:

... the knowledge of vice is necessary to virtue and
the scrutiny of error to the confirmation of truth.

Mr. Speaker, that's what it's all about here at this time:
"the scrutiny of error to the confirmation of truth". In the
subamendment before us, we are saying that we must give
every opportunity for members of the Legislature to have
priority discussion, to have ample time in discussion, even
within the limits of the closure being applied to us in this
Legislature, even within five days. We must have every
opportunity to discuss the most important item on the
agenda, and that's Bill 69, the life line to the Heritage
Savings Trust Fund, to the Act that is put in place, that
in turn allows for the investment of moneys, resource
revenue, into the various programs in this province of
Alberta.

Mr. Speaker, that's the purpose of Bill 69. On that
basis, we have to discuss it with every opportunity so that
we can give it the best discussion possible. If the govern-
ment and the Legislature accept the subamendment be-
fore us, that excepts Bill 69, that allows it to go through a
more normal process in those nine days, it gives members
more opportunity to talk about the various items on
which the 30 per cent of moneys can be distributed, that
will be distributed by government, by members of this
Legislature. For example, the government will want to
distribute some 8 per cent of the money on the Canadian
investment fund; to look at investments in other prov-
inces; add to the investments that have been made, possi-
bly add to more of the investments in terms of Hydro-
Quebec so that there'll be a sum near $200 million in this
coming year to Quebec; add to the moneys already in the
province of Manitoba, some $185 million at 13.75 per
cent; the investments in New Brunswick, Newfoundland,
Nova Scotia, Prince Edward Island.

All these items must receive the priority attention of
the members of this Legislature. The best forum on which
these matters can be discussed is Bill 69, and with ample
opportunity, so that during those five days we have Bill
69 before us at every convenient moment. This subamen-
dment will allow for that to happen, will facilitate that
kind of discussion.

What about the other part of the Heritage Savings
Trust Fund, the capital projects division? Certainly the 12
per cent of revenue spent on the capital projects division
can be studied in the estimate study in terms of supply.
Certainly we can look at each of these topics with regard
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to the new rail hopper cars, the Alberta Children's Pro-
vincial General hospital, medical research, applied cancer
research, heart research, Southern Alberta Cancer Cen-
tre, the Walter C. MacKenzie health centre, irrigation
rehabilitation, irrigation headworks, AOSTR A, learning
projects, library development, Farming for the Future,
grazing reserves, reforestation nursery, Kananaskis, land
reclamation, airport terminals, Lesser Slave Lake, and
Edmonton and Calgary parks.

Mr. Speaker, every one of those projects is good. They
can be discussed under the supply estimates. But that's
only 12 per cent of the Heritage Savings Trust Fund,
$400 million in the year 1982-83. We need to discuss the
large amount of money in the Heritage Savings Trust
Fund. All the projects — in the Canada division, the
Alberta division, those funds invested in various ways in
bonds, as we have discussed in this Legislature — must
receive the attention of this Legislature.

I think some very important items under the Alberta
investment division could only be discussed if we keep
Bill 69 before us in this Legislature as a priority topic; for
example, the investments in provincial corporations such
as the Alberta Home Mortgage Corporation. Not too
long ago I believe, the hon. minister announced to the
municipalities an extra $200 million for homebuilding in
this province, an excellent program. If we stick to supply
estimates, we can't discuss that, Mr. Speaker. If we go to
Bill 69 and give it the priority it deserves, we can discuss
that kind of item in this Legislative Assembly — the
Alberta Housing Corporation, Alberta Government Tel-
ephones, Alberta Municipal Financing Corporation, Ag-
ricultural Development Corporation, Alberta Opportuni-
ty Company, and certainly there are other investments
such as the Alberta Energy Company and Syncrude,
corporate debt investments.

Mr. Speaker, those are the areas we can explore by
placing Bill 69 in a priority position and in a position
where it can receive the more normal attention of the
members of this Legislative Assembly. I think that's the
responsible thing to do. The way the original motion is
formed, that has received discussion by us in this Legisla-
ture, that kind of process cannot happen. I think that
leads to irresponsibility. It leads to a position in this
Legislature where only 12 per cent of the funds received
the majority of discussion, with 88 per cent taking second
place. Mr. Speaker, that's not good enough. As members
of the Legislature, we must look at how all the funds are
allocated. We must ask all the questions because that is
our responsibility.

The fourth area that has caught our attention on this
side of the Legislature is with regard to the deposits and
marketable securities, the investment environment of this
province, the portfolios, the deposit and money market
securities, and the bonds. We can only reiterate that our
concern started in this Legislature when the Auditor
General said there was a possibility of collusion, fraud.
Those are very dangerous words when you're talking
about public funds and the allocation of public funds,
when people in investment houses are investing millions
of dollars on behalf of Albertans and we as Albertans do
not know what accountability is in place.

Mr. Speaker, the only way we can discuss those kinds
of things is to have Bill 69 before us in a priority position,
in a position where we can have continuous discussion
and press the person who is most responsible for this
Heritage Savings Trust Fund. As we all recognize, that
person is the Provincial Treasurer, who is directly respon-
sible to the Premier of this province. They are the

decision-makers. They are the persons who make the
decision on 88 per cent of the fund. Over $6 billion is in
the hands of those two individuals, Mr. Speaker.

With all humbleness and modesty, I'm sure it is those
two individuals who influence other members of cabinet
in how the Heritage Savings Trust Fund is being invested
in this province. The Provincial Treasurer talks about
how we should handle the Heritage Savings Trust Fund.
The Provincial Treasurer commends and says that it's
great that the committee of the Legislative Assembly
"conducts an annual in-depth review of the activities of
the Heritage Fund". We found that we were unable to
follow through with an in-depth review of the heritage
fund in our committee. We couldn't get the necessary
information. We couldn't find out why the $60 million
was lost. The traders' notes couldn't be documented or
produced for us. Management procedures we asked about
couldn't be revealed. Management letters were kept in
privacy and behind closed doors.

Mr. Speaker, we wouldn't even have found out about
mismanagement going on, about the things being hidden,
if a document hadn't been leaked to us on this side of the
Legislature. The Provincial Treasurer is very open in his
report, and wants full discussion about Bill 69 and the
allocations to the Heritage Savings Trust Fund. He even
admits this at the end of his report when he says:

I look forward to a continuing flow of useful
suggestions from the Committee as it fulfills its
important mandate.

Mr. Speaker, I don't think that committee was very
effective because they couldn't get the information to
make the recommendations and decisions that were ne-
cessary. That's the kind of thing we face at the present
time. We're here this early Tuesday morning, pressing the
government, saying we need more information. At the
same time, we're making amendments that are trying to
make provisions in the closure motion to allow us the
greatest capability to take on our responsibility here in
this Legislature. But the government doesn't care. They're
going to sit here and wait us out.

When we leave this Legislature, what's going to hap-
pen? All that information we want will still be behind
closed doors, not available to the public of Alberta;
decision-making will be in the same place as before. The
government will sit in its insular position and Albertans
will suffer. Because what really happens, Mr. Speaker, is
that when a government takes that kind of position at
this time in their administration, that attitude continues
into the next government with the next minister who
takes over. They say, this is precedent. The opposition
doesn't require very much information about the Heritage
Savings Trust Fund. You can limit discussion. Once we
pass this closure motion, there will be precedent in Alber-
ta for the use of closure, which is most unfortunate.

We know this closure motion will push us out of this
Legislature. The only bargaining tool we have is to try to
amend that closure motion to enable us to have a greater
amount of discussion in this Legislature. We know that
discussion isn't going to lead to getting the documents we
want. We're pretty well convinced of that. We've had
seven weeks when we've tried to get something out of this
government, when the government has never prepared
themselves in good argument, debate, as to why they
can't do it.

I've presented a legal argument, a legal opinion, to the
Provincial Treasurer that indicated there was no reason
the Provincial Treasurer could not table the management
documents and any other documents. The only reason I
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could come to was that the government was hiding
something, keeping something behind closed doors, not
doing public business in public; saying, it doesn't matter,
we're looking after things. But, Mr. Speaker, with that
kind of attitude, with the huge sums of money we have in
this province, somewhere temptation will corrupt the sys-
tem. Somewhere that type of attitude will be the downfall
of this government.

That will be the sign and someday it will happen. It's
going to happen. All we in the opposition have to do is
wait. It's been 10 years. Maybe the seed is already planted
somewhere in one of those departments. Maybe it will
happen in the next two, three years; maybe before the
next election. There are too many dollars, and too many
things done behind closed doors and not in public so that
there is a control device that makes elected persons
responsible in their job and answerable to the public. But
under the present circumstances — where all things are
done behind closed doors, where it's possibly easy to
make deals and arrangements — there could be the fraud
and collusion the Auditor General talks about. It can
happen.

It isn't going to hurt us on this side of the Legislature.
The only people who are going to be really hurt are the
people of Alberta because they are the ones who lose
under those circumstances. It doesn't matter if a govern-
ment's replaced and 24 cabinet ministers go back to
private life; 24 other people will move in. But under
conditions such as that where there may be losses — here
$60 million of the taxpayers' money lost, not docu-
mented, bad management procedures in place. This gov-
ernment just brushes it by and says, well, we lost that
one; we win some, we lose some. We lose it, so what?
Who cares? We don't have to document it. We don't have
to tell anybody about it. We'll tell them about all our
wins, it'll kind of push the picture over where it looks
good. But as I said a number of hours ago, you could
paint the nice picture on this side but there's still the
black picture over here, the black day when this govern-
ment could not reveal information to support their posi-
tion that they were responsible in losing $60 million.

Mr. Speaker, that is the way it is. Our only recourse is
to try to focus on Bill 69 in a five-day period to raise the
problems of the cross-section of investments, raise the
concerns with regard to the cross-section of investments
by the Heritage Savings Trust Fund, the Provincial
Treasurer, and the Premier. That's the only chance we
have to hold the government accountable to a small
degree, a very minor degree. But I know the government
will say, we have five days, we'll last them out. Let them
ask the questions, we'll ignore them. We won't answer
them, because we really don't have to.

In introducing this debate on the motion of closure, the
hon. House leader didn't have the courtesy to list a
number of valid reasons why it was urgent to put in a
motion of closure. They were not listed before us. The
House leader said, here's the motion, we're going to do it;
we're going to close you out, in five days you're gone and
we're rid of you. That's about what was said.

Mr. Speaker, that isn't the way the democratic process
should proceed. That's usually the way the answers are in
the House as well. We've asked 101 times for documents
from the Provincial Treasurer. He gave no understanding
why those documents couldn't be presented in the Legis-
lature. Asked if he could give a legal opinion ...

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. I know this is wide open,
and we're certainly indulging in a great deal of unneces-

sary repetition. We're going over arguments that were
made yesterday. As far as the question period is con-
cerned, hon. members well know that there's no comment
on a minister's answer, whether he answers or not. It's
not a point of privilege. So let's get back to the
subamendment.

MR. R. SPEAKER: Mr. Speaker, I was on the sub-
amendment. I did lead from a point about three or four
minutes ago indicating that the subamendment allows for
discussion, specifically on Bill 69, with a greater amount
of latitude. Through that discussion we hope to get a
number of answers out of government that they haven't
given us yet. That was the point I was making about the
Provincial Treasurer, Mr. Speaker.

The Provincial Treasurer has had ample opportunity to
point out, first of all, legal reasons why the hon. Provin-
cial Treasurer couldn't table the documents; secondly,
some good political reasons; and thirdly, maybe even
some good management reasons why those documents
could not be tabled in this Legislature. That courtesy was
not extended to us. So by this amendment to the resolu-
tion, we hope we can place Bill 69 at the top of the list,
ask those kinds of questions, and press the Provincial
Treasurer into giving us more factual and well thought
out answers.

I think that's a fair position, Mr. Speaker. I think it's
fair that we insert this subamendment at this point to
protect the little freedom of speech we have left in this
Legislature. I think that's the least this government could
do: allow us to choose the item we can discuss in those
five days, give it the priority required, and give us some
time on this side of the House so we can hold the
Provincial Treasurer accountable for his actions, not only
in the future but those actions in the past three years.

MRS. CHICHAK: Mr. Speaker, I'd like to participate in
the debate through last night and this morning to clarify
some statements by the hon. Leader of the Opposition in
regard to opportunities that the opposition or any mem-
ber in this House may have or has had to question and
have a thorough, in-depth review into the spending or
investment of the Heritage Savings Trust Fund and Bill
69, and the subamendment before us indicating that it's
necessary to have Bill 69 in order to seek out in-depth
information with respect to the total areas of the Heritage
Savings Trust Fund.

