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[Mr. Marz in the chair]

TheChair: Good morning, everyone. 1'd liketo call the meeting to

order. We'll beginthismorning by introducing ourselvesaround the

table. I'm Richard Marz, MLA for Olds-Didsbury-Three Hills and

the acting chair of the Standing Committee on Community Services.
We'll start with the deputy chair.

Mrs. Mather: Weslyn Mather, MLA for Edmonton-Mill Woods.
Mr. Lougheed: Rob Lougheed, MLA, Strathcona.
Mr. Johnston: Art Johnston, Cagary-Hays.

Mr. Backs: Giovanni Caboto from the port of Bristol. Oh, no. Dan
Backs, Edmonton-Manning.

Dr. Massolin: Good morning. Philip Massolin, committeeresearch
co-ordinator, Legidative Assembly Office.

M s Dean: Shannon Dean, Senior Parliamentary Counsel.

Ms Roth von Szepesbéla: Good morning. Katrin Roth von
Szepeshéla, legal research officer, Legislative Assembly Office.

Mrs. Kamuchik: Louise Kamuchik, Clerk Assistant, director of
House services.

Mr. Flaherty: Jack Flaherty, MLA for St. Albert.
Dr. Pannu: Raj Pannu, Edmonton-Strathcona.

Rev. Abbott: Hi there. Tony Abbott, MLA for Drayton Valley-
Camar.

Mrs. Dacyshyn: Corinne Dacyshyn, committee clerk.

The Chair: | would like to have the committee welcome Katrin
Roth von Szepesbélaaswell. Sheisalawyer who holds abachelor
of law through the University of Manitobaand is currently pursuing
her master of law through Osgoode Hall law school in York
University. She'll be working with Philip Massolin in providing
research assistance to the committee and everything we need to
know surrounding the bills, regulations, and other mattersthat we're
considering. Welcome, Katrin, and we're looking forward to
working with you.

We a so have with us today some people from the Department of
Health and Wellness— maybejust raise your hand as| introduce you
— Ms Annette Trimbee, Acting Deputy Minister of Health and
Wellness; Mr. Martin Chamberlain, corporate counsel; Ms Denise
Perret; and Ms Karel Bennett. Good morning and welcome.

I’d like to direct the committee members' attention to the process
that we now have ahead of us. The policy field committees,
including this one, are new to our Legidature. As such, this
committee is not only able to direct its own procedures; we find
ourselves doing so today for the first time.

It's important that all members are able to participate freely in
discussions to determine the reporting process for this committee.
In order to help create alessformal environment for thisdiscussion,
it may be beneficial for the committee to consider having discus-
sionsin camera. Thismay provide a more effective forum to focus

on discussions on particular issues, interacting formally with
officials who will assist the committee, and to receive legal advice.
Also, if there are any comments pertaining to some of the more
persona submissions, it respectstheprivacy of thoseindividualsand
the people that they may have referred to.

Arethere any comments or questions or anyone wishing to make
amotion in that regard?

Dr. Pannu: Mr. Chairman, | must express my reservationtoit. We
had to face the same problem in the Committee on Government
Services, where | substituted for Brian Mason, and we had to deal
with this question there aswell. | amin principle against commit-
tees such as this, that represent the Legidature, going in camera
unlessthere are compelling reasons. However, you have mentioned
that there may be persona references and information that may
come up in theinformal discussion, and I’ m cognizant of that. But
| want to register my concern of going in camera.

The Chair: So noted.
Anyone else?

Mr. Backs: | echo that concern, although | pretty much say the same
thing as Rgj said, that we must be as open and as public aspossible.
But if there are matters of personal privacy that do come to the fore
here, | think we have to respect that as well.

The Chair: Anyone else?

Anyone wishing to make a motion that the Standing Committee
on Community Servicesnow meet in cameraand that the designated
committee support staff, including the Parliamentary Counsel and
the committee research co-ordinator, other committee staff, and
departmental officials as required, be invited to remain in atten-
dance? Apparently not.

So what are your wishes?

Some Hon. Members: Carry on.

The Chair: Carry on? Okay.

We have the staff here from the ministry of health. Do you wish
to invite them to the table for part of these discussions? A little
more formal if we want to ask them questions than to have them sit
way back there. | would ask you to maybe occupy a seat up at the
table.

I'll ask Shannon Dean to offer some comments on what the
committee needs to consider in planning its review of the public
input received in its reporting process.

