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Date: 2003/04/08
[The Deputy Speaker in the chair]

8:00 p.m.

The Deputy Speaker: Please be seated.
I wonder if the Assembly would agreeto briefly revertto I ntroduc-
tion of Guests.

[Unanimous consent granted)]

head: Introduction of Guests

The Deputy Speaker: The hon. Member for Clover Bar-Fort
Saskatchewan.

Mr. Lougheed: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Thisevening|’vehadthe
opportunity to speak with a group of young congtituents who have
assembled in the room upstairs to discuss some topics of interest to
them. I'd liketo introduce them. | will read their names off, and
then afterwards I'll have them rise and receive the traditional
welcome of the Assembly. We have with us this evening Darcy
Andrews, Ravi Amarnath, Jeanne-Marie Audy, Matthew Bissett,
LeslieeAnne Fendel et, Garnett Genius, Matthew Mohr, Mark Ruhl,
Neil Ruhl, Angela Schubert, Trevor Stokke, ChrisY oung, Beverly
Eastham, JessicaMcClay, and Steve Buchta. 1’d ask them to please
rise and receive the traditional warm welcome of this Assembly.

The Deputy Speaker: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Gold Bar.

Mr. MacDonald: Yes, please, Mr. Speaker. At thistime | would
like to introduce to you and through you to all hon. Members of this
Legidative Assembly one of the mog distinguished citizens in the
constituency of Edmonton-Gold Bar and aformer Detroit Red Wing,
Mr. Terry Cavanagh. Mr. Cavanagh has had a very distinguished
career in civic politics and has a very keen interest in the economic
prosperity and the future of the city of Edmonton. He's in the
Speaker’'s galery, and | would now ask him to please rise and
receive the warm and traditional welcome of this Assembly.
Thank you.

Mr. Hutton: | wasgoing to acknowledge Mr. Cavanagh aswell, Mr.
Speaker, because he was a fine mayor and is a dear friend too.

The Deputy Speaker: | guess you could stand up again. A double
welcome.

head: Government Motions
Provincial Fiscal Policies

19. Mrs. Nelson moved:
Be it resolved that the Assembly approve in genea the
business plans and fiscal policies of the government.

[Adjourned debate April 8: Ms Carlson]

The Deputy Speaker: The hon. Leader of Her Mgesty’s Loyal
Opposition.

Dr. Nicol: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. It sapleasureto rise tonight to
begin debate on thebudget for the 2003-2004 fiscd year. Oneof the
main componentsof the whole discuss on and thethemethat kind of
permeated through the speech from the Finance minister this

afternoonwastheideathat thisisabudget that’sgoing to start anew
phasein Alberta sfinancial management, financial planning, andthe
key word seemsto bethefocus on stability and sustainability. When
you look at the process that was put in place through the legidlative
agenda earlier in the session, Bill 2, that put in place the ability to
deal with thestability fund, or sustainability fund, the infrastructure
capital fund, and to make some of those adjustments. That really
will helpin that context.

When you look at the idea of sustainability and the broad context
of that term, | have to go back to the question that | placed to the
Premier yesterday in question period when | asked him to define
sustainability in the context of the government’s debate, and he in
effect took that opportunity to tie sustainability to government
expenditures that were constrained by revenues. That’s simplifying
an answer that he gave us, but that was thesense of it. | guesswhen
| think about tha definition and that use of the term, | would like to
think of sustainability in alot broader context of what is atrue use
of that word, and to define it so closely tied to budget balancing,
budget sustainability, then what we end up with is the kind of
approach to planning that really doesn'’ t facilitatethe true concept of
stability and sustainability, that | discussed at length for the last
number of years and, more specifically, the last two yearswhen |’ ve
been trying to promote the ideaof sustainability, the stability fund,
as | called it, the infrastructure fund, the revenue smoothing, all
conceptsthat the government has now incorporated. But thedebate
that went around my definition of that sustainability hadto deal with
the progressve and sugtainable growth of our province. If welook
at it from the point of view of, in effect, the tools that were put in
place, those tools by themsdves only facilitate an operation, but
what they do is they need to make sure that the tools have the
appropri ate vision behind them.

What | want to talk about a little bit at the start tonight is the
vision that | would like to have seen in the budget today and the
vision that, in effect, ended up in the budget today. | guessto use
some of the budget lineitemsthat show up init, it’samatter of: how
do we look at provindal expenditures as a component in both the
economicand social systemsof our province? If welook at howthe
government approached the budget this term, yes, they’ ve created a
systemthat will providefor, if | wanttocall it, theability not to have
shocks in ayear. So it's taken out the uncertainty of the budget
rather than the sugtainability of the budget. Y ouknow, | guessthat’s
how | can classify the difference in what | was talking about when |
talked about sustainability and stability of our budgeting processes
as opposed to what | see in the government’ s operational plan that
they gave ustoday. In other words, they’ ve got abudget and they’re
using tools to smooth their budgeting process, not to make a
sustainable budget.

When | talk about a sustainable budget, | ook at it fromthe point
of view of: arethe public expenditures sufficient and appropriately
placed to give us the growth in our economy, the support of the
infrastructurein our economy, thebaancein our social systems, and
the safety nets that are there to really provide for afuture, avision,
that says “this is where we want to be 20 years from now; thisis
where we want to be 30 years from now; this is where we want our
children to be when they become adults, become legidators taking
our place’? Thisisthekind of thing that we have to focus on, and
| don't see that in this budget in the context of sustainability that |
use when | talk about that term.

Mr. Speaker, I'll just kind of go through alittle bit and use some
of the examplesthat | want to use toillustrate that in the sense that
what we have is a system that didn’t put the money in the priority
areas, the areasthat Albertanswere asking for. Y ou know, we keep
line item totals in the budget, and | guess the easy one to talk about
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is education because that' s the one that most people have asked
questions about today. We end up with, depending on how you
calculate it, somewhere between a4 and ahalf percent, 4.7 percent
— and some peopl e have even come up with anumber of 4.9 percent
— increase in the Learning budget. But when you look at what's
really there for the frontline delivery of service, even the budget
points out that it’s only 2 percent for the per sudent grant, and if
that's al we have in the per student grant, that’s in effect a signa
being sent by the government that that’ s the amount of money for
classroom ectivity.

8:10

Now, | recognize that there are additional dollars for technology
in another line item, but, you know, tha'’s a signal by the govern-
ment that those dollars should be in technology. There's another
lineitem for special needs. That meansthat those dollars should be
used for children with special learning conditions, special needs, to
help them learn, to help them reach their potential. But when you
look at it from the point of view of wha's there to handle the
classroom need, the per student grant only goes up by 2 percent.
How do we deal with that in the context of a system that still is
trying to catch up on an arbitrated wage settlement, that istrying to
catch up with extremdy high utility cods for the past year and the
foreseeable couple of years?

When we look at a system that’s trying to deal with the added
costs of new technology adoption and the evergreening of technol-
ogy, it doesn’t give usasustainable budget when welook at how it's
broken out in Learning. You know, we're dealing here most in my
discussionwith the K to 12 component, not the advanced education
or the adult learning component that they definein the line items of
the budget. Even therewe'regiving basically for the classrooms at
the advanced education level a2.2 percent increase, but what we're
doing is in effect downloading on to students more of the cogt by
allowingtuitionsto go up, by allowingdifferential tuitionfees This
basically says that students have to finance more of their own
education cod.

When we put that into a development component, Mr. Speaker,
you have to gppreciate, you know, thefocusthat I’ vetaken on alot
of the work | did before coming to the Legidature in terms of my
work with governments, my work with communities in terms of
economic development, and one of the things that we talked about
al the time was the need for human resource training, human
resource quality, but also thefact tha economic development really
transcendsthe idea of just having that. We've got to have an ability
for those individuals to participate in both the community system
and the economic sysgem, and if were basically saying to a new
graduatethat “ you’ re going to have amuch greater obligationto the
financial community through paying off your loans,” they're not
going to have the money to participate in what we have as a
consumer economy in North America. We don’'t have with them the
same ability to go out and buy a home, to buy new cars, to buy, you
know, the entertainment, the consumer goods that | had, as an
example, when | graduated.

| was very fortunate to have gone through university a atime
when, you know, the public saw the value of a public university and
thevalue of citizenstrained to participatein the system. Soin effect
I cameout of university with essentially no financial debt. So | had
to deal with that in the context of: where do | go by comparing my
grandchildren now or even my children, who arecoming out of their
university programswith significant financial debts? Doesthat mean
| should step in and help pay off their debt for them? Well, I think
that’s an issue that we have to look at in terms of what a social
expectation is. | hear a number of the members across the road

sayingthat, yes, | should be paying off my children’ suniversity debt,
but thisis theidea of: where does the benefit truly come from that
university education? It comes back toall of us as a community. |
think the ideal example that we can give on that is the decision that
was made by Ireland about 15 years ago to make sure that every
student who wanted to had access to an advanced education system,
and that system in effect helped them get established, and they had
a lot of support through the public school system: no tuition,
minimal tuition at the postsecondary education level.

We need to look at the perspective that they now have one of the
fastest growing economies in the world. So in effect they were
thinking about the long-term potential and long-term sustainability
for their communities. They weredealing with thisin thecontext of
how to make surethat their communitieswereviable by having well-
trained, well-educated individuals, and they’ ve got rewards coming
now fromthat. You know, that’s the thing we should be looking at
when we plan our budgets, when we plan our expenditures a a
publiclevel, theideathat weend up pushing thistothelimitin terms
of making sure that these students have a manageabl e debt but that
they do have an obligation to pay off that debt. All we'redoing is
making sure that the financial communities of our economy ae
strong, not the true sense of our community, because individuds
then start to make deci sions about where they can locate to get the
most from their employment so that they can pay back those
financial obligations. | don’t think this budget passes on a message
that we want to strongly support people, young Albertans, getting a
quality education in our province.

You know, the whole idea that we look through this and say:
where are the priorities, where are the issuesthat this government
sees as important? We look at a 2 percent increase per student or
classroom grants for education, yet we look at a much bigger
increase in the additiond dollars going to support horse racing in
this province. They get a 10 or 12 percent increase; students get
only a2 percent increase. What signal of prioritiesdoesthat send to
theyoung people of thisprovince? Y ou know, it’ sreally in my mind
the wrong kind of a signal when we're going to increase the
expenditures on horse racing by more than we' re going to increase
the expenditures on public education, more than health care, more
than any of the other people service components. It really sends out
awrong Sgnal and asignal that doesn’t reflect alot of the priorities
of Albertans.

Theother component that we heard talk about herein terms of the
stability of where we'retrying to go asaprovinceis, you know, this
new ideaof capital expenditures and | guessjust to kind of touch on
onemorepoint to kind of illustrate, thefocusthat | seein thisbudget
that doesn’t sitright with how | would like to see us servethe public
through this Legislatureisthisidea of how we re goingto deal with
our capital and our infrastructure Y ou know, it's great. It'sredly
commendabl ethat the government is making acommitment to catch
up on some of the infrastructure deficit that we' ve had created over
thelast 10 years. Y ou know, theidea that they’ re going to commit
to $5.5 billion over the next three yearsis going to in effect make
sure that we do have some degree of catch-up and sustanability in
our needs for infrastructure.

8:20

But when you look at what they’re doing, it's interesting that
they’ re committing to use some of that public money in support of
other financial aternatives, as they cdl them in here. In the
background material they sart talking about and they reintroducethe
concept of thepublic/privae partnerships, andif we' relooking atthe
long-term best interests of Albertans, we have to make sure that we
spend the dollars to get the best return over years, not just this year
but over a number of years, for Albertans.
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It really raisesthe questions when we have the best credit rating
in North America, we have the options to ded with financing our
infrastructure, we have the providers of infrastructure — you know,
the businesses in our community who in effect can put that in
place. ..

Speaker’s Ruling
Decorum

The Deputy Speaker: I'm sorry, hon. leader. We have a debate
goingon, and some peoplehaveforgotten their mannersthisevening
and don’t redize that we have only one hon. member speaking at a
time, and that’ s you, hon. leader, not this gentleman over here nor
the other gentleman over here who seems to be anxious to debate.
They will have a chance later on, but right now it’s the hon. Leader
of Her Mgesty's Loyal Opposition.

Debate Continued

Dr. Nicol: Thank you again, Mr. Speaker. The point | was getting
at isthefact that if welook at the long-term invesment in our capital
projects, the very best way for usto do it and give Albertans the best
valuefor their dollar isto do it under the public system because we
in effect can borrow the money, we have the technology, wehavethe
expertise, and we have the private-sector construction companies
that can actually build those things for usin the most cost-effective
way. All of thematerial we ve been ableto gather over the last four
months while this debate’ s been going on hasindicated that in the
other jurisdictionswherethe public/private partnerships have been
tried, they’veall raised alot of concern and alot of problems, al the
way from higher costs to higher management to greater bureaucra-
cies being created to deal with the provision of services, and that’s
not what we want in Albeta We want to have seamless, cost-
effective infrastructure.

All'I’'m saying hereisthat if the government moves ahead on this,
if they really feel they have to, make sure that the guidelines that
they put for thiscommittee that they tak about creaing to vet these
investments and these partnerships — that that committee be chal -
lenged with a long-run vison of how cost-effectively our public
dollarsare being used and that they haveto do it in a public way so
that in effect everyone can be brought into agreement about: thisis
acost-effectiveway. We don’twant to bein aposition where we see
problems arise, we see obligations arise that weren't foreseen, and
the other issue is, you know, that we have to make sure that the
quality standard is the same. In the examples of the P3s that have
been tried in Alberta, there were quality differences between the
public constructionand the private-sector contract construction, and
we have to make sure that if we're going to compare costs under a
partnership scenario versus the costs under the public system, the
quality standards and the use requirements are compatible. You
know, that’s one of the things that’s really important that we doin
the context of being open with Albertans.

Mr. Speaker, | guessthereare just acouple of other issuesthat we
talk about in terms of trying to make sure that we deal with the
budget initsfull focus. If welook at, in a sense, some of the issues
that come up with, again, the line item concept of the individua
ministries, we are very pleased to see the magnitude of theincrease
in health care, but when you build in the federal contribution, which
in effect is expected to be used for new servicesin terms of home
careand catagrophic drug costs, we have to ook at that then. When
you take that amount of money out of the health care budget, there’s
really little or no optimism to be felt in that health care budget
because it doesn’t really send a signal that there's alot of room,

especidly with the labour negotiationsthat are coming up thisyear,
how they’ re going to be handled.

Will there be contingencies built in so that we don’t end up with
the samekind of requirement for financial transfersfromone section
to the other to handl e the labour costs asopposed to the funding that
went into other aspects? It'simportant, you know, that that kind of
issuebedealt with, but, Mr. Speaker, theappropriate placeto do that
isin Committee of Supply aswedeal with thoseindividual budgets.
So what I’'m trying to do more here isfocus on some of the mgor
components of the budget in terms of where we're going.

| guessthe other part of it that | want to just address, aswell, isthe
idea that historically we've had some of the disaster services risk
management dollars handled at a budgetary level. If | read the
budget documents correctly, now almost all of those risk require-
mentsin our budget arebeing transferred over to the stability fund.
So drought, fire, those kinds of componentsare going to be ending
up over there because even in Sustainable Resource Devel opment
the line item for forest fires is well below the average amount of
money spent in thelast threeto five years. In effect, we can say that
it's not enough to meet what is an average expectation. Thereisa
kind of asignal being sent herethat the budget process expectssome
money to be transferred from the stabilization fund to deal with
forest fire fighting.

