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Date: 87/11/24 

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

[Mr. Speaker in the Chair] 

PRAYERS 

MR. SPEAKER: Let us pray. 
O Lord, grant us a daily awareness of the precious gift of life 

which You have given us. 
As Members of this Legislative Assembly we dedicate our 

lives anew to the service of our province and our country. 
Amen. 

head: PRESENTING PETITIONS 

MS LAING: Mr. Speaker, I rise today to present to this Assem
bly a petition signed by over 8,300 Albertans requesting, among 
other things, that Alberta be declared a nuclear weapons free 
zone. 

head: READING AND RECEIVING PETITIONS 

MRS. HEWES: Mr. Speaker, may I respectfully request that the 
petition I presented yesterday now be read and received by this 
Assembly. 

CLERK: 
To the honourable Legislative Assembly of Alberta in Legisla
ture assembled: 

Wherefore your petitioners humbly pray that your 
honourable Assembly may be pleased to establish a committee 
to investigate and report on guidelines for defining what would 
constitute government regulatory negligence with respect to 
the failures of First Investors and Associated Investors of 
Canada and, should negligence be found, resolve how Alberta 
investors in these two companies should be compensated for 
this negligence. 

head: NOTICES OF MOTIONS 

MR. YOUNG: Mr. Speaker, I request the unanimous consent of 
this Assembly that through you this Assembly convey to the 
Edmonton Eskimos its very good wishes for the success of the 
Eskimos in their contest this weekend for the Grey Cup. 
[applause] 

MR. SPEAKER: The Chair takes it that the response indicates 
unanimous consent, but the Chair also questions whether the 
Deputy Premier this year would like to make some statement 
about another team or . . . I assume that . . . 

Let the record show that the motion passes unanimously. 

head: INTRODUCTION OF BILLS 

Bill 245 
Class Action Act 

MR. CHUMIR: Mr. Speaker, I beg leave to introduce Bil l 245, 

the Class Action Act. 
This Bi l l would provide for the right of class actions to be 

brought on behalf of groups of individuals with similar claims 
and would in particular facilitate the consolidation of actions in 
respect of the Principal Group affair. 

[Leave granted; Bil l 245 read a first time] 

head: TABLING RETURNS AND REPORTS 

MR. TAYLOR: Mr. Speaker, I beg leave to table the Alberta 
Liberal opposition's green paper on the financial industry in A l 
berta, which we released on October 26, 1987, on which we 
held public hearings on the financial industry across the 
province. 

MR. RUSSELL: Mr. Speaker, I beg leave to table several an
nual reports required by statute: the annual reports of Mount 
Royal College, the Alberta College of Art, Lethbridge Commu
nity College, Olds College, Lakeland College, and Fairview 
College. 

MR. SHABEN: Mr. Speaker, I wish to table the annual report 
of the Alberta Opportunity Company. 

As well, I wish to table responses to two motions for returns, 
208 and 212, as ordered by the Assembly. 

MR. ROSTAD: Mr. Speaker, I'd like to table the 24th annual 
report of the Racing Commission. 

MR. SPEAKER: Hon. members, pursuant to the Legislative 
Assembly Act, I am tabling members' services orders 7, 8, and 
9 of 1987. 

head: INTRODUCTION OF SPECIAL GUESTS 

MR. SHABEN: Mr. Speaker, it's a pleasure for me to introduce 
four people who are seated in your gallery today. These are 
visitors from Japan. First, I'd like to ask them to rise individu
ally as I introduce them. First, I'd like to introduce Mr. Shoji 
Ushiki. Mr. Ushiki is with -- and all four gentlemen are with --
Nissho Iwai, one of the key trading companies from Japan. 
They're visiting Alberta as part of a cross-Canada mission and 
also in response to the recent Alberta mission to Japan. Mr. 
Ushiki, in addition to heading the delegation, is chairman of the 
Japan/Canada special business council and chairs the group on 
agricultural and forestry matters. So it's great to have him with 
us. With Mr. Ushiki is Mr. Eiji Fujita, Mr. Iwao Okamoto, and 
Mr. Masao Yamashita. I'd like the members of the Assembly to 
welcome our guests to Alberta. 

MR. SPEAKER: Member for Edmonton-Mill Woods. 

MR. GIBEAULT: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I'd like to 
introduce to you today and to the members of the Assembly, a 
delegation of about a dozen members from the Mil l Woods In
jured Workers Committee. They are here this afternoon and 
looking forward to meeting with the minister responsible for the 
WCB after question period today to discuss their concerns. I'd 
like to ask them to stand now and receive the warm welcome of 
the House. 

MR. SPEAKER: Member for Edmonton-Glengarry. 
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MR. YOUNIE: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. It's my pleasure to 
introduce to you and through you to members of the Assembly, 
44 students from Lorelei elementary school in Glengarry. They 
are accompanied by their teachers Mrs. Rimney, Mrs. Dane, and 
Mr. Luard. I'd ask them to rise in the gallery and receive the 
very warm welcome of the Assembly. 

MR. SPEAKER: Edmonton-Belmont. 

MR. SIGURDSON: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. It's my pleasure 
today to introduce to you and all members of the Assembly, 22 
students from the Londonderry junior high school from the con
stituency of Edmonton-Belmont. 

Mr. Speaker, by way of introduction, if I may, I'd like to ad
vise you that earlier this month this school had the Chief Elec
toral Officer for Canada visit their school, and they held a mock 
election. I think all of us will be pleased to know that due to 
lack of political affiliation, none of us won, but Canadian rock 
star Luba Kowalchuk is now the Prime Minister or the Premier 
or the mayor of the city of Edmonton, I'm not sure which. 

Anyway, Mr. Speaker, they're accompanied by their teacher 
Mrs. Wolanski. They're seated in the public gallery. I'd ask 
that they rise and receive the welcome of the Assembly. 

MR. SPARROW: Mr. Speaker, I'd like to introduce to you and 
through you to the members of the Assembly, a school group 
from my constituency. There are 60 grade 6 students accompa
nied by their teachers Cec Race and Rod Howard. They are 
seated in the members' gallery. I would ask that they rise, if 
you could give them a warm welcome. Thank you. 

MRS. HEWES: Mr. Speaker, I am privileged again today to 
introduce to you and through you to members of the Assembly, 
another group of Principal investors. They are seated in the 
members' gallery, and I hope the House will accord them a 
warm welcome. 

head: ORAL QUESTION PERIOD 

Free Trade 

MR. MARTIN: Mr. Speaker, I would like to direct the first 
question to the Premier. The Premier indicated yesterday that 
the Mulroney trade agreement would have absolutely no effect 
on an Alberta government ability to control supply and pricing 
of our energy resources. The Premier is aware that this is a 
rather novel interpretation, disagreed with by Mr. Lougheed, 
Mr. Masse, and many constitutional lawyers in the country. My 
question is: in view of the fact that the Premier has this 
interpretation, would he indicate to this Assembly where he has 
received his information? Is the source of his information Brian 
Mulroney? 

MR. GETTY: Mr. Speaker, of course the government in the 
course of some 18 months, and myself as Premier chairing the 
premiers throughout these free trade meetings, obviously had a 
great deal of information which we obtained through our legal 
experts, our constitutional experts. I want to absolutely make it 
clear that there is no way that Alberta's ownership, manage
ment, or control of its resources is impacted by that trade agree
ment. [some applause] 

MR. MARTIN: The backbenchers are pounding as if they knew 

what we were talking about. Mr. Speaker, part of the problem 
that we're having is that the Premier keeps talking about the 
Constitution, and I am asking specifically about the Mulroney 
trade agreement. Now, will the Premier at least confirm that it 
will be impossible under this agreement for Alberta to receive 
higher prices in the U.S. market without raising the prices to our 
own citizens? 

MR. GETTY: No, that is not correct, Mr. Speaker. He is 
wrong. 

MR. MARTIN: Mr. Speaker, again the Premier is the last one 
in Canada to believe this. But let me ask this question to follow 
up then. In the Mulroney trade agreement it says clearly that the 
United States will have nondiscriminatory access to Alberta's 
energy resources. Nondiscriminatory access. Now, could the 
Premier explain this, how it is possible to set lower prices for 
Albertans? Would you not in fact be discriminating against the 
United States? 

MR. GETTY: No, Mr. Speaker. 

MR. MARTIN: Mr. Speaker, when we're sold out down the 
way because of this government and we can't do the things we 
want, it won't be so funny then. 

Mr. Speaker, well, let's look at our own Act, the gases pres
ervation Act, again using the nondiscriminatory clause. Would 
the Premier indicate how he will provide the type of access to 
the United States market under section 9 of the gases preserva
tion Act, which allows this government to divert export gas 
when it is required in Alberta? How is he going to do that under 
the Mulroney trade agreement? 

MR. GETTY: Mr. Speaker, I will say again: Alberta's owner
ship, management, and control of its resources is not impacted 
by the trade agreement. If the hon. member would just stretch 
his mind a little bit, he would know that if we are selling at mar
ket prices in North America and somebody wants to pay more to 
us for some of it, that's perfectly going to be allowed, Mr. 
Speaker. Without any . . . [interjections] 

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. There's a certain level of 
repartee involved, but shouting down is a little bit different. The 
hon. Premier, please continue. 

MR. GETTY: Mr. Speaker, I sit here quietly and listen to their 
comments, and then when they don't like the answer, they can't 
stand it. 

Mr. Speaker, it's also clear that the Alberta government can 
provide, under its natural gas rebate plan, lower natural gas 
prices to consumers in Alberta. We have been able to do it in 
the past; we're able to do it now. I only ask the hon. member to 
not spend so much time trying to destroy something that's an 
incredible opportunity for the people of Alberta. 

MR. R. SPEAKER: Mr. Speaker, a supplementary question to 
the Premier. I ask the question in light of comments reported by 
the minister of energy in this area. The free trade pact specifies 
in one of the sections that 

both sides have agreed to prohibit restrictions on imports or 
exports, including quantitative restrictions, taxes, minimum 
import or export price requirements or any other equivalent 
measure . . . 



November 24, 1987 ALBERTA HANSARD 2015 

My question to the Premier, and this relates to a comment of the 
minister of energy: does the government intend to drop its plans 
to substitute a percentage royalty on natural gas sales with a 
floor price on natural gas sales when the gas prices fall below a 
specified amount? 

MR. GETTY: Mr. Speaker. I didn't get the full import of the 
question, the final part of it. Would you repeat it? 

MR. R. SPEAKER: Mr. Speaker, in terms of an explanation to 
the Premier, the question is the control of the price of natural 
gas in the province. The minister has indicated there may be a 
floor price implemented, and in terms of the free trade agree
ment, or terms at this point, that would not be allowed. 

MR. GETTY: First of all, Mr. Speaker, we are not working on 
a floor price for natural gas. But as I already said, we can cer
tainly provide, under our natural gas rebate plan, to the con
sumers in Alberta lower prices for natural gas. 

MR. TAYLOR: Mr. Speaker, this is to the Premier. He says he 
does not catch the import of the question. I don't think he 
catches the import of the whole policy of continental energy. 

Would the Premier go out on a limb and guarantee that he 
will not remove the royalty rebate for farm fuels next year? 
Will he guarantee that the royalty rebate for farm fuels will not 
be removed in order that he can fulfill his part of the continental 
energy policy? 

MR. GETTY: First, Mr. Speaker, I should welcome the hon. 
member to the House this year and also thank him for his contri
bution in Chinook yesterday. I see why both he and the Leader 
of the Opposition are dressed in black today. 

MR. MARTIN: It's blue, Don. 

MR. GETTY: It should be black, if it isn't. 
Actually, Mr. Speaker, we do not have a royalty rebate 

program; we have a program to assist our fanners and ranchers 
with fuel costs. 

MR. SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes the Leader of the Op
position, second main question. 

MR. OLDRING: A supplementary. 

MR. SPEAKER: Pardon me. The Member for Red Deer-South. 

MR. OLDRING: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. A supplementary to 
the Premier. Premier, can you advise the Assembly: is it true 
that the real concerns coming from the energy issue in this 
agreement are coming from people like Broadbent in central 
Canada, who are concerned that they're not going to be able to 
control our energy any more? 

MR. GETTY: There's no question, Mr. Speaker, when you 
strip away all the rhetoric that we're hearing from a lot of peo
ple in Canada, the one thing that becomes clear is that both the 
Liberal and ND parties, who are interventionists in a philosophi
cal way, can't stand the thought that they wouldn't be able to 
impose another NE program. And that drives them crazy. 

Principal Group Inquiry 

MR. MARTIN: Mr. Speaker, I'd like to direct my second ques
tion also to Brian Mulroney's fool. 

MR. SPEAKER: Parliamentary language. Careful. 

MR. MARTIN: Mr. Speaker, my second question -- and we 
appreciate the fact that we can ask some questions about the 
Principal affair; maybe we'll be lucky enough to get some an
swers today -- is dealing with the potential compensation. The 
Premier said there would be compensation for the investors. He 
said that publicly. Now there's a great deal of confusion about 
what he said, and the confusion has been created by this 
Premier. Would the Premier indicate if he is saying that 
regulatory negligence on the part of the government would be 
sufficient grounds for this government to reimburse the 
investors? 

MR. GETTY: Mr. Speaker, I dealt with that question yesterday. 

MR. MARTIN: Mr. Speaker, again he's showing, by not want
ing to answer, precisely what's going. Let us put it down then. 
Let us ask this question. He said that if there was negligence by 
the government, then they will compensate the investors. My 
question is: who will determine this negligence? Will it be this 
government behind closed doors, in a very secretive way behind 
closed doors? Is that who will decide whether it was 
negligence? 

MR. GETTY: No, Mr. Speaker. 

MR. MARTIN: Well, then my question is to the Premier. Who 
is going to decide if there was negligence on the part of the 
government? Could the Premier tell this Assembly and the peo
ple of Alberta who is going to decide this? 

MR. GETTY: Mr. Speaker, there is currently in place a series 
of ways in which it may be established. The government of A l 
berta will make sure that if there is negligence laid at our door in 
causing damage to those investors, we will make up that 
damage. 

MR. MARTIN: Well, Mr. Speaker, that's not good enough. 
Let me ask the question. [interjections] No. We want to know 
what the negligence is. The people of Alberta want to know 
what constitutes negligence, and all we're getting is gabblegook 
from this Premier. Now, my question to the Premier is strictly 
this -- the government was clearly aware that the regulations 
were not being followed. 

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. That gets us pretty close to be
ing completely out of order, because we're now getting into the 
matter that the inquiries are touching upon. 

MR. MARTIN: Well, Mr. Speaker, the question is to the 
Premier. If the government was not . . . When the government 
is proved to be not following their regulations, is this grounds 
for negligence, and will there be compensation to the investors? 

MR. SPEAKER: There's a difficulty there when the hon. 
Leader of the Opposition changed his words to "when" they are 
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found from " i f " they are found. Therefore, we go on to any 
supplementary on this matter. That's your fourth. 