M s Dean: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. | thought | would focus my
comments on the Standing Order requirements with respect to the
reportsthat this committeeisresponsible for with respect to bills 31
and 41. Giventhat the public hearingshave been completed for both
bills, it's important to look at the different Standing Order require-
ments for the different bills because one bill was referred to you
after first reading, Bill 41, and Bill 31 was referred to you after
second reading.

I would liketo start first with the Standing Order requirementsfor
ahill that's been referred after second reading. The issue here is
your report on Bill 31. Now, as the chair has noted on numerous
occasions, the fact that the Assembly has aready approved the
principle of the bill means that this committee’s scope of review is
narrower than it would be for a bill that's been referred after first
reading. Therelevant Standing Order istemporary Standing Order
78.3. It reads asfollows:
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A Palicy Field Committee to which a Bill has been referred by the
Assembly after second reading shall be empowered to report the
same with or without amendments or to report that the Bill not
proceed.

In other words, the Standing Order contempl atesthree optionsfor
this committee with respect to a bill referred after second reading:
first option, that the bill proceed in the form that it was introduced;
second option, that the bill proceed with amendments; or the third
option, that the bill not proceed. Now, this may sound familiar to
those members who have participated on the Private Bills Commit-
tee becausethose arethe samethree optionsthat are availableto that
committee when it reviews hills.

Moving on to the form of the report, if one were to describe what
the report would look like, and assuming that this committee is
going down the path that amendments might be contemplated, the
report would, strictly speaking, be very narrow in the sense that it
would indicate what the committee' sdecisionis, and if amendments
are contemplated, it would focus on amendments. This form of
report would be different than that which a select special committee
would prepare, such asthe committee that’slooking at the Personal
Information Protection Act, because they are preparing a more
substantive report. By comparison, this committee is part of the
legislative process, so your report is narrower, especialy with
respect to abill that’s been referred after second reading.

Now, again, thisis new to all of us. Wearetryingto interpret the
Standing Ordersbased ontheintention that we understand the House
leaders had when they put together their agreement. We've aso
looked at the practicesin other jurisdictions, in particul ar Saskatche-
wan, which probably most closely follows our Standing Orderswith
respect to the policy field committees. The practice in Saskatche-
wan with respect to acommitteereport wherethebill’ sbeen referred
after second reading is actualy just an ora report, and where
amendmentsarerecommended, then they areincluded. By compari-
son, in Saskatchewan when acommitteeislooking at abill after first
reading, it's more of a substantive report, similar to what you're
accustomed to, such as a report coming from a select special
committee.

What' sthe next step after this committee reportsto the Assembly
in early November? Under thesetemporary Standing Ordersthebill
will be considered committed to Committee of the Whole, assuming
that the report recommends that the bill proceed or proceed with
amendments. In the case that the committee recommends that the
bill not proceed, then the processis specifically: amotion is moved
immediately in the House asto whether the Assembly will concur in
the report, and if that motion to concur is adopted, then the bill is
dropped from the Order Paper. If the motion is defeated, then the
bill standsreferred to Committee of the Whole. Thereferencethere
istemporary Standing Order 78.4.

So that’ sthe processwith respect to Bill 31 asthe Standing Orders
arelaid out.

9:40

With respect to Bill 41 Standing Order 74.2 is the operative

provision, and it states as follows:
When a Bill is referred to a Policy Field Committee after first
reading, the committee may conduct public hearings on the subject
matter of the Bill,
which was done here,
and report its observations, opinions and recommendations with
respect to the Bill to the Assembly.
Given this wording, it's evident that the intent here is that the
committee has awider |atitude with respect to the form of itsreport.
| would submit that, certainly, the committee could recommend
specific amendments, but they could aso have broader policy

recommendations as apart of that report. 1t salso important to note
that the scope of the amendments that the committee may wish to
recommend with respect to a bill that has been referred after first
reading is broader, as you know, because the House has not yet
approved the principle of the bill. So you’ve got more latitude in
that area.

Finally, the next step in the process, once this committee reports
on Bill 41, islaid out in Standing Order 74.2(2), and it states that
where the committee reports that a bill proceed and the Assembly
concursin that report, then the bill is placed on the Order Paper for
second reading.

Essentially, Mr. Chairman, those conclude my comments as a
brief summary with respect to the temporary Standing Orders.

The Chair: Any questions of Shannon at this time?

