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LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF ALBERTA 

Title: Monday, June 15, 1987 8:00 p.m. 

Date: 87/06/15 

[The House resumed at 8 p.m.] 

[Mr. Speaker in the Chair] 
MR. YOUNG: Mr. Speaker, I would seek unanimous consent 
for the second reading of Bil l 42 and Bill 57. 
MR. SPEAKER: Unanimous consent has been requested. Do 
you all agree? 

HON. MEMBERS: Agreed. 

MR. SPEAKER: Opposed? Carried. 

head: GOVERNMENT BILLS AND ORDERS 
(Second Reading) 

Bill 42 
Miscellaneous Statutes Amendment Act, 1987 

MR. HORSMAN: Mr. Speaker, I move second reading of Bil l 
42, the Miscellaneous Statutes Amendment Act, 1987. 

MR. SPEAKER: Question? 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Question. 

[Motion carried; Bil l 42 read a second time] 

Bill 57 
Municipal District of Big Horn No. 8 

Incorporation Act 

MR. BRADLEY: Mr. Speaker, on behalf of my colleague the 
Member for Banff-Cochrane, I move second reading of Bill 57, 
the Municipal District of Big Horn No. 8 Incorporation Act. 

There's been extensive discussion and consultation within 
the improvement district of Big Horn No. 8 with regards to this 
legislation. The advisory council of that improvement district 
has passed unanimously that this legislation proceed, and I urge 
hon. members to support it. 

MR. SPEAKER: Call for the question? 

HON. MEMBERS: Question. 

[Motion carried; Bi l l 57 read a second time] 

head: PRIVATE BILLS 
(Second Reading) 

Bill Pr. 2 
The Alpine Club of Canada 

Amendment Act, 1987 

MR. PAYNE: Mr. Speaker, I move second reading of Bill Pr. 
2. 

MR. SPEAKER: Call for the question? 

HON. MEMBERS: Question. 

[Motion carried; Bil l Pr. 2 read a second time] 

Bill Pr. 5 
United Farmers of Alberta 

Co-operative Limited Amendment Act, 1987 

MR. BRASSARD: Mr. Speaker, I move second reading of Bill 
Pr. 5. 

[Motion carried; Bil l Pr. 5 read a second time] 

Bill Pr. 10 
The Calgary Hebrew School Amendment Act, 1987 

MRS. MIROSH: Mr. Speaker, I move that Bill Pr. 10 be moved 
for second reading. 

MR. SPEAKER: Call for the question? 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Question. 

[Motion carried; Bill Pr. 10 read a second time] 

Bill Pr. 1 
First Canadian Insurance Corporation Act 

MR. TAYLOR: On behalf of my colleague from Edmonton 
Meadowlark, I'd like to move second reading of Bill Pr. 1. 

[Motion carried; Bill Pr. 1 read a second time] 

Bill Pr. 3 
An Act to Incorporate the Sisters Servants 
of Mary Immaculate (Polish) of Alberta 

MR. TAYLOR: On behalf of my colleague from Edmonton 
Meadowlark, I'd like to move second reading of Bill Pr. 3. 

MR. SPEAKER: Question? 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Question. 

[Motion carried; Bill Pr. 3 read a second time] 

Bill Pr. 4 
The King's College Amendment Act, 1987 

MR. WRIGHT: On behalf of my hon. friend the Member for 
Edmonton Highlands, I move Bill Pr. 4. 

[Motion carried; Bill Pr. 4 read a second time] 

Bill Pr. 6 
Alberta Wheat Pool Amendment Act, 1987 

DR. ELLIOTT: Mr. Speaker, I move second reading of Bill Pr. 
6, Alberta Wheat Pool Amendment Act, 1987. 

[Motion carried; Bill Pr. 6 read a second time] 
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Bill Pr. 7 
Calgary Beautification Foundation 

Amendment Act, 1987 

MR. STEWART: Mr. Speaker, I move second reading of Bill 
Pr. 7, Calgary Beautification Foundation Amendment Act, 1987. 

MR. SPEAKER: Question? 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Question. 

[Motion carried; Bil l Pr. 7 read a second time] 

Bill Pr. 11 
Scott J. Hammel Legal Articles Act 

MR. WRIGHT: Mr. Speaker, I move Bill Pr. 11, the Scott J. 
Hammel Legal Articles Act, for second reading. 

MR. SPEAKER: Question? 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Question. 

[Motion carried; Bil l Pr. 11 read a second time] 

Bill Pr. 13 
Central Western Railway Corporation 

Amendment Act, 1987 

MR. DOWNEY: Mr. Speaker, I move for second reading Bill 
Pr. 13, Central Western Railway Corporation Amendment Act, 
1987. 

[Motion carried; Bil l Pr. 13 read a second time] 

Bill Pr. 14 
Acts Leadership Training Centre Act 

DR. CASSIN: Mr. Speaker, I move Bill Pr. 14, Acts Leadership 
Training Centre Act. 

[Motion carried; Bil l Pr. 14 read a second time] 

Bill Pr. 8 
Edmonton Economic Development Authority 

Amendment Act, 1987 

MR. NELSON: Mr. Speaker, on behalf of my colleague from 
Stony Plain, I'd like to move Bill Pr. 8 for second reading, Ed
monton Economic Development Authority Amendment Act, 
1987. 

[Motion carried; Bil l Pr. 8 read a second time] 

Bill Pr. 15 
Lake Bonavista Homeowners Association Ltd. 

Tax Exemption Act 

MR. PAYNE: Mr. Speaker, I'd like to move second reading of 
Bill Pr. 15, Lake Bonavista Homeowners Association Ltd. Tax 
Exemption Act. 

MR. SPEAKER: Edmonton Glengarry, followed by Calgary 

Buffalo, followed by Edmonton Strathcona. 

MR. YOUNIE: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I have some serious 
reservations about this and the three following Bills, all of 
which are related and virtually identical in that they are a re
quest to enshrine in legislation a tax exemption for private prop
erty in the city of Calgary, property that belongs to people who, 
judging from the value of property in those areas, are certainly 
capable of paying the property tax. The land is essentially pri
vate recreation area or I suppose you could call it a private 
playground, private tennis courts, and so on and so forth, some
thing very nice to have. I don't begrudge the people the right to 
have it, but I have serious reservations about the Legislature 
enshrining in legislation the ability of those people not to pay 
taxes on that private property. 

Certainly I would not quibble with the city of Calgary's right 
to grant them, as they have for some years, tax exemptions on 
the land, if they so choose. I am concerned that there could be a 
number of people in much more modest dwellings in Calgary 
who would be very upset that people who can afford private ten
nis courts and recreation areas should not pay taxes on them. I 
think it will be very nice for the city of Calgary to be able to 
say: "Well, we didn't do it; the Legislature did. Blame them." 
I really have reservations about going about it the way we are. 

I also say that in fact the city of Calgary does have a number 
of methods of doing this every year if they so choose. The rea
son it is being done now is that the present city council says it's 
okay. The homeowners are worried that a future city council 
might change their minds and assess them for the land and 
charge them taxes. So they want to remove the right of future 
city councils to change the tax status of these lands and start 
taxing them on it appropriately. 

I would also point out that one of the arguments in favour of 
this is that it is commonly held land for members of the associa
tion, and they use it only for recreational purposes. There's a 
very large class of homeowners in Alberta, that being con
dominium owners, who also hold land in common as an associa
tion. I've been on one of their boards. They have recreational 
land as part of their development, and they pay taxes on it. No
body anywhere, according to the president of their national as
sociation, gives them a tax exemption or has even suggested 
that. Certainly with these four Bills as a precedent, I could see 
the cities of Edmonton and Calgary coming next year to inter
vene against a private Bil l that would call for exactly the same 
status for every condominium association in the province. I 
would argue that certainly what's fair for people in $250,000 
homes is fair for people in $45,000 to $50,000 condominiums 
and would have to, if we pass these, support such a private Bill. 
I'd go so far as to sponsor it on their behalf. 

I have great reservations about people who own such land 
asking for tax exemption when it is only for their private use. If 
they could come to me and argue: "This is open to the public; 
we welcome anyone in the city of Calgary using it. We do not 
ask for membership cards, and we do not say you must be a 
member of the association," then I would see it as in the best 
interests of all Calgarians to say, "Here's a tax exemption; you 
will keep up this land and yet allow everyone to use it, a gener
ous gesture, so we'll give you tax-exempt status." 

What we have here in fact is a request for people to not pay 
taxes on a private club. Now, certainly if I were going to join a 
private tennis club, I would expect to pay an annual or a 
monthly due, and I would be a little sheepish coming to the Leg
islature and supporting that private tennis club not being 
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charged property taxes in the city so that they can keep my 
membership dues down. That in fact is one of the arguments we 
heard in the Private Bills Committee, that if these associations 
have to pay their full and rightful taxes to the city of Calgary, 
they will have to then raise the dues people pay, and it's really 
not going to be horribly fair to them. 

We also heard that if they're charged taxes, they'll just let 
the property go, and it will revert to the city, and the city will 
have to pay upkeep on it, a rather gentle sort of blackmail that 
really doesn't hold water, because the city could in fact say: 
"Well okay, you don't want that. We'll drain the artificial lake, 
we'll subdivide it into lots, and we'll sell them at $70,000 or 
$80,000 apiece," whatever lots in those kinds of exclusive sub
divisions go for. And the city could make quite a tidy profit on 
it. One of the concerns is that these associations could do the 
same thing, although the Bil l has been modified to make sure 
that won't happen, and I was glad to see that. 

But I've very serious concerns about the Legislature stepping 
into what should be solely the job of the city of Calgary, and 
that is to decide whether or not any particular property should be 
tax exempt and to use what means are open to them -- and 
there's more than one -- to grant that tax exemption. And as 
these stand, I can't see any justification, either ethically in the 
nature of the Bills or legally in the purpose of them to support 
them, and I would speak very strongly to urge their defeat. 

MR. SPEAKER: Calgary Buffalo, followed by Edmonton 
Strathcona. 

MR. CHUMIR: Yes, I too share some concerns about legislat
ing tax exemption of this nature. I would be interested in hear
ing from the introducer of the Bil l what the principle is behind 
the particular proposal. I'd like to hear how, for example, the 
principle would apply in future to other comparable situations 
and whether the decision that this House would make in legislat
ing this form of exemption would in principle provide a sound 
policy guideline for ranges of property that may be similarly 
situate in the future. 

I don't have the answers to these questions, Mr. Speaker, but 
I do have a duty to ask what are very obvious questions. 
There's obviously something special about this situation. The 
city has seen fit to make an exemption. There may be in fact 
some feature that escapes me that would merit legislating the 
exemption in this case, and I would be pleased to hear the 
introducer advise as to the soundness of this policy. Failing 
that, perhaps it is a decision that should be made locally, based 
on what must be special circumstances which have led council 
to make the exemption that currently prevails, and I would ap
preciate clarification from the introducer with respect to these 
broader, long-range policy questions that transcend the particu
lar legislation before us at this moment. 

MR. SPEAKER: Edmonton Strathcona. 

MR. WRIGHT: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. This is really a mat
ter of considerable principle and a thoroughly bad Bill, and the 
three that follow it. A thoroughly bad Bill . It's bad for a num
ber of reasons. The first and foremost is that it's a scam. The 
scam is this: the land is sold for development and, doubtless, 
houses built on speculation, very properly, part of the attraction 
of which is the existence of a private park in the middle. And 
this is fine. It's not urban reserve. It's land that's been paid for 
by the developer to be developed as a private park for the resi

dents. Fair enough. If they can afford it, they should be entitled 
to it. A year or two later -- I don't know how many years later; 
maybe six or seven years -- they come along to the city and say, 
"Look, we can't afford this." I don't know what the presenta
tion was. But in the event they say that the taxes are bur
densome. It's a park, yet they're keeping it up themselves. "We 
won't throw it on your doorstep; if you exempt us from taxes, 
we'll keep it up." And the city says, "Well, we can't afford to 
keep that up as park; we'll give you exemption." 

Mr. Speaker, this is all wrong, because the proposal in the 
first place on which the subdivision was based was that this be 
privately paid for parkland, and now it's being thrown on the 
public. Two things give me pause. The first is that I'm an Ed
monton member, and this is a Calgary subdivision, as the other 
three are, and the city of Calgary doesn't object. But I think in 
the first place, I'm entitled to say that's wrong anyway, but in 
the second place and much more importantly, it's a precedent 
for the whole province. 

Now, a few years ago the Private Bills Committee agreed to 
and this Legislature passed a Bil l -- I don't know the exact name 
of it -- incorporating the Jewish community league in Ed
monton, which gave tax-exempt status to the premises of the 
former Hillcrest club, which is used by the Jewish community 
for their functions and other people's functions, too, for that 
matter. They run a very good community centre there I'm sure; 
been there many times myself. But it is tax exempt. Ever since 
then, I'm sure, judging from the experience of the last year, peo
ple have come with private Bills before the Private Bills Com
mittee seeking tax exemption for their own community efforts 
which don't fit in any of the existing tax provisions giving relief 
to taxpayers. They've cited the precedent of the Jewish commu
nity league. This is going to be an even wider one. 

Mr. Speaker, the province does have generous, in my view, 
provisions regarding tax relief both in the Municipal Taxation 
Act itself and in the Municipal Tax Exemption Act. If you read 
through the various provisions of those Acts, you would think 
that fairly speaking the territory is being covered of the cases in 
which it is fair to give tax exemption. On top of that there is 
considerable latitude given to cities to give ad hoc tax exemp
tion from year to year or refunds of taxes in deserving cases, 
which is quite different from the scheme of this Bill , which is 
once and for all and forever tax exemption. In the words of the 
Bill: 

. . . exempt from all municipal taxes and school taxes of 
every nature whatsoever, for so long as they remain the 
property of Lake Bonavista Homeowners Association 
Ltd., and are used exclusively for the recreational and 
social enjoyment of the members of the Association. 
Quite frankly, Mr. Speaker, I think the members of the Pri

vate Bills Committee -- I mean I can't really speak for them; I 
can just speak for our group -- perhaps have been lulled into a 
failure to examine what's really going on here, because the city 
of Calgary has consented. But it's wrong in principle. The 
principle is that for relief like this you should fit into the general 
scheme of the existing legislation, unless there is a very good 
reason to the contrary. 

Now, there's another Bill , the Scott J. Hammel articles ex
emption. That's a particular exemption from the provisions of 
the Legal Profession Act because of the hardship to the particu
lar applicant. But there's no case made out of that nature here, 
Mr. Speaker, and it's a thoroughly bad precedent. I say that the 
city of Calgary should be left to work it out with these 
homeowners and to either bring the four subdivisions within the 



1908 ALBERTA HANSARD June 15, 1987 

exemption provisions of existing Acts or have it tested in court, 
whatever the case is, or else year by year examine the creden
tials and virtues of the particular taxation regime so that they 
can consider whether and to the extent that's reasonable they 
should give a refund of taxes or remission of taxes, as happens 
in many municipalities year by year. But this blanket provision 
is just wrong in principle. 

Consider, Mr. Speaker, that we are creating a privileged ex
emption from taxation here. The words are: 

exclusively for the recreational and social enjoyment of 
the members of the Association. 

They're getting a break on the taxes, but no Calgarian or other 
citizen may enter this preserve without the permission of the 
association. It's tax free, but it's for their enjoyment alone. It is 
completely wrong, with the greatest respect, Mr. Speaker. I am 
very glad that a member from Calgary is speaking in the same 
vein as I am to make it clear that we are speaking from a point 
of principle, and there is no nonsense of city rivalry or whatever 
it is. I'm sure that this wouldn't really be thought to be the case 
itself, but perhaps reports outside this Chamber might have an
other gloss. It's purely a wrong Act. 

MR. SPEAKER: Member for Calgary McCall. 