We look at the agriculture components and look at the drought
programs there. | guess | don’t share quite the optimism of the
Minister of Finance today when she talked about the new Ag
programs and how they weregoing toin effect reduce completely the
need for the kinds of ad hoc programs we saw last year. Mr.
Speaker, | really hope that that isthe case, youknow, because thead
hoc programs that we saw last year were really quite open to
question about the effectiveness of them. | think | relayed the
situation that | wasfaced with last summer on the acreage payment
program whereon my farmin southern Albertal wasfaced with the
highest yields I’ve had in five years, the best prices I’ ve had in 20
years the lowest costs because | got rain when | needed it. | didn’'t
havetoirrigate. | had al that public infrastructure there to help me
risk-manage, yet | got the little form in the mail saying: you can
qualify for public money. Now, | didn’t apply, but in the end that
kind of points out the fact tha ad hoc programs don’t really direct
the money whereit needsto go. So | really would like to share the
minister’ s optimism when she spoke this afternoon and said that she
hoped that this new program being put in place by the minister of
agriculture would eliminate the need for those ad hoc programs, but
| also had a chance to chat with the minister of agriculture and
pointed out some of the stories that are starting to float around rural
Alberta already about ways to abuse the sysem that are already
being found by some of the farmers out there that are signing up for
the new programs.

8:30

Y ou know, thisisthe kind of thing, Mr. Speaker, where any new
program has to be tested both for its effectiveness and also for its
ability not to be used. Are the fencesappropriatdy defined around
it? | hope that the minister works strongly to make sure that as next
year comes along, the new programs are built or are modified to
close some of the loopholes that appear to be in it right now, but
that’s something that we can only tdl over time in terms of how
much of aproblem that’ sgoing to be. | guessthat wherel wasgoing
onthatisthat it goesin withthisideathat all of the risk management
money is now being transferred to the stability fund, and how do we
sustain that in the context of long-term planning? It would have
been better to have had some kind of an edimate built into the
annual budgets, you know, especially in Agriculture. With Ag
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Financial Services they have a mechanism to move money across
yearsso that, in effect, you can createapool that hasmoneyinit that
isactuarially sound over time based on the expectations of demand
for the program. So you end up looking at that and saying: why put
so much of the risk onto a fund that was supposed to be there for
stability as opposed to that risk management component?

Mr. Speaker, as| kind of cometotheend. . . [interjectiong Well,
maybe I’ [l use afew more minutes of my time now. Getting all that
encouragement, I’ [l go onalittlefurther. Theideaisthat, you know,
we need to make sure that we go through the explanations of the
budget and try and make it so that it’ s easy for all of usto talk to our
constituents about it.

| just wanted to touch on one other aspect before closing, and |
guess | throw this out as much to hope that it will precipitate an
answer as opposed to throwing it out asany kind of a criticism or
anything. 1t’ ssomething that to me seemed just out of context or out
of sortswith what' s been going on thelast year or so, and that isthe
significant drop in the expenditures for Aboriginal Affairs in the
context of how that is going to be brought in line with al of the
issues that are coming up right now about the work that we re doing
in the First Naions communities and the Métis communities. |
noticed that in some of the departments there were new line items
whereaboriginal initiatives showed up under some of theindividual
departments, where they were not located in others years.

So | guessthe question that | throw out and kind of in closing is:
isthere kind of a philosophic change in the approach to co-ordina-
ing the affairs that are associated with aborigind issues under one
ministry where they are now being spread out under a number of
ministries? Thisis, | guess, an issue that reflects on co-ordination
and making these programs so that they flow together, that they
don’'t overlap, that they don’t duplicate, so that they' re directed in a
way that’sneeded. That, | think, was one of thestrengthsof having
alot of the programs co-ordinated under that one ministry, but now
they seem to have been dispersed through a number of ministries.

So | guess, as| sad at the start, that’ sa question that | raise. I'm
not making it as a criticism. It was more a matter of: isit a philo-
sophic or administrative change in the way the government sees
relationships with the First Nations communities? In response it
would be nice a somepoint intime to see an explanation about why
that dividing up of those moneys occurred and what the government
hoped to achieve from it becauseit really doesn’t seem to lead to the
co-ordination and the consistency that we could haveif they wereall
run through one minister, one administrative unit. You know, it
affects, | guess, afocus of the government.

Mr. Speaker, in drawing to aclose, | just want to say that thisisa
budget wherewe have to question whether or not it really reflectsthe
prioritiesthat Albertans have been talking about. When you look at
the relative increases in ministries in particular activities, | think
Albertans would have liked to have seen alittle more money at the
classroomlevel ineducation. There need to be someideas put out
about: what is the true relationship of the public service?

Just in closing, Mr. Speaker, | wasdoing one of theinterviews on
theradio station tonight, andit wasacall-in. Oneof theindividuals
caled in and said that he'd been down in Nebraska, and he was
wondering why a state like Nebraska has a budget that’ s about half
the size of the budget of Alberta. He said: you know, if we had a
budget that was half the size of our budget right now, as Albertans
we' d have a lot more money in our pockets. | raised with him the
issuethat | had lived in that part of the U.S. for 10 or 12 years and
the idea that they don’t have health care in their state budgets. The
social service system for health care for seniors is all out of the
federal budget. They don't havealot of the other same expenditures
at the statelevel that we do a theprovincial level here. Their federal

government provides alot more money for support for the advanced
education ingtitutions whereas here that all funnels through our
budget.

Y ou know, it was interesting in the sense of how perspectives of
budgets, perspectivesof expendituresreally createdifferent expecta-
tions for people who look a them. That’s why | think it'sreally
important that as we go out and talk to Albertans about our budget,
we don’t put out information like was in one of the news releases
where it said, you know, that basicaly health, education, and
infrastructureare 70 percent of our budget. Mr. Speaker, if I'veever
heard an irrelevant fact, that has to be one because it doesn’t dedl
with expectations and expenditures. All it dealswith is, in effect,
something where they want to make it ook like something that it
isn’t, and that's areal concern when we start talking about money.

What we should be talking about is: are the dollarswe’ re putting
into education giving us a long-term, sustainable economic and
socia system? Are the moneys that we' re putting into hedth care
giving us timdy and accessible service? Are the dollars we're
putting into infrastructure enough to give us asusta nabl e social and
economic system? Are the dollars we' re putting into human safety
nets like SFI and AISH enough? Are they effective? Are they
providing people with the support they need? Those are the
comparisons we should be making rather than trying to make the
comparison | talked about between the Alberta budget and the
Nebraska budget or thefact that health, education, and infrastructure
make up 70 percent of thisyear’s budget. Infrastructureitself grew
in thisyear's budget, so if you're going to compare it to last year's
budget, it'sirrelevant. Y ou're comparing apples and oranges. So
we shouldn’t be putting out that kind of information if wewant to be
open and truthful with Albertans. We should be talking about the
true facts of: are we delivering servicesin a cost-effective way and
at alevel that Albertans are asking for?

8:40

Mr. Speaker, that’s the kind of criteria that | want to use in
judging this budget, that | want to use as we go through each of the
departments and look at the line items, the program expenditures,
and basically say: are we getting value for the dollar that we' re
spending on behalf of Albertans? | hope that aswe go through that,
at the end we can say yes. | know that aready on some of the
numbers|’ve looked at, I'll beraising some real questions because
| don’t think we' ve got sustainable expendituresthat arein the long-
run best interestsof Albertans, but in other areas| think thereisalot
of money being spent wherewedon’t need it. Albertans don’t need
to have a bigger budget. They just need a budget that’s spent in
different ways, in ways that meet their priorities and meet their
expectations.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

The Deputy Speaker: Thehon. leader of the New DemocraticParty.

Dr. Pannu: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | understand that | have 20
minutes. Fifteen? Okay. All right. With a document as vitdl, as
important as the budget document, it’ sdifficult to do it much justice
in 15 minutes, but I’ll do my best. With the $20 billion or more
planned to be expended here, | think it comesto about abillion and
some for each minute that | have at my disposal.

Mr. Spesker, for a government aswell endowed fiscally as this
provincial government, Budget 2003 is a hugedisappointment. For
school boards and parents hoping for some relief from crippling
deficits and ballooning class sizes, Budget 2003 is a huge disap-
pointment. For postsecondary studentswho are facing tuition hikes
of 6 to 10 percent year after year, Budget 2003 offers absolutely
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nothing. Most of the 7 percent hike in health care spending is
simply the Tory government taking advantage of increased federal
transfers. There's little in this budget for children and less for
seniors.

My first surprise with Budget 2003 is that it didn’t contain an
update on revenues and expenditures for the 2002-2003 fiscal year.
Thethird-quarter update was rel eased February 26, almost six weeks
ago. Surely the government has by now abetter handle on what the
final surplusis going to befor the next budget year. If past experi-
enceisany guide, the surplusfor last year islikely to be much larger
than the government is currently willing to admit. To be blunt, the
revenue numbers as reported in the third-quarter update don’t add
up. For example, il royalties are projected to be 40 percent lower
than in the year 2000-2001 despite the fact that oil prices have only
been about 5 percent lower this year compared to two years ago.
Thisrepresentsadifference of about $700 million, thefirst instance
of lowballing. Natural gas royalties are projected to be about 40
percent lower than in the year 2000-2001 despite the fact that gas
prices are only about 20 percent lower this year compared to two
yearsago. This represents a difference of about $1 billion.

Therefore, it's quite conceivable that the final budget surplus
could be $1 billion to $2 hillion higher than forecast as recently as
the third-quarter update. This fact is kept well hidden in Budget
2003. The government knows that the budget surplus won't be
known until June. If the surplusis higher than what is reported in
the third-quarter update, it would be too late to do anything other
than apply a hundred percent of these extra dollars to debt repay-
ment. Instead of $2 billion sitting in the bank waiting for debt to
mature, the cash set aside could grow to $3 billion or $4 billion.
With all government awash in cash, havingthis money sitting inthe
bank while school boards are facing huge deficits is a case of
misplaced priorities, Mr. Speaker.

Budget 2003 isthefirst budget that usesthe new fiscal framework
passed by the Legislature earlier this session. To be fair, the new
fiscal framework properly applied does serveto improve budgetary
processesin two ways. The first change is a shift from pay-as-you-
go cash accounting for capital invement, where costsand expendi-
turesare expended in the year they’ reincurred, to accrual accounting
for capital investment where the costs arewritten off over the useful
life of the capital asset. This change does not impact on the yearly
budget bottom line, but it will causethe province's net assets to go
up another $10 billion thereby making the province's remaining
accumulated debt look just that much more insignificant.

The second change resulting fromthe new fiscal framework isthe
establishment of a sustainability fund into which nonrenewable
resource revenues in excess of $3.5 billion per year will be paid.
This sustainability fund will be allowed to grow to $2.5 hillion,
money that can be tapped to pay for unexpected expenses like
drought and fores fires Once this sustainability fund reaches $2.5
billion, any surplus funds can only be used for debt pay-down or
transferred to the capital account.

While the concept of a sugtainability fund isa good one, the way
it'sbeing applied in Budget 2003 isnot. | haveto seriously question
why the government is putting $2.2 billion into the sustainability
fund in the very first year, Mr. Speaker. Paying such a massive
amount into the fund in the very first year isaway of hiding some of
the budget surplus. It aso lends credence to those who charge that
the sustainability fund will be used as aslush fund to pay for rebates
at election time. Load up the sustainability fund between elections;
use it to pay for goodies at election time. Instead of fast-tracking
transfer to the sustainability fund, some of the dollars should instead
be spent on priorities like keeping a lid on dassroom sizes and
reducing wait times in the health care system.

Mr. Speaker, the Premier said yesterday that Budget 2003

contained no tax increases, only tax cuts. Reading the fine print
today, we find that that isn’'t exactly the case. Thereis, in fact, a
sneaky 5.8 percent increase in school property taxes pad by
homeownersand businessesacrossthe province. That isbecausethe
government has not adjugted the education mill rate downward to
compensaefor increasesin the assessment rate base. Duringthelast
provincial election the Tory government promised to freeze the
education property levy at $1.2 billion. Well, guess what? Two
yearslater Albertansare paying an additional $127 million in school
property taxes. That’ssure not what Albertanswere expectingwhen
the province took taxing powers away from local school boards.

While Budget 2003 contains no further increases in health care
premiums, this comes on the heels of a30 percent hike lagt year. |If
the government wanted to give meaningful tax relief to average
familiesand seniors, they would have reduced thishighly regressive
hedlth tax.

WhileBudget 2003 containstax hikesfor every Albertan, theonly
tax cuts are for corporations. The half point cut in the general
corporatetax rate from 13 percent to 12.5 percent means $95 million
in the pockets of corporations, many of whom are enjoying record
profits thanks to high oil and gas prices. Thisis $95 million that
could have gone to classrooms or to improving health care, Mr.
Speaker.

The single biggest disagppointment of this budget isits failureto
pony up for education. The extra money for K to 12 education is
barely enough to feed the class hamster, Mr. Speaker. Per pupil
grants to school boards will only go up by the same 2 percent
announced in last year’ sbudget. Thatiscausingfinancid crisesfor
school boards acrossthisprovince. This 2 percent increase doesnot
pay for the government-imposed arbitrated sadary settlement with
teachers. It doesn’t pay for inflation that’s running at about 5
percent per year in this province. It doesn’'t pay for skyrocketing
utility bills. Tobe blunt, thisgovernment hasthe financial meansto
address the looming finandal crisis of school boards but has done
virtually nothing. Thisgovernment haslet down Albertd schildren.

Don't take my word for it, Mr. Speaker. | want to briefly quote
from a news release from a provincewide parents group called
APPEAL in their regponse to the budget. This news reease is
entitled Parents Express Shock and Disappointment. The news
rel ease goes on to say:

The Albertagovernment is paying lip service to Alberta s children
in their budget rhetoric but has éandoned them in the funding.
There is nothing in the 2003 budget to address classroom condi-
tions. In fact, the 2% general grant increase will result in larger
class sizes throughout the province . . . Parents had hoped for at
least astatusquo budget but we havereceived abrutal wake-up call
that the provinceis unwilling to put their money wheretheir mouth
is. Alberta's children take a backsea in this budget.

8:50

In postsecondary education base operaing grants are only
increasing by 2 percent in 2003-2004, lessthan half therateof rising
costs. Nowonder most postsecondary institutions are hiking tuition
feesfrom 6 to 10 percent year after year with no endin sight. The
universities are also bringing in differential tuition for certain
faculties. This government’s response? Well, they’ re generoudy
allowing postsecondary studentsto slide further into debt by raising
the limits on student loans. In my view, allowing students to go
further into debt isthewrong solution. Meaningful actionto address
skyrocketing tuition feesis the better solution, Mr. Speaker. Not a
sign of that in Budget 2003-2004.

Thanksto thefederal government health has donelittle better than
education in Budget 2003. Over one-haf of theincreasein health
spending in this budget is due to increased federa transfers.
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Albertd s health regions are receiving increases that should just
about allow them to keep up with rising costs. However, it must be
remembered that the hedth miniger allowed most of the hedth
regionsto run deficits and deplete financial reserveslast year which
they’ll have to start repaying this year. So will the new federal
dollars be enough? Only time will tell, Mr. Speaker. Rural hedth
regions face a much more serious problem in the face of the new
budget and the new commitment made by thisgovernment, however.

With$910 millionof last year ssurplusdready set asideand more
dollarsaso flowingin, Infrastructureisclearlythebigwinner inthis
year'sbudget. Having said this, however, the province does have a
significant Infrastructure deficit that has built up over the last
decade. The problem with Infrastructureisnot the amount of money
being spent but rather the way the government wants to spend it.
Starting next year, the government wants to spend about 30 percent
of its Infrastructure money on so-called public/private partnerships.
It also wants to force local authorities like school boards, health
regions, and municipalities to use P3s whether they make financial
sense or not.

This Tory government is refusing to look at the evidence that
clearly showsthat P3sdon’t work. Whether we aretalking hospitals
in the U.K. or schools in Nova Scotia, P3s have cost more and
delivered less than publicly financed infrastructure. Worst of all,
P3s reduce the accountability Legislatures have for the expenditure
of public funds. The New Democrats will work hard over the next
year to convince Albertansthat P3s are abad deal for Albertans and
that our schools, hospitals, and roads should continueto be publicly
owned and operated.

Budget 2003 provides socia assistance recipients not deemed
employable with a $20 increase in ther monthly benefit on June 1.
This is the first increase in the 10 years since the government cut
rates and does not even restore them to what they wereback in 1993.
Meanwhile, inflation has gone up by over 30 percent and rents have
gone up by 50 percent. This tiny increase of 66 cents a day won't
even buy you a cup of coffee, Mr. Speaker.

