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Legislative Assembly of Alberta

7:30 p.m. Wednesday, June 5, 2019

[The Deputy Speaker in the chair]

The Deputy Speaker: Good evening. Please be seated.

Government Bills and Orders
Second Reading

Bill 2
An Act to Make Alberta Open for Business

[Debate adjourned June 5]

The Deputy Speaker: Are there any members wishing to speak?
The hon. Member for Edmonton-Riverview.

Ms Sigurdson: Well, thank you very much, Madam Speaker. I'm
certainly pleased to rise this evening to speak about the
government’s Bill 2, An Act to Make Alberta Open for Business.
Of course, it’s really not that at all, as we all know. It’s more an act
to pick the pockets of Alberta workers. It’s actually quite
concerning what the bill does propose. I’m just going to take a few
minutes to go through that to let my colleagues know some of the
perspectives on this.
With Bill 2 we know that youth minimum wage — the government
says that by doing this bill, they’re going to be “restoring fairness
and balance to the workplace and getting ‘Help Wanted’ signs back
in the windows of Alberta businesses.” The minister of labour
himself asserts that these changes will reduce red tape and increase
the employment of minors, saying:
We need to encourage employers to create opportunities for all
workers. These changes [will] help Alberta’s businesses to do
just that. We’re bringing back balance, cutting red tape and
making it more affordable to hire teens for their first jobs.

That is certainly something that the minister of labour said.

Certainly, there are others in our community, most notably Dr.
Barnetson, who is the professor of labour relations at Athabasca
University, who actually has a different assessment of what this bill
will do. He says:

An examination of Bill 2 suggests that it will, in fact, yield none
of these claimed benefits [that the government suggests it will].
Instead, it will reduce workers’ income, make payroll
administration more complex, and impede workers seeking to
Join a union.
Despite the proclamations of the other side, the bill indeed is not
going to be producing what they say it is.

Il just go through it in a bit of detail to explain this argument.
The youth minimum wage changes, I guess, are coming into effect
June 26, 2019. Of course, reducing the youth minimum wage from
$15 to $13 certainly will reduce wage costs for employers at the
expense of young workers who are, you know, having their first
jobs and doing equal work of other people. Of course, certainly, on
this side of the House we believe that they should be paid equally
with those 18 and over; thus, the $15 minimum wage should be
continued.

I know this government really wants to support very much the
reduction of red tape. They even have a bill that is called the Red
Tape Reduction Act. But this particular part of Bill 2 legislation
actually increases the red tape, really onerous work for the
employers, small businesses oftentimes who may not have a lot of
resources themselves. It’s actually going to put an additional burden
on them with this differential because sometimes it’s $13, and then
at other times it’s $15. So there’s quite a bit to wade through in the

youth minimum wage because after so many hours of work in a
week, then actually the employer needs to pay the higher wage, the
$15 minimum wage, as opposed to $13.

How do they determine that? They have to know which
employees are students — you know, some students may not be in
school, and it’s sort of determined on who is in school — know when
each employee’s school is in session or on a break because that also
is something else that they have to take into account. They have to
vary each employee’s hourly wage depending on the hours worked,
whether school is in session, and they have to change the worker’s
wages and payroll calculations when workers turn 18. So there are
quite a few things.

I certainly hope that the employers will, you know, do their due
diligence to make sure that they’re paying the correct wage to these
youth, but it might be just an overwhelming prospect for them.
Certainly, if this is your first job and you see that there’s a mistake
on your pay stub, are you going to have the confidence as a young
worker? I hope you do. I hope that they are supported by those
around them and that they can question that. But [ mean, also, you
have some compassion for these small businesses. It’s a lot of work
to sort of understand this legislation and make sure that the students
are paid the proper amount.

You know, even without this administrative red tape argument,
moving to make it a lower youth rate is really just not fair. It’s not
fair to the workers, the youth, who work just as hard as someone
who’s 18 or older. We know it’s actually been proven that it has
stabilized employment oftentimes, which is a big benefit for
employers.

For example, I know that when I was actually the minister of
labour at the beginning of our mandate back in 2015, I met with
employers, and there was one owner of a Dairy Queen who said that
he already paid the minimum wage. He already paid $15 an hour,
and he was happy to do that because — you know what that meant
for him? — that meant that he had stable staff. Staff wanted to work
for him. They were getting a fair wage, so that increased morale and
stability for him. He said that some of his staff had been there for
two years, and these were youth. So that made a big difference for
him, because just the cost to train workers can be quite expensive
for employers. He was very supportive of our government’s move
to increase minimum wage.

Another example that I can give you is that, certainly, we know
that in the mountain parks that’s been an ongoing issue for many,
many years, making sure that we have workers in those areas.
Increasing the minimum wage has created increased stability,
again, for businesses. The workers are being paid fairly at a good
rate, in some cases a living wage. In some parts of Alberta the living
wage actually is $15. In the major centres like Edmonton and
Calgary we’re closer to $17, so it’s not quite a living wage here. In
the parks it’s probably not either, but in some areas when you have
a $15 minimum wage, that makes a big difference, and people can
actually have a living wage, live with dignity.

We know that Alberta has the largest income gap of any province
in Canada, and certainly in my 30 years as a social worker [ worked
with many vulnerable people and continue to support many folks.
Lifting the floor — that’s sort of what it’s called. When you lift the
minimum wage, you’re lifting the floor, and you’re supporting
people who are quite vulnerable in our society so that they don’t
have to work a full-time job and then go to the food bank. You
know, youth a lot of times live independently. They’re supporting
themselves. Certainly, we heard the story of the young woman from
Fort Saskatchewan whose father had lost his job, and she was
supporting her family, and there are other stories like this.

Paying this fair wage, you know, really is something that I think
is so important. Certainly, we believe that people deserve equal pay
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for equal work. Besides that, of course, as I’ve already articulated,
you know, it’s kind of a very cumbersome piece of legislation for
employers to understand all the ins and outs of it. I can’t imagine
that it’s going to be easy for small businesses to implement, and I
know that that’s something that your government is certainly very
concerned about, so I really ask you to look at this. I know that
that’s not what you want, and certainly we don’t want that either on
this side of the House. Please take some consideration of that.

7:40 p.m.

Another aspect is the Employment Standards Code. This is again
in Bill 2, the new changes to the legislation, the general holiday pay
part. Right now, for example, to be eligible for holiday pay, you
must work your regular scheduled shifts before and after that
holiday as well as on the holiday if asked. If you don’t work the
holiday, you get your average daily rate regardless of when the
holiday falls, and if you do work on the holiday, you get time and a
half your hourly rate for the hours worked, so your regular rate plus
another day off with pay. That’s kind of how it works now.

But now this Bill 2 proposes some additional requirements. You
must be employed by the employer for 30 days preceding the
holiday. That’s brand new. Of course, that means some people may
not be eligible. If they’ve just been newly hired and there’s a
holiday, they won’t get that; again, hence, pick your pockets. It’s
another way that we’re taking money out of workers’ pockets.
Another requirement: if the holiday falls on a day that you do not
normally work and you don’t work that holiday, you are not entitled
to general holiday pay. Certainly, the long and the short of this pick-
your-pockets bill is that workers will have less take-home pay. Shift
workers will be impacted much more significantly. For people who
work shifts, | mean, that’s another concern. They’ll be more greatly
impacted by these changes.

There’s also a downside, and it’s very similar to the downside for
the reduction in youth minimum wage. For employers there is,
again, increased administrative complexity in determining who is
entitled to pay on a holiday and who isn’t. Again, I’ll just reiterate
that even though your government has certainly made it very clear
that they’re a government that cares about red tape reduction, this
is creating more administrative burden for small businesses,
employers. 1 think this is something that’s kind of strange, and I
really encourage you to look at that. My understanding from what
I’'m hearing is that that’s not something your government wants.
I’'m, you know, just wanting to support your congruence with your
policies.