MR. NELSON: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I think, in the first 
place, there seems to be some misunderstanding of this whole 
issue by some members. 

Just to give a little history here, as a former member of the 
city council when a lot of this development was taking place. 
First of all, it is not a scam, and it is not speculation. When the 
lands in question on Bill Pr. 15, and for that matter all these 
Bills, were brought forward to city council, the planning com
mission and the city planners and what have you, there was an 
overall base plan for the organized development of these sub
divisions in the city of Calgary, as there is in all the subdivi
sions. The city requires, by the Planning Act, 10 percent of the 
lands to be taken for the purpose of parks, recreation, commu
nity reserve for schools, other facilities within the community. 
They also require another approximately 30 percent of lands for 
roads and lanes and things of this nature. So right away the 
developer gives up 40 percent of his lands to the city. The re
maining 60 percent can be developed in an organized fashion, 
albeit for single-family housing, multiple housing, or whatever 
the case may be, shopping centres and so on. 

At the time that these subdivisions were developed, city 
council approved the development as it presently exists by al
lowing for a number of acres to be set aside with a lake, with a 
recreational area, with grass, et cetera, so that people could en
joy themselves for fishing, for skating, for other events, tennis, 
whatever you want. Those people that purchased those lots paid 
for that land within the purchase price of the lots that they pur
chased with their house. And I can assure you, Mr. Speaker, 
that at the time the majority of this land was under development, 
those houses weren't built on speculation because they were 
sold and selling faster than they could be built. 

They are presently tax exempt, and they want to protect that 
exempt status. It's not as if there are some wealthy people 
around in Lake Bonavista, for example, that have got some big 
advantage because somebody else doesn't have a private park in 
their community. They paid for this as an ongoing develop
ment. In addition, these people pay a considerable amount of 
money in taxes on the property that they own and the houses 
that they live in. And those people that live right on the lake 

itself or right next to the facility pay considerable taxes: $6,000 
to $8,000 a year. So they are paying taxes for this quiet enjoy
ment of an additional amenity, which they paid for and continue 
to upkeep. The city does not upkeep this property; the city does 
not have to dig into the tax base to keep this property up. The 
people pay for it one way or another. 

So assuming that there are 4,000 or 5,000 homes in the par
ticular area and they pay X dollars a year, it probably works out 
in a similar fashion as if the city was given the land to look 
after, the only difference being that it is for the quiet enjoyment 
of those people who are members of the association, who must 
live in the community. 

There are people in that community that are not wealthy. 
There are people in that community that are average income 
earners, single-family parents, who bring up their children to 
enjoy this facility that they bought and paid for. And all we're 
doing is protecting them to ensure and enshrine that this land 
that has been developed -- you can call it a private park, what
ever you want to call it. But every other community, as they are 
being developed, has the same opportunity if the developer 
wishes to encompass that into their development and the city 
approves it. If I listen to my friends over here, they would sug
gest that now everything is in place, we should change the rules 
and not allow them so they can be changed by some future 
council if such was the case. I think that is totally unfair to 
those people who have in essence bought and paid for the cir
cumstance they find themselves in. I don't concur with the ar
guments that have been offered here tonight. I think it's a mat
ter of misunderstanding and not understanding the concept of 
the development that was given in these communities. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I'm sure the Member for Calgary 
Fish Creek has additional information. 

MR. SPEAKER: May the Member for Calgary Fish Creek sum 
up? 

HON. MEMBERS: Agreed. 

MR. PAYNE: Well, speaking to the amendment, Mr. Speaker, 
I'd like initially to thank the Member for Calgary McCall for his 
very useful and most accurate historical information. 

MR. SPEAKER: There's no amendment. 

MR. PAYNE: Sorry about that. Speaking to the Bill itself, Mr. 
Speaker; thank you for that correction. I feel some obligation, 
however, to respond, albeit briefly, to some of the comments by 
the members of the opposition who are opposing these private 
Bills in principle. 

First of all, I would like to refer the members of the Assem
bly to the Hansard record of the Private Bills Committee meet
ing of June 3, specifically pages 139 through 144. I'm not a 
member of the committee myself, but I did take time to read the 
Hansard record. I would like to suggest to those members of the 
House who are disturbed by what they see as an incorrect princi
ple or a faulty legislative process, that the exchange that took 
place between the members of the Private Bills Committee and 
the representatives of the community might go some consider
able distance in allaying their concerns. During the course of 
that particular meeting of the Private Bills Committee, I felt that 
the community representatives answered very well, I believe, 
the questions raised by the members of the Private Bills Com
mittee and the implied or explicit concerns raised by the mem
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bers this evening. 
I would like to suggest to the Member for Edmonton Glen

garry in response to his remark that these residents are, quote, 
"capable of paying the property tax," that I can assure you they 
are most capable of so doing and pay a very significant level of 
property tax. In addition to the property taxes that they pay an
nually, they pay fees to operate and maintain these parks and 
lakes to the extent of up to $650 per year. 

The Member for Edmonton Glengarry expressed some con
cern about the risk, as he saw it, of the city of Calgary attaching 
some blame to the province, as if they were anxious to somehow 
escape some liability for this action, and that clearly is not the 
case. Mr. Clegg quite properly, during the course of the June 3 
meeting of the Private Bills Committee, brought to the commit
tee the certified resolutions of the city council in which they in
dicated a very clear and very strong support for these private 
Bills. 

It's true, I should agree with the Member for Edmonton 
Glengarry, that there are homes whose value exceeds $250,000, 
but if no other reference were made to the values of the homes 
in the district, that would be a very misleading reference for the 
House. So to balance the record, I could indicate that there are 
homes whose value is less than $90,000. They're attractive, 
valuable properties, but certainly there are a good number of 
homes that are nowhere near the quarter of a million dollar 
value referred to by the Member for Edmonton Glengarry. As 
to the reference by that same member to possibly draining and 
subdividing that lake at some future point, of course I suspect 
that is more facetious than reasoned and, in any case, was ad
dressed by the community representatives when they met the 
Private Bills Committee. 

The Member for Calgary Buffalo is concerned about future 
comparable situations. Well, let me assure him that these Bills 
derive in large measure from what is in effect an anomaly of 
Public Utilities Board order 25860. If I could share a personal 
illustration, I happen to live on a lake further south, Lake Sun
dance. The residents of that community will never be here in 
this Assembly by way of a private Bil l . They simply don't have 
to, because the Public Utilities Board order that gave rise to 
those communities and those around simply don't have this 
anomalous feature that we're trying to address with these private 
Bills. 

We have a lot of legislation to work our way through tonight, 
Mr. Speaker, so perhaps I could just simply now conclude by 
moving second reading of Bil l Pr. 15. 

[Motion carried; Bil l Pr. 15 read a second time] 

Bill Pr. 16 
Parkland Community Centre Calgary Ltd. 

Tax Exemption Act 

MR. PAYNE: Mr. Speaker, I move second reading of Bill Pr. 
16. 

MR. SPEAKER: Edmonton Glengarry. 

MR. YOUNIE: Thank you. I still have some comments on 
these Bills and partly in response to the debate on the last one. 
As I say, they are virtually identical in form and purpose. I 
would point out that all the arguments made for the last one 
would apply to this one as well. 

We had a comment that people paid for it when they bought 

their properties, so why should they pay taxes on it? Well, I 
could argue that the only purpose I use my backyard for is the 
exclusive recreational enjoyment of my family and invited 
guests, and by that argument I could say, "Well, I paid for it, or 
at least am in the process of doing so, and therefore I shouldn't 
have to pay property tax on that portion that we only use for 
playing on." Of course, anyone would see that that's a silly and 
facetious argument, but unfortunately it's the exact argument 
that's being used to support these four Bills: the people paid for 
this, they own it in common, they use it to play on, and therefore 
they shouldn't have to pay property tax on it. It's a purely silly 
argument. 

I think it could be extended as well to a golf course that is 
only owned by shareowners and therefore held in common. 
They pay for their share of it and then they pay their annual fee, 
so maybe the golf course should then be tax exempt because it's 
used for the exclusive recreational enjoyment of the 
shareowners who own it in common, and the city doesn't pay 
for its upkeep. Well, I would think that if we saw the owners of 
any of the golf courses in Edmonton and Calgary coming with a 
private Bil l next year for tax-exempt status because it's used 
o n l y f o r the exclusive recreational enjoyment of the 
shareowners, we would laugh at them. 

But I'm saying that precisely the same reasoning being used 
to support these four Bills could be used for that. I'm saying 
right now that if the city of Calgary wishes to exempt them, they 
have the authority to do so and in fact have been doing so for 
almost all of the taxes for some years, and I'm saying that 
within their authority, they're welcome to do so. But in princi
ple it is wrong for us to do so in the long term, thereby taking 
away from future city councils that may look at things a little 
differently the right to change that status, because what we're 
going to be doing is making sure that some future city council 
that may need tax dollars a little more than the present one ap
parently must will come forward and say, "We'd like you to re
scind this private Bill" , and it's going to cause all kinds of 
problems. I certainly don't see how we can with any amount of 
common sense take away from future councils of the city of 
Calgary the power to assess privately held land used for private 
purposes only by the private owners, take away from them the 
right to assess it and tax it as they see fit, and that is precisely 
what we are doing by passing this. 

MR. MUSGREAVE: Mr. Speaker, as a member of city council 
when this idea was first brought to the city council -- at the time, 
the municipal cultural/recreation grant, which has been in effect 
now for approximately 10 years, was not in existence. The city 
of Calgary, and I would imagine maybe the city of Edmonton, 
certainly was far behind in its park development -- like, years 
behind -- because of lack of desire or money or whatever 
reason. If you do a history of the parks in the city of Calgary, 
you'll find out that the largest parks were donated either by 
families or by senior governments or done by anybody but the 
citizens of Calgary. 

The developer came forward with a concept that helped us at 
that time to provide a park for citizens who were prepared to 
pay for the park and more important -- and these hon. members 
keep sliding over this; we keep reminding them of it, but they 
keep ignoring it -- these citizens agreed to pay the operating 
costs. I would suggest that when city councils make contracts 
with citizens, they feel obliged to keep them and not to weasel 
out of them down the road. If future councils are so upset with 
this Bill , as the hon. member has just suggested, it's quite easy 
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for them to petition the government here and have it removed. 
I can assure the hon. member that the citizens of Calgary, 

through their elected representatives, are quite capable of run
ning their own affairs. However, why should a council year af
ter year after year have to make an exemption on an agreement 
they have made with citizens if this Legislature by a simple Bill 
can eliminate that problem for them? I think we're providing 
them a disservice when we stand up here and raise issues like 
we do and criticize them in the maimer in which we are doing. 

MR. WRIGHT: Mr. Speaker, we are fortunate that we have in 
the Assembly two members who were members of the city 
council at the time, and they do in fact confirm our point. In the 
first place, the property was built with the private park as part of 
the retained 60 percent; that is to say that 40 percent was given 
over for roadways and urban reserves and so on for public pur
poses, and then 60 percent was retained for the development. At 
that point the undertaking to the city of Calgary, implied or ex
plicit, was that taxes would be paid at the appropriate rate on all 
that private property. 

The principle involved here is not that public parks ought not 
to be maintained by private money, but the opposite: that pri
vate parks should be maintained by private money. By main
taining one includes the taxes that are appropriate to an assess
ment for that purpose. If there is really a case for this Bill , then 
there is a case for amendment of the Act. Rather than asking the 
Legislature to make an exemption for all time, subject of course 
to changing the Act again, surely the way to go would be to 
make some amendment to the Municipal Tax Exemption Act 
that would apply to these and other cases. If it would be unfair 
to make such an amendment, then it would unfair to pass these 
Acts. 

Myself I'm not convinced that it doesn't already fit within 
one of the exempting clauses of the Municipal Taxation Act, but 
the opinion of the representative of the subdivision, the commu
nity concerned was that his legal advice was that it wasn't 
clearly within the existing exemption. The rule, I think, was 
because you had to construe the words "or other public purpose" 
in the same vein as other words that accompanied it. Myself I 
doubt whether that was really the intention of the Legislature in 
passing that clause, so perhaps the thing to do would be to fix up 
the Act so that there is room for this kind of arrangement. In 
fact, there is room for this kind of arrangement by arrangement 
with the cities concerned. 

[Mr. Deputy Speaker in the Chair] 

The hon. Member for Calgary McCall tried to correct the 
impression that I had left, he claimed, that these were "specula
tive" buildings because I had used that word. I was just guess
ing that some of the houses had been built before there was a 
buyer for them; that's all I meant. If they're all purpose built, 
well fine; I accept that. It doesn't alter the point at all that the 
whole development was built as a private property, which it re
mains and should not now receive tax-exempt status. 

MR. CHUMIR: Mr. Speaker, I asked a number of questions 
with respect to the principle involved here in respect of the pre
vious Bil l . I've heard the comments of members of the Legisla
ture who were on city council at the time, and I've heard the 
hon. Member for Calgary Fish Creek, who has also referred me 
to segments from Hansard relating to the committee hearing. 
I'm persuaded and understand that this particular legislation is 

anomalous, based on its unique background and in particular 
based on a deal, an agreement that was made or understood to 
be binding between the communities and the city of Calgary at 
that particular time, at least binding in spirit if not binding in 
law. Presumably it's that failure to be of a legally binding na
ture over a period of time and presumably the incapacity of the 
city of Calgary to grant such a prospective exemption that has 
led to the Bill coming before us. 

I am comforted to a great extent by the fact that this legisla
tion is supported by the city of Calgary. The city is not nor
mally known for supporting the reduction in its tax base. Based 
on that, I will support these Bills. 

However, I must state that I am, as is the previous speaker, 
extremely uncomfortable with the methodology. I would have 
preferred another method. An agreement between the city of 
Calgary and the community, whether by way of allowing the 
exemptions to run with the land or otherwise, perhaps requiring 
some amendment to the Municipal Taxation Act, I think would 
have been far preferable. We've seen this difficulty with Bill 
33. I had the same problems with respect to methodology, but I 
was persuaded that the right thing was being done generally 
with respect to the principle of the thing. So with great reserva
tion, I do support it. 

MR. PAYNE: Just to conclude debate at second reading of Bill 
Pr. 16, Mr. Speaker, could I just indicate to the members for 
Edmonton Glengarry and Edmonton Strathcona that a majority 
of the members of the Private Bills Committee do not agree with 
their arguments, nor does Calgary city council, nor do the nearly 
10,000 families that reside in those districts affected, and most 
certainly, I don't agree. 

I now move second reading of Bil l Pr. 16. 

[Motion carried; Bil l Pr. 16 read a second time] 

Bill Pr. 17 
Lake Bonaventure Residents Association Ltd. 

Tax Exemption Act 

MR. PAYNE: Mr. Speaker, I move second reading of Bill Pr. 
17. 

[Motion carried; Bil l Pr. 17 read a second time] 

Bill Pr. 18 
Midnapore Lake Residents Association Ltd. 

Tax Exemption Act 

MR. PAYNE: Mr. Speaker, I move second reading of Bill Pr. 
18. 

[Motion carried; Bill Pr. 18 read a second time] 

Bill Pr. 20 
Institute of Canadian Indian Arts Act 

MR. JONSON: Mr. Speaker, I move second reading of Bill Pr. 
20, the Institute of Canadian Indian Arts Act. 

[Motion carried; Bill Pr. 20 read a second time] 

[Mr. Speaker in the Chair] 
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Bill Pr. 21 
The William Roper Hull Home 

Amendment Act, 1987 

MR. PAYNE: Mr. Speaker, I move second reading of Bill Pr. 
21, The William Roper Hull Home Amendment Act, 1987. 

[Motion carried; Bil l Pr. 21 read a second time] 

Bill Pr. 22 
Rhea-Lee Williamson Adoption Act 

MR. HYLAND: Mr. Speaker, I move second reading of Bill Pr. 

22, Rhea-Lee Williamson Adoption Act. 