Meanwhile, monthly benefits for disabled AISH recipients were
last increasad four years ago, the only increasein the last 10 years.
Therearenoincreasesfor severely disabled Albertansin thisbudget,
Mr. Speaker. Thisisaterribly shabby way to treat the province's
most vulnerable citizens.

If there’ slittle or nothingin this budget for children, Mr. Spesker,
there’ seven less in this budget for the province’ sseniors. Despite
arising seniors' population, expenditurefor seniorsisgoingup at a
rate lessthan inflation. | guess seniors should be thankful that this
budget doesn't hammer them to the same extent as last year's
budget. This year the government is only hiking their school
property taxes and fails to help them deal with skyrocketing utility
bills. Last year the government also hiked seniors' hedlth care
premiums and took away their dental and eye care benefits.

On environmental protection spending, $10 million on climate
change initiativesand $5 million on water conservaion is likdy to
do little more than fatten the pocketbooks of government consul-
tants.

The budget a so continues to waste money on pet projects. It has
$4 million more in subsidies for horse racing for a total of $37
million. There’'s26 million more dollarsfor the money-losing Swan
Hills toxic wagte plant.

To wrap up, Budget 2003 is a stand pat, do-nothing budget. It
failsto addressthe growing financial crisisin our schools. Itdoesn’t
address skyrocketing utility bills. The budget lacks vision and does
not address the real priorities of Albertans.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | think I’ vejust come under 15 minutes.

The Deputy Speaker: Questions or comments? The hon. Member
for Edmonton-Rutherford.

Mr. McClelland: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. On quegtions and
comments. | listened attentively to the comments of my colleague,
the leader of the New Democrats, and | was interested when he
prefaced his comments by saying that he was spending something
like, | think it was, $1.5 billion aminute. |Isthat a suggestion then
on the part of the leader of the New Democrats that he does not
intend to participatein any of the budget debate, the estimateswhich
will be coming forward over the course of the next month? Surely,
theleader of the New Democratsis planning on participating in that
debateand will have ample opportunity to further discussthe budget
and is not limited to this 15-minute interval.

One other comment, and that had to do with the toxic waste and
the funds going to the Swan Hills plant. Isitthe member’s conten-
tion that we should not be eliminating or getting rid of toxic wastes?

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Dr. Pannu: Mr. Speaker, | thank the hon. member who made these
comments. When | said that | have 15 minutes, | meant 15 minutes
thisevening. So I’'mawareof the fact that heand | will have ample
opportunity to look at the budget estimatesin detail department by
department.

On the second part of his observation, how we should deal with
wastedisposal in this province, the Swan Hillsfiasco is not the way
to deal with it. That plant has cost Albertans hundreds of millions
of dollars over theyears, closeto half abillion dollars at lesst, if not
more, and it continuestolose money. | think it would beirresponsi-
ble for usto continue to close our eyesto that disaster and say that
nothing can be done about it. Spending another $26 million on it
this year is not the way to deal with that disaster and say there are
better ways of deding with disposal of those harmful wastes.

The Deputy Speaker: Thehon. Member for Edmonton-Gold Bar on
questions and answers?

Mr. MacDonald: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Agan to the hon.
Member for Edmonton-Strathcona does the hon. member consider
this government mean when he learned today that there was no
increase for AISH recipientsin this province after energy deregula-
tion has driven up the cost of inflation and their benefit rates
certainly are not reflected? [interjections)

Dr. Pannu: Mr. Speaker, the hon. member’s question is extremely
timely and appropriate. To laugh off the significance of this good
question is to trivialize the whol e issue of what our obligations are
as acommunity to themost vulnerable membersof our community,
and Albertanson AISH, Albertanswho receive socia benefitsunder
SFI and others are the most vulnerable amongus. These are people
who are unable to find jobs and do employable work. These are
Albertans who are either disabled or suffer from chronic illnesses
which don’t allow themtowork. To say that they should not receive
increaseson aregular basiswhich areat |east commensuratewith the
rate of inflation so that thereal vadue of what they’ ve been getting
over the years can be maintained is to neglect our responsibility in
away which | think is not aresponsibleact on our part.

9:00
Mr. Lund: Mr. Speaker, having listened very dtentively to the
member’s diatribe, | must respond to some of his comments The

hon. member tried very hard to discredit very worthwhile organiza-
tions like Good Sam, like Bethany Care, like the Caritas group.
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When he went on and talked about how terrible P3sare. .. [Mr.
Lund’ s speaking time expired]

The Deputy Speaker: The hon. members are reminded that under
Standing Order 29(2) we're alowed only five minutes for the
question and answer portion. Asinteresting asit might be, thoseare
the rules.

The hon. Government House Leader.

Mr. Hancock: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | move that we adjourn
debate.

[Moation to adjourn debate carried]

Final Report of Electoral Boundaries Commission

13. Mr. Hancock moved:
Be it resolved that pursuant to section 11(1) of the Electoral
Boundaries Commission Act the Legislative Assembly concur
in the recommendations of the final report of the Alberta
Electoral Boundaries Commission, entitled the Proposed
Electoral Division Areas, Boundaries and Names for Alberta,
tabled in the Assembly on Wednesday, February 19, 2003.

The Deputy Speaker: The hon. Minister of Justice and Attorney
Generd.

Mr. Hancock: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. It's my obligation as
Minister of Justice responsible for the Electoral Divisions Act and
for the Electoral Boundaries Commission Act to move Government
Motion 13.

Mr. Speaker, | say obligation rather than using any other descrip-
tive because like many if not most membersof thisAssembly | don’t
particularly like the report. In particular, I’'m extremely unhgppy
with the report in that the commission saw fit to reduce the number
of electoral districtsin Edmonton to 18 from 19.

As amember of this Assembly I, like most of you, am very much
intunewithmy community, amvery much interested inthe outcome
of boundary redistribution. In fact, | directly and through my
constituency association made direct submissons to the boundaries
commission with regpect to boundariesto the city of Edmonton. In
fact, I'd like to say that by my count more Edmonton Conservative
MLAs and constituency associations made submissons to the
boundaries commissionthan Edmonton Liberd MLAsand constitu-
ency associaions. By my count. Thereisno group, whether Liberal
or Conservative, closer to the subject or moreknow!edgeabl e about
how our communities interact or better able to draw the lines than
the members in the House. However, there is also no group of
individuals with a greater personal stake in the outcome, and it is
precisely for this reason, Mr. Speaker, that we do not engage
ourselves in rewriting the boundaries but, rather, establish a
commission to do the job within the parameters set out in the
legislation for that purpose.

ThisHouse in the Electoral Boundaries Commission Act setsthe
number of constituencies in this province, and it's set at 83. Then
the commission has the job to draw those boundaries within the
limitsof that number and within the parameters asset out inthe act.
| have asamember of apolitical party been involved in anumber of
redistributions over the years and seen a number of iterations of the
Electoral Boundaries Commission Act, and | must say that the act
under which we operate in this province is one of the fairest and
most reasonableactsin thecountry in that it setsamost no parame-
tersfor the Electoral Boundaries Commission. It says 83 seats, and
it leavesit to the commission to then draw those seas based on the

latest census results and taking into account alist of factorsthat are
set out in the act, taking those factors into account, not mandating
them.

I’veargued beforeanumber of electoral boundariescommissions,
at least three, over the years that one of the factors that they should
take into account in drawing boundaries isgrowth since the census.
| can report to the Legidature that I'm not very effective in making
that representation to the boundaries commissionsbecauseit has not
once been accepted by aboundariescommission. Oneof thereasons
that it hasn’'t been accepted by a boundaries commission is that the
census provides basic verifiable data with respect to population
numbers, and there is not a basis in verifiable data, at least that's
been presented to the commission, to show the growth since then.
In fact, in talking with the chairman of the commission about
boundaries and the redistribution in this circumstance, he madethe
point to me that while most representatives of communities who
appeared before the commission spoke about the growth in ther
community, none of them provided verifiable data and all of them
indicated that there had been huge growth since the last census and
that that should betaken into account. Sothecommission had avery
difficult job to do.

Now, Mr. Speaker, | have no idea why anybody would ever take
ontheinvitationtojoin an Electoral Boundaries Commission. It has
got to be theworst job that anybody could ever accept.

Dr. Taylor: Speak for yoursdf, Dave. I'd liketo be oniit.

Mr. Hancock: Well, resign from the House and we' ll give it to you.

Mr. Speaker, | really don't know why the hon. member would
want it because no oneisever satisfied with an electoral boundaries
report. You could never draw the report the way we asthe experts
in the business as the members of this House who know our
communities, who know wherethelines should go, who know which
communities ought to go together — no one could draw those
boundaries better than each oneof us. The problemisthat each one
of us would come up with a different map.

Sowegivethejobto an Electoral BoundariesCommission, inthis
case chaired by the province s Ethics Commissioner. The act sets
out that the chairman of an Electoral Boundaries Commission hasto
be a judge or an Ethics Commissioner or someone in that type of
capacity. We had the benefit of an Ethics Commissioner who was
also a past member of this House and therefore had a good under-
standing of the problems and the possibilities with respect to the
electoral boundaries and had the benefit of being someone who was
respected for hisindependence, impartiality, and respectedinhisrole
as Ethics Commissioner. Then, of course, the act alows for the
nomination by the government and by the Official Oppostion in
consultation with the third party of the other members for that
commission.

We give thejob to the commission, and then we ask them to meet
the public. The act spedfically sets out that there should be
commission hearings across the province, an interim report,
additional hearings across the province and a final report. The
commission is mandated to follow that course and did follow that
course so that public across the province could have input at the
commission and discuss what their interests were and what their
expectationswereof aboundariescommission. Thecommission had
those hearings and made its ddiberations based on the information
which it had.

The interim report surprised many of uswhen they came to the
conclusion that Edmonton, for example, should lose a seat. It was
asurpriseto us. The previous numbersthat | had prior to the census
from the Chief Electoral Officer wouldn't have suggested that, but
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the census numbers as they came out last spring indicated to the
boundaries commission in their judgment that they needed to set
numberswhich would result in two seatsbeing lost in rural Alberta
— one in northern Alberta, one in central Alberta — and one seat
being lost in Edmonton, and three seats going into Calgary and
region. Those were the numbersbased on the census numbers and
based on their view of how you balance the interests of representa-
tion. Calgary’s seats have anumber gpproximately athousand or
more higher than Edmonton seats under the proposed redistribution
by the boundariescommission, and rural seatshaveabout athousand
less.

Those of uswho have argued for years about the need for atriple
E Senate in this country so we could balance the regions againg the
population find it very difficult to argue with the logic of a bound-
aries commission when they come up with a result which says that
theregionshaveto be balanced against the popul ation. So whenyou
look at the logic of the commission’s report, whether you like the
result of the report or not, you find it very hard to challenge thelogic
of thereport. For that reason, Mr. Speaker, | encourage members of
this Assembly to accept the report with all of itswarts as each of us
perceivesit, to thank the commission membersfor doing athankless
job, and for recognizing that if we rejected thereport, if we did not
accept the report, what we would be doing is we would be sending
it back toanew boundaries commission— this commission has done
itsjob and is finished — to work with the same data and the same
problems and probably to come up possibly with linesin different
places but with some other variation of the same result.

9:10

Mr. Speaker, | don’t think that it's prudent or logical of us or
reasonable for us to reject a report unless we could suggest that
there's something grievously wrong, that they’ve made some
egregious error, that there is something that they have done wrong
based on the mandate that they were given. Asmuch as| don’t like
theresult of thereport, | can’t say tha they did anythingwrong. In
fact, | havetolook at thereport and say that the five members of the
committee, the two appointed by the Liberals and the two appointed
by the government and the one, the Ethics Commissioner, appointed
as chairman, did a good job on the mandate that they had. | just
don't happen to like the results, and it's not for me to substitute my
view of what the results ought to be for the review of aboundaries
commission which ischarged with drawing boundaries based on all
theinput that they have and dl the evidence before them and coming
to the conclusons that they haveto. In fact, we separate ourselves
logically and redlistically from redrawing boundaries and give it to
a commission because in the history of parliamentary democracy
there have been accusations of gerrymandering when governments
or Legisatures or individual members of Legislatures attempted to
draw their own boundary lines for themselves.

It's prudent, it's reasonable, it’s rationd for us not to delve into
the job of redrafting the boundariesbut to giveit to a commission.
We've done that. The Electoral Boundaries Commission Act sets
out the parameters, sets out the criteria. It's afair act, it's a fair
process, it'safair mandate, and they did their job fairly, as much as
| don't like the results For those reasons | would ask that this
House approve the motion and dlow us to get on with the job of
bringing forward an electoral boundaries act as needs to bein the
second process.

The Deputy Speaker: Before we proceed further in the debate on
this motion, | wonder if we might have agreement from the Assem-
bly to briefly revert to Introduction of Guests.

[Unanimous consent granted)]

head: Introduction of Guests
(reversion)

The Deputy Speaker: Thehon. Member for Edmonton-Rutherford.

Mr. McClelland: Thank you, Mr. Spesaker. It isnot every day that
amember hasthe privilege of rising and through youintroducing to
all members of the House a number of former members of this
Legidlature and virtudly all of the dty coundl of the city of
Edmonton. Wedelayed abit becausewe were waiting for the mayor
toarrive, and | can't seehim. | don’t think he' sthere, but if he does
comein, we'll ask if we can introduce him. Obviously, Edmonton
city council is here to listen to this debate and I'm sure will be
impressed by the oratorical skill that they're about to hear. Terry
Cavanagh has aready been introduced, but we'll ask each member
to stand as they’ re mentioned: Terry Cavanagh, Stephen Mandel,
Ron Hayter, Janice Melnychuk — Karen, are you behind there
somewhere? — Karen Lebovici, Michael Phair, and Ed Gibbons.

An Hon. Member: Jane.

Mr. McClelland: Oh, sorry, Jane. Didn’'t seeyou. And JaneBatty.
Accompanying them is their minder and the person that keeps them
together, Dennis Thomson. Welcome.

Dr. Pannu: Mr. Speaker, | too want to wel comethecouncillorsfrom
the city of Edmonton in our midst, but in addition | would like to
introduce two of our caucus gaff who are sitting in the public
gdlery: Laura Nichols and Marilyn Hooper. If they would please
rise and receive the warm wel come of the Assembly.

head: Government Motions

Final Report of Electoral Boundaries Commission
(continued)

The Deputy Speaker: Now Edmonton-Gold Bar.

Mr. MacDonald: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. It's a
pleasure to rise this evening and get an opportunity to speak to
Government Motion 13 regarding the El ectoral Boundaries Commis-
sion, but beforethat I, too, would like to welcome our distinguished
visitors in both the Speaker’s gallery and the public galery this
evening.

Thisisavery important debate not only for the current history of
the city, but it has implications for the future history of this city. |
cannot support this motion, because it is my view that the report of
the Electoral Boundaries Commission should not have reduced the
city of Edmonton’s representation in this Assembly by one MLA.
Next year we will be recognizing thefirst 100 years of the city of
Edmonton, Mr. Speaker, the centennial year of the city. Edmonton
isin the middle of another period of solid economic and population
growth, and Edmonton should not as aresult of this report have lost
one constituency before the next provincial election. Now, what a
birthday gift from the province to this dynamic capital city. Happy
birthday, Edmonton. Good-bye, Edmonton-Norwood. That is
wrong. If the dty isto continue to have a positive influencein this
Legislature, why are we going to water down the voices in this
Assembly from 19to 18? Again, thisreport hasfailed to addressthe
chronic, constant issue of underrepresentation of Alberta scitiesin
this Assembly.

Now, Edmonton-Norwood, to be specific, has had a long,
distinguished history. Thecongtituency of Edmonton-Norwood goes
back to0 1959. It has been represented in this Assembly by represen-
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tatives of four different political parties. Thisisarich and varied
history, and to just take the eraser to the neighbourhoods that are
currently represented by Edmonton-Norwood’s member and add
them to the constituency of Edmonton-Highlandsisin my view very
disrespectful of the citizens of Edmonton-Norwood.