Rev. Abbott: Sorry, just for clarification. We can actually propose
and pass amendments here, and we would then introduce the bill at
Committee of the Wholewith these amendmentsalready in? Or did
| hear you say that, like Saskatchewan, we can only recommend
amendments to the Legislative Assembly?

M s Dean: You are empowered to recommend amendments.

Rev. Abbott: To recommend them, not to actually pass amend-
ments.

M s Dean: Correct.

When the committeeis going through its deliberations and voting
on possible amendments, again, it’s going to form part of areport,
but it's ultimately a recommendation to the House, who must
approvethereport before the bill stands committed to Committee of
the Whole, and the bill can actually only be amended in Committee
of the Whole, not through this committee.

Rev. Abbott: Okay.

The Chair: Any other questions?

Thank you very much, Shannon.

On the reports where the presentations were given yesterday, are
there any instructions that any members would like to give the
support staff to bring back any clarifications on? Any questions?
Reverend Abbott.

Rev. Abbott: Yeah. What | would liketo seeif it'spossible, Chair,
isalist of theamendmentsthat have been proposed or recommended
by the different groups, especially on Bill 31—1 think on Bill 41it’s
pretty clear — but | mean for both of them. We need just sort of a
very clear, simplistic listing of al the amendments. There were
quiteanumber for Bill 31. Everybody that camein had suggestions
on how to improve it or changeit pretty much whereas with Bill 41,
it was one or two minor things. | think it would be great if we could
have avery clear list compiled, say, on one or two pages, and then
we could, maybe, you know, debate each of those aswewould inthe
House on any amendment that’s proposed.

The Chair: Anyone else? Dr. Pannu.

Dr. Pannu: Yes. Mr. Chairman, | think it's true that the research
staff needs to have some direction from us. Bill 31: we know that
there were lots of groups that made some recommendations that
overlap with each other, so | hope that we won’t get each group’s
recommendations listed separately but perhaps categorized as
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belonging to acertain homogeneous set. That way it'seasier to deal
with them. There were some controversia ones. Particularly, Mrs.
Adria's presentation to us last night raised some issues which
specifically focus on older people. So, first of all —and | presume
that you might agree with me —we need to know whether or not the
issues that she raised in fact fall within the purview of Bill 31;
secondly, if so, what particular amendments we might want to
recommend to the Assembly.

Mr. Lougheed: Several commentswere made about other jurisdic-
tions and Supreme Court rulings, | think one from Alaska. I'm
thinking of the one where the Supreme Court in Alaska essentially
said noto CTOs. | wasquestioning some of the other commentsthat
have been made by — | think two individuals made that statement.
| just wonder if staff could check to see if in fact that was the
Supreme Court decision and what the status of it is. That’sthe one
that sticksin my mind, but there were some other things. Maybe if
there was an opportunity to do a review of some of that, | would
appreciateit.

The Chair: Anyone else?

| would also like some information. A number of the presenta-
tions listed various aternative therapies and gave some references.
If staff could perhaps find some research on those aternative
therapies, I'd like to know whether there’ s any scientific basis that
would show the vaidity of those, which treatments would be valid
and which ones aren’t, to substantiate the various claims that were
madein the submissions. | know that it might befairly extensiveto
do that, but we're getting conflicting reports from what works and
what doesn’t from two different patients. Y ou know, it concerns me
that what works for one may or may not work for another, and I'd
like alittle more substantive background on some of these therapies
and the scientific basis for them.

Dr. Pannu: Mr. Chairman, thank you for raising that issue. It
reminds me about the fact that my own research staff drew my
attention to Newfoundland’s mental health care and treatment act
2006. | asked questions about it from some people who presented
before usyesterday. None had looked at it. | think we need to have
some information made available to us as part of the report.

The Chair: Mr. Backs.

Mr. Backs: Yeah. I'dliketo seeif we could have some understand-
ing of the conflicting information that we' ve seen from the United
States. Some of the presenters said that the New Y ork information
wasvery positiveon CTOs. The experience on, you know, reducing
incarceration and al those types of things was quite positive, but
some of the other presenters said that some of the states were
rejecting CTOs. If we could have some sense of that.

Dr. Pannu: The Newfoundland | egislation seemsto addressto some
degreethecivil liberties side of the issue specificaly. | think that's
the reference that | am trying to make here.