[Motion carried; Bill Pr. 22 read a second time] 

Bill Pr. 23 
Federal Canadian Trust & Bond Corporation Act 

MR. ALGER: Mr. Speaker, I move second reading of Bill Pr. 
23, the Federal Canadian Trust & Bond Corporation Act. 

[Motion carried; Bill Pr. 23 read a second time] 

MR. YOUNG: Mr. Speaker, to keep the record straight, per
haps I should seek unanimous consent of the Legislature to have 
second reading of Bill Pr. 24, which was reported out of the 
committee today. 

MR. SPEAKER: The problem, hon. Deputy Government House 
Leader, is that the Bill has not yet been printed. I'm sure unani
mous consent could be . . . 

MR. WRIGHT: I'm familiar with this Bill , Mr. Speaker, and I 
will briefly describe it, then move that we accept it without the 
printed Bill being before us. Is that acceptable? As a motion, I 
mean? 

MR. SPEAKER: So long as unanimous consent would be 
given, yes. 

MR. WRIGHT: Hon. members, this is a Bill by Mr. Jimmy W. 
Chow. 

MR. SPEAKER: Hon. member, perhaps we could first have the 
motion for unanimous consent to deal with this. All those in 
favour, please say aye. 

HON. MEMBERS: Aye. 

MR. SPEAKER: Opposed, please say no. The process is now 
in condition to travel. Thank you. 

Bill Pr. 24 
Jimmy W. Chow Bar Admission Act 

MR. WRIGHT: Mr. Jimmy W. Chow is a stateless person, born 
in Germany, lived in Hong Kong. I surmise he was of Hong 
Kong parents. At any rate, he ended up without a passport, 
came to Canada some 10 years ago, and graduated from law last 
year. He has been admitted to articles in a prestigious Calgary 
firm, I should say, and will complete his articles this year. Yet 

he is not a Canadian citizen, although after some difficulty he 
was admitted as a landed immigrant last year. He has two years 
to go before he can become a Canadian citizen. The Legal Pro
fessions Act requires citizenship for membership. The Law So
ciety has agreed, Mr. Speaker, in the very special circumstances 
of this gentleman, whose credentials are impeccable, apart from 
the fact he isn't a Canadian citizen, who has been here 10 years, 
is a landed immigrant, is doing all he can to become a Canadian 
citizen, that he should have admission to the Bar, notwithstand
ing his lack of citizenship. 

That's what the Bill would say, in short, and I would ask for 
unanimous consent of the Assembly to consider that Bill in the 
absence of its being in written form. 

MR. SPEAKER: Sponsor of the Bill , any comments? 

MR. NELSON: Mr. Speaker, I would like to move Bill Pr. 24, 
the Jimmy W. Chow Bar Admission Act. 

I would like to thank the member for giving my speech for 
me. I thought I was capable enough to give the information, but 
it seems that. . . I'm glad that the members opposite and others 
will support this by unanimous consent. 

Thank you. 

[Motion carried; Bill 24 read a second time] 

[On motion, the Assembly resolved itself into Committee of the 
Whole] 

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

[Mr. Gogo in the Chair] 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Will the Committee of the Whole come to 
order, please, to consider various Bills. 

Bill 41 
Small Producers Assistance Commission Act 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Bill 41, the Small Producers Assistance 
Commission Act is a money Bil l . There is an amendment dated 
June 9 by the hon. Member for Calgary Forest Lawn. Are there 
any comments, questions, or further amendments to this Bill? 

Let's deal first of all with the amendment as proposed by 
Calgary Forest Lawn. The Chair recognizes Calgary Forest 
Lawn. 

MR. PASHAK: Mr. Chairman, as a result of going back to le
gal counsel, we've had to make a few further additions to that so 
that there are some minor changes to the June 9 proposed 
amendment, and I have a new amendment to be circulated, 
dated June 15, if I may? 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Hon. member, does that make the previous 
amendment, June 9, dormant, or are we considering both 
amendments? 

MR. PASHAK: Just the June 15. It's substantially the same 
amendment with just a few grammatical changes. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Hon. Member for Calgary Forest Lawn. 
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MR. PASHAK: With respect to the amendment then, Mr. 
Chairman, this essentially is an amendment that's intended to 
strengthen the Bil l . We're not opposed to the Bill , although we 
recognize that it comes a little late in the day. With your con
currence, Mr. Chairman, I would propose to amend the Bill in 
its entirety, although I 'll go through each section in terms of 
explaining the particular amendments that are involved. 

With that then, I would amend section 2. The key to amend
ing section 2 is to add a new section (d) under article 2, that 
would add: 

to investigate other means by which the long-term com
petitiveness of small producers can be enhanced. 

This would essentially expand the mandate of the small produc
ers commission, as I would see it. It would not just look at their 
immediate problem, but it would force the commission that's 
reviewing the problems of the small producers to look at the 
longer term consequences of the operation of these companies. 

Section B in the proposed amendment would add essentially 
a new clause to section 4(2). It would be clause (c), which 
would 

include a description of the assistance to be extended to 
the producer named in the economic plan by the 
creditors of that producer. 

Essentially, we think that is something that should very defi
nitely and very obviously be included in any kind of economic 
plan, the actual assistance that the commission would be 
recommending. 

Then in section C of our proposed amendment, we propose 
that section 6 of Bil l 41 be amended so that the nature of the 
commission be changed. The present Bill provides for a com
mission of not fewer than four and not more than 10 members. 
We'd change that to no fewer than four and not more than eight 
members. Obviously, we think a smaller committee could oper
ate more efficiently and more effectively. 

Then we would add a requirement that whoever sits on this 
commission would have to be nominated by the Canadian com
ponent of the industry. One person would have to be nominated 
by the Independent Petroleum Association of Canada and an
other person by the Small Explorers and Producers Association 
of Canada. Then finally section 15(d) we would amend by add
ing a whole new clause (h) after (g) that would establish 

specific projects under which the Commission is to in
vestigate matters of long-term importance to small pro
ducers in Alberta. 

So we'd be extending their mandate. 
With that explanation, I'd move these amendments to Bill 

41. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Speaking to the amendment, the Minister of 
Energy. 

DR. WEBBER: Well, Mr. Chairman, looking over the amend
ments, really none of them would seriously impede the ability of 
the commission to operate effectively. However, in reviewing 
those amendments, I really don't think they're necessary for the 
committee to carry out its operation. I would like to recommend 
that we not accept those recommendations. 

Addressing them one at a time quickly, the first amendment 
is technically already covered in section 2(a) of the Bill , since in 
section 2(a) there is no limitation placed on the duration of the 
competitiveness as referred to in that subsection. The second 
amendment adds mandatory information to the economic plan, 
the "description of the assistance to be extended." Currently 

section 4(2) specifies information that must be contained in the 
economic plan but does not otherwise limit the information that 
may be included. So it already may be included, Mr. Chairman, 
and likely would be. So I don't think it's really a necessary as
pect of including that in the legislation. 

Section (c), an amendment with respect to the number of 
members on the commission and the makeup. Again, whether 
it's two or 10, four or eight, I don't think it matters that much. 
We selected two with a maximum of 10. In fact, in the opera
tion of it, I don't think there's going to be any more than four. 
Four people are appointed now, and it's not likely, unless 
there's a significant number of increased submissions, that it 
will be any more than that. Finally, on that point, we already 
have appointed a member who was recommended by the Small 
Explorers and Producers. That is already being done with the 
operation of it, so that's not necessary. The IPAC group: I 
don't recall them suggesting a nomination. 

The final point, Mr. Chairman. I'm told by the Legislative 
Counsel that the wording is fairly broad. It's not tied to the ob
jectives of the Act. Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I would recom
mend that we not accept the recommendations. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Question. 

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

MR. McEACHERN: Mr. Chairman, I don't quite understand 
why these amendments are being rejected. They obviously tidy 
things up a little bit, and the hon. minister himself said it's 
within the realm of the possible now. But as usual, they don't 
like to be specific. They like to leave blank cheques; they like 
to leave things sloppy and loose. I just don't see any reason in 
the world why we shouldn't tidy this thing up a little bit, as the 
Member for Calgary Forest Lawn has suggested. I suppose it's 
too much effort to change it once you've built it or something, 
or the opposition suggested it so it isn't worth considering. I 
find his arguments facetious and quite ridiculous actually. 

MR. PASHAK: I have just a couple of questions. No, I'll wait 
until after we vote on the amendment. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Question. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Are you ready for the question on the 
amendment dated June 15? 

[Motion on amendment lost] 

MR. CHAIRMAN: With regard to Bill 41, are there any com
ments, questions, or amendments to any section thereof? 

Hon. Member for Calgary Forest Lawn. 

MR. PASHAK: First of all, I would like the minister to perhaps 
provide a little more elaborate explanation or description of just 
what he means by a "small producer" in this Bil l . 

Secondly, I wonder if he would care to comment on the 
number of producers that may have approached the commission 
already. The commission in effect was established last 
January-February. When it was originally proposed, it came at 
a time when the industry was in serious difficulties. A year ago 
the price of oil, as we all recall, was down to about $10 a barrel, 
and now there has been some upward firming. The other day 
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the minister expressed a great deal of confidence about the fu
ture, which might mean we really no longer have any need for 
such a commission, although there are still some problems on 
the gas sites. So perhaps the minister could give us some idea 
of whether the commission has actually been approached by 
producers and what he sees as the long-term need for such a 
commission. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Any further questions? Hon. Minister of 
Energy? 

Hon. Member for Calgary Buffalo. 

MR. CHUMIR: Yes, I have just a few words about this, Mr. 
Chairman. I am basically very supportive of the purpose of the 
legislation. There is a need to buttress up a currently very shaky 
small and medium Canadian sector of the oil and gas industry. I 
have great concerns about this sector being reduced in size and 
Alberta finding itself back in a situation that pertained, particu
larly during the 1950s, when a few large companies controlled 
virtually the whole of the industry. I don't believe that's 
healthy. I believe the small- and medium-sized sector has been 
a very vibrant part of the industry in this province, and its diffi
culties are ones which have been caused by a dramatic 
instability in the price of oil. 

I have said before in this House that I believe the fault for 
that instability can be laid at the door of the provincial govern
ment for its bad judgment in entering the Western Accord at the 
very worst time without providing for some parachute, some 
safety net, in the case of what was then a foreseeable collapse in 
the price of oil. The problems that are being suffered by the 
industry are problems of policy and judgment on the basis of the 
provincial government. Yes, it's quite clear that the provincial 
government could not have stopped oil prices from falling, but 
what they could have done is entered into an agreement which 
provided that element of reciprocity, the result of which would 
have been a support for the industry and the price of oil during 
times of low prices in the same way that consumers were shel
tered during the late 1970s and 1980s when prices were high. 
Be that as it may, that's history. The government failed the in
dustry in the one very significant way that it could have and 
should have done . . . 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Hon. member, the Chair hesitates to inter
rupt, but what section is the hon. member speaking about? 

MR. CHUMIR: Don't hesitate a great deal, Mr. Chairman, I'm 
sure. 

Let me get back onto the track. I'm afraid I got carried away 
with the constant denials of reality by the minister, which will 
unfortunately go unrecorded in Hansard. 

At any rate, I am supportive of help for the small oil and gas 
sector. It's rather unfortunate that the scope of help under this 
legislation is very limited, but it's help nevertheless and it's 
needed. The success of the legislation -- and it has very limited 
aspirations -- will depend less on its legislative provisions than 
on the quality of the people who are involved and their good 
business judgment. The current chairman -- how can I put it? --
is not too bad. Actually he's a very competent individual, and I 
think if anybody can do anything to help those companies that 
do need help within the bounds of this legislation, he will be 
able to do it, although he may think my endorsement would be 
the kiss of death. 

In any event, those are my comments, Mr. Chairman, al

though I would prefer to kind of carry on talking about the 
Western Accord but . . . 

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Chair understands, hon. member. Hon. 
Minister of Energy. 

DR. WEBBER: Quickly, Mr. Chairman. First of all, in re
sponse to the Member for Calgary Forest Lawn, I think I did 
cover the point in second reading on the fact that "small" was 
not defined in the legislation simply because of the difficulty of 
defining a small producer. We didn't want to have a cutoff line 
where someone maybe just on the one side would be unable to 
seek advice and assistance from the commission if they so 
needed, but would leave it to the commission in its judgment to 
determine what a small producer would be. The number of re
quests to date have not been great, the last I heard some 40 to 50 
inquiries, and those 40 or 50 inquiries really haven't developed 
into too many cases being brought before the commission. I 
would be happy if in fact we ended up not having a need for the 
commission in the months ahead, with world oil prices stabi
lizing in around $20 and hopefully higher next year. 

I can understand the Member for Calgary Buffalo in reaching 
and struggling to find fault with the support we've had to the 
industry in the past year. After all, it was their party that intro
duced the national energy program that Albertans will remember 
forever . . . 

MR. CHAIRMAN: In fairness, hon. minister, the Chair choked 
off the hon. Member for Calgary Buffalo on the same point. 

Hon. Member for Calgary Mountain View. 

MR. HAWKESWORTH: Well, Mr. Chairman, in response to 
the minister, I just want to state that I know it may be difficult to 
put a definition within the Act to deal with the matter of what a 
small producer is, but that is not going to avoid the issue. 
Somewhere along the line, this commission is going to have to 
start establishing some criteria about what kind of producer can 
be assisted under this Act and which ones can't. It would be far 
better to set that out early in the legislation rather than to leave it 
to some administrative fiat by way of practice of administering 
this Act. We can't leave it up to some totally arbitrary or whim
sical decision-making on the part of bureaucrats to determine 
whether a particular producer can be assisted under this Act or 
not. The way it's written it seems that any producer that is not 
the largest producer in Alberta could qualify under the meaning 
of this Act. 

It states under section 3(1): 
the operations of the producer are, having regard to any 
Ministerial guidelines, small in relation to other persons 
producing oil or gas in Alberta. 

So as long as you're not the biggest one, it would seem that this 
particular subsection would allow you to qualify for assistance 
under this Act. Now, if that means that Dome Petroleum, for 
example, could come in and seek assistance under this particular 
Act, maybe that's the intention of the minister. If that's the 
case, it would be good to hear that from him. 

It also makes reference to ministerial guidelines. Is the min
ister contemplating setting out under guidelines the kind of defi
nition we're requesting him to give the Assembly this evening? 
It's an important issue, and simply saying that it's too difficult 
to lay out or define within the meaning of the Act is simply 
avoiding the issue. The issue will still be there in a practical 
sense when various people enter through the door of this com
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mission and ask for assistance. Somebody's going to have to 
decide whether they qualify under the Act or not, and it would 
be better to have it defined in legislation rather than to leave it 
up to the whim or the arbitrary decision-making of bureaucrats. 
Somewhere along the line the definition has to be made, and 
we'd like to have some indication from the minister as to how 
he proposes that would be carried out. 

DR. WEBBER: I 'll just quickly say, Mr. Chairman, that if that 
is all the hon. Member for Calgary Mountain View can come up 
with in terms of criticism, he hasn't got much of a case. In fact, 
if it's such a big point to him. then he maybe should have con
sulted with his colleague from Calgary Forest Lawn to have it 
included as part of their amendments. But I've outlined the rea
sons why we did not include the definition. 

[The sections of Bil l 41 agreed to] 

[Title and preamble agreed to] 

DR. WEBBER: Mr. Chairman. I move that Bill 41, the Small 
Producers Assistance Commission Act, be reported. 

[Motion carried] 

Bill 44 
Advanced Education Statutes 

Amendment Act, 1987 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Are there any comments, questions, or 
amendments proposed to any section of this Bill? Are you 
ready for the question? 

[The sections of Bill 44 agreed to] 

[Title and preamble agreed to] 

MR. DOWNEY: Mr. Chairman, I move that Bill 44, the Ad
vanced Education Statutes Amendment Act, 1987, be reported. 