Edmonton-Norwood as we know it is one of the mogt disadvan-
taged ridings in the city. It needsits own voicein this Assembly.
There are people there that are very angry about losing their voice,
and one of them, certainly, is aresident of Edmonton-Norwood by
the name of John Patrick Day, Mr. Speaker. | would like to quote
from oneof Mr. Day’s submissions to this commission.

Edmontoniansare slightly lessworthy of |egislative representation,
and will be so forever and ever.
| do not believe that this was intended by anybody. Indeed |
am sureit wasnot. Butit isthemessage given and received.
That reflects on al of us.

Edmonton-Norwood is an inner-city riding with a population of
over 28,000. Twenty-four percent of its populaion is made up of
new Canadians. Thereisalarge Italian and alarge Asian commu-
nity. Seventeen percent of the population has less than a grade 9
education. Thirty percent do not haveasecondary school certificate.
Allin al, over 47 percent do not have afull high school education.
The unemployment rate for theriding is over 14 percent, more than
doublethe provincia average, and it isinterestingto note that more
than 56 percent of the househol dsin the riding make under $30,000
per year. Should those dtizensloseavoiceinthisAssembly? | say
no; they certainly should not.

9:20

Now, | viewthisreport asbeing anti-Edmonton, and it advantages
the Progressive Conservative strongholds in rurd Alberta and in
Cagary. Sure, thefirst report of the Electoral Boundaries Commis-
sion suggested that Edmontonloseaseat and welosetwo rural seats,
but the loss of population in rurd Albertaisaresult of thisgovern-
ment’s economic policies, and the city of Edmonton should not
suffer because of that. You have ahighway 2 mentdity. You're
interested in economic development 50 kilometres east of highway
2 and 50 kilometres west of highway 2, but you' re forgetting about
theres of theprovince [interjections] The city of Edmonton, Mr.
Speaker, should not suffer asaresult of that.

Speaker’s Ruling
Decorum

The Deputy Speaker: Hon. members, how quickly you seem to
forget. We have a convention in this Legislature that only one
member istalking at atime. So, hon. ministersand hon. memberson
this side of the House, when your turn comes, we'll gladly listento
you, but right now we have the hon. Member for Edmonton-Gold
Bar, so let us hear Edmonton-Gold Bar.

Debate Continued

Mr. MacDonald: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Edmonton’ spopulation
hasgrown substantially even sincethe 2001 censusand will continue
to do so in the foreseeable future In eight years when the next
Electoral Boundaries Commission sits, unless we can convincethis
House to put them back to work and do thisall over again, therewill
need to be radica changes because of the growth in this city.
According to Economic Devdopment Edmonton the population
grew in 2001 again — and this is exceeding Conference Board of
Canadaforecasts — by 4 and a half percent, and thisisin addition to
the 8.7 percent growth reflected by the 2001 census. As a result,
large parts of Edmonton may have to be redrawn to reflect alarge
disparity between the number of voters and seas which represent
them.

Now, the minority report that was submitted in the final report of
the Proposed Electoral Division Areas, Boundaries and Names for
Albertawas submitted by Bauni Mackay, certainly appointed by the
Official Opposition and the Official Opposition leader. Therewere
some outstanding arguments presented in that minority report, and
we need to condder those. There was certainly the conduct of the
commission. There were several problems addressed, but |et’slook
at three of them: the concept of representation by populdion, the
concern over the concept of effective representation, and thirdly,
issues of increasing urbanization not beng reflected in this report,
Mr. Speaker.

Representation by population means one person, one vote. The
minority report by Bauni Mackay points out that because of the
redistribution of seatsbetween Edmonton, rurd Alberta, and Calgary
representation by populationiscompromised. Evenif youlook only
at the 2001 census, it indicates that Edmonton should have 19 seats,
and | argued before the commission that we shouldn’t have 19; we
should have 20 seats. Edmonton should actually, yes, be gaining an
additional seat. However, we are losing one, which means that
Edmonton’s democratic right to representation is unfortunatdy
compromised.

Now, again according to the minority report the definition of
effective representation as used by the committee is vague and in
some ways obsolete. The measure of effective representation was
based on access of the MLA to congtituents and vice versa. The
commission did not take into account advances in technology such
ase-mail, fax, aswdl asair travel and an extensive highway system
when discussing effective representation. They took into account
suchissues asgeographic distance andlow population density. They
also took into account the distance of ariding to the Legidature.

It's interesting to note that this afternoon when the budget was
announced therewas alineitemin there with atotal expenditurefor
the Supernet, which is going be handed $300 million, and that is
another way for MLAs to interact with their constituents. It was
suggested that perhapsin the public librariesand the public schools
in rural Alberta there could be one dedicated line, the same as we
have a RITE line so that constituents would have another way of
contacting their representative if they were unavalable because of a
sitting of the Legislative Assembly and they were present in the
capital city Mondays through Thursdays.

Now, Mr. Speaker, such measures are obsolete when discussing
effective representation according to the minority report as written
by Bauni Mackay. The minority report did argue that what was
missing from the measures were distances such as cultural distances
and social distances These distances cannot be closed by technol-
ogy and are abarrier to effective representation. As aresult, the
situation arises again that those who are culturally and socially
distant, people who are attracted to cities as opposed to rural areas,
are being misrepresented.

The minority report also sressesthe incressing role of urbaniza-
tion in that economiesin aworld of global contact and community
are becoming the basis of economies in the modern world, and if |
can make one suggestion al over again to the members of the
AlbertaElectoral Boundaries Commission, it would be this: | would
encourage them to read Jane Jacobs before they were to start their
report and their gudy and their analysis. Jane Jacobswould remind
each and every one of us of the importance of cities and the impor-
tance that cities have in the economic development of the region
surrounding them. Whenever you penalize cities, you penalizethe
entire region. Miss Jacobs is a well-respected, world-known
economig and urban planner.

Now, theminority report al so pointsout several scholars' opinions
that all Albertans gain from an urban strategy and that rurd econo-
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mies are losing their position in a global economy. While Calgary
may gain from adding two seats, it helps no one — it helps no one —
that Edmonton losesa seat. Theminority report makes an argument
that by removing a constituency from Edmonton, the commissionis
not taking into account thecity’srole asahub of activity for alarge
part of the province and not only thisprovince but also the territory
to the north of us. Economic growth in the city and the importance
of that growth to central and northern Alberta were not thought of,
and that iswhy | have to agree with the minority report and | cannot
accept the recommendations of this report as it’s presented in this
Assembly now.

When we consider the city and the fact that we have a centennial
year coming up and we are going to face the prospect of losing a
voiceinthisAssembly, | think that isaslap inthefaceto the citizens
of thiscity. I’msorry; Edmonton should keep their current represen-
tation. They probably should have at least one more seat. We have
tolook at this. Wehaveto have agood look at thisin this Assembly
at this time and recognize that a mistakeis being made. We have
time to correct the mistake. It’sjust going to take political bravery.
This government in the past has changed course, has changed
direction, and regardl ess of the composition of thiscommitteewein
this Assembly have the authority to change direction. If wewereto
have another commission, have another ook at thisissue, well, so be
it. But it' sasmall priceto pay for democracy.

Mr. Rathgeber: What if you don'’t like the other one any better?

Mr. MacDonald: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Calder said:
what if | don’t likeit any better? That is essentially democracy, and
| would encourage the hon. member to partidpate in the debate in
this Assembly on this issue. Certainly, the constituents of
Edmonton-Calder | think would have adirect interest in the fact that
we are losing representation in this Assembly. Certainly, the
constituents of Edmonton-Calder would be mog anxious to know
how their representdive feels about Edmonton losing one of its 19
seats.

Now, certainly, inconclusion, itwill teke alot of political thought
and courageby thisgovernment to recognize that amistake has been
made, but we in this Assembly have an opportunity here with this
motion to correct that political migake and not penalize Edmonton
now or in the future by reducing its representationin this Assembly.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

9:30

The Deputy Speaker: The hon. Member for Lacombe-Stettler,
followed by the hon. Member for Edmonton-Strathcona.

Mrs. Gordon: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. Beforel begin
tonight, | would like to also say hdlo to some old friends of mine:
Ed Gibbons, Karen Leibovici, Michael Phair, Ron Hayter, and my
good friend Terry Cavanagh. Hello, buddy. It’s good that they're
here tonight. | wish my municipalities could be here.

Mr. Speaker, thisis probably going to be the toughest speech I've
ever had to give. I'm not very proud to stand here tonight and have
to condone Motion 13, to say that it's amotion | go along with, to
say that it’samotion tha my peoplerespect. My people, the people
of Lacombe-Stettler, are very, very concerned about the Electoral
Boundaries Commission report. They were so concerned that they
turned out for the second go-round inforce: my municipal councils,
my school boards, the people in my community that speak for other
people. They said: “Listen; we' renot happy with this. Wearegoing
to lose an MLA along the highway 2 corridor.” The hon. Member
for Edmonton-Gold Bar just talked afew minutesago about howthis

doesn’t affect rural Alberta. It does affect rural Alberta. It affects
rural Albertain abig way.

Since 1990-91 we've had differences in Pincher Creek,
Crowsnest, Cardston, Drumheller, Athabasca, Wabasca, and now
we'regoing to look at Lacombe-Stettler and PonokaRimbey. 1'm
not a gambling person. | have nothing to do with gaming and I'm
not the least bit interested, but | should have been, because | could
have made alot of money. If someone had said to me, “Ligen;
they’re going to disrupt your constituency,” | would have sad no.
We have the numbers. We have the people. We havethe location.
We have the growth. We're two or three kilometres off highway 2.
We had 330 housing starts in Lacombe last year. We're growing.
We'regoing to continue to grow. We will not be affected. What do
they do? They take one MLA away from rural Alberta along the
highway 2 corridor, one of the highest growth areas in the entire
province. Now, | would have log money if I’ d bet on that.

So I’ m standing heretonight saying toyou: indeed, thiswill bethe
toughest speech I'veever given. My councils passed unanimously
at al of their meetings, on behalf of al the people they represent,
that they didn’t want thisto happen. They don’t understand why it
happened. They don’'t seethe need for it happening. The Lacombe
side of my constituency, asit now stands, is going to continue to
grow and grow and grow because of the location. They're dose to
Edmonton. They're closeto Calgary. They're closeto Red Deer.
People want to live there. | grew up in Cdgary. | livedin Calgary
for 21 years. | love Calgary. If I'd lived in Edmonton, | probably
would have loved Edmonton, but | grew up in Calgary. | went to
high school in Cdgary. | figurel’vegot thebest of dl worlds. I'm
rural with an urban twist. | happenedto fall inlovewith arura guy,
and I'mredly glad | did, becausefor 35 yearsheand | havelivedin,
supported, and been part of a community, a rural community of
which | am very, very proud.

Y ou, Edmonton-Gold Bar, and some of you are very proud of
Edmonton, and | love Edmonton and have a great affiliation since
I’ve spent so much time here. A beautiful city, a beautiful river
valey, but | loverural Alberta. Now, should | haveto apologizefor
living, working, breathing, raising children, being part of acommu-
nity because I'm arural Albertan? | should not have to, and I will
not. | should not have to give up my rightful place as the MLA
representing that area. We have the growth. We have the numbers.
Farther east they didn’t have the growth and they didn’t have the
numbers, and that's what the commission took a look at. They
gerrymandered themselves, hon. Mini ster of Justice. They took my
area and decided to fix it to make sure that the eastern part was
looked after. Well, peopledon’t likeit, and | don’t likeit. 1’ m not
happy with it, and | will not accept it. | earned my place in this
Assembly. My peoplesent meheretotell you, totell Albertanswhat
they want me to say, do, vote on, and be part of. They don't likethis
report, they don’t like this motion, and they will not accept it. We
don’t haveto accept thisreport. Wedon't haveto like oneiotaof it.

Asfar as|’m concerned, these figures were fed into a computer.
The computer spit them out and said, “Listen, everybody; this will
be constituency A, B, C, D, E, F, and so forth and so on,” until we
had 83. It didn’t take into consideration community. It didn’t take
into consideration relationships. The peoplein my constituency on
the Lacombe sde have a wonderful relationship with each other.
They get dlong with the county. The townswork together. Not only
isthisto losean MLA from either Lacombe or Ponoka—and | have
agreat deal of respect for the hon. Member for PonokaRimbey. |
don’t want to go up against himin anelection, nor doeshe, I'm sure,
want to go up against me. He had his numbers; | had my numbers.
| thought we were fine.

But I'll tell you what thishasdone. Thishas split my community.
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My municipd leaders are shaking their heads. | have one commu-
nity that now isto be part and parce of Red Deer-North. | think the
world of the MLA for Red Deer-North. Sheisone of thebest MLAS
here. Shetalksabout theRed Deer Rebels, the Red Deer Rebels, the
Red Deer Rebels, agreat hockey team. But, unfortunatel y, my town
of Blackfalds does not want to be part of Red Deer-North, nor
should they be. They’ re a community of 3,800 people. They're
rural. They get alongwell with the town of Lacombe, with the Wolf
Creek school divison, with Lacombe county. They have rural
issues, and they want to remain part of arural constituency, and as
their MLA | haveto agree. That isthe best fit. The hon. MLA for
Red Deer-North and | have taked. She only wants wha's best for
the people of Blackfalds.

Now, Blackfaldsis an interesting community because per capita
in Albertathey have the highest growth rate and the most number of
babies born in the entire province. Does that sound to you like a
community that’s not growing? | don’t think so. And you know
something? The bottom line is that if you asked one of those
members of that commission why they did this, they' d say: well, 90
percent of Blackfalds work in Red Deer. Well, | got news for you.
Ninety-five percent of the people that live in Lacombe work in Red
Deer, my husband included, but we don’t want to live in Red Deer.
Weliketo shopin Red Deer. Weliketo go to hockey gamesin Red
Deer. Weliketo eat out in Red Deer. But, by gosh, wedon’t want
tolivein Red Deer. We don’t want to votein Red Deer. Wedon't
want to el ect our town coundilsfromRed Deer. Wewant to berural,
and the reason why we'rerural in Lacombe is because we're close
to Edmonton, we're close to Calgary, and we're very close to Red
Deer. But we'rerural, and we likeit, and that’ sthe way we want to
be.

| feel very, very badly that this commission didn’t hear the first
go-round, didn’t hear what my people had to say the second go-
round, and now | have to stand before you tonight and tell you that
as the representative for Lacombe-Stettler | cannot support this
motion. | cannot support the work that the commission has done.
My political career could well be on the line, but my people, my
town of Lacombe coundl, my town of Blackfalds council, my
Lacombe county council, and my Wolf Creek school divison, plus
al of the people | seein the drugstore, the grocery store, at the
coffee shop, and the people that sit on my executive as part of the
political process that | must go through want me to say: thisis
ridiculous. So thisiswhat I’ m saying.

9:40

The hon. member that |'ve know long before | was ever here, the
hon. Member for Rocky Mountain House, said it best when he said
to the commission: “You didn’'t have to use these figures. You
didn't have to do it this way. You could have reduced it, and
everyone in the province would have been looked after and satis-
fied.” But, instead, no. | persondly have a great deal of respect for
many members that were on that commission, but | will say it
publicly because I've said it to each and every one of them: | don’t
think they didtheir job. | don’t think they did their job properly. |
think they fed the information into a computer; the numbers came
out.

Part of the rationale behind al of thisisto take alook at commu-
nity, to take alook at what fits, to take alook at natural boundaries.
My town of Blackfaldshasanatural boundary. It sariver. It'sbeen
there since the beginning of time. Lo and behold, Lacombe county
made it their county boundary. So we have the river that was the
boundary between what was part of Lacombe-Stettler and part of
Red Deer-North, and Lacombe county had it as their boundary. Lo
and behold, they just forgot about this river. It wasn't part and

parcel of it. They didn’'t look at community. They didn't look at
relationships. They didn’'t look at needs. What did they look at?
Other members of thisAssembly, colleagues on my side, colleagues
on that side, have said that there are problems here. Well, if there
are problems, folks let’s changeit. Let’sput a new commission in
place. Let’sputinnew guidelines, new criteria. Let’'s seewhat fits.
Let's make it work.

| would redlly beremisstonight if | didn’t stand up here and say
that what I'm telling you tonight isfromme. It'sfromthe heart. |
have no notes. Butit’ salso from all those councils, all thosepeople
in my community that havesaid: “No, Judy. Don't let this happen.
Thiscan't happen. Why isit happening to us? Why are you and the
hon. Member for Ponoka-Rimbey going to have to fight it out?’
Folks, I've been through a nomination before. In fact, I've been
through two nominations. 1’ve been here 10 years, andin 10 years
I’ve never had a community get off their duff and speak out and
speak up and say: no, we are not going to accept this.