Another aspect of this Bill 2 is overtime premiums. Again, that’s
in the Employment Standards Code. Currently if you work more
than 8 hours in a day or 44 hours in a week, you’re entitled to time
and a half of your normal rate for those overtime hours. An
employee can bank this overtime and draw down that banked time.
If an employee doesn’t draw down this banked time, it is then paid
at the overtime rate. That’s kind of our current situation that we
have in Alberta right now.

Of course, you know, we have a lot of seasonal workers here, say
in the summer months. For the construction industry it’s pretty
miserable to work when it’s minus 40, so a lot more building is done
in the summer season, and people work longer hours. Of course, the
sun doesn’t set till super late at night, so it makes sense, and it’s
feasible for people. Maybe in those winter months when we’re
having minus 30, minus 40, snowy conditions, they can’t work
during that time. This allows them to work longer hours and bank
them and then be able to have income when it’s a slower season and
it’s not so busy for them. The employee can then draw down in the
slower season.

Certainly, you know, myself, even though I’'m a social worker
and I don’t work outside so much, maybe you think, “Oh; well, that
doesn’t sort of apply to my profession,” but I was always in charge
of the annual conference, when about a thousand social workers
would come together. At those times we were working from dawn
till dusk, let me tell you. We had to co-ordinate all the workshops
and work hard. I oftentimes was working maybe 12 hours a day. |
would just bank that time, and then after the conference or a little
bit later on [ was able to take that time off. So that was very helpful.

But the pick-your-pockets bill says that banked overtime has to
be straight time. That’s actually taking away — you know, time and
a half — that half from workers; hence, the pick-your-pockets bill.
It’s counted as hour for hour instead of an hour and a half. This will
put workers in a more vulnerable position. It will take away income
that they currently would get.

If we look at an example of an average oil and gas worker and
say that they’re working overtime on a 12-week project —
oftentimes there’s project work that, you know, we have to. . .

The Deputy Speaker: Comments or questions under Standing
Order 29(2)(a)? The hon. Member for Edmonton-Mill Woods.

Ms Gray: Thank you very much, Madam Speaker. I was very
interested to hear what the member was about to talk about
regarding oil and gas workers. As we know, they have been hard hit
with the drop in the price of oil, what our economy has been
through, and I just wonder what the changes in Bill 2 would mean
to them if the member wouldn’t mind elaborating.

The Deputy Speaker: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Riverview.

Ms Sigurdson: Well, thank you very much, Madam Speaker and,
through you, to the member for letting me continue. I was just
looking at sort of an average oil and gas worker. Say they’re
working, you know, longer hours, working overtime. They’re on
maybe a 12-week project. There’s a deadline. They have to get it
done by that time, so they may be working, let’s say, approximately
10 hours of overtime a week. According to the bill — and there are
some calculations, and certainly I’'m happy to give details to the
House after — it’s over $2,500 they just give up.

Hence, you know, we have named this the pick-your-pockets
bill. Obviously, the worker is worse off, and despite the
government’s claims that this is such a positive move forward,
it’s really not. It’s taking a step backwards. Those workers who
are doing that kind of shift work, that intensive work and seasonal
work are not going to be making as much money as they can
currently. It’s really rolling back their wages, almost, by just
denying them that time and a half.

You know, our opposition certainly feels very strongly that
workers need to be supported. We need to diminish that gap
between low- and high-income earners and have more equality. We
know that a society that has greater equality actually is a healthier
society, a society where everyone is supported. Sadly, this bill is
not doing that. It’s not supporting them.

The bill goes on, under the Labour Relations Code, and talks
about unionization and how to become part of a union. Currently
40 per cent of the employees must support a union’s application for
certification to the Alberta Labour Relations Board. Currently if
more than 65 per cent already say that they are in support of that,
there’s no need for that vote. That’s called a card check
certification. But this bill, again, proposes to roll back some of those
advances. It proposes mandatory certification votes in all
applications. So even though you have obviously a clear majority,
over 65 per cent of employees would like to have their organization
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become a union, this bill proposes that there must be mandatory
votes for all applications.

With no-vote-needed, card-check-certification legislation,
employers can’t interfere with the employees’ choice. Sadly, that’s
what happens. Employers intervene with them. You know, they are
threatened to lose their jobs, and of course then the opportunity for
union certification goes down dramatically. Alberta already has the
lowest unionization of any province in Canada. When we were
government, of course, we modernized labour laws. That was
shifting, and there was a growing trend, but here this bill will now
take us back.

7:50 p.m.

Of course, we know that unionized workplaces have better
working conditions for their employees. That’s just a given fact.
Not only do they support their employees specifically, but they have
a lighthouse effect so that if other employees in other non-unionized
settings work closely, you know, say, in the city of Edmonton —
some are unionized; some aren’t — the lighthouse effect means that
employers have to consider the benefits, the salaries, and the
support employees and unions get. It has a lighthouse effect, which
means that employers who want to keep and retain employees must
really match and make sure that they’re giving them the benefits
and the salaries of a unionized workplace. We know that . . .

The Deputy Speaker: Are there any other members wishing to
speak to the bill? The Leader of Her Majesty’s Official Opposition.

Ms Notley: Thank you, Madam Speaker. It’s always a pleasure to
get up and have an opportunity to speak to this Assembly. It’s not
necessarily a pleasure to get up to speak to this bill because it is so
terribly misguided and cruel and mean-spirited and generally not
likely to achieve the objects that they are seeking or at least not the
stated objects that it is seeking. As many people have already talked
about, this bill is inappropriately named the open for business act
or some silliness like that, and many people in our opposition have
chosen instead to refer to it as the pick-your-pocket bill.

But before we get to exactly how it proceeds to pick the pocket
of regular working Albertans all over the place, let me just talk a
little bit about, you know, this idea of opening Alberta for
business and how we might best approach this common problem
that we all face, which is the fact that our economy is sluggish,
many people have lost their jobs, and many people are still
looking for work. This is absolutely the front-of-mind
consideration for all Albertans, with a tremendous level of
urgency felt by those who are actually looking for work or looking
for more work or looking for better paying work in order to help
support their families the way they were able to do before the drop
in the international price of oil.

Just to give a bit of context here and a bit of history, Madam
Speaker, as you all know, Alberta is sitting on tremendously
valuable resources, oil and gas resources, that have allowed us to
punch above our weight internationally, have allowed us to punch
above our weight nationally, and indeed have allowed us to punch
above our weight locally or provincially in terms of the quality of
life that Albertans have enjoyed, the overall wage levels that
Albertans have enjoyed, the employment levels that Albertans have
enjoyed. Indeed, on some occasions, not always — it’s very
inconsistent; it’s been tremendously poorly managed; it’s been very
unstable — but periodically, we’ve also been able to enjoy strong
public services. I don’t just speak about the time when we were in
government. I also, you know, look back to some of the
tremendously innovative and nation-leading initiatives that were

taken under the former Progressive Conservative government led
by Peter Lougheed.

All these things were things that we were able to enjoy in Alberta
because of these tremendous resources that we have in this province
under the ground. I think I’m probably, with most of the people in
this building, going to get consensus on the statement that nobody
here actually put it there. No amount of tax cuts, no amount of
investment in health care and, on the flip side, no amount of good
education, no amount of cutting education had anything to do with
whether those resources are there. They’re there, and we have been
able as a province to benefit from them. Now, obviously, there are
other jurisdictions in the world that have benefited far more
strategically, effectively, intelligently than we have in Alberta from
similar levels of resources, but there’s no question that we have
benefited from them. That’s lovely. As a result of that, we have had
a strong economy, and business has come here, and we’ve had a lot
of businesses.

Now, the one downside to that, though, just to give some context,
is that we didn’t do the work we needed to do to diversify our
economy. We allowed ourselves to sit back and go: “Oh, that’s a
thing for the next day. We’ve got money coming in, and everyone
has got jobs. In fact, we have too many jobs and not enough people,
so what we have to do is now find a way to import cheap labour and
all that kind of stuff.” Things were coming up roses. It wasn’t
exactly the best plan. We weren’t really thinking about down the
road. We weren’t thinking about the climate. We weren’t doing the
kinds of innovative things that could actually ensure protection of,
you know, four or five generations to come like other jurisdictions
have done with their investments. But things were good.