Mr. Speaker, it disturbs me greatly when the hon.
Leader of the Opposition — having been a member of
this Legislature for many years and very well aware of the
need to present to citizens an accurate picture of the
ability, duty, and role of the hon. member in determining
that the government has prudently exercised all aspects of
its responsibility in the utilization and investment of
funds on behalf of Albertans — repeatedly indicates that
he is not given the opportunity to have freedom of
speech, to ask probing questions, and do in-depth analy-
sis of the government's performance. If we review briefly
the availability of procedure that has not been curtailed,
altered, I think the opportunity has been there. Perhaps
the hon. Leader of the Opposition may not have taken
advantage of that opportunity. That may be a matter he
has to answer for. But to say that it is necessary to bring
Bill 69 into focus as the necessary point through which
the hon. leader can achieve the goal and the responsibility
he feels he is here to achieve is somewhat of an
inaccuracy.

If we look at the documentation we have — and 1 don't
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need to go back very far. If we very simply review some
of the mechanisms in place when we started the Alberta
Heritage Savings Trust Fund, the various components the
legislation for this fund provides with respect to the
capital projects division, the Canada investment division,
the Alberta investment division, the energy investment
division, the commercial investment division, deposits,
and marketable securities: all those mechanisms are pro-
vided under the legislation.

However, the availability of the opportunity to inquire
to examine the performance of the government with re-
spect to each of these areas is twofold: one, before the
fact; two, after the fact, in order to make a further
determination whether the allocation of additional fund-
ing is to be considered and granted. This year we have
proposed estimates for programs for the following year,
the Alberta Heritage Savings Trust Fund capital projects
division for 1982-83 estimates.

We had the same opportunity last year to look at
estimates proposed for 1981-82, to examine what was
being proposed and whether those were worth-while, le-
gitimate directions that the government ought to take,
and to have approval to carry on with. Then what
happens following the approval of those proposed esti-
mates? If we look back, in 1980 we had the opportunity
to examine the proposed 1981-82 estimates. This year, we
had the opportunity to examine how the approval and
responsibility that was granted to Executive Council and
to the government in 1980 was carried out.

[Mr. Appleby in the Chair]

What opportunity is there to have that examined? The
procedure followed is a matter that hon. members know
very well. The examination after the fact is carried out
through the legislative committee on the Alberta heritage
trust fund that looks at what took place.

Now if hon. members were not present at those particu-
lar sittings and didn't afford themselves the opportunity
or the time and the in-depth review of what had gone
over the past year, that is something they themselves have
to answer for. Surely they can't say that due to their
absence and lack of inquiry they have not obtained all the
information they now wish they had. That is not some-
thing they can lay on the rest of the members of this
Assembly. We all have our responsibilities, and we all
have to answer to our electorate. We all have to commun-
icate with our electorate.

I take nothing away from the hon. members in the
opposition that they are communicating with their elec-
torate. However, they cannot come in this House and
make claim that they are not being allowed or permitted
the opportunity to ask the questions, to probe, because
that is not an accurate statement. If they have not taken
that opportunity that is theirs, surely it cannot be an
accurate statement that they're not allowed the freedom
of speech to ask those questions.

The hon. Leader of the Opposition made the statement
that he has not been given the opportunity to ask about
the $60 million loss. I think the hon. Provincial Treasurer
has indicated the investment, the divestment, and the
reinvestment, and that ultimately in that overall picture
there was in fact a gain, not a loss. Maybe the hon.
Leader of the Opposition and the members didn't like the
answer they received. But that is not to say they were not
given information or the answer.

Further, I think the hon. Premier and the hon. Provin-
cial Treasurer informed this House that the hon. Premier

had sent a letter to the Auditor General to ensure the
members of the House, to ensure all Albertans, that if
there was any action on the part of anyone under the
direction of the government, the minister, the Provincial
Treasurer, or anyone who has been elected, if there was
any misappropriation, inappropriate action, or considera-
tion that would have led to deliberately defrauding or
creating a loss for Albertans, the Auditor General is to
make his investigation and inquiry and report to the
Legislature, to the public. I think the hon. Premier and
the hon. Provincial Treasurer have gone as far as any-
body, any government, any Legislature can go in trying
to ensure, not only to the opposition but to all members
and to the people of Alberta, that everything that took
place was appropriate and was done with the best judg-
ment in mind.

For the hon. Leader of the Opposition to claim that
there isn't opportunity — there's opportunity for further
debate before the fact and after the fact. As any member
in this House knows, every member has been given that
opportunity. I don't need to recite again the number of
days that have taken place. Just to be sure the record
indicates accurately that the opportunities are there —
whether or not the members take them, they have to
answer for themselves.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: Are you ready for the
question?

[Mr. Deputy Speaker declared the motion on the sub-
amendment lost. Several members rose calling for a divi-
sion. The division bell was rung]

[Three minutes having elapsed, the House divided]

For the motion:

Buck Notley Speaker. R.
Mandeville Sindlinger

Against the motion:

Anderson, C. Cook Lysons
Anderson, D. Cookson McCrimmon
Batiuk Cripps Moore
Bogle Gogo Musgreave
Borstad Hiebert Pahl
Bradley Hyland Pengelly
Campbell King Stevens
Chambers Kroeger Thompson
Chichak LeMessurier Webber
Totals: Ayes - 5 Noes - 27

MR. SINDLINGER: Mr. Speaker, with results being as
close as they are, it gives one added encouragement to get
up and continue to address the subject. I suspect that by
this time next week, we might down to about 6 to 5, 5 to
4, or something like that.

Mr. Speaker, I'd like to make a few very, very brief
comments in regard to the amendment proposed by the
Member for Spirit River-Fairview. In my judgment, that
amendment places or emphasizes and gives the impor-
tance to Bill 69 that it so rightly deserves.

We are faced with the invocation of closure. Closure is
not a palatable thing under any circumstances, in any
place. Nevertheless, being faced with the invocation of
closure, I think the amendments that have been proposed
through the course of this morning demonstrate that the
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opposition is making every effort possible to seek the
next best alternative. If we must live with closure, if that
is to be the decision of this government — and obviously
that is — then how can we somehow ameliorate the
adverse impact of closure.

This amendment ensures that ample time is given for
consideration of Bill 69. It ensures that the Provincial
Treasurer can appear before the Legislature and the
Committee of the Whole and do those things which he
said he would do when he appeared before the watchdog
committee. He said he would give detailed responses to
questions which were posed to him when he appeared as
a witness. The Provincial Treasurer also indicated at that
time that it was he, and he alone, who would be held
accountable in a democratic system for the Heritage
Savings Trust Fund. Mr. Speaker, I don't believe we
should take that opportunity from the Provincial Treas-
urer to fulfil his obligation and appear before the legisla-
tive Committee of the Whole and deal with Bill 69.

[Mr. Purdy in the Chair]

Mr. Speaker, Bill 69 is extremely important when the
Heritage Savings Trust Fund is considered. It is true that
the initial fount for the Heritage Savings Trust Fund was
the legislation which in fact established the trust fund.
However, the lifeblood of that fund is now Bill 69.
Without Bill 69, there would not be a transfusion of new
funds into the Heritage Savings Trust Fund. So whenever
Bill 69 comes up, it's a very important checkpoint for the
Legislative Assembly.

Two essential questions should be asked in regard to
Bill 69. One is, what have you done with the money that
has been appropriated on an annual basis under other
Acts? And two, what will you be doing with the money
that will go into the Heritage Savings Trust Fund as a
result of proclamation of Bill 69?

Beginning with the first question, what has been done
with the money that has been appropriated in other years,
the select standing committee of the Legislature posed
that question to the various ministers who appeared as
witnesses. That question has also been posed to those
ministers who appeared before the Committee of [Sup-
ply] in support of their estimates for 1982-83. When the
members of the Legislature — I should make that more
precise and say when the members of the opposition
questioned the ministers in regard to their appropriations
for 1982-83, they invariably did so by preambling what
they had to say by saying that, for the most part, these
were good programs and projects; it was difficult to argue
with the value or merit of any of these because in fact
they have merit, value, and undoubtedly they will provide
benefits for all Albertans. Unquestionably they also meet
the criteria of this investment division of the Heritage
Savings Trust Fund, and that is to provide long-term
social, economic benefits for the people of Alberta.
Sometimes perhaps it's difficult to see precisely what
those long-term social and economic benefits would be.
Nevertheless, common sense predominates in an issue
such as that. For example, the first one, Advanced
Education and Manpower, was the culmination of the
three-year program, and there was only an additional
$288,000 to be expended out of a total project cost of $9
million. I recall, Mr. Speaker, when members of the
opposition addressed that, several said that this was such
a good program, why did we spend only $9 million and
why don't we give consideration to extending it into the
future? The same could be said for Agriculture, Farming

for the Future. My only question about that was one that
had been raised by several members of the legislative
committee over the three years I've been there: how
would it be possible to ensure that those projects which
were funded by heritage funds receive that recognition?

Over the years, recommendations have been made that,
for example, a logo be developed for the heritage fund,
and that has been done. However, 1 was in Lacombe over
the summer and visited the Lacombe research station.
The people gave me a tour of the facilities, and they were
quite proud of the projects they were undertaking at the
time. I asked them about the funding for it, and they
explained it to me. They also gave me some brochures
which described the programs. I was very surprised to see
that one of them was one of our Farming for the Future
projects from the Heritage Savings Trust Fund. What
surprised me even more was that throughout the four
pages of that single-spaced brochure, 85 by 11 paper,
there was not one mention of the Alberta Heritage Sav-
ings Trust Fund. In fact, the brochure gave all ap-
pearances of its being a 100 per cent federally funded
project. I know that is not the case. I know it was fifty-
fifty project, 50 per cent by the federal government and
50 per cent by the Alberta government through the Alber-
ta Heritage Savings Trust Fund. Nevertheless, on Agri-
culture there weren't many other comments except to say
they're good programs and there's hope that they be
continued.

The next program we came to in this particular year
was the Alberta Oil Sands Technology and Research
Authority. Two questions were raised there, Mr. Speaker.
One was in regard to the total cost of the project. When
the project was first initiated, it was said with a great deal
of fanfare that this would be an energy project break-
through and that $100 million would be allocated for
that. It was in fact a ceiling that was incorporated within
the legislation for the Alberta Oil Sands Technology and
Research Authority. It wasn't put in there just to take up
space, Mr. Speaker. There was a particular reason: it was
for management control purposes. It did two things. First
it said to the manager, when you make your daily operat-
ing decisions, you must bear in mind that you don't have
an unlimited source of funds. Those day to day decisions
would have to be compatible with the long-term objec-
tive: the development of new heavy oil and tar sand
development techniques that would hopefully lead to
innovation and implementation in the future.

The problem was that the $100 million was set up as a
finite guideline. It was expected that after the term of the
project, which was initially announced at five years, we
could come back to the Legislative Assembly and ask the
first of the two questions that I have posed in regard to
Bill 69: what have you done with the money you had last
year and over the last five years? That's why the $100
million was there. It was intended to be a measurement of
effectiveness or efficiency; that is, if the research authority
could attain its goals by using the $100 million, or less, it
would have been effective in attaining its goal; secondly,
in attaining the goal by using the allocated budget or less,
it would have been very efficient. On the other hand, if it
had or had not attained its goal yet expended more than
$100 million, there would be a question of accountability.
That's how financial managers or managers of any opera-
tion are held accountable. Then we could come back to
this Legislative Assembly and say, this project was estab-
lished with $100 million funding, what have you done
with the $100 million and what have you achieved?

Unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, somewhere along the line
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the rules of the game were changed, and an amendment
was made to the Alberta Oil Sands Technology and
Research Authority so that the $100 million which was
initially set aside for it was not even touched. I believe
something like $3,567,000 was expended out of that $100
million. The question arises, where did they get the other
money? It came from the Heritage Savings Trust Fund.
There was an end run around that parameter or guideline
of $100 million so that to date, I believe somewhere in the
order of magnitude of $220 million has already been
expended on AOSTRA, which is far in excess of the $100
million initial guideline.

What further complicated that matter, Mr. Speaker,
was the fact that the minister was asking for an additional
$54 million, which would take it up to around $275
million. Upon further review and scrutiny of this particu-
lar estimate, it was revealed that this was just interim
financing. The projects that would be undertaken with
the money had a lifetime expectancy that went not only
beyond this year's appropriation and beyond the initial
five-year project period, but beyond the next five years as
well, into the 11th and 12th year. The Assembly wasn't
being asked just to approve an expenditure of $54 mil-
lion. It was being asked to commit to projects that would
have a life-term expectancy going beyond the next five
years and into the next five as well.

Mr. Speaker, given the magnitude of those projects and
the nature of them — it's not really practical once they
have been undertaken to stop in midstream -and say, hold
it, we'd better review this and decide whether we want to
go - further or not. There is such a large initial capital
outlay for these things that once that outlay has been
made, it is only prudent to continue the project into the
future.

Now that was a matter that concerned the Auditor
General. The Auditor General has expressed that concern
in his annual report to the Legislative Assembly. He said
that when we get into the Legislative Assembly and
consider these estimates of proposed investments each
year, we should be asking detailed questions of the minis-
ters who are seeking the funds, in terms of the total
project cost. What was the initial project cost? What
changes in scope, design, or direction were there? What
were the cost changes due to that? What is the expected
total cost to completion? Things of that nature.