The Chair: The one interesting thing that | found was that in a
couple of instances when the question was asked, “Comparing our
proposed | egislation to some existing legislation, who hasit closest
to the best?’ the answer was “Alberta,” even though we're in the
process of working onit. | think we need to try to find out how we
can tweak thisto make it even better.

I’m still concerned about how some of these proposed treatments
affect peoplein so vastly different ways.

Mr. Flaherty: When you talk about trestments or therapiesthat are
used, are you also including in that the drugs involved? There was
one particular presentation here last night — | think it was human
rights. He used alot of evidence. | think he talked about the big
firm Lilly and about a society getting dollars from specific drug
organizations. So are you talking about drugs that are used in
therapy? That would be of interest to me because sometimes when
you hear that, you wonder if that' s an effective drug being used and
that’s why it's so popular or if what's really happening is that it's
more or lessadrug that’ s being overused, if you will, not supported
by evidence that it's worth while using.

9:50

The Chair: | wasreferring to alternative therapies, but you raise a
very good point. On the one hand, oneindividual made claims that
his life was normal if he had the drugs administered regularly,
whereas others had a totally adverse reaction. | think we need to
know as a committee what drugswork. Perhapsthat oneindividual
istaking different drugsthan the ones that other people weretaking.
You raise a good point. We need to have the background on the
various treatments.

Mr. Flaherty: And the whole question of methadone was very
interesting to me aswell. Hopefully, that would beincluded in this
review.

Mrs. Mather: I’ dliketo have some moreinformation on the mental
health review processthat is aready in place versus what would be
suggested by Bill 31. | need to know that we' re covering as much
as we should in terms of opportunities for appeal and so forth. We
did have a statement yesterday by one of our presenters that it's
already therein our Mental Health Act, that there' s already enough.
Can we get some more information on that?

The Chair: Okay.

Rev. Abbott: A tremendous amount of work to do given the time.
What do we have — about a month? —to pull this all together?

The Chair: Wéll, our next meeting is on October 11.

Rev. Abbott: Sowehaveninedays. It just seemslike atremendous
amount of work. Perhaps we could narrow that down alittle bit. 1
don’t know how we' re going to get that done.

Dr. Pannu: Mr. Chairman, that does raise an important issue. You
know, thisisavery important bill. Most of the presenters before us
have emphasized that we must get it right, not get it in ahurry. If
time's an issue, | think we need to make sure that our staff, our
researchers, have the time to do the work that we expect them to do
and that Albertans expect us to do before we proceed with legisla-
tion.

TheChair: Well, perhapswe should hear fromthe ministry officials
to see what's doable and in what time frames.

Do you have any comments? Maybe we'll have Shannon
comment first on this.

Rev. Abbott: Just one quick comment, Mr. Chair. It could be a
possibility that we, you know, proceed with Bill 41, which would
requirealot lessresearch, and then perhaps delay Bill 31to givethe
researchers some more time. That may be an option.

The Chair: Shannon, do you have any comments?
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M sDean: Mr. Chairman, just for clarity in terms of the support that
the Legidative Assembly Office is going to be providing for this
committee. We have Dr. Massolin and Katrin to assist the commit-
tee with respect to outstanding questionsthat it has. The purpose of
department officialsbeing hereisto assist if the committee members
have follow-up questions and also to make sure that they’ re aware
of what's transpiring in terms of discussions in the event that
amendments are possibly contemplated, or perhaps there are very
technical questions that the committee has with respect to specific
provisions in the bill that the department officials might be in a
better position to answer. | just providethisclarification becauseit’s
the Legidative Assembly Office staff that will be undertaking to
provide the briefing for the committee.

The Chair: Philip, do you have any comments on how much
research you could do on this?

Dr.Massolin: Yes, | do, actually. Justto answer your question, Mr.
Chair, | appreciate the suggestion that it's quite a heavy load here.
If it’ spossibleto prioritize some of thesetasks, | think that would be
very helpful. | mean, | understand the importance of all of these
questions that are put before us, but to do a good job in terms of
ascertaining the effectiveness of aternative therapies versus
traditional or sort of drug therapies, that isavery important question
but avery difficult one to answer in abrief time. A lot of material
out there. Just one example.

The Chair: Okay. Any other questions? | don't think that at this
stage we should be contemplating delaying any bill. | mean, our
mandate is to proceed, and we should work towards getting both
bills back to the Legislature in the time frame we' ve been given and
see how we progress on that. | don’t know how much information
you can have for us by October 11 on some of the points that have
been brought up, Philip, but perhaps you could have enough to
satisfy alot of the questions of the committee by that time. | guess
we won't know until the time arrives.