[Motion carried] 

Bill 45 
Gas Resources Preservation 

Amendment Act, 1987 

MR. CHAIRMAN: There is an amendment. Are you ready for 
the question on the amendment? 

MR. PASHAK: The amendment, as I understand it, provides 
for a certain retroactivity in Bill 45, and I think a measure such 
as that goes against principles of justice and fairness. I would 
like to hear the minister address this particular amendment and 
provide us with reasons why he's introduced it at this time. In 
particular, I'd like to know if it's aimed at other Canadian prov
inces that may have introduced policies or got involved in con
tracts with Alberta producers. This measure is introduced in 
such a way that it could make those contracts null and void. 

DR. WEBBER: Mr. Chairman, in second reading I believe I 
responded to the question the hon. member raises. The fact is 
that there are a number of gas-removal permits that come to the 
minister or to cabinet. We attach certain conditions to those 

removal permits. Concerns have been raised by the producers in 
the industry that there are a number of existing removal permits 
out there that we are not able to put similar conditions on unless 
we have this legislation, so the purpose of this legislation is to 
provide a level playing field for all those with removal permits 
out there. It would allow us to attach conditions to new permits 
as well as existing ones. 

MR. PASHAK: Mr. Chairman, I don't believe the hon. minister 
has really answered the question. I understand what he's 
saying, and he did provide that answer during second reading, 
but that I think deals with the Bill itself. My question to the 
minister really was on the amendment. Why is it that he's found 
it necessary to introduce this amendment at this time? 

DR. WEBBER: Mr. Chairman, the amendment simply is a 
change in wording which indicates that a regulation made under 
this section may be applicable to permits granted before or after 
the regulation comes into force. The Bill as presented to the 
Legislature before the amendment indicated similar wording, 
except that the regulation "applies to permits made before or 
after the coming into force of this subsection." So simply a 
technical change requires the amendment. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Do all members have the government 
amendment dated June 10? A member has indicated he hasn't 
received it. 

The hon. Member for Calgary Buffalo on the amendment. 

MR. CHUMIR: Yes. the amendment. Or is it the substance of 
the legislation which is an amendment to the Gas Resources 
Preservation Act? Because I wish to speak to the legislation 
itself. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Hon. member, we're dealing with the 
amendment before the committee dated June 10. Does the hon. 
member have a copy of the amendment? 

[Motion on amendment carried] 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Bill 45 as amended. Hon. Member for 
Calgary Buffalo. 

MR. CHUMIR: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. We are dealing 
here with a piece of legislation that has become part of a na
tional battle over the price of natural gas. Let me say clearly 
and unequivocably that I am very supportive of government in
itiatives to keep the price of natural gas up in the core markets. 
I have been critical of the government, critical of past policy 
decisions that they have made that have led us to a very disas
trous situation with respect to natural gas prices and provincial 
revenues, but I am not critical of the fact that they have now 
recognized the error of their ways and are trying to take steps to 
prop up prices and protect provincial revenues. 

I spoke on this issue during the last session, and those who 
care to look at the record in Hansard will see very clearly that 
there was a rather prescient prediction of the problems with 
deregulation, which have in fact materialized. It merely took an 
act of common sense and knowledge of the business world to 
realize what would happen and that the government had baffled 
themselves with the triumph of free-market ideology over 
reality. The position I proposed to the government at that point 
of time is that they should use every effort and choreograph 
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their legislation to the end of keeping up prices in the core mar
ket in respect of the consumption of natural gas. By the core 
market I referred to the market for residential consumption and 
light commercial use which had to compete with electricity. 
The border price at that point of time very clearly beat out the 
price of electricity. 

The philosophy that I suggested pertained, and which I still 
believe pertains, is that of equity. If we're going to be shielding 
consumers from high prices, then it is an elementary principle of 
equity that when prices collapse the consumer should be paying 
a premium price in order to support the industry. That is the 
element of reciprocity that was missing in the deregulation 
process. I hope that is the principle the minister will keep ham
mering home, because that's a principle I have seen missing. 
That is the winning card. They cannot answer that honestly and 
truthfully, and that is the element that I consistently see missing 
in that. You have to base your arguments on strong, fundamen
tal principle and all else will follow. Well, instead of fundamen
tal principle, what we find is the government still refusing to 
face reality in terms of what is actually happening. We still see 
the government pretending they are deregulating when they 
aren't deregulating. They're only partially deregulating, but 
they have retrenched. And you get yourself into trouble when 
you try and ride two horses at the same time. You lose your 
base. For example, we here in Alberta have a Public Utilities 
Board which has mandated a 15-year supply for the core market. 
The province supports a 15-year supply test by the National En
ergy Board. That's not deregulation. It may be sensible, it may 
be supportable, but you can't say you're deregulating and sup
port that at the same time. 

Now, what we find is that the province of Manitoba is acting 
exactly as one would expect under a deregulated market, and 
they really can't be blamed for it. I don't like what they're 
doing. I would like to see them stop. But if you tell them we're 
deregulating and you don't bind them to a principle that will 
support higher prices on the basis of equity, of what happened 
10 years ago, how can the government be quibbling over their 
desire to get the lowest price possible under what is supposed to 
be deregulation? So what we see are the natural consequences 
of bad policy initially and confusion in principle in terms of the 
way the government is approaching this issue. 

So with that summary, I urge the minister to get back onto 
the rails. Let's tell it as it is, because if you don't, you get lost. 
I fear that is really the status of government policy in this par
ticular area at this point of time, a lost policy. But this legisla
tion is directed to the reality of life in 1987. It's directed to 
protecting revenues and keeping gas prices up, not unreasonably 
but in recompense and by way of equity for what has happened 
over the last 10 or 15 years when prices were high. That should 
have been the basis on which the Western Accord was formu
lated to begin with . . . 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Hon. member, again, we're back on second 
reading, and that's been approved by this House. We're dealing 
now with the matter of permits. 

MR. CHUMIR: Right. And this is the direction. Keep it up, 
Mr. Minister. 

MR. PASHAK: Mr. Chairman, I too find myself in a difficult 
position with respect to Bil l 45. As I indicated in second read
ing, we will support it, but it's really unfortunate that this Bill 
had to be introduced the way it's being introduced. In my view 

it does represent a complete retrenchment from deregulation, 
and it's brought on because the deregulation we entered into was 
ill-conceived and hastily thought out. The real problem in part 
is because we never really brought into that agreement consum
ing provinces, and that's why we need to change in this particu
lar Bill sections that have to do with removal permits. 

A year ago when we dealt with changes to the gas preserva
tion Act, I pointed out that one of the really significant changes 
in that Act that would come back to haunt us was the change to 
the cost/benefit test for Albertans. Without such a test, it means 
that Albertans, Alberta producers and the Alberta Treasury, have 
no way of ensuring that they get a fair return for their economic 
resource. 

The whole business of gas deregulation and the Western Ac
cord, of course, was based on the fact that we'd be able to sell 
gas that was thought to be surplus -- whatever that means -- into 
the U.S. market. What of course happened was that that market 
wasn't as big as we thought. In fact, we've had a net reduction 
in sales into the U.S. market. The gas bubble still persists, and 
the American regulatory agencies, pipeline companies, have all 
put restrictions in the path of the sale of gas into that market. 
Our producers consequently have -- with the kind of partial 
deregulation we've entered into, it means that surplus tests have 
been removed, and that means there's a lot more gas available 
for export so that you're getting a tremendous gas competition. 
And those producers that have to deal in the spot market or the 
distress market are forced to sell their gas often at prices below 
that for which they can replace that gas, so they're going in
creasingly into a hole. They're becoming increasingly desperate 
and it's had some terrible consequences, not just for the 
producers; it's also had, as we've seen and talked about on 
many occasions this year, tremendous problems for the Alberta 
Treasury. And more than that -- and this is why this particular 
amendment is being proposed to the gas preservation Act, the 
amendment that has to do with permits -- it sets provinces 
against provinces, and that's going to be very fatal to the 
Canadian Constitution unless we find some other way of dealing 
with that. 

The real reason why this problem exists, or one of the major 
reasons why it exists, is that we've all of a sudden got on the 
market a lot of deliverable gas that wasn't there. And that's 
where the competition takes place. Now, the minister thought, 
and he said this during second reading, that a number of large 
industrial users were the only ones that were expected to switch 
from system gas to direct sales. But in the core market, in the 
residential, commercial, and small industrial areas, they're ex
pected to buy gas from traditional suppliers maintaining the 
shipper-distributor linkage. But what kind of expectation is 
that? Who expected that? Sure, maybe the producers, when 
they sat down and entered into the Western Accord, expected 
that consumers wouldn't key into the fact that they're paying a 
lot more for their gas than were industrial users and this sort of 
thing. 

When governments in provinces like Manitoba and Ontario 
become aware of those problems, pressure builds up within 
those provinces on the part of residential consumers to get the 
same advantages out of deregulation that industrial users are 
getting. Pressure comes on those governments. They go to their 
public utility boards and ask their public utility boards to con
duct hearings so the residential users can get fair breaks. And of 
course they come down with regulations that are completely in 
keeping with the law that would, in some cases, even set aside 
existing contracts or recommend that existing contracts be 
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abrogated. 
Now, whether that's reasonable or not really involves a legal 

test. The governments of the consuming provinces argue that 
the regulation in effect meant that any contract that had refer
ence to price in it was null and void, and there was a clear call 
for users of all kinds -- whether they were industrial users or 
residential users -- to enter into new agreements with gas pro
ducers here in the province of Alberta, so that what we're going 
to see are a number of legal tests to determine whether or not 
those original contracts were valid. But what Alberta is now 
doing in order to protect those contracts is introducing an 
amendment to the gas preservation Act that would give them the 
authority to hold up the export of gas from this province. And 
immediately they're inviting a Supreme Court challenge. Even 
the former Premier of this province indicated that that . . . 

MR. DOWNEY: You don't have to shout. We hear you. 

MR. PASHAK: . . . was a very risky business -- thank you, 
Brian -- for the province of Alberta to enter into, because there's 
no guarantee, there's absolutely no guarantee, that Alberta will 
obviously get a Supreme Court decision that will favour Alberta 
interests. And the risk -- control and ownership of our resource 
through bold acts of using permits to restrict the export of gas 
from this province -- could have some fairly serious and dire 
negative consequences for the province of Alberta. 

Mr. Chairman, I don't think it would be fair to be just critical 
of this particular Bill without suggesting some alternatives. In 
order to do that, I think we have to look at what the real problem 
is here and then develop a solution that's based on our analysis 
of what the real situation is. From my point of view again, the 
problem that we have with our gas situation here in the province 
of Alberta is that there's a vast supply of readily deliverable gas. 
Each gas producer is in competition with each other, so they're 
hammering away at each other in desperation to maintain their 
cash flow positions. They'll sell gas at whatever price they can 
sell it at to get rid of it in the U.S. market. So we're seeing a 
tremendous flood of gas leave this province -- low cost, easily 
found, readily discoverable gas. And as I pointed out, that has 
some really negative consequences not just for the gas compa
nies and producers but also for the Treasury. 

Well, if that's really the situation, what's the matter then? 
What's another way that we might be able to address that 
problem? Well, we could continue as we're doing, which would 
mean that we just continue to get hammered; we could wait for 
the day when the gas bubble in the United States disappears; we 
could wait for prices to rise dramatically. But in the meantime, 
what happens to smaller Canadian producers? What happens to 
the Treasury? And not only that, what's going to prevent some 
future federal government from stepping into the whole market 
situation and putting a ceiling on the price for which gas is al
lowed to be sold to other Canadians? Those are all within the 
realm of possibility. 

The other alternative we could embrace would be to go back 
to the system we had before, a system of regulation. In fact, 
that's what some of the producers in Canada are calling for. 
They want us to go back to an Alberta border price, which 
makes an awful lot of sense, but it's probably a nonstarter be
cause there'd be too much opposition from other governments 
and especially from the major players in this game to go back to 
what we had before. So what I would propose, Mr. Chairman, 
is that we begin to reduce the amount of deliverable gas that's 
available. We tie it up, as the minister has hoped would happen, 

through long-term contracts. 
But this means getting governments actively involved, just as 

the government of Manitoba Li actively involved. They're be
ginning to buy up gas for their residential and small industrial 
users. They're locking gas companies in Alberta into 15-year 
contracts. Why can't we do that as a province, utilizing the Al 
berta Petroleum Marketing Commission to buy up gas for our 
hospitals, our universities, our public institutions, our small gas 
co-ops, for the city of Calgary, and maybe even beyond that into 
industrial users in the province? That would reduce the amount 
of deliverable gas that's available -- if there's anything to the 
market economies that these people over here talk about -- be
cause you'd be reducing the supply. There would be upward 
pressure on the price, and instead of subjecting consumers in 
this country to really dramatic swings in price, we'd have a situ
ation in which price could be controlled in contracts. There'd 
be some stability. You could have clauses in those contracts 
that would lead to periodic evaluations of price. Alberta pro
ducers would be protected. Consumers across this country 
would be protected -- it's true they'd have to pay a little more 
now for their gas to have that long-term assurance of supply --

and the Alberta Treasury would have its coffers restored. 
So, Mr. Chairman, I think there are other alternatives to what 

the province is proposing here. I think this particular amend
ment to the gas preservation Act is fraught with all kinds of 
peril, not just for Albertans but for Canadians generally. I think 
there are better approaches. But even having said that, I recog
nize that this government has got us into such a terrible mess 
and into such a terrible hole that this is better than nothing and 
we have to support the Bil l . 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Hon. Member for Edmonton Meadowlark. 

MR. MITCHELL: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like to 
simply reiterate the sentiments of my colleague from Calgary 
Buffalo and our associate in the ND, who say that it is really 
better than nothing, but that's not saying a great deal for it. It is, 
unfortunately, I guess, sufficient reason to support it. 

Our concern stems back to the premises upon which the 
Western Accord were based: one, that it was a free market for 
oil and that it was essential that Alberta be allowed to participate 
in that free market. It always baffled us as to how anybody 
could assess it as a free energy market. It is not a free energy 
market. Clearly, energy prices -- at least oil prices -- were es
tablished by OPEC, countries halfway around the world, who 
make decisions which affect our daily lives in Alberta. We ex
clude our government from regulation in that market, and we 
simply allow ourselves to be regulated by governments halfway 
around the world. The Conservative argument that the free mar
ket is what we must pursue is therefore undermined in the con
text of that analysis, because clearly it is not a free market and 
all we do is replace governments that we don't vote for with 
governments that we did vote for or we do vote for. 

The fallback position, having analyzed that and set it aside, 
would be that this government was pursuing some form of cute 
negotiating strategy: that if we allowed our producers in our oil 
and energy industry to suffer the reduction in energy prices, then 
somehow the rest of this country would feel some moral obliga
tion to ensure that we did not suffer the setback of a ceiling 
price in any way. Clearly, to force that argument effectively, 
the government would have to stay its course and ensure that 
they weren't going to be stepping in and regulating. 

Of course, that is exactly what this legislation amounts to; 
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that bit by bit they are going to erode even that position, as na
ive as that position was. I asked last session: did the minister in 
constructing this cute negotiating strategy have anything in writ
ing from the rest of this country that a ceiling price would not be 
placed on our energy prices or that, conversely, other consuming 
provinces wouldn't force prices down? Clearly they wouldn't 
have anything in writing, so clearly it was a leap of faith. They 
would negotiate and stay the course on this moral suasion that if 
we suffered the reduction in price, somehow the rest of the 
country would allow us not to have a ceiling price. Every time 
they bring in a piece of legislation like this which tampers with 
the case they are trying to make, they reduce the power of that 
moral suasion as naively weak, as that power has been in any 
event. 