Do it if you want, hon. members Do it if you must, but I'll tell
you that our Premier, the hon. Member for Calgary-Elbow, talks
always about respect for each other in this Assembly. | respect what
the hon. member here has said about Edmonton. | respect the
councilshere, and | wish my councils could be. | praiseyou people
for spending the amount of money that you have on this issue,
because it's a serious issue. My people tel me that democracy is
questionable if this happens. The people from Blackfdds tell me
that their democratic right islost. There’s no way that they will be
able to run and be an MLA being part of Red Deer-North.

| am sayingto all of you in thisAssembly: if it isn’t you thisyear,
it might be you eight years from now or 16 years from now. I'm
asking you for consideration for what I’'m saying on behalf of the
people | represent. |I've represented 35,000 people that have been
very, very happy with their lot in life, with their representation.
They feel that that’ sthreatened, | fed that it's threatened, and I'm
asking you to say no to Motion 13. Thirteen has never been my
lucky number, and this particular motion wastabled on February 19,
which is my birthday, and when you're my age, birthdays aren’t a
happy thing either.

Thank you.

The Deputy Speaker: Two things before | recognize the next
speaker. One is tha we now are under Sanding Order 29(2),
guestions and comments.

Beforel call on thehon. Member for Edmonton-Strathcona, hon.
Member for Edmonton-Norwood, did you have a question or
comment that you wishedto ... Okay.

The hon. Member for Edmonton-Glenora, questions and com-
ments.

Mr. Hutton: Yes, Mr. Speaker. | would ask thehon. member if she
could tell uswhat she really thinks.

Mrs. Gordon: If the hon. member has another hour or two. | could
take himfor coffee later, Deputy Speaker.

The Deputy Speaker: Any further comments or questions?

Okay. Before | recognize the hon. Member for Edmonton-
Strathcona — | will eventually. 1I'm sorry that it's a Solomonic
exercisethat | have. Instead of having two mothers with one baby,
| have a whole bunch of people who want to speak. [interjection]
That's Solomon. It's a passage from one of the books. | have so
many peoplewho want to speak. I’'m sorry; wejust have to takeone
at atime Soitwill beagovernment member and then an opposition
member.
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Thisis the hon. Member for Edmonton-Strathcona, followed by
the hon. Minister of International and Intergovernmental Relations.

Dr. Pannu: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. After listening to the passion-
ate speech from my hon. colleague from Lacombe-Stettler, | don't
think | need any more persuasionthat this report needsfixing before
wepassit. We can'tlet thisreport go through. Our colleaguesfrom
the city council are sitting up there watching us tonight debate this
motion. | wantto congratulate the Edmonton city council for taking
avery strong position in trying to convince thisHouse, thisLegisla-
ture, that this report is flawed and it shouldn’t be passed in its
present form.

| also want to congratul atethe Electoral Boundaries Commission
on ajob reasonably well done. There's no doubt that the commis-
sion had to balance many variables, including the principles of
effective representation — | think we have to be respectful of the
commission’ swork to some degree — and representation by popula-
tion, the requirements of the Electoral Boundaries Commission Act,
and the needs of heterogeneous communities including the major
citiesand the neighbourhoodswithin them, smaller cities, urbanized
areas, and rural Alberta. It can’t be easy to find the balance between
these sometimes competing aspects, and they have worked hard to
reconcile them.

However, | would be failing my constituents, my fdlow
Edmontonians, and the voters of Albertaif | didn’t also raise some
concerns with this report. 1'd like to quote Gary Hanson, genera
manager and chief operating officer of West Edmonton Mall. He
says, and | quote, that representation by population is fundamental
to democratic society. Voter parity should be one of the first
considerations in determining electoral boundaries. Although
Edmontondid not have thegrowththat Calgary did prior to the 2001
census, it did have a substantial growth rate of 8.7 percent and has
continued to grow. The commission’ srecommendationsdo not take
thisinto cons deration nor themajor rol ethecity of Edmonton plays
in the economic success and social growth of the province. End of
quote.

The fundamental principle of our democracy is the notion of one
person, one vote. Without this principle we can’t guarantee that
every Alberta voter has equal say to determine the path that our
province will take. At the last election avotein some parts of rural
Albertawas equal to two votes in Edmonton and threein Calgary-
Shaw. The final report of the EBC has improved greatly on the
situation, but still there is a range from 32 percent below the
provincial average to 16 percent above, Mr. Speaker. Allowing
variances of close to 25 percent in a significant number of ridings
suggests that the problems remain.

In spite of the best effortsof this commission there gppearsto be
built into their report a systematic bias or tilt which shifts voting
power towards some citizens at the expense of others. Relative
equality of voting power isa principlethat has been upheld by the
courtsin anumber of provinces, including our own. Itispossibleto
have significantly lower variations in population and thus better
reflect the principles of representation by population. The New
Democrat opposition recommended to the commission that constitu-
ency populations be kept to within 10 percent of the average, as has
been achieved in Saskatchewan and Manitoba. According to the
principle of equality of voting power, Edmonton’s population in
2001 warranted morethan 18.5 ridings, Mr. Speaker.

9:50

To quote the minority report:
Edmonton has grown dramatically Sncethe2001 Censuswas
completed. According to Economic Devdopment Edmonton, in
2001 the population of Edmonton grew by 4.5%, exceeding the

Conference Board of Canada’s forecast that it would be the fastest
growing city in Canada with a growth rate of 4.1%. The Confer-
ence Board of Canada forecasts Edmonton’s growth at 2.4% for
2002 and 4.5% for 2003 [the current year].

Accordingto theCanadaM ortgageand Hous ng Corporation,
in the first six months of 2002, single family housing starts in
Edmonton increased by 50% compared tothe sameperiod last year.

In May of 2002 there was a 95% jump in single and multiple
housing starts compared to May, 2001, and in June the increase
over last year's figures was 91%.
In other words, Edmonton’ srapid growth has been occurring
since the 2001 Census and i s forecast to continue.
Therefore, by redudng the number of seas in Edmonton, the
commission would cause Edmonton to be underrepresented until
after the census of 2011 and through at least two provincia elec-
tions.

Again to quote the minority report of the commission:

The challengeis to find ways to get as dose as possble to
voter parity without violating anyone’srightto effective representa-
tion. Inevitably, this requires additional human and financial
resources to provide the physical means to ensure effective repre-
sentation for all Albertans, including morerural constituency offices
and staff, increased air travel, more assistance with ground travel,
and high quality communicationstechnology. The capacity to do
thisrests in the will of the Legidative Assembly, not in taking a
division [away] from Edmonton.

The definition of effective representation is vague. It would
seem that the ease with which the MLA and constituents are ableto
have access to each other isthe measurement of effectiverepresen-
tation. However, ensuring adequate access and addressing access
issuesistheresponsibility of Member Services not of the Electoral
Boundaries Commission.

At one time access required face to face contact. Distance,
area, and population density werecriticd factorsindeterminingthe
effectiveness of representation. However, in the 21st century,
access means communi cating efficiently and expediently.

The difficulties of representing arural riding are well known. As
a counterpoint, there are additiona difficulties internal in some
urban constituencies. Many are able to affect the ability of an MLA
to represent their constituents, particularly thosein inner-city areas.
These include many socioeconomic concerns such as high levelsof
poverty, illiteracy, unemployment, and linguistic diversity. Noneof
these variables were included in the calculations of the matrix
despite the fact that Alberta Finance collects detailed demographic
data on provincial ridings that include this information.

A final quote from the minority report, Mr. Speaker, with your
permisson:

Althoughlinear distance, geographi c area, and low population
density are viewed as potential barriers to effective representation
and are therefore measured and compared, cultural distance as
defined by linguistic, ethnic, religious, cultural and racial diversity
isnot. Neither isthe social distancethat is created by the fact that
large cities are magnets for the physically, mentaly, emotionally,
and spiritualy unwell. Similarly, vertical distance and high
population density can be daunting because any kind of access to
residents of apartment blocks and high rises is often impossible.
Theanonymity and social i solation of city dwellersprovidesanother
invisi ble distance.

The minority report continues.

These distances, unlikelinear distance, cannat be bridged by
technology because there must be social learning, which can come
only from interpersonal contact. Although these distances make
effectiverepresentationin some Edmonton constituenciesextremely
difficult, they were not taken into consideration in the distribution
of electoral divisions

Section 14 of the act specifically says that the commission is
alowed to take other considerations into account and is not re-
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stricted to only those listed in the act. If sparse population and the
distance of some rural constituencies pose challenges for effective
representation, so dothehighlevdsof poverty, illiteracy, unempl oy-
ment, and linguistic diversity of some urban constituencies.

Currently Edmonton’ sinner city isdivided between threeridings:
Edmonton-Centre, Edmonton-Norwood, and Edmonton-Highlands.
Theinterim report proposes that Edmonton-Gold Bar crosstheriver
and take in the centra communities of Riverdde, Boyle Street, and
McCauley. In addition, Edmonton-Centre, Edmonton-Highlands,
Edmonton-Norwood, and Edmonton-Calder would represent parts
of theinner city. I'd liketo quote from aletter from Ewen Ne son,
vice-president of the Boyle Street Community League. Mr. Nelson
says:

Wehave graveconcerns about the proposed changes. Edmon-
ton’s inner city communities are a complex mixture of people of
widely varying needs, and theresidents of those communities often
have great difficulties getting those needs met. One source of
assi stancehasawaysbeen theMember of the L egislative Assembly
for the area. By reducing the number of Edmonton ridings, the
MLAs for thoseridingswill be less ableto assst citizensin need.

We also have great reservations about losing our connection
to Edmonton-Highlands. In the Highlands riding, Boyle Street has
much in common with other communities. Issues facing Boyle
Street are similar to those facing McCauley, Cromdale, and other
nearby communities. Wehave littlein common with the communi-
ties in Edmonton-Gold Bar, and fear that Boyle Street issues could
get lost or overlooked.

Central neighbourhoods shareacommunity of interests. These
include ethnicdly diverse populations and a high percentage of
residents who live in rental accommodation. By eliminating one
inner city riding and diluting the inner city by further dividing it
between more ridings with higher population, the Commission’s
recommendationswill reducethe ability of inner city residents to
voice their concerns.

Specifically, residents of Edmonton’s inner city would be better
represented if the riding of Edmonton-Norwood is retained, Mr.
Speaker. Thirty-one percent of Edmonton-Norwood residentsdo not
speak English at home. This presents communication barriers for
MLAs, making more difficult effective representation of their
congtituents. Aswell, family incomesin that riding are 38 percent
below the provindal average. Therefore, residents of Edmonton-
Norwood may rely more on government servicesand thus depend on
the assistance and advocacy provided by their MLA.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I'd like to move an amendment to the
motion on behal f of my colleague for Edmonton-Highlands. It'sa
motion which isvery simple. It adds the following to the motion.
Beforel formally moveit, I'd just liketo read it into the minutes.
The amendment would be as follows, that it will add to the end of
the motion: “,with the exception of the report’ s recommendation to
removeone electoral divison from the city of Edmonton.”

I now would like to have this amendment distributed, and with
your instructions| will read it into therecord of the House and wait
until it isdistributed until | conclude my remarks.

The Deputy Speaker: Hon. member, this will be amendment A1,
and you may commence. Y ou've moved it.

Dr. Pannu: Yes, Mr. Speaker. | move anendment A1toMotion 13
on behalf of my colleague, the hon. Member for Edmonton-High-
lands.

10:00

Mr. Speaker, if this amendment is voted on by the House and
accepted, in effect it will restore the 19th seat to Edmonton. By
restoring that seat to Edmonton, we can prevent many of the

problemsthat have arisen in the commission’sfinal report including
the underrepresentation of Edmonton for at leas the next two
elections, the division of community interestsin central Edmonton,
and the dilution of inner-city concerns within more and larger
ridings.
I will finish my remarks with afinal quote, this onefrom Edmon-

ton city councillor Stephen Mandel. Councillor Mandel states:

Any decision to reduce Edmonton’s representation in the Alberta

legislature is unreasonable. Edmonton’ s population is growing at

a substantial pace that makesthe recent census out of touch with

reality. That isby far not the primary reason. One only hasto read

the arguments put forward by theminority report of the committee

to undergand that a reduction is shortsighted and extremely

punitive. | encourage all of our Legislators to support the rights of

Edmontonians to be properly represented with the maintenance of

our current 19 sesats.

The Deputy Speaker: Y ou have one more minute, hon. member.

Dr. Pannu: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 1'm just about to conclude.

| urge all members, therefore, to support this amendment, and |
certainly would like the House to pay attention to what my hon.
colleague from Lacombe-Stettler hasto say. Thank you.

The Deputy Speaker: The hon. Minister of Gaming.

Point of Order
Admissibility of Amendment

Mr. Stevens: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. | wishtoraisea
point of order with respect to this particular notice of amendment. |

would refer you to Standing Order 23(1), which deal swith introduc-

ing “any matter in debate which offendsthe practices and precedents
of the Assembly.” Referring to Beauchesne’s Parliamentary Rules
& Forms, page 176, paragraph 578(2) deals with “an amendment
which would produce the same result asif the origind motion were
simply negatived is out of order.”

The motion put forward basicaly says that there will be an
addition of the words“with the exception of the report’ s recommen-
dation to remove one el ectoral divisgon fromthe city of Edmonton.”
Thisparticular report providesthat therewill be 83 spedific constitu-
encies, and one of those specific constituenciesrecommended in the
report is not the dectoral division that was diminated, namely
Edmonton-Norwood. Therefore, theeffect of thisparticular motion,
Mr. Speaker, isthat therewill be 84 constituencies. That iswhat it
means. The fact is tha under the legislation pursuant to which the
report was done, there must be 83 constituendies. Therefore, on the
faceof it, Mr. Speaker, this particular notice of amendment is out of
order.

The Deputy Speaker: A comment on the point of order. The hon.
Member for Edmonton-Strathcona.

Dr. Pannu: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | would like to suggest
respectfully that ther€ sno substanceto the point of order raised here
because the Beauchesne quotation that was made here is “An
amendment approving part of a motion and disapproving the
remainder is out of order,” and my amendment does not in any way
disapprove the remainder of the motion before the House. It simply
adds on to that which isalready before the House. So thereis no
attempt here to disapprove anything. The intent of the amendment
is simply to add on to the existing motion beforethe House. So, in
my judgment, | hope you will rulethat the point of order isout of
order.
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The Deputy Speaker: Further discussion on this?

Mr. Hancock: Well, Mr. Speaker, while | certainly undergand the
rationalefor bringing forward this type of an amendment, | have to
support the argument by the Deputy Government House L eader that
it'sout of order because in fact the Electoral Boundaries Commis-
sion Act providesfor 83 seats and the effect of this motion would be
to create 84 seats because it would approve the report of the
Boundaries Commission with the exception of Edmonton. By doing
that, it increases the number of seats, and that is contrary to an act of
the Legidature, so it offends the Standing Order. As much as |
would like to concur in the amendment because of what the member
istryingto do, it’s not possble under therules of the House to have
amotion of the House violate an act of the House.

Ms Carlson: Mr. Spesker, it's a common practice in this House
when amendments are brought forward that they need the approval
of Parliamentary Counsel beforethey can be put inorder on thefloor
of thisAssembly, so beforewe go further in this debate, | believe we
should have an explanation from Parliamentary Counsel giving us
the basis on which this particular amendment was approved.

The Deputy Speaker: On that particular thought, the Parliamentary
Counsel and Clerks at the table are here to advise the Speaker, and
the Speaker is the one who can't pass the buck but gets advice from
hon. memberswho arelawyers and Parliamentary Counsel who are
lawyers. Having only the background of teaching, it's achallenge.
If there is any further assstance — | think we've already had one
fromyou, hon. Member for Edmonton-Strathcona, butif thereareno
others. .. You have something cogent to add to this dilemma?

