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[The Speaker in the chair]

1:30 p.m.

head: Prayers

The Speaker: Hon. members, at the conclusion of the prayer would
you please remain standing for the singing of our national anthem.

Letuspray. AsCenadiansand asAlbertanswe give thanksfor the
preci ous gifts of freedom and peace which we enjoy. As Members
of this Legislative Assembly we rededicate ourselves to the valued
traditions of parlianentary democracy as a means of serving our
province and our country. Amen.

Now, would you please join in in the singing of our national
anthem in the language of your choice. We'll be led today by Mr.
Paul Lorieau.

Hon. Members:
O Canada, our home and native land!
Truepatriot lovein all thy sons command.
With glowing hearts we see theerise,
The True North strong and free!
From far and wide, O Canada,
We stand on guard for thee.
God keep our land glorious and free!
O Canada, we stand on guard for thee.
O Canada, we stand on guard for thee.

The Speaker: Please be seated.

head:

Ms Evans: Mr. Speaker, | am actually thrilled today to rise and
introduce a former neighbour and her accompanying guests. Anne
Eastham is a well-known community advocate, a Guideleader, and
a stalwart in our community. She and her husband, David, have
made it a privilege and a lifetime to do community service. Today
they are here with James Eastham —and in a moment I'll tell you
why they are here —and Deven Doucette. A pagein this Assembly,
abeautiful younggirl that’ sgrown up to be awonderful young lady,
Beverly Eastham, is the object of their attention this afternoon. So
on behalf of this Assembly, on behalf of Beverly I'd like to welcome
her mother, her brother, and a friend. Please join me in that
welcome.

Introduction of Guests

The Speaker: The hon. Member for Cardston-Teber-Warner.

Mr. Jacobs: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. It's certainly an honour for
me today to rise and introduce to you and through you to members
of this Assembly two very special peoplein my life. Seaed inthe
members galery is my lovely and devoted wife, Linda, whom |
welcome today. With her is our daughter Mrs. Candice Bullock,
who isvisiting with ustoday. Her mother and | are very proud and
happy to have Candice with ustoday. | would invite them to rise
and receive the warm wel come of this Assembly.
Thank you.

The Speaker: The hon. Miniger of Transportation.

Mr. Stelmach: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Today | wishto introduce
to you and through you to Membersof this Legislative Assembly 53
visitorsfrom Tofield high school. Thesheer number of them visiting
today has put them in both galleries, both in the public and mem-

bers’ galeries. They areaccompani ed by agroup leader, no stranger
to this Assembly, who has brought many, many students to this
Assembly for avisit, Mr. Fred Yachimec. Another teacher is Rick
Bobier, and parent helpers are Sandra Borton and Lynn Sharpe. |
would ask themall to riseand receive thetraditional warmwelcome
of the Assembly.

The Speaker: The hon. Minister of Seniors.

Mr. Woloshyn: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 1'd like to introduce to
you and through you to members of the Assembly a frequent guest
of thisAssembly. Heisaformer constituent, former board member,
and, | hope, a continuing supporter. 1'd liketo ask Gary Horan to
rise and receive the warm wel come of the Assembly.

The Speaker: The hon. Miniger of Community Development.

Mr. Zwozdesky: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. It's agreat pleasure to
introduce to you three members of the staff in my department who
are involved in the communication of all the great news that our
department has to offer. | would ask Cheryl Robb and Sheri Segin
and Chris Bourdeau from communications of Community Develop-
ment to please gand and take a very wdl-deserved bow and receive
the thanks of all members here for the work you do.

Sorry, Mr. Speaker. | neglected Jennifer Mikula. 1f she would
stand aswell. Thank you.

The Speaker: Hon. the Premier, did you have an introduction?
Mr. Klein: No. He just did them.
The Speaker: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Centre.

Ms Blakeman: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 1'd like to
introduce to you and through you to all members of the Assembly a
group of people who've worked very hard over the last five weeks.
They’re here in the public gallery today to honour the Member for
Edmonton-Riverview as he takes his place asthe new leader for the
AlbertaLiberalsand the Official Opposition. 1'd liketo ask themto
riseas| cdl their names, please: JeanetteBoman, who would also be
known as the partner of the Member for Edmonton-Riverview, his
son Spencer Taft, Darryl Y ouzefowich, KristinMurray, Dan Carroll,
BarbKrahn, Shannon Sampert, Marie Carlson, Kieran Leblanc, Rick
Miller, David Cournoyer, Kim Miller, Kevin McLuckie, Shannon
Leblanc, and the rest of the Taft team. They've risen. If we can
please give them the appropriate welcome for joining us in the
galery.
Thank you.

The Speaker: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Strathcona.

Dr. Pannu: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 1'm truly delighted today to
introduce to you and through you to all members of the House some
of Edmonton’s most vibrant, witty, and charming activists, known
as the Raging Grannies. They bring style and humour to political
strugglesfacing Albertans, Canadians, and theworld. Asl readtheir
names | would ask them to please rise and remain ganding until |
ask the House to give them awarm we come. They are seaed in the
public galery: Betty Mardiros, Kathryn Sinclair, Marg Stephen,
AnnetteHik, ElviraLeibovitz, VirginiaDaniel, Louise Swift, Linnie
Chamberlin, and Gretchen Brundin. I'd now ask the Houseto give
them awarm welcome.
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The Speaker: The hon. Member for St. Albert.

Mrs. O’Neill: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Itismy honour to introduce
to you and through you to membersof this Assembly two St. Albert
constituents who | see are in the public gallery, Ken and Sandy
Kordyback. They are both teachersin St. Albert. 1'd ask them to
please rise and receive the warm wel come of this Assembly.

The Speaker: The hon. Miniger of Economic Devel opment.

Mr. Norris: Thank you, Mr. Spesker. It givesme great pleasure to
rise today and introduce to you and through you to the House two
constituents of mine who are seated in your gallery. Dave and
Cheryl Andrews are the proud parents of the Speaker’s pagein the
Legislature, Greg Andrews. | would ask that they rise and please
accept the warm wel come of this House today.

1:40

The Speaker: Hon. members, earlier today | received aletter from
the hon. Member for Edmonton-Mill Woods, a letter informing of
his resignation of his podtion as the Interim Leader of the Official
Opposition. In hisletter he requested that the newly elected |eader
of the Libera Party of Alberta, the Member for Edmonton-
Riverview, be recognized as the Leader of the Official Opposition.
I will thereforerecognize the hon. Member for Edmonton-Riverview
asthe L eader of the Official Opposition of the Legidative Assembly
of Albertaand now call on himfor hisfirst introduction.

Dr. Taft: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Actually, most of the gueststhat
came today who | was going to introduce have aready been
introduced. But thereareacouplewhol would liketo singleout in
particular, and those are Beth Kordyback and Alison Willard.*
Would they please rise and receive the warm welcome of all
members of the Assembly.

Thank you.

head: Oral Question Period

Rail Link to Fort McMurray

Dr. Taft: Mr. Speaker, NovAtel, Swan Hills, Gainers, the Magne-
sium Company of Canada this government has a history of pouring
millions of taxpayers dollars into projects that become financial
flops. Now Albertans are wondering if the Premier’ slatest project,
the railroad to Fort McMurray, will be another money pit for the
taxpayer, kind of like Homer Simpson’ s Springfiedd monorail. My
questionsareto thePremier. Albertataxpayerswant to know: if this
isan economically viable project, why isn’ t the private sector paying
100 per cent of the bill?

Mr. Klein: Mr. Speaker, before answering that question, | would
like to congratul ate the hon. Member for Edmonton-Riverview for
hisdecisivevictory inthisweekend' sLiberal leadershipvote. Inour
democratic society there is perhaps no greater honour for elected
members than to be chosen asleader of the parties they serve, and |
know the hon. member will lead hisparty with skill and passion and
distinction. So on beha f of my coll eagues in government it is my
pleasureto welcome you, hon. member, to the position of Leader of
Her Majesty’s Loyal Opposition and to wish you well in your
endeavours.

In response to the question, Mr. Speaker, there was an announce-
ment today in Fort McMurray, as| understand it. Basically, our
involvement at this point is to participate in afeasibility study to
determineif in fact such arail lineiswarranted. Beyond that, if itis

*These spdlings could not be verified at the time of publication.

warranted and the decision ismade, then afunctional study will have
to be undertaken, and of course there will have to be consideration
asto the participation, if any, of the government. So this project has
along way to go yet.

The Speaker: The hon. leader.

Dr. Taft: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Why are the taxpayersfooting
thebill for aprivate-sector feasibility study? Aren’tyou just getting
back into the business of being in business, Mr. Premier?

Mr. Klein: Mr. Speaker, thisisin accordance with our policy, and
that policy, as the hon. member points out, is absolutdy right. The
Financial Administration Act prohibits this government from
becoming involved in the business of being in business. However,
itisthe policy of this government to participae in projects whereby
infrastructure can be provided to accommodate major resource
developments, in this case the oil sands.

Mr. Speaker, this speaks to the whole issue of not only rail
transportation but the government’ s obligation down the road to do
something with the vehicular transportation corridors, i.e. highway
63 and highway 881. This is truly a public/private partnership.
Down the road there may be an opportunity for the government to
becomeinvolved, and it might not be cash. It might beright-of-way,
or it might be other ways to participate with the privae-sector
partners, those being the oil companies operding in the north —
Syncrude, Suncor, Shell, CNRL, and others — and, of course, the
railway company.

So, Mr. Speaker, thisproject hasalongway togo. That’'swhy we
areparticipaing now in the feasibility study to seeif it makes sense.

The Speaker: The hon. leader.

Dr. Taft: Thank you. Well, if the Alberta government does
contribute taxpayer dollars to the feasibility sudy, how will the
Premier ensure that those fundsdo not flow right back to hisformer
chief of staff, who is the head lobbyist for this project?

Mr. Klein: Mr. Speaker, my chief of staff is not the head lobbyist
for this particular endeavour. | think that on the surface the project
has some merit, but that remainsto be seen, and the feasibility study
will determine tha.

Relative to the flow back of money that isimpossible. There will
be a committee of ministers to act as the point people for the
government’ sinvolvement. That committeeisbeing headed by the
hon. Minister of Economic Development and tourism. It involves
the Minister of Municipd Affairs, one of the MLAsfor theconstitu-
ency; the Minister of Sustainable Resource Devel opment, the other
MLA who'sinvolved in the constituency; the Minister of Transpor-
tation, of course and the Minister of Aborigind Affairs and
Northern Development. So, Mr. Speaker, there are five ministers
involved in overseeing and making surethat any government dollars
are spent appropriately and in the right places and for the right
reasons.

The Speaker: Second Official Opposition main question. The hon.
Leader of the Official Opposition.

Health Care Reform

Dr. Taft: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. This government’s launch of
health care reform is sounding more and more like its launch of
electricity deregulation. It'sworking hard to create artifidia crises
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instead of addressinglegitimate needs and making ahost of promises
that will never come true. Just like the government threw the
electridty systeminto turmoil through its fumbled management, the
government isthrowing the hedth care system into needless turmoil

too. TothePremier: will deregulated health care offer the same poor
service and higher cost that deregulaed electricity has brought to
Albertans?

Mr. Klein: Well, Mr. Speaker, what we aresaying isindeed what all
Premiers and ministers of hedth are saying across the country,
includingthefederal government, Liberals, Conservatives, and NDs
alike. That isthat the health care system as we know it today, the
status quo, is simply not acceptable, and it needs reform as well as
moredollars. But more dollars, as!’ve sad before, represents one
small piece of the puzzle. It needs substantial reform.

We have a program laid out relative to the steps we propose to
take to bring about reform, and with respect to those specifics|’ll
have the hon. Minister of Health and Wellness respond.

Mr. Mar: Mr. Speaker, this provincial government is quite inter-
ested in learning from other jurisdictions throughout the world what
worksintheir health care systems Welivein amulticultural nation.
We live in amulticultural province. We benefit from the fact that
people come from all over theworld to livein this province, to live
in this country. If we take advantage of hedth care professionals
that we recruit from around theworld, we should al so be prepared to
entertain the ideas that they bring with them from the hedlth care
systemsin places like France or Sweden, Italy or New Zealand.

So, again, Mr. Speaker, our planisto first lay out for Albertansto
see what our current system islike in terms of its sustanability. |
think that the Premier and others across Canada have cometo the
conclusion that it’s not sustainable. Then we need to import ideas
from around the world and ask: what will make sense here in this
province? What can help make our system sustainable?

1:50
The Speaker: The hon. leader.

Dr. Taft: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Back to the Premier: how does
the Premier explain tha his government is now spending more per
capita on heath care than 10 years ago, yet we have fewer hospital
beds, we employ fewer RNs, and we have longer waiting lists?
Where isthe mismanagement?

Mr. Klein: Mr. Speaker, what the hon. Leader of the Official
Opposition saysis not entirely true. More procedures than ever are
now being accommodated. We have more MRIs, more joint
surgeries, more heart surgeries, more treatments for a variety of
ailments and injuriesthan we ever had before. But the simple fact
is that health care costs are due to a number of factors arising in
every jurisdiction in the country, to the point where some Atlantic
provinces now are seeing 50 per cent of their total provincial budgets
consumed by hesalth care spending.

Mr. Speaker, | said previoudly that the health care system as we
know it today is simply not sustainable and changes need to be
made. Thereis nothing wrong withlooking at the best practicesand
taking the best out of various countries and other jurisdictions that
rank higher than Canada in the delivery of hedth care services.
What iswrong with that?

Y ou know, this province has aways had the courage to do things
differently, and we' ve aways had the courage to admit that maybe
other jurisdictions do things better and to look at what those
jurisdictionsare doing and to do the same thing here. Mr. Speaker,

we want to do what is best for the taxpayers, what is best for the
patients, and we want to do it at a price people can afford.

The Speaker: The hon. leader.

Dr. Taft: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Well, given that the Romanow
commissionin fact did look at jurisdictionsacross Europe, many of
the ones that have been listed by the Premier and the Minister of
Health and Wellness, why don’t they just accept the recommenda-
tions of the Romanow report?

Mr. Klein: Mr. Speaker, there were no recommendationsrel ative to
best practices used in other jurisdictions ho recommendationsasto
how those best practices could be implemented. The key to the
Romanow report was to close the so-cadled gap between federd
government spending on health care, which averages about 16 per
cent, | believe, of totd health care costs, to 25 per cent. That isthe
key to the Romanow recommendations, and when the Premiers and
the health ministers meet, they talk about closing the Romanow gap.
There's very little, if any, discussion whatsoever on any other
components or aspects of his report.

The Speaker: Third Official Opposition main question. The hon.
Member for Edmonton-Centre.

Police Services

Ms Blakeman: Thank you. Mr. Speaker, on Friday the Solicitor
Generd released aresponse to the Policing Alberta MLA review, a
report which hascost tensof thousandsof dollarsand truly failed to
deliver for many Albertans the answers to the concerns they had.
My questions are to the Solicitor General. After two years of
waiting, why did the Solicitor Generd fail to one way or another
address the issue of photoradar on Alberta s highways?

Mrs. Forsyth: Well, Mr. Speaker, | appreciate the question fromthe
hon. member. | think this government has done a fine job in
addressing what was important to Albertans, and that’ s $58 million
of new funding to help municipalitiesin this province.

The Speaker: The hon. member.

Ms Blakeman: Thank you. Again to the Solicitor General: given
that the police feel that they can’t clear their names and Albertans
don’'t see reolution in cases of police wrongdoing, why didn’t the
Solicitor General take concrete action on the civilian overdgght and
police-investigating-police issue?

Mrs. Forsyth: Well, Mr. Speaker, first of al, I'd like to say that |
take exception to that remark and tha | think the police in this
province do a very good job. Secondly, when she talks about
citizens' oversight — and I’ve read some of her comments in the
Journal — 1 don't think she really understands what citizens
oversight is about.

We are currently looking at all of the models avalableto us, Mr.
Speaker, and there are two issues that | think have to be clearly
identified. Thefirst oneisgeneral complaintsinregardtothepolice.
Thereis a process in place that works very well for the citizens in
thisprovince. If they have acomplaint against a police officer, they
have the ability to have a complaint, and the chief of police at that
particul ar time deal swith that complaint. If they do notlikewhat the
chief of police comes back with, they have the ability to go to the
Law Enforcement Review Board, whichisanindependent body from
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government, to deal with that complaint. The Law Enforcement
Review Board does a fantastic job for the citizens of this province.

Oneof thethingsthat the hon. member isbringing forwardis: how
do weinvestigate serious complaintsinvolved with the police? That
could be an accdent that has happened. It could go with criminal
charges. One of the things that we're looking at at this particular
time isthat if an incident like that happens, it goes directly to my
director of law enforcement. He then has the ability to call an
outsidepoliceforceand let theminvestigate, or if they need aspecial
investigation team, then wewill do tha.

The Speaker: The hon. member.

Ms Blakeman: Thank you. Again to the Solicitor Generd: since it
took two years for the Solicitor General to deliver the government’'s
response to this report, how long do Albertans have to wait for the
correctionsreview and the victims of crime consultation report?

Mrs. Forsyth: Well, Mr. Speaker, the hon. member has asked this
question before. | had told her to please be patient because those
reviews have financial implications to her. The police report was
released on Friday, and she can stay tuned for the other two.

The Speaker: Thehon. Member for Edmonton-Highlands, followed
by the hon. Member for Edmonton-Manning.

Insurance Costs

Mr. Mason: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. Small businesses
told thisgovernment last September that rising cost for business and
auto insurance is their number one concern. A survey done by the
Canadian Federation of |ndependent Business, which | will table at
the appropriate time, shows that over half of their Albertamembers
experienced insurance rate hikes of at least 20 per cent lag year.
Meanwhile, the Insurance Bureau of Canada has reported that
insurance industry profits were up 673 per cent in 2003. My
question isto the Premier. Why has the government done nothing
to address the number one concern of small business, namdy
skyrocketing insurance costs? Doesn’t this government care about
small business?

Mr. Klein: Mr. Speaker, | really take exception to thelagt part of his
comment. Of coursewe care about small business. That's why we
lowered taxes for small business.

If the truth be known, the whole government initiative reldive to
insurances was |l aunched because of the concerns of small business,
particularly those who use vehicles, plumbing outfits and welding
outfits, and those involved in apprenticeship programs. Basicaly
there were a number of complaints to this government that these
small businesses couldn’t hire peopl e between the ages of 16 and 25
becausetheir insurance rates would go sky high. Sowe took action.
Wetook very definitive and very positive actionto makeitillegal for
insurance companiesto penalizegood mal e drivers between the ages
of 16 and 25, whereas under the old rules those people were
penalized simply because they were between the ages of 16 and 25
and becausethey weremale. There was no reward for being a good
driver. Now thereis. Thatto meispositive and definitive action.