MR. MARTIN: Well, Mr. Speaker, I'd like a ruling on how 
you're ruling that order under section 13(2). As we have to fol
low Standing Orders of this House, I demand that . . . 
[interjections] 

MR. SPEAKER: It's with regard to 23(a) and (i). and I'm 
sorry; the interpretation stands. You asked for the notation; 
that's what it is. 

MR. TAYLOR: Mr. Speaker, I think my question and supple
mentary are to the Premier. It's very simple and straightfor
ward. He has used the words "proven negligence." Could the 
Premier just tell in his own words what he considers proven 
negligence of the government? 

MR. GETTY: Mr. Speaker, those words stand on their own. 
You understand English, don't you? 

MR. SPEAKER: The difficulty is a legal interpretation. 
Further supplementaries on this question? The Chair recog

nizes the leader of the Liberal caucus, main question. 

MR. TAYLOR: Thank you, Mr. Speaker, Having coming back 
refreshed with such a huge increase in the vote in the south 
there, I'm ready to take on the Premier and all the lackeys he 
has chained up behind him there. 

Mr. Speaker, on August 20 the Premier stated that should the 
government be proven negligent -- as he says, plain English --
and is ordered to repay investors . . . I'm sorry, Mr. Speaker. In 
my excitement I've led off with a question that's already cov
ered by the Leader of the Opposition. 

Instead, if you'll allow me to retreat, I 'll go after the real 
culprit here. The Premier has goosed the investors that have 
been in Associated and First for a while, but I want to go after 
the Treasurer, who took a double whammy. Now, could the 
Treasurer confirm that two months after his decision to dissolve 
the First and Associated . . . 

MR. GETTY: Mr. Speaker, a point of order. 

MR. TAYLOR: . . . the Principal mutual funds were sold for a 
net value of $15 million? 

MR. SPEAKER: A point of order is being raised, but I . . . 

MR. GETTY: The point of order would be that the Premier has 
not goosed the investors of anybody, and that should be 
withdrawn, Mr. Speaker. 

MR. SPEAKER: Hon. member . . . 

MR. TAYLOR: Mr. Speaker, goosed is all right. 

MR. SPEAKER: I won't say the first response that comes to 
my mind on that issue. The Chair recognizes the Premier on a 
point of order at the end of question period. 

Member for Westlock-Sturgeon, please continue briefly. 

MR. TAYLOR: Okay, Mr. Speaker, now that we know what 
the Premier's done to the investors, could we go on to whether 

the Treasurer would confirm that two . . . 

MR. SPEAKER: Hon. member, please just get on with the 
question. 

MR. TAYLOR: Would the Treasurer then confirm that two 
months after the decision to dissolve First and Associated, the 
Principal Group mutual funds were sold for a net value of about 
$15 million? That's an easy one. 

MR. SPEAKER: Hon. member, it is likely that the question is 
entirely out of order. Nevertheless, I think in view of the direc
tion given to the House yesterday, the Chair will reserve judg
ment on the admissibility of that question and will take it in 
written form and report back to the House accordingly, hope
fully tomorrow at the earliest if possible. 

MR. TAYLOR: Mr. Speaker, it was a matter of record. I was 
trying to lull the Treasurer into a sense of false security there. 

But could the Treasurer then please confirm that the same 
mutual funds were valued at between $120 million and $140 
million over a year ago by Wood Gundy in a prospectus ap
proved by the Alberta securities department? 

MR. SPEAKER: Sorry, hon. member. Same thing. Written 
form, please. [interjections] 

MR. TAYLOR: Mr. Speaker, I've no doubt you would do a 
better job as Provincial Treasurer, but I'm after the 
Treasurer . . . 

MR. SPEAKER: Hon. member, you're called to order. One is 
not supposed to be challenging the Chair, making comments 
such as that. Please continue with your supplementary. 

MR. TAYLOR: All right, Mr. Speaker. I'm glad you're going 
to let me at him again. 

Could the minister please confirm that the value of these mu
tual funds was eroded dramatically by virtue of the loss of confi
dence in the Principal Group because of the failure of First and 
Associated Investors? Could he confirm that? 

MR. SPEAKER: Thank you, hon. member. You and I are go
ing to have a lot of correspondence. The same thing applies to 
this question. 

MR. TAYLOR: Mr. Speaker, I don't know which of us is going 
to be in the best shape jumping up and down here. 

Could the Treasurer explain to the House, in light of the fact 
that he destroyed a great deal of the value of the investments, 
why he did not utilize a procedure that you often use in the 
United States and has been used in Ontario, where the govern
ment moved and managed a financial corporation in sustaining 
its value or maintaining a great deal of its value, to get a lot 
more back for the investors? Why did he not do that simple 
procedure? 

MR. SPEAKER: Same difficulty. [interjections] 
Hon. Member for Westlock-Sturgeon, the Chair is very much 

aware that you were unable to be in the Chamber yesterday, but 
hopefully you would be able to read through the exciting version 
of Hansard that was generated yesterday and perhaps look at 
some of the fine print there in the discussions with all of the 



November 24, 1987 ALBERTA HANSARD 2017 

various issues that were dealt with. This is the procedure that 
the House is going to have to deal with on some of the topics, so 
I look forward to your four questions in written form, hopefully 
before the end of the afternoon. 

MR. TAYLOR: A point of order. Mr. Speaker. I did read 
through very carefully. I checked it out [inaudible], and my 
questions were okay. 

MR. SPEAKER: Thank you. hon. member, but I'm afraid it's 
the opinion of the Chair that has to try to deal with that as the 
last authority. 

The Chair recognizes the leader of the Representative 
caucus. Next main question. 

University of Calgary 

MR. R. SPEAKER: Mr. Speaker, my question is to the Minister 
of Advanced Education, and it comes from calls from the Uni
versity of Calgary in terms of the admission policy of students 
to that faculty. I was wondering if the minister could clarify 
why the University of Calgary has an open quota system of ac
cepting students from out of province at the present time, to the 
neglect of some of the Alberta students that would like to enter 
the Faculty of Medicine. 

MR. RUSSELL: Mr. Speaker, I am unable to answer that ques
tion in detail today. I 'll attempt to get more details, but I can 
say this, that most of the faculties at the universities of Calgary 
and Alberta do have quotas. The general admission has been 
into the faculties of arts and science. 

With respect to the percentage of foreign students that are 
admitted, the board of governors and, I believe, the student bod
ies as well support the idea of the benefits that accrue from the 
exchanges that are gained by having foreign students on campus 
and over the past few years have generally kept foreign enroll
ment at 5 percent or less. 

MR. R. SPEAKER: Mr. Speaker, a supplementary question. 
My question relates to students from other provinces of Canada. 
As of 1987, 22 out of 72 seats at the Faculty of Medicine are 
occupied by students from outside the province of Alberta, from 
other provinces of Canada. In 1986 it was 13, and 1985 it was 
12. In 1988, for which the faculty is now taking applications, 
the feeling is that the percentage may even be greater. My ques
tion to the minister: could he give an indication as to the reason 
why fewer Alberta students are being accepted in that faculty 
when we have such a large number of graduates from our high 
schools? 

MR. RUSSELL: No, I can't, Mr. Speaker; the universities are 
autonomous and self-governing, as the hon. member is aware. 
But it does work both ways. It would be interesting to compare 
those figures with enrollments of Alberta residents in other 
provincial universities. 

MR. R. SPEAKER: Mr. Speaker, a supplementary question to 
the minister. Other universities in Canada outside Alberta ac
cept a fixed percentage of students and my information is up to 
2 students from Alberta in other medical faculties across 
Canada. They have a fixed limit. Has the minister had any dis
cussions with the other provinces of Canada in terms of a recip
rocal agreement? If there are fixed percentages in other 

provinces, why not in Alberta? 

MR. RUSSELL: Mr. Speaker, the only place I'm aware there's 
a fixed quota in other provinces is in a situation like the school 
of veterinary medicine in Saskatoon, that is supported by the 
four western provinces. In return for its financial support the 
province of Alberta is entitled to so many student spaces. I have 
never heard before of the issue that is raised by the hon. member 
today. 

MR. R. SPEAKER: Mr. Speaker, a supplementary. Would the 
minister take it upon himself to review the matter with the Fac
ulty of Medicine at the University of Calgary, the executive per
sonnel, and report back to the Legislature? 

MR. RUSSELL: Well, I ' l l be glad to do that if the hon. mem
ber's office staff is unable to do it. We'll phone the same peo
ple and find out the answer. 

MR. GIBEAULT: Mr. Speaker, to the Minister of Advanced 
Education. Speaking about the concerns at the University of 
Calgary, can the minister give an explanation to the students at 
the U of C who are so concerned about cutbacks there that 
they've gone on a hunger strike? What does he have to say to 
those people? 

MR. RUSSELL: Well, Mr. Speaker, I suppose I could respond 
with statistics and show them what Alberta support per student 
is, and on a per capita basis compared with other provinces it is 
the highest. I could compare the tuition fees that they're paying, 
which are the second lowest next to the province of Quebec. I 
suppose those things perhaps might not impress some people, 
but in my view they're important. 

I've discussed with the president of the students' union the 
matter of the hunger strike. It's a way the students have of 
bringing public attention, at the student level particularly, to the 
effect of and the concern they have about cutbacks, which we 
share. 

MR. SPEAKER: Calgary-Buffalo. 

MR. CHUMIR: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Some of the quota 
problems at the University of Calgary which are being discussed 
arise as a result of financial problems. I'm wondering whether 
the minister could confirm that the study which he has set in 
motion with respect to the disparity of funding between univer
sities in Alberta has found that the University of Calgary in fact 
is suffering from a $17 million shortfall on a per capita basis in 
relation to the Edmonton institution? 

MR. RUSSELL: Mr. Speaker, the hon. member is referring to 
what we have called the Dupré study, and I expect that will be 
made public during the first week of December. 

Delayed Opening of Hospitals 

MR. NELSON: Mr. Speaker, I'd like to address a question to 
the minister of hospitals. Earlier this year the Peter Lougheed 
hospital was turned over to the General hospital to manage, cre
ating a one-hospital, two-site situation. It was indicated that this 
hospital would be available to open in April 1988, creating great 
expectations in northeast Calgary and some of the surrounding 
communities. Would the minister indicate to the many expec
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tant citizens the reasons for the additional suggested delay, and 
is there any way the minister or his department can determine 
the validity of this delay? 

MR. M. MOORE: Mr. Speaker, the reasons for the delay, 
which is expected to be perhaps three or four months, is entirely 
with respect to the provision of certain types and kinds of equip
ment in the hospital and the construction progress. It's not in 
any way an unusual delay for a project of this particular size and 
magnitude, and particularly with regard to the need for the hos
pital to be compatible in terms of its computer systems and so 
on with the Calgary General. So it's not something that anyone 
could have done anything about. Certainly all the funding is in 
place, and the hospital will open as soon as it's humanly possi
ble for those who are involved to get it completed. 

MR. NELSON: Supplementary to the minister, Mr. Speaker. 
He has partially answered the question that I wish to ask as a 
supplementary, and I want reassurances. Are the provincial 
moneys in place to ensure the opening of this hospital if the 
General hospital is able to do so on the April 1 prediction? 

MR. M. MOORE: Well, Mr. Speaker, our government has 
made a commitment to the opening of the Peter Lougheed 
hospital. Of course, the operating costs for the next fiscal year 
are a matter that will be dealt with when the Provincial Treas
urer tables his budget sometime in 1988. 

MR. NELSON: Mr. Speaker, to the minister. When will the 
minister see that the General board is made up of provincial and 
city appointees, rather than the present system of city appointees 
only, to ensure dialogue between the minister and the board is of 
the highest accord? 

MR. M. MOORE: Well, first of all, Mr. Speaker, I should say 
at the outset that no one should make any suggestions that the 
dialogue between my office and the chairman and board of the 
Calgary General hospital at the present time is not of the highest 
accord. We have had extremely good co-operation from that 
board throughout the entire operation of moving the respon
sibility for the Lougheed hospital from the Calgary District Hos
pital Group to the Calgary General board, and all of us should 
be very appreciative of the excellent way in which that board 
has co-operated. 

On the second question of when there will be some changes 
with respect to the manner in which the board is made up: that 
is a matter that's been discussed between myself and the mayor 
of the city of Calgary, Mayor Klein, and the chairman of the 
hospital board, Mr. Halpin. They have agreed that we should 
bring forward legislation, hopefully in the spring session of the 
Legislature, which would amend the Calgary General hospital 
district Act and provide for some form of joint appointments by 
the provincial government and by the city of Calgary to the 
board and provide for joint ownership of the Peter Lougheed 
hospital and the Calgary General hospital. Exactly how that will 
occur has not yet been decided, but meetings will be held over 
the course of next few months to determine the nature of the 
changes that are required . . . 

MR. SPEAKER: Older please. Thank you. Hopefully there's 
something left for a final supplementary. 

MR. NELSON: Mr. Speaker, just one final supplementary. 

Will the minister give assurances that his department will be 
discussing with the General board on a continuing basis to en
sure the people of the northeast area of the city of Calgary and 
the catchment area of this hospital will have this hospital open at 
the earliest possible time so as to ensure their health needs? 

MR. M. MOORE: Well, Mr. Speaker, that has always been the 
objective, and the project manager. Mr. Sye Simonson, is work
ing very, very closely with the Calgary General board in order 
to have the hospital open as soon possible. My review of the 
situation is that the co-operation on all parts is excellent, and 1 
have no reason to doubt that it won't continue that way. 

MR. GIBEAULT: Mr. Speaker, given that the Grey Nuns hos
pital and the Peter Lougheed went together and were basically a 
joint project, can the minister today stand in his place and 
guarantee the people of southeast Edmonton that the Grey Nuns 
hospital will not be delayed any further beyond its original de
layed opening of April 1, '88? 

MR. M. MOORE: It would be inappropriate, I think, Mr. 
Speaker, for me to stand in my place and make guarantees about 
an opening date. I can say that the Edmonton General hospital 
board and the Grey Nuns have been very effective in altering 
their programs after decisions were made to alter the Edmonton 
General hospital to provide extended care beds there and have 
worked very hard to bring the Mil l Woods hospital on stream in 
April 1988. The present plans are to provide for an official 
opening of the facility, which would be after it comes into op
eration in May 1988, and I have no reason to doubt that the 
board will be able to meet that target. 

MR. CHUMIR: Mr. Speaker, I think it's becoming quite clear 
that the structure of hospital management in Calgary has be
come an inefficient mess, with the Calgary board having three, 
the Foothills hospital standing alone, and the General with two 
hospitals. In light of the fact that consideration is being given to 
a review in the structure of the General hospital board, could the 
minister advise whether there is any thought with respect to 
making an overall review of the manner in which our board 
structure operates so that we can operate in the most efficient 
manner possible? 