Dr. Massolin: Isthere any way we can say, “these are the things we
have to have’? | mean, | would propose sort of thislist of amend-
ments that were put before the committee by the submitters — |
mean, that seems very reasonable — but beyond that, other things
that, you know, you' d really prefer having, and then we can do our
best effort to provide a complete job of it by the next meeting. Is
that a viable way of proceeding?

TheChair: Doyouhavealist of the proposed amendments? | don't
have any in front of me.

Dr. Massolin: Oh, | could preparethat, for sure. I’ mjust sayingthat
that’sone example of what | could certainly do for the next meeting,
but are there other examples of the types of things that were
mentioned just now that you must have versus sort of nice to have?

The Chair: Any comments from the committee on that?

Mr. Backs: | think it's important to have some sense of the U.S.
experience. Y ou mentioned the Supreme Court decision of Alaska,
you know, and the differing experiencesin New Y ork and some of
the other states that we heard about. They seem to be conflicting.
Just have some sense of that.

Dr. Massolin: Okay.

Mrs. Mather: We need to know what’s happening in Newfound-
land, | think, acivil liberties point of view.

The Chair: Perhaps it's important to maybe ask the ministry
officials if the minister is contemplating any amendments at this
time. That may help the committee alot and shorten our workload,
if any amendments are contemplated, if the committeewould liketo
consider them as part of their report.

Mr. Chamberlain: | can address that, Mr. Chair. There are some
technical House amendmentsthat | actually referenced when wedid
thetechnical briefing afew months ago, and we' ve got those drafted
by Leg. Counsel. Those are purely technical. There are acouple of
sectionswhere changeswere missed in the original bill. Thosewere
originally being proposed by the ministry as Committee of the
Whole minor House amendments to come forward. We can
certainly provide those to the committee.

Theminister hasalso had aninternal cross-ministry group looking
at regulation development and stuff so that we are ready to start
implementing this. Aspart of that process they’ ve identified afew
issues that may require some House amendments. Those haven't
been considered by the minister yet. Some recommendations have
been made to him, and he' sgoing to be considering themin the next
few days.

I’m certainly happy to take back to the minister that the committee
would like to see what he's proposing from the respective House
amendments. | can’t comment on them specifically because the
minister hasn’t given me any instructions on them yet, but | know
that some of them are similar to some of the issues that were raised
yesterday and, quitefrankly, | think are mostly consistent with many
of the things you heard yesterday.

TheChair: | guessthat to makeit official, does the committee wish
to have the chair request any of those contemplated amendments to
be brought back to the committee?

Dr. Pannu: | would like some advice from our legal experts there
in terms of the procedure if that’s an appropriate thing to do.

Ms Dean: Mr. Chamberlain and | have had some discussions.
Again, we'rein anew process here, but it is thought that if amend-
ments that are going to be put forward in Committee of the Whole
could be considered at this stage and, if approved by this committee,
then presented in the report as a package and then moved in
Committee of the Whole as a package, it would just make more
logical sense, and it would eradicate the risk for any complications
if some of those House amendments that are coming forward might
be conflicting with what this committeeisproposing. It'sacounsel
of caution in the sensethat if you have the amendments at this stage,
perhaps it'll be better once we get to Committee of the Whole, so
that any amendments aren’t going to conflict. Isthat clear?

Dr. Pannu: Well, obvioudly, it's tentative.

MsDean: | mean, | can just give you an example, Dr. Pannu. For
exampl e, the ministry might have an amendment to section 9.1 of the
community treatment orders, and it might be a very benign amend-
ment. However, thiscommittee might have amendments, too, to that
same provision. For them to be coming forward separately some-
times is complicated just from a procedural standpoint. Idedly, if
those amendments could be combined at this stage, then it would
just be easier for the House, | believe, when it’s considering the bill.
Again, though, it’ sentirely up to this committee what it wantsto do
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with amendments being contemplated by the ministry. Thedecision
asto whether or not it wants to recommend those amendments rests
with this committee.

10:00

TheChair: Mrs. Mather is prepared to make amotion that the chair
be directed to write a letter to the Minister of Health and Wellness
to determine whether the government plans to amend Bill 31 and
Bill 41 and provide that to us. Any discussion on that?