The Speaker: The hon. member.
Mr. Mason: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. Well, given the

Premier’s evasive reply and hisfalure to address the real insurance
issue, not auto insurance, why has the government failed to act on

the CFIB’scall for an independent review of the insuranceindustry
as awhole and the government’ s failure to regulate it?

Mr. Klein: Mr. Speaker, we weren't getting complaints vis-a-vis
other forms of insurance; i.e., home insurance, building insurance,
life insurance. The bulk of the complaints were over automobile
insurance, PL/PD.

Relative to other insurance I’ Il havethe minister repond. | don’t
know whether it would be the hon. Minister of Finance or the
Minister of Government Servicesor both.

2:00

Mrs. Nelson: Well, Mr. Speaker, clearly, hon. members opposite
know, as do Albertans, that we have been focusing on the issue that
was brought to usby anumber of our small businesses and anumber
of young people who were involved in apprenticeship programs or
training programs where the price of automobile insurance was
prohi bitive and waskeeping young peoplefrom entering some of the
trades. This was a real concern in a province that's growing as
rapidly as Alberta is growing and desperatdy needs young people
entering trades, tha they were not ableto be hired because of the
price of automobile insurance.

This led us into a very long, protracted review of automobile
insurancein thisprovince. Asyou know, we appointed theMember
for Medicine Hat to head up an implementaion team to bring
forward recommendations that would provide Albertans with
accessible, affordable, and comparably priced insurance so that they
would not be precluded from entering some of the programs that
werethere. Thishasbeen along process, Mr. Speaker, and | believe
that we are on target and on track to being operaional, finally, with
the co-operation of the industry that works within this provinceto
have anew structure to present to Albertans this summer.

The Speaker: The hon. member.

Mr. Mason: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. Well, given that
no one over there has apparently read the CFIB report, will the
Premier support theNew Democrats’' call for anall-party Legidature
committeeto review skyrocketinginsurancerates for small business
and the nonprofit sector, and if not, why not?

Mr. Klein: Mr. Speaker, the hon. member is correct; | haven't read
thereport. Thisisanationd federaion, as| understand it, and what
the hon. member is talking about is obviously not exclusive to
Alberta or peculiar to Alberta but is a problem across Canada. |
would sugged that he contact the appropriate federal authorities
through, perhaps, Mr. Layton, who heads his national party, to see
if something can be done on the national scene.

The Speaker: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Manning, followed
by the hon. Member for Edmonton-Gold Bar.

Education Property Tax Rate

Mr. Vandermeer: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. In last week’s budget
this government announced that the mill rate for education property
taxeswasgoing down. However, discussionswith stakeholdershave
reported the opposite to betrue. My questions areto the Miniger of
Finance. Can the minister please explain thisincons stency?

Mrs. Nelson: Well, Mr. Speaker, inthe budget that | tabled herelast
week, we did clearly indicate that the property tax rate would in fact
go down by 2.3 per cent insofar as the school property tax rate
within the province.
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Now, Mr. Speaker, | can say tha the hon. member may be
confusing the issue of the additiond dollars that would be collected
overall in the province because, quite frankly, we have more people
living in the province today, this year than we did ayear ago. We
have a huge migration of people that come to this province on an
annual basis, and as such there is more money that is in fact
collected. We've said many timesthat people come to Alberta, but
they don't bringtheir roadsand their schoolsand their hospitalswith
them, so they participate in the taxation base in the province of
Albertawillingly because thisis aplace of choice.

So we did lower the burden by reducing it 2.3 per cent, but there
are more people who are paying the school property assessment.

Mr. Vandermeer: Can the minister please explain why in 2001 the
government promised Albertans that we would cgp revenue from
education property taxes at $1.2 hillion and now with the recent
budget we ve moved away from thispolicy again?

Mrs. Nelson: Well, Mr. Speaker, three years ago when we intro-
duced a budget, we recognized that the migration to this province
waslarge—there was construction going on —and as such theimpact
and the stress on our education system had tobe addressed. Clearly,
the direction was in fact to capture the growth, freezethe mill rates
or reduce them and capture the growth of the province from the
migréation here, and that’s what we've done. But that's not new.
Thisisthree years old.

Mr. Vandermeer: In light of all this, why does this government
expect municipdities, who are already hard-pressed for adequate
funding, to collect provincial education property taxes and send it
in?

Mrs. Nelson: Well, Mr. Speaker, the vehide that we have today to
collect dollars for support of education has been through the local
property assesament. Now, | know that there have been talks of
other mechanisms, but thisisthevehiclethat we have in place today.

Now, | can tell you — and the Minister of Municipa Affairs may
want to supplement my answer —that municipalitieshad an awful lot
of initiatives in a package that went forward to help them address
some of the pressure points that they were facing this current year.
| think they received a tremendous benefit from this year’ s budget
package, and | would ask the Minister of Municipal Affairs to
respond to some of the initiatives in that package.

The Speaker: | think we' regoingto moveon. Thehon. Member for
Edmonton-Gold Bar, followed by the hon. Member for St. Albert.

Support for Low-income Albertans

Mr. MacDonald: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. This government
continuesto look after theinterests of millionairesand forgets about
the interests of the poor and the unfortunate of this province. The
horse racing industry and government spin doctors receive an
increase any time they seem to ask for it, it appears, but again the
poor and unfortunate do not. My first question is to the Premier.
Given that the Premier spends on occasion more in a restaurant for
one meal than some welfare recipients get in amonth, when will this
government increase the benefit package for welfare recipients and
also those who are on AISH?

Mr. Klein: Mr. Speaker, the preamble is very offensive, provoca
tive, untrue. Asamatter of fact, for lunch today | had one of those
microwaveablethings. Fromtime to time | do take people out for
lunch but don’t spend that much on myself a lunch.

An Hon. Member: What about the orange juice?

Mr. Klein: The orange juice was $2.70 a glass, which is not
unreasonable. It'sonly unreasonablefor the Liberals, who I’ msure
at their convention this weekend were spending alot more per glass
of orangejuicethan $2.70. I’ m addressing thepreambl e because the
preamblewas, as| said, unnecessary, provocative, and offensive, Mr.
Speaker.

The money that the hon. member aludes to relative to horse
racing, the $45 million, is not ataxpayer handout to the horse racing
industry. These are funds raised from slot machines at racing
entertainment centreslocated at horseracingtracks The$45million
is what we estimate the industry will receive thisyear. Itisnot a
subsidy. Itistheproceedstha theindustry will earn by openingand
operating aracing entertainment centre.

| will add that this money helps support the horse racing industry,
which employs, | understand, about 7,000 or 8,000 people, many
Albertans, many of whom, relative to racingin Edmonton, residein
the constituency of Edmonton-Highlands and other constituencies
around the racetrack.

Mr. Speaker, approximately one-third of the revenue from these
racing entertainment centres goesinto the Albertalottery fund, so it
comes to government, and it supports other programs such as
community-based programs, health programs, education programs.

So thisisnot, asthe hon. member suggests, a$45 million handout
by the government. Thisis something that was negotiated with the
horseracingindustry and does atremendousamount of good relative
to employment and a tremendous amount of good relative to
facilitating various community endeavors.

2:10

The Speaker: Hon. members, 1'd like to remind you dl that as |
look at the agenda for the next two months, this being March, going
into April and then into May, | see something like 29 to 30 days
being devoted to the debate of the budget. This is the question
period.

The hon. member.

Mr. MacDonald: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Again to the Premier:
can the hon. Premier live on $855 a month? That is the maximum
amount that one of the 8,000 peoplein Cdgary livingon AISH gets.
Can you live on that amount?

Mr. Klein: Mr. Speaker, it's not a matter of whether | live on it or
not. | do not apply, nor am | a beneficiary of the program called
assured incomefor the severely handicapped. | am not arecipient of
that particular program, which, by the way, is unique in Canada.

Relative to the programitself and the funding for that program|’ll
have the hon. minister responsiblefor that program respond.

The Speaker: The hon. minister.

Mr. Dunford: Y es. Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. The AISH
program, that has been in this province now for probably 20 years,
hasevolved over time. Therehave been changesto the benefit level.
Moreimportantly, what the hon. member asking the question seems
to refuse to acknowledge both today and in previous questions
regarding this particular matter — he wants to ignore the flexibility
that we've put in the AISH system. There are people on AISH that
every once in awhile will incur an emergency situation. When that
happens, we have the flexibility inside that program to move that
person temporarily off AISH onto some other type of program and
deal with the matter and then, of course, have them back on AISH.
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People in this province like AISH because, just as the Premier
mentioned, it’ sassured incomefor theseverdy handicapped, andit’'s
meant to provide, then, for the kinds of thingsthat they face and that
they have to endure. Mr. Speaker, families help out aswell. You
ought to be clear on this.

Mr. MacDonald: Again, Mr. Speaker, to the Premier. Given that
since 1997 this government has increased spending by over 50 per
cent, why have AISH and SFI recipients not received even an
increase that will match the increase in the cost of living? Why are
you neglecting the poor of this province?

Mr. Klein: Mr. Speaker, | can alude generally to the philosophy
and the policy of this government. That policy is to provide help
wherever necessary to people who are on SFI or, indeed, on AISH.
We help them obtain employment. We put in skills upgrading
programs, job retraining programs. The hon. minister had the
opportunity to announcetoday a program that addresses specifically
those on SFI, and I'll have him elaborate on that program.

The Speaker: The hon. minister.

Mr. Dunford: Yes. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. We did in fact
announce Alberta Works earlier today. In that system what we are
doing is bringing a moreindividualized approach. We aregoing to
work with all of the people that come forward looking for our
assistance. We'regoing to deal with them on amoreindividualized
basis, and we're goingto deal to agreat extent in terms of need.

Now, no one would deny that there s some income that’ sgoingto
berequired and there are going tohave to be shelter allowances. We
know al that. But if anyone fixates on the actual incomeitself, |
believe that they're in danger of aking us as a government to
basically keep these people inside awelfarewall.

What we in Human Resources and Employment have said is that
we're going to bring forward benefits, benefits that are in kind in
many cases, things that support the person as they try to move, then,
fromdependence on government toindependence, asmog Albertans
want. They want to be sdf-reliant. We'retrying to help with that.

The Speaker: The hon. Member for St. Albert, followed by the hon.
Member for Edmonton-Gold Bar.

Funding for Policing

Mrs. O’Neill: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. In last week's
budget, which was tabled in this Assembly, the Solicitor General or
her department wasidentified as allocating significant new funding
to municipalities for policing costs. My understanding is that the
amount quoted was $16 per capita. However, there seems to be
some confusion as to how that money is to be alocated. So my
guestion is to the Solicitor General. Isthe $16 all nev money for
policing for each municipality?

The Speaker: The hon. minister.

Mrs. Forsyth: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Asl indicated earlier, the
government under Budget 2004 includes $58 million in extra
funding to bolster the police servicesin Alberta. | have to say that
it'sa 50 per cent increase and brings our total funding for policing
to $174 million for 2004-2005. Thisincreaseincludes reallocaing
the 16 and a half million dollars from the unconditional municipal
grant program to policing programs. Municipalitiesrequired to pay
for policing will get, asindicated, a$16 per capitagrant for policing,

which does not include previous funding but is now directed to
policing. For example, hon. Member for St. Albert, the old uncondi-
tional grant tha you had previously received was approximately
$287,000. Now provincial money for policing in St. Albert is aout
$849,000, or an increase of about 195 per cent.

Mrs. O’Neill: My first supplemental isto the Minister of Municipal
Affairs. In the previous alocaion of unconditional grants to
municipalitiesareyou awarethat each municipality allocated thefull
amount to policing, or are they variable around the province?

Mr. Boutilier: Mr. Speaker, the $16.5 million that has been
distributed to Alberta municipalities, both urban and rural, in the
past was going to the municipalities as unconditional grants.
Wherever municipalities chose to use it was their own decision. |
can say that a large majority of those municipalities used them
specifically for policing. So, ultimatdy, at the end of the day, in
meeting with both the rural association and the urban association,
whichisthe AUMA and the AAMD and C, it wasconsidered that a
chunk of money, that the Solicitor General has talked about, would
go directly into policing based on atop priority that was identified
by their citizensin the individual municipalities.

Mrs. O°Neill: My second supplemental is back to the Solicitor
Generd, Mr. Speaker. With respect to more funding for policing
will some of it go to crime prevention measures within respective
communities, or will they be province-wide programs?

Mrs. Forsyth: Well, Mr. Speaker, that’'s a good question. Crime
prevention and restorative justice are also vital as we keep our
communities safe, so in the budget we' ve announced another extra
$1 million for crime prevention and restorative justice, which will
help, we believe, keep the communitiessafe, and they can apply for
agrant.

Mr. Spesker, if | may, we are also continuing funding for our
IROC, whichistheintegrated responseto organized crime whichis
an additional $5 million so that they can deal with organized crime,
which is affecting communities all over the province.

The Speaker: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Gold Bar, followed
by the hon. Member for Lac La Biche-St. Paul.

Support for Low-income Albertans
(continued)

Mr. MacDonald: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. My first question is
again to the hon. Premier. Giventhat 1in 5 children in the city of
Edmonton grow up in poverty, when will this government cut its
excessivetravel and communications budget, takethe $50 millionin
savingsand reinvest it in those children?

Mr. Klein: Mr. Speaker, our Minister of Children’s Servicesishere.
I don't know if that figure, 1 in 5, is in fact true. Edmonton is
approximately 1 million people, giveor take. What he's saying is
that 200,000 children are living in poverty. That is absolutely
astounding. That isunbelievable. | think that the hon. member doth
exaggeratealot, atremendousamount. That isunbelievablein this
day and agein thiscity in particular. | travel thiscity. | have never
seen 200,000 impoverished kids. Never. Never. Never.

That remindsme of a statement that was made by, well, aninterim
leader. | think there were about nine leaders of the Liberd Party
across the way including the one we have right now. One of the
Liberal leaders made this outrageous statement, and she was a
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respected . . . [interjection] No, no. Shewaswel respected, but she
talked about all of these people like every one was living in a
dumpster. Thishon. member is making the samekind of statement,
agrossly, severely, inaccuraely exaggerated statement.

Relative to the real situation I’ [l have the hon. minister respond.

2:20

Ms Evans: Mr. Speaker, quite specifically for children in need we
have achild need program, but thisisthe government that five years
ago spent $467 million. In thisbudget that wasjust announced, five
years later, this government spent on children’s services $740
million, higher than anyplace in the country.

Mr. MacDonald: Again, Mr. Speaker, to the Premier: given that
8,000 Calgarians receving Al SH have seen no substantial increase
tomatchinflationinthat city, why doesthisgovernment continue to
support the horseracing industry and leavethoserecipientson AI1SH
wondering where their next meal is going to come from or how
they’regoing to pay their rent?

Mr. Klein: Mr. Speaker, |’ ve dready set the record straight relative
to the horse racing industry and the 7,000 or 8,000 people that that
industry employs — many of those people wouldn’t otherwise be
employed — and how they have to earn the money they get and how
it is not a government handout.

Relative to the situation with respect to AISH the hon. minister
responded, but I'll have him respond again if he so desires.

Mr. Dunford: Yes. Thank you. Perhaps for the benefit of the hon.
member and other members, Mr. Speaker, they need to be advised
that wewill be organizing and carrying out aformal review of A1SH
come thisfall.

Mr. MacDonald: Again, Mr. Speaker, to the Premier: giventhat this
government wants recipients of AISH and SFI to be more self-
reliant, why does that not apply to the horse racing industry? Why
isthat industry not sdf-reliant? Why does it need $45 million?

The Speaker: Well, actually, there are three questions there.

Mr. Klein: Mr. Speaker, it’ s revenue generated by the horse racing
industry. All we have done as a government is alowed through
legislation or regulation the vehicle for them to raise revenues. So
the hon. member is comparing apples and oranges and pears and
grapefruits and grapes and everything else he can, but that is so
typical of the way they operate. It is a philosophy of creating
confusion or, better said, a philosophy of not knowingwhat they’re
talking about and thereby creating confusion.

The Speaker: Thehon. Member for Lac LaBiche-St. Paul, followed
by the hon. M ember for Edmonton-Glengarry.

Rail Link to Fort McMurray
(continued)

Mr. Danyluk: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. As indicated
earlier,thereismuchinterest and discussion throughout the province
about the proposed northern rail link to Fort McMurray and the oil
sands. Inthe Lac La Biche-St. Paul constituency this project has
aso instigated conversaion and questions. My first question is to
the Minister of Transportation. How will this proposed rail link
affect our current highway system and the current project scheduled
for highway 881?

The Speaker: The hon. minister.

Mr. Stelmach: Well, thank you, Mr. Speaker. On Thursday last the
government of Alberta tabled its three-year construction and
preservation plan for the Ministry of Transportation. Included in
that plan arel believe seven projectsonhighway 881, six projectson
highway 63 north of Fort McMurray, three projectson highway 813,
and numerous other very badly needed highway projectsin that part
of Alberta

The Speaker: The hon. member.

Mr. Danyluk: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. My first
supplemental question is to the Minister of Energy. Why are we
considering this rail link proposal at this stage of the oil sands
development?

Mr. Smith: Well, Mr. Speaker, it’s a good question because the ail
sandsare actually going to be the new royalty base for this province.
If you look & the mining projects, the magnitude of the mining
projectsthat aregoing on up there, we need to provide safe, reliable,
dependable transportetion that moves fabricated product, vessels,
and itemsof such size and magnitude that cannot be normaly moved
through normal highway transport meansby rail. Thisinfact could
increase productivity and lessen the Crown’'s exposure to cost
overruns. If you think that by 2017 some 3 million barrds per day
may be produced up there, the benefit to Albertans at roughly
today’ sail priceswould bein the neighbourhood of abillion dollars
amonth.

The Speaker: The hon. member.

Mr. Danyluk: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. My final
supplemental is to the Minister of Economic Development. What
economic development could we expect from a project of this
magnitude if it was to go ehead?

The Speaker: The hon. minister.

Mr. Norris: Well, thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. Asyou're
aware, we returned from Fort McMurray this morning, where the
project was reviewed and announced that the government will
partakein it.

| wanted to correct an erroneous statement made by the opposition
beforel answer the hon. member’squestion. Thisstudy isin noway
committing the government to anything other than looking a the 30-
year horizon of transportation challenges that are facing that areain
highway 881, highweay 63, and therail links. To make some loose
association to MagCan, NovAtel, and things of that nature is just
preposterous. Thisis a great opportunity for Albertans to sort of
tackle the problem that’s coming out of that massive economic
spinoff that’s going to come there.

