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Berger J.A. (For the Court):
[1]
The Legislature of Alberta must be taken to have been alive to the impugned practice of
equine dentistry of the kind performed by the Respondent and others. The legislative intent is
informed by the extensive list of exemptions set out in s. 2 of the Veterinary Profession Act, S.A.
1984, c. V-3.1. Those must be considered in the light of the Supreme Court of Canada’s
pronouncement in Pauze v. Gauvin, [1954] S.C.R. 15, confirmed by that court in Laporte v. College
Des Pharmaciens de Quebec (1976), 58 D.L.R. (3d) 555 (S.C.C.), and the absence of an express
legislative prohibition of the activity complained of. It will be recalled that the Supreme Court of
Canada stated as follows (at p. 556):
“The statutes creating these professional monopolies, sanctioned by
law, access to which is controlled and which protect their members
in good standing who meet the required conditions against any
competition, must however be strictly applied. Anything which is not
clearly prohibited may be done with impunity by anyone not a
member of these closed associations.”
[2]
We are, in the result, in substantial agreement with the comprehensive reasons for judgment
in the court below.
[3]

The appeal must be dismissed.
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