The only problem is that we didn’t prepare for the inevitable,
which, of course, is the drop in the price of oil, which is what began
to happen, as many people here know, in late 2014 such that the
predecessor to the UCP, the PC government, chose to call the
election a year early because they got the kinds of briefings that the
front bench here or some of the front bench here now get regularly,
and they could tell that things were going to go from disturbing and
concerning to really bad. They decided they wanted to try to slip
that election under the nose of the people of Alberta before they
realized how bad it was going to get. So we had an election a full
year early. We broke the law to have the election early in the hopes
of not having to face Albertans when the chickens came home to
roost and the inevitable job losses and challenges that the Alberta
economy is facing were presented to Albertans.

As it turned out, you know, it’s interesting. At the time, when I
saw them break the law and call the election early, I thought: oh,
that’s not going to work out too well for them. Certainly, at that
particular time it didn’t because — who knew? — history was made.
A different government was elected, not one that people expected
to see elected, but we were elected, and there you go.

I suppose, you know, through the lens of history one could say
that maybe it wasn’t that bad a move because suddenly what
happened was, sure enough, the inevitable happened. We hadn’t
prepared. Forty-four years of the predecessor party to the current
UCP government hadn’t done the work to prepare our economy
for a tremendous drop in the price of oil, one that I think everyone
knows now is not going to recover in the next two months or three
months like previously but that is going to really hurt us for some
time. That happened, and then people lost their jobs. People
became very frustrated and worried about their future and the
future of their families. As a result, they started desperately
looking for any answer — any answer — to change the situation
because they weren’t used to what was starting to look like
chronic unemployment, and they were desperate to have
somebody give them a magic solution.
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Well, lucky them. In came the Premier, and he rustled up, pulled
up, dusted off the cobwebs from some long-time historically
discredited, hurtful, negative economic models, managed to get a
couple of endorsers from the notoriously conservative public policy
sector there at the U of C, and decided: no; the way to create jobs,
our magic formula that we’re going to sell to Albertans, is that
we’re going to give massive tax breaks to corporations without
assuring or asking for or getting any kind of guarantee of anything
in return.

8:00 p.m.

But no, no, no, that’s not enough. In order to make things even
more attractive in our magical world of job creation, we are going
to queue up to probably — and we don’t know this yet, so hopefully
I’'m wrong. Hopefully, I’'m apologizing to the Finance minister a
year from now, and none of this is actually true. I suspect that what
we’re actually going to do is that we’re going to cut education,
we’re going to cut health care, we’re going to cut school lunches,
we’re going to cut special-needs programs in the schools, we’re
going to make postsecondary education much, much more
expensive, and we’re going to roll back infrastructure spending. We
are going to make life harder for Albertans who struggle the most.

This somehow will be part of a magical job-creation formula that
is part of this witches’ brew of Reaganomics and other kinds of
plans that folks dusted off when they were looking for something
to offer the legitimately worried and frustrated Albertans who were
struggling with the new reality of oil at $50 a barrel and no way to
move it out of the province, which is also something that, to be
clear, was a chronic problem that you could have seen coming 15
years ago but was not addressed by the Conservative government
here in Alberta or the Conservative government in Ottawa. History
is just a thing that apparently doesn’t last past the most popular
meme; nonetheless, it’s kind of a thing that folks should think about
every now and then.

The other, final element of this magical brew of pretend job-
creation strategies that the current Premier offered up to a
legitimately worried and frustrated province of people who
needed to find some hope for job creation in the short term was
this idea that the way to create jobs is on the backs of the most
vulnerable people in the province and that you create jobs by
keeping down workers, by suppressing their wages, by
suppressing their rights, by figuratively putting your heel on the
back of their neck and stepping down hard, that somehow the act
of doing this will hang a neon sign to the world of investors out
there, who will come and invest their money in Alberta because
they, too, can do the things that will keep workers underpaid,
undervalued, with fewer rights than they have in other parts of
this fabulous country that we call Canada. It seems strange when
I describe it, Madam Speaker. It really does. But that, in a
nutshell, is the strange, magical formula of the — all the power to
him — rather talented communications effort that the now Premier
presented to Albertans in the last election. This is part of it.

I want to begin by saying that I fundamentally and completely
disagree with this magical job-creation formula that is being put
forward by the members opposite, in part, because I just think it’s
cruel and it’s mean. I think the idea that you can create economic
prosperity by growing inequality, by having a small group of
exceptionally lucky and well-heeled haves at the expense of an
ever-growing group of have-nots is fundamentally flawed.

This idea — the member opposite has actually talked about it. He
said: oh, it’s a meritocracy. It’s a meritocracy. Of course,
meritocracy is another word for saying: “Hey, I was born into a
family where mom and dad both have lots and lots of money, so I
got to be sent to a really well-heeled private school, and I got tutors

when I had trouble getting through my classes. I never had to go
hungry because we actually had a housekeeper who cooked lovely
meals for me, and I was never late for class because I got my own
car when [ was 16,” and all these things. Somehow that is evidence
of a meritocracy. It’s not, by the way. It’s evidence of the kind of
structured entitlement that goes from generation to generation and
slowly makes a society more and more unhealthy.

Nonetheless, I disagree with the idea that is being put here. [ don’t
believe that economic progress is achieved by cutting school lunch
programs. I do not believe that jobs are created by firing special-
needs educators. 1 do not believe that more jobs are created by
paying people half as much money. If we do create jobs that way,
they’re not jobs we should be creating, Madam Speaker. Obviously,
you know, the logical extension of that argument is: “Hey, why pay
them anything? Just think how many jobs we’d have if everybody
worked for free. Oh, my goodness, there would be so many jobs.”
Interestingly, the GDP would probably go up. It would actually go
up. The only problem is that we’d have a little problem with 99 per
cent of the population.

That is the logical extension of the kinds of things these folks are
talking about and the overall vision for economic growth that they
have: pull back government, pull back investment in postsecondary
education, ensure that the only people who have access to it are
those who have lots of money, make sure that we do not maintain
any cap on tuition, for instance. | remember at one point having a
conversation about tuition and actually hearing a member from the
predecessor to this party talk about how if tuition was inexpensive
or, heaven forbid, free, well, then — you know what? — it would be
too easy to get in, and people wouldn’t value it. I couldn’t believe
my ears when I heard that. I think that postsecondary education is
absolutely fundamental to all of our futures. It also happens to be a
fundamental component to a healthy, growing, diversified, modern,
innovative economy that actually isn’t entirely tied or unhealthily
tied to one commodity and one price over which we have almost no
control.

Ah, yes, going back to my point: the economy. Don’t cut school
lunches, don’t cut teachers, don’t close hospitals, don’t pick on
young workers, don’t pick the pockets of workers, and for heaven’s
sake stop demonizing unions. The idea that all those things make
the economy stronger is profoundly misguided.

Let’s talk about this one subset of that profoundly misguided job-
creation plan that the folks over there have managed to convince
themselves will actually create jobs in this province, the pick-your-
pockets act. There are so many elements of it which are deeply
offensive, and the members opposite really are not selling it in a
way that connects adequately, in my mind, to the reality of what it
is they are doing. You know, I don’t think that shows the highest
level of intellectual integrity by selling — I get talking points; I do.
I get talking points. I get political communications, but there is a
point in that process where you kind of lose the plot and it becomes
rather Orwellian. It just is absolutely the opposite of what the bill is
actually doing. I will say that the members opposite have certainly
reached that in terms of many of the talking points around this
particular piece of legislation, because it does not do the things that
they claim it will do or that they claim it needs to do.