What this brings me to conclude is that this government has 
left its original position, is now patching up the mistakes based 
upon a fundamental faulty analysis, and that ultimately they will 
get us into far greater problems than we are even in now. De
spite the fact that we have to accept this legislation because it is 
at least a patch of some kind, some form of assistance, what we 
would argue is that this government should step back now and 
reconsider all the premises of its energy program, consider ne
gotiating effectively with the rest of this country, with consum
ing provinces, and not begin this step-by-step erosion of what
ever kind of program or plan they had to begin with, as faulty as 
it was. 

It's time to step back, reassess the entire energy program for 
this province and for this country and not to launch ourselves on 
a piecemeal, legislation by legislation, patch-this-hole, patch-
that-hole endeavour which will only create greater problems 
than it's trying to solve. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Are you ready for the question on Bill 45 as 
amended? 

[The sections of Bil l 45 agreed to] 

[Title and preamble agreed to] 

DR. WEBBER: Mr. Chairman, I move that Bill 45, the Gas 
Resources Preservation Amendment Act, 1987, as amended be 
reported. 

[Motion carried] 

Bill 43 
Alberta Civil Service 

Welfare Fund Dissolution Act 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Are there any comments, questions, or 
amendments proposed to any section of this Bill? 

[The sections of Bil l 43 agreed to] 

[Tide and preamble agreed to] 

DR. REID: Mr. Chairman, I move that Bill 43, the Alberta 
Civil Service Welfare Fund Dissolution Act, be reported. 

[Motion carried] 

Bill 50 
Chartered Accountants Act 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Are there any comments, questions, or 
amendments suggested to any section of this Act? Hon. Mem
ber for St. Albert. 

MR. STRONG: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. In making my 
comments, I'm going to make the comments again to all three 
Bills because of the similarity between all three of the Bills, if 
that's all right with the Chair and the minister. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Well, the Chair will have deal with one Bill 
at a time. The hon. member could make comments, I assume, 
that are acceptable to the House. We should really be dealing 
with one Bill at a time, and if the hon. member wants to rise for 
51 and 52 and say, "My comments stand," the Chair would ac
cept them. 

MR. STRONG: So I don't waste the time of the committee, Mr. 
Chairman, I would like to address my comments to the minister 
in regards to and relation to all three Bills. Thank you. 

During second reading on these Bills, the minister did not 
address the comments I had made regarding the constitutionality 
of section 18(2) of the Bil l . It's my belief that the minister re
quires an additional explanation in regards to the plight of cer
tain individuals. An individual engaged in exclusive accounting 
practice who declined or decided to upgrade himself or herself 
and thereby registered as a student member of CMA or CGA is 
not entitled to apply for membership because of the restrictions 
in this section. His or her counterpart who did not care to 
upgrade himself is eligible to join any of the three groups. The 
question specifically in section 18(2) of the Act is regarding the 
constitutionality of restricting an individual from application 
while giving another the freedom of choice. 

[Mr. Musgreave in the Chair] 

The minister should address this matter now, prior to having 
the institute, the society, or an association defend the matter in 
the Supreme Court. I would suggest to the minister that he look 
at deleting section 18(2) from the Act -- all the Acts. 

Further, the minister has not addressed the matter of con
fidentiality. There must be some protection afforded to the 
client, and such protection cannot be guaranteed by the institute, 
the society, or the association. Again, the regulations cannot be 
depended upon to provide that protection. The protection here 
could simply be extended by changing the word "Part" in sec
tion 31(1) to "Act." Although the matter of privilege or con
fidentiality is not guaranteed, the client/accountant relationship 
will gain a greater degree of privacy by this change. 

At second reading, with respect to section 100 of the Bill, 
even the minister stated that this section appeared to be 
draconian. The concern here is an ex parte application to the 
courts for the custody of the practice. The provisions of this 
section may protect the general public, as stated by the minister. 
However, there is far too much discretion allowed the institute, 
the society, or the association. 

Finally, it would appear to some in the accounting industry 
that the minister has moved too quickly to bring this legislation 
to the Assembly. There have been numerous concerns ex
pressed to me that the ability to get the three groups together 
after enactment of this legislation is somewhat doubtful. There 
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is a distinct possibility that the regulations that affect all three 
groups will be quite different after a number of years reflecting 
the perceived needs of each of the groups. In the move to bring 
this legislation to the Assembly, the minister appears to be mov
ing to the same position that the governments of Ontario and 
Quebec placed themselves in some 40 years ago. 

My colleague for Edmonton Kingsway again brought up the 
question of persons engaged in unregulated areas. Persons en
gaged in those areas of practice will eventually challenge the 
government to move into these regulated areas of practice. A l 
though the governments of these provinces thought they had the 
matter resolved, as the minister feels today, some 35 years later 
a number of members practising in unregulated areas in Ontario 
and Quebec are pressing for rights to practise in the exclusive 
accounting areas as designated in 1946 in Quebec and 1950 in 
Ontario. On this matter the minister would be well advised to 
refer to a publication, that publication being The Regulation of 
the Practice of Accounting in Ontario, dated April 1977. This 
book is available in the Legislature Library and is referenced as 
CA20 NAJ 71377 R26. 

Thank you. 

MR. FOX: I just want to ask the minister a couple of questions 
about something that relates to the sections of the Act alluded to 
by my colleague for St. Albert, on behalf of a constituent of 
mine who is -- I guess you could call him a registered public 
accountant. I was in contact with the minister's office today, 
wondering how the provisions of section 18 might apply to this 
person, who doesn't do very many true financial audits in a 
year. It makes up only a small portion of his practice, and ac
cording to the way we read the Act, he would be disqualified 
from doing audits in the true sense of the word. 

Now, I understood from my discussion with an official in the 
hon. minister's office that it was his intention to find Acts to 
amend in an appropriate way so as to not require an annual audit 
from various nonprofit societies, et cetera. The minister may 
already have commented on that, but if he could clarify that for 
me I would sure appreciate it. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The Member for Edmonton 
Kingsway. 

MR. McEACHERN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Some of the 
points that I wanted to raise have been covered by my col
leagues, but I just want to reiterate a point or two and add one or 
two others on this legislation. 

I think basically the minister has tried hard to come up with 
some good legislation in an area that's very difficult. The fights 
and jealousies among the various chartered accountant groups is 
very high. The difficulty of getting a start on it means that this 
legislation, of course, is not going to be universally loved and 
accepted by everybody in all the different groups. But there are 
some specific things that concern me, and I would like to outline 
them. 

First, on page 10, I too rather object to section 18(2) where it 
says that somebody can't change from one group to the other of 
these three groups making up the joint standards directorate. I 
don't see why something should be written in stone. Because 
you belong to the certified general accountants, does that some
how mean you can never decide to become a chartered account
ant? It doesn't really make a lot of sense, and I think that sec
tion should probably be dropped from the Bill . 

I'm not sure that what I suppose you'd call the grandfather

ing clause, section 18(3) on page 11, really adequately deals 
with foreign qualifications. Somebody who has moved to this 
country from somewhere else -- it does sort of say that somehow 
somebody will decide the equivalence, but it doesn't lay it out 
very carefully as to just who. I suppose the joint standards 
directorate will maybe make some regulations in regard to that, 
and hopefully the minister of course would check those regula
tions and see that they're fair. 

Still on page 11, section 18(3)(b) bothers me a little bit more. 
I did raise this the other day, and I don't think the minister quite 
gave me a full answer on it. It says that the decision as to 
whether or not a person working in the field will be accepted to 
register under one of these three Acts will be made on a basis of 
the amount of annual fees over the last couple of years of that 
person's activities in the field of accounting. And while that 
does have some logic, it doesn't really seem to me to be quite 
reasonable that it should be decided whether or not you're com
petent by whether or not you've made some money in the field. 

A N HON. MEMBER: What better measure, Alec? 

MR. McEACHERN: Well, there have got to be some other 
things like: how competent were the activities you were carry
ing on; how good was your auditing or your bookkeeping? Or 
something. There must be some more objective measure than 
the amount of money you've made as to whether or not you 
qualify. 

The other aspect of it that it seems to imply that bothers me 
some is that if it's just the amount of money the person makes, 
and it's described by the expresssion "annual fees," it seems to 
me to say that if you have two people of the same background --
say two people that started on a chartered accountant program 
and didn't finish it but found themselves out in the work force 
deciding to go ahead and do a certain amount of accounting 
anyway, and maybe one of them sets up a business and hires the 
other -- according to the way I read this when you refer to an
nual fees, although they might both have the same qualifications 
and although they both might have the same amount of experi
ence and maybe even earn the same amount of money, depend
ing on how they divided up the pie, the money they had brought 
in from their work, nonetheless the one who was organizing the 
company and was employing the other would be allowed in be
cause his income would be considered to be annual fees. The 
other one who was an employee and was being paid a wage 
would not be getting annual fees and therefore would not 
qualify, even though he maybe made just as much money, even 
though he maybe had the same qualifications and had done work 
just as good or maybe even better. So it does seem to me to be a 
problem in that section. 

The confidentiality provision has been mentioned by my col
league from St. Albert. That, too, doesn't seem to be too clearly 
laid out. 

The other thing is that a number of the people in the regis
tered public accountants group -- which is a registered group 
that is carrying on accounting practices in this province with 
some 600-odd people involved, I gather, overall -- will be sort 
of eliminated by this and will have to apply under one of the 
other Acts. I'm wondering, just because their president seems 
to be satisfied by some verbal commitments or a letter that the 
minister intends to write, doesn't seem to me that that's really 
given them a full, fair hearing and review of their concerns and 
problems, and perhaps he should take a second look at that. I 
guess what it really makes me wonder is if the minister 
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shouldn't consider -- and I know he's done a good job to get the 
legislation this far; I'm not complaining about what he's done so 
far -- that maybe it would be better if we didn't finish this or 
pass these through the three readings but left them on the books 
until fall to see if you couldn't bring in some amendments or 
bring some of the concerns that we've raised and that account
ants have raised throughout the province. 

Section 41(2)(a), (b), and (c). lay out the membership of the 
joint standards directorate. I can't help thinking that although 
it's fairly carefully worded -- so that technically they say the 
chartered accountants might have trouble getting a clear major
ity on the committee -- nonetheless the way the numbers read 
there, they would certainly have pretty close to a majority on the 
committee if you follow the points as laid out in (a), (b), and (c) 
on page 18. section 41(2). So I'm just wondering if that has 
been carefully enough thought out, because it would, it seems to 
me. allow the chartered accountants to dominate quite strongly 
the whole future development, if you like, of this accounting 
business. 

On page 22 a fairly small, perhaps -- but still a question I'd 
like to raise or ask. Section 56(1) says: 

The Professional Conduct Chairman shall, within 60 
days after receiving a complaint, commence a prelimi
nary investigation of the complaint or appoint a person 
to conduct the preliminary investigation. 

Surely 60 days is a long time to get around to doing something. 
I mean, if somebody's been accused of a wrongdoing by some
one else and there is sort of 60 days before anybody needs to do 
anything about looking into it, surely the person accused of the 
wrongdoing has this thing hanging over his head for an awfully 
long time. It's not saying there'll be any action even then, or 
action could be pretty slow after that. So why shouldn't that 60 
days be reduced to something like two or three weeks and get 
some action on it once the complaint is in? It does seem to me 
that that's an inordinately long time for a chairman to get around 
to making a move on a complaint. 

Finally, I guess the last question, page 34, section 100: I just 
have to agree with the minister himself who said that this was 
rather a draconian measure. I wonder if it really has to be quite 
so heavy-handed. I don't have sort of a specific suggestion for 
backing it off, but if the minister thinks it's draconian, I've got 
to say that it sure sounds draconian to me also. Perhaps another 
look at that would be in order. 

Those are my questions and comments. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. Minister. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Question. 

DR. REID: I suppose, Mr. Chairman, I should answer the ques
tions. Some of them I answered before, of course. 

There seems to be some considerable confusion about sec
tion 18. Section 18 is only for those who have not gone through 
the student process under the current system. Most of the peo
ple who are doing public accounting, whether they belong to 
one of the three groups or whether they belong to another group 
or are practising without belonging to any -- most of those who 
are doing audits and reviews are indeed very well trained and 
also have got considerable experience. 

Section 18(2) does not prohibit somebody who takes the 
training for being a certified management accountant, a certified 
general accountant, or indeed a chartered accountant from 

belonging to one of the others if they qualify under the provi
sions of section 14. Section 18 is related to those who may not 
have taken every item that is in the training requirements 
nowadays but who may indeed have taken them in the past, and 
is a grandfathering provision. In actual fact, it's not against the 
Charter or anything else. What it does is prevent anybody who 
does not belong to any of the groups from trying to join all three 
by this mechanism, in that they only need to join one. I think 
that applies to questions that were raised by the members for St. 
Albert and Edmonton Kingsway. 

In relation to the same item, the Member for Vegreville 
brought up a concern. It is I think reasonable, the provisions 
that are there, that a certain minimum amount must be earned 
from doing audits and reviews in combination; in other words, 
from the restricted area of practice, or if the earnings are very 
modest, as they might be in the case of somebody who is ap
proaching retirement, that half of the annual fees should be from 
those areas. I think those two things taken in concert would al
low that anyone who is doing a reasonable amount of audits and 
reviews, enough to be keeping their expertise up, will be able to 
qualify to join one of the three groups. 

The matter of confidentiality -- and here I'd like to speak as 
a professional -- it is only lawyers who have got the privilege of 
having communications with their clients kept as a very quiet 
matter between the lawyer and client. Indeed, this is a problem 
that has been raised by psychologists, by physicians, and by 
other professionals, and on that basis, within the profession 
there is always the utmost care taken for confidentiality, and that 
applies to accountants as much as it applies to the other groups 
I've mentioned. On the other hand, unless you are a lawyer and 
it comes within that restricted area where lawyers deal with their 
clients, one cannot claim privilege from taking evidence and 
giving evidence in court. It's only the legal profession that have 
that exception, and they may have arranged it for themselves 
and they're unwilling to arrange it and write legislation for the 
other professions. 

With regard to the comments that were made by the Member 
for St. Albert, this is not equivalent to the Ontario and Quebec 
legislation by any means. None of those other statutes includes 
anything approaching the joint standards directorate. Its 
makeup is very carefully balanced. One has to always remem
ber that the primary interest in any professional legislation is the 
public interest, not that of a profession, I can assure the Mem
ber for St, Albert that the three public members will not be asso
ciated with any of the professional groups, and the provisions 
are such that undoubtedly those who are performing audits and 
reviews will be represented on the joint standards directorate. 
But it will function in a fair way, and I am quite sure of that, 
having spoken to all three groups. 

The grandfathering provisions I would emphasize once more. 
Once a person has been grandfathered into any of the three 
groups, they will then be under the control, they will have prac
tice review performed by the joint standards directorate, and 
they will have to live up to all of the requirements for any mem
ber of whichever group they may have joined. In other words, 
their practice review requirements and standards will be the 
same as for those who currently belong to the institute, the as
sociation, or the society. They will, of course, thereby be com
mitted to performing those functions up to the standards that are 
set by that joint standards directorate. 

The only point I think I've left out is that in section 56(1), 60 
is a maximum, not a minimum. I would anticipate that in the 
vast majority of cases the inquiry will be started in much less 
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than 60 days, but of course one has to allow for the fact that per
haps the chairman of that committee might be on vacation; we 
don't want to delegate it throughout the whole of the group, and 
of course the person that they think might be most suitable 
might also be on vacation. It's for that reason that we have left 
the 60 days there as a reasonable maximum. I anticipate that in 
the vast majority of cases it will be within the two to three 
weeks mentioned by the Member for Edmonton Kingsway. 

I think that has covered all the questions that were asked, Mr. 
Chairman, and I would thereby commend Bil l 50. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Hon. Member for St. Albert. 