The Provincial Treasurer responded to that recom-
mendation, Mr. Speaker, and said that that isn't really in
the line of tradition and custom in the Legislative Assem-
bly. The Auditor General had said that that type of
information should be contained within these annual es-
timates. The Provincial Treasurer, in a written response,
said that traditionally and by custom, we normally don't
include that type of information; however, if any mem-
bers would like to get it, they can do so easily when the
estimates come to Committee of Supply. Then the ques-
tions can be posed to the ministers, and such details as
those sought by the members and those recommended by
the Auditor General could be provided at the time.
Naturally, when the opportunity arose to discuss those
estimates before the Legislative Assembly, we did so with
a great deal of vigor over the last seven weeks. I must say
that that effort has provided a wealth of information
about the Heritage Savings Trust Fund that I don't be-
lieve was there beforehand.

In regard to some of the others, we haven't finished all
of Energy and Natural Resources. Out of the 24 here,
we've covered only 11. We have quite a few more to go.
We did cover Environment — Capital City Recreation

Park, Fish Creek Provincial Park, irrigation headworks,
and main irrigation. Then we got into land reclamation.
That was very interesting when we addressed to the
minister that first question relative to Bill 69: what have
you done with the money you got in previous years? We
found that over those six years, the minister had consist-
ently overestimated his funding requirements. Over those
six years, the minister was not even able to spend 50 per
cent of those total funding requirements. In defence of
that, the minister said that was prudent budgeting. Mr.
Speaker, when looked at in its entirety that is not prudent
budgeting. Although it may be prudent budgeting for that
particular minister, it's not prudent budgeting for the
government as a whole. We must bear in mind that there
are a limited amount of dollars each year. Quite natural-
ly, each department competes for a share of those dollars.
When one department consistently takes twice the money
it needs, there is less money for someone else in another
department. That's not prudent total budgeting.

We went on from land reclamation, where we had gone
through that discussion, to the Lesser Slave Lake outlet.
It was pointed out by the minister that here was another
excellent example of prudence within the department. He
substantiated that by saying that this particular project
was initially thought to cost $8.8 million. However, after
having talked to advisory committees and having had the
initial development stages, having got past the explora-
tory and preliminary stages, the minister said that it now
cost only $4411 million. Again, the department had
overestimated its requirements twofold.

What concerned me even more, when we queried the
minister at great length about the estimates for this par-
ticular project, asking for different documentation sup-
porting the decision to undertake the project, was that the
minister substantiated the decision to undertake the proj-
ect by referring to a document. But he would not tell us
who authored the document or what the data on the
document was. It struck me as rather strange. If the
minister was willing to substantiate or support his esti-
mates by referring to a document and quoting it ‘exten-
sively in the Legislative Assembly, he should also identify
that particular document for the Members of the Legisla-
tive Assembly.

We then went on to Workers' Health. Safety and
Compensation. The amount to be voted there was $1
million. I think most members felt that was a good
expenditure, although there were some questions about
the details of those expenditures. We got into great dis-
cussion about one in particular, research on farming. I
believe there was an initial expenditure of $8,474 on the
the first phase. The second phase was about $45,363. The
total funds were going to one professor, Dr. Harrell, to
undertake a survey that would identify the cause of acci-
dents on the farm. The question put to the minister, left
unresolved at the time because we adjourned, was how a
doctor whose annual remuneration at a university was
probably in that range could undertake two simultaneous
obligations. We still haven't gotten the answer on that
one.

Mr. Speaker, I think the next estimate example really
demonstrates the value of asking those two simple ques-
tions: what have you done with the money you got last
time and what will you do with the money you're going to
get this time? In regard to what have you done with the
money you got last time, we had a very interesting
dialogue, if I may say so, with the Minister of Hospitals
and Medical Care about the Walter C. MacKenzie Health
Sciences Centre. Two years ago, when the Minister of
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Hospitals and Medical Care appeared before the legisla-
tive watchdog committee, he was asked what systems
were in place to ensure there were adequate accounting
and management control procedures. The minister didn't
adequately respond to that question. It led one member
to say: Mr. Minister, I believe you would probably agree
that, if we borrowed a term from medicine, that it would
be better to have preventive measures rather than remedi-
al measures.

Mr. Speaker, we all wish the Minister of Hospitals and
Medical Care had given more attention to preventive
measures rather than remedial. What we had last week
with the Minister of Hospitals and Medical Care before
us was an admission that something "horrible had gone
wrong". The cost of that centre had skyrocketed for many
reasons. One reason was inflation, and we all have to deal
with inflation. It skyrocketed because of changes in
scope. But, Mr. Speaker, notwithstanding those two very
understandable changes in total cost, the third one was
most disconcerting. The third reason for those skyrocket-
ing costs was the fact that there were inadequate control
procedures. Things were happening there that should not
have been happening. Things were built up and demo-
lished. Changes in scope, changes in construction, and
new designs were not approved in a proper manner. The
project manager was taking ...

MR. COOK: Mr. Speaker, could I rise on a point of
order? I realize that its after 7 in the morning. Maybe it's
the hour, but I'm having some difficulty connecting what
the hon. Member for Calgary Buffalo is saying to the
amendment moved by the hon. Member for Spirit River-
Fairview. I'd appreciate some help in trying to connect
these remarks with this amendment. Frankly, I'm baffled.

MR. SINDLINGER: Mr. Speaker, I'd like to thank the
Member for Edmonton Glengarry for his diligence in
ensuring that this morning we do adhere to the topic.
Although I thought I was specifically on it, I will retrace
my thoughts and ensure that I don't stray again.

Mr. Speaker, the amendment we're talking about re-
emphasizes the importance of Bill 69. It identifies the fact
that Bill 69 should predominate over the estimates. I'm
not saying the estimates are not important, because they
are important. If I can continue with what I'm saying, I
will demonstrate why they are important. Nevertheless,
we would not have the estimates unless there were Bill
69s. We must first deal with Bill 69 before we can even
get to these estimates.

In regard to the Walter C. MacKenzie Health Sciences
Centre, the minister was forthright in standing up in this
Legislative Assembly and saying that things didn't work
out the way we wanted them to. Sometimes that happens
in life. Even playing basketball, I can remember . . .

MR. ACTING DEPUTY SPEAKER: Does the hon.
Member for Edmonton Glengarry have a point of order?

MR. COOK: Yes, Mr. Speaker. I'm still having difficulty
connecting Bill 69 with the Walter C. MacKenzie hospi-
tal. Bill 69 provides for 30 per cent of natural resources
revenue to be transferred to the Heritage Savings Trust
Fund. I suppose we could talk about whether it's 20 per
cent, 30 per cent, 40 per cent, or no per cent. I think that
would be relevant. Mr. Speaker, perhaps it's just the hour
of the morning, but I don't understand how one can
connect the Walter C. MacKenzie hospital to Bill 69. I'm
at a loss.

MR. SINDLINGER: Mr. Speaker, I do want to ensure
that there is communication between the Members of the
Legislative Assembly, and especially between me and the
Member for Edmonton Glengarry. Let me try one more
time. There would not be a Walter C. MacKenzie Health
Sciences Centre, an irrigation project, library projects,
grain hopper cars, or anything, unless there first was a
Bill 69 where we could get the money for those things.

MR. COOK: Mr. Speaker, on a point of order. That may
all be true. Using that same interesting logic, if there were
no sunshine there would be no water, ground, warmth, or
agriculture. We could discuss all sorts of wonderful things
with a right-to-sunlight Bill. I don't see a direct connec-
tion between Bill 69 and the Walter C. MacKenzie hospi-
tal. Again, Mr. Speaker, we're on an amendment. The
amendment requires us to have a very narrow focus; that
is my point. Since we're on a very narrow amendment,
the rules of relevancy are even more strict, as the Speaker
has pointed out several times this morning. Surely we
could be a little more careful in our debate, talk about
Bill 69 and it's importance, and that's all.

MR. NOTLEY: On the point of order. Mr. Speaker, it
seems to me that the question that really has to be
addressed is the degree of importance Bill 69 has vis-a-vis
the estimates. As I understand the point the Member for
Calgary Buffalo made, while the estimates are very im-
portant because they are fundamental to the lifeline of the
fund, Bill 69 is more important. That being the case, it's
not possible to address the amendment and ignore the
estimates. The discussion of the estimates must be in light
of whether they are more or less important. Some hon.
members might suggest that the estimates are more im-
portant. I think those of us on this side of the House are
suggesting Bill 69 is more important. That's a reasonable
difference of opinion and properly part of the debate. But
certainly it's not possible to properly debate the amend-
ment before the House unless one also analyses the
estimates in the context of whether they or Bill 69 are the
most important.

MR. ACTING DEPUTY SPEAKER: By looking at the
estimate, only coming into the Assembly about a half
hour ago, and viewing it last night and on television this
morning, the debate has been far-ranging. I would ask the
hon. Member for Calgary Buffalo to continue.

MR. SINDLINGER: Mr. Speaker, thank you for allow-
ing me to continue on what I consider to be an extremely
important matter. I think an extremely important prin-
ciple has just been established. Without the Bill 69s, we
would not have the capital estimates. That's why Bill 69 is
so very important. That's why we are moving these specif-
ic amendments. If we have to have closure, if we have to
live with that, let's priorize the time we have left. If the
guillotine falls in five days, the more important thing has
to be Bill 69 rather than the estimates. Mr. Speaker,
inherent in Bill 69 is ultimate accountability for the
Heritage Savings Trust Fund, through the appearance of
the Provincial Treasurer, who has quite pointedly stated
that in the final analysis it is he who is accountable for all
aspects of the Heritage Savings Trust Fund — not just
the transfer of funds, but all aspects: this project, that
project, and all the projects together. Therefore, we have
to spend more time on that, and to do that we have to
have the Provincial Treasurer before us.

Mr. Speaker, I want to address some other items in
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capital estimates, but before 1 do I would like to address
a couple of things brought up by another member. Again,
it is in the vein of the initial question: what have you
done with the money? If you, the government, are here
before us today asking for more money, the first and
most obvious question is what have you done with the
money you got last time? There has been considerable
discussion, and obviously a difference of opinion, about
what has happened to $60 million of the Heritage Savings
Trust Fund. It has been pointed out by some members,
quite rightly, that the loss isn't of the type that falls
through cracks in the floor and somehow was swept out
with the dust. In this case, the loss is very specific. It is
stated quite precisely in the annual report that there was a
net loss on marketable securities. It's been pointed out
that the net loss was incurred to gain more over here.
That may be the case, but it has yet to be sufficiently
documented to indicate that.

Mr. Speaker, in concluding my comments on this
amendment, I would like to move a subamendment. The
subamendment reads as follows:

By inserting in Section (8) after the words "all
appropriation Bills" the words "with the sole excep-
tion of Bill 69", and by inserting after the words
"every appropriation Bill" the words "with the sole
exception of Bill 69".
Mr. Speaker, I would like to distribute this amendment
to members, perhaps allow a moment for them to receive
it, and then continue discussing the amendment.

MR. ACTING DEPUTY SPEAKER: The time for the
hon. member's has now elapsed. In fact, I gave the hon.
member a couple of minutes extra because of the two
points of order raised during the debate.

MR. SINDLINGER: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
SOME HON. MEMBERS: Question.

DR. BUCK: Mr. Speaker, it's quite amazing that the
government members would call the question before
they've even seen the subamendment.

SOME HON. MEMBERS: We've heard it.

DR. BUCK: Mr. Speaker, if the government members
are genuinely interested in carrying on the debate, I'm
sure they would like to read the amendment, digest it,
and then enter the debate.

MR. COOK: Read it for us, Walt.

DR. BUCK: Mr. Speaker, for the hon. Member for
Edmonton Glengarry, who has a little difficulty under-
standing, I will read the subamendment.

MR. COOK: Thank you.

DR. BUCK:
By inserting in Section (8) after the words "all
appropriation Bills" the words "with the sole excep-
tion of Bill 69", and by inserting after the words
"every appropriation Bill" the words "with the sole
exception of Bill 69".

Furthermore, for the hon. Member for Edmonton
Glengarry especially, what does the subamendment
mean? The subamendment is an addition to the amend-
ment ensuring that if third reading stage is reached, the

time limit set out in Section 2 will not apply to Bill 69
nor, as a result of this amendment, will the Speaker be
permitted to put the question with regard to Bill 69. Mr.
Speaker, we are concerned and trying the best we can to
give the government the opportunity to get out of this
situation gracefully. There's the old Japanese saying that
if you've defeated your enemy, let him lose face gracious-
ly. We know that this government, with this large
membership, with the double shifting — and in the case
of the Speaker, triple shifting. One Speaker has a little
sleep, then we bring in the Deputy Speaker, and the

deputy, deputy . ..

MR. ACTING DEPUTY SPEAKER: Will the hon.
member please come back to the subamendment.

DR. BUCK: Mr. Speaker, we're speaking about double
and triple shifting.

