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L egidative Assembly of Alberta
Title: Monday, May 3, 1999 8:00 p.m.
Date: 99/05/032

head: Government Bills and Orders
head: Committee of the Whole
[Dr. Massey in the chair]

THE ACTING CHAIRMAN: I'd like to call the Committee of the
Whole to order.

Before we begin tonight’ s proceedings, may we have permission
to return to Introduction of Guests.

HON. MEMBERS: Agreed.
THE ACTING CHAIRMAN: Opposed?

head: Introduction of Guests

THE ACTING CHAIRMAN: The hon. Member for Edmonton-
Strathcona.

DR. PANNU: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It's my pleasure this
evening to introduce to you and through you to the members of the
House 29 visitors in total. All of them are sitting in the public
gallery. Eighteen are cubs, members of the Rundle 122 Cub group.
They are accompanied by group leaders Mr. Steve Stannard, Mrs.
Mary Stannard, Mr. Eugene Petruk, Mr. Dave Watkins, and Mr. Jim
Trudel, by parents Mr. Mike Thevenot, Mr. Ted Molzan, Mr. Tom
Gamble, Mrs. ChrisGetschel, Mrs. Diane Buerfeind, and Mrs. Diane
Hankewich. | would ask all thevisitorsto riseand receivethewarm
welcome of the Assembly.

THE ACTING CHAIRMAN: The hon. Minister of Education.

MR. MAR: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I'd aso like to make an
introduction this evening. | noteinthe gallery Mr. Larry Booi, the
president-elect of the Alberta Teachers' Association, and I'd liketo
invite him to stand and receive the warm wel come of this Assembly.

Bill 20
School Amendment Act, 1999

THE ACTING CHAIRMAN: Are there questions or comments?
The hon. Member for Highwood.

MR. TANNAS: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 1'm delighted this
evening to stand before you in Committee of the Whole and address
some remarks about Bill 20. | would like to make some comments
on various parts of thishill. First of dl, I'd liketo acknowledge and
thank all those constituents of Highwood who phoned and faxed and
e-mailed and dropped by to see me and convey their concerns with
Bill 20. Those comments were helpful and much appreciated.

Mr. Chairman, Bill 20, the School Amendment Act, 1999, is an
important piece of legidation that addresses many issues of concern
to students, parents, and all Albertans. For example, the bill
attemptsto clarify and change the School Act asit relatesto student
suspension and expul sion, making the act somewhat morefair, if one
could butcher the English language that way, and recognizing
students’ right to an education. Boardswill berequired to make and
consistently apply rulesgoverning suspension and expulsionintheir
jurisdictions. Parentswill have aright to meet with principals over
suspensionsthat are entrenched in legidation. Although it has been

understood that schools would provide an aternative education
program for expelled students, that wasn’t necessarily always the
case, and now they will be required to do so. Expulsion from a
school does not mean expulsion from education.

We al acknowledge that schools and boards throughout the
provincework hard to provide asafeand caring school environment,
and for the first time the School Act will make it a school board
requirement to ensure as best they can that schools are safe and
caring. | know that that's a particular concern to everyone in this
Assembly, and the need for that has never been more prominently
and, unfortunately, sadly highlighted by recent events.

To support asafe and caring environment, Bill 20 formalizesthe
duty every school has to support respect for diversity, promote
understanding and respect for others. | know that many Alberta
schools already do this, but we must ensure that all schools prepare
our students for responsible and peaceful citizenship in our diverse
society. On page 2 of Bill 20, part 3 of the amending bill and part
2.01(1) and (2) of the School Act, thereis mention that “all educa-
tion programs offered and instructional materials used in schools
must reflect the diverse nature and heritage of . . . Alberta” There's
been some misunderstanding about this particular section.

It seemsclear to methat there are unfortunately among usthe neo-
Nazis of the world who preach intolerance and thrive on hate and
advocate violence to others that don't share their point of view or
who are of the selected minoritiesthat they chooseto attack. | think
thisis aperfectly legitimate and important provision to put in there.
In no way doesthistry and say that peoplelike Martin Luther King,
Mahatma Gandhi, and others who advocate tolerance and passive
resistence to oppressive regimes — it doesn't address that. It redly
is designed to deal with the kinds of groups like the Aryan Nations
and others who would preach something else.

Bill 20 also addresses areas of legal responsibility. For example,
passing the bill will allow school boards under freedom of informa-
tion and protection of privacy legidation to share a student’s
personal information with another board or with not-for-profit
organizations like the Alberta Schools Athletic Association and
ends that kind of confusion that sometimes has intruded upon the
education system.

For the first time officia trustees or members of a ministeria
review will have the same protection from personal liabilities as
members of special-needs tribunals or the Attendance Board have.

Bill 20 also proposes the elimination of the requirement that the
minister prescribe the amount and form of insurance for boards.
Boards already carry insurance that exceeds the amounts set out in
the insurance regulation, so it really becomes redundant.

There areanumber of minor anendmentsincludedin Bill 20. For
example, it corrects an omission from 1998, when the School
Buildings Act was moved to the School Act, by adding “thebuilding
of access roads or site preparation” to the definition of a school
building project. If you want to refer to that, it's on page 1. |
remember as an MLA being involved in a ping-pong game with
regard to what is an educational expense and what is a minister of
transportation expense, and the accessto anew school wasthat kind
of an issue. So hopefully this little amendment will add to clarity
and expedite the construction of schools where they’ re needed.

Tosupport educational choice, Bill 20 del etestherequirement that
a student live in the district or division in which the student is
enrolled. That, again, in my constituency has caused some problems
where a child may be resident in one area and want to go to school
in the other. Thiswill enable that.

Rura bus transportation distances will be measured to the
residence roadway access instead of the boundary of the quarter
section, which isreally asmall, little detail, but it’s important.
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Boards will have to report hours of instruction for the coming
school year by grade and school. As a school principal I'm quite
familiar with that kind of activity.

Boardswill have aone-month extension on their three-year plans
and budget report forms. They’ll be due on May 31 instead of April
30.

Mr. Chairman, as thorough a piece of legislation as some would
liketo believe Bill 20 s, it’snot perfect. Soit’smy pleasureat this
timeto introduce agovernment House amendment to Bill 20, which
| understand has been circul ated.

THE ACTING CHAIRMAN: Yes, it has.

MR. TANNAS: Presumably this will be known as Al. It's my
pleasure to move amendment A1l. The bill will be amended in
section 4 inthe proposed section 19(5) by striking out “this section”
and substituting “ subsection (3).” Section B: sections 14 to 21 are
struck out. Section 22 is amended in the proposed section 124.2 in
subsection (1) by adding “a member of the Board of Reference,”
after “Attendance Board”, adding some protection there, and in
subsection (2) by adding “the Board of Reference” again after
“Attendance Board.” Sections 24 to 26 are struck out.

Thegovernment House amendment really offerstwo changes, one
minor and one major. The minor change concerns the area of
amendment | raised about student suspensions, and this brings us
some clarity therein part A.

8:10

Bill 20 introduced a requirement that the principa report the
circumstances of a student suspension to parents in writing. This
was intended to cover only a principa’s decision to suspend a
student from class or from school. However, it is recognized that a
teacher may suspend students from aclass for one period for minor
infractions. passing notes, talking in class, disruptions, whatever.
The requirement that principals report to and meet with parentsis
meant only for principals’ decisionsto suspend students for serious
infractions, so this part of the amendment that I’'m proposing will
clarify that. | believe this government House amendment makes it
clear.

The major change removes from Bill 20 all the sections that
referred to the Board of Reference. Now, as a member of this
Assembly who is deeply concerned about the approach to thisissue,
| am, as | said before, honoured to move the amendment that
removesthe Board of Referencereferencesuntil amutual agreement
between the parties asto possible changes takes place. This means,
then, that the Board of Referencewill remain part of the School Act.
It also means that teachers will continue to have access to this
avenue for appeal. The Minister of Education and the government
havelistened to the concernsthat teachers expressed, especially over
the timing.

Teachers voiced some anxiety over the fact that many collective
agreements do not contain the clauses necessary to ensure protection
under the Labour Relations Code. There are clausesin Bill 20 that
may help that, but we recognize that teachers would feel more
confident and secure if the appropriate clauses were contained in
their collective agreements. By removing all mention of the Board
of Reference from Bill 20, this government House amendment
responds directly to teachers' concerns that were conveyed so well
tousal.

There is a more appropriate time to look back at the Board of
Reference. The board offers an appeal over unfair suspension or
termination of employment. Thisislooked upon as alabour issue,
not an education issue, but it is a labour issue in an educational
setting where minor children are receiving instruction.

Actually, there areanumber of sectionsand clausesin the School
Act that deal with issues of employment. TheMinister of Education
has promised athorough review, Mr. Chairman, of all sectionsof the
School Act that cover employment issues between teachers and
school boards. It's my understanding that the ATA, the Alberta
Teachers' Association, has agreed to participatein thisreview. The
minister and his department and we as government may take alook
at the Board of Reference as part of this bigger picture. The
Minister of Education has confirmed that details on the review
process will be released at least by July, and the review will take
place over the coming year.

| believe, Mr. Chairman, that this government House amendment
makes a good piece of legidation even better than originaly
presented. | ask for your support for these amendmentsto Bill 20.

THE ACTING CHAIRMAN: On government amendment Al are
there further comments or questions? The hon. Member for
Edmonton-Norwood.

MS OLSEN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. | just want to speak on
behalf of the amendment put forward by the hon. Member for
Highwood and speak in support of thisamendment. There has been
along history to this particular issue. The Board of Reference has
existed since 1926 asan alternativedi sputeresol ution processfor the
teachers, and it reduced the number of cases from the education
sector that had created alogjam in the regular court system.