MR. STRONG: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I reference back to 
section 18(2), and I quote from the Bill . It says: 

A person is not eligible to apply for registration as 
a chartered accountant under this section if 

(a) he is 
(i) a certified general accountant as defined 
in the Certified General Accountants Act, or 
(ii) a certified management accountant as 
defined in the Certified Management Account
ants Act, 

or 
(b) at any time prior to his application under this 
section he was a member of the Society of Man
agement Accountants of Alberta or the Certified 
General Accountants' Association of Alberta. 

Now, I guess I ' ll reference this to the minister: what if we 
have a certified management accountant who goes back to uni
versity to become a chartered accountant but was in the interim 
a member of the certified management accountants group? How 
does that individual, under section 14, apply to become a mem
ber under the Chartered Accountants Act? He's excluded in 
section 18(2) from doing that because he'd been a member 
prior. There's nothing I can read in section 14 that allows for 
that individual who was a certified management accountant to 
then become a chartered accountant. To the minister how do 
you do that under section 14? 

DR. REID: Mr. Chairman, the member is misreading the statute 
as it's presented here. That person would qualify under section 
14. They would not be able to qualify under section 18(2). The 
prohibition is against someone attaining additional registration 
by using section 18. It does not prohibit them from doing it un
der section 14 and the other provisions by going to university, 
articling, and otherwise. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Question. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The question is being called on 
Bil l 50, the Chartered Accountants Act. Sorry; Member for St. 
Albert. 

MR. STRONG: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. What the minister 
is then saying is that if we have an individual who upgrades 
himself or herself to a higher level, they can drop membership 
in the one group and then take out membership in the other 
group. Is that correct? 

DR. REID: Mr. Chairman, they may be able to retain member
ship in both groups if they wish. 

MR. STRONG: How can you belong to both groups? I thought 
this was regulated or restricted to only one group that you could 
belong to at a time, only one of the three groups. 

DR. REID: I'm sorry, Mr. Chairman, it doesn't say that. What 
it says under section 18(2) is that the provisions of section 18 
may not be used to increase your registration certificates by that 
mechanism. If you wish to increase your registration certifi
cates, you do it via the provisions for those who have articled 
and trained, and that can be done. It is only to prevent section 
18 being used by those who already belong to one of the other 
two groups in each case under the three statutes. 

MR. McEACHERN: I think the minister just missed one of my 
questions, and I've thought of a second and related one. On 
page 11, I asked -- I'm talking now 18(3)(b) -- does the annual 
fee requirement mean that an employer could be considered for 
membership but not an employee, even though they might both 
have the same standards? You didn't answer that question. 
And also, I forgot to ask you -- and I did ask you last day, but I 
read your answer fairly carefully, and I couldn't find that you'd 
really addressed it. What about the sort of new student who 
does not have the full two years to be considered then for the 
amount of money he might have earned in the two years, some
body who took some training and sort of dropped out and has 
only been working for maybe a year or six months or something 
like that? Where does he fit into this in terms of grandfathering 
clauses? 

DR. REID: The situation is that if the member reads section 
18(3)(b) carefully, he will see that under (ii), the recent person, 
it is half of their total practice fees. That half does not have to 
reach the minimum amount that is set in (i). And I think that 
covers both the questions that the member is asking. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Question. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The question is being called on 
Bil l 50, the Chartered Accountants Act. 

[The sections of Bil l 50 agreed to] 

[Title and preamble agreed to] 

DR. REID: I move that Bil l 50, the Chartered Accountants Act, 
be reported. 

[Motion carried] 

Bill 51 
Certified Management Accountants Act 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Bill 51, the Certified Manage
ment Accountants Act. Mr. Minister? 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Question. 

[The sections of Bill 51 agreed to] 

[Title and preamble agreed to) 

DR. REID: Mr. Chairman, I move that Bill 51, the Certified 
Management Accountants Act, be reported. 
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[Motion carried] 

Bill 52 
Certified General Accountants Act 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Bill 52, the Certified General 
Accountants Act. Mr. Minister? 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Question. 

[The sections of Bill 52 agreed to] 

[Title and preamble agreed to] 

DR. REID: Mr. Chairman, I move that Bill 52, the Certified 
General Accountants Act, be reported. 

[Motion carried] 

Bill 53 
Construction Industry Collective Bargaining Act 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: There's a government amend
ment with this Bil l . Hon. Member for Lethbridge West. 

MR. GOGO: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I had some questions 
to the hon. minister with regard to Bill 53. I'm well aware that 
difficulties within the construction industry have been unique, 
and unique only, really, to that construction industry. However, 
the day Bill 53 was introduced, I mailed it to several con
stituents who are in the construction business, and one or two of 
them took strong exception to parts of this Bill , even though it's 
been passed in second reading; for example, the Glen Little 
Construction company of Lethbridge -- which is not a particu
larly big company, but it's been through the problem several 
years ago of the non-union companies coming into Alberta and 
building construction projects, particularly those related to the 
government of Alberta, which as a matter of course had to be on 
the low tender system. 

Mr. Chairman, the questions put to me were that (a), the way 
it stands, it would revert to what it was three years ago. For ex
ample, only those companies that had formed non-union arms 
pre-1972 could carry on on the non-union basis. For example, 
PCL Construction has Maxam construction, which is a non
union arm. They then could bid as a non-union firm on non
union projects. 

I wonder, Mr. Chairman, in view of those comments I had 
from the Glen Little Construction company, which I had raised 
earlier with the minister, if he's in a position with regard to the 
amendments before the Assembly under 14(1) -- it may be sec
tion 11(4); I'm not certain -- but perhaps when he responds, he 
could make reference to those comments I've made. 

MR. STRONG: Mr. Chairman, if I can get back in, I wouldn't 
mind allowing the minister to answer the questions and then turn 
around and ask my questions. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Agreed. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Would the member like to pro
ceed with his questions first? 

MR. STRONG: If the minister doesn't want to answer, sure. 

AN HON. MEMBER: You've got our fullest attention, Bryan. 
Go for it, Bryan 

MR. STRONG: Gee, thanks, Ron. I appreciate this. He finally 
said something intelligent. 

Mr. Chairman, I asked the minister in second reading on 
June 10, on page 1805 of Hansard, top right-hand comer -- I 
questioned routine maintenance work. Now, I see that we have 
an amendment: 

A Section l(l)(c)(ii) is amended by striking out 
"routine". 

And I'll come back to my initial question. Where we are talking 
maintenance, are we talking only plant maintenance, plant main
tenance that's being performed at a plant or a refinery like, say, 
Strathcona refinery or Syncrude or Suncor? Is that the type of 
maintenance that we're talking about here in this Bill? 

[Mr. Gogo in the Chair] 

The question that I had was in reading l(l)(c), where we 
have the definition: 

"construction" includes construction, alteration, 
decoration, repair or demolition of buildings, structures, 
roads 

et cetera. 
Repair of buildings is what I always have understood to be 

maintenance on buildings but small maintenance, ongoing ser
vice, renovation type work. The example that I used at second 
reading was the plumbing truck, the service truck in the plumb
ing industry. Is that service or maintenance sector going to be 
included in Bill 53? 

Referencing the amendment, in B, section 2(3)(a), where we 
strike out "an existing obligation" and substitute "or become 
subject to an obligation", it's my understanding that this would 
just broaden the scope of this legislation and take into account --
any company that was certified from now on is covered once an 
agreement is finalized and reached under this Act. Is that under
standing correct? 

The amendment in C, again strikes out "and region" and sub
stitutes "region or sector" in section 3(5). Again, it's my under
standing that all this would do is just broaden the scope of the 
legislation to include regions or sectors in the construction in
dustry. And when we talk about sections in the construction 
industry, are we referring to, say, sector-type bargaining in the 
mechanical industry, sectors in a specific certain area of the con
struction industry, or are we talking a definition of a jurisdic
tional area? 

Amendment D, on section 9(4), says: 
is amended by adding "or employer's organization, as 
the case may be", after "employer". 

Again, it's my understanding in reading the legislation that this 
again would just broaden the scope to include an individual em
ployer and, as well, an employer's organization. 

Amendment E: 
Section 11(4) is amended by striking out "any employer 

in the construction industry who" and substituting "any cor
poration, partnership, person or association of persons in 
the construction industry that". 
It's my understanding here that this again would just broaden 
the scope of the existing legislation that Bill 53 contains. 

Amendment F, section 14(l)(e): was this a typographical 
area or mistake? I suggest that all of section 7 will apply to and 
broaden the scope of Bill 53. 
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Amendment G. Under the amendment, the amendment is 
14.1 and applies to section 11(4). Now, this again gets back to 
some of the questions that I raised at second reading. What the 
minister is talking about here, Mr. Chairman, I would suppose is 
exactly what the amendment quotes, and that is that if any appli
cation has been taken in front of the Labour Relations Board on 
a spin-off application under section 133 of the Act, that applica
tion would not be quashed as an effect under this legislation, 
that anything that was not initiated by that June 5 date contained 
in the legislation, anything from that date onward would not be 
subject to any appeal under section 133 of the labour Act. My 
question to the minister is this: if an entity, if one of the build
ing trades unions or other bodies in the construction industry 
had taken an application under section 133 prior to this legisla
tion being given Royal Assent, would that also fall under the 
legislation as an exclusion? Or will that June 5 date be the 
cutoff date for all applications in the construction industry under 
section 133 of the labour Act? 

Amendment H, by adding in a number of organizations, does 
not give me any difficulty. Al l it is is just getting in all of the 
players. 

With that, I ' l l await the comments of the minister, Mr. 
Chairman. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Speaking to the government amendment on 
Bil l 53, are there any more comments? Hon. minister. 

DR. REID: Speaking to the amendment, Mr. Chairman, the 
Member for St. Albert, who is experienced in this matter, is, I 
think, probably correct with every interpretation that he has 
picked out. I'd like to concentrate on A, where he is asking 
about repair and routine maintenance work. After further con
sultation with the people involved and the manner in which they 
use these words, the word "routine" was struck out because it 
might have caused some confusion. What is meant under main
tenance work, which one must remember is an exclusion, is the 
ongoing maintenance that occurs in some industrial plants and, 
of course, the maintenance work such as the hon. member was 
mentioning. 

The reason for leaving in the word "repair" in section 1(1)(c) 
is that repair can indeed involve considerable construction, and 
that's why repair in 1(1)(c) has been left in. But on the other 
hand, the maintenance work is the conventional understanding 
of the word "maintenance" in the industry that the member be
longs to, and he knows what it means as well. 

Amendment B: he is correct that that is to cover any entity 
that might be certified during the term of the legislation. The 
other amendment, C, is to give flexibility through the regula
tions to cover certain sectors. It is anticipated that some whole 
sectors, such as pipeline and road construction, where there ap
pear to be satisfactory agreements in place . . . 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Order in the committee please. 

DR. REID: . . . will be exempted from the Bill 53 provisions. 
Amendment D is, of course, a clarification. I think that's 
obvious. 

The other significant amendment is E, where indeed we have 
made the wording equivalent to that found in section 133 of the 
Labour Relations Act so that there is no doubt in anybody's 
mind as to the application of it. 

The other amendments are of a relatively minor nature, Mr. 
Chairman, and the Member for St. Albert has addressed them 

accurately. He will of course note, as I think I made mention 
before, that other unions can be added to the schedule or can be 
deleted from the schedule by regulation under ministerial 
prerogative, so that we assure, if there are any other changes 
required, that we can make them. 

The question by the Member for Lethbridge West regarding 
Glen Little Construction. We have been in touch through my 
office with one of the partners in Glen Little Construction, and I 
understand that their concern was satisfied during those discus
sions with that partner. If there are any other difficulties, per
haps the member can get in touch with me subsequently. 

Thank you. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Any other questions on the amendment? 

MR. STRONG: Again, Mr. Chairman, I ' ll come back to the 
definition of maintenance because I'm not clear in my own mind 
just exactly what the minister said. I ' l l cite a specific example 
that went to the Labour Relations Board, was completed, where 
Industrial Power was signed to a collective agreement with the 
united association local union 488. In the registration agree
ment, the expired registration agreement from 1982-84, all serv
ice and repair trucks were included in the registration agreement 
that was signed with Construction Labour Relations -- An Al 
berta Association. 

At a subsequent Labour Relations Board hearing those serv
ice and repair personnel that were included in that '82-84 ex
pired collective agreement were ruled out of that construction 
registration agreement by the Labour Relations Board, as they 
indicated and they felt that service could not be included in that 
registration construction agreement. Now, my question specifi
cally to the minister is this: is this legislation going to include 
those service personnel that traditionally and historically were 
included in those registration construction agreements prior to 
1984? 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Ready for the question on the amendment? 
Hon. Minister of Labour. 

DR. REID: Mr. Chairman, I should perhaps clarify that there is 
of course the difficulty, and members of the Assembly may not 
be aware of it, that there are construction union members who 
may indeed work on construction for an employer and part of 
the time be working on what may be termed maintenance. In 
other words, they may be working several days a week on con
struction and some of the time on maintenance. It's a very diffi
cult area to address in statute. And the member will note that in 
section 11(1) we have, in actual fact, left it again to the board to 
determine whether an employer is engaged in the construction 
industry as defined, because there are specific instances that can 
occur and one cannot write all of this into legislation. The Bill 
would be the size of the Encyclopedia Britannica if you were to 
attempt that. It's for that reason that in section 11(1) we have 
left it to the board to determine whether indeed an employer is 
engaged in the construction industry. That will allow the flexi
bility that is required in these peculiar circumstances that occur 
in this sector of economic activity in the province. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Question 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Are you ready for the question on the 
amendment? 
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[Motion on amendment carried] 

[The sections of Bill 53 agreed to] 

[Title and preamble agreed to] 

DR. REID: Mr. Chairman, I move that Bill 53, the Construction 
Industry Collective Bargaining Act, as amended be reported. 

[Motion carried] 

Bill 58 
Dairy Industry Amendment Act, 1987 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Are there any comments, questions or 
amendments proposed to any section of this Bill? 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Question. 

[The sections of Bill 58 agreed to] 

[Title and preamble agreed to] 

MR. JONSON: Mr. Chairman, I move that Bill 58, the Dairy 
Industry Amendment Act, 1987, be reported. 

MR. McEACHERN: Mr. Chairman, I have a problem. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Hon. Member for Edmonton Kingsway. 

MR. McEACHERN: It's a procedural problem. I don't believe 
you can do second reading and third reading on the same day 
without unanimous consent or something. [interjections] I'm 
sorry, but my Orders of the Day says that it's at second reading, 
right here. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Hon. member, we're doing committee 
study. There are three readings to the Bill -- one, two, and three 
-- and this is not a reading. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Hon. Member for Ponoka-Rimbey, would 
you mind reporting again? 

MR. JONSON: Mr. Chairman, I move that Bill 58, the Dairy 
Industry Amendment Act, 1987, be reported. 

[Motion carried] 

Bill 57 
Municipal District of Big Horn No. 8 

Incorporation Act 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Are there any comments, questions, or 
amendments pertaining to any section of this Act? 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Question. 

[The sections of Bill 57 agreed to] 

[Title and preamble agreed to] 

MR. BRADLEY: Mr. Chairman, on behalf of my colleague the 
Member for Banff-Cochrane, I move that Bill 57, the Municipal 

District of Big Horn No. 8 Incorporation Act, be reported. 

[Motion carried] 

Bill 42 
Miscellaneous Statutes Amendment Act, 1987 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Are there any comments, questions, or 
amendments to any section of this Act? Are you ready for the 
question? 

[The sections of Bill 42 agreed to] 

[Title and preamble agreed to] 

MR. HORSMAN: Mr. Chairman, I move that Bill 42, the Mis
cellaneous Statutes Amendment Act, be reported. 

[Motion carried] 

head: PRIVATE BILLS 
(Committee of the Whole) 

Bill Pr. 1 
First Canadian Insurance Corporation Act 

MR. CHAIRMAN: There is an amendment to this Act. Spon
sor, hon. Member for Edmonton Meadowlark. 