Let me start with the overtime pieces and the changes in this bill
around overtime. Now, I imagine that at some point I will get a
chance to ask the Premier about this specifically, but I will comment
about it today. I was quite disappointed in what I can only assume
is the Premier’s lack of knowledge about this legislation and his
lack of knowledge and misunderstanding about what it means. I can
only assume that he just happened to be misinformed when he made
the comments that he did about this legislation — I think it was last
week or two weeks ago — talking about: “Don’t you worry. This
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reversion from time-and-a-half overtime to straight time will only
happen if employees ask for it and if they agree to it.” Now, that’s
simply not true, Madam Speaker. That’s not true.

8:10 p.m.

Anybody who sits down and reads through this legislation with
any care and attention — and I’m not suggesting that the Premier has
time to sit down and read every bit of legislation that his cabinet
passes, but presumably someone is advising him when he has his
briefing book in front of him and his talking points. I get that he’s
got talking points, Madam Speaker, but presumably the people who
write the talking points do the homework and check it against the
facts so that the talking points don’t end up actually contradicting
the actual ink on the bill that’s in front of us here in the Assembly,
because that’s awkward. Just, you know, from my own experience
being Premier, I find it awkward when my speaking points are
completely contradictory to what I’'m putting forward to this
Assembly and asking them to pass. I just think that as the Premier
you should try to avoid those things.

The reality is that it is not something that is voluntary on the part
of employees. The part of the act that has had overtime changed
from one and a half times to straight time is the part that talks about
banking overtime, and the part that talks about banking overtime
outlines the circumstances under which you can have an agreement
where you are banking overtime. The circumstances for that are
where the employer and the employees agree, and then after that the
agreement is in place.

Now, I know I’m not the only person to work in businesses that
are, say, for instance, seasonal. The employer sits down with his
three employees in January, who happen to be the only employees
who are around at that time of the year, and they work out this
agreement. Then they proceed to go hire the 100 employees who
will be working with them through the remainder of the season.
Those employees are told: hey, there’s an agreement. They’re not
told, “Hey, you can opt out of the agreement,” because — guess
what? — they can’t. They’re told that there’s an agreement. That’s
the way this legislation works.

How do we know it works that way? That’s what we heard from
people when we reviewed this legislation in the first place and made
the changes to it that we did. We heard from people that this was
being used as a means by employers in this province to get around
paying overtime. We heard it from responsible business owners,
who were worried about irresponsible business owners competing
with them unfairly by using these rules to get around the obligation
to pay overtime. We heard about it, of course, from workers
themselves. We heard about it from unions. We heard about it from
the staff within the ministry. We heard about it from academics who
had written about the sorry, sorry state of Alberta’s labour laws. We
heard it from everyone, and it was true.

Then what we did was that we read the legislation, Madam
Speaker. We looked at the legislation, and we went: “Hmm, yeah.
If I was an employer who didn’t want to pay overtime, this is
exactly what I would do, and there is not a single, solitary thing in
this piece of legislation that would stop me from doing it.” So that’s
what people were doing.

What this means, then, is that in many, many cases, in many parts
of the economy right now where people work overtime — I’m sure
you’re listening very carefully to everything that all of us over here
say, so you will have heard it from other members of our caucus
already. There are roughly 400,000 Albertans who earn overtime
pay every year. In many of the sectors in which they work, it is
seasonal, and there are, in many of these cases, these banked
overtime agreements.

Now, it wasn’t a problem with us because we just said: “Fine.
Yeah. Bank your overtime. Have at ’er. Giddy up.” I think it’s great
to bank your overtime because, you know — I’ll be quite honest —
lots of people would much prefer to bank their overtime, have the
flexibility to take time off in lieu, all that kind of stuff. I mean,
certainly, back in the day when I wasn’t working here, the idea of
being able to take time in lieu rather than getting paid out was
something that I much preferred because when I was younger and
was raising a family and my kids were younger and had greater
demands, what I really wanted was time. The opportunity to choose
time instead of money, once you’re outside the parameters of
having your regular, predictable rate of pay, that was an absolute
privilege.

The ability to choose time and to choose to bank it is bold. But to
have it imposed upon me at straight time rather than allowing me to
take it at time and a half: well, no. That’s an entirely different thing
altogether. That’s a very greedy hand reaching into my pocket and
taking something out of it, and that is not a thing that is particularly
advisable or appealing. “Appealing” really is the word. It’s not
appealing to workers to have someone reach into their pocket and
pick their pocket, take their money.

This is a change that this act does. It is a lot of money for regular
working folks. I think it’s fair to say that in many, many cases
people who work overtime in an unpredictable way and aren’t on
sort of a salary where, you know, overtime is not necessarily
compensated are tending to be lower income folks. Now, not
altogether, because of course you’ve probably also heard us say,
which is true, that the sector that is most negatively impacted by
this is, in fact, the construction and the oil and gas sector.
Nonetheless, the rest of them tend to be wage-earning folks, and
those folks don’t tend to earn as much as salaried people.

Here what we are doing is finding a way to take a significant
amount of money out of the pockets of people who probably are in
the mid to lower end of the wage-earning scale in this province and
doing so while not even being accurate about the fact that that’s
what you’re doing by saying misinformed things like workers can
choose this. You know, folks over there love to wax: “Wow. You
know, they should just sit down, and they should negotiate it. That’s
what they should do. You betcha.”

You know, I remember when I was working one summer picking
strawberries at a market garden. I’ve got to tell you that I cannot tell
you how much agency I felt I had to go and talk to the owner of that
market garden, just march right up and say: “Sir, I just think we
need to renegotiate this deal that you’ve got here between me and
the other 30 or 40 employees and you. Let’s just sit down because
— you know what? — we’re equal partners. We’re equal partners, and
I’ve decided that I’'m going to renegotiate my wage.”

Well, that’s the most ridiculous thing on the planet, Madam
Speaker, and anyone here who’s ever worked, you know, a job like
that, a hard-working, labouring, lower end of the wage scale job,
knows that the idea that you just march up to your boss and sit down
and have a nice little cup of coffee and tell him that you’ve decided
to renegotiate your wage, that is fiction. It is fiction, and it’s
disrespectful. It is utterly disrespectful for members on the other
side to talk about those pretend situations. It’s disrespectful to the
hard-working people who are finding that their wages are going
down and who will find that under this bill they could lose up to
$2,700 every 12 weeks. It is disrespectful to talk to that worker and
tell them that they should just march into their CEO’s office and
have a little talk about how their wage needs to change. What utter
nonsense.



454 Alberta Hansard

June 5, 2019

8:20 p.m.

Anyhow, I just hope that on this piece someone will take the time
to go speak to whoever it is that is now working in the Premier’s
office writing up his talking points for his question period binder,
take the time to pull that little piece out and have him acknowledge
that he was incorrect when he said to this House that this is about
providing flexibility for workers because they get to choose
whether or not they are part of these banked overtime agreements.
It was wrong, and he shouldn’t have told us that. I would urge all
of you to do him a favour and just help a Premier out and get his
folks to fix his talking points so he stops making mistakes like this
on the record. You know, again, it’s awkward. It’s just awkward.

What are some of the other parts of this bill that are in play? Well,
one of the other ones, of course, is the decision to get rid of card
check certification and go back to the two-step process that was
previously in place. Now, this is another one of those decisions that
is the product of many years of creative storytelling on the parts of
folks who would prefer to see unions completely erased from the
employment scenario or the employment environment here in this
province and in every other jurisdiction around the world.

There’s a long, proud history of employers union-busting, doing
everything they can to fight against unions, I mean back in the really
good old days, you know, if you go back to the coal mines in the
northeast U.S. at that point. I’'m sure history buffs here would be
interested if you didn’t already know the history of — Mackenzie
King: was he first, second, third? I should know this — our Prime
Minister and the relationship that he had with some of the union
busters in the northeast U.S. over 100 years ago. There was violence
associated with it. There was a lot of violence, a lot of injuries and
deaths suffered by people who were struggling to set up unions and
protect their rights and the safety of workers in the mines. At that
time employers engaged in some hideous, hideous attacks on
working people.