Infact, thisparticul ar process, the process governing the Board of
Reference, is one of the most expeditious legal processes. The vast
majority of appeals are decided within ayear. That expeditiousness
demands sacrificefrom both partiesin terms of narrowness of scope,
speed of preparation, and ensuant risks. All appeals areinitiated by
teachers on an individual basis, and the burden of proof rests with
the school board to demonstrate that it acted reasonably under the
circumstances.

[Mr. Tannas in the chair]

With that, Mr. Chairman, as | said, | think there's been a lot of
discussion on thisamendment. The hon. Minister of Education has
received atremendous amount of correspondence and in fact finally
met with the Alberta Teachers' Association. We're pleased to see
this particular amendment being brought forward that will leave the
Board of Reference in place as a tremendous tool in support of
labour relations for the Alberta Teachers Association and the
teachersin this province.

Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Strathcona.

DR. PANNU: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. | riseto speak in support
of the House amendment. | think it's amendment Al. Isthiswhat
it'scalled? Theamendment certainly | think addressesthe profound
and very widespread concern among teachers to those sections of
this bill that was designed to remove the Board of Reference from
the School Act. Theteachers have spoken and spoken very strongly
about it. | have heard not only from teachers but also from con-
cerned parents. The point has already been made that the Board of
Reference has served teachers, school boards, parents, students,
everyone exceedingly well over the last 73 years, so I’'m pleased to
support this amendment. | want to certainly compliment the
Minister of Education and of course, sir, you yourself for bringing
forward this amendment which removes any reference to the Board
of Referencein thisact. | am delighted that this change has been
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brought forward from that side of the House, and I'm pleased to
support it.
Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Riverview,
followed by the hon. Member for Edmonton-Gold Bar.

MRS. SLOAN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Wédll, | think the
previous members have been altogether too nicethisevening. | was
struck by theintroductory comments that were made with respect to
thisamendment. | seein the handout before us this evening that we
have atotal of 11 amendments being made to this bill. In fact the
majority of them are deleting amendments the government just
introduced in this session to thisbill. So in total, when the bill was
introduced — and I’'m attempting to establish the date of when that
occurred —we had 26 amendments proposed, and as of thisevening
the government is deleting 11 of those amendments, if my count is
correct.

But what struck me is that the government member in his
introductory remarks this evening really makes no apologies, and |
doubt that we'll hear any apol ogies when we come to the debate of
subsequent amendments, no acknowledgment that what we' redoing
this evening is rehashing something that really and truly could' ve
been addressed in the consultations before the bill was ever drafted,
if this government in fact performed true consultations, but because
the government did not consult, we find ourselvesin aposition this
evening where we're going through and making amendments on
amendments to this bill.

| guess the overall message, Mr. Chairman, is that our time is
valuable collectively, individually. Certainly school boards and
teachers' timeisvaluable, and all the angst that was caused —and |
certainly received numerous letters of concern from residents of my
constituency about this bill and the initial amendments proposed.
All of that could have been prevented if this government had taken
the time to consult with the people directly affected and configure
their amendments in such a way that it satisfied the interests and
perspectives of those individuals.

8:20

But | think really what we intended in the beginning —and | say
“we” meaning the government. What the government intended in
the beginning was really to embark on a different purpose by
including these sections in the School Amendment Act, a purpose
that was really not rooted in the best interests of students or in the
best interests of school boards or in the best interests of teachers. It
was intended to serve an ideology of deprofessiondization and a
reduction of entitlements to professions even when those entitle-
ments have proven themselves over long periods of time.

| want to just reflect for a moment in the debate this evening on
the introductory remarks that were made when this bill was intro-
duced. The Minister of Education spoke about

the policies contained in the legislation can be summarized easily as

protection, fairness, respect, and operational efficiency that respects

the other principles of fairness and protection. Arguably, the first

purpose of any piece of legislation is to provide protection, and Bill

20 is no different.
Then the minister went on to talk about specific sections of the act:
the desire to ensure a safe and caring environment and promoting
respect for others, preparing our studentsfor responsiblecitizenship,
a guaranteed access to an educationa program, and curbing
unacceptable student behaviour.

Specifically in speaking about the proviso to remove the Board of
Reference, which is proposed in the House amendments before us

this evening, to rescind that amendment, the Minister of Education
talked about Alberta having
clear and fair legislation to protect every Albertan from unfair
actions by their employers. That legidation [being] the Alberta
Labour Relations Code . . . is an arbitration process to settle
disputes. .. Inaddition, some teachersin Alberta have a grievance
procedure in their collective agreements that provides further
protection from unfair actions. . . Almost every other province in
this country and both territories rely on labour relations legislation
or . . . collective agreements as avenues of appeal.

Injustification for why such asection should beremoved fromthe
act, the minister said that these amendments “are geared to ensure
the efficient, effective, and fair administration of education.”

| recite those because this evening the remarks in withdrawing
those amendments — and | believe I'm correct in saying that the
opposition supports the withdrawal of these amendments — is not
done with any apology, any acknowledgment that time was wasted,
that we could have adopted amore in-depth process of consultation
and, in fact, not had anywhere near the controversy in this bill had
all of thosethingsbeen takeninto account intheinitial constructions
of thebill. But thosethingsdid not occur, Mr. Chairman, and | think
a the very least this evening what members in this Assembly
deserve, in addition to the citizens and teachers and parents and
students in this province deserve, is for the hon. Minister of
Education to get up in this Assembly and acknowledge that a
mistake was made, that consultation was not fair, was not impartial,
and that the government has learned a lesson from this and in the
future they will take consultation more seriously and conduct it in a
more in-depth fashion in the future.

Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Gold Bar.

MR. MacDONALD: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It's a pleasure to
rise this evening and say a few words regarding amendment A1 to
Bill 20. | listened with interest to the remarks made by the hon.
Member for Highwood, and | was pleased to see this amendment
come forward. We all know the difficult relationship that is
devel oping between schoolteachers; their professional organization,
the ATA, the Alberta Teachers Association; and this government.
It's not two years ago when thousands of teachers on a Saturday
came from all across this province to stage arally to express their
dissatisfaction with this government’s attitude toward public
education.

The Board of Reference is needed now more than ever. In this
province the teachers again are suspicious because of the use of the
disputes inquiry board in the Calgary board of education negotia-
tions for anew contract. They do not havein any proposed collec-
tive agreements or any past collective agreements a disputes
resolution mechanism other than this Board of Reference and to
removeit would, | think, further jeopardize the delicate relationship
that existsbetweentheAlbertaTeachers' Association, their teachers,
and this government.

If for no other reason than to ensure that we have smoother |abour
relations in this province, then this amendment Al is a step in the
right direction. | realizethat the consultation process, whenever this
bill was drafted, may have collapsed, but it is fine to see a mistake
and correct it, and | believethisisacorrection of a serious problem.

| thank you, Mr. Chairman.

THE CHAIRMAN: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Calder.

MR. WHITE: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I’d liketo riseto speak in
favour of thismotion also but different than my colleaguesthat have
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added their voicesto thisdebate. Theeffect of thisamendment isto
reverse a portion of the bill that so grievously offended so many
teachers in that it did something — well, first of all, let’s set the
setting here. They feel exceedingly vulnerableright now. Asthose
that have been teachers in the past will know, it's not always a
cherished position. This giant ogre of an employer is — and it's
darned difficult to feel valued in that kind of a system.

This particular amendment may or may not have had area effect
when it came into play by doing away with an institution that had
been in effect for some 80 years or so. It was that that | think set
most teachers off. Quite frankly, this member hadn’t received for
quite some time the number of phone calls and the number of faxes
and other means of messages on any other bill or any other piece of
legidlation here for quite sometime. It's affected people in avery
special way. It did something to their honour, | assume. It took
away something that they may not have valued, but in a Pete Seeger
song, you don’t know what you’ ve got until it's gone — that was the
effect. It put theteachersinto the same position asalabour union or
atrade union, which hurt alot of these people. By necessity they
have to collective bargain just simply because they have one
employer and, therefore, must have some manner of addressing the
needs of their employment standards and their remuneration. This
particular part of the bill offended them so much that they rose up to
that extent. Now, | would think that aresponsive government would
have gone out and asked these people beforehand and got their
collective view. That was not done, but this in large measure
correctsthat error, and therefore this member ishappy to seethat the
government has moved as it has with this amendment Al.

Thank you for your time, sir.

[Motion on amendment A1 carried)]

THE CHAIRMAN: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Strathcona.
8:30

DR. PANNU: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. | have an amendment to
propose to Bill 20. | wonder if it'sA2.

THE CHAIRMAN: Yes.

DR. PANNU: Mr. Chairman, when you were in the other seat and
introduced the amendment that we just voted on, in theintroduction
to that amendment you made some genera references to different
sections of the bill and in the process referred to section 2 and the
two subamendments that are add-onsto the existing section 2 of the
School Act. You drew our attention to the substance of those
amendments and then proceeded to assure the House that it is
essential that we keep the wording of the second of the two
subamendments there; that is, 2.01(2). You assured us that that
wording is needed in order to make sure that those people like the
neo-Nazis, some of whom unfortunately are still around and among
us, are not alowed to abuse the opportunities the school setting
providesin order to promote ideas that all of us disapprove of and
reject.

Mr. Chairman, | have drawn attention earlier on, several weeks
ago, to my serious concerns about the wording of the second part of
the amendment there, 2.01(2). | want to read it into the record and
then draw attention to the section | object to, and | would like to
amend that particular section. Maybe | should propose the amend-
ment first.

THE CHAIRMAN: Hon. member, if | understand what you're
saying, you' re proposing the amendment A2 and then proposing a
subamendment to your own amendment.

DR. PANNU: No, no.

THE CHAIRMAN: Theamendment that you' reproposing, A2, isan
amendment to this bill which is before us.