Dr. Pannu: Mr. Speaker, with your permissionif | may quotefrom
Beauchesne’s Parliamentary Rules & Forms the purpose of
amendments. It's Beauchesne 567. 1t says that
the object of an amendment may be either to modify a question in
such away asto increase its acceptability or to present to the House
adifferent proposition as an altemativeto theoriginal question.
| submit toyou and to the House, Mr. Speaker, that the intent of the
amendment that I’ ve made is simply to increase the acceptability of
Motion 13 that is before the House. So | would request you to rule
the point of order as being out of order.

The Deputy Speaker: Well, thank you for all your assistance in
dealing with thismatter. The hon. Miniger of Gamingis quiteright
in referring us to 579. | think that’s the reference you had, hon.
member. At least that was the page you were talking about, and the
reference was there, which is:
An amendment may not raise a new question which can only be
considered as a distinct moti on after proper notice.
Isthat what you were. . .

Mr. Stevens: The reference, Mr. Speaker, so that therée s clarity on
the point, is at page 176, paragraph 578(2), which reads:
An amendment which would produce the same result as if the
original motion were simply negatived is out of order.
That’s the 6th edition.

10:10

The Deputy Speaker: | don't have the benefit of prolonged years

studying the law, but it would seem to me tha, first of al, the

reference that the hon. Member for Edmonton-Strathcona came up

with, that isto say Beauchesne 567, would perhaps apply here.
The object of an amendment may be either to modify a question in
such away astoincreaseits acceptability or to present to theHouse
adifferent proposition as an altemnative to the original . . .

So that would occur to me asbeing relevant. The amendment would

appear to be in order. Itisan acceptable form aswas observed by
the hon. Member for Edmonton-Ellerslie, and it modifies the main
question to increase its acceptability which is of course, what 567
directs. It'snot adirect negati ve of the main motion. When all else
isto be considered, the remedy lies with the House, and that is that
they can simply defeat this anendment, and we can move on with
hearing otherswho wish to gpeak to themotion. So | would rulethat
the amendment is in order. Now | am standing here, and hon.
Government House Leader, you wish to challengethat?

Mr. Hancock: I’ d loveto, Mr. Speaker, but | respect you too much,
so I'll just speak to the amendment.

The Deputy Speaker: Sorry then.

Beforewe go forward, | have another request to make. | wonder
if the Assembly would agree to briefly revert to Introduction of
Guests.

[Unanimous consent granted)]

head: Introduction of Guests
(reversion)

The Deputy Speaker: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Ellerdlie.

Ms Carlson: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Earlier this evening council
wasintroduced, but our mayor wasn't in attendance at that time. He
has since joined us for what will be probably the last 45 minutes of
debate this evening, and we certainly appreciae his presence here
and his strong support of Edmonton along with all of the council in
terms of ensuring that we retain at least the number of seats we had
before. | seetha he'srisen. Please wecome him to this Assembly.

head: Government Motions

Final Report of Electoral Boundaries Commission
(continued)

The Deputy Speaker: This is a debatable motion, so the hon.
Government House Leader on amendment A1

Mr. Hancock: Well, thank you, Mr. Speaker. | have to speak
against the motion. | do believe that your ruling was incorrect in
that, but we will have to deal with it inthe House and deal withitin
the House by defeating the amendment. Asmuch as| would loveto
concur with what the member istrying to accomplish by passing the
motion, we would be violating an act of the House, that act of the
House, the El ectoral Boundaries Commission Act, which says that
we have 83 seats. The effect of passing this amendment would
create 84 seats, and the House cannot passa resol ution, with all due
respect, which violatesan act of the House. If we wanted to do that,
we ought to have amended the act and added an extra seat.

The Deputy Speaker: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Riverview.

Dr. Taft: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. |’m happy to rise to engage in
this debate. | think the spirit of thisamendment is the right spirit.
| think it's motivated for al the right reasons, reasons that | know
that wein the Liberal caucus share strongly, that Edmonton should
not be losing aseat. The census data shows Edmonton should not
belosing a seat even if there was no accounting made to the growth
that’s occurred since the census, so clearly what motivates this
amendment is to be admired and respected and supported.

I find myself, however, agreeing with the members from the
government sidethat thisis, in this case, not aworkable amendment.
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It's not workable for a couple of reasons. There’sno way, as the
Government House L eader and | think deputy House L eader pointed
out, that we can leave Edmonton whereit is and leave the rest of the
province where it is We'regoing to end up with 84 seats, and as
they pointed out, that's clearly against the law, against the act that
thisisworking from. If we areto leavethe city of Edmonton with
the number of seats that it has, we have to make an adjustment
somewhere else. That means we have to open up the rest of the
report, which is not allowed under this particular amendment.

| would asojoinin the spirit of the Member for Lacombe-Stettler
that this anendment is not far to other parts of the province ether.
So if we are, as| believe we should, going to open things up to
respect the needsof Edmonton, then surely as Albertans, ascitizens
of this entire province we have to respect the needs of every other
community aswell.

So while | have no doubt of the sncerity and goodwill and
rightness of the spirit behind this amendment, | for one find it
unworkable and unfar and on that basis cannot support it.

Thank you.

The Deputy Speaker: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Rutherford,
followed by the minister.

Mr. McClelland: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 1n my experiencewhen
dealing with amendments, one should not try to bringin through the
back door that which cannot be brought in through the front door,
which this clearly tries to do. Therefore, the amendment in my
opinion is clearly out of order. However, since we do have a
question on it, may | call the quegion?

The Deputy Speaker: Thank you, hon. member. | think that if you
wishto debatethat theruling wasimproper or wrong, there’ sanother
venue for it.

The hon. Minister of Municipal Affairs.

Mr. Boutilier: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. To follow some of my
learned colleagues on what is being intended here, | guess| would
ask the Speaker, based on perhaps new information in front of him,
that in fact he take a few moments to consider the ruling that he's
made. | understand that therés some new information for the
Speaker to consider prior to what | believe to be not even necessary
to be had on this particular motion because, as the hon. member
across the way has mentioned relaive to it, it isnot in my view in
order. | understand that the Speaker has some new information, and
I’d only ask that the Speaker consider the new information prior to
considering another ruling based on the new information he has.

The Deputy Speaker: The Speaker has some new information, and
that confirms the earlier decision. If you really object further to it,
you have the remedy at hand. You just need to vote against the
amendment. | think that’ senough ontheserulings. Thank you, hon.
member.

Are you ready for the question?

Dr. Pannu: May | conclude the debate?

The Deputy Speaker: No, that for sure you can’'t do. When you
make an amendment, you don’t have a conclusion right.

[Motion on amendment Al lost]

The Deputy Speaker: The hon. Miniger of International and
Intergovernmental Relations on the motion itself.

Mr. Jonson: Yes, Mr. Speaker. First I'd like to make a few
comments with repect to an issue which seems to be arising and |
hope will not dominate this particular debate. | believe it wasthe
Member for Edmonton-Gold Bar that seemed to bereferring to there
being aviewpoint that rural areaswerethereto serve the dities, sort
of ahinterland. We certainly in the rural areas do not look upon it
that way at all. We have our contribution to make to thefuture and
to the health of the province, and weknow that the cities do aswell,
and we can’t do without each other. We need to work in adirection
of continued co-operation for the betterment of all the peoplein all
areas of the province.

To address the whole matter of the electoral boundaries report,
Mr. Speaker, | would first liketo recognize that thetask assigned to
one of these committees is certainly a challenging one, particularly
in a province that has a growing population and is changing
somewhat interms of itsoverall distribution asapopul ation. I'dlike
to acknowl edge that the committee did not have the luxury of being
ableto solve problems by adding seats. That is something that, as|
recall, was a possibility in previous examinations of electoral
boundaries. Sothey did have aset number of seatstodeal with, and
the addition of three or four seats was not an alternative that would
get you out of some of the challenges that the commission faced.

10:20

| would also like to acknowl edge that thecommission did makeits
roundsof the province after itsinterim report, and astheMember for
Lacombe-Stettler indicated, they did their job of coming to various
partsof the provinceand hearing submiss ons, that cameinconsider-
able numbersfrom our areaand the Member for Lacombe-Stettler’s
area. There was representation there from individuals, from local
governments, and there was certainly concern expressed at that
particular time.

Mr. Speaker, I'd also liketo indicate, before commenting further
specifically on thereport, that I’ ve had the fortune or bad fortune to
have been involved in looking at electora boundaries reports for
some 40 years. You might wonder how | get to that number. My
job before being in politics was that of beng a schoolteacher, a
teacher of socid studies, and | can remember this being part of the
political process that | endeavoured to explain to my students on a
number of occasions. | must admit that | was successful, | think, as
a school teacher and probably as a poalitician in being able to
rationalize and to explain and to convince my constituents once |
became an MLA that when these electoral boundaries reviews came
around, yes, there were changes  Somewe did not particularly like,
but they had arationalefor them, and they were made within certain
rules and certain guidelines which Electoral Boundaries Commis-
sions had established over several decades.

Now, thisbringsup what | think to me are the major concernsthat
| have with thisparticular report. The documents that are available
for anyone to peruse outline the issues that should concern an
Electoral Boundaries Commission. One of them, of course, is the
issue of sparsity and density of population, and as these rules have
evolved, there has been a laitude alowed in the instructions that
have been given to the Electoral Boundaries Commission for a
variance of plus or minus 25 percent of the average voting popula-
tion of constituencies. Now, it would appear, Mr. Speaker, that in
the case of Ponoka-Rimbey — and | have to mention, of course,
Lacombe-Stettler — that particular latitude was not utilized or
considered. Both constituenciesarewell withintherange of the plus
or minus25 percent asfar aspopulation isconcerned. That doesnot
seem to have been a particular consideration. We are both quite
viablein terms of existing numbers and also conformto the current
rules or paliciesthat an Electoral Boundaries Commissionisto ook
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at and to condder.

The other thing, Mr. Speaker — and this is another very grave
concern, and I'm sure it is for perhaps some other members of the
Assembly and certainly would be the case with the Member for
Lacombe-Stettler — is that wherever possible boundaries should
follow municipal boundaries because there hasto beaco-ordination
with respect to the services that are provided, the issues that have to
be dealt with, and that in the case of Ponoka-Rimbey seemsto have
been very much ignored.

Also, there is supposed to be recognition of community of
interests. Now, certainly Ponoka-Rimbey functionsquitewdl. Itis
mainly a farming or agricultural area, but it does have its oil and
natural gas, it does have its urban businesses, and it is a very, very
cohesive group. Theloca governments get along with each other.
There' s no particular issue there.

The other issue that 1'd like to bring up, too, is that dso to be
considered is the trend in terms of population growth and the
development of the area. Now, Mr. Speaker, as has dready been
mentioned, the corridor along highway 2 is an area of farly rgpid
growth and steady growth, and all projectionsarethat aconstituency
such as Ponoka-Rimbey will be growing in terms of population. It
isnot as if it is flat-lining or it is dormant in some way, and it's
certainly not decliningin terms of itspopulation. Soitisnotlikey,
in any way of looking at thefuture, to be a constituency tha is going
to drop below that minus 25 percent. So that’s another item to be
considered as well.

Then the onethat really is most glaring, | think, is, as| said, that
there should be some respect for community of interests, the
cohesiveness of certain areas of the population in the constituency,
and there should be some respect shown to the role that local
government has to play and the importance and the common sense
that’s involved in the electoral boundaries coinciding as much as
possible with the municipal boundariesin the constituency.

Now, Mr. Speaker, | don’t want to betoo critical of the drafters of
thereport, but | recall back in American political history that aterm
caled gerrymandering was developed. | must admit that the
gerrymandering concept was devedoped by politicians, not by
electoral boundariescommissions. Nevertheless, themapsthat have
come out —and I’ ll gpeak particularly of my own constituency — start
to get that aura of asalamander. That is, they go round and round
and round and round with no seeming connection to the boundaries
of local government or natural geographic features or particular
community interests Whilel do very much appreciate the amend-
ment that was made between the interim report and thefinal report
of the commission whereby there was a sliver of land added to
Ponoka-Rimbey which went around thetown of Rimbey and brought
it back into the constituency, the fact of the matter is tha the two or
three townships on each side of that particular highway, highway 53,
arein two different constituencies. Soit isatroubling development
there aswell.

So, Mr. Speaker, | think that despite the fact that | very much
appreciate that thisis avery difficult task that the Electoral Bound-
aries Commission had —and in this particular case| haveto go asan
individual with my overall experience over the years with represent-
ing this particular area of the province and the history of boundaries
commissions— | do find that we have a rather unique Stuation here
where the various electoral commissions table of contents, chapter
E-3 of a document that | have before me, which is the Electoral
Boundaries Commission Act, refers very, very distinctly to there
having to be consideration of municipal and other important
boundaries. There has to be consideration of what | would call
service areas, and there should be consideration of the fact, by the
very legidation that | have before me and that we have before usin

this Assembly, that there can be a variation of plus or minus 25
percent from an average constituency population number. Really, |
do not seetherationaein anything that is happening within the two
constituencies in question that should indicate that we need to
amal gamatethetwo constituencies, that we should amal gamatethem
in such away that natural corridorsasfar astrangportation and trade
and other association will be split in various directions in a very
dysfunctiond way.

10:30

Further, Mr. Speaker, one of the areas that | have concern over,
athough | must acknowledge that | do not have thelatest documen-
tation on this particular matter, isthat in the case of Ponoka-Rimbey
asit currently exists, we have avery large First Nations population.
Their numbers have been chronically underestimated as far as the
vating population is concerned, and that is something that does not
seem to have been acknowledged and accounted for with respect to
the deliberations of the commission.

So, overall, Mr. Speaker, | believe that we have asituation here
where the constituencies in question — but | will speak specifically
for Ponoka-Rimbey. Ponoka-Rimbey | think has had effective
representation over many, many years, not just sincel’ ve been there,
but we do our best, and I’ msure that the hon. Member for Lacombe-
Stettler does as well. We are a growth area. We currently come
withinthe parameters that arerequired to have two distinct constitu-
encies in that particular part of the province. We have humerous
municipal governments to be served. We have a varied business
base.

| do take issue with the contents of the boundariesreport. Asl’ve
said, it'sthefirg timethat | have done so in anumber of roles. |I've
not argued formally agai nstaboundariesreport before, but | do think
that in this particular case for the reasonsthat I’ ve outlined, | will
not be able to support and to represent to my constituencies that |
agree with this report.

The Deputy Speaker: Any comments or questions?
The hon. Member for Edmonton-Centre.

Ms Blakeman: Thanks very much, Mr. Spesker. |I'm pleased to
have the opportunity to join in this discussion, but | have to say
immediately and right off the top that |1 do not concur with the
recommendations of the final report of the Alberta Electoral
Boundaries Commission, and | do not support Government Motion
13 to accept and concur in these recommendations.
| just have aweelittle quote that | found here that sort of sums up

how I'm feeling about all of what's gone on here. This isfrom
Donald and Elenore Laird from The Art of Getting Things Done:

Next to being right, the best of al things is to be clearly and

definitely wrong, because you will come out somewhere. If you go

buzzing about between right and wrong, vibrating and fluctuating,

you come out nowhere; but if you are absolutely and thoroughly

wrong, you have the good fortune of knocking against the factsthat

set you straight again.
And | think — | hope—that isthe situation that we find ourselvesin
with this report. It is thoroughly wrong. A number of other
members have spoken el oquently about what has been missed in the
report or the criteriathat was st up that doesn’t work for them. We
must not accept the recommendations of this Electora Boundaries
Commission. Itisirrevocably wrong, wrong, wrong, and we should
not support it.

| think overwhelmingly it's wrong, from my point of view, for

three reasons. One, it is wrong because Edmonton loses a seat. |
appreci ate very much the passionate wordsthat have been spoken by
themembersfor Lacombe-Stettler and Ponoka-Rimbey, andgood on
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them for speaking so doquently on behalf of their constituencies. |
am an MLA from Edmonton, and | am concerned about Edmonton
losing a seat, and that’ s how | am approaching this debate. | think
that it’s important throughout this debate that we not fal to the
Conservative ideology that tends to say: if you're going to give
something somewhere, then you have to take something away. |
don't think that that has to be put into play here, and I'm certainly
not approaching it that way, tha in order to get what | want for
Edmonton, | would therefore turn around and take it away from
somebody else. I’'m not approaching that debate this way. | just
think that what's been put forward by this Electoral Boundaries
Commission is wrong, wrong, wrong.