Now, obviously things have evolved tremendously since then,
and we don’t see that kind of thing anymore, but there is no question
that there is a subset of employers — and I wouldn’t say that it’s a
large group. I would say that, perhaps, the members opposite
overrepresent that group a little bit right now. But there is definitely
a subset of employers who think that unions are bad, no matter
what.

Mackenzie King was the 10th Prime Minister. Thank you for that
little piece of information there. That was very helpful. Thank you
to the Member for Edmonton-Glenora.

Anyway, they just think that unions are awful, and they would do
whatever they could to avoid them. In doing that, there are some
really interesting narratives that have been created as part of the
more sophisticated and far less violent efforts to avoid unions. That
is this idea that individual workers, if they could just choose, would
choose to never have a union and that the union is represented by
this great big, six-foot-eight, 300-pound, unshaven thug. That’s
what the union is. It’s a thug. In fact, they use the word “thug” after
the word “union” a lot. It’s really quite something. There’s this
narrative that that’s the union.

So the six-foot-eight, 300-pound thug marches onto the shop
floor and intimidates all these poor, independently minded workers,
who are quite happily sitting down and individually negotiating
their pay raises with their boss when they’re having lattes,
whenever they want to, that this big thug is intimidating workers.
The union boss, the union thug, is intimidating these individual
workers and marching around the workplace like he owns it. Oh,
it’s just awful. The employer and the workers are cowering. It’s just
a horrible situation, and we need to do everything we can to avoid
that. That’s the narrative.

Of course, fundamental to this narrative is this other fiction,
which is this idea that, again, in your average workplace, your
factory floor or wherever, Joe or Jill Average Worker has the ability
to just call up the boss, march upstairs to the manager’s office, sit
down, just sort of barge in and say: “Hey, I’m just going to use your
latte maker there. I’m going to make myself one. We’re going to sit
down and you and I are going to have a talk and you’re going to
give me a raise.” That’s how it works every day, and it works out
so well. That same fiction, of course, infuses this conversation
about whether unions are a good thing or a bad thing.

Now, in fact, what we know is that unions are fundamentally
responsible for the fact that we have weekends now, that workers
have the right to refuse unsafe work without being fired, that
women have the right to raise complaints about being harassed in
the workplace without being fired, that human rights as a whole
must be respected in the workplace, and that workers as a whole
have the right to come together and negotiate reasonable working
conditions with their employers. Oh, pensions, that’s a good one.
That’s another one that came from unions: pensions. I wouldn’t
know; I don’t have a pension. The whole world thinks I have a
pension. As everyone in here knows, pretty much nobody in this
room has a pension except the Premier. Pensions are a good thing,
and the Premier owes his pension probably, ultimately, to unions,
if you go back far enough.

Nonetheless, these are all good things that came from unions.
They came from workers coming together to negotiate collectively
with their employer because they found that those one-on-one latte
events weren’t working out for them quite as well as they had
hoped. Anyway, because some employers are not keen on unions,
they certainly want to make sure that they have every opportunity
to discourage unions.

So then we have another version of this fictional narrative out
there about these independent, latte-sipping, independently
negotiating factory-floor workers and the imposing union thug.
That is that when they sign a membership card to say they want
to join a union, obviously they didn’t mean it. I mean, it’s just a
pen and a paper and their signature. Clearly, they were intimidated
by the union thug I described previously. These poor workers
cannot be expected to know their minds when they sign these
cards. It’s ridiculous. What we need to do is protect them from
themselves and also from our big six-foot-eight, 300-pound union
thug. So what we do is that after they go through this process of
signing the cards and putting pen to paper and putting their
signature on it — that is apparently not good enough to
demonstrate their desire for a union. No. What we now have to do
is that we have to give the employer I think it’s 90 days, but
someone could correct me if I'm wrong. We have to give the
employers the opportunity to protect them from themselves. We
must also give the employer the opportunity to protect them from
that 300-pound union thug who’s marching around the factory
floor with impunity and complete access to every worker and the
ability to intimidate them into signing the card.

God bless the people that come up with these stories and the
degree to which they are actually successful at making people
believe them. You know, they certainly have a talent, but every now
and then it’s helpful, again, to look at facts, to look at history, to
look at research.

8:30 p.m.

We see, for instance, that when there was a two-stage approach
to certification in B.C., 80 per cent of employers fought the
certification, and when they went to a card check, the number of
unions that were certified went up by something like 50 per cent.
The number of times that workers or employers were able to sustain
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a claim of there being intimidation by the union of either the
employer or the worker was almost nonexistent, but the frequency
of documented and adjudicated unfair labour practices by the
employer against the workers was very high. I can’t remember the
number, but it was — I don’t know — 100 to 1 or something. I mean,
the point is that that’s the way it worked. We have articles out there
that look at the fact that there’s really no evidence of any allegation
— or maybe one or two over the course of 15 years — of a union
intimidating or engaging in an unfair labour practice to push a
worker into signing a card, but there were copious — copious —
pieces of evidence of employers using their influence to intimidate
workers out of voting for a union.

Let me talk a little bit about that, this spectre of employers
intimidating workers out of voting for a union. Let me just say at
the outset — again, I want to make it very clear. What I’m talking
about is a small subset of employers. There are lots of great
employers out there who are perfectly happy to have their
employees be unionized. I can think of — well, I won’t get into that;
I don’t know what’s confidential and what’s not confidential —
really excellent major corporate players in Alberta and in Calgary
that are wonderful corporate citizens who have been extremely
sophisticated and mature and accommodating when their
employees have selected a union or chosen to become unionized.
There are many, many employers out there that are absolutely fine
with it. They understand the positive outcomes of unionization. Let
me just say that. I’'m not by any means wanting to paint all
employers with this brush because that’s not the real thing. It’s a
subset that believe that their path to prosperity must be paved by
shortchanging their workers and breaching their rights.

Anyway, when we talk about the employer’s ability — I’ve talked
about the narrative around the union thug’s ability to march into the
workplace and intimidate workers into signing cards. Now, just to
be clear, unions don’t have access to workplaces, so that’s actually
not a true thing. Unions don’t even have access to workers, so that’s
not a true thing. Typically, when unions organize workers, what
happens is that workers will go to unions and say: we’re interested.
Then those workers will organize themselves and bring their
colleagues to meet with the union organizer, who will then give
them the cards. The union organizer has no access to the workplace,
and they have no access to the list of employees. They don’t have
that. That’s just not a thing.

What the employer has is not only access to the workplace but
complete control over the workplace and, of course, complete
access to the list of employees. They also have the ability to control
and manage the workplace. They can say things like: “Hey, there’s
aunion drive going on. Huh, coincidentally, vacations are cancelled
for the next four weeks.” Or: “Hey, there’s a union drive going on.
Coincidentally, we’re going to have you all come in and work more
overtime. Oh, on that overtime agreement, y’all signed up for
straight time, and you’re going to have to bank it.” Or: “Hey, Franco
over there, who happens, in my mind, to maybe be the one that first
reached out to the union, but I will never say this, doesn’t have a
job anymore, but it has nothing to do with that. Oh no, no. It has to
do with the fact that I’ve been planning to fire Franco for a long
time.”

These are not things I’m making up. I urge you to go to the
Labour Relations Board decisions of any province or of the country
and read the decisions around unfair labour practices. These are
exactly the circumstances that you will see described there. That is
what it looks like. That is the kind of thing that creates a lot of
disruption and, of course, undermines the right of workers to choose
a union, which is now a constitutionally recognized right by the
Supreme Court of Canada. Only in the past five or six years have
the right to organize and the right to be part of a union been elevated

and recognized as part of the freedom of association rights under
the Charter. But it’s really hard for workers to do that because
they’re in a scenario where, by virtue of agreeing to be an employee,
they say to their boss: you are in control of me; that’s what you’re
paying me for.

There are many, many mechanisms at the disposal of this
particular subset of employers that wants to avoid unions if they
can. That is why our government made the decision to move to the
commonly used card check mechanism. But you know what? We
also took a pretty pragmatic approach to it. We thought: yeah; you
know, 51 per cent versus 49 per cent is pretty close, and to have a
union come into a place automatically where only 51 per cent of
people have expressed their desire to be part of a union, that’s a bit
much.