Mr. Lukaszuk.

Mr. Lukaszuk: No. | just wanted to second the motion.

The Chair: A seconder is not required.
Reverend Abbott.

Rev. Abbott: Yeah. It just seems like we're duplicating ourselves
in doing the same work twice. | understood that the bill was sent to
usto do that work. Then when we' vedone our work, wewould send
it back to the department to have alook before it goes on the floor.
I’'m just not sure why we would both be proposing amendments at
this stage.

The Chair: Well, it would give us an opportunity to look at any
proposed amendmentsthe department i smaking, and the department
is entitled to propose amendments as well. We would have an
opportunity to influence that.

Rev. Abbott: | understand that, Mr. Chair, but my thought isthat the
way this process works: this is an all-party committee; we're
bringing forward a package of recommendations, whether it's to
proceed as is or proceed with amendments or not proceed. Then
those would be debated on the floor of the House. At that time it
would be appropriate for the department to bring forward any
amendments because | don't think it's normal practice — again, |
know we' re new here—for the government departmentsto bevetting
their amendments through these all-party committees. We went out
to seek amendments from the public. They do their amendments
within-house and with their own experts, et cetera. It seemsto me
that there are two different processes here, and if we try to do them
at the sametime, all we're doing is the same work twice.

Dr. Pannu: | agree with the Reverend Abbott on that, Mr. Chair-
man, after listening. We are a committee of the Legidature, an all-
party committee. We have been given ajob to do, and we must do
itin our own right. We have the benefit of receiving submissions,
considering them, asking questions. Our work must be the result of
that process, whereas the Department of Justiceis on the minister's
officeside. They have adifferent procedure, some technical issues,
maybe some substantive changes, but they may or may not reflect
what we have heard. | think we have the benefit of having heard
from Albertans. We gave them the undertaking that we'll take
seriously what they have to tell us and proceed on that basis, so |
think we shouldn’t mix the two.

Mr. Lukaszuk: What Reverend Abbott and Dr. Pannu say makes a
great deal of sense. The only question | would have, | guess, for
both of them — and maybe we should discuss whether we should
stray from that in cases where we are contemplating an amendment.
In order to table an amendment, a great deal of research will be
required on our behaf, so we'll have to put this committee’s
researchers from ground zero to work and come up with all the
underlying factual information for our amendment. Then to learn

that the department will betabling the very same amendment for the
very same reason and has already done their research and has it
available: in cases like that would we then withhold tabling our
amendment and ask the department to provide us with their amend-
ment and the reasoning for it so that we can look at it and not have
to duplicate dl that work within our own means?

Mr. Lougheed: | feel similar to Mr. Lukaszuk. | would like to see
what the department is proposing, and | would view them as just
another one of the—we had many proposalsfor changes put forward
yesterday. We can concur with the department, or we can reject.
The department’ s recommendations don’t have to go forward from
this committee, but if in fact we do have a look at their proposed
amendments, it may confirm what we're thinking or be another
source of discussion.

Mr. Backs: | agree with Messrs. Lukaszuk and Lougheed that we
should havetheinformation fromthedepartment although there may
be some technical amendments that may come forward later to
enable correctly the legidation. | think that if there's anything
substantive — they have heard the presenters yesterday, which they
may not have heard before, and a lot of the presenters may have
prepared more for this committee than they may have for the
department — we should see anything that the department may be
coming forward with in terms of having heard those presentations.

The Chair: It isagovernment bill that we have been charged with
evaluating and making recommendations on. Any proposed
amendments from the department | see as an opportunity for this
committee to also influence and evaluate and be a part of, perhaps
even improving if the committee seesfit to do that. | would hate to
see us miss that opportunity to influence that part of the legidative
process.

Dr. Pannu: Mr. Chairman, obviously we' retrying to tread carefully
and find our way in this new process, but it seems to me that any
amendments that come from the minister’s office on the minister’s
behalf will rightly be put before the House, and the House will
determine whether the amendments are appropriate or not. Our
recommendations that we send forward as part of our report will be
available to the minister, and the minister will have the opportunity
to determine whether some of our amendments, in fact, can be either
incorporated into thework that the department has done or that he's
willing to make changes in what his department is working on now.