The bottom line of al this, Mr. Spegker, is that we anticipate
about $55 billion worth of projectsto be going ahead now or in the
future. The economic spinoff that is generally accepted isabout 20
per cent of that, so for that northeast region you could be looking at
about $11 billion worth of potential economic spinoff. Asaprudent
government we haveto do everythingin our power to make surethat
that investment isnot only maximized but takes place and doesn’'t go
to Venezuela or somewhere else.

Edmonton Ring Road

Mr. Bonner: Mr. Speaker, on its own web site this government
states that the southeast leg of the Edmonton ring road would cost
$225 million under the publicmodel. TotheMinister of Transporta-
tion: what isthe estimated cost of the southeast ring road extension
asaP3 project?
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Mr. Stelmach: The cost of the project will be better determined
once we proceed to the next stage of the request for proposas. As
| mentioned earlier, there were six compani es that had answered the
request for qualifications. We boiled that down to three, and the
next stage will be proceeding soon.

Mr. Bonner: To the same minister: what are the estimated annual
lease payments and the principal and interest costs of this project
expected to be?

Mr. Stelmach: Mr. Speaker, | believe that what the hon. member is
tryingto get at—and once agan the opposition isopposing all kinds
of public/private partnerships, whether they make good economic
sense or hot. 1’d mentioned in this House that when we get to that
particular point, when we have looked at theproject and the kinds of
proposals that comein —I've aso said in this House before that we
also have some cost comparison models, public cost comparison
models, we can use. Wehave projectsin Calgary of equal size and
also the southwest leg of the Anthony Henday, which has quite
similar construction interchanges and bridges and some of those
other issuesthat we haveto deal with on that particular leg. Sothose
two will be good cost comparisons to see if we're getting a good
investment on behalf of the taxpayers here in the province.

2:30

Mr. Bonner: Mr. Speaker, to the same minister: how can this
minister allocate hundreds of millions of taxpayer dollars to a P3
project without knowing the cost?

Mr. Stelmach: Mr. Speaker, when we put out a highway to tender,
wedon't run out there and say, “Well, you know, thishighway from
Edmonton to Calgary is going to be $200 million, and the closest
company to come to $200 million gets the contract.” We don’'t do
businessthat way. We actually putit out for arequest for proposal,
and we get the best deal, the best value for the dollar. We won't
know that until such time as this portion, the next stage of the
request for proposds, comes forward. Then those particular
companieswill tdl us how much they’ re going to pay, what will be
the annual lease payments.

But over and above, Mr. Speaker, now isthetime for innovation,
when companies comeforward and rather than using maybe graight
steel on some of the interchanges, maybe a mixture of steel and
concretein termsof getting another better value because right now,
you know, steel has increased by at least 30 per cent. Those are
some of the cost drivers we're dealing with recently. So | believe
that at the end of thisperiod, in about six months, we'll have some
good news for the hon. member and all Albertans.

Thank you.

The Speaker: Hon. members on Thursday last an exchange of
questions between the Minister of Seniors and the hon. Member for
Edmonton-Centre occurred. | believe today that the Minister of
Seniorswould like to supplement an answer, which would allowthe
hon. Member for Edmonton-Centre to ask an additional question.

Seniors’ Benefits

Mr. Woloshyn: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Y ou’ reright; on Thursday
I did indicate some figures, and I'd like to clarify my answers.

A single senior whose income is up to $23,440 and a senior
couple with an income of up to $37,880 receve a full premium
exemption. Single seniors with incomes between $23,441 and
$26,960 and a senior couple between $37,881 and $44,920 receive
a partial premium exemption. The total result, Mr. Speaker, isthat

approximately 58 per cent of seniors receive either afull or partia
exemption.*
Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Ms Blakeman: Well, | continue on my earlier question, which is:
what is the minister doing to work with his colleaguesto eliminate
all health care premiumsfor dl seniors?

Mr. Woloshyn: Well, Mr. Speaker, my position on that issue is on
therecord. | will continue to work withmy colleaguesto ensurethat
we can get whatever programs we can to enhance seniors' programs
in this province.

head:

The Speaker: Hon. members, in 30 seconds I'll call upon the first
of seven members to participate.
The hon. Member for Edmonton-Meadowlark.

Recognitions

Alberta Scene

Mr. Maskell: Thank you, Mr. Spesker. | risetorecognize Alberta's
artists, our arts organizations, and supportersof thearts, all of whom
contribute so much to the vibrancy of our great province. In this
regard it was my great pleasure recently to join our Minister of
Community Development at the Citadd Theatre for the announce-
ment of Albeta Scene Hosted by the Nationad Arts Centre in
Ottawa, Alberta Scene will showcase over 600 of our province's
artistsand arts organizations at 94 eventsin 19 venues over 13 days
during April and May 2005. Artists from all disciplines across
Albertaareinvited to submit an application to attend, which can be
downloaded from www.a bertascene.ca.

Alberta Scene will attract even more national and international
opportunities for our artistsduring Alberta’ s centennial year, andin
thefall of 2005 the Nationd Arts Centre orchestrawill tour several
Alberta communities thanks to EPCOR.

Promoting our province through the artsis a great way to sdute
and thank the dynamic art sector of Alberta.

Thank you.

The Speaker: The hon. Member for Calgary-Currie.

Lesa Stringer

Mr. Lord: Well, Mr. Spesker, Calgary-Currie is certainly the
constituency of champions. Recently | introduced my musician
friend Lee Mayes here, and you may know Malcolm Mayes, the
Edmonton Journal's outstanding political cartoonist. Well, my
constituent istheir cousin. Y ou may have heard of Reuben Mayes,
the Saskatchewan phenomenon, arguably the best football player to
ever comeout of Canada, and my constituent isReuben’ slittlesiger.
Pierre Lueders world champion bobsledder, brother-in-law of our
minister of economic affairs, is thislady’'s coach.

She'sLesa Stringer, a proud mother of three. Sheis also second
runner-up for theMrs. Cdgary contestandaNikeand P& G modd.
But never mind her good looks and public speaking abilities; what
she'sreally famousfor isher athletic abilities. A Canadian national
track and field champion, winner of numeroushonours, she now has
her sightsset on winning gold for Canadain the 2006 Olympics as
one of our top national women’s bobsled team athletes.

So far she has three American Cup second place finishes, she
finished fourth overall in the World Cup, and she broke two
internationa start time records, thus helping qualify the first-ever
Canadian women's bobsled team that got into the Olympics.

Way to go, Lesa. Calgary-Currie and dl of Canadaare proud of
you.

*Seep. 702, right col., para. 12
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The Speaker: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Strathcona.

Raging Grannies

Dr. Pannu: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. Last week the
Premier confirmed that he hasdire plansfor health care in Alberta,
plans that will usher in atwo-tiered health care system. Wdl, I'm
proud to stand and recogni ze the Raging Grannies, who fight against
health care privatization using good humour, wit, and dedication.
The Edmonton chapter of the Raging Grannies has a dozen or so
members who can be seen in their trademark eye-catching hats and
granny clothing singing their own brand of politically conscious
satire.

The Premier told the federal Tory convention that the Grannies
like to protest and would attack hisplan for atwo-tiered hedlth care
system. Well, Mr. Speaker, the Premier was right on this one. But
far from being mere placard-waving protesters, | know them to be
true crowd-pleasers and favourites among Edmontonians, the vast
majority of whom support a public health care system.

Mr. Speaker, it’ struly an honour to recognize the Raging Grannies
and to thank them for their unwavering defence of public health care
and their campaign for the implementation of the Romanow
recommendations in order to further strengthen and transform our
hedlth care system.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

The Speaker: The hon. Member for Red Deer-North.

Taryn Penrice

Mrs. Jablonski: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. It's my great honour to
rise in the Legidative Assembly of Alberta to recognize one of
Albertd sGreat Kids, 18-year-old Taryn Penriceof Red Deer. Taryn
wasjust 13 years old when she was diagnosed with T-cdl leukemia
and admitted to the Children’s hospital in Calgary in critical
conditionto begintwo yearsof intensive cancer treatment. Although
doctorsfeared for Taryn'slife, shewas able to make it through and
managed to inspireall those around her.

Taryn decided during her battle with cancer that she wanted to
help others. In May 2003 she organized a head-shaving fundraiser
at her high school, Hunting Hills, that raised over $14,000. Her
greatest fundraising accomplishment to date was a golf tournament
caled Golf a Kid to Cure, which she organized with two of her
friends and raised $76,000 for cancer. Taryn hopesto organize an
annual Golf a Kid to Cure tournament, and this year she hopesto
raise $100,000.

Thanks to her loving, supportive family, her strength, and her
dedication to others Taryn has already made a big differencein this
world and was recognized on March 12, 2004, by the Premier,
Colleen Klein, and the Minister of Children’s Services for her
achievements.

| would ask all members of this Assembly to join me in congratu-
lating Taryn for her personal victory over cancer and for all the great
work that she does for others. She’s truly one of Alberta's Great
Kids.

The Speaker: The hon. Member for Drayton Vdley-Calmar.

Lamont High School Boys Curling Team

Rev. Abbott: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. On behdf of the hon.
Minister of Transportation, the MLA for Vegreville-Viking, | wish
to recognize and congratulae the Lamont high school boysteam on
winning the provincial gold medal in curling. The gold-medal team

consists of skip Nick Koroluk; third Jason Starko, who is the
minister’s grand-nephew; second Colin Sheptycki; and lead Chris
Cholak; coaches Rick Koroluk and Joanne Martz; and
teacher/adviser Irene Hackett.

Mr. Speaker, thisteamwon their leaguein Lamont, the zonefinals
in Lac LaBiche, and the provincia championship, which was hed
inDraytonV aley, Alberta | hear that intypical curlingfashion this
game wasa nail-biter all theway. | would ask all the colleaguesto
join the minister and | in congratulating the Lamont high school
boys team.

The Speaker: The hon. Member for Calgary-Fort.

2:40 Calgary’s International Avenue

Mr. Cao: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. It'smy great pleasuretoriseand
speak about a group of people who have brought an innovative
approach in urban community planning. | want to recognizethe key
players in this process: graduate student Gian-Carlo Carra and
Professor Robert Kirby of the U of C, Alison Karim-McSwiney and
the staff of the International Avenue Business Revitalization Zone,
and the FGL Society, the city planning staff, and the caring commu-
nity leaders, residents, and business owners in this area.

Indeed, Mr. Speaker, this area is well known in Calgary as
International Avenue, a stretch of 17th Avenue in the southeast of
Calgary from Deerfoot Tral to the eastern city border. This
International Avenue is about 35 blocks in length with over 400
businesses. The avenue is an authentic mix of businesses of almost
al cultural heritages It's a mosaic of the world in the city of
Cagary.

Last week the group launched a charrette. Charrette is a French
word for small cart. The ideaisto bring all stakeholders together
and collect their ideas and have sessions on problem solving and
vision design. The charrette process will bring greatness to our
corner of thecity.

Thank you.

The Speaker: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Mill Woods.

Lee Ridge School

Dr. Massey: Thank you, Mr. Spesker. Today | recognize the
outstanding work being done by the principal and staff of Lee Ridge
school in Edmonton-Mill Woods. This school will do almost
anything to bring students and books together. Their recent
readathon isa casein point.

Organizer Allison Winchester brokered a contract with the
following terms: if the students read over 3,000 hours, Principal
Caroline Missal would (a) dye her hair green, (b) eat something
blecky, and (c) kiss adonkey. Well, Principal Missal needs a new
business adviser, for |ast week the students met the contract. Intotal
they read over 4,140 hours Truetotheterms of the agreement, last
Wednesday the principal sat on the gym stageand had her hair dyed
green; then, as she tried to avoid her fate, something blecky, a
haggis, was piped into the gym and shewas force-fed three helpings;
andfinally, Andy the donkey was|ed onto the stage, and she planted
three big smackerson his nose, dl of thisroyally presided over by
Her Honour the Lieutenant Governor of the province, Lois Hole.

Congratulations, Lee Ridge. Your students gain not only the
reading but an appred ation of what dedicated, professional teachers
arewilling to do on their behal f.

head: Tabling Returns and Reports

The Speaker: The hon. Government House Leader.
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Mr. Hancock: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. |I'm rising to table today
five copiesof aletter written to myself from the Minister of Learning
signed by the Minister of Learning, the Minister of Alberta Seniors,
the leader of the New Democrat opposition, and the MLA for
Edmonton-Mill Woods, being the Liberal critic with regpect to
Learning and, | gather, Seniors. The gist of the letter is that they
have switched positions on the Committee of Supply. It was agreed
to by the oppostion and agreed that we should tableit today just so
that the House is aware of the agreement to switch the time so that
Alberta Learning would gppear on the aternoon of April 22 and
AlbertaSeniorswould appear beforethel egislature on theafternoon
of May 6, rather than as was designated in the memo tabled previ-
ously.

The Speaker: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Strathcona.

Dr. Pannu: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. On behalf of my
colleague from Edmonton-Highlands|’d like to table a document.
It' s aletter from the Canadian Federation of Independent Business
dated September 5, 2003, warning the Finance minister of the
increasing cost of and difficulty of accessto commercial insurance
for small- and medium-sized business.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

The Speaker: Others?

Hon. members, I’ mtabling today the gppropriate number of copies
of aletterfromthehon. Member for Edmonton-Mill Woods advising
of hisresignation as Interim Leader of the Official Opposition and
also advising that the Alberta Liberal Party had selected the hon.
Member for Edmonton-Riverview asits new |leader.

head: Orders of the Day

head: Written Questions

The Speaker: The hon. Government House Leader.

Mr. Hancock: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Proper notice having been
given on Thursday, March 25, it's my pleasure to move that written
questionsappearingon today’ sOrder Paper do stand and retain their
placeswith the exception of written questions 28, 29, 30, 31, 34, 35,
36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, and 45.

[Motion carried]

Property Theft in Agriculture,
Food and Rural Development Department

Q28. Ms Blakeman moved on behalf of Ms Carlson that the
following question be accepted.
What is the totd dollar amount of public property lost due
to theft in the Department of Agriculture, Food and Rural
Development for the 2002-2003 fiscal year?

Ms Blakeman: Mr. Speaker, | urge dl members to accept this. It's
areasonable request. | hope the government is going to accept it.
Thank you.

The Speaker: The hon. Government House Leader.

Mr. Hancock: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | would liketo rissto move
an amendment to the motion in theinterest of dealing with anumber
of questions on the Order Paper deding with the same matter but
with respect to different departments. The amendment would read

that Written Question 28 be amended by adding “and the depart-
ments referred to in written questions 29, 30, 34, 46, 60 to 65
inclusive, 72, 73, 80, and 81,” after “Department of Agriculture,
Food and Rural Development.”
The amended question would then read as follows:
What isthe total dollar amount of public property lost due to theft
inthe Department of Agriculture, Food and Rural Development and
the departments referred to in written questions 29, 30, 34, 46, 60
to 65 inclusive, 72, 73, 80, and 81 for the 2002-2003 fiscal year?
| understand tha the amendment has been appropriately circu-
lated.

The Speaker: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Centre on the
amendment.

Ms Blakeman: Yes. Thank you. | will note that the Officia
Opposition was in receipt of this amendment, faxed over at 10:49
am. today, and it issigned off by Parliamentary Counsd on the 25th
of March, thelast sitting day prior to the amendment being proposed
in the House. So those two tests have been met, Mr. Speaker.

| also noteand | will happily note that thisis a good way to start
off this afternoon. My commendation to the House leader for the
government. What we have hereisexactly thesituation, | think, that
the Speaker was guiding us toward last week, in that we have an
identical question that has merely been enlarged to refer to other
departmentsthat arereferred to in other written questions. So from
the point of view of the opposition, who was seeking that informa-
tion, assuming that the government isgoing to provide us with that
information, at thispoint we are willing to accept the amendment.

Essentidly, what it's doing is then: “What is the total dollar
amount of public property lost due to theft in the Department of
Agriculture, Food and Rura Development and . . .” and then the
departmentsreferred to in the written questionsthat arelisted aspart
of the amendment include Economic Devel opment, Transportation,
Municipal Affairs, Infrestructure, Solicitor General, Seniors, Justice
and the Attorney General, Gaming, Community Development,
Children’s Services, Innovation and Science, Learning, Aborigina
Affairsand NorthernDevel opment, and Hedth and Wellness. Those
arethe departments that actually correspond to the written question
numbers that are contained in thisamendment.

This is exactly the kind of leadership we were looking for the
government to take. We are more than happy to support this
amendment, and we look forward to receiving the information that
would flow from the acceptance of this amendment and, indeed, of
the question.

Thank you.

[Motion on amendment carried]
2:50

The Speaker: Now, on the motion asamended, do you wish to close
the debate, hon. member?

Ms Blakeman: No. I’m happy to support it with the amendment as
itis.

[Written Question 28 as amended carried]

The Speaker: Now, what this means, hon. members, is that you
should take your pencils out and cross out Written Question 28,
havingbeen dealtwith, Written Question 29, having been dealt with,
written questions 30, 34, 46, 60 to 65 inclusive, and 72, 73 and 80,
81.
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Assured Income for the Severely Handicapped and
Supports for Independence

Q31. Mr. MacDonald moved that the following question be
accepted.
How many of the 30,271 assured income for the severely
handicapped and 28,278 supports for independence cases
recorded in the Ministry of Human Resources and Employ-
ment 2002-2003 annual report induded children?

Mr. MacDonald: Mr. Speaker, thisisvital information. Therehave
been comments made earlier, as late as question period today but
earlier on, in regard to the number of children who are unfortunately
living in poverty or in poverty-related conditionsin this province.

Certainly, one only had to go to the mac and cheese luncheon last
week, that so many of the hon. members from the government sde
attended, found theti me out of their busy schedulesto attend. It was
at that event wherethe Inner City AgenciesFoundation gaveto each
and every person who was at the mac and cheese dinner afact shed.
The fact sheet started with the simple headline Poverty Hurts and
then went on to point out that 1 in 5 children in Edmonton live in
poverty and that over 16,000 Edmonton families earn less than
$15,000 annually.

Now, thiswritten question would go along, long way to answer-
ing some of those questions. Wecan't fault thechildren. We' ve got
to support and encourage thechildren. If weknow just exactly who
ismost likely to be affected by low benefit ratesfor familieswho are
livingon AISH or for thosewho areliving on supportsfor independ-
ence, or welfare — there’ sthe perception that alot of these individu-
als can work, but that is known not to be true. Many of the AISH
recipients for one reason or another, through no fault of their own
have adisability and cannot work. People who can work areusually
working.