The other two reasons why | will not concur with the recommen-
dations here. Number onewas Edmonton islosing a seat. Number
two, | find that what's being proposed in one of the changes,
particularly to the community of Boyle-McCauley, is cruel and
unfair. 1’1l come back to that later. Thirdly, | find that the process
or more ecifically the criteriathat’s used in the matrix is old and
tired and is not taking into cons deration a number of things that are
very important in my community and | think in Edmonton.

| appeared before the Electoral Boundaries Commission three
times. | was invited to appear before the commissioners to talk
about what it was li ke representing an i nner-city urban community.
| appeared aong with my colleague for Edmonton-Ellerslie, who
talked about representing sort of asuburban riding in ametropolitan
area, that beingtheriding of Edmonton-Ellerslie | also gopearedin
person at thevery first hearing that was hdd in June in Edmonton,
and | appeared again a the second hearing. So | have taken every
opportunity available to me to appear before this commission to
plead my case on beha f of Edmonton and on behalf of my constitu-
entsin Edmonton-Centre and even, caging the net wider, on behalf
of those who live in Boyle-McCaul ey.

The firg time | appeared, | was asking the committee to please
make sure that it respected the natural community boundaries, and
that’ sone of thereasonsthat | am so unhappy with thereport that we
find in front of us. It did not respect those natural community
boundaries, and | thought that that was just hgppening in the city.
Having listened to the Member for Lacombe-Stettler, obviously
there’ sanatural boundary there that’ s also not being respected, and
I think it works very much againg the work we're trying to do as
legislators when we allow communities to be carved up or broken
apart artificia ly.

So when | first appeared, | was trying to talk aout upholding
those communitiesandtheir naturd boundaries. | wasalso trying to
capture three apartment buildings that were ending up being
orphaned. They were just outside of my riding but on the very far
edge of Edmonton-Highlands, and quite often just being where they
were sdtuated, sort of right in the middle of downtown, they tended
to get orphaned, and | wanted to make surethat they were going to
be captured.

| talked about what itwas|like representing an urban ridingand the
different pressures that were on us and made a pleafor constituency
budgets and the pressures that are on congituency budgets. | don’t
know what happens in rural areas, but | was speaking about the
pressuresthat were on my constituency budgets, in particul ar things
like the cost of trandation. | have multi, multi languages and many
different ethnic backgrounds that are represented in my community,
andif | really want to speak to those communities, then I’m goingto
have to translate, and if I’'m really going to speak to them, I’d have
totrand ateinto between six and 10 languages, whichisacost factor.
So by way of example, that’ swhat | was talking about.

10:40
The second time | appeared at the hearing, | was ecificaly

addressing what had been proposed in the draft report — | actually
have my noteswith me from that —and | was talking again about the
need to maintain 19 seatsin Edmonton, recognizing a number of the
points that have already been raised here: that Edmonton continues
to grow, that the growth rate since the census has been particularly
noteworthy, that | did not want to seethe kind of imbalance created
in Edmonton that we created through the last dectoral boundary
change which resulted in such pressuresin Calgary. | felt that we
needed to challenge the commission to work more with technology
and innovation tha was available | believed very strongly in one
person, onevote, and | did not want to see thevotes of the constitu-
entsin Edmonton-Centre beingworth less, and the commission was
not able to give me and | think other Edmontonians the arguments
to convince that long-held format of one person, onevote. | think
that my constituent’ svoteis just as vauable and should have equal
weight as one from any other riding, even compared torural ridings,
and | felt that that was not happening.

| think that what' simportant here is that we use the golden rule,
that we use respect, and | think we need to regect this motion. We
need to use whaever isavailable to us aslegislaors —if that means
changing the Electoral Boundaries Commission Act, so be it — so
that we can createanew Electoral Boundaries Commission that will
approach this again. Fine. We have the power to do it. Let’'s be
grown up. Let’'sdoit. | think that with that it's important to set
before that Electoral Boundaries Commission, if we do get a new
one, that respect iskey. This should not be something that’ s based
on my way or the highway or might makes right or if I'm right,
you'rewrong or if somebody gets something, someone else loses
something. It'sjust not a constructive way to approach al of this,
and there are a number of other factors that should beweighed in.

Now, specificaly | want to look at what is currently under the
matrix that’ s being used, and | feltthat therewere anumber of biases
here and dso anumber of things that were not taken into consider-
ation. For example, the matrix takes into consideration the number
of elected bodies—and their definition of that is pretty narrow —that
amember may haveto deal with aspart of the criteriafor the matrix.
So those who have to deal with a number of city coundils or a
number of town councils, for example, are going to weigh higher on
the matrix. It does not take into consideration the situation that |
think many of us in the urban ridings now find ourselvesin where
we are a0 dealing with elected bodies who are not recognized by
this matrix structure; for example, business revitalization zones.

I have four, | think, in Edmonton-Centre, and | know that a
number of my colleaguesinthiscity a so ded with them. Theseare
areas where people are el ected to represent the businessinterestsin
agivenarea. Theytalk about revitalization; they talk about taxation;
they talk about streetscapes. They tak about how they are going to
work together asa community and how they interact with the other
communities and constituencies that are surrounding them. You
know, if we re going to be talking about how difficult it is for an
MLA to represent, how many nights you work, how many weekends
you work, certainly the meetings with thosegroups, inmy mind, are
just asvital and just askey to the health of acommunity asameeting
withatown council. It’sanother night, if that'show we' rebreaking
itdownandjudgingit. Sothe matrix isnottakinginto consideration
things like that.

It's not taking into consideration the range of socioeconomic
househol dsthat one can be dealingwith. | don’t have proof, but I’ ve
been told a number of times by those that do have proof that
Edmonton-Centreisone of the widest ranging constituencies, going
from the very, very well-to-do — Wayne Gretzky used to live in a
very high-end condominium on VictoriaPark Road in my riding —
right down to thepeoplethat areliving underneath the bridge behind
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my office and everything in between. So we have a much wider
range of what kind of resources people have to approach, and that
also createsits own set of challengesin representing people. That's
not taken into consideration.

Distance, how far peoplehavetotravel, isvery importantwhenwe
look at the matrix. The further you havetotravel, the moredifficult
itisin being considered a factor in how you represent people. Yes,
| can certainly see how that would be an issuefor some, but again |
think that there are other issues and factors, like language barriers,
like the fact tha the cities tend to attract those who are seeking
resources, that are not taken into consideration that do play very
much for us representing urban ridings.

For example, in Edmonton-Centre | have anumber of peoplewith
mental health issues. | have a number of group homes. | have a
number of apartment buildings actually that cater to people with
mental health issues. | have the CNIB. I've got a number of
organizations that are catering to people tha need help, and thus |
get the people who need help. They’ regoing to cluster around those
services. In many cases, unfortunately, the servicesfor one or two
peoplewho arein need of CNIB are not availablein therural aress,
and they’regoing to movetothecity. That’sokay. That’ swherethe
servicesare for them. But it also needsto be considered as a factor
in how yourepresent peopleand how you accessyour MLA and how
difficult that is.

I’'m just finding that the matrix that this Electoral Boundaries
Commission looked at is old and tired and cranky, and it is not
taking into consideration wha it's really like in 2003 to try and
represent vibrant communities. That's not to say that my commu-
nity, my constituency is any better than anyone else’s. | think it is,
but I'm willing to say that all 83 constituencies in Alberta are
equally important, and wevauethem all. It sjust different. | don’t
think that weshould besayingthat it’ sterribly easy to represent one,
and therefore they don’t get the resources.

Overall | think that this Electoral Boundaries Commission did not
do agood job. Now, whether it was because what it was charged
with hampered them in someway, whether they fed numbersinto a
computer, and that was the result, and they werewilling to abide by
it — I don’t know what went wrong, and at thispoint | don’t really
care except to learn alesson so tha we don’t repeat it. What has
been proposed under this Electord Boundaries report is not
acceptable. It is particularly not acceptable to me asan Edmonton
MLA that wewould lose a seat. Obviously, there are other issues
that have been brought up in this House, argued equally fervently
and perhaps even better than | have been ableto make my own case.

So | urgedl membersto vote against the acceptance of thisreport.
Thank you.

The Deputy Speaker: Question or comments? The hon. Member
for Edmonton-Calder.

Mr. Rathgeber: Yes. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | would like to ask
the hon. Member for Edmonton-Centre what she would do. Itisdl
fine and well to bemoan the loss of a seat in Edmonton, and |
certainly don’t criticize her for taking that position. But would she
increase the number of seas fromits current number, or would she
pull another one out fromrural Alberta? How would shejustify that
after listening to the passionate speech from the Member for
Lacombe-Stettler?

Ms Blakeman: | think the point is that no one individua in this
Assembly is going to be on the next Electoral Boundaries Commis-
sion. The point is that we have the ability to rgect the report that’s
put in front of us as being unacceptable and to send it back. Now,

we know that the Electoral Boundaries Commission was dissolved
as soon as it signed off on the report; therefore, we would have to
look at adjuging the existing legislation to create another Electoral
Boundaries Commission and send it back tothem. | don’t think I'm
going to have the honour or perhaps the travail of being appointed
to that commission. Nonetheless, it’sour jobinthis Assembly to set
the criteria for them, and | think that as a group we're more than
capable of doing that.

10:50
The Deputy Speaker: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Rutherford.

Mr. McClelland: Thank you. | wonder if the Member for
Edmonton-Centre would, then, advise the House how she would
envisionthe mandate of the Electoral Boundaries Commission to be
changed for this hypothetical new commission.

Ms Blakeman: | think that if the member was listening — | spoke at
length. In particular, one of my major concernsis the matrix, that |
felt needed to be updated and expanded. Certainly, that is | think
one of theimportant componentsthat would need to be changed and
set before another Electoral Boundaries Commission.

The Deputy Speaker: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Rutherford.

Mr. McClelland: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Well, would the
Member for Edmonton-Centre advocate increasing the number of
seats as a method by which the matrix could be expanded?

Ms Blakeman: No, | wouldn't.
The Deputy Speaker: Thehon. Member for Edmonton-Rutherford.

Mr. McClelland: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. How, then, would the
Member for Edmonton-Centre square the circle?

Ms Blakeman: Well, themember is giving meagrea deal of credit
in that somehow he seemsto believe that I’m going to be the new
Electoral Boundaries Commission all by myself, and | don’t think
that's appropriate. | think we have the mechanism before us to
create a new Electoral Boundaries Commission and to set forth the
criteriawewant. I'vealready sad that | think we need to update the
matrix. Frankly, it's not my job. Asmuch asthe member istrying
to put it on me, it is not my job to determine all of these.

An Hon. Member: You're critical of the last job.

Ms Blakeman: Absolutely. It iswell within my rights to reject the
report that’ sin front of me. Do | have to personally rewrite the new
one? No.

The Deputy Speaker: No further questions or comments?

Mr. Marz: Just one question, Mr. Speaker. |I'm just wondering if
the member would come up with a suggestion on who she would
think would make a good chairman for this new Boundaries
Commission since King Solomon is no longer available.

The Deputy Speaker: The hon. Minister of Infrastructure.
Mr. Lund: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. The hon. Member for

Edmonton-Centre seemed to be just focusing on the matrix.
However, as the hon. Member for Lacombe-Stettler indicated, |
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made a presentation to the commission. Quite frankly, wewouldn’t
have needed to do much of thisif we had followed one simplething,
and that is to go to plus or minus 20 percent instead of 15 percent.
| wonder if the hon. member would agree with that.

Ms Blakeman: | certainly think that’s something that should be
included in whatever we look at next because it does address a
number of the factors. It seemsto methat it particularly addresses
some of the factors tha are of concern to the people that are
representing rural ridingsif I’'m hearing that correctly.

The Deputy Speaker: The hon. minister, in the 12 seconds remain-
ing.

Mr. Lund: Thefact isthat if wewent to plus or minus 20, Edmon-
ton wouldn’t lose a sea, we wouldn’t lose arural sea, and Calgary
hasenough seats so that they could work within what they’ ve already
got.

The Deputy Speaker: We re now out of time.
The hon. Member for Edmonton-Glenorato speak.

Mr. Hutton: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I'dfirstlike to welcomeHis
Worship the mayor, the councillors, and staff who are choosing to
come down and watch this titillating debate Thisisa very emo-
tional issue as you heard earlier from my wonderful colleague from
Lacombe-Stettler.

As the representative for the dtizens of Edmonton-Glenora it is
important for meto stand and outline my position regarding Motion
13. Mr. Speaker, | will begin by sayingthat | amvery proud to serve
the people of Edmonton-Glenora and will continue to do so the best
| can for the remainder of this mandate, even the onesthat may not
be part of my constituency due to this redistribution.

I’ve been a member of the Progressive Conservative Party for
three decades and served in government for two. This will be the
third boundary report | have been party to, no pun intended. The
arguments and the displeasure have not changed over the decades.
Asthe hon. Justice minister, our Government House L eader, stated,
thiswas an arm’ s-length commission that was given parameters and
principles and criteria that were very objective and solid. The
population has moved, migrated, and increased. | cite my hon.
colleague from Calgary-Shaw. When she was elected, she had
73,000 peopleliving in her riding. That was ameretwo years ago.
Today she has 90,000. That is threetimesthe size of my constitu-
ency.

I would like to stand before you this evening and say that | am
satisfied with thecommission’ sfindings, but | can’t. | don’t want to
loseany of my constituents | don’twant tolose aseat in Edmonton.
| would like to keep things the way they were, but that would be
selfish, self-serving, and subjective, Mr. Speaker.

So what dowe do? Well, Mr. Speaker, we could reject the report
and take it upon ourselves in this Legislative Assembly to draw
suitablelines for the next general dection. With an Assembly with
a74-seat majority I’ m certain that it would be avery interesting map
indeed. Theword “gerrymandering” comesto my forebrain when |
think of that majority, and | also think that the courts may have some
concern and reject any map that we as L egislature members would
put forward.

Our second choice, Mr. Speaker, would beto reject the report and
have another one struck, and | haveto agree again with the Govern-
ment House Leader in saying that the outcome would probably be
marginally changed or minor at best. Thethird choiceisto say that
we accept this report, this objective, arm’s-length commission’s

report.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, | would like to figurativey pull out
my sabre for my constituentsin Edmonton-Glenora and for the city
of Edmonton in this august House that is steeped in British and
Canadian history. | then will put it back in again and accept the
principles of this objective, am’s-length report rather than my
subjective, personal views. | believe that the citizens of this grea
province will be well served by the boundary change as it will be
hopefully approved in the near future.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

The Deputy Speaker: Comments, questions?
Seeing none, the hon. Member for Edmonton-Mill Woods.

Dr. Massey: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. It's a sad event that we're
engaged in thisevening. |,too, would liketo speak against Govern-
ment Motion 13. For my caucus thisis the culmination of a great
deal of work. We've been at the process of trying to make sure that
Edmontonwastreated fairly for agreat deal of time. It started when
two of our members were asked by the boundaries commission to
makeapresentationto them before they started their heari ngsaround
the province, and it continued with consultations with our caucus
beforetheinterim report was made, and presentations were given by
the Member for Edmonton-Centre and the Member for Edmonton-
Riverview.

Duringthe second round of consultations, after theinterimreport,
we had the Member for Edmonton-Centre and the Member for
Edmonton-Gold Bar make presentations, and we agreed at that time
that we would work through our constituencies so that we could get
as wide anumber of voices on this subject as we could so that our
presentations would truly reflect what Edmontonians considered to
beimportant. Soanumber of the Edmonton constituenciesdid make
presentations, very good presentations, to thecommission. We had
apetition urging that oneseat not be taken away fromthe city asthis
report recommends. We had aStanding Order 30 in thefall of 2002
to try to ward off the recommendation that appears before us now,
and we had some discussions with members of Edmonton city
council in terms of what we might do as acity to avoid the motion
that appears before us this evening. Unfortunatdy, those efforts
have not resulted in what we wanted, and wehave Motion 13 before
us.