We should keep the two streams separate. That’ swhy | think this
committee has been struck, as a matter of fact: to independently
work on behalf of the L egislature and makerecommendations. Then
the minister will have the opportunity to look at our recommenda-
tions, and if they' re the same, if they’reidentical, then there’ snot a
problem. Theminister will, obviously, be morethan happy to accept
and will also havethe opportunity to turn down theamendmentsand
see how it will work.

The Chair: Do you not see the huge possibility of alot of duplica-
tion of work?

Dr. Pannu: | think process is important. As | said, this is our
experimental stage. We arelearning to move forward, and | suggest
that we maintain a certain degree of, sort of, parallel work. It will
require work, there’s no doubt. | mean, what we are doing is
additional work, never been done before, but thereis alogic to it.
There’samerittoit. That'swhy we're engaged in it.
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The Chair: Well, | till see this as an opportunity for an al-party
committee to be part of what the department may be wanting to do
and an opportunity to influence that process.

Mr. Johnson: Listening to the discussion here, it seemsto methat,
yeah, process isimportant, but to me the product is probably more
important. | think we' d get the better product by having more input
or al input, so | agree with Mr. Lougheed there. | think it would be
good to have that input from the department at this point because |
think we would actually have a better product in the end.

Mrs. Mather: 1'd like to basically support what was just said. |
think that thisisn't about process or the work so much as about the
information that we need to do a good job. | believe the more
information that we have, the better job we' regoing to do. I1t'ssuch
an important bill, especially Bill 31. | think that it's crucial that we
do acomprehensivestudy, and that means getting all theinformation
we possibly can.

10:10

The Chair: Anyone else?
Are you ready for the question? Those in favour of the motion?

Hon. Members: Can you read the motion?

The Chair: Okay. I'll read the motion. Mrs. Mather moved that
the chair be directed to write a letter to the Minister of Health and
Wellness to determine whether government amendments to bills 31
and 41 are planned.

Mr. Lukaszuk: You may very well receive a one-word answer
saying yes. | suggest that your letter extrapolate a little and say:
what are they, and what are the underlying reasons for them?

The Chair: And provide the information.
Mr. Lukaszuk: Uh-huh.

The Chair: Okay. Are we clear on the motion now? Those in
favour, stretch them out. Opposed? That's carried.

Dr. Pannu: I'd like it to be noted, Mr. Chairman.

The Chair: Mr. Pannu is recorded as opposed.

Okay. If we can move on to the other order of business, the
committee received two late submissions last Friday and yesterday
from two private citizens. Does the committee wish to accept these
latesubmissionsas part of their committee deliberationsand record?

Now, there are two. If there were 20, if there were 100 — they
came in after the deadline. | think we have to consider what would
happen if we accept more. Are we going to accept more that come
innow? | mean, it was advertised, so it wasfair to al, to have your
submissionsin by acertain time. We can accept and possibly open
the door for many more requests. Then the question is: what’s the
committee going to do at that stage? The advertising, as we stated,
was fair process. Because it's two, it's easy to accept. But if it's
100, how long do we open it up for?

I’ll throw that out for discussion if there are any comments before
| accept amotion.

Mr. Lougheed: Mr. Chair, asMLAswe have people speaking to us
every hour of every day, offering us suggestions and advice and

comments about different things. Perhaps if somebody has a
burning desireto offer information that they think isimportant to the
committee and the committee is no longer hearing and receiving
formally that information, they can talk to their MLA and get the
message through to us, or they can even contact individuals. I'm
sureall of ushavereceived information hereand there along theway
about these things over the past many years or short period of time,
depending on how long we've been elected. That's an informal
mechanism. Asindividualswe can evaluate that: receiveit or, if we
don’t have time, not receive it and make those decisions. That's
always open to the public, to Albertans, to let us know what they're
thinking.

The Chair: Reverend Abbott.

Rev. Abbott: Yeah. | guess my vote was going to beto say that we
accept it in light of the fact that, again, it was a little bit of short
timelines. It'sour first time. 1t'sour first process that we're going
through. 1 think, perhaps, the public hearingsdid probably generate
some new thought and some new ideas, perhaps some new aware-
ness of what we were doing. | think that in this case we should
definitely accept those written submissions and include them as part
of the summary documents.

Mr. Johnston: | agree with Reverend Abbott that we should accept
them, but it would haveto beweighed individually in futurein terms
of, Chair, asyou said, if we got 100 or 50 or whatever. But | think
we should accept the two.