MR. M. MOORE: Well, I object very strongly, Mr. Speaker, to 
the hon. member's suggestions that there is something wrong 
with the nature in which Calgary hospital boards have been 
operating. We have never had such good co-operation from 
hospital boards as we've had from the Foothills hospital board, 
the Crown hospital board in Calgary, from the Calgary District 
Hospital Group, the Calgary General hospital, and the provincial 
children's hospital in Calgary, in terms of rationalizing pro
grams and saving funds by avoiding duplication and operating 
hospitals on the basis of fewer programs in each hospital. 

I'll conclude, Mr. Speaker, by saying this: if the hon. mem
ber has some reason to believe that there are hospital boards in 
Calgary, including the Calgary District Hospital Group or the 
Calgary General, that aren't doing their level best and doing 
very well in providing hospital services, let him provide some 
examples and let him provide some names of the people he'd 
like replaced. 

MR. SPEAKER: The Member for Edmonton-Kingsway, fol
lowed by the Member for Edmonton-Meadowlark. 
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Principal Group Inquiry 
(continued) 

MR. McEACHERN: Thank you. Mr. Speaker. My questions 
are to the Premier, and I'll ask him to guess what topic. 

The lifting of the licences of First Investors Corporation and 
Associated Investors on June 30 by the Treasurer of this prov
ince left the savings of some 30,000 Albertans in jeopardy. 
Many of these people were elderly and had deposited that 
money to ease their impending retirement. Is the Premier com
fortable with the fact that these people have so far received only 
30 percent of their money back and will have to wait several 
years before they get another 30 to 35 percent back? 

MR. GETTY: Obviously, Mr. Speaker, nobody wanted to see 
those investors hurt. 

MR. McEACHERN: Well, I'm glad to hear that. Sympathy is 
cheap, however, and it's best when backed up by some action. 
Will the Premier authorize the Treasury Branches to advance to 
those contract holders a further 35 percent of their money 
through the Treasury Branch system in return for the right of the 
government to collect that money back from the liquidation 
process, and will he do it before Christmas? 

MR. GETTY: Mr. Speaker, that was dealt with yesterday by the 
hon. Provincial Treasurer. 

MR. McEACHERN: No, Mr. Speaker, it was not dealt with by 
anybody yesterday. The speaker refused to answer it. Some of 
the contract holders think it's a great idea. I have a letter here 
from one. 

MR. SPEAKER: What's the supplementary question, hon. 
member? 

MR. McEACHERN: The supplementary question is: Mr. 
Premier, do you think that . . . One of the sort of brush-offs I 
got yesterday was that the process was already in place. I guess 
my question is: do you think Coopers & Lybrand or the courts 
or the investors would object to the government sidestepping 
that process and reimbursing them now? 

MR. SPEAKER: With due respect, hon. member, in 
Beauchesne it's not a matter of asking opinions of gentlemen, 
please. And the next supplementary you'd like to craft. 

MR. McEACHERN: It would be really difficult if the Premier 
had to give an opinion, wouldn't it? 

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. We're early in session, and 
there's been a fair amount of wide scope with respect to the 
matter of supplementaries. Let's keep supplementaries the way 
they're supposed to be. They're questions; not repartee back 
and forth but questions. 

MR. McEACHERN: Mr. Premier, this government of yours 
rescued the depositors of North West Trust, the depositors of 
Heritage Trust . . . 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Question. 

MR. McEACHERN: I'm getting to the question. . . . the Ed

monton Savings & Credit Union, and participated in an at
tempted bailout of CCB. Why are you playing Scrooge with the 
innocent victims of your own government's negligence? 

MR. GETTY: Mr. Speaker, obviously the government did not 
do the things that he led up to in his preamble to his question. 
But let's be clear about one thing. This group over here or that 
group there haven't done one thing to help those investors but 
talk hot air. There's one group in this Legislature who has 
helped those investors, and it's the government who's helped 
them by millions and millions and millions of dollars. It's been 
a careful, considerate, understanding assistance for those in
vestors, and it certainly hasn't been that bunch . [interjections] 

MR. STRONG: The Principal Group is really disappointed in 
you; I would be too. 

MR. SPEAKER: If the member makes another statement, the 
member will be very disappointed at perhaps being suspended 
from the service of the House. 

The Chair recognizes the Member for Little Bow with a 
supplementary. 

MR. R. SPEAKER: Mr. Speaker, supplementary to the Provin
cial Treasurer. In light of the original question that was just 
asked, could the Provincial Treasurer confirm that the govern
ment will not intervene in the practices of the Treasury Branch 
in this province? If that answer cannot be confirmed as yes, 
then I'd like to advise my constituents to withdraw their savings. 

MR. JOHNSTON: Mr. Speaker, perhaps the gentleman would 
just give the question again so I understand it fully. 

MR. R. SPEAKER: Mr. Speaker, my question, without the 
added phrase: could the Provincial Treasurer confirm at this 
time that it's the policy of the government not to intervene in 
terms of the practices of the Treasury Branch in terms of loans 
that they may provide for various reasons for various citizens in 
the province of Alberta? 

MR. JOHNSTON: Mr. Speaker, that is the policy of the 
government. 

MR. TAYLOR: I'm very pleased to see that the Treasurer was
n't glued to his seat, as he at least got up and said he's going to 
keep his fingers out of some more financial affairs. 

But back to the original supplementary to the Premier: 
would he not agree that in the spirit of any sort of compassion or 
human justice, he will make available interest-free loans backed 
by the government -- it doesn't have to be from the Treasury 
Branch -- to those people that are suffering or going without? 
Now, while he diddle-daddles around with two or three in
vestigations to see what's gone wrong in this affair, will he not 
at least show that amount of compassion? This is Christmas, 
after all. 

MR. GETTY: Mr. Speaker, first of all, the hon. member might 
know that the government made available money to Principal 
investors who required it previously. I might also confirm once 
again that the government is providing assistance in millions 
and millions and millions of dollars to those investors. 

DR. WEST: A supplemental to the Premier. With the recovery 
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we see in the province of Alberta on a positive trend and the fact 
that many Albertans who invested in ownership in real estate, 
farms, and their own homes have lost a great deal of equity over 
the last few years, could the Premier indicate when he sees a 
recovery so that their equity will be increasing in the losses that 
they have taken in the last five years? 

MR. GETTY: Well, Mr. Speaker, it is true that when you 
choose not to spend your money and invest it, you either lend it 
or buy ownership. Now, when you lend it and the company is
n't able to pay you back, you've been badly hurt, and I sym
pathize with that. But it's the company who has done some
thing to you, not the government. Those people who bought 
equity and have lost -- and many farmers and ranchers and oil 
industry people have lost 100 percent and have not expected the 
government to provide them with money. So while we are do
ing everything possible to help the investors -- and I might say, 
Mr. Speaker, that it's already been proven that the government's 
way of moving to allow time for the investors has, by the very 
word of the receiver, provided them to obtain a greater return 
than would have been by following the recommendations of the 
quick bankruptcy and public inquiry. 

MR. SPEAKER: The Chair recognizes Edmonton-Meadowlark 
and, if there is time, Edmonton-Glengarry. 

MR. MITCHELL: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. One important 
issue, of course, in the Principal Group affair is whether any of 
the inquiries that have been structured to this point can possibly 
result in investors' being compensated for their losses. Yester
day -- and I want to repeat it -- the Premier indicated that if gov
ernment negligence is determined, then the government will 
pay. To the Premier: will the province pay all or only part of 
the investors' losses over what they will retrieve from the dis
solution of Principal's assets? 

MR. SPEAKER: That question is clearly out of order, and since 
the main question is out of order, it puts in danger the whole 
matter of the next process. But we will entertain the next 
supplementary. If this one is out of order, then the whole series 
of questions will fail. 

MR. MITCHELL: Mr. Speaker, that would be the first time 
you've ruled an entire set of questions out of order, and I think 
that these questions at least should be . . . 

MR. SPEAKER: This is not a challenge of the Chair, hon. 
member. It's a warning to the member to be careful with the 
crafting of the phrases. Now please, the supplementary. 

MR. MITCHELL: I'm seeking clarification of government pol
icy on the determination of negligence. First supplementary, 
second question: will the Code inquiry or the Ombudsman have 
to state explicitly that the government was negligent before the 
government will accept that it was negligent? 

MR. GETTY: It's completely hypothetical, Mr. Speaker. 

MR. MITCHELL: It's hardly hypothetical. If you've already 
determined to pay it if it happens, it's not hypothetical. You 
have a policy. Do, therefore, these inquiries have the authority 
to state that explicitly, or does this mean that it will be the gov
ernment's discretionary decision to determine its own 

negligence, based on how it assesses any facts that come out of 
the inquiries? 

MR. SPEAKER: This one is out of order because it's inquiring 
as to a legal opinion of the document. Final supplementary. 

MR. MITCHELL: Finally, in light of this discussion of 
negligence, docs the Premier not consider that the way his gov
ernment frittered away $125 million . . . 

MR. SPEAKER: The Chair hesitates . . . [interjection] Order 
please. Order. There's a difficulty about the use of the word 
which the hon. member used, because there is no proof of any 
negligence. Therefore, an examination of the Blues will mean 
that you'll have to be a bit more careful in phrasing the question. 
Let's carry on with this final supplementary. 

MR. MITCHELL: Thank you. Does the Premier not consider 
that if his government's action on June 30 resulted in the fritter
ing away of maybe $125 million of value in mutual funds and 
value in the trust company and value elsewhere in that firm, 
which could have been retrieved on public markets and taken to 
support the losses in First and Associated -- if that is determined 
to be the case, will the government accept that that was 
negligent, the way in which they put those companies down? 

MR. GETTY: Mr. Speaker, I would try to answer, but he is 
dealing in hypothetical cases. Now, the government doesn't like 
to throw aspersions around as much as some of the hon. mem
bers do, but it surely will be thought about, about the negligence 
of those who worked there. 

MR. SPEAKER: Supplementary question, Leader of the 
Opposition. 

MR. MARTIN: Mr. Speaker, yesterday in Hansard the Premier 
indicated clearly that 

the investigations by the Ombudsman and by Mr. Code will be 
able to give . . . indications of the government's regulatory 
process . . . 

My question, in view of the fact that the Premier said that: how 
can the Code inquiry determine negligence on the part of the 
government when that is not even part of their mandate? 

MR. SPEAKER: Forgive me, hon. Premier. First we have to 
have the consent of the House. Time for question period has 
expired. May we have unanimous consent to finish this line of 
questions? 

HON. MEMBERS: Agreed. 

MR. SPEAKER: Opposed? Carried. Thank you. 
Hon. Premier. 

MR. GETTY: Mr. Speaker, as I said yesterday, I believe that 
there are now in place two investigations that are going to do the 
full job in bringing out all the details of the entire Principal af
fair. Then we are going to have in front of all the people of A l 
berta every single thing about i t . [interjections] 

MR. SPEAKER: I'm hearing some strange words in my left 
ear. 

The point of order during question period, Premier? There's 
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no other point of order declared at this stage, hon. Member for 
Edmonton-Strathcona, but the Chair recognizes the Premier on a 
point of order during discussion with the question from 
Westlock-Sturgeon. 

MR. GETTY: Mr. Speaker, it was the hon. member raising the 
point that somehow the Premier had goosed the investors, when 
I think it was so deliberately incorrect, and I wanted an opportu
nity to ask him to deal with his questions in a more appropriate 
way in this House, although he may not want to, and make it 
clear that people understand that the government feels a great 
deal of sympathy for the investors and is doing everything possi
ble to help them. 

MR. SPEAKER: Hon. Member for Edmonton-Strathcona, on 
this particular point of order? 

MR. WRIGHT: No, Mr. Speaker. 

MR. SPEAKER: Thank you, then I will recognize you immedi
ately after the Chair recognizes Westlock-Sturgeon. 

MR. TAYLOR: Am I allowed to speak on the point of order, 
Mr. Speaker? I don't think there's any question in the ver
nacular of the term -- the Premier was talking about the English 
language a while back. There's no question that these investors 
have been goosed. The whole idea is that we're trying to deter
mine by who. He says that the government is holding two in
vestigations. One of them is in secret. So there's no question 
that they've suffered, they've lost. I don't know what he uses 
the word "goose" for, but that's what I consider goose. You 
lose your money on a government-licensed debenture. 

MR. SPEAKER: Order please, hon. member. Does the Chair 
understand that the member wishes to withdraw his statement? 
If not, perhaps then the Chair will make another ruling in a 
moment. 

MR. TAYLOR: Mr. Speaker, I don't intend to withdraw it. 
That was only a point of order to try to explain it to him in sim
ple English, barrack-room English or locker-room English, what 
he has done to the investors in this province. 

MR. SPEAKER: Thank you, hon. member. The matter would 
call for a review of the Blues, and perhaps the members will be 
able to deal with it on another occasion. 

The Chair recognizes now Edmonton-Strathcona on a point 
of order. 

MR. WRIGHT: On the point of order raised earlier by the 
Leader of the Opposition and explained by you, Mr. Speaker, on 
the basis of 23(g)(i) as I heard it, which is the sub judice matter, 
I realize that on the ruling you made yesterday, the matter if you 
say it is to do with the Code inquiry impinging on that matter, is 
one which falls within the ambit of the rule. But I just wish to 
draw respectfully to your attention. Mr. Speaker, that one must 
then go on and see, having decided that it falls within the ambit 
of the rule, who is prejudiced, whether any person may be 
prejudiced. The question that you made the ruling on, Mr. 
Speaker, concerned the question of what would constitute 
negligence. It's difficult indeed, I submit, to find anybody that 
would be prejudiced by that, other than the government itself 
possibly. But it's the government . . . 

MR. SPEAKER: Order please, hon. member. A due and appro
priate review of the Blues will take place in due course. 
Nevertheless, there was a ruling of the Chair. What the member 
is currently doing is actually appealing the Speaker's ruling. 
There is an appropriate manner in which to do this, and I look 
forward to a substantive motion if that is what the Member for 
Edmonton-Strathcona wishes to do. 

The Chair would also parenthetically like to point out that 
it's usual for the member who is directly aggrieved to raise the 
point of order himself rather than . . . [interjection] It is the 
usual procedure; it is not clad in iron. I just point it out. 

MR. WRIGHT: Mr. Speaker, on the point of order . . . 

MR. SPEAKER: I'm sorry; is this a new point of order? 

MR. WRIGHT: It is . . . 

MR. SPEAKER: There's no further discussion on this particu
lar point of order. Edmonton-Strathcona. 

MR. WRIGHT: Only to say, Mr. Speaker, that you've . . . 

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. O r d e r . [interjections] Pardon 
me, Leader of the Opposition? 

MR. MARTIN: I'm not talking to you; I'm talking to the 
Premier. 

MR. SPEAKER: Thank you very much. Orders of the Day. 

MR. MITCHELL: On a point of order. 

MR. SPEAKER: What is this particular point of order? 

MR. MITCHELL: This concerns the grounds under which three 
of my four questions were ruled out of order, Mr. Speaker . . . 

AN HON. MEMBER: He doesn't like you. 

MR. MITCHELL: I'm getting that impression, actually. 
I believe there were two possibilities in the discussion which 

ensued. The various . . . 