DR. PANNU: Yes.
THE CHAIRMAN: Okay.

DR. PANNU: | want to move the amendment and then speak to it.
| movethat Bill 20 be amended in section 3, in the proposed section
2.01(2), by striking out “social change through violent action or
disobedienceof laws.” That' sthe section that | want struck out, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, there’ sabit too much noise here. | wonder if you
could help me alittle bit.

Mr. Chairman, having moved the amendment, let me draw the
attention of the House to sub (2) as proposed here on page 2. It says
asfollows:

For grester certainty, education programs and instructional materials
referred to in subsection (1) must not promote or foster doctrines of
racial or ethnic superiority or persecution, religious intolerance or
persecution, social change through violent action or disobedience of
laws.
My amendment proposes to strike out the very last part of this
statement. That is, it proposesto strike out “socia change through
violent action or disobedience of laws.”

| want to make very clear that | have no objection to therest of the
amendment to sub (2) on page 2. | think it's clearly stated, but the
very last part, which I’ vejust referred to and proposed be struck out,
in my view is far too restrictive. It threatens to put teachersin an
extremely difficult and vulnerable situation in the classroom trying
to figure out, in dealing with the materials they must deal with as
part of the curriculum in social studies or history or current events,
whether they are simply bringing information to the students and
hel ping them to devel op an understanding of historical events, socia
events, social movements, or whether in so doing—ininforming, in
promoting understanding, in educating — they are aso in fact
promoting and fostering socia change through violent action or
disobedience of laws.

When writing these laws, we not only have to worry about a few
neo-Naziswho may be still around, evenin our schools, but we need
to be concerned about the freedom and the assurance of the over
30,000 teacherswho teach in the classrooms of thisprovince. They
need to enjoy and feel that they have both the freedom and the
certainty that their obligation as teachers is to inform, to educate,
and to help students understand the context aswell asthe particular
actions or eventsthat may have taken placein history. That istheir
obligation, and in order to exercisetheir dutiesasteachers, they must
have the due freedom and freedom from fear that they’ll be chal-
lenged, they could be disciplined, and they could be perhaps
punished for doing the very work that we expect them to do.

In my view, these last words, “social change through violent
action or disobedience of laws,” if retained in this bill will do
precisely that. 1t will send a chilling message to teachers that when
they are doing what they are duly expected to do in the classroom,
they run the risk of being accused of promoting and fostering, when
in fact all they are doing is teaching about social movements, some
of which may have used disobedience of laws and rightly so, and
violent actionsin history, some of which many of usin this House
may be proud of and may find quite legitimate.

When | asked the minister |ast time in the House as to why these
words cannot be deleted or dropped from the bill, he said: ook, we
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don’t mean ill; our intentions are good, but we want to keep them
here. | say that if your intentions are good, then why have the words
here? Y our actions must match your intentions. If these words are
retained as they are here, it is highly likely that they will send the
wrong message to teachers, that they will be interpreted by teachers
as a severe restriction on their ability to engage in open and free
exploration of idess related to historical events, related to social
movements in which the disobedience of laws may be used. | gave
an example, | think, talking about the civil rights movement in the
U.S. Certainly that was disobedience of laws, but the laws can be
unjust, and laws that are unjust and immora have in history been
opposed, opposed by the best of democratsin history.

8:40

I think in ademocratic society it is unacceptable that because we
fear there may be afew neo-Nazis around, we should therefore also
put the severe restrictions that we want to put on neo-Nazis on the
other 30,000 or so individuals whom we expect to perform, to the
best of their ability, their teaching duties without fear of any
reprisals, without fear of official disapproval, state disapprova of
what they aretalking about in the classrooms. So | think the motion
that’ s before the House, the amendment that | proposed, would help
improve this part of the bill that is under discussion right now.

I’m happy that the second part of the amendment proposed here
in the bill on page 2 very clearly states that

education programs and instructiona materias referred to in
subsection (1) must not promote or foster doctrines of racia or
ethnic superiority or persecution, religious intolerance or persecu-
tion.
| think that’s great, that’s fine. But we need to stop right there and
delete the rest of the statement from this bill if this bill and this
particular change in the School Act are to make the School Act
better, are to make the School Act state very clearly that which is
unacceptable in the classroom and also not state that which | think
should be unacceptable in a democratic society: to impose on
teachersconditionsthat will limit their freedomto fully exploreand
help their students |earn history, learn about social movements, and
learn when and where the disobedience of laws or other action taken
for socia change was taken and why, under what circumstances.
This is undue restriction on the freedom of teachers. It's undue
restriction, in my view, aso on the freedom of students to learn
about their world, the world for which they are preparing.

So it’s not only a potential assault on the freedom of teachers to
do the work they must do, but also it puts undue restrictions on the
right of studentsto learn about history and learn about &l kinds of
events they must learn about in order to develop into responsible,
active, and engaged citizens. | would therefore ask members of this
Houseto votefor this amendment, which will lead to deletion of the
very last part of that statement I’ ve been spesking to.

Thank you.

MRS. SLOAN: Just a few remarks, Mr. Chairman, briefly. The
opportunity that the hon. Member for Edmonton-Strathcona has
provided with respect to hisamendment this evening isatimely one
in light of theincidents over this past weekend where we saw avery
senior member of this government attack the judiciary and an
individual whoisprovidinglegal counsel to aclientinthisprovince.
I thought what a conflict in fact that reality isin the context of what
the government’s proposing the education system should operate
under.

Theintent, it would seem, in sections 2.01(1) and (2) isto provide
an environment of tolerance and diversity and understanding, a
respect for laws, some of the fundamental values that we hold very
dear in Canadian society. Those values, | would suggest, are

damaged when we see a senior member of this government chal-
lenge and discredit the judiciary for providing counsel to a citizen,
regardless of what that citizen's crime might be. In that respect, |
expect the government is planning to oppose the amendments made
by the hon. Member for Edmonton-Strathcona. | think that perhaps
before they pass judgment on the amendment proposed, they should
be examining the actions of the members of their own ranks and the
public statements made by those members, which very much
influence the values and the understanding our citizens have of the
judiciary, whichisoneof our fundamental pillarsin Albertaasafree
and democratic society.

So with those remarks, Mr. Chairman, | would conclude my
thoughts. Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: Hon. members, we still are trying to endeavour
to have only one hon. member standing and talking at atime.

[Motion on amendment A2 lost]
THE CHAIRMAN: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Mill Woods.

DR. MASSEY : Thank you, Mr. Chairman. | would like to propose
an amendment to Bill 20. | think the amendment has been distrib-
uted. It would amend Bill 20 in section 3 and section 2.01(1) by
adding “or in home schooling” after “used in schools.” The intent
of the motion is to apply to home schooling . . .

THE CHAIRMAN: We'll call thisamendment that you have moved
amendment A3.

DR. MASSEY: It'sto apply to programs taught in the homes the
same requirements as are expected of children being educated in the
public schoolsand private schools of the province. So the amended
section would read:
All education programs offered and instructional materials used in
schools or in home schooling must reflect the diverse nature and
heritage of society in Alberta, promote understanding and respect
for others and honour and respect the common values and beliefs of
Albertans.
| think it's a necessary amendment. The Minister of Energy is
going to support this, | know. The concern with home schooling,
that that schooling does conform with the Alberta programs of
studies, | think has been voiced in avariety of parts of the province.
I think it only fitting that we make reference to home schooling in
this very important amendment to the School Act.
Thank you very much.

8:50
THE CHAIRMAN: The hon. Member for Calgary-Buffao.

MR. DICKSON: Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. |I'manxious
to speak in support of the amendment. One would hope that given
the representations that have been made by the Minister of Educa-
tion and government members around the purpose of the new
proposed section 2.01(1) and (2), it seems what we' ve got is some
very loose wording that may admit interpretations that are very
different fromwhat the Minister of Educationintended. So the short
answer tothat is: let’ sdo something to tighten up thewording so that
it's still consistent with what the Minister of Education said he's
about.

| note this, Mr. Chairman. If there's anybody in this Chamber
who should be confident with this amendment, it would be the
current Minister of Education, who formerly had been the minister
responsible for the Human Rights Commission. The minister
understandswhat the proscribed grounds of discriminationareinthe
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Human Rights, Citizenshipand Multiculturalism Act, and onewould
think he would be anxious to see those values carried forward and
represented in this section.

Now, one might have looked at the Charter of Rights and
Freedoms, because | remember suggesting that in debate at second
reading, but | think our colleague who so ably fills the role as
Education critic has convinced me that perhaps a better route to go
may beto recognize the kinds of practicesthat are already identified
for the most part in the Alberta Human Rights, Citizenship and
Multiculturalism Act.

Onewould have to ask: why wouldn’t we want to incorporate the
one human rights piece of legislation we havein thisprovince? You
could do the Bill of Rights, but I think doingit in this respect makes
it very clear what kinds of thingsare proscribed, and it certainly gets
past the problematic wording, the civil disobedience kinds of
arguments. Every time | heard an opposition member raise those, |
heard the minister or someone supporting him saying: “Well, that's
not what was intended. We never intended to prevent Mahatma
Gandhi.” In fact you, Mr. Chairman, a few minutes ago made a
similar representation.

So | think thisis actually a very helpful and constructive amend-
ment. Then one would hope — if for some reason the Minister of
Education choseto opposeit, we would sure want some very cogent
reasons why he would oppose this. Isit something in the Human
Rights, Citizenship and Multiculturalism Act? Isit that in fact the
other things that would be excised from section 2.01(2) in the
government bill maybe mean something more? Maybe some of that
opposition suspicion may have been better founded than werealized.