In looking at the importance of Bill 69, many, many
projects have been funded because we have moved funds
from natural resource revenue to the Heritage Savings
Trust Fund — many, many useful projects the people of
this province are proud of. I am proud. Mr. Speaker, I
stand at rigid attention when the blue and yellow hopper
cars go by. I know it has benefited the farmers of this
province and the western provinces. We now have hopper
cars from our neighboring province to the east. We have
the blue and yellow hopper cars here. These are good
projects, funded by the Heritage Savings Trust Fund.
This is why we feel it's so important Bill 69 receive a
higher priority than just being thrown in ... Mr. Speak-
er, I retract that.

We consider Bill 69, the transfer of funds to the
Heritage Savings Trust Fund, to be very, very important.
There is more money, and all these great projects before
us will be funded by a transfer of those funds. When we
look at the Alberta Children's Provincial General hospi-
tal, it's very interesting that instead of calling it the
southern children's hospital, because they well know we
need a northern children's hospital, the government in its
sly wisdom feels it can probably get by with building just
one. Mr. Speaker, it is a shame that a province as rich as
this, a province with billions in the heritage fund, has to
have benefit nights to raise funds to try to get the
northern Alberta children's hospital off the ground. Next,
we'll be selling raffle and bingo tickets. The Heritage
Savings Trust Fund should be used for a northern Alber-
ta children's hospital. That representation has been made
to you, sir, to me, and to all members of the Assembly.

I keep telling the people working so hard and diligent-
ly: keep at it, keep it up. We're not that far away from an
election. That will be a great time for the Premier to
announce a northern Alberta children's hospital. It's
more appropriate to announce that just before an elec-
tion. I don't particularly care when that announcement
comes, as long as it does come. One thing about this
government, if they haven't thought of something first,
they want to make it appear as if they really did think of
it. I don't care who gets the credit. The people of
northern Alberta are entitled to a children's hospital. I see
my learned friend from Banff-Cochrane is waving his
arms around again about relevancy. Mr. Speaker, I can't
think of anything more relevant than a northern Alberta
children's hospital funded by the Heritage Savings Trust
Fund, with Bill 69 the vehicle to transfer those funds into
the Heritage Savings Trust Fund so we can build a
northern Alberta children's hospital.

Mr. Speaker, the people in this province are finding
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out how you get some money out of the Heritage Savings
Trust Fund. You badger and you lobby, and you lobby
and you badger. This government seems to understand
pressure. When we need research funds, you have to keep
after the government. Instead of the government provid-
ing leadership, they seem to be good followers — better
good followers than nothing happening at all.

A project I find very intriguing and deserving of our
support is the Farming for the Future program. I guess it
should come out of the Heritage Savings Trust Fund. I
find that farmers are great philosophers. When they're on
the tractor going up and down the field, they have time to
do some deep thinking. Sometimes we politicians could
take a few lessons from farmers and do some deep
thinking. In the Farming for the Future program, a
farmer said to me at a political rally — 1 was quite
flattered because he said "young man" to me — you
know, they talk about this Heritage Savings Trust Fund
being funds to ensure the future, but I'm just a hard
working man of the soil; I may not be too well educated
formally, but I think I'm capable of doing some thinking:
if you politicians invest money in the education of our
young people, the future will look after itself. Now I
think that's quite profound, Mr. Speaker. When we invest
funds in Farming for the Future, we are planning ahead,
and I compliment the government on this.

The grazing reserves development is the same thing.
The reforestation and nursery programs are excellent. In
this province, the former government and this present
government have been derelict in cutting more timber
than we replanted. Mr. Speaker, 1 think we all have to
take responsibility for that. I compliment the government
and the funding for our tree nurseries. When we were in
Europe, every tree that's cut in Germany must be re-
placed I don't know if it's a statute. An excellent
program. In this country, we could learn something from
that.

At the same time that we are so proud of some of these
programs, I'm not so proud. Because the heritage fund is
so large, we seem to feel that we have to be poor custodi-
ans of how funds are expended. The Kananaskis project
is a good program and concept. But surely when we go
from $40-odd million to $210 million, from $80-odd mil-
lion to $300-odd million at the Walter MacKenzie health
centre, people must wonder about our credibility, if we
can manage. It's quite obvious that this government can
spend, but can it manage?

It's interesting how immune the taxpayers of this prov-
ince become to cost overruns. At the convention centre in
Edmonton, they're ready to lynch the mayor and the
council because they have cost overruns. But if the pro-
vincial government overruns from $40 million to $210
million, that's the way governments do business. Throw
some more money in the pot. If we overrun the health
sciences, throw some more money in the pot. Why worry?
That's the way the government does business. Why
should the city aldermen be chastised? Now in fairness
and in complimenting that august body, they are putting
very, very tough cost controls in place to make sure that
the taxpayers' money is being well spent.

Mr. Speaker, 1 think we could learn something from
that. The Capital City Park project in Edmonton and
Fish Creek in Calgary overran only about $10 million,
especially in Edmonton. Again, it was interesting that this
project was announced just before a provincial election. It
got a lot of Tories elected in Edmonton. There was no
cost/benefit analysis done at that time. An announcement

was made and the government said, we think it will cost
about so and so.

MR. ACTING DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order please. The
Chair has some difficulty with hon. member's debate
when we are debating a subamendment regarding the
appropriation Bill, especially after the hon. member's lec-
ture on what a subamendment was.

DR. BUCK: Mr. Speaker, we're talking about transfer-
ring funds. I'm comparing what has been done in the past
to what we are voting to do in the future. The point I am
trying to make is that we are responsible for close
monitoring to make sure that when public funds are
expended, they are not wasted. Basically it's that simple.
There are many good programs. We, as guardians of the
taxpayers' money, are responsible to make sure that the
programs we put in place are good programs.

Mr. Speaker, I believe it was an education to all of us
when we took the Minister of Environment through his
many hoops as to what was going on in the Slave Lake
area. There are many benefits, as there also were many
benefits in the Paddle Lake project.

We are talking about Bill 69 in this vote. We want it to
retain a special priority if other sections of the estimates
and other Bills are passed. Bill 69 is the mechanism by
which we fund these excellent programs. It is the me-
chanism we've heard so much about in the development
of the petrochemical industry and the diversification of
the economy. All these programs are dependent upon the
movement of funds through this mechanism into the
Heritage Savings Trust Fund.

Mr. Speaker, I feel there are areas — lending funds to
other provinces, as we have done from the Heritage
Savings Trust Fund — where we have to have a close
look at what we are doing to our own people, the people
to whom the funds belong. When a young businessman
has to go through many hoops to the lender of last resort,
the Alberta Opportunity Company, funded from the Her-
itage Savings Trust Fund, I wonder how much cynicism
that young businessman has when he has to wait for 18
months to get a "no" answer. By a "no" answer I mean
not any kind of answer. That young businessman be-
comes very, very disillusioned when he says: who does
that money belong to? Does that belong to me? Does that
belong to my children? Is it going to benefit me because it
hasn't benefited my mother or her mother?

When is the future going to begin for the Heritage
Savings Trust Fund? That young businessman looks in
amazement when we lend funds to Hydro-Quebec at 15
per cent. He borrows higher. We lend it to other prov-
inces; the farmer borrows higher. The farmer has to have
loans guaranteed by the government at 20, 21, 22 per
cent. When we give funds to the Alberta Housing Corpo-
ration, in fairness to the Minister of Housing and Public
Works, there are good programs and good use of the
taxpayers' dollars. At the same time, maybe Albertans
deserve a better break than they are getting.

It will be interesting to see what we do with the funds
we transfer by means of Bill 69 from participation in
Syncrude and some of the megaprojects. It will be inter-
esting to see the government's long-term philosophy as to
what we're going to do with those funds as they relate to
the megaprojects. Mr. Speaker, when we look at the
megaprojects, the federal government and the provincial
government have to take almost equal blame for what has
happened to the economy of this province and this coun-
try. It's not good enough to hide behind the fact that it is
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only a one-sided story.

As a responsible opposition, we'll be looking forward
to what happens to participation in the megaprojects in
this province. The megaprojects have the possibility of
being funded from the Heritage Savings Trust Fund.
When we look at the extension of funding in the energy
investment division, it would be interesting to know who
it is and how they decide who is going to get the funding
out of this. That would make for a very interesting thesis
study for some graduate student at the university. I think
that young man or woman would have a very interesting
time trying to come up with a solution of who gets the
money out of that fund and who doesn't. It will also be
more interesting in the future to see who gets the money
from the energy investment division of the Heritage Sav-
ings Trust Fund and who doesn't.

Mr. Speaker, in this province we worry so much that
when the oil wells go dry, we're going to go broke. I don't
believe that this province is going to go broke when the
oil wells go dry. I don't think they're going to go dry for a
long time. Secondly, coal will become king. This province
has vast reserves of coal. I think it's a trial balloon when
this government says to the people, trust us; we will look
after you when the wells go dry. Mr. Speaker, the well
may go dry, but the coal will not run out, and natural gas
will be here for many, many years. But it was a good
election ploy; it worked. It said, you need strong leader-
ship because we have the dollars in the Heritage Savings
Trust Fund to diversify the economy. We're still waiting
for that diversity.

When we're looking at funding, an area that concerns
me is getting back once more to the responsibility factor.
As 1 stated several times before, last evening and this
morning, we are guardians. We have a sacred trust to
look after these funds transferred by Bill 69 into the
Heritage Savings Trust Fund. I still well remember the
former Premier of this province, Senator Ernest Man-
ning, saying that you members of this caucus and this
Legislature must remember that is not your money. You
can do whatever you wish with your personal money, but
that is a sacred trust. You must look after that much
more understandingly and diligently than if it were your
own money. We must remember that, Mr. Speaker, when
we are in this Assembly. It is not our money; it is in trust
to us.

Mr. Speaker, there are programs, and there will be
programs in the future. We will not be getting an oppor-
tunity to peruse the capital works division of the Heritage
Savings Trust Fund in any greater length, because it
seems the guillotine is going to be coming down. I make a
final plea that Bill 69 would give the government the
opportunity to gracefully terminate this debate this morn-
ing. All they have to do are two things, Mr. Speaker.
First of all, afford this Assembly — not the opposition,
but this Assembly — further debate on Bill 69. Secondly,
have the Provincial Treasurer stand in his place and
indicate what happened to the $60 million. That will
satisfy the Assembly, but most importantly it will satisfy
the people in this province who are asking us why and
where. The government has the opportunity to allow this
debate to come to a merciful end with grace and dignity.

They can grind us and grind us, and they know they
will win. Five members have only so much stamina. They
have double-shifted us. They have triple-shifted us. They
have tried to make us bend. [interjections]

MR. COOK: Mr. Speaker, on a point of order. I've been
here since 2:30, and I'm no more shifty than he is.

DR. BUCK: If the member is here, I didn't notice him.

Seriously, Mr. Speaker, the government can grind us
down; then: is no doubt about that. But they are not
going to mislead the people of this province. We have
made our case. The attitudes are out there. People know
and want answers. So, Mr. Speaker, the ball is in the
court of the government.

MR. R. SPEAKER: Mr. Speaker, at an early hour like
this, with newly shaved faces, I'd think they would come
back with enthusiasm and gusto for the right to preserve
the freedom of speech. I am referring to those who left
and came back. The hon. Minister of Culture has been
with us all evening. I appreciate that very much. That
stamina and determination shows the leadership and co-
urage of the women of this province. Mr. Speaker, that
says a lot.

Mr. Speaker, where are we this morning at 7:45,
Tuesday, December 8. I think some good lessons have
been learned over this evening. There are subjects which
should be put on the agenda of this Legislature and have
the focus of attention of every member. The subamend-
ment before us talks about giving Bill 69 the opportunity
to be discussed by the members of this Legislature, not
pushed through the Legislature quickly, that the Speaker
will not be permitted to put the question with regard to
the Bill as a result of this amendment. In other words, we
get a lot more time to discuss the state of affairs with
regard to Bill 69, and indirectly all the programs to which
that Bill will contribute. That's one of the things; we have
focused on an important subject.

The second thing I believe we have done over this last
evening is focus on the subject of freedom of speech and
how the initial motion presented to this Legislature will
erode that freedom of speech. I think we have made the
case well, Mr. Speaker, and have said it over and over
again. The passage of that closure motion will certainly
erode that right in this Legislature. What else have we
learned? I think the third thing we have learned and tried
to relate to the government on that side of the House is
that their Premier, ministers in this government, made
commitments to have a proper and historic democratic
process in this Legislature.

The Premier of this province, when sitting as the
Leader of the Opposition, very clearly said to this Legis-
lature on February 16, 1968, that the Legislature has
supremacy over the government. That statement should
have set the ground rules for his leadership in this prov-
ince over the past 13 years. That's very simple, Mr.
Speaker.

[Mr. Crawford entered the Chamber]
MR. NOTLEY: Here he is. You look rested. Neil.