MR. SPEAKER: Order please, hon. member. We're in the 
same difficulty as with respect to Edmonton-Strathcona's chal
lenge to the Chair. Perhaps we could meet privately at the con
clusion of the day. The same offer is applied to all members of 
the House, including the Member for Edmonton-Strathcona as 
well as the Leader of the Opposition. Orders of the Day have 
been called. 

MR. MITCHELL: I have a point of order, Mr. Speaker. 

MR. WRIGHT: I have a point of order. Mr. Speaker. 

MR. MITCHELL: Mr. Speaker, this is the first time that . . . 

MR. SPEAKER: The Chair has recognized Edmonton-
Meadowlark. 

MR. MITCHELL: Thank you. Mr. Speaker. This is the first 
time in my experience that we haven't been able to make our 
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case on a point of order following question period. I respect the 
fact that you would like to meet with me personally. I would be 
pleased to do that to discuss your ruling, but I believe I should 
be able to make the case about that ruling now, and I would ap
preciate the opportunity to do that. It is critical that this kind of 
discussion be in public and in the open so that we can, as much 
as possible, create an environment within which we can discuss 
this important issue. I would like to make the case, therefore, at 
this time. Thank you. 

It seems to me that there are . . . 

MR. SPEAKER: The member has not been recognized to carry 
on. The matter is [inaudible] a motion for an appeal to the 
Chair. Calgary-Buffalo on a point of order, followed by 
Edmonton-Strathcona. 

MR. CHUMIR: It's on the general difficulty which we are en
countering in this matter, Mr. Speaker, and with respect to the 
need to develop a process to handle this issue more effectively. 
The concern I have is that we in the opposition are placed in a 
position of Russian roulette, and that if we raise an issue that is 
in any way related to this particular problem, we run the risk of 
being called out of order and losing our question. Now, I under
stand that that has been the practice of this House, but we are 
here dealing with a very unusually difficult situation in which I 
believe every effort should be made to expand the opportunities 
for discussion and questioning rather than to narrow them. 

Now, I would respectfully request, Mr. Speaker, that perhaps 
you might give consideration to some process whereby in the 
event a decision is reserved as to whether or not a question is or 
is not out of order, the questioner be given an opportunity to ask 
another question. Now, perhaps it would have to be on another 
topic; it could be very complex. But it seems to me that it's in 
the interests of fairness in broadening questioning that such a 
process be thought through, and we've only scratched the sur
face in terms of the complexity of this issue. 

MR. SPEAKER: The Chair doesn't disagree with the concern 
of the member in probably expressing the concerns of the 
House. I think that on the latter part of that discussion the 
Member for Calgary-Buffalo will note that there was indeed a 
considerable amount of latitude given to the line of questioning 
by Edmonton-Meadowlark, so that indeed all of the questions 
did eventually flow. 

With respect to the process which we went through in great 
detail yesterday on at least two occasions, the matter was -- and 
more than ample notice was given to the House -- that we would 
have to reserve on some of the areas. Indeed, that has been the 
case with respect to the leader of the Liberal caucus, and the 
member has kindly sent forward typed versions of the questions 
so that we have had at least receipt of them, and indeed so that 
they can be studied before tomorrow's question period and then 
brought back for the leader of the caucus to still present towards 
the House tomorrow, those that are indeed in order. 

Now, members will recall that the Chair also suggested that 
there was the other form of dealing with questions, and the 
Chair used that as a potential bridging device so that indeed 
questions that are in order could be asked, and that was to sub
mit them in written form for the Order Paper. The Chair appre
ciates that numbers of individuals in the House will be frustrated 
by that process. That's one of two ways that we can attempt to 
guarantee what is indeed a fair question to the House, one that is 
admissible and indeed one that is not going to prejudice the 

cases and the inquiries. What we have gone through today is a 
variation on that theme, which is that some will be ruled out of 
order, as some were yesterday, and some will be asked to be 
delivered in this form so that the House can deal with them at 
the earliest possible opportunity, which is indeed to the advan
tage of members wishing to ask the questions as opposed to the 
process of submitting them just to go onto the Order Paper in 
written form exclusively. 

So the Chair feels that that's the only latitude that can be en
joyed in terms of this matter, and the Chair will not reiterate all 
the difficulties of sub judice rule. But the Chair has listened, 
and indeed we will deal with the matters as raised by the leader 
of the Liberal caucus at the earliest possible moment. And 
hopefully this might be a way to try to speed up the process so 
that if a question doesn't get in on one day, hopefully it will be 
there by the next day. 

MR. CHUMIR: Mr. Speaker, I was wondering if it would be 
possible to develop an intermediate process in which, instead of 
submitting written questions for the Order Paper, we were able 
to discuss questions in advance with yourself. One of the diffi
culties I believe we are having in the opposition is that there 
seems to be no rhyme or reason as to when a question is or is 
not called in or out of . . . 

MR. SPEAKER: Hon. member, order. Reflections upon the 
Chair. If you want to speak with me individually and give all 
the reflections you want, that's one thing, but not in this 
Chamber. 

The other thing that the Chair is willing to do at any time, 
and does indeed invite the House leaders of all of the political 
persuasions in the House, is to meet together and develop an 
alternative form. But the Chair believes that that is up to the 
House leaders, to develop that, to come forward, and then in
deed the Chair is only too willing to go forward with whatever 
solution develops there. 

The Chair recognizes Edmonton-Strathcona. 

MR. WRIGHT: Mr. Speaker, my point of order is a simple one, 
being that it's a complete impasse if you may not discuss points 
of order as they arise in question time -- which is of course a 
sensible decision, to postpone it to the end of question time in 
the interests of not wasting time -- but yet when we attempt, as I 
did, to discuss the point of order at the conclusion of question 
time, it is regarded as a challenge to the Chair. I was certainly 
not making any challenge to the Chair; I was attempting to dis
cuss the rule in a case, moreover, which is extremely pertinent 
to our deliberations not only today but in the succeeding days. 

MR. SPEAKER: The Chair appreciates -- on that particular 
comment I believe this is really a disagreement between the in
dividual member and the Chair. 

Calgary-Buffalo for the succinct. 

MR. CHUMIR: On this same issue, Mr. Speaker, because when 
I noted that there seems to be no rhyme or reason, it was not a 
matter of challenge; it was merely a statement that there is no 
objective indication from Mr. Speaker as to why one question is 
in order and another question is not. That is exactly the point 
that Edmonton-Strathcona is making here. 

MR. SPEAKER: Thank you. Please take your seat. I'm not 
really gaining any additional information on this at this stage. 
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We can deal with this elsewhere. 
Member for Edmonton-Strathcona, the Chair would like to 

point out that as has been the practice of the House, the points of 
order will indeed be taken at the end of question period. The 
lack of mutual understanding on this particular issue is with re
spect to the request of the Leader of the Opposition for the Chair 
to indeed state the Standing Order under which the Chair had 
made the ruling. That was done, communicated, sent also by 
note to the Leader of the Opposition as to what [inaudible]. 
That was much more of a technical ruling and therefore, in the 
opinion of the Chair, did not need to have to go through a kind 
of broader discussion. But please be reassured that matters of 
points of order that have the broader scope will indeed be han
dled in our normal practice at the end of question period; that 
will indeed continue. 

The difficulty on the other issue as raised by Edmonton-
Meadowlark was that once again we were back into this dif
ficult, treacherous minefield of asking questions or answering 
questions with regard to a matter that is sub judice. And the line 
of questioning that was dealt with, no matter how poorly han
dled by the Chair, with respect to the line of questioning from 
Edmonton-Meadowlark, those decisions were made with respect 
to the sub judice convention. So they were two different issues. 
Please be reassured that points of order will still be raised at the 
end of question period. 

MR. WRIGHT: [Inaudible] misunderstanding has been cleared 
up, Mr. Speaker. It is simply this: that not only must you find 
that the matter is within the ambit of the sub judice rule but 
someone is being prejudiced. I'm sure you have that in mind, 
Mr. Speaker, but it must be paid attention to on each occasion. 
And when the sort of question that the Leader of Opposition 
asked is asked, I submit there is no one that can be prejudiced 
except possibly the government, but that doesn't count because 
it's the government speaking. 

MR. SPEAKER: The Chair appreciates that. As pointed out 
yesterday, and as anyone who knows the Speaker individually 
knows fully, I am far from being perfect and I can't catch every
thing. So there'll be some times where indeed mea culpa, mea 
culpa. 

Orders of the Day. 

[Mr. Mitchell rose] 

MR. SPEAKER: This is an Order of the Day? 

MR. MITCHELL: I rise on a motion under Standing Order 40. 

MR. SPEAKER: A motion under Standing Order 40, emer
gency debate? 

MR. MITCHELL: That's right, Mr. Speaker. 

MR. SPEAKER: The topic, please. 

MR. MITCHELL: My resolution addresses the matter of chang
ing Standing Order 23 to alter the interpretation of sub judice, 
and to allow us a broader discussion within this Legislature 
without putting you in the kind of difficult ruling position that 
you've found yourself in. I would like to move that motion at 
this time. 

MR. SPEAKER: It's that urgent? 

MR. MITCHELL: It is urgent, and I have the opportunity to 
speak to that urgency. I'm entitled to that opportunity. 

MR. SPEAKER: Hon. member, just two points of friendly ad
vice. First, the Chair would like to have a copy of the motion, 
and the member should not really start to engage in chit-chat 
with the rest of House starting to debate the issue until the Chair 
has at least had a chance to read the motion. Then perhaps we 
can see, and the motion in due course, under Standing Order 40, 
would be put to the House. Then one would wait to see whether 
unanimous consent is given before the debate takes place. 

The Chair has reviewed the motion, and there is a slight edi
torial change that needs to be made within the body of the mo
tion because of it being the Legislative Assembly making the 
decision. The Chair would then invite the Member for 
Edmonton-Meadowlark to read the motion -- no discussion with 
respect to the motion -- and then the question would be put to 
the House as to whether or not there's unanimous consent under 
Standing Order 40 to proceed. But first, hon. Member for 
Edmonton-Meadowlark, read the motion. 

MR. MITCHELL: Mr. Speaker, before I start, I wonder if I 
could just rise on a point of order under Standing Order 40. I 
appreciate your allowing me to proceed under Standing Order 
40, but I also am entitled, as I read it. 

A motion may, in the case of urgent and pressing necessity 
previously explained by the mover . . . 

So I do have a chance to speak to it under that, and I wonder if 
you might clarify that for me before I proceed. 

MR. YOUNG: On a point of order, Mr. Speaker, it is my 
interpretation of the rule that what must be explained, very 
briefly, is the "urgent and pressing necessity," not anything else. 

MR. SPEAKER: Both members are indeed correct. 
Edmonton-Meadowlark, please read the motion that one would 
propose to the House. 

MR. MITCHELL: Certainly, and the "very briefly," Mr. 
Speaker, is something that I would contest, but I won't carry on 
in any event. I rise, under Standing Order 40, to move the fol
lowing motion, Mr. Speaker: 

Be it resolved that the Legislative Assembly amend Standing 
Order 23, section (g) subsection (i) to replace the words "pend
ing" with "at trial" and revoke 23(g)(ii) altogether. 

I distribute copies of the motion without having had the opportu
nity to amend each individual copy to remove the words "urge 
the government," but I would ask the hon. members to keep that 
in mind when they see this motion. Thank you very much. 

I'll just take a moment to speak to the motion. Standing Or
der 23(g)(i), as it is presently written, precludes debate or ques
tioning on any matter that is 

pending in a court or before a judge for judicial determination. 
By changing this to read: 

that is at trial in a court 
and by revoking 23(g)(ii), which states: 

that is before any quasi-judicial, administrative or 
investigative . . . 

MR. YOUNG: On a point of order, Mr. Speaker. 
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MR. SPEAKER: Hon. member, a point of order. 

MR. YOUNG: On a point of order. Mr. Speaker, it is my un
derstanding that the hon. member, having read his motion, 
should now speak to the urgent necessity, not to an explanation 
of the motion or a debate about the motion, but why it must be 
granted unanimous consent by all members and, in this particu
lar instance, interfering with what other is scheduled today, 
which is the members' day. 

MR. SPEAKER: If the Member for Edmonton-Meadowlark 
would indeed look at the first line of Standing Order 40 and 
refocus the comments to that matter of urgent and pressing 
necessity. 

MR. MITCHELL: Mr. Speaker, I'm merely trying to explain 
what it means, because the way the motion reads it's highly 
technical and its implications may not be clear. I couldn't imag
ine that any hon. member in this Legislature would want to vote 
on a motion that hadn't been explained to them and who could
n't possibly understand its implications. Or do you? 

MR. SPEAKER: With due respect, the member could indeed 
presume that all members of the House are now thoroughly fa
miliar with Standing Orders as to what is there and perhaps 
could now deal with the urgent and pressing necessity, please. 

MR. MITCHELL: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. The motion deals 
with broadening the ability of this Legislature to discuss matters 
relating to Principal Group and the government's involvement 
with Principal Group. It's urgent because one of the clear 
sources of compensation for investors will be proven govern
ment negligence. The fact that compensation is urgent relates to 
the state or status in which investors in Principal Group cur
rently find themselves. 

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

MR. SPEAKER: Another point of order, hon. member. 

MR. YOUNG: The hon. member, Mr. Speaker, I submit is 
dealing with what might be the outcome of a series of events if 
those events occurred. He is not addressing the urgency of 
debating the particular motion. The focus should be very nar
rowly on why this motion should be debated today as opposed 
to some other day. That is the ambit of the hon. member's re
marks or what they should be, Mr. Speaker. I would request 
that if the hon. member cannot observe that, perhaps you might 
put to the House the question of whether the motion should be 
debated, and let's get on with the day. 

MR. MITCHELL: It has to be debated today. It should have 
probably been debated yesterday. The fact of the matter is that 
it relates to a decision that this Legislature may or may not come 
to, a decision which will affect the lives of people involved in 
this matter. And if this government is going to hang itself, its 
position on some technical administrative matter, and not give 
me the possibility, just the common courtesy to make a case 
about its urgency, I find that to be . . . 

MR. YOUNG: Mr. Speaker, on a point of privilege. If I'm be
ing challenged, as Government House Leader, as not giving the 
hon. member a common courtesy, I think the hon. member 

should reflect upon that, especially since he presumes to ask our 
unanimous consent for something which to this point he's not 
given any reason should be dealt with today as opposed to any 
other day. 

MR. SPEAKER: Hon. Member for Edmonton-Meadowlark, the 
comment should indeed be directed to this matter. The matter 
that a point of order is being properly raised in terms of one's 
comments cannot be construed as carrying the meaning of the 
words which the member did indeed use. Just the urgency, one 
last time. Otherwise, the Chair will indeed call for the question. 

MR. MITCHELL: This matter is urgent and must be discussed 
today rather than some other day, Mr. Speaker, because there is 
no other recourse for having this matter discussed. It is impor
tant that the Legislature be allowed to discuss the questions that 
we have been trying to raise and which, with due respect, 
you've had difficulty assessing because they are difficult to as
sess. We will be resolving that matter and providing for more 
informed debate in pursuit of this issue in the interests of many 
Albertans if we are able to change this particular Standing Order 
and allow this Legislature to ask questions about government 
involvement in the Principal Group affair. 