Dr. Pannu: Mr. Chairman, in our discussion very early on, before
we set up the process of public hearings and deadlines for submis-
sions, our discussion anticipated that this may be a problem because
of the short time and the summer intervening in between. I'm
certainly in favour of receiving those things, but there would still
have to be some sort of deadline, you know, if the work has to be
done. If we are going to pay attention to what’s presented to us,
we' Il have to have sometimelines. There' s the issue of feasibility.
If it can’t be done given thetime before us, | think it'sclear that it's
aproblem. Sol don't know. | want to ask you: have you aready
received some requests about submissions, or have you received
some more submissions?

The Chair: We have two |ate submissions before us right now that
have requested to be included.

Dr. Pannu: It seemsto methat at least those two are something that
| think we should consider, but beyond that, I’ m not sure.

The Chair: Mr. Lukaszuk.

Mr. Lukaszuk: Thank you. I’'malittle concerned. | can seewhere
Dr. Pannu is coming from, but I'm afraid that we may be setting a
bit of aprecedent. Really, what if an envelope with 50 inside came
in? Would you make a different decision then? | think Mr.
Lougheed has offered us a bit of an out because whatever amend-
ments we will be tabling, they will go to the Committee of the
Whole, and they will be fully debated in the Legislature. So |
wonder if from an administrative perspective it is possible, if after
a deadline written submissions comeiin, to simply pass them on to
the appropriate MLA from where they came, and that MLA, if he
choosesit appropriate, can voice his constituent’ s opinion when the
bill is properly debated in the House. For instance, if that submis
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sion came from Dr. Pannu’sriding, passit on to Dr. Pannu. He can
consider it and perhaps argue accordingly in the House when the
debate arises.

Dr. Pannu: | think there' s some sort of merit in the suggestion that
has just been made. | think that rather than limiting the availability
of theseto only theparticular MLA, if these could be made available
to members of the committee but not considered aspart of thereport,
that would be fine. Then all of us would have the information.
Whether we represent that particular person as their MLA, | think
we still want to have theinformation before usfor debate later onin
the House.

TheChair: I’m not sure how the committee can receive information
and not consider it ending up as part of the report. | think we have
to anticipate that acceptance at this stage will probably and possibly
trigger more requests from those that would say: “If | knew it was
going to be open-ended, | would have submitted. Therefore, | need
to submit now and request that it be also considered, the same asthe
committee considered these.”

Mr. Backs: Mr. Chair, there was a deadline that was advertised, |
think, in August for written submissions. There was an understand-
ing in the committee that we would accept written submissionswith
the appearances at the hearings. | think it would be appropriate to
accept the two late submissions but to cut it off and to refer any
further onesto the MLAS, as suggested by Mr. Lukaszuk, and to get
on with the work of the committee.

The Chair: Okay. Well, | think we should have a motion to do
whatever the committee wishes with these late submissions, so the
floor is open for that.

Mr. Backs: I'll move amotion for what | just said.

The Chair: Correct meif I'mwrong, but Mr. Backs moves that
we accept the two late submissions, by Ms Janine Sakowicz and Ms
Carol Wodak, and that they be considered as part of the submissions
for the committee to consider and that no further submissions will
be accepted from this point on but referred to the appropriate MLA.

Mr. Backs: So moved.

The Chair: Any discussion on that motion? Those in favour?
Opposed? That's carried.

Unless there' s anything else that anyone wishes to raise at this
pointintime, that concludesthebusinesson theagenda. A reminder
that the next meeting is scheduled for 1:30 p.m. on Thursday,
October 11.

10:20
Mr. Johnson: Arethere any other meetings scheduled if necessary?

The Chair: Yes, thereare. Corinne, would you point those out?

Mrs. Dacyshyn: Right. For the meetingsthat the committee agreed
to, thedatesare Thursday, October 11, from 1:30 to 4:30; Thursday,
October 25, from 1:30 to 4:30; and Wednesday, October 31, from
1:30t04:30. That'stheschedule. All of those dates are advertised,
already posted on the committee' sinternal and external websites.

The Chair: The chair would like to notethat if the committee feels
that the 1:30 starting time is too late in the day, the chair would be
open to changing that to 7:30 am. With no motions forthcoming,
I'll assume that the committee is not in concurrence with that.

I guess we're ready for a motion to adjourn. Mr. Art Johnston
moves that the committee now adjourn. Those in favour? That's
carried. Thank you very much.

[The committee adjourned at 10:22 am.]
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