MR. R. SPEAKER: Another clean shaven face ready to
stand and defend the rights of individuals in this prov-
ince, the right of freedom of speech, where we left off last
night. It's great to see the hon. House leader here to place
some real arguments before this Legislature as to why we
can discuss Bill 69 as the first priority item on the agenda,
why there may or may not be a need for closure, also to
tell us how the government is following through on that
basic principle that the leader of the Conservative party
set for this government and that party in 1968 — that the
Legislature has supremacy over government. If that is
true, Mr. Speaker, this subamendment we have before us
at this point in time should be accepted without question.
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The members of this Legislature should say, yes, let's give
all the time we can to the study of Bill 69. Let's also
reconsider this motion of closure and eliminate it from
the agenda of this Legislature. Let's go back to the rights
of the members of the Legislature, back to good, con-
crete, old-fashioned freedom of speech that has been
honored and has endured over many years in the parlia-
ments of the Commonwealth.

But, Mr. Speaker, that doesn't seem like the direction
we're going. Even when we fight, argue, and place our
case for that type of objective so well in this Legislature
to a government that was led by someone who really
believed, before 1971, that the Legislature should have
supremacy over the government, that we wouldn't have a
government by cabinet rule that believed in passing or-
ders in councils or special warrants when the Legislature
is not sitting — if the Premier really believed in what he
said in 1968, we wouldn't have the big flood of orders in
councils and Lieutenant-Governor directives that prevail
in this province.

As a matter of interest, I did a bit of summary on
legislation this government has introduced since the
spring of 1977. 1 was looking for the erosion of the power
of the Legislature. The Legislature was second-rated, and
it was really a government by cabinet that was taking
supremacy over the responsibilities of members of this
Legislature. Mr. Speaker, this motion of closure is the
best example: the resistance of this government to face
the biggest question at hand today, Bill 69, and answer all
the questions that can be asked about it, and to produce
documents that support the actions carried out through
this lifeblood Bill. This government will not do that. They
believe in a different principle. A principle that says the
Premier and the cabinet have supremacy over the Legisla-
ture. It's not the Legislature that has supremacy over the
government, as it started out in 1968. They have done a
reversal, Mr. Speaker, a total reversal over a period of 13
years. It's like the Liberals and the Conservatives in
Canada. Now the Liberals are more conservative than the
Conservatives in some instances. The role change is very
interesting.

The point I want to make here is that this government
has violated a very basic principle it started with, that the
Legislature has supremacy over the government, not the
cabinet and their ministers having supremacy over the
Legislature. Let me cite some examples where that ero-
sion can be seen in some of the legislation passed in this
province. I relate that to the subamendment on the basis
that the passing of this subamendment would demon-
strate the principle that this government really believes
the Legislature has supremacy over the government.
When 1 look at the actions of this government, that
principle is not supported. They can only start to rehabili-
tate and reinstate themselves by supporting such actions
as are in this subamendment. This subamendment would
show that this government really believes the Legislature
has supremacy over the government in the province of
Alberta.

What are some of those examples on topics relative to
the subamendment, Mr. Speaker? I chose four Bills in the
spring of 1977. Bill 1, The Alberta Historical Resources
Amendment Act, permits the Lieutenant-Governor to
make regulations concerning the Alberta Historical Re-
sources Foundation — laws by cabinet. Bill 13, The
Forests Amendment Act — more powers to the Lieu-
tenant Governor in Council and the minister to make
regulations respecting land use. Bill 18, The Social De-
velopment Amendment Act, permits the Lieutenant Gov-

ermnor in Council to make changes in rates for family
allowances. Bill 28, The Alberta Uniform Building
Standards Amendment Act, extends subjects in respect of
which the Lieutenant-Governor may make regulations, in
some cases taking control from municipal governments.

In the fall of 1977, Bill 15, The Planning Act, gives
power to the Lieutenant-Governor to establish commis-
sions and jurisdictions. Other powers were given to the
minister and to the cabinet. Many powers were taken
away from local government and put in the hands of
cabinet and the ministers. Bill 51, The Wildlife Amend-
ment Act — greater powers to the Lieutenant Governor
in Council dealing with the purchase and disposition of
land for wildlife purposes. Bill 63, The Financial Admin-
istration Act — responsibility for pre-audits, accounting
and financial reporting. There was a growth of special
warrants, Mr. Speaker, which is a significant change in
responsibility to the Legislature in terms of budgeting.
Bill 66, The Department of Hospitals and Medical Care
Act, transferred responsibility for the administration of
health care from two hospital commissions to the direct
control of a single government department. More control
by government, Mr. Speaker. Bill 73, The Motor Trans-
port Act, increased the power of the minister to establish
regulations.

Bill 74, The Environment Conservation Amendment
Act, weakened the impact of the independent board —
closer ties to cabinet. Bill 81, The Department of the
Environment Amendment Act — more power to the
department to acquire land by expropriation. That's a
very serious power, Mr. Speaker. It also makes it easier
for the department to control land use adjacent to or
within RDAs. Bill 88, The Social Care Facilities Licens-
ing Act — more power to the department to shut down
social care facilities. Bill 91, The Alberta Housing
Amendment Act, more power to the Alberta Housing
Corporation to initiate subdivisions and get government
involved in development. Bill 95, The Glenbow-Alberta
Institute Amendment Act, increases government repre-
sentation on the board to gain a majority control.

Mr. Speaker, each step shows that the government was
extending its control into various areas, wanting cabinet
control over activities of the Legislature. In the spring of
1978, Bill 16, The Cultural Development Amendment
Act, gave power to the minister to buy and sell works of
art; Maybe that's all right. Bill 25, The Utilities and
Telephones Statutes Amendment Act, forces REAs to
conform to standardized government regulations. Bill 37,
The Corrections Amendment Act, allows the chief execu-
tive officer full power to transfer inmates to a mental
facility, increases the regulatory power of the Lieutenant
Governor in Council. Bill 38, The Municipal Government
Amendment Act, allows the Lieutenant-Governor in
Council to vary, as well as approve or reject, local au-
thority board recommendations regarding annexations.
In Bill 39, The Mines and Minerals Amendment Act, the
minister's powers of delegation are broadened for estab-
lishing or cancelling agreements. Bill 40, The Ombuds-
man Amendment Act, allows the cabinet to suspend the
Ombudsman, although control of the office of the
Ombudsman has supposedly moved from the cabinet to
the select committee on the offices of the Auditor General
and Ombudsman. I hope that's true.

In the fall of 1978, Bill 61, The Students Finance
Amendment Act, allows the Lieutenant Governor in
Council to make regulations regarding rules for the ap-
peal board. Bill 66, The Fuel Oil Administration
Amendment Act, allows the Lieutenant-Governor to
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make regulations designating specific operations as farm-
ing operations. Bill 70, The Social Care Facilities Licens-
ing Amendment Act — greater powers to the minister to
shut down social care facilities.

We can go on in the spring and fall of 1979 and see a
long list of Acts the very same way. Bill 66, The Planning
Amendment Act, authorizes the Lieutenant-Governor to
make regulations concerning utilities and allows planning
commissions to acquire land. Bill 67, Bill 55 ... In the
spring of 1980, Bill 41, The Alberta Corporate Income
Tax Act — administration of income tax from Revenue
Canada to the Provincial Treasurer. We haven't heard
much about that Bill, so we don't know how that's affect-
ing Albertans at this point in time. The Individual's
Rights Protection Amendment Act, Bill 13, Bill 38, Bill
23, Bill 49: all Acts that increase the power of the
Lieutenant Governor in Council. Fall of 1980, Bill 80,
The Employment Standards Act, Bill 94, Bill 84, Bills 79,
75, 86, and 73 all increase the power of the cabinet of this
government. In the spring of 1981, we had a number of
Acts that do exactly the same kind of thing. I listed some
12 Acts that give greater power to the Lieutenant Gover-
nor in Council.

What's the point? The point is that there has been a
basic violation by this government of a principle they
established in 1968, that the Legislature has supremacy
over government. When we look at special warrants, new
legislation, orders in council through the Lieutenant-
Governor, this closure motion, the fact that if we do not
get this subamendment through that gives greater capabil-
ity of discussing Bill 69, we have a continuous erosion of
the rights of the members of this Legislature: freedom of
speech, the right to hold the government accountable.
That's what our objective is. We have debated for a
number of hours over the night to try -to show this
government that closure is wrong in principle and unac-
ceptable in Alberta. But this government says it's going to
sit here and wait and be callous. As far as I am con-
cerned, Mr. Speaker, we are on the offensive. We have
put this government in a position where they must be
accountable. They are working on our terms, not us in
the opposition working on the terms of government, as
they have always wanted to have it for the last 10 years.
The government must answer in this Legislature. We have
carried on this debate to show that this government must
answer to the opposition. In turn, they will have to
answer to the people of Alberta.

Mr. Speaker, it's our intention to try in every way we
can to hold this government accountable. That responsi-
bility must be taken at this time. This government has
had its own way of doing things any way they want for 10
years. It is going to be a little difficult for them to change
their position not to take a position of accountability.
They don't know how to handle it. The only way they've
been able to handle it so far is to come back with strong-
arm tactics. A closure measure to try and push us down
into the dirt.

Mr. Speaker, I think we're pushing back and holding
our ground. There's going to be a little dirt taking and
eating on the other side of the House. People in Alberta
know we have spent the night in this Legislature. At this
point in time, we have spent a full 12 hours in debate to
fight for the right of freedom of speech and our rights as
members in this Legislature, to stop this government
that's trying to push a closure motion on us. We believe
there is a time to have a government that is responsible
for its actions, and that time is now. If it can't be
answerable, I think it's time the people made another

choice. That's what democracy and representative gov-
ernment are all about: people in government who repre-
sent the population as a whole, respond and listen to
them, and take direction from the people of the province.

When you get a group of individuals who feel they
have the answers before the people of Alberta have the
answers, the whole representative concept of democracy
has broken down. Certainly, here in this Legislature in
Alberta, we are going to lose a right and an opportunity
because of a closure motion. That is only the beginning of
the types of tactics this government will use. Earlier in the
evening, a minister said we have a loophole in our rules
that allowed us as a government to get into a situation
where this little opposition could hold us at bay for
hours.

Mr. Speaker, there's no loophole in the House rules.
What there are in the House rules are the rights of
members to freedom of speech, to have the opportunity
to speak at length in this Legislature and express their
points of view without any interference from anybody.
The government is going to plug that loophole. They
have a majority on the committee that revises the rules
and changes them. As soon as that committee can be
called and a recommendation can go to that committee,
I'm sure we're going to have changes. Whenever we study
supply in the future, there will be limitations and hard-
line rules so all of a sudden the House leader can stand
up and say, okay boys, you've had a nice little conversa-
tion, you've asked nice questions; it's all over, go home;
we'll look after the basketful of Heritage Savings Trust
Fund money; we'll look after it, spend or invest it; we
won't ask traders to document anything; everything is
great and fine and accountable.

Mr. Speaker, hopefully that kind of situation won't
arise in Alberta. If it's up to us as members in this
Legislature, we're going to stand up and fight for this
right. We're going to press the government for questions
and answers and hold them accountable. That's our re-
sponsibility. I think the beginning is for this Legislature
to accept this amendment so we can press the Provincial
Treasurer in terms of Bill 69, so he will come to this
House with some answers and not take the responsibility
he has as Provincial Treasurer in this House glibly and
lightly.

MR. NOTLEY: Mr. Speaker, I certainly welcome the
opportunity to participate in the subamendment before
the House. The subamendment strengthens the question
of how one deals with Bill 69. It's not quite as strong as
the amendment voted down before, but at least it deals
with the question of the third reading stage. Before the
Speaker is permitted to put the question, there will be
adequate debate in third reading of Bill 69.

Mr. Speaker, I must confess that it really amazes me to
listen to some of the hon. government members. Unfor-
tunately, we haven't heard a lot from the government
benches. 1 think it's rather scandalous that in this major
debate, perhaps one of the most important debates in the
history of the Alberta Legislature, so few members of the
government have actually participated. They sat here all
night, but basically one would expect they'd be rising to
their feet if they're so proud of this motion they're going
to ram through the Legislature.

It would seem to me they would want to have their
name clearly marked in Hansard so their constituents can
judge them and assess whether they agree with their
members. But for the most part we have this sort of silent
core who have sat with us during the evening but really
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haven't participated in the debate in any significant way. I
want to say that there are some exceptions, and we
certainly welcome those exceptions.

For example, I welcomed the comments from the hon.
Member for Vermilion-Viking. I didn't agree with his
comments, but at least they were comments on this issue.
I welcomed the comments the hon. Member for Calgary
Glengarry made. I didn't agree with those comments, but
at least they were comments, and his constituents know
where he stands, just as the firefighters knew where he
stood two years ago when he talked about the two-by-
four. They knew where he stood, Mr. Speaker, and we
appreciate that. I think it's important to talk in plain,
simple language so our constituents know where we
stand. Mr. Speaker, I must apologize. I forgot the hon.
Member for Pincher Creek-Crowsnest. He stood in his
place and gave us quite a little lecture on British parlia-
mentary history which I found very interesting; not rele-
vant to the debate, but very interesting. At least we know
that the hon. Member for Pincher Creek-Crowsnest is
interested in the subject, and I welcome his participation.