So I’mlooking forward to the minister accepting thisamendment.
What he would then be doing is scoring 100 percent. He's halfway
there with the House amendment that came in on the Board of
Reference, so that’s a 50 percent improvement over where he was
before. If he were to accept this amendment, we could all close our
briefcases and go home, Mr. Chairman. We' d have very little else
to do on this bill, and we' d be happy to vote the bill straightaway.
| hope he's going to accept it. If he will not accept it, | sure want
him to explain why he will not.

Thanks very much, Mr. Chairman.

[Motion on amendment A3 lost]
THE CHAIRMAN: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Mill Woods.

DR. MASSEY: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I'd like to make a
further amendment to Bill 20. This amendment | think is being
distributed and will become A4, if my numbering is correct. It
addresses section 3in the proposed section 2.01 and would strike out
subsection (2) and, in the place of subsection (2), put in the follow-
ing:
For greater certainty, education programs and instructional materials
referred to in subsection (1) must not promote or foster doctrines of
superiority, persecution or discrimination on the basis of the
prohibited grounds of discrimination in the Human Rights, Citizen-
ship and Multiculturalism Act.

Mr. Chairman, as we spoke to the bill in second reading, one of
the concerns that had been raised by those interested in this section
wasthe chill that section (2) might have on program devel opersand
teachersin classrooms asthey look at socia change through violent
action or the disobedience of laws and the attempt in section (2) to
delineate doctrinesthat must not be fostered in the classroom. Once
you start down that road of trying to define the words, those things
that will be prohibited, it becomes very, very difficult and raisesthe
kinds of alarms that subsection (2) has raised across the province.

So our solution in terms of not trying to reword that section or

come up with better wording —because | think anything we propose
might be subjected to the same criticism that the current legislation
or the current section outlines —wasto refer to an Albertaact that is
aready in place and widely accepted. The grounds that have been
identified in the Human Rights, Citizenship and Multiculturalism
Act would be the grounds that would be replaced in section (2).

| think there is some safety in referring to legisation in the
province that’s aready in place by the fact that it has been debated
widely in the legidature and amended and it's legidlation that
addresses persecution on religious grounds or racial or ethnic
grounds. It outlines those prohibitions clearly and rather exten-
sively. | think there's comfort to others that it's, as | said before,
legidation that's already in place in the province and has been
widely debated and accepted.

So with those comments | would move amendment A4, Mr.
Chairman.

THE CHAIRMAN: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Norwood.
9:00

MS OLSEN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. | just wanted to rise in
support of this amendment. Adding home schooling into this
particular section is absolutely an important thing to do. Aren’t we
on thisone? Okay. Well, that was a good thing to do, too, but the
other amendment is even better. Thank you. [interjection] Excuse
me, Mr. Chairman.

| rise in support of the amendment moved by Dr. Massey in
relation to amending section 3, section 2.01, by striking out subsec-
tion (2) and substituting basically the same wording that’'s in the
Human Rights, Citizenship and Multiculturalism Act. That specific
information reads:

race, religious beliefs, colour, gender, physica disability, mental
disability, ancestry, place of origin, marita status, source of income
or family status of that person or class of persons or of any other
person or class of persons.

Now, Mr. Chairman, we know and the Supreme Court has also
said that sexua orientation belongs in there as well. So we're
adding awhole number of different discriminatory adjectives, if you
will, and that is absolutely what we should do. Everything that we
do in creating legislation should align with the appropriate bills.

Mr. Chairman, I’ mgoing to adjourn debate, and I’ mgoingto have
acaucus here. Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Norwood has
moved that we adjourn debate now on amendment A4 and on Bill
20. All thosein support of this motion, please say aye.

HON. MEMBERS: Aye.

THE CHAIRMAN: Those opposed, please say no.
The hon. Deputy Government House L eader.

MR. RENNER: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. | would like to move
that progress be reported on this bill when the committee rises to
report.

THE CHAIRMAN: The hon. Deputy Government House L eader has
moved that when the committee rises and reports, wereport progress
on Bill 20. All those in support of this motion, please say aye.
HON. MEMBERS: Aye.

THE CHAIRMAN: Those opposed, please say no. Carried.
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Bill 24
Traffic Safety Act

THE CHAIRMAN: Arethere any questions, comments, or amend-
ments to be offered with respect to this act? The hon. Member for
Edmonton-Norwood.

MS OLSEN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. | have a number of
amendments. If you could just hold for a second.

Yes, we are on Bill 24, and we are on a number of amendments.
| have on behalf of my colleague from Spruce Grove-Sturgeon-St.
Albert anumber of amendmentsto introduce. Mr. Chairman, | will
forward al of these amendmentsto you. | have four amendmentsto
put forward, and | have put three up to start.

Mr. Chairman, while the pages are bringing those amendmentsto
you, | will read in the first amendment that | would like to move on
behalf of the hon. Member for Spruce Grove-Sturgeon-St. Albert.
I movethat Bill 24 be amended as follows, by adding the following
after section 115: “115.1(1)No person shall operate abicycle unless
that person is wearing an approved bicycle safety helmet.”

THE CHAIRMAN: Hon. member, just so that everybody can follow
it, the amendment that you're in the process of moving, the one
that’s adding after section 115, is amendment A1 to Bill 24.

Would you just give it first to the people who are actually here.
Thank you. We'll wait until the Minister of Transportation at |east
has a copy.

MSOLSEN: I've marked that A1. I’ll continueto read that into the
record. “(2) No person shall ride as a passenger on a bicycle unless
that person is wearing an approved bicycle safety helmet.”

In B, section 116 isamended by adding thefollowing after sub (1):
“(m) respecting standards for approved bicycle safety helmets.”

In C, section 157(1)(a) is amended by adding “115.1,” after
“115(2)."

In D, section 158 is amended by adding the following after
subsection (4): “(5)A person who is guilty of an offence under
section 115.1(1) or (2) isliable to afine of not more than $100.”

I'll just wait for the distribution of that.

Mr. Chairman, if | might ask, you should have another amendment
up thereaswell in relation to bicycle helmets, that | had brought up
earlier.

THE CHAIRMAN: One at atime, hon. member.
MS OLSEN: Yes. | redlize that.

THE CHAIRMAN: Hon. minister, you've got acopy? Okay.
Hon. Member for Edmonton-Norwood, please proceed with
amendment Al.

MS OLSEN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The act that is put before
us, Bill 24, has been worked on for along time. It has anumber of
amendments actually combining the Motor Vehicle Administration
Act, the Highway Traffic Act, and abunch of other actstogether. In
fact, most of what's in that particular piece of legislation | support.
However, the one thing that | believe is absent from that is the
Alberta government moving towards mandatory helmet use.

Now, I'd just like to say, Mr. Chairman, that the minister has
received aletter from Neil Wilkinson, the chair of the Capita health
authority, and in that |etter they state that there' s support for using
bicycle helmets. If | can, I'd like to table five copies of that |etter.
That letter speaks from the Capital health authority’ s perspective on

helmet support. | can tell you that asapolice officer | have worked
many, many summers, when we have anumber of youngstersriding
bicyclesin the community and putting themselves at risk when they
don’t have the appropriate equipment.

I'd like to just reflect on how the government took the big step by
making seat belts mandatory. Therewastheanti seat belt |obby that
said: you know, we shouldn’t have to wear seat belts, because if we
want to get hurt in an accident, that's up to us; we'll make that
decision. Well, active enforcement of that law sees most people
wearing a seat belt, one, because they’ re law-abiding citizens, two,
because we see the preventative work a seat belt does. So | look at
that, and | also look at the use of car seats, baby seats. That isnow
legislated and mandated. 1 liken this helmet law to those two
particular statutes. | see no differencein that. We're asking people
to put their children for their own safety in achild car seat. Those
child car seatsin fact have saved many lives of infants. Infact, I've
been at accident scenes where an infant that has been buckled in has
been out on the pavement but buckled into the car seat, with no
injuries. In accidents, at many scenes that I’ ve been to, seat belts
have prevented many, many people from receiving more serious
injuries.

9:10

| think that this helmet amendment isan amendment that will also
contribute to areduced number of injuries and types of injuries that
we see from cyclists. More and more we see people riding on the
street. People are using that as a secondary form of transportation.
Bicycles range in the area from $400 to $5,700 or $6,000. Quite
frankly, there is a serious group of people who commute and ride.
| think that injuries related to bicycle accidents will in fact be
reduced if somebody has a helmet on.

| happened to purchase my son anew Bell helmet with avisor on
the weekend. It has a strap at the back of the head. Also, because
of the form of the helmet, if he falls off his bicycle, it will allow the
back of the helmet to hit the pavement before his noggin hits the
pavement, actualy thus preventing his head from hitting the
pavement. The helmet also has a strap on the back that will hold
that helmet in place, even though the helmet may move as he falls
off and knocks his head.

Theseareuniquedesigns. They're safety features. Fromthevery
first helmet | bought to what's available on the market now, at a
reasonable price | might add, you can pick up a Snell-rated Bell
bicycle helmet, the latest design, for about $30 to $40. Those
helmets are approved. They have obvioudy passed al of the
standardsin this. . .

Chairman’s Ruling
Decorum

THE CHAIRMAN: Hon. members, if some of you now can't hear
the hon. Member for Edmonton-Norwood, imagine what it was like
when you were al talking. | wonder if those who are so inclined to
engagein lively conversation would please |eave the Chamber, with
permission of thewhip, and go into the Confederation Room or your
lobbies. That includes al hon. members within the sound of my
voice. We're going to continue to try and honour the practice of
only one member standing and talking at atime. Those who wish to
talk, in addition to the one standing, may do so outside the Chamber.
Hon. Member for Edmonton-Norwood.