The same applies to supports for independence, or welfare. You
look at the drop in caseloads over 10 years. It's gone down from
over 90,000 to, in this case, for welfare rates, 28,278. To find out
how many of thesefilesor caseswouldinclude children isimportant
in light of the hon. Premier’s reaction to my question earlier in
question period.

Wehavetoimprove. We havetoimprovethe benefit packagesfor
those cases if for no other reason than for the children. No child
should be left without in this province Other jurisdictions are
talking about no child being left behind. There's certainly been a
corporate campagn to increase public awareness of children and
issues surrounding them and the circumstances of poverty. But |
would remind dl members of this House when we're discussing
Written Question 31 that SFI is the income source of last resort for
Albertans, and it issort of thefinest mesh in the social welfare net.
We cannot forget the children, Mr. Speaker.

So, in conclusion, let’slook at a couplereceiving SFI, and if they
get $772 a month and they have one child, how much does that
leave? If there wasone adult and onechild and they wereto receive
820 bucks, let's say, plus medical benefits, there’'s not going to be
much money |eft at theend of the month.

We need to know how many children are currently living, shall |
say, within those individua files? We have to improve their
circumstances. It isinconceivable that in a province as wealthy as
this, where we have increased budgets in other manners with no
regard it seems we're willing to allow these people to grow up
frustrated and marginalized.

| certainly hope that | will receive the information that | am
seeking under Written Question 31. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

The Speaker: The hon. Minister of Seniors.

Mr. Woloshyn: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. On behalf of my col-
|eague the Mini ster of Human Resources and Employment I'd like
to say that the government is prepared to accept Written Question
31.

The Speaker: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Gold Bar to
conclude the debate.

Mr. MacDonald: Yes. To conclude debate, Mr. Speaker, | would
like to thank the hon. Minister of Seniorsand thank the Department
of Human Resources and Employment. | look forward to receiving
the information.

[Written Question 31 carried]

Correctional Facilities

Q35. Ms Blakeman moved that the following question be ac-
cepted.
Which correctional fadlities is the Solicitor Generd plan-
ning to close, and what is the timetable for the closures?

Ms Blakeman: The Solicitor General had mused at one time about
closing certain correctiona facilities in the province because they
were underutilized. | am seeking information of a more detailed
nature, then, of what plans the Solicitor General has around closng
correctional facilities, which correctional facilitiessheisplanningto
close, and what would be thetimetabl e that woul d be expected to be
put in place for the closuresif in fact there are any.

So that’s the information I'm seeking through this written
question. Thank you.

The Speaker: The hon. Solictor General.

Mrs. Forsyth: Thanks, Mr. Speaker. | move that Written Question
35 be rejected.  The answer to the question is the subject of the
recommendations contai ned within the government MLA review of
corrections report. As | previously indicated, the government has
been taking the time to carefully review the report and will release
it when these considerations are completed. |I'm confident that this
release will occur in the very near future.

3:00

The Speaker: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Centre to close the
debate.

Ms Blakeman: How tantalizing. Well, you know, this underlines
the difficulty that the opposition has in seeking information. We
keep beingdangled littletidbitsof “stay tuned” and “soon” and “ stay
withus.” It'sredly very difficultto. . . [interjection] I'm sorry; I'll
correct myself: “stay with us’ and other rather cliched phrases.

TheSoalicitor General hasraisedit herself. Wearestill waiting for
acorrections review that isnow, | think, some two years out and no
additional information. We don’t know whether any information
that we seek is contained in that particular report or not, Mr.
Speaker, but for every question shegetsfrom mearound corrections,
it's: wait for the review. Well, the review could come out and we
still won't have theinformation on that particular question.

| guess I' ve been told that we |l haveto wait for it; all Albertans
will have to wait for it. Frankly, | think tha is a shame, and it’s
problematic when wetry to hold the governmentto account. There's
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alot of hiding behind these reports, and | hope that the Solicitor
Genera will be able to table them as soon as possible.
Thank you very much. | regret that they won't support it.

[Written Question 35 lost]

Seniors Shelter Intake Survey

Q36. Ms Blakeman moved that the following question be ac-
cepted.
What is the totd dollar amount spent by the Ministry and
Department of Seniorson thedevel opment andimplementa-
tion of the Alberta Seniors shelter intake survey form
between April 1, 2002, and February 17, 20047?

Ms Blakeman: Now, we're interested in how much money was

spent developing this survey, that | think isnot still inuse. So what

sort of resourceswere put toward it? I’ minterested in receiving that

information. | hope the Minister of Seniorsis able to co-operate.
Thank you.

The Speaker: The hon. Minister of Seniors.

Mr. Woloshyn: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. On behalf of the govern-
ment we will accept Written Quegion 36.

Ms Blakeman: Thank you.
[Written Question 36 carried]

Fraud Charges against Government Employees

Q37. Ms Blakeman moved that the following question be ac-
cepted.
What is the total number of government employees who
have been charged with fraud againg the Alberta govern-
ment between January 1, 1993, and February 17, 2004,
inclusive?

Ms Blakeman: Oh, now, that's interesting, Mr. Speaker. |I'm not
sureif | can say this person’s name. It'sin public documents, but
thisis. .. [interjection] All right. Thisiscomingout of acaseof an
individual who | believe was a deputy minister.

Mr. MacDonald: A high-ranking official.

Ms Blakeman: A high-ranking offidial, a deputy minister in the
government, who was charged with fraud, and the question that
followsfromthat is: how many others have been charged with fraud
during this government’ s tenure under this Premier?

Thank you very much.

The Speaker: The hon. Government House Leader.

Mr. Hancock: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Unfortunaely, | have to
reject this particular question. The scope of the question, from
January 1, 1993, to February 17, 2004, goes far beyond what might
be appropriatdy found within records without doing agreat amount
of research.

The hon. member has referred to a deputy minister. | wish to
makeit clear inthe Housethat I’ mnot aware of any deputy ministers
that have been charged with fraud. With the gopropriate audit
processes that we have in place to hold accountability, there have
been instances where senior officials have been accused of fraudu-
lent activity inthosecircumstances. There’ sonly been, | think, one
or maybe two in my recent memory.

The question goes back to January 1, 1993, and in order to obtain
thisinformation, we' d have to go back and manudly check everyfile
that's been closed since 1993 from each of the Crown prosecutors’
officesacross Albertabecause it talks, again, about any government
employee. Soin order to answer thisquestion accurately, we would
have to check every dosed filein Crown prosecutors’ offices since
1993. Thereis no formal or automated system in place to access
specific Crown files, and given thetimeline of thequestion, many of
thesefileswill already have been sent to theProvincial Archivesfor
storage.

Mr. Speaker, the breadth of this question is such that even
bringingin an amendmentto bring down the scope, aswe sometimes
often do, to make the question answerable, in this case| couldn’t
find any way to actually bring the scope into the realm of answer-
ability within any reasonable sense of time frame or numbers It's
with regret.

| think it’simportant for people to understand, however, that in
every case where fraud is committed or where there’s an alleged
fraud committed, charges arelaid and those individuals prosecuted
to the full extent of the law.

The Speaker: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Centre to close the
debate.

Ms Blakeman: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Well, I’m disappointed to
hear the response and the rejection of the request for information.
Truly | believethat the breadth of the question iswhat requiresit to
be put forward asawritten question or if it were adocument then as
amotion for areturn. Thisis exactly the venue that we should be
ableto use to get detailed answers from government on exactly this
kind of issue.

| think I’m aso more than a little alarmed that the government
doesn’t seem to keep track and learn thelessons from any employees
that they have who in fact have been charged with fraud against
themselves. | find it alittle chilling that the government doesn’t
seem to be able to do that. So I’'m disgppointed that we cannot
gather thisinformation today.

Thank you.

[Written Question 37 lost]

Speaker’s Ruling
Written Questions

The Speaker: Hon. members, | make little notations to some of
these questions. These written questions have to come through a
process, but before they get on the Order Paper, they & so require my
signature. Quite frankly, | should not have signed on that one, and
I’m going to make a comment after the House has already made a
decision.

The question is: “What is the total number of government
employees who have been charged with fraud?’ It'samerefactin
our society, one of the principal rules of law, that we're not guilty
until we're found guilty. People are charged. It doesn’t mean that
they are guilty of anything, and their good name comes into
disreputeand into question when the charges are sometimes put out.
We al know by reading the decisions of judges that charges are
thrown out or people arefound not guilty for dozensand dozens and
dozensof reasons. Just simply because somebody has been charged
should really mean nothing, if | undergand the rule of law in our
society, and it’sonly when you' refound guilty that in fact thereisa
public record for that.

I’ll take theresponsibility for all the people who see these before
I do, but | should not have signed off on that particular question.
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Gas Bill Complaints

Q38. Mr. MacDonald moved that the following question be
accepted.
How many complaints did the government call centre
receive from Albertans regarding high natural gas hills
between January 1, 2000, and February 17, 2004?

Mr. MacDonald: Mr. Speaker, certainly, within that period of time
many Albertans expressed concern and displeasure over the high
cost of natural gas for domestic purposes and in regard to this
government’s natural gas policies for domestic and commercial
purposes throughout the province. There's no doubt that there
would have been a significant number of complaints to the govern-
ment call centre.

We've had many reactions to the high price of natural gas for
domestic consumption from this government and from the Minister
of Energy. Infact, it' sprobably a little over ayear ago that the hon.
Minister of Energy glibly assured Albertans: well, you can turn
down the thermostat and put on a sweater if you' rethat concerned.

3:10

Between January 1, 2000, and February 17, 2004, surely there
must have been a very accurate record kept as to how many calls
were coming in and what parts of the province they were coming
from. | for onewould like to have alook at thisinformation for my
own interest. When we consider how much money we' ve spent on
natural gasrebates over the years and how much morewe may spend
in the future with the election rolling around, who is to say how
much of a natural gas rebate will be offered? Certainly, the hon.
Member for Lethbridge-East and others in this Assembly worked
very hard last winter to convince the government to not renege on
the promise of natura gas rebates whenever prices went up. Prices
went up, and they're still up alot higher than that budget estimate
that was tabled here last week.

Mr. Speaker, | think thisisinformation that | and other Albertans
would find noteworthy and of a great ded of public interest, and |
urge the government to provide the information. Thank you.

The Speaker: The hon. Minister of Government Services.

Mr. Coutts: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Thegovernment isprepared
to accept Written Question 38 with some amendments. Those
amendmentshave been provided to our opposition colleague hereby
11 o’'clock as per the proper procedures. | know that the amend-
mentshave been circul ated to therest of themembers, and I'll gladly
read for the record what the amendments would be. We'resuggest-
ing to amend this motion by striking out theword “ government” and
substituting* Utilities Consumer Advocate” inthat place andthen by
striking out “January 1, 2000,” and substituting “November 23,
2003.”

Mr. Speaker, the Utilities Consumer Advocaewasputin placein
the latter part of October, and the office became up and running in
November of 2003. TheUtilitiesConsumer Advocaeisresponsible
for taking these cdlls, and we can provide the kind of feedback that
the member opposite is looking for in a very accurate way through
the calls that have come in to the Utilities Consumer Advocate.

So we would accept this by amending it to have the Utilities
Consumer Advocate' s calls from November 23 available in written
form. The amended written question would now read as follows:

How many complaints did the Utilities Consumer Advocate call
centre receve from Albertans regarding high natural gas bills
between November 23, 2003, and February 17, 2004?

I now move that motion.

The Speaker: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Gold Bar on the
amendment.

Mr. MacDonald: On the amendment, yes, Mr. Speaker. Well, this
certainlyisinteresting. Thisamendment certainly reduces consider-
ably the impact and the scope of the question. The time frame has
changed, but the information that the hon. minister with this
amended motion iswilling to provide, in my view, isalready public
knowledge.

Thereweretwo articles, asamatter of fact, onein aCalgary paper
and one in an Edmonton paper. The Edmonton paper | believe
stated —and it was an earlier artide—that therewere 700 complaints.
There was an updated article that indicated tha there were 800
complaints to the Utilities Consumer Advocate since the advocate
opened for business.

Now, thisdoesn’t tell usanything about thenumber of complaints
that citizens lodged with their government previous to the Utilities
Consumer Advocate. By denying us this information in providing
this amendment, wewill never know how many complaints it took
to force the government to change its mind and do the right thing
and share the natural resource wedth of this province with the
citizenswho own it by providing them with credits on their natural
gashills.

So, certainly, we know aready the number of complaints the
Utilities Consumer Advocate has received. To the minister’ scredit
we don’t have the breakdown as to how many of them are related to
natural gas and how many of them are related to electricity. One
would only assume that 80 per cent of these are based on electricity
complaints and 20 per cent are based on natural gas complaints
because that’'s the method that’'s been used to fund this office
through industry: 80 per cent of the costs are coming from the
electricity side and 20 per cent are coming fromthe natural gasside.

Now, | also see in the budget — and | realize that we re not
discussing the budget here today, Mr. Speaker — that there's a
considerable increase of amost $2 million in the budget of this
Utilities Consumer Advocete for thecurrent fiscal year. Obviously,
thereis anticipation that there will be an increased number of calls.

Thisamendment doesn’t doanythingto respond and document the
complaintsthat were receved leading up to and during the election
of 2001 and the subsequent years leading up to the creation of this
Utilities Consumer Advocate. | am, Mr. Speaker, disappointed that
not all the information would be provided, just theinformation that
is almost up to date as aresult of the due diligence of the pressin
regard to the activities surrounding the Utilities Consumer Advo-
cate's office.

Thank you.

The Speaker: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Strathcona on the
amendment.

Dr. Pannu: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Yes, I'd liketo speak to the
amendment. The effect of the amendment if the House accepted it
would beto radically cut down the period for which the minister is
willing to report to the House. As a mater of fact, cut it downto a
little over two and a half months. That, in my view, would be not
very helpful.

Albertans have been complaining to the government and to
opposition parties about the skyrocketing natural gas pricesand how
they’ ve affected their pocketbooks over the last nearly three and a
half, four years. So | think it’simportant for the minister to make a
distinction between the complaints that have been receved by the
Utilities Consumer Advocate’s office snce that office came into
being and became operational — that’s quite legitimate, but then
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there’'s a period before that, prior to November 23, 2003, from
January 1, 2000. For those two and a hdf years or so, alittle more
thantwo and ahalf years | think, almost three years, thegovernment
must have the information, information that Albertanswould like to
have, information that this House certainly would like to see
disclosed and made transparent.

So I'm speaking, Mr. Speaker, against this amendment because,
inmy view, it will not oblige thegovernment to discloseinformation
for that very important period of nearly threeyears from January 1,
2000, to November 23, 2003. To accept this anendment really
would be tantamount to defeating the real purpose of the original
question, so | would certainly be opposed to this amendment, and |
would hope that the House would reject this aswell.

Thank you.

[Motion on amendment carried]
3:20

The Speaker: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Gold Bar to close
the debate.

Mr. MacDonald: Yes, Mr. Speaker. | would liketo say at this time
that the amended Written Question 38 will provide us a benchmark
for the future on the activities of the Utilities Consumer Advocate.
I1f we know how many complaintshave been received thereinregard
tonatural gasbills we can check to makesurethat the 20-80 split on
the industry cost sharing of this office isaccurate. For that reason
therewill be someadvantageto havingthisinformationwith Written
Question 38 asamended.
Thank you.

[Written Question 38 as amended carried]

Deregulation and Electricity Bill Complaints

Q39. Mr. MacDonald moved that the following question be
accepted.
How many complaints did the government call centre
receive from Albertans regarding deregulation or high
electridty bills between January 1, 2000, and February 17,
20047

Mr. MacDonald: Mr. Speaker, this is a government that keeps a
keen eye to the polling numbers or, some would say these days, a
keen ear to therail lineto see which locomotiveis coming down the
track and at what speed and pulling what. Certainly, there has not
been such a public policy failurein the entire country, whether it be
aprovincial or afedera government, that would match this electric-
ity deregulation boondoggle that this province has for whatever
reason decided to implement.

| would love to have seen a cog-benefit analysis on electricity
deregulation. | have certainly searched for one from this govern-
ment. It has not been provided. So the barometer of success or
failureof apublic policy isthecitizens' response, and in thiscase it
would be the citizens' outrage over the high cost of electricity, not
only the cost of electricity but the billing process surrounding the
distribution and transmission of electricity.

Between this period, January 1, 2000, to February 17, 2004, we
have gone in thisprovince —for instance, everyone isalways asking
me to table my own power hill. Well, I'm going to talk about my
own power hill this afternoon. Before deregulation it had two line
items on it, one for energy costs and one for distribution. Now |
have many, many, many more line items on my bill. | hear from
rural Albertans, and they tdl methat I’ mlucky becausethey havein

some cases, Mr. Speaker, if you can imaginethis, more than 10 line
items on their bills.

So there would be no doubt that there would be significant
consumer frustration expressed through the government call centre
tothe respective offices, whether it’ sthe Premier’ soffice or whether
it's the office of the Minister of Energy or the office of the hon.
Minister of Government Services. There'sno doubt that there have
been significant calls.

Now, there’'s also no doubt that those calls of frustration fell on
deaf ears because this government does not seemto bein any hurry
to unplug electricity deregulaion. In fact, documents that | have
received indicate that they seemto be anxiousto go full steam ahead
with this. It puzzles me why. There's been no benefit to this, and
prices haven’t gone down. 1'm sure callsto the call centre haven't
gonedown either. | would say, depending onthelocal billing cycle,
that therewould be calls throughout the month.

Now, to analyzethefailure of electricity deregulation, it would be
very interesting to see how many callshave comefromrural Alberta,
how many calls have come from urban Alberta, how many calls
come from, for instance, Stony Plain, how many cdls come from
Medicine Hat. No, we'd have to leave Medicine Hat out of this
argument, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Taylor: None from Medicine Hat.

Mr. MacDonald: None from Medicine Hat because Medicine Hat
citizens had the common sense to stay out of this. They had their
own utilitiesthere. They seemed quite wise, and I’ m surethat if we
were to compare the prices of utilities in Medicine Hat to those in
Edmonton, Calgary, Grande Prairie, Stony Plain, well, we would be
wishing that we had followed the lead of the citizens of Medicine
Hat and had sayed clear of electricity deregulation.

Y ou know, Rudyard Kipling would be very, very proud of the
present-day citizens of Medicine Hat. It was one of his favourite
places, as we dl know, Mr. Speaker.

In regard to Written Question 39| certainly hope that the govern-
ment will provide al the information that | have asked for, and the
citizensthemselvescan have alook and seewhereall the complaints
about electricity deregulation were coming from prior to the 2001
election up until February 17, 2004.