Thank you very m u c h . [interjection] 

MR. SPEAKER: Standing Orders says that only the mover may 
speak. 

There has been a request under Standing Order 40, a request 
made by the Member for Edmonton-Meadowlark, to receive 
unanimous consent to a motion to proceed with debate. All 
those in favour of giving unanimous consent, please say aye. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Aye. 

MR. SPEAKER: Opposed, please say no. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: No. 

MR. SPEAKER: The request fails. 

ORDERS OF THE DAY 

head: MOTIONS FOR RETURNS 

210. Mrs. Hewes moved that an order of the Assembly do issue 
for a return showing a copy of all reports submitted in 1985 
by the steering committee created to review the administra
tive procedures of the Provincial Laboratory of Public 
Health. 

MR. YOUNG: My apologies to the House, Mr. Speaker. I be
lieve I should have moved that motions 210 and 216, I believe 
they are, should stand and retain their places on the Order Paper. 

MR. SPEAKER: Is the member willing to . . . 

MRS. HEWES: Mr. Speaker, does this require that we vote on 
whether or not they can be dealt with now? 

MR. SPEAKER: The difficulty, members of the House, is that 
because of the lack of communication, the normal motion to 
have the matter stay on the Order Paper was not put at the regu
lar time. So in the meantime, the Member for Edmonton-Gold 
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Bar, having been invited to do so, then made a motion. 
Therefore, I suppose that the process is for the Chair to see 

whether or not the Member for Edmonton-Gold Bar would be 
gracious enough to request leave to withdraw her motion, and 
then we would need unanimous consent of the House to have 
that motion withdrawn at this time. 

MRS. HEWES: Mr. Speaker, as a result of the hon. House lead
er's comments, I'll be pleased to withdraw the motion with the 
understanding that it does come forward at the earliest. It's a 
matter of importance and was left since the spring. 

MR. SPEAKER: The Chair thanks the member for that gra
cious action. Is there unanimous consent of the House to 
withdraw the motion? 

HON. MEMBERS: Agreed. 

MR. SPEAKER: Opposed? Carried. 
Motion, Government House Leader. 

MR. YOUNG: Mr. Speaker, again with apologies and also with 
thanks to the hon. Member for Edmonton-Gold Bar, I would 
move that motions 210 and 216 stand and retain their places on 
the Order Paper. 

[Motion carried] 

head: MOTIONS OTHER THAN 
GOVERNMENT MOTIONS 

221. Moved by Mr. Wright: 
Be it resolved that the Standing Orders of the Legislative 
Assembly of Alberta be amended as follows: 

A Standing Order 80 is amended by inserting the words 
"Except as provided in Standing Order 83.1," at the be
ginning of it. 

B The following is added after Standing Order 83: 
"83.1 A petition which purports to be signed by 
(a) 3 percent of the persons entitled to vote in a gen

eral election in the province in the case of a peti
tion which does not pray for any expenditure, 
grant, or charge on the public revenue, or 

(b) 5 percent of the persons entitled to vote in a gen
eral election in the province in the case of a peti
tion which prays for an expenditure, grant, or 
charge on the public revenue, 

shall, upon being presented by a member in the As
sembly, automatically stand referred to the Chief Elec
toral Officer, who shall determine whether or not the 
petition complies with clauses (a) or (b) by counting the 
signatures and by verifying such proportion of them as 
is in his opinion reasonable and shall report his findings 
to the Assembly with all practicable speed. 
83.2(1) Within 10 sitting days of the receipt by the 
Assembly of a report from the Chief Electoral Officer 
certifying that a petition referred to him pursuant to 
Standing Order 83.1 complies with Standing Order 
83.1(a) or (b), the Assembly shall debate a motion on 
the question in suborder (5). 
(2) Not less than three hours shall be set aside for con
sideration of the petition's prayer and no motion to ad
journ the debate shall be considered by the Assembly 

until such time as the three hours has elapsed, save at 
the normal adjournment hour or by unanimous consent. 
(3) The time set aside for consideration of the motion 
shall be set by the Government House Leader and shall 
be during time otherwise reserved for consideration of 
government business. 
(4) No other matter or item of government business 
shall be considered by the Assembly until such time as 
the motion has been considered and decided upon by 
the Assembly. 
(5) At the conclusion of consideration of the motion, 
the Speaker shall put the following question: 

"Shall the petition's prayer be accepted and re
ferred to the Standing Committee on Law and 
Regulations?" 

(6) If the motion is passed, the petition's prayer shall 
automatically stand referred to the Standing Committee 
on Law and Regulations. 
83.3(1) When a petition is referred to the Standing 
Committee on Law and Regulations pursuant to Stand
ing Order 83.2, the committee shall, within 15 silting 
days of the referral, report back to the Assembly. 
(2) The committee's report shall be in the form of 
either a draft for a Bil l or a motion which, if adopted by 
the Assembly, would give effect to the petition's 
prayers. 
83.4(1) If a Bill prepared by the Standing Committee 
on Law and Regulations pursuant to Standing Order 
83.3 contains a provision for an expenditure, grant, or 
charge on the public revenue, then a member of the Ex
ecutive Council designated for this purpose by the Ex
ecutive Council shall seek the recommendation of the 
Honourable the Lieutenant Governor for the Bill, and 
thereafter that member of the Executive Council shall 
act as the sponsor of the Bill in the Assembly, if the 
recommendation is made. 
(2) If a Bill or motion prepared by the Standing Com
mittee on Law and Regulations pursuant to Standing 
Order 83.3 does not contain a provision for an expendi
ture, grant, or charge on the public revenue, then the 
member who presented the petition shall act as the 
sponsor for the Bill or motion in the Assembly. 
(3) A Bill or motion brought forward pursuant to this 
standing order shall be placed on the Order Paper under 
Government Bills or Government Motions, as the case 
may be. 
83.5 If the Legislative Assembly is prorogued or 
dissolved before all matters brought before it pursuant 
to standing orders 83.2 and 83.4 are resolved, then those 
matters shall be placed on the Order Paper for the next 
session of the Legislature in the form in which they had 
been left and at the stage in which they had been left at 
the time of prorogation or dissolution. 
83.6 No vote taken in the Assembly pursuant to 
standing orders 83.2 and 83.4 shall be deemed to in
volve a question of the confidence of the Assembly in 
the government or a minister. 

MR. WRIGHT: Mr. Speaker, this is a motion that seeks to 
amend the Standing Orders of this Assembly in order to make 
our Assembly more responsive to the needs of the people. Peti
tions are a fundamental part of the parliamentary procedure in 
theory, but in practice they amount to no more than demonstra
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tions, as a rule. In fact, as recently as June 1985, a report of the 
Special Committee on Reform of the House of Commons noted: 

the right to petition Parliament is a fundamental right of the 
citizen and . . . petitions are an integral part of the process 
whereby the people of Canada speak to their elected 
representatives. 
Yet we know the fate of petitions that reach this House. Mr. 

Speaker. They make a point, but that's about it. They do not 
get taken up by the Assembly, as a matter of fact. 

[Mr. Deputy Speaker in the Chair] 

This amendment to Standing Orders, if approved by the As
sembly -- and I hope, for the reasons I've just stated, that the 
Assembly will approve them -- will alter that because it will 
provide that if there is a petition signed by 3 percent of the peo
ple entitled to vote in a general election. 5 percent in the case of 
a matter that requires the expenditure of public money, then: 

upon being presented by a member in the Assembly, [the peti
tion shall] automatically stand referred to the Chief Electoral 
Officer, who shall determine whether or not the petition com
plies with . . . 

the 3 percent or 5 percent, as the case may be. 
Then, if the answer is yes, 
the Assembly shall debate a motion on the question . . . 

and: 
Not less than three hours shall be set aside for considera

tion of the petition's prayer and no motion to adjourn the de-
bale shall be considered by the Assembly until such time as the 
three hours has elapsed, save at the normal adjournment hour 
or by unanimous consent. 

And moreover: 
The time set aside for consideration of the motion shall 

be set by the Government House Leader and shall be during 
time otherwise reserved for consideration of government 
business. 

No other matter or item of government business shall be 
considered by the Assembly until such time as the motion has 
been considered and decided upon . . . 
At the conclusion of the debate, the question shall be put, 

under our proposed amendment, Mr. Speaker: 
"Shall the petition's prayer be accepted and referred to 
the Standing Committee on Law and Regulations?" 

If the motion is passed, then the standing committee has to 
frame the necessary remedy prayed for in the petition, and it 
reports back to the Assembly 

in the form of either a draft for a Bill or a [draft] motion which, 
if adopted by the Assembly, would give effect to the petition's 
prayers. 

Additional provisions are there in the case that what is dealt 
with is a request for, in effect, the expenditure of money, so that 
the Lieutenant Governor in Council, upon the advice of the Ex
ecutive Council, can make the necessary recommendation. 
Then when it comes back to the Assembly, Mr. Speaker, the 
member who presented the petition will act as sponsor. 

There are two important further provisions. The first is that 
if prorogation or dissolution of the Assembly occurs before the 
matter has been completely dealt with, it will automatically 
come back on the Order Paper of the next session of the Legisla
ture 

in the form in which [it] had been left and at the stage in which 
[it] had been left at the time of prorogation or dissolution. 
Secondly, and this is very important, Mr. Speaker: 
No vote taken in the Assembly pursuant [to this order] shall be 
deemed to involve a question of the confidence of the Assem
bly in the Government or a Minister. 

So that even though the government of the day may have serious 

doubts on the question and may urge the Assembly to vote 
against it, if the matter carries, it cannot involve the loss of of
fice by the government. 

We do tend to think, Mr. Speaker, that the loss of a motion 
by the government involves in some way necessarily loss of 
confidence in the government. That is often not so in other Leg
islatures where coalitions are common. But even in our own 
first past the post type of electoral system giving the Legisla
tures that we do have, it is not remarked upon very often how 
many such votes there are which are deemed not to be matters 
of confidence. Between April 1972 and April 1979 there were 
65 votes in the British House of Commons lost by the govern
ment, and none was deemed to constitute a matter of con
fidence. The minority Liberal Canadian government between 
1972 and 1974 lost eight of 81 recorded votes, and only the last 
was deemed to be a matter of confidence and thus to occasion 
the fall of the government. 

So that is another thing we should adjust our ideas about. 
There is no doubt that people in the province, ordinary people, 
think the Legislature is remote, that they don't have much 
chance of affecting what we do except in a very blunt and 
wholesale way, by voting out the government at election time. 
This is a more skillful and subtler way of dealing with the ques
tion. It does not, to anticipate a counterargument, Mr. Speaker, 
encroach in any way upon the parliamentary system. Rather, it 
strengthens the parliamentary system because, as I have made 
clear by my quotation, procedure by petition is a fundamental 
instrument of our system. What would be wrong, and what this 
procedure guards against, is the full initiative by petition, which 
we are familiar with from some of the United States, particularly 
California, where not only must a petition which commands a 
certain percentage of the voters be put on the ballot, but the re
sults of the ballot are the same as a Bill passed in the Legislature 
of the state. 

This is not the case here. Our system is preserved in that we 
have control of it in the Assembly, but the system is made more 
flexible and responsive by the requirement that those consider
able percentages having been achieved, at least we as an Assem
bly have to debate it for a reasonable length of time and show 
our colours, as it were, to the people so that they will under
stand, even in the case where their petition fails, the reasons 
why it fails and will be able, in a proper case, to hold those re
sponsible who incur their displeasure. 

So I submit with respect, Mr. Speaker, that this is something 
we should approach in a nonpolitical way, a nondenominational 
way, and consider on its merits, because it is good for the 
process. It is not something that says that Conservatives are 
mistaken or that New Democrats are right or which comes down 
on one side of the political spectrum or another. It is simply a 
procedural device which will, we believe, help the democratic 
process in the province. It was part of our election promise at 
the last election, and I can tell you, Mr. Speaker, that in the 
places where it was discussed in that campaign, it was very well 
received by the people to whom we were talking. 

Mr. Speaker, I submit that the effectiveness of individual 
members of the Legislative Assembly and the ability of individ
ual Albertans, either directly or through their elected members, 
to affect the course of public policy will be enhanced by this 
measure. I commend it to the Assembly. 

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: Hon. Member for Red Deer-South. 

MR. OLDRING: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. It's a pleasure for 
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me to be able to rise at this time and to address Motion 221. I 
want to begin by thanking the Member for Edmonton-
Strathcona for bringing this motion forward at this time. I know 
that he certainly means well by it and that the intentions behind 
the motion are for meaningful change to the parliamentary 
process. I think all of us here this afternoon would certainly 
support and are receptive to ways of improving the parlia
mentary process. 

Essentially, as I understand Motion 221, if passed it would 
require petitions receiving signatures of 3 percent of eligible 
voters or 5 percent of eligible voters in the case of money peti
tions to be debated by this Assembly. It's of interest to note, 
Mr. Speaker, that none of the petitions presented to this Assem
bly in the last four years would have had enough signatures re
quired to fulfill this particular proposed motion. 

That aside, Mr. Speaker, I want to begin my comments today 
from the perspective of parliamentary practice and convention. 
In reviewing Motion 221, I found many of its provisions to be at 
odds with parliamentary practice and convention and noted that 
it would also create a number of inconsistencies and contradic
tions to our Standing Orders. I noted that proposed Standing 
Order 83.2(2) disregards custom concerning motions to adjourn. 
According to this provision, adjournment of debate could only 
be considered at the normal adjournment time after the House 
has sat for three hours or by unanimous consent. Yet 
Beauchesne, citation 293(1), makes it clear that a motion to ad
journ the House is always in order. Proposed Standing Order 
83.2(4) calls for a delay of government business provision, and 
this is obviously redundant. Whenever there is a motion in front 
of the House, the House cannot have any other business before 
it. Proposed Standing Order 83.5 dictates that the Bills or mo
tions on petition be unaffected by prorogation or dissolution. 
This provision would exempt petitions from the normal effect of 
prorogation or dissolution and, of course, doesn't conform to 
normal practice of the Assembly. 

Proposed Standing Order 83.6 advocates that defeat for a 
petition Bill or motion would not be a nonconfidence vote, and 
the Member for Edmonton-Strathcona addressed that. But 
again, this provision states that government-adopted Bills or 
motions on petitions, even if concerning financial measures, 
would not involve a question of the confidence of the House, 
and again, Mr. Speaker, this is clearly at odds with long
standing parliamentary tradition, where if a financial measure is 
defeated, the government is deemed to have lost the confidence 
of the House and must resign. I would suggest that we would 
really be in for a parliamentary crisis if this were allowed to 
stand. 