Debate Continued

MS OLSEN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. | just want to go back to
the issue of helmet standards and safety. On the other aspect of
helmet use| would say this. A friend of minewho isan avid cyclist,
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who owns one of these highfalutin bicycles, wasout for aridein the
backwoods of Alberta, if youwill. He chosethat day not to wear his
helmet, and he crashed and hurt himself. He's fortunate that the
injury was not more serious. In fact to this day he's stated that that
will be the last time he doesn’t wear a helmet, that every ride since
then he will have his helmet on. That's the other part of this, that
bicycleridingisnot just hopping on abicyclethat hasonegear or no
gears, just astandard bike, and riding off to the store. Bikesarevery
complex. They have 21 gears. They have wide tires that allow for
driving on rough terrain. They in fact have expensive components
to them. They’re made of aluminum, and they have these highfalu-
tintires. Thisisawhole different ball game, this bikeriding. It's
not like when we had bikes as kids; | can guarantee you that.

In fact, Mr. Chairman, I’'m going to attempt to break into that
particular sport myself. | just spent about $1,300 on abicycle, and
I’m going to try and figure out how to ride abike. It’snot the same
asthat old saying that, you know, once you learn how to ride abike,
you can always ride abike. Not where |’m planning on going.

We aso have to remember the history of our previous leader in
thisHouse, who' s an avid cyclist, atriathlete, who has the bike that
every cycling kid wants, a highfalutin bike with all these shocks on
it. He was wearing a helmet when he crashed at Terwillegar Park.
He was wearing a helmet and he till received 27 stitches. | think
that speaks to the safety issue aswell. | hear they’ ve renamed the
park after Grant Mitchell. He had some seriousinjuriesto hisface
as aresult of the visor, but his head received no injury, so we can
look at that.

There was aso a policeman who was taking a bike course,
Constable Ron Gamble. One of thethingsthey do in the bike course
is they ride the stairs at Commonwealth Stadium. | don’'t know if
you'’ ve been to Commonwealth Stadium, Mr. Chairman, but one of
the exercisesis to ride those stairs. This constable was doing that,
and he crashed. In fact, his helmet came off his head, and he
received a very serious head injury. Heis certainly the Edmonton
police department’ s poster boy on head injuries and cycling.

Chairman’s Ruling
Decorum

THE CHAIRMAN: Order. Hon. members, those who wish to talk,
please do so outside the Chamber; then those of uswho are attempt-
ing to listen or to work may do those. It's acompromise.

The hon. Member for Edmonton-Norwood.

Debate Continued

MS OLSEN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. So we have some very
good exampl es of why helmet use should be mandatory.

The other end of the question aswell for meis: what about those
kids that can't afford bicycle helmets? Those are the kids who
maybe would be a little less fortunate, who have maybe in some
instances|ess supervision than other kids, and those are the kids that
areredly atrisk. Thosearethelittle gafferswho don’t have aparent
riding with them, who aredarting in and out of traffic, and their little
legs are going faster than the pedals and the wheels. Those are the
little gaffers that are going to put themselves at risk for a serious
accident, and those kids don’t have bicycle helmets. In fact, those
kidsprobably don’t have bikesthat are functioning properly in many
instances.

For that aspect of it | would expect that if we pass an amendment
like this, we would need to see adrive of asimilar nature aswe have
seen for car seats in a motor vehicle, where we have contributors
from the community contributing to the safety of these youth by
holding a particular drive or event to raise money for bicycle

helmets. | know that in the past social services for those kids — at
one time they had the option of going to camp or getting a new
bicycle. | don’'t know if that option still exists—the hon. minister of
socia services could enlighten me — but for those kids that choose
the bicycle option, then along with the bicycle should come the
helmet. That should come anyway. I'm sure there would be people
in this community who would participatein ensuring that those who
can't afford bicycle helmetsin fact receive one.

9:20

| guess the other argument on thisis: well, how do you make a
child ride with a helmet? | had that problem with my own son a
couple of years ago. Hewould carry his baseball hat and put on his
helmet. He' d go out the door, he'd get in theriver valey, and then
he'd take his helmet off and put his baseball hat on because he
wasn’t cool with the helmet on. So what we need are role modelsin
communitiesto ensure that the wearing of helmetsis perceived to be
acool thing as opposed to an uncool thing. The style and design of
helmets that are on the market contribute to that sort of high-tech
cyclist vision, if you will, where these kids have these cool helmets,
and | think we need to be promoting that. | see this as no more
intrusive than | do some of the other pieces of legidation in this
House. Infact, | seethisasalot lessintrusivethan | do some of the
lack of forward thinking on other bills in this Legislature that are
currently on the table.

This amendment deserves full debate in this House. It deserves
consideration. We have to listen to the professionals, the Capital
hedlth authority. Many of the emergency room physicians that |
know and have known through my policing career would love to
make comments on this type of initiative. In fact, they have a
bicycletour that originated with the Royal Alex hospital. Therewas
an emergency room physician who got the kids in the inner city
together. | wish | could remember his name right now; | only know
that he'sworking in California. He got the kids together, and they
have alittle bike rally based on the Tour de France notion. These
kids ride through the city. One of the things they do is teach rider
safety, and part of that safety component is using helmets and the
common sense of using helmets.

| think there's plenty of argument out there that says that every-
body on abicycle should have ahelmet. The other aspect of thisis
that as a police officer I’ve given tickets to any individuals who
break the law. They go through ared light; they're not riding in the
right lane; they go through astop sign becausethey’ regoing so fast.
If those people had to stop suddenly on their bicycles, it would
create some seriousinjuries and problems for them.

With that, Mr. Chairman, | will take my seat, and | hope every-
body gets up and speaks in support of this helmet amendment.
Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Glenora.

MR. SAPERS: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thisamendment | think
has been acontroversia one, with certainly lots of discussionin our
caucus and | know lots of discussion with the government caucus.
I know that it’ sgenerated somedebate. Infact, | think therewasone
of these popular Videotron, or whatever it was, polls about bicycle
helmetsthat | recall seeing. | think the resultswere equivocal, pretty
close to haf and half in terms of support.

On my way home when we adjourned at 5:30, | was driving
through the neighbourhood and came across a couple of young girls
that 1 know, children in the neighbourhood, and they were riding
their bikes past theplayground. They had bike helmets, but they had
their helmetsstrapped to their handlebars asthey were pedaing their
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bikes down the street on the way to the playground. | stopped —it
was afour-way stop at the intersection —and | called them over and
asked them how come they went to all the trouble of having the
helmets, but they weren't wearing them. They said that, well, their
mom made them take the helmets; like, they're not allowed to ride
their bikes without the helmets. But one of the young girls said:
“But she didn’t specifically say we had to wear it. | mean, she said:
you can't rideyour bikewithout your helmet.” She said that shewas
doing as she was told. | suggested to her that maybe there was an
implied instruction there, that maybe it included actually putting it
on her head and strapping it up across her chin.

It reminded me, Mr. Chairman, of the distance we' ve come on
this. | know my own children won't let me out of the house on my
bike without my helmet. | was thinking about these two young girls
and having their helmets, but | guess they didn’t think it was cool or
that it would mess up their hair or something if they actually put
these helmets on. Attitudes and the work that we can do to change
attitudes and setting the standard high enough to change attitudes.
It made me think about how far we' ve comein this country in terms
of impaired driving.

It wasn't that long ago that it probably was considered cool or the
appropriate thing to do or anyway not aproblemif you weredriving
from one party to another, you happened to have an open bottle of
beer in the car, and you were driving down the highway with the
stereo on and the window open and maybe wetting your whistle.
But look at how attitudes have changed there. It would not be
acceptablebehaviour in anybody’ sbooksnow, andit’ sprobably our
young peoplein this province that have taken the biggest |eadership
rolein that. | think we now have an opportunity to begin to do the
same thing with this very important public safety and public health
issue.

It's been argued that it would be useless to bring in a bicycle
helmet law because it wouldn't be enforceable. But you know, Mr.
Chairman, if that was the test of agood law, | would argue that our
Crimina Code, for example, would be one heck of alot thinner. |
mean, ask any lawyer you know about how easy it is to properly
investigate and then prosecute aconspiracy or acomplex fraud. The
laws are on the books, and they give us atool. Certainly they also
set astandard and an expectation of behaviour, and thosereasonsare
just as important as the success of any potential prosecution. So |
would submit that the fact that it would be difficult to enforceis not
areasonable argument for suggesting that we don’t have the law.

I know that bicycle helmet use will help save lives. | know that
bicycle helmet use will help minimize suffering and misery, and |
know, from a public policy standpoint, that bicycle helmet use will
help cut down on expenses. So | would argue that thisis an idea
whose time has come, and it is up to us to seize the moment and to
raisethat bar and set that standard of behaviour, that expectation, not
just for young people but for all of us.

You know, Mr. Chairman, just like there was debate about
drinking and driving and there was debate about seat belt use and
motorcycle helmets, at some future point people will be standing in
this Assembly and moving on to yet other public safety issues, and
they'll be wondering out loud what the debate was about when it
came to bicycle helmets. They'll be saying: but you see how far
we've come. That of course is a debate for some future Assembly.

Our task before ustoday isto deal with this amendment, which |
believeis Al. | would urge its speedy acceptance by the Chamber.

9:30
THE CHAIRMAN: The hon. Member for Calgary-Buffao.

MR. DICKSON: Thanks very much, Mr. Chairman. Just a couple
of observations. | have to tell you that I'm enough of alibertarian

that the prospect of al adults being required to wear bike helmets
was something | didn’t enthusiastically embrace. It was the subject
of some vigorous discussion in our caucus.