We had an excellent dissertation by the hon. Member
for Edmonton Norwood. As a matter of fact, I found her
words very thoughtful. I think more government mem-
bers should have been here to listen to the hon. Member
for Edmonton Norwood, because she took a good deal of
time to outline in a very deliberate way her views on the
subamendment at that particular occasion, and properly
so. She was representing her constituents. While I didn't
agree with her position, at least where she stands is on the
record. We have so many members we still haven't heard
anything from. It amazes me; it really does.

One would get the impression, listening to those few
members who have spoken, that somehow this nasty little
opposition is beating up on the poor, poor government,
that the five here are just an awful bunch — we're
stopping the process of government business; we're
strangling the operation of government. One would think
we aren't able to pay our civil servants or meet our
obligations to other Canadians. It's just an awful situa-
tion, because we have these five members on the opposi-
tion who want to insist public business be done in public
that we deal with Bill 69, and that that Bill be given the
priority it should and not shuffled out of here as quickly
as possible.

Mr. Speaker, there is little doubt that Albertans listen-
ing to this debate — and I gather some have — and
Albertans reading about this debate when they get their
Hansard and their newspapers, will wonder why this
government is so insistent on ramming closure through.
They're not prepared even to consider an amendment
which gives some degree of latitude in the area of the
importance of Bill 69. Mr. Speaker, that's really what is
at stake at the moment.

[Mr. Speaker in the Chair]

What is the issue dealing with Bill 69? This motion that
is going to gag — I use the expression "gag" deliberately,
because the Rt. Hon. Joe Clark, the leader of the hon.
members federally in the House of Commons, over and
over again used the term, gag the opposition, and proper-
ly so. I'm glad to see the hon. Minister of Federal and
Intergovernmental Affairs is now in his place, because he
was very firm and very eloquent last fall about the
gagging of the opposition in the House of Commons. He
was correct on that. But everything he said last fall, Mr.
Speaker, with respect to the constitutional debate in the

House of Commons could be said equally today if that
hon. minister and other members of this House vote
against an amendment which is at least going to mitigate
the impact of this closure motion on the discussion of Bill
69.

Really, Mr. Speaker, that's what we're saying here.
We're saying that when this Bill comes to third reading,
when we get our final opportunity to address the con-
cemns of our constituents, the gag won't be applied. The
Speaker won't be able to say, yes, you passed a motion;
therefore the time is up; bango, that's it. We're going to
have the full opportunity to address Bill 69 properly on
third reading.

Mr. Speaker, while that will involve the time limit, the
rules with respect to third reading will apply. We will be
able to raise some of the questions that need to be raised
and answered. Two fundamental questions, I think, are
relevant: what happened to the money last year, and what
do you propose to do with the money this year? What
happened to the $60 million? What happened, Mr.
Speaker? Do we know? No, hon. members of this House
don't know. We've been given some answers in the House
by the hon. Provincial Treasurer, but totally unsatisfac-
tory, not backed up by any documentary evidence, just
simply an assertion that everything is fine and hunky-
dory. Don't worry about it. Trust me. Trust me, don't ask
any questions. Beyond that everything is fine. If we try to
get any more information, the hon. Provincial Treasurer
tells us that if he gives us the information we've request-
ed, somehow it's like giving away, if not the keys to the
safe of the main treasury branch in Edmonton, at least
opening the door to a real raid on that treasury branch
safe.

Well, that kind of argument may be interesting in
debate and may even satisfy some of the members of this
Legislature, but it doesn't satisfy Albertans who have a
right to know what's happening to their money, including
the $60 million that still has not been properly accounted
for and explained by the Provincial Treasurer. When
other provinces can make this information available,
say to you, Mr. Speaker, and I say to the Provincial
Treasurer, to the Premier, and to the Minister of Federal
and Intergovernmental Affairs that if this information
can be made available in other provinces, what is the
insurmountable difficulty in Alberta? Why is it necessary
that we do this business behind closed doors in Alberta
when other provinces can have a more forthright account-
ing and assessment of the public's money in the Legisla-
tive Assembly, where it should be assessed in the first
place?

Mr. Speaker, I don't know why this government is in
such a rush to get us out of here, why they aren't
prepared to look, at least, at the modification we propose
in this subamendment so we can properly deal with Bill
69. Perhaps it's because they have a whole series of
special warrants they're about ready to pass in cabinet, so
as soon as they boot us out of the Legislature, they can
ram through the special warrants on top of an appropria-
tion Bill, 30 per cent without proper assessment and
discussion in this Legislature. Perhaps that's the reason, I
don't know. But we haven't heard any reason advanced
yet by the Government House Leader, the Provincial
Treasurer, or any other front bench members as to what
the rush is, why it's necessary that we include Bill 69 in
this closure motion and, even if we're prepared to do that,
why we insist on applying the closure to every aspect of
Bill 69. You know, Mr. Speaker, the government really
has to be able to tell this Legislature why. Why?
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It's interesting to note, Mr. Speaker — perhaps you'll
permit me to quote you — that you said on November
26

Free speech is part of the system. A person's good

name is part of the system. Fairness to all members

of the Assembly is part of the system. To play poker

with information so that you can play one of the

cards before anybody else gets a chance to know

what's in it is not part of the fairness of the system.
Those are apt words, and they now become part of the
precedents of this House, as a result of the decisions
made by the Legislature.

But you know, Mr. Speaker, the observation you make
goes beyond the narrow confines of the debate in which
you made that statement, because information and access
to information is part of the system. If members of this
House are going to be able to make an intelligent assess-
ment on Bill 69, we have to have information, because
information, as you properly say, is

one of the cards before anybody else gets a chance to
know ... is not part of the fairness of the system.

We're all hon. members of this Assembly. We have a
right to information. That right to information directly
involves what happened to the $60 million over the three-
year period that is the focus of much of the debate — not
all of it, but much of the debate on this matter. That's
why Bill 69 must be given the precedence that the
subamendment affords it. As much as possible, it must be
removed from the ironclad guarantee of minimum debate
which this closure resolution demands.

Well, Mr. Speaker, if free speech is part of the system
and

To play poker with information so that you can play

one of the cards before anybody else gets a chance to

know what's in it is not part of the fairness of the

system.
It's not part of the faimess at all. It's not part of the
fairness for the Provincial Treasurer to have that infor-
mation. The Provincial Treasurer can make that informa-
tion available in other provinces. It doesn't disrupt the
management system. Mr. Speaker, the Provincial Treas-
urer could make that information available to all mem-
bers of the Assembly, both government and opposition
members, because we are all equally accountable for the
management of the heritage fund, because we are ulti-
mately answerable to our constituents and collectively
answerable to the people of Alberta.

The Provincial Treasurer and our system of cabinet
government — and [ want to make one or two observa-
tions on that issue as well — is that the cabinet is respon-
sible and answerable to the Legislature. So while the
Provincial Treasurer can say, I accept full responsibility,
that responsibility is shared with all elected members
because ultimately we are the ones accountable. It isn't
good enough for us to simply accept, yes, everything is
fine. Don't worry about it. It's okay. Trust me. We must
be able to account to our own constituents as to why we
have either accepted that position or sought the kind of
information we need to know in our minds that that
money has been properly invested.

After all, Mr. Speaker, what in heaven's name was the
point of the debate five years ago? I don't want to rehash
that debate, because I've already cited it. But I think the
hon. Premier's point was valid when he made it some
time ago; that is, the appropriation Bill is a tap that is
turned on or turned off. It is the ultimate role for legisla-
tive accountability. It is the one mechanism, if you like,
that most clearly denotes the control of the Legislature

over the cabinet and ultimately over the heritage trust
fund. Mr. Speaker, if that's the case, in my judgment it's
absolutely necessary that Bill 69, as this subamendment
suggests, has to be treated somewhat differently than the
estimates.

I don't like the fact that this government is going to cut
off debate on the estimates. I think we could well spend
more time on the estimates. As I said before, I think it
would be in everybody's interest if we recessed this matter
until the Auditor General has completed his report on the
securities loss of $60 million. I think that would be in
everybody's interest. We could have a thoughtful discus-
sion on Bill 69 and an equally thoughtful discussion on
the estimates. But, Mr. Speaker, that's not our choice,
because the government has decided unilaterally, not as a
result of discussion with the other parties or other
members in the House, but quite unilaterally, on its own,
that it's going to bring in this closure motion. Now we
have to face that fact. We don't like to face that fact, but
we don't have any choice, because ultimately there are 73
on the government side and five on the opposition side.
So that when the numbers are counted — we can do our
own arithmetic, Mr. Speaker.

So we have to ask ourselves where we can modify the
impact of that closure, so that in properly addressing the
issue, we can focus on the most important aspects. [
suppose, Mr. Speaker, to use a government euphemism,
we on this side of the House have to undertake a little bit
of our own time management. Because if we're going to
have the gag applied, if we're going to have this kind of
closure brought in, and there is only a limited amount of
time, we are saying in this subamendment, let us focus on
Bill 69, because that is the most important aspect.
However important the other elements of the estimates
may be, they are not as important, the $400 million is not
as important as the 30 per cent, which this year will
amount to something over $2 billion allotted to the
Heritage Savings Trust Fund.

Really, what is at stake? The hon. Leader of the
Opposition raised this point in his remarks. He raised the
issue of the supremacy of the Legislature because, in my
view, Mr. Speaker, we cannot operate on any other
assumption than the supremacy of the Legislature if we
are to model the activities in this Assembly on the
Parliament of Canada, which is modelled on the Mother
Parliament in Westminster.

As a matter of fact, Mr. Speaker, when the amendment
on closure, the first amendment the opposition put, was
defeated, I had to refer to the issue of time management.
I didn't want to, because I thought that was a silly
euphemism. But, you know, the supremacy of Parliament
is very clear. In theory, the supremacy of Parliament is
that whatever Parliament decides is correct. If Parliament
decides this is Friday rather than Tuesday, or if the
Legislature decides this is Monday, or the Parliament
decides that water can run uphill, the world is flat, or the
moon is made of green cheese, legally that is true. That is
the dictum of parliamentary supremacy.

Now, Mr. Speaker, how do you guard parliamentary
supremacy? Well, it's not easily done, because throughout
the history of our system, there have been efforts —
especially with the growth of more powerful governments
in the last few years, the power and influence of the
executive, of the cabinet, have assumed a much greater
importance than would have been the case in years past.
We sce that in this province with the massive use of
special warrants instead of supplementary estimates. It
would be far preferable if we had supplementary
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estimates.

But, Mr. Speaker, the point I'm making is that we
cannot insist on a principle in a vacuum. The principle is
the supremacy of the Legislature, but that principle can-
not be allowed to languish for want of proper discussion.
That proper discussion can't be in an abstract and
theoretical sense. It has to be on issues vital to the
operation of government in the province of Alberta. I say
to you, Mr. Speaker, what issue is more vital than the
allocation of 30 per cent of our natural resource revenue
to the Heritage Savings Trust Fund? What single move
by the government of Alberta is more important than an
appropriation of more than $2 billion? Mr. Speaker, it's
just not possible to talk in terms of legislative supremacy
unless we are prepared to defend with every bit of vigor
we can command and insist that a Bill like Bill 69 be
given the precedence it clearly requires. If that means that
we as members of the Legislature have to say reluctantly
that because of this closure motion — a motion inconsist-
ent with democratic tradition, a motion that gags fiee
speech in the Legislature, a motion that, in my judgment,
cannot be defended because there is no reason.other than
convenience for bringing it in — if we have to make that
absolutely impossible decision, then we're saying that the
choice must be to focus on Bill 69 not only in committee
-stage, because that was an amendment we debated, but
on third reading, so that we have an opportunity ...

The hon. Member for Bow Valley raised some points,
and I don't agree with his views, as one would expect,
because he lives in the south, in an area which would be
the beneficiary of water, and I live in the north; and I'm
not entirely sure I want to see us get into massive water
diversion. But that's not the point. Whether we agree or
not is irrelevant. Mr. Speaker, what is relevant is that an
issue as important as water diversion be debated in the
context of this 30 per cent, that if any of that money is
going to be used for water diversion, it be part of the
discussion of Bill 69.

Mr. Speaker, 1 would frankly doubt that are many
decisions of much importance will be made in this prov-
ince in the next few years that don't relate to the alloca-
tion of money into the Heritage Savings Trust Fund.
Today in question period, the hon. Leader of the Opposi-
tion raised questions to the Premier about what kind of
investment is being contemplated in the megaprojects,
Alsands and the heavy oil projects. The Premier indicated
he wasn't sure, but certainly indicated that there had been
at least some preliminary discussion. No doubt down the
road there will be some kind of investment. But surely,
Mr. Speaker, that's why Bill 69 is so important, because if
that investment involves the Heritage Savings Trust
Fund, as it undoubtedly will, members of the House
surely have to have a right to advance a proposition one
way or the other as to whether or not that's a good move.