11:00

| think that if there’'s anything good that came out of the bound-
ariesreport, it was that the appointment of Bauni Mackay as one of
our representatives was avery, very good thing. | think that if you
read through the boundaries report, her minority report makes the
case for our city eloquently and succinctly. She has done in three
pages what many of uswon'’t be ableto do in the 15 minutes we're
allotted thisevening. Shehasserved thecity well, and unfortunatdy
her voicewas aminority voice on the commission.

As westerners, Mr. Speaker, and as Albertans we're quick to
complain about the unfairness of voting systems, particularly when
it comes to federal politics and federa institutions. For instance,
with respect to the Senate Prince Edward Island has four Senators,
and each of those Senators represents 25,000 voters, whileinridings
here a Senator represents 105,000 voters. That digarity, that
difference in voting power really bothers western Canadians. We
also are upse with the number of votersto MPs. one person, one
votein Alberta, one person, two votesin New Brunswick, and one
person, four votes in Prince Edward Island. Those discrepancies,
those deviations from the norm of one person, one vote redly do
upset us as Albertans and as westerners, and as | said, we have
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devised a number of schemes over the yearsto try to alleviate those
differences to no avail. However, when it comes to provincial
electoral boundaries, we seem to put away those concerns, and we
seemto be very willing to embrace and excusein factinequalitiesin
the system. | think that that’ s why wefind oursdvesin the position
we are this evening and why we ended up with the electoral
boundaries report that we did.
What we have this evening, of course, is not new. There have
been precedentsin years past. In England, as society became more
industrialized, the landed gentry there tried to hang onto their
political power, and they did that by denying the newly industrial
areas representation. So you had what have become known asthe
rotten boroughs, where you would have a borough represented by
two Members of Parliament. Thomas Paine wrote about this at the
time, and I’ m quoting from his Rights of Man. In 1791 he sad:
Thecounty of Y orkshire, which containsnear amillion souls, sends
two county members; and so does the county of Rutland which
contains not a hundredth part of that number. The town of Old
Sarum, which contains not three houses, sendstwo members, and
thetown of Manchester, which containsupwards of sixty thousand
souls, is not admitted to send any. |s there any principle in these
things?
So asfar back as 1791 the notion of one person, one vote and the
inequalities in the system were causing difficulties. As | said, it
ended up being historically significant and hasintroduced thenotion
of rotten boroughs, because that’'s what they were. They had
constituencies with very few people who had exactly the same
representation as constituencies that had thousands. I'm not
suggesting that the parallel existsin Albertaat thistime—it’snot yet
quite that bad, Mr. Speaker — but thereis a pardlel.
Theincreasing urbanization of this province continues unabated.
If you look over the changes in the provincial population over the
last number of years, the shift from rural to urban isafact of life, and
that shift puts some major stresseson urban aress, asit doeson rural
areas. Ther€'s a quote from the minority report that | think is
pertinent here.
While there is no question that the changing face of the province
presents a major concern that must be dealt with, the urban/rural
distincti on servesno useful purposein grapplingwith theeconomic,
political and social changes facing Albertans. The solution liesin
public policy and not in removing a division from Edmonton.
Diluting Edmonton’ s vaice in the Legidative Assambly is not the
solution to maintaining a strong rural population. Infact thereisa
growing body of evidence to show how regressive and counter
productive [that] is.

| think that that’ s relevant as we condder the motion before us this

evening, Mr. Speaker.

It spublic policy that hasto be addressed if rural Albertaisto be
strengthened. It’spublicpolicy intheareaof health care. 1t’ spublic
policy in the area of education. We know how devestating, for
instance, it is when smal rura schools are closed. In many cases
when that happens, it closes the community. Yet we have public
policy that worksto makethat happen. Interms of education policy,
in terms of i nvestment palicy, in terms of immigration policy, those
arethe areasthat | bdieve theminority report was taking about and
indicating that they had to be addressed if the concerns of rural
Albertawereto be recognized and dedt with.

| think theré salot that will besaid and there' salot that appeared
in the report, but | think that for me the most telling remarks were
the ones, again, in theminority report. It said:

Not one presenter at the Commission hearings in Edmonton
suggested that Edmonton should loseadivision. Evenintherest of
the province, there were very few presenters who sngled out
Edmonton to lose a division. However, what we did hear many

timesinrural Albertaisthat the el ectoral boundaries processshould

be about peopleand not about numbers.
| think that that’ s an important conclusion from the report. | guess
that the numbers, of course, that we are suffering from are the
numbersthat were used by the commission and ones that have been
challenged and certanly are onesthat are goingto withinafew years
make Edmonton at least two seats short if the present population
trends continue. So in part for usit isanumbers problem.

When our constituency association prepared our presentation —
and we spent agood deal of time considering the whole question —
we didn’t even consider addressing the notion that the city might
lose aseat. |t wasn't even on our radar, and we didn’t address it in
the report that we prepared. We fully believed that given the
population and given the projectionsfor thecity the 19 seatsthat we
had in the city were agiven. Little did we know, Mr. Spesker. We
made recommendations about our own constituency and if there
were changes, where those changes might be. We made some
recommendations about the matrix and how the matrix might be
enhanced, but wedidn’t makerepresentati on to the commission, and
as the minority report indicates, it was only on the minds of afew
Albertans and certainly not on the minds of Edmontonians, who
again, | think, were surprised at what has appeared asarecommenda-
tion.

| think that one of the things we can blame ourselves for, Mr.
Speaker, is that we allowed the commission to go forward with the
givensthat we did, that we were happy with the 83 seats. In fadt,
there have been some recommendations before this Assembly that
the number of seats in the province be reduced to 65, and | don’'t
agreewith those. | think that the number of seats should reflect the
interests and the needs of Albertans, and you don't start off with a
preset number and then make thingsfit. So | believe that we were
wrong when we set the commission off on its work to make that as
agiven. | know that it's popular to indicate that you're going to
either keep the number of seas the same or you're going to reduce
the number of seats. Politically it’sthe thing to say, but in termsof
thewisdom of serving Albertans, | think it wasamistake. 1, too, can
hope that somehow or other the report, the recommendation before
uswill be rejected and that we'll put our mindsto finding away that
the very, very serious objections that have been raised and will be
raised to the report can be accommodated.

Thanks, Mr. Speaker.

11:10

The Deputy Speaker: Comments? Questions? The hon. Member
for Edmonton-Calder.

Mr. Rathgeber: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 1'd like to ask the hon.
Member for Edmonton-Mill Woodshow he reconciles hisstatement
that the boundaries commission should not have any preset notions
with respect to numbers;, however, he hasin hisview apreset notion
that Edmonton should have 19 seats.

Dr. Massey: Yeah. It'sagood quedion. | think one of the things
that we might have done is some preliminary work in trying to
determine the appropriate number of seatsinstead of just accepting
the 83 because that’s the way they were. Maybe there had to be
some preliminary homework done looking at the problems to seeif
83 was going to be the number that would actually serve us.

The Deputy Speaker: No further questions?
Would the Assembly be willing to give agreement to the brief
reversion to Introduction of Guests?
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[Unanimous consent granted)]

head: Introduction of Guests
(reversion)

The Deputy Speaker: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Norwood.

Mr. Masyk: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 1’d like to introduce three

friends: Werner, Zoria, and David. 1'd like themto rise and receive

the welcome of the Assembly. David was my campaign chair,

Werner is president of the association, and Zoriaisa member.
Thank you.

head: Government Motions

Final Report of Electoral Boundaries Commission
(continued)

The Deputy Speaker: Thehon. Member for Edmonton-Norwood is
next to speak.

Mr. Masyk: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | find myself in aninteresting
position: standing on the front line of abattlefield of a constituency
that’ s being diminated. | took an oath, and that oath meant that |
have to do my best, do my due diligence for theconstituency. Isthis
part of it? After 700 days of being broken in, so to speak, to come
and face this and exactly explain to the Members of the Assembly
that Motion 13 is wrong and to come up with reasons why is
interesting.

L acombe-Stettler had somereasons, passionatereasons. Mineare
more geared toward the city of Edmonton and ocouncil and His
Worship Bill Smith. They took it on themselves to dig deep, Mr.
Speaker, and spent $50,000 of taxpayers’ money acrossthe board to
involve the city of Edmonton and its residents and the voting
population, and by doing that, they represented all of Edmonton. So
all of Edmonton wantsto have 19 seats, and that’ s measured against
the $50,000 that they did spend. Otherwise, they wouldn’t have
spent it. So those two correspond, and if they correspond with
redlity, then it must be the truth. So I’m not bringing forward
speculation or a system of philosophy. What | want to dois bring
forward anti theories, and anti theories there again correspond to
reality, the truth.

So, Mr. Speaker, the Electoral Boundaries Commission made a
mistake. Why they made a mistake is because when | discussed
some sentiments in my office with the chairman — and had it not
been aConservativeriding, thelikelihood of it not being taken away
was great. Now, | didn’t tape record it. It was said as my word
against his. However, if there are transcripts from the Ramadalnn,
we could easily get the admissionfrom Mr. Clark wherehe admitted
to saying these things. Now, does that make it right? Or does that
lead usinto an areaof alegal challenge, which so often accompanies
mistakes?

Now, Mr. Speaker, I'm trying to be asnice as| can and asfair as
| can and at the same time achievean objective, whichisto keep the
19 seats and at the same time save face by the oath | did teke to
represent Edmonton-Norwood. To me, which isit? We could do
one of twothings. We can either accept the report, or we makealaw
that there are more electord boundaries, or we can reject it. It's
quite smple. Anything other than that, for the last three or four
hours all we did was spin our whesls.

So what are we going to do? Well, naturally, I’ m going to vote
against this motion. Had it not been Edmonton-Norwood, had | not
been in the front, well, would | be hypocritical to say, well, | would
sit back and join in the spinning of the wheels? Well, who knows?

| would probably encourage everybody to say that | wouldn’t, but
that’ shindsight. Anybody can do that. But aslongas | went up for
it, aslong as| knocked on those doors, as along as | told the people
that | would represent them continudly, | will continueto do so until
the last breath that | take. At that point, | will probably lean over
and trip the trip wire. What does that mean? Well, we'll see.

But, Mr. Speaker, when you dig deep into the trenches, you have
to takethefield back. So how do wedo that? Simple. Convinceall
my colleaguesto voteagainst thisElectoral BoundariesCommission.
Are they going to do that? They spent, you know, half a million
dollarsdoing it. Isthe next one coming up going to be any differ-
ent? Thereareall various kinds of questions. Who has the answer?
I don’t think anybody has the real right answer.

Edmonton-Norwood, Mr. Speaker. I’ ve probably got 10S pages
of noteslistening to debate back andforth. | wore myself fairly thin
trying to be direct and blunt and to the point and at the sametime be
convincing. Now, am| achieving that? There’ sno table thumping;
there’ s no nodding of heads.

The hon. Member for Edmonton-Glenora figuratively took a
sword out. Waell, I'd like to literally take one out — now, it's
imaginary, but it's there — and I'd liketo chop that report. Herés
one here, and if | had the strength, | would probably tear it in half
and table it. That's how I'd like to fix it. [interjection] It's too
thick. That’swhy it's imaginary.

Where does that |eave a person like me? Where does it leave an
MLA who'’ srepresenting ariding that’ sbeing eliminated? Through
you, Mr. Speaker, to the Assembly itleavesmeonly onething: that’s
to plead to the other membersto do the right thing and vote against
it. It"d be embarrassing to get on my knees and beg them.

Y ou know, when | grew up, my dad ran al ot of thingsby me. It’s,
you know: you don’t work; you don't eat. Waell, | brought that
philosophy, and | till carry it. | think that’ s probably why | fit into
this government. That’'s what builds the country. Y ou have to get
out and do your share of work. If you work for 10 hours, charge for
10hours. That wasdrilledinto me. Beforeyou complain about your
shoes, look at somebody with no feet. That was drilled into me.

| brought that into my constituency. In the parts that were in the
inner city, | had to basically educatealot of constituents when they
cameto the door. Bdieveitor not, they didn't leave all that happy,
but | honestly didn’t know. | come from a northern community,
from a farm, with this background, this philosophy: “You don’'t
work; you don’t eat. The harder you work; the luckier you'll get.”
Every day | had that. Then somebody would comein. They would
tell me this; they'd tell me that. Well, work; all you have to do is
work. “Well, we can’t makeit.” It'snot what you make, it's what
you save. | wastold that. Didn’'t your parentstell you that? “Well,
we had no parents” Oh. Well, what did you learn in school? “We
never went to school.” Oh.

So | was faced with a whole pile of things, and one thing repre-
senting Edmonton-Norwood did do isit educated meto awhole new
world, one that didn’t exist in the oilfield, where | worked, one that
didn’t exist onthe farm, wheremy Success by Six was pickingroots.
These guys didn’t know that.

11:20

So little by little as | would go into the community leagues, little
by little as | would go to different functions and | would sit down
and | would talk to people, | was literaly shocked at what an inner
cityisall about. Sol for sure amgrateful that I’ manew person out
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of it, and for 700 days I'll tell you: | havealot of education. It'snot
a socia outlook. What | do bring is a good conservative-type
outlook and bring those sentiments across to people that are in my
constituency to make them a better person. | even went so far as
bringing Bill 210, and that’ s areflection of what needsto bedonein
theinner city. That’sareflection of what needs to be doneinall of
Albertafor people who are less than fortunate.

Now, does that mean anything to our government? Well, that’ sto
be debated yet in second reading. 1’m not trying to lobby for that
bill right now; however, the occas on does present itself. Y ouknow,
it would go a long way if people would just look at an inner-city
consgtituency, andif it’sbeing held by agovernment member, anchor
into it and root into it. | think, Mr. Speaker, that if we redly
considerately looked at 19 seats and rounded it up properly, other
than Jethro Clampett’ snew math, whereyou round down, | think we
would probably have a lot more foresight into seeing how things
should be accomplished. Calgary isgrowing. It'safact. Where's
the place to address it? Right here and right now. Calgary is
growing. Count thenumbers. What canwedoto changeit? Amend
the act to be 84 seats. Arewe going to do that? Well, that’ s another
hill to climb.

The one facing us now? Motion 13. Are wegoing to passit? |
don’t want to, and I’'m not going to, and | have my reasons. |
explained them, and mayor, council, you know, | probably feel that
| lost that riding. | honedly feel that. If it was one of the other
parties, they wouldn’t havetaken it. There are only, you know, nine
of you guys, and thereare awhole bunch of us. So it wouldn’tlook
good; would it? Well, let’s be honest. Would it look good if they

took one of your ridings? What' sleft for me? Y ou know, | havefull
confidence that | could have knocked off any one of you guysin an
election. Just digin. Soisit about politics? Of course not. | can
walk — maybe in Strathcona | couldn’t, but therestis. .. I’mnot
worried about it. | covered my constituency three times because
that's thework ethic that | had.

Thepoint I'mtryingto make, Mr. Speaker, and to thecity council
who came in, is that if this riding loses, | probably will have to
assume full regponsibility for winning it in the first place. Soif that
happens, | apologize to you for losing it to Edmonton, but for any
consultation while | am here, maybe we can shorten up some
distance on Anthony Henday Drive. Maybel canlobby harder inthe
remaining time that | do have here, and hopefully that’ll go some-
where, and hopefully we can justify that $50,000 of taxpayer money
that was spent. Butit’s not over till it'sover.

Mr. Speaker, with that, I’ d liketo encourage the membersto reject
this Electoral Boundaries Commission report on the basis tha |
brought forward, and on that note I’ d like to adjourn debate.

[Motion to adjourn debate carried]
The Deputy Speaker: The hon. Government House Leader.

Mr. Hancock: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I'd move that we adjourn
until 1:30 p.m. tomorrow.

[Motion carried; at 11:25 p.m. the Assembly adjourned to Wednes-
day at 1:30 p.m.]