MR. MITCHELL: Thank you, Mr. C h a i r m a n . [interjection] 
I'm moving the amendment. Would you like me to move the 
amendment first or . . . 

MR. CHAIRMAN: No, just if speaking only to the amendment. 
If you're happy with the amendment, undoubtedly the House 
will carry it. 

MR. MITCHELL: I'm happy with the amendment. This 
amendment is a matter of course and has been reviewed by the 
Private Bills Committee. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Dealing with the amendment to Bill Pr. 1, 
are you ready for the question? 

[Motion on amendment carried] 

[The sections of Bill Pr. 1 agreed to] 

[Title and preamble agreed to] 

MR. MITCHELL: Mr. Chairman, I move that Bill Pr. 1 be 
reported. 

[Motion carried] 

Bill Pr. 2 
The Alpine Club of Canada 

Amendment Act, 1987 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Are there any comments, questions, or 
amendments to any section of this Act? Are you ready for the 
question? 
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[The sections of Bil l Pr. 2 agreed to] 

[Title and preamble agreed to] 

MR. PAYNE: Mr. Chairman, I move that Bil l Pr. 2, The Alpine 
Club of Canada Amendment Act, 1987, be reported. 

[Motion carried] 

Bill Pr.3 
An Act to Incorporate the Sisters Servants 

of Mary Immaculate (Polish) of Alberta 

MR. CHAIRMAN: There is an amendment to the Bil l proposed 
by the hon. Member for Edmonton Strathcona. Speaking to the 
amendment . . . [interjection] Bil l Pr. 3. There's an amend
ment, Mr. Wright, in your name before the Chair, May 7. 

MR. WRIGHT: Yes, Mr. Chairman. This is a routine amend
ment, or becoming to be, to save possible complications in the 
future, and is, I believe, noncontroversial and is housekeeping in 
the way we are approaching Acts of this sort now that come up 
as private Bills. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Are hon. members in receipt of the amend
ment dated May 7? Are you ready for the question on the 
amendment? 

MR. YOUNG: Is this amendment cleared through the Private 
Bills Committee? 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Yes. 

[Motion on amendment carried] 

[The sections of Bill Pr. 3 agreed to] 

[Title and preamble agreed to] 

MR. MITCHELL: Mr. Chairman, I move that the Bill be 
reported. 

[Motion carried] 

Bill Pr. 4 
The King's College Amendment Act, 1987 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Are there any comments, questions, or 
amendments to any section of this Act? Are you ready for the 
question? 

[The sections of Bill Pr. 4 agreed to] 

[Title and preamble agreed to] 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Hon. Member for Calgary Mountain View? 
The Bill is sponsored by the hon. Member for Edmonton 
Highlands. 

MR. HAWKESWORTH: I'd like to move that that be reported, 
Mr. Chairman. 

[Motion carried] 

Bill Pr. 5 
United Farmers of Alberta 

Co-operative Limited Amendment Act, 1987 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Are there any comments, questions, or 
amendments to any section of this Bill? Are you ready for the 
question? 

[The sections of Bill Pr. 5 agreed to] 

[Title and preamble agreed to] 

MR. WRIGHT: I move that the Bill be reported, Mr. Chairman. 

[Motion carried] 

Bill Pr. 6 
Alberta Wheat Pool Amendment Act, 1987 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Are there any comments, questions, or 
amendments proposed to any section of this Bill? Are you 
ready for the question? 

[The sections of Bill Pr. 6 agreed to] 

[Title and preamble agreed to] 

DR. ELLIOTT: Mr. Chairman, I move that Bill Pr. 6 be 
reported. 

[Motion carried] 

Bill Pr. 7 
Calgary Beautification Foundation 

Amendment Act, 1987 

MR. CHAIRMAN: There are two amendments to this Bill . 
We'll deal with the two amendments. The one dated June 3 by 
the hon. Member for Edmonton Gold Bar: are you ready for the 
question on the first amendment? 

[Motion on amendment carried] 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Amendment 2, dated May 13, 1987, to Bill 
Pr. 7. Are you ready for the question on the amendment? 

[Motion on amendment carried] 

[The sections of Bill Pr. 7 agreed to] 

[Title and preamble agreed to] 

MR. STEWART: Mr. Chairman, I move that Bill Pr. 7 as 
amended be reported. 

[Motion carried] 

Bill Pr. 8 
Edmonton Economic Development Authority 

Amendment Act, 1987 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Are there any comments, questions, or 
amendments to any section of this Bill? Are you ready for the 
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question? 

[The sections of Bil l Pr. 8 agreed to] 

[Title and preamble agreed to] 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Hon. Member for Stony Plain. 

MR. HERON: Yes. Mr. Chairman. I move that Bill Pr. 8 be 
reported. 

[Motion carried] 

Bill Pr. 10 
The Calgary Hebrew School Amendment Act, 1987 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Are there any comments, questions, or 
amendments proposed to this Act? Are you ready for the 
question? 

[The sections of Bill Pr. 10 agreed to] 

[Title and preamble agreed to] 

MRS. MIROSH: Mr. Chairman, I move that Bill Pr. 10 be 
reported. 

[Motion carried] 

Bill Pr. 11 
Scott J. Hammel Legal Articles Act 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Are there any comments, questions, or 
amendments proposed to this Act? Are you ready for the ques
tion on Pr. 11? 

[The sections of Bil l Pr. 11 agreed to] 

[Title and preamble agreed to] 

MR. WRIGHT: I move that Bill Pr. 11 be reported, Mr. 
Chairman. 

[Motion carried] 

Bill Pr. 13 
Central Western Railway Corporation 

Amendment Act, 1987 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Any comments, questions or amendments 
proposed in this section of this Bill? Are you ready for the 
question? 

[The sections of Bill Pr. 13 agreed to] 

[Title and preamble agreed to] 

MR. DOWNEY: Mr. Chairman. I move that Bill Pr. 13 be 
reported. 

[Motion carried] 

Bill Pr. 14 
Acts Leadership Training Centre Act 

MR. CHAIRMAN: There is an amendment. Are you ready for 
the question on the amendment to Bill Pr. 14? 

[Motion on amendment carried] 

[The sections of Bill Pr. 14 agreed to] 

[Title and preamble agreed to] 

DR. CASSIN: Mr. Chairman, I move that Bill Pr. 14 as 
amended be reported. 

[Motion carried] 

Bill Pr. 15 
Lake Bonavista Homeowners Association Ltd. 

Tax Exemption Act 

MR. CHAIRMAN: There are two amendments to this Act, 
dated June 10 and June 15. The first amendment, Calgary 
McKnight. Hon. members should have the amendments in front 
of them. Are you ready for the question? We'll call it on 
amendment 1. 

[Motion on amendment carried] 

MR. CHAIRMAN: There's a second amendment, by the hon. 
Member for Edmonton Glengarry, dated June 15. Are you 
ready for the question on the second amendment? 

HON. MEMBERS: Question. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Hon. Member for Edmonton Glengarry. 

MR. YOUNIE: Thank you. Members will note that there are 
identical amendments for Bills Pr. 15, 16, 17, and 18. Insofar as 
they are almost identical Bills, certairnly identical in purpose, the 
purpose of the amendments is identical. Out of kindness to all 
members, including myself, I'll say what I have to say for the 
first one and assume that all members understand that that ap
plies to the next three as well and restrict remarks on future ones 
to those elicited by comments of other members on this particu
lar one. 

The purpose of the Bill is to justify to some extent giving 
tax-exempt status to what is in essence at this point a private 
club. And that is to remove that exclusivity to it by in fact strik
ing out the word "exclusively," and having these parks -- as 
somebody suggested, it is so wonderful that these parks are pro
vided by these people that I thought it would be appropriate that 
they be provided for all the citizens of Calgary and not just for 
the exclusive holders of membership cards. The general public, 
who would be supporting them by not having taxes collected on 
them, would not have to show a membership card to go on 
them. It certainly seemed perfectly fair to me, seeing that the 
only justice I can see in asking for tax exemption is that the citi
zens of Calgary at large gain seme benefit from these, and the 
citizens of Calgary at large do not gain benefits by having one 
group's private tennis courts or private lakes supported by the 
taxpayers through the tax dollars. 

I would point out as well that in the submission brought to 
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the Private Bills Committee by the proponents, these four Bills 
are all very closely tied to Bil l Pr. 19, which was passed to pro
tect the city of Calgary so that they could in fact create a just tax 
system, and that because Pr. 19 would have adversely affected 
the tax rate paid on these four, we see why these four are 
brought in. Certainly we would have seen more people oppos
ing Pr. 19 at our meetings of the committee had these four not 
been on the Order Paper, I'm sure, because in fact they will get 
the favourable tax status -- in fact, even more favourable tax 
status than some were getting -- and will therefore escape the 
whole purpose of Bi l l Pr. 19: that it was brought in to redress an 
inequity. 

One person argued in fact that once an agreement is made, it 
should be kept. And others said, agreed. Well, I would point 
out that the whole purpose of Pr. 19 was to make it possible for 
the city to escape keeping an agreement that had previously 
been made according to the letter of the law, because in our wis
dom we saw that was unfair. Some future council may well 
want to do that with any agreement that was made in relation to 
a favourable tax status for these pieces of private recreational 
land that are designed for the private use of a particular group 
rather than the entire city. 

So it seemed to me that all the reasons we had for passing Pr. 
19 applied to rejecting Bills Pr. 15 to 18 in that rather than creat
ing a fair and equitable tax system, they create an unfair and 
inequitable tax system to the benefit of a few, and the benefit of 
a few, judging from property values in the area, that could af
ford better than some others in Calgary to pay those taxes. 

[interjections] I could go on for another 26 minutes if members 
want to continue interrupting. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Order in the committee, please. Edmonton 
Glengarry. 

MR. YOUNIE: Thank you. So I would certainly appeal to the 
same sense of fair play and justice that convinced us to support 
Pr. 19 and ask people to reject these four and leave it to the city 
of Calgary, now that they have Pr. 19, to use it to make the taxes 
in the city fair, which would include fair and equitable taxes for 
the members of these four communities. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Order please. For clarification: the amend
ment dated June 10 has been adopted. The Chair called that 
amendment 1. We're now dealing with amendment 2, dated 
June 15. Hon. Member for Calgary Millican. 

MR. SHRAKE: Yes, Mr. Chairman. I think somebody should 
say a little bit on this, because we've heard this debate a little 
prior here. In the city of Calgary, the city of Calgary and their 
administration, which is a good administration, and the citizens 
at large often get together, and they work together on a lot of 
these things. Yet within that city you have community associa
tions which are actually on city land. They do not pay taxes on 
these. Every community association -- in order to take part of 
that community hall, you have to be a member. 

They've even gone a step further in that fair city of Calgary. 
They have within the city such things as arenas. And believe it 
or not, some community associations or maybe a band of com
munity associations band together -- I've got one in my area; 
seven communities together own that arena. That arena is worth 
millions of dollars, sitting on millions of dollars' worth of land. 
In order to participate you must have a membership. It's exclu
sively for those seven communities representing about 60,000 

people. But you have to have some control of this structure, on 
these buildings, on these facilities. Also, if you're putting the 
bucks up for the maintenance, then it's a fair game. 

As far as these lakes, if you drained those lakes, dedicated 
them as parks, it would fall back on the city of Calgary to go in, 
and you'd have to cut the grass, plant the trees, and look after it. 
There is an expense back there. And there would be no muss, 
no fuss -- nobody would say a word. It's just another commu
nity park. As this happens to have water on it -- it basically is in 
an area of quite a few thousand people. They use it, and they do 
pay for the maintenance of the dam thing. It's a heavy expense; 
they pay that every year. I don't think there's some great moral 
injustice taking place here. It's just good common sense. 

And the last but not the least: the city of Calgary is not to
tally deaf, dumb, and stupid. There are people who go out and 
do the assessments there. There is a transfer of the value from 
the few acres of this lake onto every home around there. They 
nail them good when they go do the assessment, as they just 
found out in the recent assessment because they bumped them 
up pretty good there. So all the value of those few acres of land, 
the city gets it all back by just transferring a little bit of this 
value onto the 2,000 homes within the area. In fact, the city of 
Calgary makes money off this. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Speaking to amendment 2, Edmonton 
Strathcona. 

MR. WRIGHT: The hon. Member for Calgary Millican spoke 
of common sense, Mr. Chairman. The common sense of the 
matter, I suggest, is that if the citizens who own this land are 
getting a free ride on taxes, the least they can do is admit other 
members of the public who are in effect sustaining that cost to 
their preserve, and that should be the condition on which it's 
granted. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Hon. Member for Calgary McCall, on the 
amendment. 

MR. NELSON: Mr. Chairman, I took the liberty to get some 
information relevant to the original annexation Order 25860 that 
was passed in 1961, subsequent to then, and last December 
Board Order 18119 relevant to these properties. Just very 
briefly, first of all, the residents in this particular area are not 
having a free ride; you can be assured of that. I'm sure the hon. 
Member for Calgary Mountain View identifies with these par
ticular areas, having been a member of council. However, city 
council authorized their administration to proceed with an 
amendment to Board Order 25860 -- on which there were public 
hearings in Calgary last fall -- and just very briefly states: 

That while the Board prefers that all those portions of 
the said territory that are still subject to the conditions 
of Order 25860 should be assessed and taxed in like 
manner as other like properties in the city, the City of 
Calgary's request that those parcels of land which re
tained a land use designation of Urban Reserve, Agri
culture or Direct Control with guidelines or guidelines 
which allow recreational or lake use, continue to receive 
the benefits in respect to assessment and taxation of Or
der 25860, is reasonable. That such parcels may lose 
such assessment and taxation benefits when a land use 
designation is changed, pursuant to the Planning Act, is 
also reasonable. 
And those changes to the land-use designation under the 
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Planning Act within the city can be done by application of the 
society or the residents or whomever, but it must go through 
public hearings, and then you may have your taxation changes. 
But the city of Calgary is supportive of this change to protect 
the integrity of those citizens who have what some deem as an 
advantage. It is not necessarily an advantage, but it certainly 
enhances them, and they pay for it in taxes; you can believe it. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Are you ready for the question on amend
ment 2? Al l those in favour of amendment 2, dated June 15, 
please say aye. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Aye. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Opposed, please say no. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: No. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: The amendment is defeated. Bill Pr. 15, as 
amended. Are you ready for the question? 

Hon. Member for Calgary Mountain View. 

MR. HAWKESWORTH: Well. Mr. Chairman. I just wanted to 
add a couple of comments on debate affecting this Bill, and it 
will also be relevant to the other Bills that we're coming to in 
the next few minutes. As I understand the situation, parts of this 
land have already been exempt from taxation under section 25(1) 
(b) of the Municipal Taxation Act, which states in essence that 
"land not exceeding 5 acres" that is held by a nonprofit organi
zation and that forms "the site of any improvements used chiefly 
for community purposes," is "used solely for comminity games, 
sports, athletics, or recreation," or is used solely for senior citi
zen recreational purposes, "together with the improvements on it 
that are used for . . . [ t h o s e ] purposes" has been exempt by the 
city of Calgary. 

Now, as I understand the situation, in terms of grappling 
with the lack of clarity under the Public Utilities Board orders 
which have just been referred to by the Member for Calgary 
McCall, one of these properties was taken out from underneath 
that board order, and taxes were substantially higher for that 
given year for this particular organization, and it was eventually 
put back in under that Public Utilities Board order but in the 
process generated considerable discussion about the taxation of 
those particular properties. It's led to a petition by these various 
community associations for relief or exemption under these pri
vate Bills. But because the first five acres, including the im
provements, have been already exempted by the city of Calgary, 
my understanding is that taking all of the tax bills of these four 
associations, somewhere in the order of $450 in total of munici
pal property tax is being paid by these organizations. So as I 
understand the situation, the amount of money affected is actu
ally minimal. The concern here has to do with perhaps prece
dent that might be set as a result of these private Bills going 
through. 