Thank you.

The Speaker: The hon. Minister of Government Services.

Mr. Coutts: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. WEe're prepared
to accept Written Question 39, again with amendments. The
amendments have been provided to the member opposite, the
original mover, and dso the amendments have been circul ated.
For therecord | would like to read what those amendments would
be. Theamendment would read such: strikingout theword “govern-
ment” and substituting “ Utilities Consumer Advocate” and, sec-
ondly, by striking out “ January 1, 2000,” and substituting “Novem-
ber 23, 2003.”
The reason for these amendmentswould be because the Utilities
Consumer Advocate had set up shop and was prepared to take these
calls, and we have a good, accurate record of these cdls. We will
provide them in writing to the member opposite.
So the amended written question would read as follows Mr.
Speaker.
How many complaints did the Utilities Consumer Advocate call
centre receive from Albertans regarding deregulation or high
electricity bills between November 23, 2003, and February 17,
2004?

| movethat amendment.
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The Speaker: On the amendment, the hon. Member for Edmonton-
Gold Bar.

Mr. MacDonald: Yes. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Again, this
amendment is quite similar to the amendment for Written Quegtion
38. We are redlly restricting and limiting the information that will
be provided. What little information a person does get from this
government isal ways considered abonus, certainly. But, agan, the
fact that the Utilities Consumer Advocate has just set up shop, the
fact that 80 per cent of the budget is coming from the electricity
sector —there might be someinteregtinginformationin thisamended
question, but I’'m disappointed that we can’t get al the information
going back t02000. Certainly, there were significant price spikesin
electridty costs. In fact, it got so high at one point tha we had to
capitat 11 centsand wait until after the election and recover therest
of that money over a two-year period.

3:30

Now, surely we can be provided with more information than just
from the Utilities Consumer Advocate. Albertans, | think, deserve
to know. If we're going to be this open and transparent and
accountablegovernment, well, let’sstart. Let’ snot start by amend-
ing thiswritten questionand just providingany informationfromthe
Utilities Consumer Advocate's office starting the third week in
November.

With that being said, | guess, Mr. Speaker, alittle bit of informa-
tion is better than none, but | must express my disappointment in
light of the fact that thisisan $8 billion price tag and growing for
this electricity deregulation scheme Thisamendment islimiting. |
guessunder thecircumstances| can undersand why the government
would be reluctant to release thevolumeof callsthat it has received,
wherethey’ refromin the province, and wha specific discontent was
expressed by the eectricity consumer in regard to electricity
deregulation. [interjection] Well, that’s what | was hoping to get.

With those comments, Mr. Speaker, | cede the floor to another
hon. colleague. Thank you.

The Speaker: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Strathcona.

Dr. Pannu: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. | riseto speak to
the amendment proposed by the Minister of Government Servicesto
Written Question 39. Thisamendment isidentical totheamendment
proposed by the same minister to Written Question 38, and for
similar reasons| find it very unhel pful to getting theinformation that
Albertans want to have with respect to, in this case, whether or not
they havefound deregulaion of electricity to be extremely detrimen-
tal to their family budgets, to their businesses. One measure of that
would of course be to look a the number of complaints, the
frequency of complaints since the time that deregulation has been
actively implemented with respect to electricity in this province.

Mr. Speaker, the New Democrat opposition has presented
petitions from thousands upon thousands upon thousands of
Albertanswho have called on this government to scrap deregulation
of electricity and return to regulated electricity provision in this
province. They signed those petitions because they rely on their
common sense and experience over the many decades in this
provincewhen el ectricity was produced and transmitted and sold and
used under aregulated system. Whether they werefamilies, whether
they weresmall businessesor | arge businesses, everyoneenormously
benefited from the production and provision of electricity under a
regul ated system.

That system has das been destroyed by deregulation, and
Albertans have, | think, a legitimate right to know whether or not

their complaints are being recorded, are available to them as an
historical record so that they can hear their own voices, sort of,
reflected back to them.

Mr. Speaker, | think the city of Medicine Hat represents ashining
example of how a smart community can use common ownership of
aresource, in this case natural gas, to produce el ectricity and supply
that electricity to the residents of Medicine Hat at amost reasonable
rate — the same is true with natural gas —and sell the rest at market
rates, from which then the residents of Medicine Hat benefit. So
MedicineHat presents, | think, anideal model for therest of Alberta
to adopt to see what arrangementswork best to both take advantage
of market ratesfor acommonly owned resourceand at the sametime
protect from market rates and market fluctuations theowners of that
resource themselves.

The hon. Member for Cypress-Medicine Hat, | think, Snce he
holdsan important portfolio in the cabinet —the ministry of environ-
mental protection is under his charge — should be selling this
Medicine Hat modd to therest of his cabinet colleagues and to this
House so that we can return to a decent model tha protectsus from
exorbitant market ratesand fromthe unpredictability, instability, and
fluctuationsthat markets are characterized by under normal circum-
stances. But he is not willing to use the experience of his own
constituents, who have benefited greatly from this common owner-
ship, to make sure that Albertans in general, who are the owners of
natural gas and dill are to some extent of electricity production,
would benefit in the same way.

Thisamendment, therefore, Mr. Speaker, isreally counterproduc-
tive because it would dlow the government not to disclose very
important information that Albertans would like to have, the very
Albertans who are paying sky-high electricity bills and natural gas
billsto keep their houses heated and to keep their businesses going.
If this information is not disclosed, they will not know how many
others like them have complained to this government and how this
government has ignored their complaints and refused to listen to
their concerns and to the adviceto this government.

So for that reason, Mr. Speaker, | personally am opposed to this
amendment, and | ask my colleagues in the House to express their
opposition to it as well.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

[Motion on amendment carried]

The Speaker: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Gold Ber to close
the debate.

Mr. MacDonald: Yes, Mr. Speaker. Thistimel will be quite brief.
Certainly, the information that is provided as a result of this
amended Written Question 39 will help this member determine
exactly what is going onwith the Utilities Consumer Advocate asfar
asthe percentage of complaints which originaewith electricity and
which originate with natural gasand seeif there will be any changes
in thisindustry-funded consumer office. | don’t know how it canbe
useful and serve a purpose representing consumers when it’ sbeing
funded by industry, but we will get tha information, and we will
analyzeit.
Thank you.

[Written Question 39 as amended carried]

The Speaker: Hon. members, might werevert briefly to Introduction
of Guests?

[Unanimous consent granted)]
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head: 3:40 Introduction of Guests

(reversion)

The Speaker: The hon. Member for Calgary-Mountain View.

Mr. Hlady: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. | do appreciate
this. | have agentleman to introduce heretoday. HisnameisDoug
McBain. He'sthepresident of the Wegern Barley Growers. He's
here in the House today and was hoping to have a chance to see
some discussion on private members' bills as there is a bill that
affects him and his constituents and all of rural Albertain a major
way. I’'m hopingthat sometimein the near futurewe'll getto thehill
that he's looking for, but we won’t necessarily have that chance
today, which is unfortunate. However, | would ask him to please
stand and recel ve the warm welcome of the Assembly.

The Speaker: Hon. Member for Edmonton-Centre, anintroduction?

Ms Blakeman: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 1I'm very
pleased to introduce aconstituent of mine. Diane Oxenford is here
today to watch the proceedings. She'sin the public gallery. Diane
is one of those golden volunteers who's out for everything, works
very hard, is very committed. She’s been active on the Rossdale
power plant project, so the Minister of Community Development
would be well acquainted with her. She's always full of very
positive suggegions on how to move things forward. | would ask
Dianeto pleaserise and accept the warm welcome of the Assembly.
Thank you.

head: Written Questions
(continued)

Private Surgical Facilities

Q40. Dr. Nicol moved on behalf of Dr. Taft that the following
question be accepted.
What calculations have been used by the Department of
Health and Wellness asrequired under section 8(3)(d)(v) of
the Health Care Protection Act to eval uatethe cost-effective-
ness of contractsfor services with private surgical facilities
for each contract approved under the Health Care Protection
Act?

Dr. Nicol: Mr. Speaker, this question isbeing moved to in effect get
some parameters that the government uses when it starts to evaluate
contract-out options in the hedth care system. When we went
through the whole debate on Bill 11, on the two-tiered hedlth care
system, there was acommitment by the government that thiskind of
evaluation would be made; it's part of the bill. We wanted to see
what they were going through in terms of the cost comparisonsand
the cost-effectiveness of these contracts.

It's past now to where there are a number of these contracts in
place, so we're asking the government to releasefor public scrutiny
the parameters and the relative data so that the public can evduate
how well the government looked &ter ther tax dollars and made
surethat good value-for-dollar wasbeng received. Sowewouldask
the government to provide us with that information.

The Speaker: The hon. Minister of Children’s Services.

Ms Evans: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. On behalf of the Minister of
Health and Wellness | would respond and indicate that the govern-
ment isrejecting Written Question 40.

The Speaker: The hon. Member for Lethbridge-East to close the
debate.

Dr. Nicol: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. That sreally a disappointment
because during the whole debate on the bill the discussion was that
thiskind of evaluation would be donein the open, that the informa-
tion that was used and the parameters that were set for the govern-
ment to eval uae contract-out optionswould be dealt within apublic
way. You know, if the government is going to make thosekinds of
commitmentsto Albertans during the debate on a piece of legida-
tion, | think it’simperative that they do carry through with that after
the fact, when they’ve actually utilized a component within the
Health Care Protection Act, and that we do have the option to find
and review the kind of decision-making tha they go through on
behalf of Albertans.

So, Mr. Speaker, | think it's imperative that everybody in this
Legidlature vote to accept this even though the minister wants it
rejected. Weneed to vote and accept it so that Albertans canget this
information for scrutiny of the effectiveness of the government in
spending their dollars.

Thank you.

[Written Question 40 lost]

Intergovernmental Agreements

Q41. Dr. Nicol moved on behalf of MsCarlson tha the following
question be accepted.
What progress has the government made in implementing
the Auditor Generd’ s recommendation that the Department
of International and Intergovernmental Relations adhere to
the laws of Alberta by enhancing its intergovernmental
agreements systemsto comply with section 11 and schedule
6 of the Government Organization Act?

Dr. Nicol: Mr. Speaker, this is another one of the issues that we
wanted to in effect seewherethe government isat when they tell us
that they’ re going to accept arecommendation. It'simperative that
Albertans get information that allows them to evaluate and become
aware of the position the government isin in implementing the
recommendations being made by the Auditor Genera because,
obvioudy, whenthe Auditor General makestheserecommendations,
it's an indication that there's a sense that the government’s proce-
dure can be improved. So on behalf of Albertans we' re asking the
government to tell us where they're at in implementing these
recommendations of the Auditor Generd.

Mr. Jonson: Mr. Speaker, | would like to indicate that the govern-
ment will accept this particular question.

The Speaker: The hon. Member for Lethbridge-East to close the
debate.

Dr. Nicol: I'd just like to thank the miniger. Tha's greda that
Albertanswill find out how far along they’ regetting on this process.

[Written Question 41 carried]

Government Accounting Practices

Q42. Dr. Nicol moved on behalf of MsCarlson tha the following
question be accepted.
What stage of the process is the government at in imple-
menting the Auditor Generd’s recommendation contained
in his 2002-2003 annua report to change government
accounting practices in order to improve accountability for
the government’ s spending of taxpayers' dollars?
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Dr. Nicol: Mr. Speaker, thisis again another one of the arguments
that we need to have public disclosure in terms of where they're at
in the implementation process when they’ ve already said that they
will be accepting a recommendation. We need to meke sure that
Albertans are aware of the status of that implementation and what
progress is being made to allow both Albertans and the Auditor
General to feel confident that our dollars are being wisely spent. So
I would encourage all members of the L egislature to accept Written
Question 42.

The Speaker: The hon. Government House Leader.

Mr. Hancock: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I'm pleased to rise on
behalf of the government to indicate that we're prepared to accept
Written Question 42. As the hon. member opposite indicated, the
government had indicated acceptance in principle of the Auditor
Generd’ srecommendationthat the government’ scorporate account-
ing policiesocontinueto bereviewed on an ongoing basisin consulta-
tion with the ministries and the office of the Auditor General. That
was communicated to the chair of the Public Accounts Committee
on December 15, 2003, I'm given to undergand, by the hon.
Minister of Finance, and progress has been made in this area. But
we would be more than happy to respond by accepting the written
question and respond more formally in due course.

The Speaker: The hon. Member for Lethbridge-East to close the
debate.

Dr. Nicol: Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the Member for Edmonton-
Ellerslieand all Albertans | thank the government for agreeing to
provide us with that information. Thank you.

[Written Question 42 carried]

3:50 Health Care Premiums

Q43. Dr. Pannu moved that thefollowing question be accepted.
Of the moni esthe government recei ves annually fromhealth
care premiums, what amount was remitted by employersfor
thefiscd year 2002-03 and from April 1, 2003, to February
20, 2004, and of that amount how much was paid by
employers on behalf of employees?

Dr. Pannu: Mr. Speaker, the health care premiumsin this province
certainly are seen as a heavy burden both by middle-class families
that pay out of their own pocket and also by employerswho choose
to pay either all or part of the health carepremiums on behalf of their
employees. There has been a considerable debate in this province
that has been going on for some time on whether or not the hedth
carepremiums should be scrapped altogether, thereby removing this
tax burden on Albertans whether they're employers or families or
individualswho pay that premium. That premium, Mr. Speaker, is
quite high: $1,056 for a family of two or more and half of that
amount for Albertans who are single.

Asfar asbusinessesin thisprovince and employersareconcerned,
this health care premium tax redlly is a payroll tax. It adds to the
cost of doing business in this province and makes this province, in
relativeterms uncompetitivewith most other provincial jurisdictions
or territorial jurisdictionsin this country. So it isimportant to pay
attention to the magnitude of the cost of hedth care premium
payments by employers on behalf of their employees to see how
much this burden is.

Mr. Speaker, | think it's worth noting that the difference between
acorporatetax and apayroll tax isasfollows: payroll tax isnot atax

that isimposed or implemented or required to be paid on netrevenue
or on profits. Itis preprofit, addsto the costs of running a business
in the province, whereas the corporate tax is always assessed on the
net revenue or the net profits of a business or a corporation. Soin
the judgment of the New Democrat opposition this payroll tax that
employers pay reduces their competitiveness It adds to the costs of
doing businessin the province and needs, therefore, to be scrapped.

The request for information that’ s made by way of this question,
therefore, is intended to disclose the magnitude of the burden that
employerscarry becausethis payroll tax, in the formof ahealth care
premium tax, is a part of the continuing policy of the government
that most Albertans would like to see, in fact, discontinued and
scrapped.

So, Mr. Speaker, | hope that the government will accept this
request, and | look forward to the response from the House |eader
and the minigtry.

The Speaker: The hon. Minister of Children’s Services.

Ms Evans: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. The government is prepared
to accept Written Question 43 withamendments. Theseamendments
have been circulated with our opposition colleague prior to 11 a.m.
today.
| would like to move that Written Quegtion 43 be amended by

striking out “February 20, 2004,” and substituting “February 29,
2004,” and striking out “and of that amount how much was paid by
employers on behalf of employees” So the amended written
question will read as follows.

Of the monies the government receives annually from health care

premiums, what amount was remitted by employers for the fiscal

year 2002-2003 and from April 1, 2003, to February 29, 2004?
So I'd respectfully submit that and hope that the hon. member
opposite would be prepared to accept that as an amended question.

The Speaker: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Strathcona on the
amendment.

Dr. Pannu: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I’'m pleased to report that we
received the proposed anendment this morningin compliance with
the requirements of the Standing Orders. 1'm also pleased to note
that | find the amendment quite acceptable. Infact, the amendment
changes the date from February 20 to February 29, which | think is
extremely helpful. Aswell, | think the second part of theamendment
simply clarifies the language of the written question.

So I’'m pleased to accept both parts of this amendment and thank
the Minister of Children’s Services, who had presented this amend-
ment on behalf of theMinister of Health and Wellness. I'll sit down,
Mr. Speaker, with declaring my acceptance of the amendment.

[Motion on amendment carried]

Dr. Pannu: Mr. Speaker, I'm pleased to move the acceptance of the
amended Written Question 43.

[Written Question 43 as amended carried]

Health Care Premium Arrears

Q44. Dr. Pannu moved that the following question be accepted.
For the fiscal years 2001-02, 2002-03 and from April 1,
2003, to February 20, 2004, what wasthe total anount paid
to collections agencies for collecting arrears on hedth care
premiums broken down by agency?
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Dr. Pannu: Mr. Speaker, again, the intent of the reques that is
contained in this question is to seek and make public information
that’ s deemed important both by the New Democrat opposition and
in thejudgment of the New Democrat opposition by most Albertans
when they are invited or asked to assess the value of the ongoing
policy of thisgovernment with respect to the imposition of ahealth
care premiums tax on Albertans, who either pay it out of their own
pockets or have someone pay a portion of it or dl of it on their
behalf, beit this government, beit their employers, or whoever dse.

Mr. Speaker, there are lots of Albertans who find it simply
impossible to pay these very, very heavy health care premium taxes
and in fact find themsel vesrunning into default because they fail to
be able to pay these premiums on time because they redly find it
hard on their budgets and on their pocketbooks.

Soit’simportant, | think, for usasaHouseto be ableto assessthe
variety of costs for implementing thisvery unpopular and unhelpful
taxation policy that the government of Albertainsists on continuing
with. Hence the rationale for this question, Mr. Speaker.

Thank you.

The Speaker: The hon. Deputy Government House Leader.

Mr. Zwozdesky: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. |’m pleased to respond
on behalf of the hon. Minister of Heath and Wellness that he hasan
amendment that he wishes meto bring forward at thistime. 1I'd like
to move the amendment which would read as follows: “For the
fiscal years 2001-2002, 2002-2003, and from April 1, 2003, to
February 29, 2004, what was the totd amount pad to collections
agenciesfor collectingarrearson health care premiumsbroken down
by agency?’ | would move that particular amendment at thistime.

4:00

The Speaker: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Strathcona on the
amendment.

Dr. Pannu: Mr. Speaker, | riseto accept the proposed amendment
tothelanguage of Written Quegtion 44. | want to thank the Minister
of Health and Wellness and the Deputy Government House L eader
for proposing that amendment on behalf of the Minister of Hedth
and Wellness.

Mr. Speaker, the amendment Smply changesone date in Written
Question 44; that is, it changes the date from February 20 to
February 29, 2004. | think it'san eminently reasonableamendment,
and | gladly accept it and thank the minister for his co-operation.

Thank you.