So there are a number of inconsistencies and contradictions 
there, Mr. Speaker. But parliamentary practice and convention 
aside, what this motion is really leading us to is government by 
petition. I'm sorry, but I do not believe it to be either appropri
ate or desirable for petitions to establish the agenda of this As
sembly. That's what we elect governments for. I'm prepared, 
as one member in this Assembly, to accept that responsibility 
and to participate in the establishment of our agenda and from 
time to time to go to the voters, to go to all Albertans on a regu
lar basis at election time and have them evaluate whether our 
priorities were appropriate or not. Of course, we witnessed that 
last night in Chinook and I think received an overwhelming vote 
of confidence in that instance. 

Mr. Speaker, not to be misunderstood, I believe there is a 
role for petitions. In fact, I think petitions are a terrific way of 
communicating to government. They are a tremendous tool for 

sending a message to government, and I certainly encourage 
some of my own constituents who have been inclined in that 
direction to follow through with their efforts on petitions. But I 
also recognize that petitions are sometimes very self-serving. 
They can represent a very biased perspective, a very narrow 
viewpoint. Often they represent only special interest groups. 
They can be very emotional at times and often do not take into 
consideration the overall perspective necessary for making 
sound and good judgment decisions. 

Mr. Speaker, I took the time to look down the list of the 21 
petitions that have been presented to the Legislature during the 
last four years. I think it would be fair to say that all of them 
fall into at least one of the categories I have just described. A 
perfect example I did come across was a petition brought for
ward by the leader of the NDPs, the Member for Edmonton-
Norwood, back on March 20, 1984. I noted that his major con
tributions at that time were two petitions signed by 8,540 and 
2,665 people respectively, and his concern of the day was to 
extend the hours of operation of two ALCB liquor stores in Ed
monton. Again, a very emotional issue -- I suppose self-serving 
perhaps. Not that I'm suggesting by any means that it's self-
serving for the Leader of the Opposition, but self-serving cer
tainly for the people that signed the petition, a very biased per
spective in a very focused matter. Again, it's interesting to note 
that the Member for Edmonton-Norwood would place such im
portance on the extension of liquor store hours. 

Mr. Speaker, petitions are only one way for the government 
to receive feedback, and as I said earlier, they are terrific ways 
of communicating to government. But so is writing to your 
M L A or taking the time to phone your M L A or making the ef
fort to attend a storefront government or a town hall meeting, 
which I know a lot of the members here participate in. These 
are all effective means of getting helpful feedback to the MLA. 
And let's face it; I think all of us here this afternoon, it's fair to 
say, appreciate that kind of feedback and recognize we need that 
kind of feedback to provide good, sound government. 

But I can tell you, Mr. Speaker, that for me, personally, 10 or 
20 hand-written letters mean a lot more than a petition with 100 
or even 1,000 names. Again, not to downplay the importance or 
effectiveness of petitions, as politicians we have to evaluate the 
process used for gathering these petitions. I can assure you, Mr. 
Speaker, that during my 11-plus years on Red Deer city council 
I saw a good number of petitions. It was always interesting for 
me to first of all sit down and review the petitions that were re
ceived on a particular issue, both pro and con. Coming from a 
smaller community, the first thing I would do is run down both 
petitions to see how many people had signed both pro and con, 
and many did. Not to be critical of them, Mr. Speaker, for it's 
the process. The process itself invites those types of 
irregularities. 

All we have to do is evaluate how petitions are raised. 
They're raised by neighbours -- persistent neighbours -- friends, 
special interest groups, and sometimes it's more convenient to 
sign them than to argue or debate the issue. Or sometimes it's 
someone at your door while supper is burning or the sudden-
death goal is just being scored in overtime, or it's a professional 
lobbyist. And I certainly wouldn't recommend that, Mr. 
Speaker. If this motion were passed, there's no question that we 
would see more and more of that as well, even in a smaller com
munity like Red Deer. 

I've witnessed at least one occasion where a full-time profes
sional lobbyist was brought in. I witnessed a situation where 
community groups were being exploited and young children 
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were being paid 25 cents for every name they raised for that par
ticular petition. Now. I know that the money collected had to be 
used by that particular group or organization the children were 
representing and, in most instances, the money did end up going 
to good causes, but what a way to raise money; what a way to 
raise a petition. People were more interested in signing so kids 
could go to camp or play hockey or whatever the cause of the 
day happened to be. Again, Mr. Speaker, I can see more and 
more of this if we were to allow a motion like this to pass and 
we would see clearly a shift to government by petition. I ask: is 
that what we want for Alberta? Is that what we want for 
Albertans? 

I'm certainly prepared to look at petitions, assess them, and 
weigh them into the decision-making process, but I'm not pre
pared to abdicate my responsibilities as an elected repre
sentative. That is to say again, Mr. Speaker, that the respon
sibility for setting the agenda of this Legislative Assembly has 
to lie in the hands of the duly elected government and not in the 
hands of lobbyists and self-serving interest groups. If we allow 
this motion to pass and we allow petitions to establish our 
agenda, then I regret to say that the next logical progression 
from there is going to be government by plebiscite, the 
American situation. Is that we want for Albertans? A situation 
of yes to proposition 59 or no to proposition 32 or maybe to 
proposition 16? 

I know that I had the opportunity of being in Houston during 
one of the presidential elections, and when the voters were go
ing to the polls that night in Houston, they had an agenda of 
some 55 items to vote on. And I'm sorry, Mr. Speaker, but 
that's just not an effective way of running government. Fifty-
five items; there is just absolutely no way the voter has the op
portunity of being well informed on all the issues surrounding 
those 55 decisions. Really, what we start to see then is a situ
ation where people are voting on campaigns, not on real issues 
but campaigns. Campaigns will determine the outcome of the 
issues, and I don't think that's what we want to see here in Al 
berta either. 

Again, I want to thank the Member for Edmonton-Strathcona 
for bringing this motion forward. I know that he means well by 
it and that he is very sincere about trying to strive for parlia
mentary reform. But I would want to conclude, Mr. Speaker, by 
saying that if parliamentary reform is the motivation for this mo
tion, there are other aspects of parliamentary democracy which 
could be looked at for more effective reform or for getting to the 
heart of the problem instead of trying to rearrange the Standing 
Orders. I would certainly encourage the Member for 
Edmonton-Strathcona, particularly with his legal background, to 
pursue that. But I cannot support Motion 221. I cannot support 
the concept of government by petition. I would want to con
clude by saying that the laws of this province should be made in 
the Legislative Assembly and not in the streets. 

Thank you. Mr. Speaker, for the opportunity of being able to 
participate in the discussion this afternoon. I look forward to 
hearing from further members. 

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: I believe the hon. leader of the Lib
eral Party caught the Chair's eye. 

MR. TAYLOR: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. In rising 
for my first debate this fall, I note that things haven't changed 
too much. The genial member for Red Deer-South is always 
given the unpleasant task by the government to try to kill any
thing that looks progressive and forward looking. He seems to 

be the token representative of the 19th century over on that side. 
I suppose there is some need to have those views recorded in the 
history books, and consequently I must compliment him on hav
ing the perseverance one would only expect in a Liberal in this 
province. 

In rising to support the member on the question of petitions, 
I would like to add our party's support to the idea. I would like 
to also ask the members to think about it in a more nonpartisan 
nature, because actually we're talking of 3 to 5 percent of the 
eligible voters. I don't have my math computer with me, but I 
think that's 30,000 to 50,000 signatures. That's a lot of signa
tures even if somebody goes around and gives the kids each a 
revel or two bits -- as our Member for Red Deer-South said 
could happen -- and consequently just defeats the whole idea of 
democracy in the province. Someone coming in with a carload 
of revels and giving them out to the students of this province 
would immediately somehow or other scupper the parliamentary 
thought or parliamentary action. It seems a little hard to follow. 

I think there's no question, Mr. Speaker, when we analyze 
some of the moves by the new parties that spring up, be they on 
the extreme right, the extreme left, or in the middle -- it doesn't 
matter -- one of the platforms they nearly always seem to have 
is recall or petitions or something along that nature. Obviously, 
there's a feeling by many people that they are fed up with the 
old-line parties, if you want to call it -- and now you can put the 
NDP in with us on that -- that somehow or another they do not 
get their will to the public or at least their will doesn't get 
debated. I think we're all guilty of that. All three political par
ties seem to talk about having participatory democracy, but 
when we get in, somehow or another it becomes just a little too 
embarrassing to practise. 

I think this particular motion is a very nice way of slightly 
opening the door. There's nothing binding about it. Al l it says 
is that the issue would have to come up for debate. The Mem
ber for Edmonton-Strathcona has even gone so far as to except 
any decision coming from that debate as being binding or con
sidered a vote of confidence. I don't know how you can make it 
much less threatening to the government of the day than the way 
he has set out his petition. I compliment him for it. 

I don't think there's any question that if you observe our so
ciety today -- and maybe it's the medium of television or what
ever it is, whether it's question period or whether it's the fact the 
parliamentary debates are being televised much more or whether 
we as MLAs or MPs are getting into the living rooms of the na
tion much more than we did in the past -- I think a great deal of 
the public wants to have a feeling that they have some part in 
the democratic process so they can do something. Somehow 
they can move that behemoth or that almost immovable object 
they think of as Parliament or the Legislature. Somehow or an
other they can put a Utile pinprick of conscience or a little bit of 
discomfort to make us talk about what is occupying their minds. 

I know even in my own work in my own party I have taken 
the lead in trying to throw the leadership of the party open to all 
the members that hold a membership rather than a select few or 
a select few of our delegates. As a matter of fact, it's a policy 
that our group worked out so well that the Conservative Party of 
Ontario has written me and asked to see if they could get the 
details and use that somehow or another, because they've seen 
the astounding success that we are moving back out here and 
think maybe they can use some sort of breath of oxygen too to 
reactivate that rather recent corpse in the political scene of 
Canada. So I've been quite glad to send that down to them, and 
I think you will find there are many other political parties that 
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will be thinking the same way. The Americans did it some 
years ago. They went out of the idea that somebody selected a 
delegate who in turn selected someone else who in turn went out 
and got a Premier. They opened it up so the whole democratic 
process was open to anyone that wanted to come out and join 
their party. I wish the Conservative Party every success in On
tario in trying that idea, knowing full well that as long as Ottawa 
stays in the hands of that great Irish tenor, they will have little 
success indeed anyhow. Nevertheless, the idea of opening up 
parties, being able to move Legislatures has become very much 
the in thing. 

Maybe it's because we have our Charter of Rights. One 
thing I think I've sensed -- and I've been in politics maybe a lot 
longer than some people -- is, and I attribute it to bringing back 
our Constitution to Canada and with it enshrining a Charter of 
Rights, that the general public today has the feeling now that 
they want their will, their thoughts, to take precedence over the 
government's will, and more than that, not government's will, 
the House of Commons' will or the Legislature's will. I think 
that's something that's come about that we, particularly those 
that worship or think highly of the British parliamentary system 
where our rights are enshrined in precedents rather than in a 
Charter of Rights, are coming to accept. Putting the Charter of 
Rights into our Constitution means that the rights of the individ
ual are paramount over the rights of the state. Of course, that's 
one of the large criticisms many people have regardless of what 
political faith they are, if they are interested in the doctrine of 
individual rights and freedom of rights, in questioning the 
Meech Lake accord. 

But to get back into this issue of supporting the petition idea, 
I really can't understand why we would be afraid. I think we of 
all parties would bring a great deal of goodwill to ourselves if 
we somehow or another telegraphed to the people of Alberta 
that if, in spite of our wisdom here, divided up into three or four 
or five parties in the House, we missed a major item that should 
be debated, they could circulate a petition that would make sure 
the issue would get debated. 

I see no danger whatsoever to the idea of a majority democ
racy when, as the Member for Edmonton-Strathcona pointed 
out, it would not be an issue of whether a government would 
rise or fall if the debate went ahead. Yet I think it would send 
that semaphore, that signal, out to the public of Alberta that we 
as a House, involved as we are -- I'm sure, as anybody who lis
tened today to all the hairsplitting and rulings that were going on 
in the different debates, we get a little tired of it. They could 
think that whatever they thought was very, very important, and 
if they could get enough signatures on it -- and holy smoke; 
30,000 to 50,000 signatures is a lot of signatures -- it would at 
least come before the House to be debated in a nonconfron-
tational manner. Or at least, if it comes up in a confrontational 
manner, the fact that the decision from the debate would not be 
binding on the government of the day. 

So I have no hesitation, Mr. Speaker, in expressing my sup
port for this enlightened legislation, and I want to compliment 
the Member for Edmonton-Strathcona for bringing it forward. 
Thank you. 

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: Hon. Member for Calgary-North 
Hill. 

MR. STEWART: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I rise to speak 
against the amendments to the Standing Orders concerning the 
petitions that Motion 221 proposes. I'd like to divide my com

ments into two categories: firstly, to deal with the changes and 
to indicate why I feel they are inappropriate in a practical sense 
and, secondly, to look at them from the standpoint of some of 
the ramifications or consequences that could arise, indeed, if this 
procedure were adopted. 

At the outset may I say that I'm certainly not opposed to par
liamentary reform which is meaningful and which has the poten
tial to make the government more responsible to the wishes of 
the electorate that it serves. However, upon reflection on the 
amendments offered by this motion before us today, I am cer
tainly not convinced, certainly in practical terms, that any sig
nificant change would result in the manner in which we deal 
with those petitions, particularly because the minimum number 
of signatories required to trigger a different treatment is far be
yond the experience of this Assembly and probably beyond the 
experience that might be reasonably anticipated. 

Public petitions addressed to the Legislative Assembly con
stitute one of the most direct means of communication between 
the people themselves and the Legislature. It is, of course, by 
this means that the people can voice their concerns to the House 
on matters of public interest. I believe that the right to petition 
government is indeed fundamental, as has been expressed by 
other hon. members, and that petitions are an integral part of the 
process whereby Albertans can speak to their elected repre
sentatives. All citizens and groups should have equal access to 
the Legislature, and their petitions should be attributed equal 
consideration. With this in mind, there may very well be some 
procedural revisions that would make the present Standing Or
ders less restrictive, that could be considered in order to make 
the process of petitioning more meaningful. 

Unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, I don't think these proposed 
changes before us today will accomplish that, and I think it must 
be recognized that this motion creates, in effect, two or even 
perhaps three classes of petitions. Petitions presented to the As
sembly would therefore no longer be accorded equal treatment. 
Some would simply be presented and received by the Assembly 
the way they are now. Some would be entitled to be debated as 
government business. Some would be debated and contain pro
visions to authorize expenditure of public funds. It seems to me 
that this would derogate from the principle of equality to which 
I have referred. 

If parliamentary reform is the motivation for the motion, 
there are certainly other aspects of Standing Orders which could 
be examined for more effective reform, rather than trying to 
rearrange the Standing Orders in the manner suggested. For 
example, some Legislatures do allow a limited discussion on 
petitions; some do provide for reference of petitions to a com
mittee for review; and indeed, some do require a formal re
sponse from the minister concerned. These are the kinds of 
amendments to Alberta's Standing Orders concerning petitions 
which might be meaningful and perhaps prompt government to 
take even greater note of the content of petitions and respond to 
them in a more direct manner. If the proposed amendments in 
Motion 221 were along those lines, I would consider that they 
would be worthy of our support for a direction of that nature. 
Unfortunately, I don't think they do. 