Quite frankly, I know myself, from friends and others whom I
know who work in the labour movement, that good union
organizers would not actually ever seek a certification with 51 per
cent. I mean, I’m not saying that it doesn’t happen. It does happen
with not wise union organizers. But the good ones know that that’s
really not wise. If you actually certify a workplace with only 51 per
cent support and then you sit down and try to negotiate an
agreement, you know, the whole thing is going to fall apart because
you’re not going to have your union members onside with you to
negotiate well. And if half your members are not in support of what
needs to be done to negotiate a good deal, i.e. potentially threaten
to strike, then you’re never going to negotiate, and the whole thing
is a wash anyway.

So why would you ever try to certify with 51 per cent? It’s not
wise anyway. To actually do that would create a lot of labour-
employer strife, and it would create more fights than it was worth.
So we just decided that it didn’t make sense to do that. We’re not
here to create fights between working people and their employers
around the province. So we said: no; we’re going to pick a different
number. We’re not going to use 50 per cent plus one. We’re going
to use 65 per cent. If unions can get 65 per cent of people to take a
pen and look at a card and read it and sign it on their own volition,
then that’s pretty good evidence that they made the decision that
they want a union. That 65 per cent, you know, leaves a lot of room
for movement. By doing that, you then are able to move quickly to
the negotiating process.

Now, if it turns out that the union still doesn’t have the support
of people, well, then, the whole thing will end up being a wash
ultimately anyway once they go to negotiate the agreement. But if
you’ve got 65 per cent, that’s not likely to be the case. You’re not
in this process where you are creating more divisiveness and lost
productivity, quite honestly, in the workplace by having this two-
step process, where suddenly we are compelling our workplaces to
get into this kind of fighting scenario where the employer starts
fighting against his or her own workers. That was why we did the
65 per cent card check, a very pragmatic decision.

But, no, these folks again have bought into that narrative.
They’ve bought into the narrative of a 300-pound union thug
intimidating these poor workers into signing these cards. They’ve
bought into the fiction of the union having any capacity to actually
campaign to workers or talk to workers in the workplace. They’ve
bought into the fiction that employers don’t somehow have a far
accelerated ability to influence workers during the course of a union
vote. They’ve bought into all of that, or maybe they wrote it
themselves. I’'m not even sure who’s buying into a narrative or
who’s actually creating the narrative for their own interests or the
interests of their donors. I’'m not sure. In any event, they have
completely bought into it.
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The result, then, is that the frequency of unionization will be
limited and will be reduced, and the benefits of unionization, which
can be an organized means of managing the workplace, a respectful
way to hear and navigate through the concerns of workers, a
mechanism of giving working people a voice in their workplace, all
those things will be less frequent. Wages will go down, more
overtime agreements at straight time will be imposed on working
people, and — guess what? — working people will end up with less
money, and employers will end up with more. Hence, we move
back into the magical thinking of the current government around
how the way to create jobs is actually to grow inequality and to
make the gap larger as much as you possibly can and to take rights
away from those who already have the fewest rights. Somehow that
is the magical path to creating jobs.

It’s wrong. It’s not, at least not the kinds of jobs that I believe
Albertans want. I don’t think Albertans want Alberta to become
Mexico north. I’m pretty sure they don’t want that to be our
competitive advantage, but really that’s the natural consequence,
the logical consequence of the path that this UCP government is
embarking upon.

Now, there are a few other things in Bill 2 as well which are
basically other ways to go after workers’ salaries and money.
Apparently, that is how we create jobs. We just pay people less, and
somehow there are going to be magical new jobs created. I think
it’s totally untrue, and there’s more and more evidence to that end
every day, but whatever.

In any event, there’s this whole issue around holiday pay. I don’t
even know why you would do that. Honestly, it’s like: I’m going to
march into office, and my second bill is going to be about taking
money away from working people on Christmas Day. Like, for the
love of God. I just don’t understand. Why be so petty? I just don’t
get it. And Christmas Day, of all things.

Our province will be . ..

Mr. Schmidt: It’s part of their war on Christmas.

Ms Notley: It’s war on Christmas, indeed. Yeah, yeah. War on fun,
war on Christmas, war on working people, war on kids. Oh, my
goodness. Kids.

I don’t know what kids have done. In fact, you know what? Like,
we’ve already got this theme of these guys not liking kids, you
know, whether it’s cutting their education, attacking their rights in
school to be safe, taking away their school lunches, making them
pay more to go to school, taking away their wages. But I hadn’t
really thought about that. It’s actually a war on Christmas. Kids like
Christmas, too. It’s just that whatever kids like, these guys don’t,
right? I can’t wait to see what’s next.

Mr. Schmidt: It’s going to be in the bill to make Santa Claus
illegal.

Ms Notley: Well, maybe. Santa Claus, ironically, probably does
work on holidays and is going to get paid a lot less. So kids are
going to be sitting on an angry Santa’s lap because Santa’s making
no overtime thanks to these folks. Thank you for that advice,
Member for Edmonton-Gold Bar. That’s actually what’s happening
here.

Every other part of the country, every other province has rules
around holiday pay and premium pay for working on holidays that
ensures that you get premium pay for holidays, but now Alberta will
not do that. Now Alberta will pay less because of this bill. Every
other province will pay more, and Alberta’s employers will pay

less. So people who are forced to work on these days get less. That’s
how it works, right?

Ms Gray: People who don’t work.

Ms Notley: People who don’t work on these days get less. That’s
right. Okay. They don’t get paid because it’s a stat holiday . . .

Ms Gray: Or a Saturday.

Ms Notley: But you don’t get paid for it. That’s right. So this is a
change.

Just to be clear, a stat holiday: the idea is that people get paid for
stat holidays, you know. That’s what it means, that you get paid for
them. That’s why so often employers are typically unhappy with
the idea of creating new holidays, because they don’t want to pay
for new holidays. I mean, holidays are bad things according to
some.

So just even in *20-21 . ..

Ms Gray: In *21-22.

Ms Notley: In 2021-2022 both Christmas and New Year’s are
going to fall on a weekend, so that means that people are not going
to get paid for that. Now, they did get paid, but now they don’t get
paid, so that’s more money out of their pockets. That’s a new thing.
That’s brought to you by the UCP: no stat holiday pay for
Christmas. Jeez, I wonder how that’s going to impact the number
of presents under the tree, especially when added to the $2,500
every 12 weeks that someone else in the family is losing. It’s going
to be one heck of a Grinchy Christmas, I have to say.

I really don’t have the slightest idea what possessed people over
there to pick such a petty fight with the people of Alberta and to
isolate Albertans from the rest of Canada by pulling back on these
particular rights. It seems nitpicky, it seems petty, and it obviously
is something that is directed, again, against working people, again,
part of this overall idea that you create jobs by systematically
attacking the rights of working people.

Then, of course, there are other things. We also know, of course,
that these folks are very determined to discriminate against young
people. You know, I have to say that I find it very interesting.
There’s this idea that somehow by dropping the youth wage by $2
an hour, there’ll be a plethora of new jobs for people under 18. Of
course, there’s not one thought given to the people who turn 18 and
lose their jobs. If anything, this will be a wash, and there’ll be a
neutral outcome there.

But, you know, honestly, we know that kids who choose to work
before they are 18 typically do so because they need to, and they
are contributing to parts of what they want to do, to their education,
that kind of thing. I was very pleased. My son started working in
grade 10, and he paid for a trip to Quebec to learn French one
summer. He did that himself. He contributed to his tuition, and he
paid for some of the costs for some of the sports programs, things
like that. That’s great. Not every kid who is working before they’re
18 is using their money that way. Some of them are buying
groceries, and some of them are helping pay rent, and some of them
are saving to be able to get into university because mom and dad
simply do not have the disposable income to pay for their tuition.
So these kids are now earning less.