[Motion on amendment carried]

The Speaker: Now on the motion as amended. The hon. Member
for Edmonton-Strathcona to close the debate.

Dr. Pannu: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | movethat Written Question
44 as amended be accepted and supported by my colleaguesin this
House. I’'m pleased that the amended question is an improvement.
| want to note that it's an improvement over the text of the question
as noted in the Order Paper.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

[Written Question 44 as amended carried]

Health Care Premium Arrears

Q45. Dr. Pannu moved that the following question be accepted.
For the fiscal year 2002-03 and from April 1, 2003, to

February 20, 2004, how many health care premium accounts
werein arrears by oneday or more, by three months or more,
and by oneyear or more, and what isthe totd amount of those
arrearsin each of these fiscd years?

Dr. Pannu: Mr. Speaker, again, the intent of the question is clear,
transparent. It's simply an attempt to get information on record
which will help us assess the costs of health care premiums policy
implementation, the difficulties that arise for ordinary Albertans,
middle-class Albertans, when they try to meet the requirements of
paying these premiums, which are exorbitant: $1,056 for a two-
member family or more and half of that amount for individuals.
Certainly, it isaburden on all kinds of businesses in this province,
which makesrunning their businessesmore expensivethanwould be
the caseif the health care premium tax were scrapped.

So, Mr. Speaker, thisinformation with respect to arrearsin these
different periodsin each fiscal year would help us evaluate the real
costs and the burdensomeness of this unnecessary tax on Albertans,
whether those Albertans are businesspersons, businesses, families,
or individuals.

| move the acceptance of this question, Mr. Speaker. Thank you.

The Speaker: The hon. Deputy Government House Leader.

Mr. Zwozdesky: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | rise with respect to
Written Question 45 on behaf of the hon. Minister of Hedth and
Wellness to table an amendment to that particul ar written question,
and the amended written question would read as follows:

For the fiscal year 2002-2003 and from April 1, 2003, to February

29, 2004, how many health care premium accounts werein arrears

by one day or more, by three months or more, and by one year or

more, and what isthe total amount of those arrearsin each of these

fiscal years?

Mr. Speaker, that having been said, | would move that particular

amendment at this time.

The Speaker: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Strathcona on the
amendment.

Dr. Pannu: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | want to the thank the Deputy
Government House L eader for moving thisamendment on behalf of
the hon. Minister of Hedth and Wellness. I’'m pleased to note that
the minister has accepted the spirit and letter of the question and
simply makes the one and only change in the question as originally
asked, and that is to change the date from February 20, 2004, to
February 29, 2004.

I think that it certainly is most acceptable to meto see thisdate
changed as proposed by this amendment. So | would ask everyone,
of course, to support this and get on our way to the next question.
Thank you.

[Motion on amendment carried]

The Speaker: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Strathconato close
debate on the motion as amended.

Dr. Pannu: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | move the acceptance of
Written Question 45 as amended by the amendment on which the
House has just voted unanimoudly.

Thank you.

[Written Question 45 as anended carried]

head: Motions for Returns
The Speaker: The hon. Government House Leader.
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Mr. Hancock: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Proper notice having been
givenon Thursday, March 25, | would movethat motionsfor returns
appearing on today’s Order Paper do stand and retain their places
with the exception of motionsfor returns 14 to 19 inclusve, 23to 31
inclusive, 34 to 42 inclusive, 44 to 87 inclusive, 90, 93, 94, 96 to
103 inclusive, 106, 107, 122 to 146 inclusve, 159, 160, 162, and
164 to 180 inclusive.

[Motion carried]

Department of International and
Intergovernmental Relations IT Costs

M14. MsBlakeman moved on behalf of Ms Carlson that an order
of the Assembly do issue for a return showing the total
dollar amount spent by the Ministry of International and
Intergovernmental Relations on contracts for information
technology services broken down by company and total
dollar amount for each for the 2002-2003 fiscal year.

The Speaker: The hon. Government House Leader.

Mr. Hancock: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | would be prepared to
accept the motion for areturn on behalf of government inthe event
that an amendment is approved by the House. | move that Motion
for aReturn 14 be amended by (@) striking out “Ministry of Interna-
tional and Intergovernmental Relations’ and substituting “govern-
ment of Alberta;” (b) striking out “broken down by company and
total dollar amount for each” and substituting “and a listing of
vendors providing these services;” and (c) adding at the end thereof
“motions for returns currently appearing on the Order Paper as
MR15, MR18, MR56, MR60, MR61, MR62, MR70, MR71, MR72,
MR73, MR103, MR122, MR123, MR146, MR204, and MR205 be
struck from the Order Paper as having been dealt with.” A copy of
this motion has been provided to the opposition.

Ms Blakeman: Point of order, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Hancock: A copy of thismotion was provided to Parliamentary
Counsel for approval on Thursday, asisrequired by Standing Order,
but was not approved by Parliamentary Counsel pursuant to the
Standing Order. | propose that the matter of it being in order be
dealt with by the House. 1’d be prepared to speak to it now or cede
to the hon. member for the point of order.

4:10
The Speaker: Well, we' regoing todeal with the point of order first.

Point of Order
Amendment to Motion for a Return 14

Ms Blakeman: Mr. Speaker, | regret that this amendment to amend
Motion for a Return 14 is out of order. I'll direct your attention to
Standing Order 34(2.1), in which it notes that “amendments to
written questions and motions for returns must (a) be approved by
Parliamentary Counsel on the stting day preceding the day the
amendment is moved.” | have a copy of wha was both circulated
here in the House and was sent to the Officdal Opposition this
morning, and it does not contain the approval gamp of Parliamen-
tary Counsel.

| note in Beauchesne 579(2) that “an amendment may not raise a
new questionwhich can only be considered asadistinct motion after
proper notice.” |neffect, what isbeing proposed by the Government
House Leader here is a new quegtion in that it is subgtantially
changingtheintent and theinformation requested by the Member for
Edmonton-Ellerdlie.

She had requested that the information bebroken down. Sowe're
lookingfor thetotal dollar amount spent on contractsfor information
technol ogy services, and what we' re going to get hereis alisting of
vendors. That isavery different response, adifferent set of informa-
tion than what was being requested. 1t wasrequested in the Member
for Edmonton-Ellerslie’ smotionthat it be broken down by company
and by thetotal dollar amount tha each got and for the fiscal year.

So what we have before us, the amendment that” s being proposed,
is out of order on two points. One, it has not been signed off by
Parliamentary Counsel and therefore cannot be considered here, and
two, given its very content, it's asking us to consider a different
question than what was asked for by the Member for Edmonton-
Ellerslie.

I'll note that in Marleau and Montpetit, page 655, an amendment
isout of order “if it isinconsi stent with adecision that the committee
has maderegardingaformer amendment.” Lookingat the Spesker’s
ruling on the amendment to Motion for aReturn 10— and that’ snow
appearing on page 681 of Hansard for March 24, 2004 —the Speaker
wisely says that “the amended Motion for a Return 10 that was
approved differed from the wording of the other motionsfor returns
that the Government House L eader indicated were similar.” | would
argue that that is the same casethat is being brought forward here.

That Motion for a Return 10 also asked tha a number of other
motions for returns be struck from the order paper as having been
dealt with, and | would argue, Mr. Speaker, that the origind intent
hasnot been carried forward into the amendment brought forward by
the Government House Leader, and therefore those additional
motions for returns that are added in should not be struck as they
have not in fact been dealt with and, in providing this information,
they wouldn’t be dealt with.

| understand what the Government House L eader istrying to do,
and | wish | could support him in doing that, but the Officia
Opposition iswell within our rightsto ask for the information. As
amatter of fact, the government has directed us numerous times to
ask for the information through motions for returns and written
questions. We' vefollowed their request and brought the request for
information through, and wewoul d expectto get theinformation that
we requested.

Havingthe government amend the original intent to a point where
it's no longer what the Official Opposition has asked for — | can’t
support what the Government House Leader istrying todo. | regret
that. 1 would have been more than willing to work with the govern-
ment in grouping together motions for returns or written questions
if the government had been willing to bring forward the information
that we were requesting. Infact, we' ve already donethat today, and
| have acknowledgedit when it has happened. 1"’ m morethanwilling
to do that.

Rev. Abbott: All you're interested in doing is wasting the time of
the House.

Ms Blakeman: There is some heckling happening here from
Drayton Valley-Calmar. 1'm sure he can join in on the point of
order.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, based on Standing Order 34 with thelack
of parliamentary approval, on Beauchesne 579(2) with the amend-
ment raising anew question, on Marleau and Montpetit noticing that
it is out of order if it's inconsistent with the decision that the
committee has already made, setting a standard which in fact the
Speaker gave usthe ruling on, | would argue that the Government
House Leader’ s amendment is out of order.

Thank you.
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The Speaker: Hon. members, first of dl, thereisno amendment on
the floor. We have a point of order.
The Government House L eader on this point of order.

Mr. Hancock: Yes. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. There are a number
of points that need to be addressed with regect to the question of
whether the amendment can be ruled in order and put on the floor,
and I’ ll start with thelast part first, with respect to the argument put
by the hon. member opposite that somehow by amendingthe motion
we are changing the scope of the motion.

| would suggest to you that in her own argument she' snegative to
her argument, because she's indicated tha in fact we passed a
motion last Monday which made avery similar amendment in terms
of the A and B sections of the amendment. The House passed that
amendment and passed the motion as amended. Therefore, those
portions of the amendment are not out of order.

The same amendment was done to Motion for a Return 10 last
week and, in fact, is similar to many types of amendments that are
brought before the House from time to time with respect to motions
for returnsin accordancewith, | would suggest, Beauchesne’s 567,
that says that “the object of an amendment may be either to modify
aquestion in such away as to increaseits acceptability,” whichis
what we' ve been doing all afternoon by changing dates and things
like that and which we did last Monday on Motion for aReturn 10
by changing the motion so that it’ sall government departments and
then broken down by company and dollar amounts and aligting of
vendorsproviding those services. Wedealt with that at somelength
last Monday and then passed the motion.

The question that came up as a result of it last Monday was
whether by passng that motion as amended it was applicable to all
the other motions. Now, that — I’ d have to correct the hon. member
opposite—was not included in the motion. In fact, it was apoint of
order that | raised after the motion was passed to ask that it be made
applicableto the other motions and that the other motions be struck
from the Order Paper.

Mr. Speaker, you quite rightly reserved on that and then came
back and advised the House that the motion as passed was not the
same as the motionsthat were still on the Order Paper, and therefore
you weren't prepared to strikethe other motions on the Order Paper
as being redundant. Because the motion passed was amended and
themotionsthat werestill onthe Order Paper had not been amended,
you said: well, it isn't on all fours, and therefore you can’t just take
them off the Order Paper.

Now, | would direct your atention to what wasdiscussed. Infact,
in the March 22 Hansard at page 613 you indicated:

Duringthe debate something el se was added to thisdiscussion, and

it had to do with the number of other written questions or mations

for returnsthat thiswasto apply to. That’s not part of the motion.

It's not part of the amendment. | have no idea how the chair is

supposed to determine subjectively to which one of these other

motions for returns this particular amendment is to apply. That

would be a very unfair Stuation.
So, Mr. Speaker, the response to that is to make it a part of the
motion, bring forward exactly to what other motions it isto apply,
and make it a direction of the House in passing the motion that it is
to apply to those other motions.

Now, isit appropriate to haveone motion apply to other motions?
Well, earlier today on one of the written questions there was an
amendment put forward to have that written question apply to—and
that was Written Question 28 — “the departments referred to in
written questions 29, 30, 34, 46, 60 to 65 inclusive,” et cetera. So,
obvioudly, it's in order to have a written motion apply to other
motions on the Order Paper. It'sbeen done. Infact, it was done
earlier today, and that was approved by Parliamentary Counsd.

So we have a situaion where the firg part of the amendment is
clearly in order. We have asituation where the second part of the
amendmentisclearly in order. It'svery difficult to understand how
the two parts of the amendment put together are not in order.

4:20

Then we come to the question of Standing Order 34(2.1).
Standing Order 34(2.1) clearly states, “Amendments to written
questions and motions for returns must (a) be approved by Parlia-
mentary Counsel onthesittingday preceding theday theamendment
ismoved.” That'sthe Standing Order. That’sthe hurdle | haveto
get over herebecausecl early Parliamentary Counsel did not approve
this amendment on that date.

Now, the question, Mr. Speaker, is. what is Parliamentary
Counsel’srole as provided for in the Standing Order? Clearly, the
question for Parliamentary Counsd is not whether or not the motion
itself isin order or out of order on asubstantive basis but, rather,
whether it's in an appropriate form to come to the House. Other-
wise, Parliamentary Counsel would be usurping the authority of this
House in determining what business it can discuss and what is
substantive. Clearly, Parliamentary Counsel cannot bein aposition
where it makes substantive decisions with respect to business that
can come before the House. Clearly, it can make decisions with
respect to whether it's an appropriate form for the House, and in
support of that proposition | would quote again your rulings and
discussion before the House.

Mr. Speaker, on March 24 in Hansard at page 681: “When there
aredifficultiesor probl ems encountered like this, the chair’ sview is
that the primary responsibility for resolving them should rest with
the House leaders.” | skip a sentence, and then it goeson to say, “It
isyour Assembly, hon. members and it is to you that the responsi-
bility falls for dealing with the business of the Assembly.” The
business of the Assembly deal swith how we deal with these written
questions and motions for returns. They’'re an opportunity for
private members to put questions on the floor and to request return
of documents. Clearly, it'sin order for those questionsto be on the
floor.

But now we have this unique situation where we have on the
Order Paper 88 written questionsand 210 motionsfor returns. Even
though with themost recent changes of theruleswe’ ve expanded the
time that's available to private members for private members
business by moving private members' motions to the evening on
Mondays and having the hour for private members motions there,
freeing up the afternoon to deal with written questions, motions for
returns, and private members’ bills clearly by putting this number
of questions on the Order Paper, we will never get to private
members’ bills unless we find some method of aggregating the
business.

Now, it would seem to me, Mr. Spedker, that it is entirely
inappropriate to say that the only way that business can be aggre-
gated, that questions can be aggregated isif they' reto be accepted or
rejected on the face of them, so that the only way you could deal
with more than one question would be to accept or reject without
amendment. That would seem to be an inappropriate way to deal
with this matter because that leaves, then, the only way of dealing
with questions, if you' renot prepared to accept or reject on the face
of them, as dealing with themindividually, one by one, and making
the amendments.

Then, Mr. Speaker, you're going onto makethe same amendment
to similar motions which differ only with respect to which depart-
ment they gpply to or which member they apply to. So you're
makingthe same amendment that you would maketo all of them, but
you’ d have to make themindividually becausethe ruling would say
that you couldn’t aggregate those questions.
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The simple answer here, a very straightforward answer, is that
there’ san amendment tha’ s being proposed. It ought to have been
approved by Parliamentary Counsel, not in terms of substance,
because it's always for the Speaker on the floor of the House or
members on the floor in raising a point of order to argue whether a
motion or a bill or anything dseisin order or out of order. Itis
always available on the floor of the House to do that. But | would
suggest that it’ snot in order for Parliamentary Counsel to make that
determination. Parliamentary Counsel’srole isto determine form,
whether it’s an appropriate form to come before the House.

So | would sugges, Mr. Speaker, that 34(2.1)(a) must beread in
that context. If you read it in any other way, it gives Parliamentary
Counsel arolewhich cannot be afforded Parliamentary Counsel but
is the order of the Speaker in the House and the members of the
House on the floor of theHouse. | would argue that Parliamentary
Counsel should be determined to have approved this becauseitisin
an appropriateform, that it isin order for the House to deal with the
motion.

Then the question is: isthe motion itself in order? That question
has been answered. Written Question 10 last week made the first
part of the amendment. Written Question 28 today made the second
part of the amendment. If thefirst isin order and the second isin
order, then the whole thing isin order. So substantively it must be
in order, and therefore it's open to the House to ded with that
question today.

| would submit, Mr. Speaker, then, that we should allow the
amendment to proceed and deal with these written questions and
motionsfor returnsin atimely way so that the House can ded with
the questions that have been put before it, deal with themin a
straightforward manner, and then also allow time for private
members to deal with private members' hills.

[Ms Blakeman rose]

The Speaker: Hon. member, it was your point of order. You've
aready participated.

Does anybody else want to participate on this point of order?
Hon. Member for Drayton Valley-Calmar, | saw you move on the
point of order.

Rev. Abbott: Yeah, Mr. Spesker. | was going to make some
comments, but the hon. Government House Leader saidit all. Thank
you.

The Speaker: Others on thispoint of order?

Hon. members, | can undergand. | used the word “angst” the
other day with respect to the number of quegions that might be on
the Order Paper. But Monday is private members' day, and it is
within the rights of the members to participate by way of written
questions and motions for returns.

There were several points raised here this afternoon, and brief
commentswill be made with respect to these several points. First of
all, there were statementsmade in the House the other day by myself
with respect to this particular matter. Actualy, considereble
progress has been made today with respect to a certain number of
these written questions and motions for returns.

The Standing Ordersaretherules of this Assembly. TheStanding
Ordersarewritten by the membersof thisparticular Assembly. If we
have a Standing Order, regardless of whether or not the chair likes
the Standing Order, the Standing Order has been written by the
members after consultation anong the members after due diligence
by the three House leaders with respect to it. Sometimes they don’t
even have to consult and sometimes they do not consult with the
chair.

So let’s teke a look at Standing Order 34(2.1), written by the
members of the House. It says “Amendmentsto written questions
and motions for returnsmust” — not may be, could be, should be but
must —* (@) be approved by Parliamentary Counsel on thesitting day
preceding the day the amendment ismoved” and soon. Now, | look
at that. Theword “must” says to methat it hasto be done. It means
that you can’t really be subjective about this.

Now, there’'s one way we could get around this: by asking for
unanimous consent to give it the interpretation the Government
House Leader has. | dare say and suspect that that probably woul d-
n't get unanimous consent, but | can do that. Any time we have
unanimousconsent, we can put away all of this so that wedon't have
to deal withit. But | suspect that we re not going to get that, soit’s
kind of hard to deal with an amendment from that perspective.

Secondly, | do believethat | heard the Government House L eader
refer to Beauchesne 567, but | also heard the Opposition House
Leader refer to Beauchesne 579(2): “ An amendment may not raise
anew question which can only be considered as a distinct motion
after proper notice.”