The only point I would like to make is that if this particular 
section of the Municipal Taxation Act is not working and we're 
using private Bills to set precedents and exemptions, perhaps 
what really needs to be done is take a look at the section of the 
Municipal Taxation Act and ensure that that is the more proper 
vehicle in which to either provide a general benefit to groups 
falling under this category throughout the province or else not 
allow these exemptions and thereby set what could potentially 

be double standards. 
A further subsection, 25(1)(e), refers to giving authority to 

the council to authorize by bylaw "a greater area" than 20 acres. 
So perhaps a similar drafting or redrafting of section 25(1)(b) 
could be contemplated by the Minister of Municipal Affairs in 
order to provide some flexibility to local councils in dealing 
with these particular kinds of anomalies that have arisen. 

So I simply say that we're creating precedents with these 
Bills. As I understand it, the amount of taxes that are actually 
involved are not that large, but there's a principle here or a 
precedent that's being brought forward through private Bills 
which concerns me because of the numbers of them, and it may 
be indicating that some of our municipal legislation is not work
ing and that a more general amendment to the legislation would 
be called for. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Are you ready for the question on Bill Pr. 
15 as amended? 

[The sections of Bil l 15 agreed to] 

[Title and preamble agreed to] 

MR. PAYNE: Mr. Chairman, I move that Bill Pr. 15, Lake 
Bonavista Homeowners Association Ltd. Tax Exemption Act, as 
amended be reported. 

[Motion carried] 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Before proceeding, would the committee 
agree to revert to the introduction of very special guests? 

HON. MEMBERS: Agreed. 

head: INTRODUCTION OF SPECIAL GUESTS 
(reversion) 

MR. HYLAND: Mr. Speaker, I'd like to introduce to the As
sembly at this late hour one of the former Members of the Leg
islative Assembly from Edmonton in the gallery. Mrs. Cathy 
Chichak, if she would rise and receive the welcome of the 
Assembly. 

head: PRIVATE BILLS 
(Committee of the Whole) 

(continued) 

Bill Pr. 16 
Parkland Community Centre Calgary Ltd. 

Tax Exemption Act 

MR. CHAIRMAN: There are two amendments, one dated June 
10. Please annotate your amendment as amendment 1. Please 
mark a further one, June 15, by the hon. Member for Edmonton 
Glengarry, as amendment 2. Are there any comments, ques
tions, or further amendments to any section of this Bill? Are 
you ready for the question on amendment 1? 
[Motion on amendment carried] 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Dealing with amendment 2, dated June 15. 
are there any comments or questions to this amendment? Are 
you ready for the question? 
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[Motion on amendment lost] 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Bil l Pr. 16 as amended. Are you ready for 
the question? 

[The sections of Bil l Pr. 16 agreed to] 

[Title and preamble agreed to] 

MR. PAYNE: Mr. Chairman. I move that Bil l Pr. 16. Parkland 
Community Centre Calgary Ltd. Tax Exemption Act, as 
amended be reported. 

[Motion carried] 

Bill Pr. 17 
Lake Bonaventure Residents Association Ltd. 

Tax Exemption Act 

MR. CHAIRMAN: There are two amendments, amendment 1 
dated June 10 -- please mark your amendment -- and a second 
amendment dated June 15. One is a government amendment. 
The second amendment, dated June 15, is by the hon. Member 
for Edmonton Glengarry. Are you ready for the question on the 
first amendment to Bill Pr. 17? 

[Motion on amendment carried] 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Are you ready for the question on amend
ment 2? 

[Motion on amendment lost] 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Any further comments, questions, or 
amendments to any section of the Bill? Are you ready for the 
question on Bill Pr. 17 as amended? 

[The sections of Bill Pr. 17 agreed to] 

[Title and preamble agreed to] 

MR. PAYNE: Mr. Chairman, I move that Bill Pr. 17, Lake 
Bonaventure Residents Association Ltd. Tax Exemption Act, as 
amended be reported. 

[Motion carried] 

Bill Pr. 18 
Midnapore Lake Residents Association Ltd. 

Tax Exemption Act 

MR. CHAIRMAN: There are two amendments to this Act, one 
dated June 10 by the Member for Calgary McKnight, known as 
number 1, and a second one dated June 15, Edmonton Glen
garry, known as amendment 2. Are you ready for the vote on 
amendment 1? 

[Motion on amendment carried] 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Are you ready for the question on amend
ment 2? 

[Motion on amendment lost] 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Are you ready for the question on Bill Pr. 
18 as amended? 

[The sections of Bill Pr. 18 agreed to] 

[Title and preamble agreed to] 

MR. PAYNE: Mr. Chairman. I move that Bill Pr. 18. Mid
napore Lake Residents Association Ltd. Exemption Act, as 
amended be reported. 

[Motion carried] 

Bill Pr. 20 
Institute of Canadian Indian Arts Act 

MR. CHAIRMAN: There is an amendment to this Bill moved 
by the hon. Member for Edmonton Strathcona, known as 
amendment . . . There's only one amendment. Are there any 
comments or questions on the amendment? Are you ready for 
the question on the amendment? 

[Motion on amendment carried] 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Hon. Member for Edmonton Strathcona. 

MR. WRIGHT: Thank you. I just want to remind members that 
this is approved by the committee as a w h o l e . [interjections] 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Order please. Are you ready for the ques
tion on Bill Pr. 20 as amended? 

[The sections of Bill Pr. 20 agreed to] 

[Title and preamble agreed to] 

MR. JONSON: Mr. Chairman, I move that Bill Pr. 20. the Insti
tute of Canadian Indian Arts Act, be reported. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Hon. member, could you clarify for the 
Chair is that with the amendment? 

MR. JONSON: Pardon me, Mr. Chairman. I move thxat Bill Pr. 
20 as amended be reported. 

[Motion carried] 
Bill Pr. 21 

The William Roper Hull Home 
Amendment Act, 1987 

MR. CHAIRMAN: There is an amendment dated June 3 by the 
Member for Stettler. Are you ready for the question on the 
amendment? 

[Motion on amendment carried] 

[The sections of Bill Pr. 21 agreed to] 

[Title and preamble agreed to] 

MR. PAYNE: Mr. Chairman. I move that Bill Pr. 21, The Wil
liam Roper Hull Home Amendment Act, 1987, be reported as 
amended. 
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[Motion carried] 

Bill Pr. 22 
Rhea-Lee Williamson Adoption Act 

MR. CHAIRMAN: There is an amendment. Are you ready for 
the question on the amendment to Bill Pr. 22? 

[Motion on amendment carried] 

[The sections of Bill Pr. 22 agreed to] 

[Title and preamble agreed to] 

MR. HYLAND: Mr. Chairman. I move that Bill Pr. 22. Rhea-
Lee Williamson Adoption Act, be reported as amended. 

[Motion carried] 

Bill Pr. 23 
Federal Canadian Trust & Bond Corporation Act 

MR. CHAIRMAN: There is an amendment to this Act. Are 
you ready for the question on the amendment? 

[Motion on amendment carried] 

[The sections of Bill Pr. 23 agreed to] 

[Title and preamble agreed to] 

MR. ALGER: Mr. Chairman. I move that Bill Pr. 23 as 
amended be reported. 

[Motion carried] 

Bill Pr. 24 
Jimmy W. Chow Bar Admission Act 

MR. CHAIRMAN: There is an editorial correction with regard 
to -- and I draw to members' attention it was mentioned earlier 
-- page 1(e): has passed any special examinations that the "Co
ordinating Council of Alberta" to read the "Universities Co
ordinating Council." I believe that was explained earlier. It's 
an editorial correction. 

Are you ready for the question on Bill Pr. 24? 

[The sections of Bill Pr. 24 agreed to] 

[Title and preamble agreed to] 
MR. NELSON: Mr. Chairman. I move that Bill Pr. 24, Jimmy 
W. Chow Bar Admission Act, be reported. 

[Motion carried] 
MR. YOUNG: Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee rise 
and report progress. 

[Motion carried] 

[Mr. Speaker in the Chair] 

MR. GOGO: Mr. Speaker, the Committee of the Whole has had 

under consideration the following Bills and reports the follow-
ing: Bills 41, 44, 43, 50, 51, 52, 57, 58, 42, Bills Pr. 2, Pr. 4, Pr. 
5, Pr. 6, Pr. 8, Pr. 10, Pr. 11, and Pr. 13. It also reports the fol
lowing with some amendments: Bills 45, 53, Bills Pr. 1, Pr. 3, 
Pr. 7, Pr. 14. Pr. 15. Pr. 16, Pr. 17, Pr. 18, Pr. 20, Pr. 21, Pr. 22, 
Pr. 23, and Pr. 24. 

MR. SPEAKER: All those in favour of the report, please say 
aye. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Aye. 

MR. SPEAKER: Opposed, please say no. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: No. 

MR. SPEAKER: Carried. 

head: GOVERNMENT BILLS AND ORDERS 
(Third Reading) 

[It was moved by the members indicated that the following Bills 
be read a third time, and the motions were carried] 

No. Title Moved by 
4 Supplementary Allowances Drobot 

Repeal Act 
5 University of Alberta Foundation Horsman 

Repeal Act (for Russell) 

Bill 6 
Insurance Amendment Act, 1987 

MR. YOUNG: Mr. Speaker, on behalf my colleague the hon. 
Miss McCoy, I move third reading of Bill 6, the Insurance 
Amendment Act, 1987. 

MR. SPEAKER: Member for Edmonton Kingsway. 

MR. McEACHERN: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. At second read
ing and Committee of the Whole we asked all our questions on 
this Bill, and we will support the Act. 

[Motion carried; Bill 6 read a third time] 

Bill 8 
Real Estate Agents' Licensing 

Amendment Act, 1987 

MR. YOUNG: Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the hon. Miss McCoy, 
I move Bill 8, the Real Estate Agents' Licensing Amendment 
Act, 1987. 

MR. SPEAKER: The hon. Minister of Technology, Research 
and Telecommunications has moved for third reading Bill 8. 
All those in favour, please say aye. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Aye. 

MR. SPEAKER: Opposed, please say no. 

AN HON. MEMBER: No. 
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MR. McEACHERN: Mr. Speaker, we wanted to speak to that 
Bill. 

MR. SPEAKER: Sorry, hon. member. The vote has been taken 
and the Bill has been passed. 

MR. McEACHERN: I did stand up when it was called. You 
stood up, so I sat down. 

MR. SPEAKER: It's been carried, hon. member. 

MR. McEACHERN: I wasn't intending to bring up the points 
we made before, but I would just like to say, because this is a 
fairly major Act, that we asked for a number of amendments and 
made a number of suggestions and asked a number of questions 
that were not very well answered. In view of that, although we 
agreed with this Bill at second reading, we do not feel we can 
support it at this stage, because a number of our concerns were 
not addressed. 

MR. SPEAKER: The comment has just been allowed, but the 
Bill has still been passed. 

[Bill 8 read a third time] 

[It was moved by the members indicated that the following Bills 
be read a third time, and the motions were carried] 

No. Title Moved by 
10 Court of Queen's Bench Horsman 

Amendment Act, 1987 
12 Emblems of Alberta Amendment Shrake 

Act, 1987 
13 Alberta School Trustees' Cherry 

Association Amendment Act, 1987 
15 Assessment Appeal Board Clegg 

Amendment Act, 1987 
17 Surveys Act Sparrow 
18 Land Surveyors Amendment Heron 

Act, 1987 
19 Boundary Surveys Amendment Heron 

Act, 1987 
20 Marketing of Agricultural Cripps 

Products Act (for Elzinga) 

Bill 21 
Consumer and Corporate Affairs Statutes 

Amendment Act, 1987 

MR. YOUNG: Mr. Speaker, on behalf of my colleague the hon. 
Miss McCoy, I move third reading of the Consumer and Cor
porate Affairs Statutes Amendment Act, 1987. 

MR. SPEAKER: Third reading, Edmonton Kingsway speaking. 
MR. McEACHERN: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. A couple of 
points that I would like to make about this Bill . In one of the 
sections the Professional and Occupational Associations Regis
tration Act is amended, which allows the minister to set annual 
fees and fees for services like searching, examining, and copy
ing documents. I just wanted to record that previous conversa
tions in this House, both on the previous debate on the Bill and 
in question period, have indicated that the government has said 
they would not have fees that were for the purpose of raising 

revenue but rather fees that were to cover costs. I cannot help 
but remark that in the case of the mutual fund salesmen, for 
instance, where the fees were increased from $50 per year to 
$300 per year, either the government has been negligent in col
lecting a high enough fee throughout the years to cover costs or 
else they have moved them up high enough to generate revenue, 
one or the other. So either way the government has obviously 
not been quite on the job in that regard or else is in fact charging 
fees to raise revenue. 

Another very important part of the Bill is related to 
charitable promotion businesses, and the Bill goes into some 
detail to outline the arrangements between them and any 
charitable organization that might hire their services. The dis
closure provisions in the Bill are quite good. But I pointed out 
to the minister that unless the charitable organizations them-
selves were required to make yearly financial statements to the 
Consumer and Corporate Affairs department that would be 
public, those provisions would not be adequate. She did assure 
me that there would legislation coming later, which I believe has 
been tabled today, Bill 54, the Volunteer Incorporations Act. I 
will certainly be looking at that Bill very closely to see in fact if 
she has come through with the kind of regulations that will 
make this Bill acceptable. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Question. 

MR. SPEAKER: I lost my train of thought. Did we move the 
Bill? 

The Minister of Technology, Research and Telecommunica
tions has moved for third reading Bill 21, Consumer and Cor
porate Affairs Statutes Amendment Act, 1987. 

[Motion carried; Bill 21 read a third time] 

[It was moved by the members indicated that the following Bills 
be read a third time, and the motions were carried] 

No. Title Moved by 
22 Rural Electrification Revolving Young 

Fund Amendment Act, 1987 (for Adair) 
23 Glenbow-Alberta Institute Koper 

Amendment Act, 1987 
27 Agriculture Statutes Cripps 

Amendment Act, 1987 (for Elzinga) 
28 Social Care Facilities Licensing M. Moore 

Amendment Act, 1987 (for Osterman) 
29 Young Offenders Amendment Day 

Act, 1987 
30 Agricultural Operation Hyland 

Practices Act 
31 Alberta Hospital Association M. Moore 

Amendment Act, 1987 
32 Water Resources Commission Clegg 

Amendment Act, 1987 
34 Occupational Therapy Jonson 

Profession Act 
35 Business Corporations Heron 

Amendment Act, 1987 (for Stewart) 
36 Podiatry Amendment Act, 1987 Mirosh 
37 Wild Rose Foundation Oldring 

Amendment Act, 1987 
39 Appropriation (Alberta Horsman 

Capital Fund) Act, 1987 (for Johnston) 



June 15, 1987 ALBERTA HANSARD 1931 

40 Appropriation (Alberta Heritage Horsman 
Savings Trust Fund, Capital (for Johnston) 
Projects Division) Act, 1987-88 

41 Small Producers Assistance Webber 
Commission Act 

43 Alberta Civil Service Welfare Reid 
Fund Dissolution Act 

44 Advanced Education Statutes Downey 
Amendment Act, 1987 

45 Gas Resources Preservation Webber 
Amendment Act, 1987 

46 Hotel Room Tax Act Horsman 
(for Johnston) 

47 Fuel Tax Act Horsman 
(for Johnston) 

48 Tobacco Tax Amendment Act, Horsman 
1987 (for Johnston 

50 Chartered Accountants Act Reid 
51 Certified Management Reid 

Accountants Act 
52 Certified General Accountants Act Reid 
53 Construction Industry Reid 

Collective Bargaining Act 

[At 11:38 p.m. the House adjourned to Tuesday at 2:30 p.m.] 
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