Mr. Speaker, before this government can satisfy mem-
bers of the House that it has done a good job, and I make
the point, directly relating it to the Premier's comments
of April 23, 1976:

If the Legislature is not satisfied with the investment

committee's management of the fund, it can refuse to

authorize passage of that special Act.
Well, Mr. Speaker, we have to look at what has been
done, not just the $60 million. One of the things we have
to examine in terms of how this government has handled,
and managed the Heritage Savings Trust fund is the
Syncrude equity. When the matter was first raised last
May, we had a dour Provincial Treasurer saying, oh, no,
there was no way we should have converted. Yet the

arithmetic ... As a matter of fact, I would welcome the
opportunity in committee stage to get into that discussion
all over again, to go through it chapter and verse. But we
finally had an eleventh-hour conversion, Mr. Speaker,
and the conversion resulted in the conversion of these
debt instruments at fire-sale interest rates. Imagine inter-
est rates in this day and age of 8.666 per cent to one of
the largest oil companies in the world. Nevertheless, the
fact of the matter is that's the kind of accountability that
can only be discussed when we examine Bill 69. We can't
discuss that when we examine other aspects of the esti-
mates, Mr. Speaker. Bill 69 is the crux of the issue.

So I say frankly to hon. members on both sides of the
House, the subamendment before the House today is not
one I would prefer. I would be much happier had the
amendment several hours ago been passed, but it was
rejected. So in an effort to salvage what one can from a
rapidly diminishing position ... Because this govern-
ment, instead of being willing to show any flexibility at
all to maintain at least some vestige of fiee speech, cer-
tainly seems to be prepared to slam the door shut on
whatever effort is made to qualify the application of
closure to the operation of the heritage trust fund and, in
particular, to Bill 69, the special appropriation Act.

So, Mr. Speaker, I suppose it's a fall-back position. I
regret that. I don't think it's an enviable position to be in
at 830 in the morning, that we have to talk about a
fall-back position in terms of freedom of speech, that the
rights of all Albertans as represented by the rights of the
members of the Legislature to speak out freely on the
issues of the day are going to be so badly trampled by this
government with its big majority.

Nevertheless, the fact remains that at least this is
something. Something is better than nothing. At least if
this amendment were passed, on third reading we would
be able to properly debate Bill 69. We'd be able to bring
to the floor of this House the views of our constituents on
the many issues discussed over the evening and through-
out the morning hours, and properly so. We wouldn't
have the opportunity to grill the Provincial Treasurer and
the Premier in the way I think they need to be grilled; but
at least in the final stage of the legislative process, we
would not have the axe falling before we had an oppor-
tunity to ventilate the views of the people of Alberta on
this issue.

Frankly, Mr. Speaker, one other very important aspect
of Bill 69: I find it interesting that hon. members on the
government side are very critical of the opposition. They
say, fine, it's okay to oppose, but what do you propose?
Well, Mr. Speaker, Bill 69 is made to order for that. Bill
69 is the one opportunity we have to propose. As a
matter of fact, if this whole matter wasn't going to be
swept away by closure, it certainly was my intention to
have tabled and discussed in some detail the recommen-
dations of the New Democratic Party policy committee
on an Alberta development fund, a rather significant set
of proposals that would deal with how this 30 per cent
should be managed. The government may like it; they
may not. That's too bad. If I'm a member of the Legisla-
ture, it's an opportunity to discuss some positive propos-
als. I know that other members of the House would want
to make positive proposals too.

So if this government, which is always saying, where is
the proposal instead of opposing, is really interested in
that, don't gag us on Bill 69. Don't tie the rope around
our necks, or guillotine us, whatever it is you're going to
do with this closure motion. Let us have maximum
opportunity on Bill 69 or at least, as the subamendment
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says, in the last stages of it. We're going to ram the rest of
it through. At least, let's show -a little bit of class just
before Royal Assent, that we can bring back a little bit of
freedom of speech. What's wrong with that, Mr. Speaker?
It seems to me that would 'be a small olive branch indeed,
but an olive branch to the opposition, an olive branch to
those people concérmned about freedom of speech, and to
those Albertans who, through us, are concerned about an
arrogant government trampling on freedom of speech.
So, Mr. Speaker, while the subamendment we're deal-
ing with today is only a modest qualification of the gag
that faces members of the House, because it is a small
step in the right direction it is my intention to support it.

[Mr. Speaker declared the motion on the subamendment
lost. Several members rose calling for a division. The
division bell was rung]

[Three minutes having elapsed, the House divided]

For the motion:

Buck Notley Speaker, R.
Mandeville Sindlinger

Against the motion:

Adair Hiebert Musgreave
Anderson, C. Hyland Osterman
Bradley Hyndman Pahl
Campbell Johnston Paproski
Carter King Pengelly
Clark Kowalski Purdy
Cook Koziak Russell
Crawford LeMessurier Shaben
Cripps McCrae Stevens
Diachuk Miller Thompson
Gogo Moore Trynchy
Totals: Ayes - 5 Noes - 33

MR. SINDLINGER: Mr. Speaker, I would like to take
this opportunity to address a few short remarks to the
motion before us this morning. I'm very pleased to see the
mover of the motion in his seat this morning, bright-eyed
and bushy-tailed. I'm a little surprised that he wasn't
here.

MR. SPEAKER: Would the hon. member kindly resume
his seat until I hear about the point of order.

MR. KING: Mr. Speaker, I believe we have voted on the
subamendment. We have not voted on the amendment
proposed by Mr. Notley. The hon. Member for Calgary
Buffalo has spoken to the amendment proposed by the
hon. Member for Spirit River-Fairview.

[Mr. Speaker declared the motion on the amendment
lost. Several members rose calling for a division. The
division bell was rung]

[Three minutes having elapsed, the House divided]

For the motion:

Buck Notley Speaker, R.
Mandeville Sindlinger

Against the motion:

Adair Hyland Pahl
Anderson, C. Hyndman Paproski
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Bradley Johnston Pengelly
Campbell King Purdy
Carter Kowalski Russell
Clark Koziak Shaben
Cook LeMessurier Stevens
Crawford McCrae Stewart
Cripps Miller Thompson
Diachuk Moore Topolnisky
Gogo Musgreave Trynchy
Hiebert Osterman ‘Webber
Totals: Ayes - 5 Noes - 36

MR. SINDLINGER: Mr. Speaker, I'd like to address
some comments to Motion 16, please. This motion is
essentially closure, and it's a very important motion.
We've been here since 8 o'clock last night debating that
motion. We, the members on this side, have been putting
forth arguments why there should not be closure in the
Legislative Assembly. After having argued that point for
many hours, Mr. Speaker, we proposed amendments and
subamendments. If we have to live with closure, if it's
inevitable that the government invokes closure on this
debate, we have tried to devise ways that would be less
onerous on the opposition. We've come up with amend-
ments that would allow further debate on Bill 69, as
opposed to the estimates. Mr. Speaker, we've said it's not
that the estimates aren't important, because they are
important. But given the short time period we would have
left to debate this issue, five days, it was felt that we
should priorize our efforts and direct our attention to the
central issue here, Bill 69.

‘We said that Bill 69 was a central issue because without
Bill 69, without the transference of the funds from the
general revenue source to the Heritage Savings Trust
Fund, there could not be any capital estimates. There
could not be a Walter C.. MacKenzie Health Sciences
Centre. There could not be irrigation projects. There
could not be library projects. There could not be tank
cars. So although the estimates are indeed important, we
could not have those capital expenditures unless we first
had those transfers of funds from the general revenue
source.

Mr. Speaker, the interesting thing about the proceed-
ings this evening is that whereas the members of the
opposition have addressed the motion, whereas the mem-
bers of the opposition have addressed the amendments,
whereas the members of the opposition have addressed
the subamendments, arguing against closure and putting
forth suggestions as to the resolution of this impasse
between the opposition and the government, we have yet
to hear from more than one government member sup-
porting closure. On occasion, a member of the govern-
ment has gotten up to argue a specific point or to add
some information to clarify some things misunderstood.
But throughout the course of this debate, only one
member has gotten up and unequivocally supported clo-
sure, the member who moved the motion in the first
place.

That was some time ago, Mr. Speaker. It may be well
to go back and look at the remarks the mover of the
motion made at that particular time. At first, the mover
referred to certain statements that had been made by the
opposition and, in his words, deemed them to be "foolish
indeed". The statements he was referring to were in
regard to freedom of speech. He felt that the opposition
members were using that term freedom of speech too
cavalierly and with reckless abandon. Mr. Speaker, when
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allegations are made in regard to freedom of speech, they
should not be treated lightly, nor should those who use
them do so without thinking about the import and impact
of those statements. Freedom of speech is a very serious
matter indeed. I cannot adhere to those words the mover
of the [motion] has used in regard to them, categorizing
them as being "foolish indeed". The mover went on to
discuss various aspects of free speech, the Mother of
Parliament, et cetera, and again indicated that what the
opposition had put forth was foolish and lacked merit.

Mr. Speaker, the mover went on to say that what is
involved is whether certain estimates are passed. That was
what was involved here. To a certain degree, that is true.
We do have some capital estimates before us. Those the
mover singled out dealt with libraries, reforestation, land
reclamation, urban parks, research, food products, agri-
culture, oil sands research, health and safety, et cetera.
Obviously, Mr. Speaker, the mover of the motion was
referring to the 1982-83 estimates of proposed invest-
ments, in which there are 24 votes to be considered by the
Legislative Assembly. To this date, 11 have been debated
and discussed in the Legislative Assembly, and they have
been passed.

Mr. Speaker, for the last seven weeks all these votes

have undergone a very thorough scrutiny by the members
of the opposition.
The members of the opposition have been carrying out
their responsibility in regard to the Legislative Assembly
and, to the utmost of their ability, have been asking those
reasonable and responsible questions which should be put
to the government. Those questions put to the govern-
ment in regard to these estimates were always prefaced by
the statement that in general, each of these specific proj-
ects have merit and value in their own right. Not one
opposition member got up and said, the Walter C.
MacKenzie Health Sciences Centre should not proceed.
Not one member of the opposition got up and said, the
southern Alberta children's hospital is not a good idea.
Not one member got up who said that research in regard
to the Alberta Oil Sands Technology and Research
Authority was not a good idea. Generally the members of
the opposition, when posing those reasonable, responsible
questions to the members of the Legislative Assembly
said that these were indeed good projects.

Nevertheless, it was incumbent upon us in the opposi-
tion to ask questions dealing with the management and
accountability of the Heritage Savings Trust Fund. Lo
and behold, as we went through these estimates, we found
that indeed there were some things for which the govern-
ment should be held accountable. The most glaring might
be said to be the Minister of Hospitals and Medical Care,
when we talked about the Walter C. MacKenzie Health
Sciences Centre. It was noted that there definitely were
problems. The minister acknowledged that, and it's to his
credit that he did so. I think it's to the credit of the
opposition that they raised the issue in the first place. The
minister took great pains — and rightly so — to assure
the Legislative Assembly that things had been changed
and management control systems, checks, were put in
place so there wouldn't be a recurrence of that incident.
Mr. Speaker, that was a satisfactory reassurance we got
from the minister. We seek nothing more than that when
we question these estimates.

The mover of the motion went on to say that the real
issue is the amount of time for estimates. He said that one
can't say that doesn't matter. Certainly it matters, Mr.
Speaker, and I concur with him in that regard. However,
in supporting that point, the mover went on to say: "look

... at the size of the estimates in the House of Common-
s." In comparison, those estimates are 150 times larger
than the estimates here. He went on to say that the House
of Commons allows 25 days. He notes that here we will
have provided 23 days, with an additional five under
closure.

Mr. Speaker, it may very well be that the estimates in
the House of Commons are 150 times the estimates here.
But I think a better comparison would be one which is
more relevant to the responsibility we have here; that is, a
comparison of the Heritage Savings Trust Fund to. the
estimates of the Alberta Legislature. The Alberta esti-
mates are contained in these volumes. For this year, they
amount to $6.5 billion. There is an extensive amount of
documentation supporting those expenditures, pages and
pages of it. Yet when we are considering the estimates for
the heritage fund in the Legislative Assembly, we deal
with this booklet — a booklet, not a book — that has
only approximately 12 per cent of the funds in the
Heritage Savings Trust Fund.

The most fundamental tenet of democracy is simply
that whoever controls the purse controls the throne. That
is why each year, prior to any cent being expended from
the annual budget, they come before the Legislative
Assembly for approval. We scrutinize them very
thoroughly for anywhere from six to eight weeks. Unfor-
tunately, Mr. Speaker, the opposite is true for the Herit-
age Savings Trust Fund. There is ex post facto approval
— after the fact.

The same thing was exemplified yesterday in question
period in regard to provincial participation through the
Heritage Savings Trust Fund and heavy oil/oil sands
development. The Premier was asked if that participation
would be brought before the Legislative Assembly, at
least for ratification, and if those deals would be made
contingent upon ratification of the Legislative Assembly.
In my opinion, the Premier's response was characteristic
of the attitude taken by the Premier and the government
in 1975-76, when the heritage fund Act was debated in the
Legislative Assembly. The response was simply no, we
have a responsibility to make these investments; we will
be held accountable at the polls. Mr. Speaker, I don't
think that is good enough, and I think other people
would agree with that.