8:50 p.m.
But, more important even, when some of these kids turn 18, what

happens is their jobs will just disappear, and they will be replaced
by someone who is younger than 18. Because any employer who is
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going to actually engage in this discriminatory practice of paying
young people $2 an hour less based on the year they were born in
and not based on the way they work or the quality of their work is
likely going to be the same kind of person that fires this person
when they turn 18 and then goes and finds somebody else, you
know, cheaper labour.

[Mr. Milliken in the chair]

Of all the people to impose the obligation to drag this province
into economic prosperity upon, let me say that to choose working
people under the age of 18 and make them carry the burden is
unfair. It’s unfair. It’s thoughtless. It’s very thoughtless. It’s going
to backfire. It won’t work. It’s just mean spirited, too. I mean, these
are people who can’t vote. They didn’t vote. They can’t vote for
this government. They can’t cast a ballot. You take powerless
people, and you make them the victims of your poorly, poorly
thought-out plan to create jobs on the backs of people who earn the
least and also need health care and education and school lunches
and postsecondary and infrastructure and, you know, firefighters
and people to build their roads, et cetera, et cetera, et cetera.

That is really an obnoxious choice to make, I have to say, Mr.
Speaker, in terms of who it is that is going to carry the water of
dealing with the fact that for 44 years this government sat on one of
the biggest reserves of economic potential and failed to save or to
diversify and create an economic model that would carry us more
than six months beyond the drop in the price of oil. So for 44 years
a bunch of people, many of whom are rather older now, didn’t do
the job, and now we’re going to make people who are 16 pay for
their failure. It just really doesn’t sit well with me.

Now, another group of people that will be paying for this, of
course, is people who serve liquor in restaurants. That’s, I think,
something that is not in this bill necessarily, but it is the subject of
future conversations that have been discussed as part of this overall
model of going after working people. I think what we do know is
that liquor servers are primarily women and that by cutting their
right to a minimum wage, we are disproportionately attacking
women and that the majority of people that actually earn this wage,
or a large number of them, are actually single parents with children
who are women. Again, in an effort to convince their donors that
they’re going to give them a free ride in some fashion, we are
picking people who earn the least and who already earn about 35
cents per dollar less, on average, than men in the province. By all
means, let’s make it 38 cents or 40 cents. Like, why stop at 35 cents,
Mr. Speaker?

If there’s a way to have women earn less, let’s go at it, and that
appears to be what the whole raising of the liquor server
differentiation wage is about. That is, again, another decision by
this government to make people who have the least carry the water
for those who have the most as we struggle with the consequences
of 44 years of Conservative failure to diversify our economy and
prepare us for the inevitable drop in the price of oil and/or the
failure to get our product to market, something that they presided
over for 10 years both in Ottawa and Edmonton at the same time.

What else can I say about these things? We’ve already talked
about how we’re already out of line with the rest of the country and
that somehow people think that by picking on our working people
more, somehow this is going to attract investors. I’'m wondering.
I’'m curious, you know. I’d like to ask the members opposite, Mr.
Speaker. Are those the investors we want to attract? Do we really
want the investors who come to Alberta because they get to pay less
and they have to respect fewer rights and they can manipulate their
employees more in the workplace? Are those the investors we

want? Is that the model of economic growth that we want in this
province? I’'m just curious.

I had always thought that we could aim higher. It was certainly
our view that that’s exactly what we had the potential to do in
Alberta. We have so many opportunities, so many resources, that
we could aim higher, that we could have a vision for our economic
future that included everybody doing well and that one of the
goalposts to which we would hold ourselves accountable would be
the idea that everybody does well, that every kid born into every
family has the chance and the likelihood of going to university and
has the chance and the likelihood of living a good life where they
can spend time with their family and be safe in their workplaces and
be innovative and thoughtful and enjoy the arts and culture and live
a full life. That’s what a good economy is, where everybody enjoys
that, not one where we measure it by a profit made by a very small
group of people on the backs of a much larger group of people who,
quite frankly, struggle to pay the rent every month, who struggle to
pay their grocery bills every month, who struggle to save for their
kids’ education in the future, if that’s even a possible thing.

You know, I have to say, Mr. Speaker, that there’s been a lot of
hyperbole in this Chamber about the impact of the carbon tax on
regular working people. There’s been a tremendous amount of talk
around how hard it was for families, low- and middle-income
families, to deal with the consequences of the carbon tax even
though we repeatedly provided evidence that the rebates we were
offering meant that lower income families actually came out of it
with more. For middle-income families, it was kind of a wash. But
that was certainly part of the narrative. Oh my goodness. The chest-
beating that we listened to over the $200 a month that it might cost
a low-income person as a result of the carbon tax. I think that’s
actually a gross exaggeration. It’s more like $200 over a longer
period of time. In any event, that of course never took into account
the rebates, which zeroed all that out.

[The Deputy Speaker in the chair]

It’s fine to raise those concerns, but to raise those concerns and
then to turn around and take up to $2,700 every 12 weeks out of the
pockets of those very same families that the members opposite
claimed for the last four years to be so concerned about is the
penultimate example of hypocrisy, Madam Speaker. If you were
concerned about the well-being of those people, you wouldn’t bring
in Bill 2 and attack the well-being of those people. Really, I think
the objection to the carbon tax wasn’t about the people that these
folks claim to be worried about. Well, I actually think it was about
political tactics, if you must know. I really think it was about
political tactics and not a lot more.

9:00 p.m.
Ms Hoffman: Successful.

Ms Notley: Yeah. Fair enough. It was successful political tactics,
but it was actually still political tactics and not much more.
Nonetheless, this bill stands to have a much more significant
financial effect on hard-working Albertans, the folks who are
getting up in the morning in their older pickup truck and driving 45
minutes or an hour to a construction site and working for 13 hours
and then coming home and repeating. These are the folks we heard
about who were struggling because of the 6-cent-a-litre increase to
the price of gas, but these are the folks who will now lose or could
lose over $2,500 every 12 weeks. I see people shaking their heads
over there, but I look forward to rolling out our research that shows
that that is exactly the amount of money that people stand to lose
by stealing their time and a half and replacing it with straight-time
overtime. I guess the issue just comes down to this question. What
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exactly are you concerned about over there? You did a heck of a
good job of convincing Albertans you were concerned about how
hard that extra 6 cents a litre was for families, yet now you’re doing
this, and this is so much worse. I struggle to add it up, Madam
Speaker, because it doesn’t make sense. This is far more hurtful.

We’ve talked about overtime. We have talked about the
Christmas holiday, that no longer gets paid to many people. We’ve
talked about undermining unions because we believe the fiction that
the average factory-floor employee has the capacity to talk to the
owner of the business and individually negotiate their working
conditions and how ridiculous that is.

I want to just talk a little bit about the fact that I am still concerned
about where this is heading going forward. Originally in the
platform of the UCP — and, of course, all of this is linked back to
the platform — there was also talk about taking away the ability of
unionized workers to participate in public discourse on matters that
impacted their working conditions. I see that that’s not in this bill,
and that’s good news. I do want to say that that’s good news.

I also want to say, though, that if that is something that people
are thinking about bringing back or reintroducing next fall, you
know, I think you’re going to have a heck of a fight on your hands.
I’ve said quite openly in a speech not too long ago that this idea of
cutting services, cutting education, cutting health care, cutting
supports to people with disabilities, cutting people who support our
seniors, cutting emergency services, cutting the amount of time that
police can spend or the number of police, all those kinds of things
that happen if you actually do the things that the math that has been
presented thus far would suggest are going to be done — and maybe
it won’t be. Maybe they’ll walk away from the math, Madam
Speaker. Maybe they’ll walk away from their balance date. Maybe
they’ll walk away from some of their commitments. But if you meet
all the commitments that are currently being discussed, then what
we will have are cuts to the tune of about 20 per cent over several
years, and that will mean a significant attack on services that
Albertans rely on.