My starting point was recognizing that adults also have the right
to do dumb things. We make choices. When you're over 18, my
sense isthat you should be entitled to do some things that may not
always be in your best interest if you are prepared to accept the
consequences. It wasmy initial thinking that those under 18 should
have to wear bike helmets, but | was not initially persuaded that it
was important that adults also should be legally required to wear
bike helmets. | think one of the most compelling argumentsis the
huge public interest and the health care costs involved for people
who have head fractures and a host of problems from not wearing
helmets.

| just say, looking at it selfishly, that | don't have a $1,300
mountain bike, but my old bike usually gets me the 12 kilometres
from my house to my officein jig time. Although | wear a helmet
onanirregular basis, | think I’ velearned something from the debate
in our caucus around thisissue. | may start wearing my helmet on
amore consistent and less sporadic basis.

I just wanted to make the observation about the argument about
adultsbeing ableto maketheir own dumb decisions. Therearesome
health care consequences and there are some public cost conse-
quences that | think I’ve come to appreciate.

So I'm supporting the amendment too, Mr. Chairman. | hope it
will receive unanimous support at this stage.

Thanks very much.

THE CHAIRMAN: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Riverview.

MRS. SLOAN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. | also would liketo rise
this evening in support of the amendments proposed to Bill 24,
specifically to require that anyone of any age operating abicyclein
Alberta would be required to wear an approved bicycle safety
helmet.

WEe' ve had many discussions both inside and outside this Assem-
bly about our commitment to try and reduceinjuriesin thisprovince.
| have had the opportunity on a number of occasions to hear and
speak with Dr. Louis Francescutti about the stepsthat could betaken
by Albertato reduce our incidence of injury. Certainly we have an
opportunity before us this evening by passing this amendment to
substantively reduce head injuries by making bicycle helmets
compulsory.

In the city of Edmonton alone in 1997 965 children and youths
under the age of 20 were admitted to emergency departmentswithin
the Capital health authority as a result of bicycle-related injury.
Apparently it has also been documented that 80 percent of the head
injuriesin the capital region occurring as aresult of abicycle crash
involved children between the ages of 5 and 14.

| would submit, Mr. Chairman, that there is no reason for this
government to delay enacting compulsory helmet legislation. There
is no reason why we should have to wait and have this matter
deliberated or decided by regulation in private. [interjection] The
hon. Minister of Energy is asking whether or not . . .

THE CHAIRMAN: Hon. minister, you'll have your opportunity
when Edmonton-Riverview finishes her comments.

MRS. SLOAN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The hon. Minister of
Energy seemsto be questioning whether or not memberson thisside
of the House actually wear bicycle helmets, and I’'m proud to say
that | do. | do, but | regret to say that | have seen many, many
Albertans of avariety of agesthat do not wear helmets. In fact my
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children, who are aso faithful helmet wearers, and | have had this
discussion aswe' ve either driven or ridden on our own bicycles past
these individuals. It's usually my children that prompt the discus-
sion: “Mom, look at that stupid person that doesn’t wear a hel met.
What if they had an accident with acar, or what if the car hit them?
What would happen to them?’ So at a very young age we've
certainly been able in my household to model and achieve compli-
ancethat | believeissomething we should strivefor provincially and
in doing so reduce the strain on our system, our emergency depart-
ments, reduce expenditures, and overall reduce the injuries and
mortalities that result as a consequence of not wearing helmets.

I do hope we will have the government’ s support for this amend-
ment. | see no rationa reason why, if they are alive to injury
prevention — and I've heard the minister spesk about this — the
amendment should be opposed. If thereisareason, I'd liketo hear
it from the government side this evening.

Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: The hon. Member for Spruce Grove-Sturgeon-
St. Albert.

MRS. SOETAERT: Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. | just
want to make a few comments about this amendment that has been
presented in my name. | said in second reading that | think thisisa
pretty good bill and it addressesalot of thingsthat | think need to be
addressed, and | think it isvery important for the opposition to bring
forward amendments and issues that need to be addressed. | think
it's abrave person in Albertawho dares to stand up and say: “You
know what? We need bicycle helmets.” People say: “No, no, no.
They’re not ready for that. Y ou know what? They're not ready for
that. It took us 12 yearsto get seat belt legislation.” Well, thank-
fully we do have seat belt legislation, and | would venture to say that
alot of lives have been saved because of that. That's what this
amendment would do. This would save lives. This would save
health care costs.

I’m one of those out in the country that just hops on my bike and
away | go. That's wrong, but something like this would make me
say: “You know what? We need helmets.” There's no reason why
we aren’t wearing them. And that gravel. You never know what
that gravel could do to your face, Minister of Energy. It would be
sad, sad. [interjection] Well, that's true, but the helmet might
protect you from sliding on your face. Certainly it would protect
that brain of yours, which I’'m sure we would al be grateful for.

Mr. Chairman, seriously, | would ask members to support this
amendment. | know that we've al had calls and letters from
different groupswith different opinions. Wehave. | know thereare
different opinions across this province on the issue of bicycle
helmets, but when | look at the cost of onelife, just one life, that a
bicycle helmet might save, then I’ ve got to go with this amendment.
It may not be passed tonight, but | certainly in my heart of hearts,
doing my job as a legislator and as a person who cares about the
people in my community and as a mom, want this amendment to
pass. | want people to support it. You know what? If they don't,
then | hope those people sign their donor cards. Now, | hope that
isn’t a motive for not voting for this, as some members are strong
supporters of that, as we al are. If they don’'t wear their bicycle
helmets, then they will be organ donors, because when you'rein an
accident without ahelmet, it’s considered agood bet that you won't
fare well.

9:40
Just with those few comments, Mr. Chairman, | would encourage
all members to support this. | know there are different feelings

across the province, but | daresay it's time for some leadership in

this Assembly, to be ahead of our time. 1t took 12 yearsto convince

people that seat belts are a good thing. Are we going to wait 12

years to convince peopleit’s agood thing now? | guess so. | hope

not. | would ask that all members please support this amendment.
Thank you.

[Motion on amendment A1 lost]

THE CHAIRMAN: The hon. Member for Spruce Grove-Sturgeon-
St. Albert.

MRS. SOETAERT: Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. | would
like to move another amendment, which | believe has been passed
out. | don’t know what this one would be caled. It's the one on
pickup trucks. ThisisA2, | believe. You may assignit A2. Isthat
correct? Thank you.

I’d like to move that Bill 24 be amended in section 115(2) by
adding the following after clause (s): “(t) subject to a regulation
under section 116, allow aperson to ride in the unenclosed box of a
truck.”

Mr. Chairman, | know that the minister has spoken in here about
this issue going to regulation.

THE CHAIRMAN: WE'll call this amendment A2 to Bill 24.

MRS. SOETAERT: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. | know the minister
has committed that this will go to regulation and that they will have
consultation throughout the province, and | appreciatethat. But the
reality is that when kids are riding in the back of a pickup truck,
riding down theroad, they’reactually legally okay. | find that rather
appalling: here we've legidated seat belts, yet we don't legisate
riding in the back of a pickup truck.

| realizethere are situations when acommunity may not want this
legislation, and therefore under regulations within this amendment
they could changethat. Thoseregulationscould addresstheissue of
aparade or theissue of acasewhen there' safire. Regulationscould
addressthat. The regulations would state the amendments, but the
law would state that you don’t ride in the back of an unenclosed
truck. 1 would truly like to see some support for this amendment.

One of the most significant peoplein Canadal would say isRick
Hansen. That's an example of someone who went on a spree after
school, fell out of the truck, and became a paraplegic. Thisiswhat
| want addressed. | don’t want to wait for the regulations. The
reality that any minister can change those regulations at awhim is
what scares me. I’'m not saying that about this present minister. |
appreciate that this minister is serious about safety, but if adifferent
minister comesinto Transportation and decides: ah, gee, it' skind of
inconvenient that afew of uscan’t ride in the back of a pickup truck
to go out to the golf course. . .

DR. WEST: A combine.

MRS. SOETAERT: Not acombine. That’sprivate property. That's
different. That's your own property, and you know that, Mr.
Minister. [interjection]

THE CHAIRMAN: Order. Hon. minister, this is not a lively
discussion. Y ou may hold that outside. We're having adebate, and
your turn will come as soon as the hon. member completes her
comments.

MRS. SOETAERT: That's right. Thank you very much, Mr.
Chairman. |I’ve been encouraged to take my time.
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In my riding there were some young people killed in an accident
because they were riding in the back of atruck. It flipped over and
some young people were killed and some will forever suffer from
that. | just think it would be wrong for us to ignore this issue and
say that we'll deal with it in regulations with a thousand and one
different amendments to this and that.

I’m asking in this amendment that we make it law that you don’t
rideinthe back of apickup truck and that the regulations addressthe
exceptions. To me that's a better way of looking at it. It also will
protect it from aminister who doesn’ t value the same thingsthat this
present minister does. We can’'t aways be sure. Regulations are
changed behind closed doors, done quickly. Suddenly they're in
effect, and then we find out about them. One such regulation that
changed wasthat suddenly we could have open alcohol in avehicle.
Within three days, because of public pressure, that onewasreversed.
There were lots of concerns about that one, and | was one of those
who expressed that. That’swhy | want thisto belegislated. Wewill
regulate the exceptions.

| would ask for every member’ s support on this. | know there are
severa otherswho would liketo speak to this, probably the Minister
of Energy. | thank you for this opportunity, and | encourage all
members to support this. Just to clarify: thiswould say, “No riding
in the back of a pickup truck,” with regulations stating the excep-
tions to follow.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

THE CHAIRMAN: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Norwood.