In moving this motion, Mr. Speaker, the mover said
there was only one reason — one reason that I could
catch — for having closure; that is, because of'a compari-
son to the estimates in the House of Commons, where it
was said that they were 150 times the estimates we're
looking at here. That's not a relevant reason for invoking
closure. That's not a relevant reason for invoking the
ultimate despicable, in some cases, closure in the Legisla-
tive Assembly. Even if it were justified in this case, which
it's not, think of the precedent it will set. Think how
much easier it will be next time for government to invoke
closure. Perhaps the issue won't be as serious as this
particular one, but the threat of it will hang over the
heads of those in the Legislative Assembly.

Mr. Speaker, we have spent a great deal of time, about
13 hours, arguing why there should not be closure in this
Legislative Assembly. On the other hand; argument has
been put forth only by the Attorney General — I don't
know if it even amounted to 15 minutes — on why there
should be closure. I would like to hear some other
member of the government get up and justify why we
have to have closure in this particular case. There is no
need for closure. There is .a need for full disclosure, not
closure. That full disclosure has to be in regard to all
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aspects of the Heritage Savings Trust Fund.

Mr. Speaker, I think it might be wise to reflect a little
on what has gotten us to this particular point. In my
judgment, there have been many good arguments pre-
sented over the course of this debate. I recall a couple of
comments made. One was that no single living person in
this province invented the oil. The oil was there when all
of us weren't here. The other point was that the value of
that oil is not due to any single person in this province.
The point was made that.the market value of oil today
has much more to do with international market condi-
tions, the demand for crude oil, and the concurrent con-
strained supply of crude oil. Those factors give the crude
oil in this province its value. One might say that the
establishment of the Heritage Savings Trust Fund was
due more to fortuitous circumstances than to the pioneer-
ing, entrepreneurial spirit of any one particular Albertan.

Mr. Speaker, I read that the idea for the Heritage
Savings Trust Fund didn't even originate in Alberta. It
originated in eastern Canada with those most despised of
eastern Canadian politicians, Pierre Trudeau and John
Turner. That's where I read it came from. Then there was
a great deal of debate.in 1975-76 about how the govern-
ment could be held accountable for the Heritage Savings
Trust Fund, especially in view of the fact that these were
unique circumstances, that nowhere in the western demo-
cracies was there a government that had or would have
surpluses of the order or magnitude of the Heritage
Savings Trust Fund. In those initial days, Mr. Speaker,
no one had the foresight to imagine how large the trust
fund would grow. There were some estimates, grossly
incorrect, of something that would reach the order or
magnitude of $400 million or $500 million. Those were
the earlier days. Now, relatively speaking, $400 million or
$500 million is not that large to the potential for the trust
fund.

The problem posed when the trust fund was being
debated was how the government could cope with those
surplus funds. It was pointed out that governments were
not set up to make money but to serve the needs of the
citizens, to identify what those needs and demands were,
then to set out and collect sufficient revenues simply- to
meet those needs and demands. Governments traditional-
ly don't go out and overtax people and accumulate sur-
pluses, since their main objective is to meet those needs
and demands. That concern was expressed several times
in debate, Mr. Speaker. There were some members who
had a great deal of reservation about the Heritage Sav-
ings Trust Fund.

However, the Premier responded at the time and said
there was no need to worry because there were several
ways the government could be held accountable to the
Legislature. One was through the consideration of esti-
mates. Each year the government would have to come
before the Legislature for consideration of these esti-
mates. Mr. Speaker, in a way that's true. The government
does come to the Legislature. before the fact, in the case
of estimates, and that's a good beginning. But that can
only be considered a beginning, because these capital
estimates amount to only about 12 per cent of the Herit-
age Savings Trust Fund. That other 88 per cent still does
not come before the Legislature before the fact; it comes
after. Mr. Speaker, in addition to that shortfall, there:is
also a problem. Even the consideration of these estimates
is being curtailed by this motion of closure, notwithstand-
ing the fact that in the establishment of the Heritage
Savings Trust Fund, it was pointed out by the Premier of
this province that this would in fact be one of the ways

the government could be held accountable.

Mr. Speaker, the second way the Premier said the
government could be held accountable for the Heritage
Savings Trust Fund was through consideration of an
annual appropriations Bill, whereby each year the gov-
ernment would come to the Legislature and say, this year
we want to have X per cent of non-renewable resource
revenues transferred to the Heritage Savings Trust Fund.
It has turned out that that X per cent has been 30 per
cent over the years. If there is any way that the govern-
ment could be held accountable overall for the Heritage
Savings Trust Fund, I suggest that would be it.

The Provincial Treasurer said before the watchdog
committee that in the final analysis for all aspects of the
Heritage Savings Trust Fund, he is the one who is held
accountable in .a democratic system. Mr. Speaker, I
would agree with that, but the only way that minister can
be held accountable for all aspects of the Heritage Sav-
ings Trust Fund is if he appears before the Legislative
Assembly and does two things. One is to stand account-
able for the disposition of those funds in prior years; that
is, respond to the question, what did you do with the
money you got beforehand? Two is to support his plans
for the future; that is, what's the purpose of this money in
the future? Again, Mr. Speaker, it is unfortunate, sad,
and distressing to say that we're not going to have the
opportunity to pose questions to the minister in detail the
way we would like to, because of this closure motion.
One thing the Provincial Treasurer did say when he was
before the watchdog committee in response to some pret-
ty detailed questions put to him, although he did not have
the information at hand to respond to them, was that he
would be appearing in the Legislature before the Com-
mittee of the Whole. At that time, those questions could
again be put to him, and he would respond to them. Mr.
Speaker, we're not going to have the opportunity to do
that thoroughly because of this motion for closure.

We've had the Heritage Savings Trust Fund for six
years. Over the last summer, we've been looking at the
fifth annual report of the heritage fund. In doing so,
many members remarked that this was a milestone or
bench mark, where we should stop and take account of
the heritage fund over all the five years. Rather than
having just a snapshot picture of what had happened and
was happening with the fund, we could look at different
years, compare them, and establish, identify, assess, and
evaluate trends in regard to the Heritage Savings Trust
Fund. I think it's important to look at those past five
years, .because it might help us identify what is going to
happen to it over the next five and 10 years.

One of the most fundamental, cogent questions that
has- to be put to this government in regard to the Heritage
Savings Trust Fund is what exactly is the long-range plan
for-it. I say it's a very cogent question because it is
relative to all that this provincial government does. It is
the main instrument or tool this provincial government
has to achieve those goals it has set for itself. They're not
inherent; they're not implicit. They're very explicit and
very specifically defined in the heritage fund Act. It sets
out guidelines for investments in the capital projects divi-
sion. It very explicitly specifies that the investments in
that division have to have long-term social and economic
benefits.

Mr. Speaker, we cannot look at long-term economic
benefits in isolation or on a one-year basis. They have to
have long-term guidelines to ensure that those decisions
made today for the short term are compatible with the
long-term objectives; similarly for the Alberta investment
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division, where the criterion is to strengthen and diversify
the economy of Alberta. Again, it's conceivable that deci-
sions would be made on a daily or annual basis that may
not be compatible with long-term objectives. The only
way there can be assurance that there would be that
compatibility in the long run is if there were a long-term
plan. T have not yet seen a long-range plan put forward
for the heritage fund and for economic diversification and
development.

It is true that over the last five or 10 years in general,
we have strengthened our economy.in certain ways. The
strengthening has occurred in areas where we are strong
to begin with, where we have comparative economic
advantages. There is nothing wrong with that. We should
work on our strengths, not neglect our weaknesses. But
the greatest advantages for us will be in working on our
strengths.

Mr. Speaker, the key word I have used is accountabili-
ty. Accountability extends over a long period of time.
When going through the estimates we find things that
aren't quite right, quite proper, or what could be said to
be management at less than a desirable level. Certainly on
the heritage fund committee this year, we found that
things were not at the level of desirability we would
expect in regard to the Heritage Savings Trust Fund. The
management letter we received from the Auditor General
identified some very serious problems with the Heritage
Savings Trust Fund. That's not the problem, I would
think; that's the symptom. The problems are underlying
that. What we need to have is ironclad reassurance that
those problems the Auditor General has identified have
been rectified. That's not forthcoming.

Mr. Speaker, what this closure motion does is purport
to give the opposition five days to continue questioning
the estimates, to continue questioning the minister in
regard to Bill 69. I don't look at it in those terms. The
way [ look at it is that it's the government that has five
days to respond to those question we have responsibly
and reasonably put to them. I'll stand here every day and
count down the days: five, four, three, two, one, zero.
Then we will invoke closure on them. We will have given
them the opportunity to respond to these questions. If
they haven't responded to them at that time, then it's they
who face the consequences, not us.

The central issue that has come out of the Auditor
General's report, the management letter that has been the
cause of a great deal of misunderstanding, has been
statements by the Auditor General in regard to the net
loss on the sale of marketable securities. In over three
years, that net loss on securities has amounted to
$60,282,000. In regard to that, Mr. Speaker, the Auditor
General said that it was not possible to identify the
precise reason for those sales. In general, he said that was
the case because inadequate records had been kept. It has
been said in defence of the government that from time to
time, it makes practical, good common sense to take a
small loss in one area in order to realize a large gain in
another.

When it has been pointed out that there has been a $60
million loss in these particular areas, the rebuttal has
been yes, but overall the fund made a lot of money. We
are not talking about a normal fund. We're not talking
about investments clubs. We are talking about public
funds, and there's no reason whatsoever that a govern-
ment should put itself in a position where it is taking risk
that could result in loss through uncertainty. In investing
public funds, the greatest of prudence should be exer-
cised. I submit that in this case, it was not. I submit that

that $60 million loss need not have been incurred. As
much as I can determine, that loss was incurred on the
sale of short-term bonds which over the last two years, if
I recollect rightly, have had an average maturity date of
120, 144 days. If those instruments had such a short
maturity date, I cannot see why there would be such a
rush to cash them in or to sell them. They could have
been held for a few more days, not more than .120 days —
not even 120 days, because if was 120 days it would mean
they would be bought and sold on the same day. Surely
they could have been held for that period when they
would mature on an average basis.

Why, then, were they cashed in? I don't know. I've had
questions on the Order Paper. I've asked questions of the
minister. Why were those bonds sold and what was
acquired from the proceeds of the sale? In reply, it has
been said that to reveal that information would expose
the investment strategy of the Alberta Heritage Savings
Trust Fund. I don't think that would be the case. Every
year for the last four we have seen the Provincial Treas-
urer provide to the heritage committee a one-day win-
dow, he calls it, on investments. For that day, selected at
random by the Provincial Treasurer, he provides a list of
the instruments held by the government, a list not only of
names but the acquisition date, coupon rate, maturity
day, and things of that nature. Mr. Speaker, by revealing
those holdings on that one day, the minister did not
compromise the integrity of the investment strategy of the
Heritage Savings Trust Fund. Indeed, I have seen that
each year after that information was provided, the Herit-
age Savings Trust Fund was still there. Nobody had
raped and plundered it. It was still there. But the dif-
ference between what I'm asking for and what was pro-
vided is that what was provided did not incur a loss.
What I'm asking for incurred a loss.

Mr. Speaker, I have some more things I would like to
say on that. But as my time is almost up, I'm going to
conclude. Perhaps on another occasion, I will be able to
begin where I have left off. At this point, I would like to
move an amendment to the motion. I will distribute it to
members, then address it.

MR. SPEAKER: Since we haven't any pages, possibly we
could just pause for a minute while this amendment is
distributed. I hope we haven't run out of copies without
being able to provide one to the Chair.

MR.CRAWFORD: Mr. Speaker, on a point of order. I
think I heard the hon. member say he was going to
proceed.

MR. SPEAKER: If the hon. minister is referring to this,
I'm not sure it has been moved as yet. I don't think it's
before the House except physically.

MR. SINDLINGER: Mr. Speaker, I thought I implied
that. If I may speak the proper words, I move this motion
standing in my name.

MR. SPEAKER: The motion is to add paragraph (9) to
Motion No. 16. It reads:
As this motion effectively suspends the democratic
rules of procedure of this Assembly as set out in the
Standing Orders, this motion may not be taken as
being precedential in any way.
Perhaps 1 should say "precedential" just so we don't get
any republican ideas into the debate.
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MR.CRAWFORD: Mr. Speaker, on the point of order,
I don't think the fact that the hon. member has moved an
amendment extends his speaking time beyond 30 minutes.
I think the 30 minutes have elapsed,

MR. SPEAKER: I think that's recognized.

MR. SINDLINGER: Mr. Speaker, I certainly wouldn't
want to go beyond 30 minutes and take up the time of
any hon. member who would like to address the motion.
Recognizing that my time has expired, I thank you for
allowing me to introduce the motion.

MR.CRAWFORD: Mr. Speaker, | move the House now
adjourn until this afternoon at 2:30.

MR. SPEAKER: Does the Assembly agree?

HON. MEMBERS: Agreed.

[The House adjourned at 9:24 a.m. on December 8, 1981]