The requirements of the motion dictate that if 3 percent of 
the eligible voters in Alberta sign a petition and 5 percent sign 
in the case of a petition that prays for an expenditure of govern
ment funds, that petition would then be placed on the govern
ment Order Paper as government business, be debated in the 
Assembly for not less than three hours, perhaps be referred to a 
Standing Committee on Law and Regulations, and perhaps be 
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adopted by Executive Council if the petition prays for an expen
diture of public funds. In a nutshell, the motion not only pro
poses amendments to Standing Orders concerning petitions, I 
believe that it completely redefines government and nongovern
ment business. And in our parliamentary system that would be 
unheard of, and indeed it changes our parliamentary system as 
we know it. 

If the intent is to force the Legislature to pay more attention 
to the customary petitions, then I would suggest that it's ineffec
tual. As a matter of fact, the motion does not at all amend the 
current method of dealing with petitions that are presented to the 
Assembly, because it's doubtful that any of them could meet the 
signatory requirements in order to trigger the additional provi
sions that are now brought forward by this motion. 

It is not possible to defend amending the Standing Orders, 
and at the same time perhaps complicating them, which this mo
tion certainly does, all to accommodate petitions that are not 
even likely to receive such unrealistic minimum numbers of sig
natories. By its very provisions the motion limits itself to the 
coming into effect only upon those unique circumstances. The 
chances of the amendments, therefore, ever being required are 
slim. The total number of eligible voters in the last election was 
1,514,182. Simple calculation shows us that nonmoney peti
tions would need 45,500 signatures, and money petitions would 
need 75,700 signatures in order for this motion's proposals to 
even come into effect. These are very unrealistic figures to ex
pect on any petition. 

As has been indicated earlier, in the last four years 21 peti
tions have been read and received in this Assembly. I think it's 
noteworthy that none of these petitions would have met the re
quirements of this motion. In fact, not one of them even came 
close to having 45,500 signatures, let alone the 75,700. There
fore, while the sponsor may feel that he is improving the current 
practice, his amendments wouldn't even touch the existing prac
tice in fact. 

Even without this motion being in place, I think that if the 
subject of a petition were of such importance and general popu
larity that it received the required amount of signatures to trigger 
its effect, we can safely assume that the government would be 
aware of the issue and would be prepared to act upon it. I think 
the passage of the seat belt legislation was a good example in 
that case, where even before the Bill was presented to the 
House, a petition was placed out there with the people, and I 
believe they obtained 12,000 signatures with a goal of 25,000. 
But before the petition was even presented, the government did 
act. If the amendments had been in place, it's doubtful whether 
they would have even achieved the numbers that would have 
been necessary to give effect to these new amendments. 

Something else that I believe has to be considered is that the 
present rules allow for all members to file a notice of motion for 
matters to be debated after they have been presented as a peti
tion. With this avenue open to members any matter originally 
brought forward as a petition could be debated in the Assembly. 
There is no need for the proposed amendments to Standing Or
ders to bring important matters before the House. In addition, 
an issue could become a subject of discussion in the House 
through question period to a minister, or raised, of course, in the 
relevant committees of the House. For these reasons I think, 
Mr. Speaker, that the amendments are perhaps unnecessary. 

However, more importantly, I think we should consider some 
of the ramifications which the proposed amendments to the 
Standing Orders could have if, in fact, a petition were to come 
forward in this manner. Consequences of reform cannot always 

be predetermined with certainty. However, I do foresee some of 
the problems that could result if we did pass this motion. I be
lieve there are important factors for us to consider during this 
debate, and I believe it is important to note that the motion, in 
effect, does alter the traditional parliamentary system where a 
general election determines a governing party and its policies as 
a particular framework for future direction. This motion cer
tainly alters that basic and accepted parliamentary system in that 
regard and substitutes, in effect, as the hon. Member for Red 
Deer-South said, "government by petition." 

In the 1986 provincial election the New Democrats received 
208,561 votes. If one in four of these voters signed a petition 
organized by the NDs, that would be sufficient under the 3 per
cent rule for the petition to proceed, and under this motion it 
must supersede government business on the agenda. It would 
have guaranteed debate without the usual adjournment provi
sions. No government business could proceed at all until the 
petition is dealt with. It makes one wonder what the general 
action and the will of the majority was really all about. The de
cision of the majority of voters at the ballot box could be nul
lified through a petition from the minority. 

It seems to me that this ignores the principles of democracy 
and representative government. It's conceivable that a particu
lar region of the province or a lobby or pressure group, as indi
cated previously, could dictate what is debated in the House and 
what does become government business. 

This motion would also allow petitions requesting expendi
ture of public moneys, and this is in contradiction to the existing 
Standing Order 80 which prohibits money petitions. This type 
of petition would in effect become a money Bill , and this would 
break with the parliamentary tradition by which the government 
has the sole prerogative for introducing such measures as raising 
revenues and allocating funding. It is accountable, of course, 
back to the Legislature and the people for that trust that it has 
been given. 

Financial management by the government is done through 
the vehicle or instrument of a budget, which outlines the govern
ment's revenues and expenditure estimates. Probably no aspect 
of the government's business or work receives more thought and 
effort than the establishment and review of the government's 
spending strategy for the fiscal year. 

Public expenditures through petition introduces a whole new 
element to this process. How could budgeting be accomplished 
with any certainty? Effective fiscal planning and administration 
could be seriously jeopardized and financial planning could, 
conceivably, become beyond control. In effect it would be pos
sible for a budget to be presented by an opposition party and to 
be debated in priority to the majority government party's 
budget. Again, what is a general election all about? 

Furthermore, under the motion's provisions, the government 
would be obliged to deal on a priority basis with a petition as a 
matter of policy, even if it was totally opposed to it. This would 
stand the whole normal course of government House business 
certainly on its head. 

Motion 221 stipulates that the government-adopted Bills or 
motions on petitions, even money petitions, would not involve a 
question of the confidence of the House. This is in complete 
contradiction with the parliamentary tradition. If a government 
financial measure is defeated in the House, it's deemed to have 
lost the confidence of the House and must resign. 

It's pretty clear that if a government is forced to introduce 
legislation that it is opposed to, then if they have the majority, 
they will defeat it. It seems to me that this is somewhat 
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ludicrous and leaves the door wide open for a parliamentary cri
sis of the nature that my hon. friend has mentioned. The only 
way to avoid this would be to prevent it from going to the select 
committee or defeating it in the committee stage. These meth
ods would result in an indirect way to deal with matters that 
should be done directly and in the Legislature as a whole in this 
Assembly. 

In summary, Mr. Speaker, the matters raised by the petition 
would indeed have a preferential treatment far beyond any other 
business of the Assembly. In this way debate on the motion to 
refer the petition to the committee could not be adjourned at any 
time. Any other motion is subject to adjournment. Debate 
would have a minimum time period. No other motion has that 
privilege. Debate on the petition would have priority over all 
other matters in displacing the legitimate and important govern
ment business. The motion would carry over to a subsequent 
session. Other motions on the Order Paper, including govern
ment motions, would not; they would die. A petition requiring 
the expenditure of public funds would not constitute a question 
of confidence. On the other hand, government money Bills are 
subject to the question of confidence. 

In short, I believe the whole tradition of the majority govern
ing over a minority is cast aside, and the traditional and time-
tested elements of our democratic parliamentary system are 
turned upside down. The very fact that the triggering mecha
nism for such extreme and convoluted provisions are set out far 
beyond practicality leads me to conclude that the motion and the 
changes proposed in the Standing Orders were not really in
tended to be anything other than a mere image of the democratic 
process. For these reasons I cannot support the motion, Mr. 
Speaker. 

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: Hon. Member for 
Edmonton-Avonmore. 

MS LAING: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I rise today to speak in 
support of this motion. It is significant that this motion comes 
to the Assembly today, a day that I tabled a petition signed by 
8,300 Albertans. This petition and this motion will in fact come 
up for debate because there was a member of the Legislature 
that was able to put it on the Order Paper. However, a couple of 
years ago over 8,000 students signed a similar petition and de
livered it to this Assembly. It was never debated. It may be 
recognized that these students were not yet old enough to vote, 
but certainly they had a lesson in powerlessness and the fact that 
their wishes would not be consulted in this body. 

During the election campaign and recent meetings that I've 
had with people throughout the province, I've heard a constant 
and recurring theme. People feel powerless, and they say there 
is no point in voting. They have not been consulted by govern
ment for solutions to their problems. They feel that politicians 
don't listen and that they don't care. They see the government, 
they say over and over again, as not responsible to them and 
indeed lump all politicians together in that category. They feel 
unconsulted. They feel unimportant, and they suffer from 
apathy. 

We often hear about the apathetic citizenry. I would say it is 
a demoralized citizenry that feels their government does not lis
ten to them. Too often they talk about solutions being imposed 
on them, solutions that have been reached in isolation from 
them, and they have no avenue of expressing their concerns. In 
the same way, we've heard and seen this year that petitions have 
been received in this Assembly in regard to community school 

spending. There are petitions regarding the cuts in health care 
funding. There are a great number of motions on the Order 
Paper, and to suggest that we place a motion on the Order Paper 
in order to address these concerns doesn't weigh much with me 
because of the number of motions on the Order Paper; it takes a 
very long time to get dirough the list. So maybe in a couple of 
years we might be able to address those motions, going the way 
we have. 

These motions that people need address many issues, and we 
need to address many issues. Democracy requires that the con
cerns of all citizens be addressed in this Assembly by granting, 
dirough the power of petitions, that the citizens of this province 
can bring issues to this Assembly, issues of policy, issues of ex
penditure. We thereby empower the citizens and involve them 
in the process of government, and surely that is the meaning of 
the word democracy. 

We instill in the public consciousness the responsiveness of 
the Legislature to the needs of the people. This is the nature of 
democracy, and this is what is necessary for people to feel like 
it's worth their while to go to the polls and vote on election day. 
The hon. Member for Red Deer-South talked about this motion 
possibly conflicting with parliamentary procedures. Well, Mr. 
Speaker, I would hold that parliamentary procedures are defined 
in order to facilitate the democratic process and not to hinder 
such a process. 

We sit here as a Legislative Assembly to serve the people of 
this province and not the parliamentary procedures and conven
tions of this House. We are elected to represent the people, and 
surely to allow Albertans to bring issues to the floor through 
petition is not to give in to government by petition. This motion 
merely allows for petitions to be brought to the attention of the 
Legislature and the concerns of the people of this province. If 
these petitions are merely representations of narrow interest 
groups, that should be the determination of this Legislative As
sembly and not of one member who may have a totally opposite 
but equally narrow focus. 

If petitions present a truly untenable position, surely we as 
politicians and those people responsible to the people of Alberta 
as a whole are able to determine this. If names are obtained on 
the petitions through unsavoury means, we will still need to de
termine the legitimacy of the cause. If we are principled people, 
as politicians we must look to the well-being and the greater 
good of all citizens, and we will not simply give in to lobbyists 
and interest groups. 

When I hear that a petition today will mean a plebiscite 
tomorrow, I think this is to raise a red herring and is a bit of 
scaremongering. Let's keep to the issue. Petitions are sug
gested in order to bring matters to the floor of this Assembly. It 
requires a significant number of voters: 3 to 5 percent -- not an 
easy task, not particularly susceptible to the collection proce
dures outlined by the Member for Red Deer-South. I believe 
that we as thoughtful people should well be able to determine 
whether a petition will serve the people of Alberta and that this 
motion is a way to bring into this Legislative Assembly greater 
democracy for the people of Alberta. I would therefore urge 
support. 

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: Hon. Member for Drumheller. 

MR. SCHUMACHER: Thank you. Mr. Speaker. In rising to 
participate in the debate over Motion 221, I have to respectfully 
disagree with my learned friend from Edmonton-Strathcona. 
And I'm quite surprised that I find him sponsoring this motion. 



2032 ALBERTA HANSARD November 24, 1987 

coming originally from Great Britain, the United Kingdom, 
where Westminster is located, because I believe what he's doing 
here is actually bringing to our jurisdiction something that he 
seems to be afraid of in other areas. You know, we have a free 
trade initiative under way, and I hear members of his party --
and I've no doubt will be hearing from him in the days ahead --
that we can't have free trade because that's going to bring an 
American influence to this country that would be bad. But 
really, this type of proposal that he's bringing to us today is in 
the nature of direct democracy, and that had its home and begin
nings in the United States, I believe. 

We've had experiences with that here in the form of recall 
legislation, which started in the United States. I guess when that 
was attempted in the constituency of Okotoks or High River -- I 
don't know which it was, but when our former Premier Aberhart 
was elected, I think it was Okotoks that elected him -- they did
n't care for what he was doing. They started a recall petition, 
and that was the end of recall in this province. We haven't 
found anybody else to bring that back to us. But we didn't re
ally like, as Albertans I guess, that type of direct democracy. 

The proposal of the hon. Member for Edmonton-Strathcona 
is in that same tradition: to allow people, as the Member for 
Edmonton-Avonmore has suggested, to bring matters directly 
before this Legislature. I think we should remember the tools 
that we have, and we're using them right now. The Member for 
Edmonton-Avonmore pointed out that if the timing goes cor
rectly and nothing else intervenes, her motion will be discussed 
on Thursday regarding declaring this province a nuclear-free 
zone, something near and dear to her heart but not as universally 
supported by some of the rest of us. I look forward to having 
something to say on that matter on Thursday. 

This Legislature and the rules we've written for its operation 
are very open to allow all the concerns of Albertans to be 
brought before the Chamber for discussion. We allow four 
hours per week and, as the Member for Edmonton-Avonmore 
suggested in her own remarks, she is going to be able to do 
something that somebody else didn't notice, I guess, three or 
four or five years ago when the other petition that she mentioned 
came forward; 8,000 signatures, she said. And it wasn't dealt 
with. I don't know what the New Democratic Party caucus was 
doing in those days, but you would have thought that there cer-
tainly was the mechanism for them to bring forward that subject 
for ventilation. And as my hon. friend has suggested in his mo
tion, it really amounts to three hours of debate and then it will 
be disposed of. Three hours of debate really isn't very long, and 
any government can stand to hunker down for three hours of 
debate, and if they don't want to do it, it will have had three 
hours of debate, and that's it. 

But the other part of that is that we do have, as I've already 
suggested, in private members' time, four hours a week to deal 
with any and all subjects. We can't bring in things to deal with 
the spending of money, but we can suggest that the government 
consider spending money, and that gets to the same end that 
three hours of debate on a petition would get to, in my humble 
submission. 

I wonder how the New Democrats would feel if a petition 
was organized to ask the government to do away with abortion 
committees in this province. This thing could be a two-edged 
sword, and that might get more support from the people if they 
were given the opportunity and the encouragement and the vehi
cle to use it than one might think. There could also be a petition 
to this Chamber to have a really effective work-for-welfare pro
gram whereby people should go out and work on road gangs if 

they want to get welfare. You know, a lot of people in this 
province would like to have that dealt with and considered. 