MS OLSEN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. | rise to support this
amendment to ensure that people do not ride in the back of an
unenclosed pickup truck. One might think that’s an okay thing to
do, and it may be. It may bethat on afarm, where you have to move
your fence posts and all the other stuff that goeswithiit, it is okay to
have some people in the back of the pickup truck for that kind of
work. It may bethat on ajobsite that’ s what you want, although |
think industry has moved along way in terms of occupational health
and safety standards. Very few crews are transported anywhere off
private property in the back of a pickup truck. | can seeaneed at a
forest fire site for acrew to pilein the back of atruck to get to aspot
with their equipment. Thingslikethat. However, | see no need for
anybody to be riding in the back of a pickup truck on highway 16,
on the streets of acity or town. | see no necessity for that. In fact,
that puts people at atremendous amount of risk.

| see no problem with having aregulation that says: look, there's
aneed out in afarming community. In fact, maybe the Minister of
Energy in hisveterinarian practice would need to have some sort of
ability to have some latitude. In an environment where people are
traveling on ahighway at 120 kilometresan hour, 110, when they're
in the city at 70 kilometres an hour, | just think it is the most
irresponsible act to actually occur. Many people havetheir children
in the back of pickup trucks, and | sit back and wonder: well, what
about their safety?

It will start happening very soon here, when the kids are out of
school, down on Jasper Avenue. Y ou'regoing to havekidscruising
up and down Jasper Avenue, as they do every year, every summer,
in the back of pickup trucks, al sorts of little games going on,
stunting. Inevitably some kid is going to get hurt, because they
awaysdo. So if we're talking about the big picture here, if we're
talking about prevention, this is one way to reduce the health care
costsin thisprovince: let’'s start acting responsibly in some of these
things that actually in fact cause a serious injury or death.

9:50

In fact, | can think a few years back out in Vegreville where a
young boy was run over at a house party. He was run over because

apile of kids were in the back of a pickup truck, and they had al
been drinking and having a merry old time. Buddies were playing
in the back, and one of them flew out and got run over by the truck.
That happens, and they don’t necessarily haveto have been drinking,
Mr. Chairman. Young people do silly things, and sometimes they
pay the pricefor it, but when we can prevent that, then we should do
0.
This is a reasonable amendment, and | urge all members of this
House to support this, even though I'm having difficulty hearing
over the other discussions. | think it's something we should take
seriously, and | think it's something people should take a good
second look at.
Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: Wehave, then, for our consideration amendment

A2 to Bill 24 as proposed by the hon. Member for Spruce Grove-
Sturgeon-St. Albert. All those in support of amendment A2, please

Say aye.

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Aye.

THE CHAIRMAN: Those opposed, please say no.
SOME HON. MEMBERS: No.

THE CHAIRMAN: Defeated.

[Several membersrose calling for adivision. Thedivision bell was
rung at 9:52 p.m.]

[Ten minutes having elapsed, the committee divided]
[Mr. Tannas in the chair]

For the motion:

Dickson Olsen Soetaert
Leibovici Sapers White
MacDonad Sloan

Against the motion:

Boutilier Havelock Pham
Calahasen Jonson Renner
Cao Klapstein Severtson
Cardina Kryczka Stelmach
Clegg Lund Stevens
Doerksen Magnus Strang
Fischer Mar Tarchuk
Forsyth Oberg Thurber
Fritz Paszkowski West
Totas For—8 Against — 27

[Motion on amendment A2 lost]
THE CHAIRMAN: The hon. Deputy Government House Leader.

MR. HAVELOCK: Yes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. | movethat we
adjourn debate and that we report progress on Bill 24 when the
committee rises and reports.

THE CHAIRMAN: Thehon. Deputy Government House L eader has
moved that we adjourn debate on Bill 24 and that when the commit-
tee rises, we report progress on the same bill. All those in support
of this motion, please say aye.
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SOME HON. MEMBERS: Aye.

THE CHAIRMAN: Those opposed, please say no.
SOME HON. MEMBERS: No.

THE CHAIRMAN: Carried.

Bill 26
Family Law Statutes Amendment Act, 1999

THE CHAIRMAN: Are there are any comments, questions, or
amendments to be offered with regard to this bill?
The hon. Member for Edmonton-Norwood.

MS OLSEN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. | would like to take the
opportunity at this time to move an amendment to the Family Law
Statutes Amendment Act, 1999. | believe you have the amendment.
Theamendment readsthat | movethat Bill 26 be amended in section
1(3) in the proposed section 61.1(1) by striking out subclause (h)(i)
and substituting:
(i) anemployee of the Department of Family and Social Services
as designated by the Minister of Family and Social Services.

I'll just wait.

THE CHAIRMAN: Right. This will be called amendment Al to
Bill 26, and we'll wait a moment, hon. member, until a number of
people receive a copy of this proposed amendment A1.

Hon. Member for Edmonton-Norwood, | think sufficient people
have received a copy that we can proceed with your explanation of
amendment Al. You have moved it.

MS OLSEN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The reason | put forward
this amendment is that the definitions section of this particular act
defines an enforcement officer. An enforcement officer means “ (i)
apoliceofficer asdefined in section 1 of the Police Act.” Under the
Police Act, section 1, the definitions section,
“police officer” means an individual who
(i) isappointed under section 36 as a police officer or a chief of
police,
(i.1) is a member of the Royal Canadian Mounted Police who is
engaged in providing policing services to amunicipality under
an agreement entered into under section 22(3)(a), or
(i) isamember of the provincial police service.

Well, Mr. Chairman, it’sal fine and dandy that we keep bringing
forward the tremendous numbers of | egislation that impact policing,
and they impact policing in a way that the government has no
control over. | hearken back to my days when in fact | attended
custody and access disputes as a police officer, and they were one of
thelast things| wanted to beinvolvedin. Infact, theroleof apolice
officer isto enforce all the laws that exist within this province and
federal, provincial, and municipal bylawswhere deemed necessary.

One of thethingsthisbill doesthat concerns meisthat it takesthe
whole family court legislation, if you will, or apiece of it, and puts
the police smack in the middle of domestic relations problems. Not
only does it make the police responsible for enforcing this act.
There's the issue of giving police the power to barge into a home
where there's a problem with access and then to take a child from
that home and also then proceed with an enforcement provision
under thisact. | find that rather distasteful. | can guaranteeyou that
the bulk of the work done by policemen will now fall under this act
because everybody that’ s having difficulty will be calling the police
to deal with this. They’re not going to go to mediation, because

there’'s no mediation component in this bill. They're not going to
seek out alternative dispute resolutions, because they’ re not in this
bill.

10:10

What isin thisbill? 1t makes the police the reliant factor. Quite
frankly, I'm not sure that’s what we want to do. | see that already
with the Child Welfare Act. It’ soften the policethat accompany the
socia worker to apprehend a child when there' sarisk. Well, what
we' re going to end up doing now isinterferein an environment that
may not be violent. There may be some struggles in terms of
agreement on access. There may be some control issues with the
parents. Once the police become involved, thisis going to escalate
all these particular situations.

Likeit or not, it is probably the ugliest area of law thereisin this
province, and you' re going to put the police smack in the middle of
it. That uniform is going to go to the door. If mommy or daddy
isn’'t going to open that door, thisbill givesthem the power to break
thedoor down to get thechild. Y ou know what for? For not abiding
by an access order. Thisisn't because there's a domestic dispute.
This isn't because there's child abuse. It's not because of any of
those things, Mr. Chairman. It's because somebody might not have
brought little Johnny home on time. That is a problem. You're
asking the policeto interfere in adomestic rel ations situation where
infact that responsibility should fall into thehands of others. | don’t
think a uniformed police officer is particularly the appropriate
person.

The other aspect of it is: so the policeman breaks the door down
and getsthe child. He says, “Okay, little Johnny, we' re going to go
back to mommy’s house or daddy’s house, and then I’'m going to
scoot the parent off to jail or what have you.” So now what do you
think the youngster thinks of the police and the police involvement
in the aready troubled dispute?

Weintroduced abill, Mr. Chairman, last year. That bill called for
an access enforcement co-ordinator set up similar to the Mainte-
nance Enforcement Act. It also had amediation focus. It also used
the court system, whereit had to, on behalf of one party. It also set
out responsibilities for both parties to ensure that the access is
complied with on both sides. So that means that if mom or dad
doesn’'t exercise their right of access, that's as big a problem as
somebody who doesn’t allow that to happen. | think that’s a much
better process.

I’'m concerned that the police become the heavy hand in yet
another domestic relations issue. They really shouldn’t be there
unless there is a domestic dispute or some reason to believe the
children are at risk or some other variables such asthat. To strictly
act as the enforcement power: | really have questions about where
we're headed. It seems to me those responsibilities lie with aless
authoritarian individual, and I'm all for looking at taking all the
family law and bringing it under one umbrellain a unified family
court. I'mall for family law reform, and | support the notion of an
access enforcement co-ordinator, but | don’t support the notion of
having the police act as that co-ordinator.

I think that if the government is serious, it would set up an
environment where it's a little more giving, it’s alittle more civil,
and it meets the needs of the parties better. Certainly in this act |
would like to see some form of mediation occur asaresult, all those
kinds of things. The aternative dispute mechanisms aren’t part of
this, and | think it needsto befar more comprehensivethan what this
particular act does.

I’'m disappointed that we create yet another piece of family law.
I think that brings these separate pieces to about 21 or 22 in this
province. The better objective is not piecemealing family law; it's
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bringing in truefamily law reform and working with all the partners
involved in that process and not trying to bring in one small form of
what's happened. | recognize the report done by the hon. Member
for Calgary-Lougheed and that specific need, but | aso recognize
that she spoke in great detail to the notion of a unified family court
and greater reform. This just doesn’t cut the mustard, and | quite
frankly am disappointed.

Again, | think we' re walking down the wrong road by having the
police be the big bad guy in thiswhole thing. Y ou know, we don’t
fund policing agenciesin thisprovincelikewe should, and | can aso
tell you that by the time the policemen are done dealing with this,
you' re going to have taken a tremendous number of man-hours and
you' re going to be using them for aparticular job that doesn’t allow
for them to respond to the more emergent callsin thefield, that will
leave other calls not answered. In fact another issue that comes to
my mind istheissue of having justices of the peace now centralized.
There's a much broader problem with al of this. It's not just in
relation to merely having the police there.