Now, the other day when | stood here, | suggested that, wel,
there’s a way of grouping these things. Number one is that there
could be harmony among the three House leaders. They can get
together and they can work this out, and that’s a ways the preferred
route — aways the preferred route — and there seemed to be some
approach with respect to that today. The second way, basicaly,
could be by following the procedures that werefollowed today with
respect to the groupings where there are no substantial differences
from the origina motion to the new amendment, where they’ re not
substantial; that's very important. If you take a group of them and
you put them all together and there’s no substantial change, what
you're doing is just bunching them, and we all agreed that that
would be afine way to go.

4:30

Thisparticular amendment, proposed amendment to Motion for a
Return 14, which did not meet the test under Standing Order 34(2.1),
in essence would not meet the substantive amendment test either. So
there are actualy severa ways of dealing with thisif onewants to.
One could have a digtinct motion. Notice could be given, say,
tomorrow or Wednesday, and a motion could be dealt with on a
Thursday afternoonto basically group 100 or 125 or 50 of themand
say either yes or no to them. That's another way of dealing with it.
Can't do it on the following Monday because that's private mem-
bers day, so it would have to be donein another way.

So I’'m afraid that the point of order hasto be uphdd. Inessence,
we cannot proceed with this proposed amendment to Motion for a
Return 14. Motion for a Return 14 retains its place on the Order
Paper asit currently is. We can leave it there now and make good
use of theremaining time this afternoon to deal with some of these
other motionsfor returnswhich havemet thetest and could see some
further progress this afternoon with respect to what we have.
Hopefully, inthe ensuing days and the ensuing weeks — perhaps the
three House leaders would be able to meet during the Easter break,
say four, five, six days. They could spend time on solving this
problem and dealing with the House itself pending further review.

The hon. Government House Leader.

Point of Order
Explanation of Speaker’s Rulings

Mr. Hancock: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | rise under the provisions
of 13(2) asking for you to “explain the reasons for any decision,”
because I'd like to have you explain to the House in greater scope
what you, then, believe the authority of Parliamentary Counsel is
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with respect to taking substantive decisions away from the House
rather than processoriented. Y ou'veindicated that 34(2.1) hasto be
read on theface of it, but isit your understanding that Parliamentary
Counsel can make adjudicative decisionswith respect to substantive
measures and, therefore, take them away from the House? Or is it
your underganding of Parliamentary Counsel’s role to simply deal
with respect to the form of matters coming before the House?

The second question I'd like to understand your rationale on is
your ruling with respect to the substantive nature of the motion,
becausewehavedealtin thisHouse, as| mentioned in my argument,
with Motion for aReturn 10, which did exactly those substantive, if
that’ swhat they are, amendments to the motion. We have done that
on aregular basis throughout.

We' ve also dealt earlier today with the question of bringing other
motionsinto the motion, having the House say that by dealing with
this motion, we've dealt with those motions. Now, your ruling
would purport to say that you can only do that, presumably because
we did it today, if you don’t amend the motion. However, taking
that subsection (c) by itself, | would suggest, belies what you've
said. SoI'dlike to understand better your rationale for saying that
that’s more substantive than the motion which gpparently was in
order earlier today.

The Speaker: The chair is not going to get into debate in this
Assembly with anyone. The chair will explain and will explain
again, and the Government House Leader will listen attentively,
please.

The Standing Orders are written by the members of the House.
Thetradition with respect to Standing Orders and the constitution of
the House is essentially that, if at least it' sacaring group of people,
the three House leaders — that’ s why we have House leadersin here
—will get together, will put ideas on the table, will work towards a
resolution of what the constitution or the rulesfor governance of the
House should be.

They are written by the members of the House. Sometimes the
chair, the Speaker, may be aware of them. Sometimes the Speaker
may not be aware of them. Sometimesthe Speaker may be consulted
as to whether or not a provision under Standing Orders is an
intelligent one, an appropriate one, a functioning one, a desirable
one. Sometimes the Speaker might even suggedt to the drafters of
these Standing Ordersthat that’ s redly quite inappropriate, that it's
not the best direction to go, but it still rests with the House if the
House wants to proceed.

Generdly —generdly —when major changesare made to Standing
Orders, governments can use their majority to basicaly bring about
what it is that they want, and sometimes the minority can use its
position to veto if in fact you're dealing with respect to questions
that require unanimous consent.

Butin the case of 34(2.1), “ Amendmentsto written questions and
motions for returns must,” it says “mug,” not may be, could be,
should be. Now, if the hon. Government House L eader wantsmeto
determine and define what the word “must” is, | will ask for one of
the pagesto get meathesaurus. | think that “must” hasthe connota-
tion that means it's mandatory, that it's not subjective. It doesn’t
apply in this situgtion when it works to one's advantage, but it
applies in a different situation when it works to someone else’s
disadvantage.

| repeat again becausel don’t want any misunderstanding on this
at all: “Amendments to written questions and motions for returns
must be approved by Parliamentary Counsel on the sitting day
preceding the day theamendment ismoved.” There’ snosuggegion
in herethat there hasto be a subjective interpretation by anyonewith
respect to what that means. | dare say that | would sugges that on

the basis of the discussion that wejust had here a few minutes ago,
there seems to be a subjective view of what it means.

| did not write these Standing Orders. They’re your Standing
Orders. If there's a requirement in the Standing Orders to have a
group of three or four members then, be the interpreters of the
constitution, of what these words mean — and perhapsa thesaurus or
other dictionary might befound that provides what theword “ must”
would mean to somebody’ s satisfaction — then that is an option.

But the fact of the matter isthat thisiswhat it says | can’t define
that any further than what I’'ve aready done on two or three
occasions in the last little while. 1t’snot the intent of this char to
basically definetheword “must.” It’ svery clear astowhat theword
“must” would be. Asfar as anything else, it's been repeated on at
least two occasions with respect to that: there is the point of order.
This amendment will not be proceeded with under the Standing
Orders that we have in this Assembly at thistime.

If the hon. memberswant to get together and change the Standing
Orders, that’'s another subject, but these are our Standing Orders
now. Beauchesne isvery clear to me onwhat it says, and | repeat:
579(2). I've dways provided another alternative as to how this
might be dealt with. There's no further explanation that | can
provide with respect to this.

If the hon. Government House L eader or any other member wants
to have a private discusson with mein my office, I’ d bevery happy
to have it, but we can't waste any more time in the House. Thisis
privatemembers' day. Thisisnot adebaefor lawyersto haveanice
court appearance debate.

Mr. Hancock: Mr. Speaker, with respect, again rising under section
13(2) asking for an explanation. Y ou've read to us Standing Order
34(2.1), and you' ve emphasized theword “must,” but you have not
dealt with the word “approved.” Nor have you dealt with the way
that that Standing Order can be read, which says that “motions for
returns must . . . be goproved.”

So you could read the Standing Order exactly asit’ swritten to say
that Parliamentary Counsd must gpprove an amendment when it's
brought to him. Now, clearly that doesn’'t make sense. The reason
for the Parliamentary Counsd to have arole in the process is to
make sure that everything is in appropriate form. So what | was
asking — and | don’t believe thisis a lawyer's debate, and | do
believe thisisimportant for this Houseto have discussion on—isthe
question of what therole of Parliamentary Counsel isin approving
an amendment that is brought to him.

Now, | would submit toyouthat therol e of Parliamentary Counsel
is approval as to form. But if you wish to say that the Standing
Orders prevail and have to beread asthey’ rewritten, then | would
suggest that you have to read it to say that motions for returns must
be approved by Parliamentary Counsd; he has no discretion not to
approve them. Tha hardly makes sense, Mr. Speaker.

So, clearly, the role of Parliamentary Counsel mug be defined,
and that was the interpretation | wasasking you for: what's Parlia-
mentary Counsel’ srolein approving an amendment beforeit comes
before this House? We have many amendments that are brought
before the House. They're always initialled by Parliamentary
Counsel before introduction. We've argued on occasion as to
whether or not they'rein order ater the Parliamentary Counsel has
initialled them. Clearly, the Parliamentary Counsel’ sfunctionisone
asto approval asto form, and that’s what we need interpretation on,
because if his role is more substantive than that, then you're
absolutely right: the Standing Orders need to be amended.

4:40
The Speaker: Well, we' rehaving adebate, hon. Government House
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Leader, and the hon. Government House Leader should refer to
Standing Order 104.
Parliamentary Counsel
(a) areresponsible for the correctness of Bills and of amend-
mentsto Bills.
Emphasison the word “ correctness.”
(b) shall be present, whenever required, at the Table, when any
Bill isbeing considered in Committee of the Whole;
(c) in the absence of the Clerk and the Clerk Assistant, shall
substitute for the Clerk and exercisethe authority and discharge
the responsihilities normally vested in the Clerk;
(d) shall act as counsel to the Assembly and membes, to
committees of the Assembly, to officers of the Assembly and to
officers of the Legislature, as required,;
(e) shall assist members in drafting private members’ public
Billswhen requested;
(f) shall act as examiner of private Bills in the fulfillment of
counsd’ s duties under Standing Orders 90 and 99;
(g) shal transmit to the Clerk of the Assembly for delivery to all
members, prior to the commencement of each session of the
Legidature, a list of the reports or other periodic staements
which it is theduty of any officer or department of the Govemn-
ment or any corporate body to make to the Assembly,
(i) referring to the resolution or Act wherein each is
ordered,
(ii) placingunder the name of each officer, department, or
corporate body a list of reports or returns required, and
(iii) stating the time by which the report or periodic state-
ment isto be tabled; and
(h) shall prepare, for printing as statutes, the official copies of
the Bills enacted by the Legislature; and
(i) shal transmit to the Clerk for delivery to the Secretary of
State, certified, sealed copies of the Bills enacted by the Legisla-
ture;
subject to such orders as counsel may receive from the Speaker or
the Clerk
and to respondto the dutiesof the Parliamentary Counsd and dways
dealing with the traditions and the customs and the heritage of
parliaments as we havein terms of how we dea with them in other
matters.

Now, if the argument is with the table officers and the Standing
Orders, then this Assembly should basically change the Standing
Orders, if that's the argument, and the Assembly always has the
choice and the chance to change the Standing Orders. |If the
argument hereisaninterpretation asked for of the chair, the Speaker,
because the Speaker upholds the Standing Orders, and if the debate
now isaquestion of confidencein the chair, then the Assembly also
hasamajor responsibility to ded with thisby notice of asubstantive
motion in thechair.

The Standing Orders are very, very clear. They’re written by the
Assembly. Thechair haswritten and dealt with the Standing Orders
on one or two occasions. The char has pointed out on the basis of
the other materials that we have in here that if there' sgoing to be a
major change, a substantive change in the scope of the question —
and if you look at the amendment to Motion for a Return 14, it
strikes out “Ministry of Internationa and Intergovernmental Rela-
tions’ and substitutes “government of Albertd’ — no problem with
that — and in (c) adds the following. No problem with that. The
substantive change comesinstriking out “ broken down by company
and total dollar amount for each” and substituting “and a liging of
vendorsproviding these services.” There’ sadramatic difference of
intent.

Thisis private members' day. If an hon. member wants to stand
up and move amotion, that member has the right to stand up in this
Assembly to movethe motion. Itisnot the government’ s afternoon;
it's a private members' afternoon.

Now, if the motions are the same, if there would have been no
change in what was requested in the motion and it would have
simply applied to dl departments, no problem. If it would have been
outlined what they were, no problem. But if there’s going to be a
substantive difference, whatin essenceishappening hereisdenigrat-
ing the role of a private member.

There' s an assumption here that one question having been dealt
with would then be dealt with in the same way for all others. These
are different questions sometimes from different members to
different departments. What their intent is| do not know. | can't get
in anybody’ s mind.

All | can ask for isthe greatest degree of sense that goes along
with this as private members day, recognizing that we look at the
best utilization of time in this Assembly, recognizing that thisis a
democracy, recognizing that the majority will always win, under-
standing that there till isarole for private members.

The hon. Government House Leader.

Debate Continued

Mr. Hancock: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. On thebasis of your ruling
I’m pleased to reject Written Quegtion 14 on behalf of the govern-
ment.

Ms Blakeman: I’'m sorry to hear that, and | regret that the govern-
ment is refusing to provide the information that we're looking for,
whichisfairly simply information just on the contracts for informa-
tion technology broken down by company and total dollar amounts.
I’m sorry that they’ re rejecting the request for information.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

[Motion for a Return 14 lost]

Department of Sustainable Resource
Development IT Costs

Ms Blakeman moved on behalf of Ms Carlson that an order
of the Assembly do issue for a return showing the total
dollar amount spent by the Ministry of Sustainable Resource
Development on contracts for information technology
services broken down by company and total dollar amount
for each for the 2002-2003 fiscd year.

M15.

The Speaker: The hon. Government House Leader.

Mr. Hancock: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. In light of the discusson
that we' ve just had relativeto Motion for a Return 14, | would note
in looking at Motion for a Return 15 that it is amost exactly
identical to Motion for aReturn 14. Thedifference between Motion
for a Return 15 and Motion for a Return 14 is that Motion for a
Return 15talksabout theMinistry of Sustainable Resource Devel op-
ment and Motion for a Return 14 talks about the Ministry of
International and Intergovernmental Relations. Inall other respects
it would appear that those motions are identical.

Now, | would refer the House to Motion for a Return 10, which
was dealt with last Monday. | don’'t have it exactly in front of me,
but I think it was dealt with by way of an amendment, which deleted
thetitle—in this caseit would be Ministry of Sustainable Resource
Development and substituting “government of Alberta8’ — and
deleted a section of it: do issuefor areturn showing the total dollar
amount spent by the ministry on contracts for information broken
down by company and total dollar amount. So it deleted “broken
down by company and dollar amount” and substituted “and alisting
of vendors providing these services.” That amendment was passed,
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asl recdl it, on MR 10, and then the amended motion was passed by
the House.

It sunfortunate that we passed a motion which is presumably out
of order as per your ruling this afternoon, but in any event that’s
what was done. So we have that amendment and we have MR 10
passed, which provides for the government of Albertato providefor
areturn showing the contracts for thegovernment of Albertabroken
down by company and dollar anount. Hence, Motion for a Return
15 isredundant, and therefore | would say that it should be rejected
on behalf of the government.

The Speaker: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Centre to close
debate.

Ms Blakeman: Thank you very much. Well, I'm afraid | disagree
with the Minister of Justice and the Government House Leader. |
find that there is a substantial difference between the ministries of
Sustai nable Resource Devel opment and International and Intergov-
ernmental Relations. | would argue that that is the key to what
makes these motions different.

There sgoing to be acampaign now, | think, from government to
try and makeit look like we are somehow remiss or at fault for trying
to get information from the government, and | think that we' rewell
within our rights to ask for this information. We would like to get
it. | don't seethat it’sthat difficult for the government to provideit
for us. It's not being provided, and | can't speculae on why the
government refuses to provide it, but it's obviously refusing to
provide some fairly simple information here.

The minister keepsgoing back to Motion for aReturn 10 and that
somehow in the passing of that, all other motions should follow the
same example. Again, | look at thedivision records, and it's quite
clear that the government members haveamajority and wereableto
use that mgority to force the passage of Motion for a Return 10.
That does not mean that that was the information that the Official
Opposition was looking for. It does not mean that it then becomes
an example to be usad in all other instances where the Official
Oppositionisseeking informati on and thegovernment does not give
it to us and wants to amend and make it more vague. So | would
refute the constant reference that the Government House Leader
makesto Motion for a Return 10 that it is somehow an example of
what should happen here.

4:50

As|'ve said before, Mr. Speaker, I'm more than happy to work
with the Government House L eader and the third party House leader
where we are able to successfully negotiate that we will get the
information we are seeking. | did dready use the example that
happened earlier today where the motion was exactly the same
except that it was alowing the inclusion of other named ministries.
But to have amotion that now comesin two parts, one amending the
intent or the information being sought and the second asking that
additional motions be struck because they are included in it, is
simply not acceptable, and the Speaker has already ruled on that.

Y ou know, the government hasall the power here. We're merely
the opposition doing our best to seek information. The government
repeatedly put us towards asking these questions in thisvenue and
has refused to provide usthe information in other venues. So what
we've come down to is once again the government using its
overwhelming majority to try and bash the Official Opposition on
the head. | regret that such smple information as a dollar amount
spent on technology services broken down by company and total
dollar amount for the 2002-2003 fiscal year is beyond the govern-
ment’s ability to provide, and | do once again plead for common

sense, some cool heads and support for the motion as presented.
Thank you.

[Mation for a Return 15 lost]

Department of Aboriginal Affairs and
Northern Development IT Contracts

Ms Blakeman moved on behalf of Dr. Taft that an order of
the Assembly do issue for a return showing the current
information technology services contract tendering policy
and processfor the Ministry and Department of Aboriginal
Affairs and Northern Development.

M16.

The Speaker: The hon. Government House Leader.

Mr. Hancock: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | would move an amend-
ment to Motion 16 such that the amendment would grike out “the
Ministry and Department of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern
Development” and substitute“all ministriesand departmentsin the
government of Albertareferred to in motionsfor returns 17, 50, 51,
54,63, 74,76, 77, 106, 107, 124, 125, 126, 127, 144, 145, and 206.”
The motion as amended would then read:

That an order of the Assembly do issue for a return showing the

current information technology services contract tendering policy

and process for all ministries and departmentsin the government of

Albertareferredtoin motionsfor returns 17, 50, 51, 54, 63, 74, 76,

77,106, 107, 124, 125, 126, 127, 144, 145, and 206.

Mr. Speaker, in speaking to the amendment, | would point out to
the House that the hon. Member for Edmonton-Centre on the
previous motion has complained about the lack of information that
the government is prepared to provide. In fact, by substituting the
amendment here, which dealswith all ministries and departments of
the government, we're expanding theinformation that’ s going to be
provided becauseit will bedonefor all departments of government
rather than being done on an individual basis as and when a
particular critic might put their three or four motions on the table.

In fact, what' s happened in this House under our Order Paper is
that if you look at it, there are groupings of written questions and
motionsfor retumns, so it would appear —and | don’t intend to make
any allegation against any member, but | just surmised from looking
at it that each opposition critic has decided to come forward with
virtually the samequestionwith respect to each of their departments,
and one or two haven’t doneit. So we have written questions that
areidentical for all intents and purposes with respect to most but all
not all departmentsof government.

Well, | think we can correct that oversight, Mr. Speaker, by having
it deal with all departmentsof government. Rather than dealing with
itonanindividua one-by-one basis, we can approve an amendment
which aggregatesthemall into the samemotion and deal swith them
all at onetime, thus saving some essential timein this House so that
we can deal with other private members' business.

Now, | don’t deny for a moment that private members have the
right to put questionson the Order Paper, but when questionsare put
onthe Order Paper where they deal with each individual department
and deal with exactly the same return for each department, then it
seems to me that it makes sense to aggregate them together and to
deal with them all at once.

