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forth with that precision in clause 24 of the
bill.

The new law will provide for a comprehen-
.sive code in determnining the compensation
that is payable to owners of expropriated
property. In general, the minimum or base
value of the amount paid to owners of prop-
erty expropriated by the federal government
will be the market value of the property at
the time of its taking by the federal govern-
ment. Provision is made in clause 24, which is
related to clause 23, to compensate for any
loss or cost incidental to the disturbance
faced by the expropriated owner, including
moving to other premises and any element of
special economic advantage related to the
operation of the property.

Special rules are also provided to compen-
sate owners of specially designed buildings
such as schools, hospitals or religious institu-
tions for which there is no general market
value because there is no general demand for
the property. Also, the statutory rules set
forth in clause 24 relate to the value that is
to be paid to the holders of secured interest
in mortgages, and s0 on, in the property.

The statutory rules in clause 24 set forth
the new principles of compensation the prin-
ciple of a home for a home, and the right
under the new law of an expropriated person
to dlaim as compensation the cost of relocat-
ing his residence in reasonably equivalent
premises if the compensation otherwise pay-
able to him, represented by the market value,
is not sufficient to establlsh himself in prem-
ises equal to those which have been expro-
priated. In the case of a tenant, the length of
the terni remaining under his lease, his pros-
pect of obtaining a renewal of the lease and
the investmnent hie may have in the leased
premises, and so on, including the nature of
the business carried on by him on the prem-
ises, ail are taken into consideration in de-
termining the compensation payable to him.

AUl this illustrates that clause 24, to which
clause 23 relates, sets forth a statutory code
of compensation. The main objection the gov-
erniment has to the amendment introduced
both at the comxnittee stage, and rejected
there, and now by the hon. member for
Greenwood through the courtesy of his col-
league the hon. memiber for Winnipeg North
Centre, is that it attempts to provide an over-
riding provision to the effect that each owner
shail receive full and fair compensation, so
that the amount computed by the application
of the rules will, in effect, be the minimum
only.

Expropriation
It is the intention of the bill that the rules

set forth in statutory form to provide full and
fair compensation be of such a nature that
the owners and the people of Canada, through
the Crown, can evaluate with some measure
of certainty what the ground rules are. I
submlt to Your Honour that the rules set
forth in clause 24 provide for ail appropriate
compensable economic loss flowing fromn the
taking of the property, and frankly we do flot
see the necessity for such an amendment.

My main objection to the proposai is that it
would relegate, i effect, to a secondary posi-
tion the statutory basis or ground rules for
compensation set forth in clause 24, leaving
the primary principle of compensation to
judicial interpretation of whatever the words
"full and fair compensation"' mean. That
would leave the door open, in my opinion, to
vague interpretations of such things as "Inter-
est to the owner", and so on, which, currently
rely upon the uncertainty of judicial
decisions.

For these reasons we feel that the clauses
relating to compensation are fair and are
meant to be statutory guidellnes for the
courts. Because i fact we feel that they do
compensate in a full and fair way the owner
of any interest expropriated by the federal
government, we would recommend as we did
at the committee, and as the comxnittee
accepted, the rejection of titis judicial over-
riding of statutory provisions.

Mr. Woolliams: Mr. Speaker, perhaps 1
could make one point in an effort to expedite
the matter. If you look at amendments 8, 9, 10
and il you will see they ail relate to clause
24 dealing with rates of compensation. I was
wondering whether they could ail be pack-
aged together. My amendment asks for the
whole thing to be abolished. The ainendinent
proposed by the hion. member for Greenwood
(Mr. Brewin) makes certain changes. I submit
the whole argument could be dealt with in a
package, and I make the suggestion to save
time.

Mr. Turner (Ottawa-Carleton): Mr. Speak-
er, on the samne point 0f order, the hon.
member for Greenwood used a rapier instead
of a hammer, and he may prefer to have his
particular motion dealt with separately.

Mr. Woolliams: They could be voted on
separately, but they are one and the samne
thing. I do not mind if the minister wants to
extend the debate.
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