We'retalking about policefunding acrossthisprovince. | cantell
you that many police officersin this province are volunteering their
time to meet their community policing commitments right now, and
quite frankly | think this is going to be more of a task than the
minister might think. In fact, policemen will go out and will in fact
enforce what they have to because they are dedicated to law
enforcement in this province, but quite frankly the responsibilities
that arein acrimina realm, Mr. Chairman, can hardly be dealt with,
never mind introducing a large component of family law to the
policing environment.

So with that, at this stage, Mr. Chairman, those are my comments,
and | would hope that we spread the wealth. They’ve got Family
and Social Services or create an access enforcement division or
department, but | think something that offers a little more reform
than thisisin order.

Thank you.

THE CHAIRMAN: The hon. Member for Red Deer-South.
10:20

MR. DOERKSEN: Mr. Chairman, | just want to make a few
comments with respect to the amendment before us which proposes
to change the definition of enforcement officer from “police officer”
to “an employee of the Department of Family and Social Servicesas
designated by the Minister of Family and Socia Services.” |
appreciate the amendment that’ s before usand the intent with which
it's brought forward, and | think probably it's best to say there will
beadifferenceof opinion asto whichisthebest individual or person
in the enforcement of a court order.

I would just want to point out a few elements that the hon.
member raised in her comments whereby she indicated that people
are going to now always just run to the police to enforce orders.
Well, clearly that is not the case in this legislation, because when
you go to the court to make an application where there has been a
pattern of denia of access, you have to make an application to the
court for anumber of remedies to enforce access. Having the court
decide to ask an enforcement officer to assist in making sure that
order is to happen is clearly only going to happen in exceptional
cases. Soit’snot going to cause awhole raft of applicationsor calls
to the police for this to happen. There has to be a specific order
granted for that to happen.

Inthelegislation, Mr. Chairman, under section61.7 it’ squiteclear
that we give discretion to the police officer, who by theway received
training in domestic disputes. Thisis something they deal with on
aregular basis, and they receive training with respect to how to

handle these situations. Without question, the potential of entering
into avery difficult situation isvery real. Hence under that particu-
lar section, 61.7, we give the enforcement officer, in this case the
police, the discretion to use some discretion “in the best interest of
thechild.” It saysthere that

the enforcement officer is not required to bring the child to the

applicant if the enforcement officer determines that, in the circum-

stances, it is not in the best interest of the child.
So in this bill, while we may disagree on who should be the
enforcement officer, we set out the remedies available quite clearly
inthelegislation. Thereareanumber of remedies, and theuse of an
enforcement officer would probably be one of the last ones a court
would use. When it is used, we appoint a police officer to be that
enforcement officer and give them the discretion to make sureit is
handled very properly within that particular domestic situation.

So, Mr. Chairman, while there's a disagreement, I'm going to

encourage my colleagues to oppose this amendment.

THE CHAIRMAN: The hon. Member for Cagary-Buffalo on
amendment Al.

MR. DICKSON: Thanks, Mr. Chairman. | wasgoing to speak even
before the sponsor of the bill stood up. You know, | just have to
register areal concern. We heard some discussion when the bill
came in, talking about winners and losers and trying to get away
from the adversarial nature of custody access litigation. Well,
there’ sno better way of reinforcing that notion of winnersand losers
than involving police in terms of trying to resolve this whole
business of custody and access.

The reason | support this amendment is that when you have a
warrant for somebody’s arrest, it's a very simple matter for a
constable to show up at the door and execute the warrant. If you're
apprehending somebody who you have reasonable and probable
grounds for thinking has committed a crimina offence, it's a
relatively straightforward thing for a police officer to do. When we
talk about enforcing access orders, rarely isthere not someinterven-
ing circumstance that complicates the situation. | think police
officers may well have had training in terms of domestic disputes,
police officers may have excellent judgment, but | don’t think we
want to have uniforms showing up at the front door to enforce access
orders save and except for those extraordinary timeswhen you have
children being removed from thejurisdiction or being apprehended,
taken out of the province, taken to another province, and that sort of
thing. | think what the amendment speaks to is a need to address
these issues with some sensitivity. Often we' re dealing with young
children, emotions are running high, and you've got two maybe
adversaria parentsin ahighly charged emotional context. Frankly,
I don't think it’ s appropriate that children see somebody with aside
arm and some handcuffs on their belt marching into the house and
enforcing an order.

I’djust say, as| had suggested before around thishill, that | think
we're missing the boat by not looking at having an access enforce-
ment co-ordinator. | know that’s not part of the amendment, but |
just have to make the observation that if we don't accept this
amendment, we're reinforcing the very kind of dynamics that
engender further problemsin these domestic situations. | think the
amendment put forward by Edmonton-Norwood isan excellent one.
| think it warrants the support of every member.

Thisisn't stolen chattels. We'retalking about children often two,
three, four, five, six years of age. Do we expect or want that police
officerswould be the means by which we haveto enforce the order?
I’d frankly much sooner have somebody not in a uniform, a socia
worker, show up at the house to make sure an order is enforced in
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the best interests of thechild. | don’t think police officers, no matter
what training they haveto deal with domestic disputes, havethekind
of specialized training in best interests of the child that would be
warranted.

| think it's a great amendment, and | encourage members to
support it. Thanks, Mr. Chairman.

THE CHAIRMAN: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Glenora.

MR. SAPERS: Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. | want to
speak in support of the amendment on Bill 26, the Family Law
Statutes Amendment Act, as put forward by my colleague from
Edmonton-Norwood. | want to reflect for just a moment on an
experience | had when | was in university. At the time | wasin
university | had an opportunity to work with the New Westminster
city police. One of the very first calls for service that | had to
respond to was a domestic dispute that involved an estranged
husband and wife, and it had to do with the wife refusing some
visiting privileges to the husband. What really struck me in that
whole circumstance — and it was very tense and very emotional, as
you can imagine —was the fear in the eyes of the two children when
the two uniformed constables, the one that | was with and another
response unit, showed up and separated the husband and wife, as
they are wont to do, and took them into different rooms. Being a
civilian, they had mejust stay with the kids. The fear in the eyes of
the children, not knowing what was going on, the uncertainty they
felt about what was happening with their parents—it struck meright
then and there that we' re often not sensitive to how the police role
isviewed.

Thisisnotin any way acomment about the professionalism of the
police, but when you're dealing with families in crisis, sometimes
the introduction of a uniformed law enforcement officer who is
armed and comes into a situation is not going to de-escalate it. In
fact, there are scientific studies that have been done, many of them
out of California | remember one in particular in Menlo Perk,
California, where after taking alook at the psychological impact of
the uniform and the stimulus for aggression that that provided, they
went to the decision that they took all of their sworn personnel out
of uniformsand issued them instead slacks and blazers. Therewere
no visible signs that they were armed, even though they were. You
know, their radios and their handcuffs and all those accoutrements
were on their belt but under their jacket. They felt that this gave a
much better opportunity for the police to establish good
police/community relations.

So that experiencethat | had early in my career in criminal justice
seemed to be substantiated by some of the studiesthat were done by
modern police forces, particularly in the United States. | can’t
separate that knowledge from what' s happening in this amendment.
For that reason, amongst others, | would support this amendment.

10:30

The other thing, you know, isthat the police are rapidly becoming
al things to al people. In large urban police departments in
particular there’s a move towards specialized response teams for
various reasons. Some of these specialized response teams are the
family matter response units that the Member for Red Deer-North
was speaking of. That's a very good initiative. It's been very
helpful, but again, they can’'t do it all. They especially can'tdoit all

when they're faced with their own funding issues. Specidization
costsmoney. It costs money because of the allocation of personnel.
It costs money because of training. It costs money because of the
additional strain that it puts on the police department to have
flexibility.

Soif we'reasking the policeto take on this particular role, | think
we aso have to look at the resource issue and try to then cometo a
determination about whether we're getting the most value for the
dollar spent. Do we want police resources spent on something that,
based on some of the research and some of the experiencesthat I've
had in the past, (a) may be alittle counterproductive and (b) may be
better served by other professionals who may be able to go in and
may also be able to do so a a lower cost to the taxpayer and
accomplish a better result?

Mr. Chairman, | would encourage the government to seriously
consider this amendment. | know that the minister of family
services has been paying rapt attention to thisentiredebate. 1 would
ask that in order to give the government members time to fully
reflect on and appreciate the power and strength of thisamendment,
in order to give the minister a chance to liaise with his colleagues
and deal with this amendment, | would move that we now adjourn
debate on Bill 26, on the amendment, and that we report progress
when we rise and report.

THE CHAIRMAN: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Glenora has
moved that we adjourn debate on Bill 26 and that when the commit-
tee rises, we report progress on same. All those in support of this
motion, please say aye.

HON. MEMBERS: Aye.

THE CHAIRMAN: Those opposed, please say no. Carried.
The hon. Deputy Government House L eader.

MR. HAVELOCK: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. | move that the
committee do now rise and report.

[Motion carried]

[Mr. Clegg in the chair]

MR. TANNAS: Mr. Speaker, the Committee of the Whole has had
under consideration certain bills. Thecommitteereportsprogresson
the following: Bill 20, Bill 24, Bill 26. | wish to table copies of al
amendments considered by the Committee of the Whole on thisdate
for the official records of the Assembly. | would also like to table

copies of documents tabled during Committee of the Whole on this
date for the official records of the Assembly.

THE ACTING SPEAKER: All those in favour of the report, please
say aye.

HON. MEMBERS: Aye.
THE ACTING SPEAKER: Opposed, if any? Carried.

[At 10:37 p.m. the Assembly adjourned to Tuesday at 1:30 p.m.]