REV. ROBERTS: How about an ambulance service? 

MR. SCHUMACHER: That might be dealt with too. But I 
think the hon. Member for Edmonton-Centre will find that the 
ambulance service of this province will be dealt with in a much 
shorter time frame than it would take to organize a petition con
taining either 45,500 or 75,700 signatures. 

AN HON. MEMBER: How about a new leader for your party? 

MR. SCHUMACHER: What do you mean a new leader? We 
have the best leader of every party in the country sitting in here 
[inaudible]. I beg your pardon? 

AN HON. MEMBER: That's not what I hear on the street. 
[interjections] 

MR. STRONG: Not on the 18th hole. 

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order please. Order please. If the 
hon. Member for St. Albert wishes to join the debate, he could 
perhaps speak after the Member for Drumheller. 

MR. SCHUMACHER: Going back to the taking of time for 
government business, I pointed out that we have four hours a 
week for any type of general discussion we want now under the 
existing rules. If a lot of people are concerned about a matter, 
surely the MLAs present will hear about it and will be respon
sive to their constituents and bring it before us. But because of 
the amount of time we do devote to private members' business, 
that by necessity limits the amount of time available for govern
ment business. The government, if it's elected to do something, 
has to have a certain amount of time. Maybe some of us, 
though, would feel that governments do do too much, and 
maybe we should impinge further on government time by hav
ing nonbinding, three-hour debates resulting from petitions. We 
might be better off. I might find a certain attraction for that, but 
that's just theoretically speaking. 

As a practical matter governments do have things to deal 
with. We find that budgets take a lot of consideration. Not all 
members in the opposition feel that they don't get enough time 
to consider that type of government business, but maybe they 
wouldn't have as much as they have now if we've got to inter
fere with that time that's allotted to respond to petitions. So I 
think they should consider the practicality of what they're 
proposing. 

I don't have anything against the United States' system of 
government. That's fine for them. I think it has certain 
benefits, but after studying both systems fairly completely, I 
believe, and participating in the present system and always 
learning more and more about the benefits of our present sys
tem, I think the parliamentary system is better than the congres
sional or presidential system. I don't think we should be im
porting alien influences in this regard. 

I think we have a very responsive Legislature and govern
ment. It was certainly proved yesterday that in the last year and 
a half a large area of this province strongly endorses the respon
siveness of the present government. I'm sorry my friends on the 
right here happened to come last and really lost their position 
from the 1986 general election. 
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So I don't know; when we talk about responsiveness, I think 
we have a record of performance. This Legislature does work; 
this government does perform. I think we should carry on with 
the way we've been doing it. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: Hon. Member for Calgary-
Mountain View. 

MR.HAWKESWORTH: Well, thank you, Mr. Speaker. I've 
been much entertained by the discussion this afternoon. It's one 
of the more vigorous we've had in this Legislature for a while, 
and I appreciate the comments that have been made, which I 
think have been put forward in the spirit of constructive 
criticism. 

But underneath those comments, Mr. Speaker -- I really have 
been listening carefully -- it's been hard for me to determine 
what exactly it is that's being put forward by members opposed 
to this motion that would in any way make this Assembly per
form any more adequately. They say they are in favour of par
liamentary reform, in favour of making this Assembly work bet
ter, but I've heard nothing of any substance to back up those 
kinds of comments. Because at its core I think what the Mem
ber for Edmonton-Strathcona is presenting us with is a question. 
It's whether the public will find here in this Chamber a parlia
mentary democracy at work or a parliamentary club at work. 

[Mr. Musgreave in the Chair] 

Mr. Speaker, what this motion wants to do is to provide an 
opportunity for the public to help determine the agenda of this 
Assembly. That's really all the motion does. It provides an 
avenue, an opportunity, whereby Albertans, if enough of them 
agree with a particular initiative, can put an item on the agenda 
of this Assembly for three hours. That's really what this motion 
does. It says that if enough people are concerned about a par
ticular issue, they have the right to expect that this Assembly 
will spend at least three hours in debating their concern, in tak
ing their point of view seriously. That's what it does. The mo
tion says that if 3 percent or 5 percent of the people of this prov
ince want an initiative to be debated in this Assembly and they 
have the requisite number of signatures, this Assembly would 
then debate that point of view for three hours. 

I don't see how this is going to bring down the walls around 
us, that somehow this is going to make the work of this Assem
bly something close to bordering on anarchy. It simply says that 
this Assembly would debate it for three hours and then be pre
sented with a motion: whether the petition's prayer is accepted 
or not. If it's not accepted, that's the end of it. The three hours 
of debate is over, the issue's been dealt with, it's received a 
hearing. Members from all sides of the House, from every cor
ner of the province, will have had a chance to say whether they 
agree or not, and it's disposed of. 

But in that debate, if there is some merit to the petition and 
to that point of view, then it can receive some further considera
tion by the Assembly. It would have to have some significant 
merit, determined by the members of this Assembly, if it were to 
proceed to that second step. And the government, in accepting 
that motion, would understand that in taking it through the sec
ond step, it might eventually be passed by this Assembly in a 
free vote. It would have to be a free vote because under this 
proposed provision of the Standing Orders the government 
would not fall or the question of confidence would not be in

voked if that motion were passed or if it were defeated. It spe
cifically provides, under this proposed Standing Order, that a 
matter brought to this Assembly in this way would not invoke a 
question of confidence. There's no other matter, no other mo
tion that would so be considered. Only a motion that would be 
before the members of the Assembly through this route would 
be treated in this way. 

Yet, you know, I hear the opposition raise that somehow the 
government would be defeated or ought to be defeated if a mo
tion were to be defeated under such a vote. Mr. Speaker, that's 
not at all what's being put in front of the members of the As
sembly, and I hope they would read this proposed Standing Or
der with due care. Because what it's doing is opening up an 
avenue that does not presently exist for the people of this prov
ince to have in a direct way some say over the agenda of this 
Assembly. 

Now, if this borrows from the American experience, so be it. 
If we can learn from the Americans, great. If direct democracy 
is evident in the United States -- and we have examples of that, 
and it works and cuts both ways, as the hon. Member for Drum
heller has pointed out. If it helps make Albertans masters in 
their own province, that's great. If we can learn how to be more 
effective and learn from our American friends how we can do a 
better job in making this democracy wider and more open and 
accepting to the people of this province, if we can learn from 
our American friends how to do that more effectively, so much 
the better. Parliamentary democracies have evolved all over the 
Commonwealth with different rules and Standing Orders, differ
ent models. The way we conduct ourselves in this Assembly is 
not the way it's done totally in New Zealand or Australia or In
dia. If we can learn from those next to us how to do a better job, 
so what? That's great. I think the member should be com
mended for that. 

But what amazes me more than anything is the reference to: 
the way we operate is just great; couldn't be improved in any 
way, shape, or form. Yet I'd be very interested to learn what, if 
any, petitions that have been presented to this Assembly have 
actually resulted in changes in government policy. I'd really be 
interested for somebody to stand up and demonstrate how the 
petitions that have come to this Assembly, let's say just in the 
last five years, have resulted in new government policy. It may 
well have done. That may well have been the case. But the 
speakers who have risen in their place so far have not been able 
to point to those examples. There may be instances where pri
vate members' Bills have been adopted by this Legislature, but 
concrete examples of that escape me. I have not heard them, 
that private members' Bills have ever been adopted by this As
sembly. They may have gone past second reading, but to my 
knowledge . . . [interjections] Well, there's time left for mem
bers to stand up and explain. Out of all the hundreds of private 
members' Bills that have been debated in this Legislature, 
what's the track record? What percentage of them have been 
enacted into the laws of this province? I'd be interested in hear
ing members stand up and show that there's a good, large per
centage that has been adopted. The same with petitions. 

Well, Mr. Speaker, I guess the final irony is that we have 
heard two points of view expressed this afternoon. One is that 
the requirements which the hon. member has incorporated in his 
motion are too onerous. Three percent of the voting population 
represents 45,000 people. We have no experience of a petition 
of 45,000 names having been presented to this Assembly, nor a 
petition of 75,000 names, having to do with the expenditure of 
money. These numbers of petitions are outside the experience 
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of this Assembly. Therefore, the argument is that this motion 
before us is too onerous; the requirements are too onerous for it 
to work in a practical sense. On the other hand, we've heard it 
referred to as: it will result in government by petition; special 
interest groups will have the right to determine the agenda of 
this Assembly; it will be opening up the doors so wide that -- the 
impression was left to me -- there will be nothing else; there will 
be nothing else on our agenda except motions that are referred 
to us via petitions. 

So the hon. Member for Edmonton-Strathcona I'm sure 
would be as confused as I am: whether what's wrong with this 
motion is that it opens the door too wide or whether it keeps it 
closed too tightly. Both these arguments have been advanced in 
opposition to his motion. I can only conclude that he must have 
reached the right middle ground if he's being assailed on both 
sides for the requirements he has incorporated in his motion. 

[Mr. Deputy Speaker in the Chair] 

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, what it boils down to is whether 
the members of this Assembly will continue to see this as a par
liamentary club that we don't want to open the doors any further 
or whether we see this Assembly as a place where the people of 
Alberta have a right that's not available to citizens of most 
countries; where they have the right to set the agenda of their 
government in a direct way, albeit a modest way; that they can 
bring to the attention of the legislators, their elected repre
sentatives, concerns that they have and require of those mem
bers that they at least give debate and consideration to those 
concerns. That's the question in front of the members of this 
Assembly, and I for one am proud and pleased to be able to say 
that I support the initiative put before us this afternoon by the 
Member for Edmonton-Strathcona. 

Thank you. 

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: Hon. Member for Calgary-Fish 
Creek. 

MR. PAYNE: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Initially, sir, I'd like to 
compliment the members who have participated in what I think 
most would agree has been a fairly interesting debate this after
noon. I run the obvious risk, though, of being number eight in 
the parade, and much that deserves to be said has been said. I 
would, however, in the moments remaining like to make one or 
two additional comments and make what I hope will be one or 
two useful suggestions for consideration of the sponsoring 
member. 

In his introductory remarks the Member for Edmonton-
Strathcona urged the members to be nondenominational in their 
approach to this motion today -- I infer he means that our review 
of his proposal should be objective and with very little passion 
-- and further suggested that this would mean simply a proce
dural change. I think with that phrase and with the tone there 
was perhaps an inadvertent attempt to lull us into some false 
sense of legislative security. Well, Mr. Speaker, I'd like to sug
gest that there is far more to be considered today than a mere 
procedural change. The implications of the motion before us 
this afternoon would, I suggest, change dramatically the role of 
the Legislature and the democratic process by giving petitioners 
considerable new powers. Could I suggest today that a constitu
tional change of this magnitude would be better accomplished 
via a substantive legislative reform Bill rather than through 
amendments to our procedural Standings Orders? I would wel

come an opportunity to participate in a debate in a subsequent 
sitting on such a Bill , whether it came from the government side 
or from the opposition side. 

I would like to suggest full compliments to the Member for 
Red Deer-South today. I think his reasoned approach to the mo
tion was worth listening to and worth heeding. I would hope he 
would not be offended, though, if I raised a question with re
spect to one comment he made; that is, he said that laws should 
not be made in the streets; they should be made in the As
sembly. I know that he and all members here today would agree 
that, yes, laws are made here in the Assembly, but surely they 
must represent the views of those in the streets, whom we 
represent. 

I was also interested in the remarks of the Member for 
Drumheller, and the only comment he made that I could seri
ously question was the expression: three hours of debate isn't 
very long. Now, without wishing to denigrate in any way the 
quality of debate in this Assembly, I must admit that on some 
occasions three hours of debate wasn't as engaging or as cap
tivating as it might have been. 

Before I conclude, Mr. Speaker, I did want to make one or 
two comments with respect to the remarks made by my col
league for Calgary-North Hill. I thought his reasoned and care
ful review of the motion, coupled with his presentation of sev
eral interesting options, bears further examination. I would 
hope that if and when the members of the Assembly return to a 
review or a discussion of the principles of this motion before us 
today, Motion 221, some of our members might undertake some 
additional study of the interesting alternatives the Member for 
Calgary-North Hill put before the Assembly today. 

Finally, there was a reference by two of the members today 
to such mechanisms for parliamentarians as town hall meetings 
and storefront government meetings in obtaining the views of 
constituents on issues of the day. As one who has conducted 
storefront governments in three suburban shopping centres on a 
periodic basis for about seven years, Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to emphasize as strongly as I can the usefulness of this 
mechanism, I'm not suggesting that storefront government ses
sions or town hall meetings displace the role of the petition. 
Obviously, there's a useful role for the petition, and I think that 
role is acknowledged in our present Standing Orders. But I 
know that I speak for all the members when I indicate that the 
people of this province have frequent and ample opportunity to 
access government. 

I was concerned by the comments passed by the Member for 
Edmonton-Avonmore, who quoted concerns of constituents or 
others who felt they were denied access to the process. I just 
simply can't accept that. Certainly in Calgary-Fish Creek, and I 
would hope in all the constituencies of the province, constituents 
of every walk of life have, as I say, frequent and ample opportu
nity to access the processes of government. 

AN HON. MEMBER: You're doing good. Another minute. 

[Mr. Speaker in the Chair] 

MR. PAYNE: Well, before I respond to the useful suggestions 
of the colleagues who flank me, I would like to return one final 
time to the comments of the Member for Edmonton-Avonmore, 
in which she used the phrase "the nature of democracy." I know 
that I speak for opposition and government members alike when 
I indicate to you, Mr. Speaker, that we all share a great interest 
in the nature of democracy and want to take whatever oppor
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tunities are afforded us as members of the Assembly to ensure, 
in a qualitative sense, the nature of democracy in our province. 
But it's hard for me to resist the temptation, parenthetically, Mr. 
Speaker, to indicate that the nature and quality of democracy 
were both very well served in the electoral results achieved in 
the Chinook constituency yesterday. 

Well, Mr. Speaker, you may recall that at the conclusion of 
our deliberations yesterday it was necessary for the Government 
House Leader to move that we arrest the clock in flight, and I 
would like to avoid the necessity for such a motion today. I 
know you would probably appreciate that there are a consider
able number of members who undoubtedly would like to partici
pate in the debate on this motion before us, so therefore might I 
suggest that we adjourn debate and readdress the matter later in 
the sitting. 

MR. SPEAKER: Those in favour of the motion, please say aye. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Aye. 

MR. SPEAKER: Opposed, please say no. 

SOME HON. MEMBERS: No. 

MR. SPEAKER: Carried. 

MR. YOUNG: Mr. Speaker, just by way of reiteration, the busi
ness tomorrow will be the debate on the Meech Lake accord, the 
resolution which is before us, dealing with that. 

[At 5:26 p.m. the House adjourned to Wednesday at 2:30 p.m.] 
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