You've ruled earlier, Mr. Speaker, that onecan’t make a substan-
tive amendment to a motion. On the previous motion the member
was saying tha we weren’t providing all of theinformation. Wel,
in fact, theredlity is that the amended Motion for a Return 10, just
to use as an example when speaking to this anendment, actudly
does expand the information which is available to the opposition.
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Now, it doesn’t necessarily put it in aform that’s easy for them to
read. | grantthat. What it doesisprovide thesameinformation for
all departments of government. What it does is show the dollar
amount on contractsand a listing of vendors for the services. This
isrelevant becausenow they' re askingfor the policiesrelating to the
contracts.

So what they will get under Motion for aReturn 10 isareturn on
all departments of government with thedollar vdue of contractsand
alisting of the vendors, and of course they can find out how much
each vendor gets by looking at what we colloquially call the blue
book or the listing that’s published every year with respect to how
much is paid to any individual or corporétion in the province of
Alberta That’sall amatter of public record.

Now, one of the problemswith motionsfor returnsisthat it’s not
so simpleasto say: why not giveusthisinformation? Wehave civil
servantsin this province who aredoing yeoman’ s service on behalf
of Albertans providing the services that they've been hired to
provide, and we want to keep them doing that. We do not believe
it'sappropriate or useful to sidelinethose peoplewho are out there
making surethe courtsare open every day, making sure the cheques
are delivered on time, making sure that the program delivery
happens. To take them off those tasksto squirrel through files or
through information to prepare a report so that we can table it and
giveit to the opposition when tha informationisreadily avalableto
the opposition in documents that are aready published does not
make sense.

So to aggregate the questions as one, to say that we'll respond on
behalf of al departments to save them the time of cluttering the
Order Paper with the individua departments and to amend the
motion in away, not in this motion but in others, to aggregate the
information, to put it in a more answerable form is an entirely
appropriate way to go. It results, Mr. Speaker, in the opposition
getting more information, not less, and points them in a manner in
which they can use that information.

They can get the additiond information they need from already
published material without the downside of using up civil service
time. These peopleare being paid to do useful jobs on behalf of the
people of Alberta, to serve Albertans, and ingead they want to
sidetrack them to find answers to 210 motions for returns and then
complain when we try and put them together so that you can get a
comprehensive report that's got more information than was re-
guested, not necessarily in the same form, because sometimes in
order to get theinformation, it’s necessary to change the question to
get it into amore answerableform, and that’ swhat we' ve purported
to do.

I would ask the House to support this amendment so that we can
take a number of those questions — in fact, 17 plus the one we're
debating, so 18 — off the Order Paper and save us the problem of
dealing with another four or five when they get around to putting
those ones on the Order Paper, Mr. Speaker. SoI’d ask the House
to accept this amendment.

5:00

Ms Blakeman: I'm very happy to support this amendment. It
cannot have gone by the notice of the Government House L eader,
whoisalearned man and particularly learned in exactly the sort of
issues we're dealing with here, which is the specificity of language
and adminidrative law, tha the argument tha he and | are having
today, ably watched over by the Speaker, is about whether or not the
changes substantidly change the motion. Right herel’m morethan
willing to accept this because theinformation that the opposition is
seeking is exactly the same and it is adding in the rest of those
departments.

Now, why did we do thisone by one and nameevery department?
Because we wanted the information from every department. If the
government is willing to give us the exact the information that we
asked for for every department, we don’t have a problem, and I've
been very clear about that.

The wording is exactly the same between the two. We ve got:
“Currentinformationtechnology services.” Lookingat theamended
motion: “Current information technology services.” *“Contract
tendering policy and process.” “Contract tendering policy and
process’ for all ministries or for the ministry. We arevery happy to
accept this when you are going to give us the information we are
seeking. Therefore, | am very happy to support this.

The opposition has no interest in being intransigent on this one.
Wehaveinterest in getting information — and that iswhy we are here
—when theinformation that isbeing offered and the information that
is being sought are the same. But when the Government House
Leader tries to extrapolate this further on and make some other
motion in which Parliamentary Counsel will recognizethat it isnot
the same, the Speaker recognizes that it’ s not the same, then we are
not in agreement any longer.

I’m more than willing to support this motion. It gives us the
information we're seeking. It givesit for al of the ministries that
we're seeking it for, which includes the office of the Premier,
Economic Development, Environment, Government Services,
Energy, Seniors, Justiceand Attorney Generd, Community Devel op-
ment, | nnovation and Science, Learning, Solicitor General, Gaming,
Public Affairs, Transportétion, Infrastructure, Municipal Affairs,and
Children’s Services.

Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker.

[Motion on amendment carried]

The Speaker: Now we'll closethe debate. The motion isamended
then.

Mr. Hancock: Could we not continue debate on the motion itsel f?
The Speaker: Well, we can. | haven’t recognized . ..
Mr. Hancock: |’ ve already spoken.

The Speaker: You've already spoken on it. So who else wants to
debate?

Mr. Hancock: | just assumed that others might wish to.

The Speaker: Anybody else?
Then the hon. Member for Edmonton-Centre to close the debate.

Ms Blakeman: Thank you for the information.
[Motion for a Return 16 as amended carried]

The Speaker: This motion having been done now takes off the
Order Paper the following aggregated motions as well: 17, 50, 51,
54, 63,74, 76, 77, 106, 107, 124, 125, 126, 127, 144, 145, and 206.
They're not to return; they’re gone. It can be done.

The hon. Government House Leader.

Mr. Hancock: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | would request unanimous
consent of the House to leave this order of business and move to
private members' hills.

[Unanimous consent granted)]
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[Adjourned debate March 1: Mr. Lord]
The Speaker: The hon. Member for Calgary-Fort.

Mr. Cao: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. It'sagreat pleasure
tojoin the debae on second reading of Bill 203, the Canada Pension
Plan Credits Statutes Amendment Act, 2004, sponsored by the
Member for Calgary-West. This bill seems to propose reasoneble
amendmentsto the Domestic Relations Actand the Family Law Act.

| do not think that the bill will be a cause for concern by the
Alberta government. No oneis going to get rich from the CPP
credits. However, these credits will become very important for
peopleliving onfixed incomesin their retirement years. | agreewith
other speakers who bdieve that Bill 203 addresses an issue that
should receive moreattention. The notion of opting out of the CPP
credit-splitting program was granted to the provinces by the federal
government almost 18 years ago.

Rev. Abbott: Eighteen?

Mr. Cao: Yes, 18 years ago.

Albertawould not be the first province to take advantage of this
option. This isn't groundbreaking legidation, but it is a sensible
amendment.

For most people planning for retirement or living with financial
independence in their later years is a digant concern. Retirement,
pensions, and RRSPsareaminor condderation for most Canadians.
In their initial form CPP credits may not be as valuable as other
property; however, some people qualify for coverage fromthe CPP.
Thereal vdue of CPP credits showstheir monetary valueintheform
of aregular cheque sent by the federal government.

Bill 203 will hopefully motivate divorced couples to reconsider
the importance of their public pension regardless of its size This
bill clearstheway for divorced and separated couplesto equally split
or otherwise dividetheir Canada pension plan credits gained during
their marriage.

As we head through our debate last Monday, people place
varying degrees of importance on CPP credits. Some believe that
credits should be on the bargaining table as an asset when proceed-
ing with a divorce or separaion settlement. Others feel that CPP
creditsdo not offer agreat deal of wealth compared to other savings
and are therefore easily discarded. | think tha the attitude towards
CPP credits will change over time. As a person comes closer to
retirement age, they will look for opportunities to gain as much
equity aspossiblein an effort to securemorefinancial independence.

CPP credits may not be as highly regarded by peoplein ther late
30sor early 40s. Somepeopleinther peak income-earning yearsdo
not believethat CPP creditsare worth agreat deal and canbe easily
traded for some other property gained during marriage. Thisattitude
changes when people seriously consider their financial options as
they approach retirement. The seemingly insignificant CPP credits
can be a valuable and stable source of income to offset regular
expenses such as utility hills.

Right now without Bill 203 a person can attempt to reclaimat any
future date the CPP credits that were agreed to be the rightful

property of their former spouse in the spousal agreement. Legally
there is little recourse for people who lose this portion of their
creditseven though the signed waiver is a standard legal agreement.

Thefederd legislation statesthat in order for the provincesto opt
out of the program and agree not to split their CPP benefits, they
must pass provincial legislation allowing for this agreement. Bill
203 will takethisloophole away from peoplewho attempt to reclaim
apart of their portion that they willingly gave to their former spouse
during a divorce.

5:10

This bill goes further. Assuming former spouses find out about
thislegal grey aren, there is an important provison that makes the
CPP credit-splitting agreement binding to June 4 of 1986. Aswe've
heard from the Member for Calgary-West, this date was not chosen
randomly. Amendments to the Canada Pension Plan Act to allow
provinces to opt out of credit splitting were introduced on June 4,
1986. Section 55.2(3) states that a spousd agreement entered into
on or after June 4, 1986, contains a provision that indicaes the
intention of the spouses or former spouses that there be no division
of unadjusted pensionable earnings.

A few speakers here in second reading, some in Canada's legal
community, have argued that CPP credits are part of the federa
social program and should not be negotiable | would agree that
there is a significant socia theme to the Canada pension plan.
However, we must remember that a divorce is based mostly on
division of property. The negotiating tha goes along with the
divorce fuelsangry feelings and ill will exchanged between the two
parties.

Private and provincial pension plans can be split or otherwise
distributed in a divorce. From a financia perspective the only
difference between the Canada pension plan and other pensionsis
the source of funds. During a divorce property is seen by some
couples as much more than simple material items. It is seen as an
entittement. As a result, everything gained during a divorce is
negotiable, and thisincludes CPP credits. At the time of adivorce
CPP credits may seem uselessto some Albertans, but over time and
in the event of retirement or disability these credits become a stable
source of income.

Mr. Speaker, imagineif aformer spouse were ableto claim other
property attained during the marriage, such as avehicleor house. |
can assure you that the debate would be short and action from the
government to remedy the situation would be swift. However, one
of the differences between CPP credits and other property is that
creditsdo not provide animmediatefinancial gain. Theimportance
placed upon CPP credits will vary with every divorce. Bill 203
simply ensuresthat couplesdivorced snce June 1986 adhere to their
signed agreement and no future entitlement can be claimed. Thehill
also ensures that couplesgoing through a divorcein the future will
have the choice to choose how the CPP credits are divided.

Mr. Speaker, according to Statistics Canada there were 8,176
divorcesin Albertain theyear 2000. Thisisasignificant number of
people who may not be aware of the provision surrounding the
splitting of CPP benefits. Bill 203 could serveto bring aheightened
understanding of this issue.

Somemay arguethat thisbill overesimatestheimportance of CPP
credits. The amount of time and money Canadians dedicae to
retirement should be enough for this Assembly to moveforward and
pass Bill 203. According tothe national survey only 1 in 3 Canadi-
anshave adequately planned for retirement. Another way of looking
at thisisthat over 65 per cent of Canadians will not have financial
independence when they reach their retirement age.

Passing Bill 203 will help people realize that the CPP credit-
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splitting program isavailableto divorced couples. Albertansshould
be encouraged to take some responsibility to plan for their retire-
ment. CPP credits will not be enough to provide full financia
security after retirement.

Hopefully, Bill 203 will send amessageto Albertansthat pension
credits do have value and that retirement options should be taken
moreseriously. Not proceeding with Bill 203 would mean tha this
government will continue to allow the opportunity by someto claim
CPP creditsthat are not rightfully theirs. Thishill fillsasignificant
legidative gap that will become very important as Canadd s aging
population reaches retirement.

Mr. Speaker, the other part of Bill 203 that | would liketo refer to
isthe protection clause. Bill 203 als0 protects former gpouses from
peoplewho may see an opportunity to nullify the agreement to share
CPP pensions. For this| want to support the bill.

The Speaker: Hon. Member for Cagary-West, by recognizing you,

thiswould end the debate. |’ve noticed that the hon. Member for

Edmonton-Rutherford still wishes to participate. Sorry. Debate

continues until all membershave had achancewithinthetimeframe.
The hon. Member for Edmonton-Rutherford.

Mr. McClelland: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I'll bebrief just so that
the hon. member opposite has plenty of occasion to get her wordson
the record before time expires.

Asall membersknow and understand, when amarriage does break
down, it is the mandatory policy of the federal government for the
partners to equally split the Canada pension plan credits accrued
during the marriage. This policy was brought forward in 1987 to
recognize that both spouses, regardliess of whether they worked
outside or inside the home, are guaranteed someform of pension on
retirement.

The policy was desgned to be automatic. The point is, Mr.
Speaker, that it isnot automatic, and at any time after the dissolution
of the marriage either partner is able to apply for a share of the
pension plan benefits This bill seeksto put some certainty to that,
and for that reason | endorseit whol eheartedly.

Thank you.

The Speaker: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Strathcona.

Dr. Pannu: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | rise to speak on Bill 203,
Canada Pension Plan Credits Statutes Amendment Act, 2004. This
bill, sponsored by the hon. Member for Calgary-West, has far-
reachingimplications for men and women who break amatrimonial
relationship and then seek to carve out their own futures.

Wehavewidely consulted with groupslikely tobe affected by this
bill and the amendment that it seeksto maketo Canadapension plan
credits statutes as they exist now. We've been receiving some
expressons of concern which are extremely seriousiif this bill were
to become law.

Currently in the case of a relationship breakdown either spouse
can apply for division of CPP credits accumulated during that
relationship. If such arequestis made by either partner, the credits
aretotalled and divided equally between the spouses. Thereare no
mechanismsfor appeding or disputing whether thecreditsshould be
split. If arequestis made, the splitisautomatic. Itisnot affected by
whether a divorce settlement has stipulated that the credits not be
split. Sothebill amendstheDomegtic Relaions Act and the Family
Law Act to eliminate the automatic splitting and to encourage or
forceex-spousesto makean intentional decisionabout whether CPP
credits will be split as part of the settlement.

5:20

Mr. Speaker, we need to keep in mind the fact that marital
relationships, particularly those that break down and lead to
dissolution of the rdationship, asplit in the relationship, are often
bitterly contestedrel ationships. They are attended by bitter disputes,
contestations, arguments beforethose rel aionshipsreach abresking
point.

Now, there are certain assumptionsinthebill. Thebill talksabout
providing choice to spouses who may have walked away from their
relationship, and the choice is seen as a good thing, no doubt.
Choice a'so appeds to the question of equality. It provides sort of
equal opportunities for former spouses to choose between either
splitting the CPP creditsor not. Onthefaceof itit soundsvery nice,
sounds very reasonable, Mr. Speaker.

When you look at it from the point of view of spouses who as a
rule in a marital relationship arein a position of inequality, in a
position of not being able to act asif they were equal partners—and
this situation of unequal partnership is a result of not just one
particular law but long-held traditions and histories of spousal
relationships — then | think that one needs to acknowledge that
merely seeking formd equality is not enough. Conditions, a
substantive side of the equation, need to be taken into account.

| think | needn’t remind the House that it’s only in recent years,
perhaps less than 20 years ago, closer to 15 years ago, in 1986, ' 87
| think, that the legidation was changed, issuing an entittementto a
fairer split in the course of marriage. That was, Mr. Spedker, the
mid-80s, thelate’ 80s. It wasthe erawhen 50-50 property split came
about. Before’87 women would be missing out on accessto public
pension plans and a fair split in the matrimonial property that was
created during the period of marriage. Thereused to be athree-year
limit to apply, and the government removed that ultimately. So no
matrimonial legislation could take that federally entrenched right
away fromthe spouse who sought this split, in most casesthewomen
in the relationships. This current legislation before us, Bill 203,
would allow people to contract out of this requirement.

Theproblemis, Mr. Speaker, that those rights, when opened back
to negotiation, are often given away for nothing in a relationship
when it is a rdationship of unequal power, unequal means, and
unequal standing. Thereisvery little consideration givenin thisbill
to that kind of situation. In a marriage where one spouse is at a
disadvantage by not being able to get that split, | think that's a
situationthat, inmy view, is not appropriaely addressed in this bill.
It's especialy, | think, important for older women.

It svery difficult to quantify the worth of these legidated rightsto
equal splitin CPP credits, Mr. Speaker. People often in desperaion
arenot able to assesswhat they may be giving up. The current law,
as it presently exists, in a sense guarantees that there is no way that
the CPP split can become abargaining chip, but if thislegislaionis
passed, thisis precisely what would happen. Spousesin that kind of
conflict relationship, particularly mothers and women, would
sometimes find that they’ re desperate about getting some sort of a
settlement, especidly when children are involved, and under those
conditionsawoman could feel enormous pressureto give up a CPP
splitinreturn for aspeedier settlement. Currently somewomen give
joint custody just to get the divorce settled.

So, Mr. Spesker, it's those kinds of concerns that have been
brought to our attention by people that we have been consulting on
this bill, and we have consulted quite broadly with respect to this
bill. Thebill is sort of typical of minds that make assumptions that
we are all treated equally and we are in fact all living under condi-
tions of not only formal equality that the law might entitle usto but
actual material conditions. That is not the case, unfortunately. |
have in my hand adocument whichiis. . .

The Speaker: Hon. member, your time has now elgpsed.
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The hon. Member for Edmonton-Gold Bar.

Mr. MacDonald: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. | thought the
bell had expired debate.

| appreciate an opportunity to also get on the record regarding Bill
203, the Canada Pension Plan Credits Statutes Amendment Act.
Certainly, we are considering amending theDomedtic Relaions Act
and the Family Law Act so that spouses or common-law partners
may enter into awritten agreement that notwithstanding the Canada
pension plan therewill be no division between them of unadjusted
pensionable earnings Now, the amendments of Bill 203 certainly
deal with thedivision of assetsafter adivorce or aseparation, aswas
mentioned, but Bill 203 has the potential to negatively discriminae
against the lower income earner in the relationship, which is more
often than not the female.

Now, | would urge all hon. membersto be careful when debaing
Bill 203. When we have abill that seeks to govern the division of

unadjusted pensionable earnings and the entitlement to the subse-
guent pension and thuswill have animpact onspouses and common-
law partners after a divorce or a separation, the inevitable conse-
guence of awritten agreement made under Bill 203 isthat the spouse
or partner with the larger pension will benefit over the spouse or
partner with thesmaller pension. More oftenthan not, Mr. Speaker,
thiswill penalize the femdein the relationship, especialy, as| said
earlier, older women who are homemakers and did not earn a
pension.

The Speaker: Hon. members, the Assembly standsadjourned till 8
o'clock.

[The Assembly adjourned at 5:30 p.m.]