Certainly, one of the ways we would know about the implications
of those attacks is for the working people who provided those
services to be able to stand up and tell Albertans what the funding
cuts meant, but maybe folks over there think it’ll be not as easy for
them to tell Albertans about what the funding cuts mean if you take
away their ability to speak publicly about these things, as was being
mused about before this bill was introduced. I said that it was a bit
akin to, you know, someone cutting the phone wires before you
break into a house. That is a bit what that would be like if that
particular action were taken by this government to limit the free
speech rights of those who are parts of unions or members of
unions.

I will say that since we don’t see it now, I’'m going to hope that
enough lawyers came in to point out how many ways that would
breach the Constitution, that maybe they actually got through to
folks, and that particular piece of very ill-advised legislation or
policy has been set aside. If it hasn’t, then I think that there will be
some difficult conversations not only in this Assembly but outside
of'it. That’s all I will say on that at this point.

I think I’m getting close to wrapping up. I want to just finish with
this idea that there are things that we agree on in this House, and |
started with that. That is that we need to kick-start our economy,
and we need to create jobs and we need to protect jobs. We need to
protect the jobs that we still have, and we need to find ways to create
more jobs. The way to do that in a long-term, sustainable way is to
diversify our economy and to attract the kinds of investors who
want and need an educated, articulate, enabled, young, innovative,
entrepreneurial workforce. Those are the kinds of investors who

will diversify our economy and create the economy of tomorrow,
and that will help Alberta capitalize on what are our current assets.

Let me just say for a moment that above and beyond the oil and
gas resources that we have, one of the assets that we have in Alberta
that we sometimes overlook is that compared even to the rest of the
country, we really do have the youngest, best educated, hardest
working — and I say that in terms of, like, the number of hours a
week that Albertans work — and most diverse workforce in the
country. When you sit down and you talk to your colleagues in other
parts of the country and you look at what their economic challenges
are and you see that their population is literally 10, 15, 20 years
older than ours and that the work rate, the productivity rate within
their population is very, very low and that large swaths of people
aren’t working at all and all that kind of stuff, you realize that what
we have in Alberta, our biggest asset, really, is our population.

So what we want to do is attract investors who are looking for
that. We don’t want to attract investors who are looking for the
North American version of a developing country, where they can
exploit their workforce. That is a dead end to economic
development. Slashing our education is a dead end to economic
development. Creating massive deficits by giving huge corporate
tax giveaways when we already have the lowest taxes in the country
is a dead end. Celebrating, raising up, and supporting what is the
best workforce in the country: that is part of the path to a long-term,
sustainable economic future in this province.

9:10 p.m.

So I would ultimately, as part of this larger picture, urge members
opposite to move away from wanting to be the cheapest place to do
business in the world model of economic development, because it
will fail, because in a race to the bottom we can’t compete. What
we can compete with is a race to the top because that’s who
Albertans are. We should have a government that respects that
about them, and we should have laws that respect that about
Albertans when it comes to our workplaces.

This bill actually reads like a bill that is the opposite of that. This
bill reads like a bill that wants to invite investors who will push us
to a race for the bottom instead of working with us to win the race
to the top, which we have the capacity to do but not if we write off
large swaths of our population, create inequality, shut down
opportunity, and push people to the side, which is what Bill 2,
ultimately, is part of a larger plan to achieve. That is why we are
very, very much opposed to it.

With that, although I think I might have another 10 minutes, I
think I will bring this . ..

Ms Hoffman: Take nine and a half. Tell us more about union thugs.

Ms Notley: I feel that I’ve done a good job describing union thugs
already, so I’m not going to do that anymore. To be clear, they’re
not actual, real union thugs.

Oh, I guess the last thing — this is the last thing I will say.

Ms Hoffman: There we go.

Ms Notley: There she goes. Okay.

The one thing I was going to say when I was talking about the
hypothetical, fictional union thug, that was, you know, six foot
eight and 300 pounds, is that, actually, I am the union thug because
I worked for the union. I’'m sure most people here will say that I’'m
not that intimidating, and it’s very unlikely that I could march onto
a factory floor and intimidate some fellow there into signing a union
card that he didn’t want to sign. Unions are actually working
people, and they look like the working people who are their
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members. They are not thugs, and they’re not intimidating; they’re
simply working people coming together to support each other.

Anyway, that’s sort of a digression because I thought that I was
actually getting very close to wrapping up with a nice conclusion.
Thanks to the Member for Edmonton-Glenora, I have now broken
that. Nonetheless, I guess I will just end with that little anecdote.
My apologies for the lack of organization in the last hour of
comments, but I do hope I’ve been able to reach and touch on most
of the points that are relevant to why our caucus is absolutely and
completely opposed to Bill 2. We think it represents a step towards
the wrong future, the utterly wrong choice for how we grow this
province. It is the opposite of what we should be doing, and it is
something that in the long term will hurt the economy of the
province, not help it, and in the short term it will hurt working
people who are already struggling and don’t need this government
to pile on any more in the struggle that they have.

With that, Madam Speaker, I will take my seat and cede the floor
to others who, I’'m sure, have many things to say about Bill 2. Thank
you.

The Deputy Speaker: Comments or questions under Standing
Order 29(2)(a)? The hon. Member for Cardston-Siksika.

Mr. Schow: Thank you, Madam Speaker. I’d like to congratulate
the Member for Edmonton-Strathcona for making it through 85
minutes of that diatribe. Unenlightening, at best. To be honest with
you, I’ve heard a lot of things in my short time in this Legislature,
but I have rarely heard the level of disrespect that I just heard over
the last 85 minutes, particularly regarding the small-business
owners who bust their hump every day to create wealth in this
province and create jobs.

The members opposite have begun to show us their true colours.
Last night the House leader said that if small businesses can’t
absorb a couple of thousand dollars, maybe they should revise their
business model. Now, maybe there are a couple of companies,
maybe there are lots of companies in this province that could absorb
a couple of thousand dollars, but 1 can tell you that there are
countless others for which that couple of thousand dollars makes a
colossal difference between paying your employees, paying your
debts, and maybe having a bit of money left over to pay yourself at
the end of the month.

Then, all of a sudden we have the former Premier suggesting that
success or relative success enjoyed by business leaders was luck —
was luck. I cannot believe that came from that member’s mouth. I’1l
tell you that luck does not get you up at 5 o’clock in the morning.
Luck doesn’t get you an excellent grade on your exam. Luck didn’t
help that member across graduate from law school. Luck doesn’t
pay off your line of credit, and it sure doesn’t pay off your bank
loan.

I implore the member opposite to take a trip down to my home
constituency and walk the streets of Cardston and go from business
to business to business and ask them how they got to where they
are. Ask them where they are now, where they’ve been in the last
four years, and what the projections were looking like if the
members opposite were re-elected. I implore the member opposite
to please go down to Cardston and visit those business owners and
tell them to their faces that the success that they enjoy or what they
may call success was luck.

An Hon. Member: We never said that.

Mr. Schow: Indeed, the member opposite did suggest that it was
luck, by chance.

Well, I'll tell you what chance was. Chance is what happened
four years ago on May 5, 2015. I’ll tell you what. For the members

opposite 604,000 voters cast a ballot for them, but a combined
between the PC and Wildrose legacy parties was 774,000 and
change. The luck: accidental government that became a colossal
mistake, frankly, for this province. We’re grateful it is over. But I
will tell you that luck is not what got Alberta to where it is today.
Luck doesn’t break the ground. Luck doesn’t get our products to
market. Luck doesn’t get you up in the morning, and it sure as heck
doesn’t pay your bills.

This idea, as the member opposite suggested, that these business
owners are getting to where they are by suppressing the workers,
suppressing their wages, and, as the member opposite said, putting
their heels on the necks of the workers is nothing short of absurd.
It’s a terrible figure.

Madam Speaker, I make a request to the member opposite to
apologize to Albertans for the insinuation that it is luck that got us
here today, luck that has created Alberta. It is not luck. It is hard
work. It is dedication. It is commitment to family. It is commitment
to success. That is not luck. Albertans at home, if they’re watching
this — I pray they’re watching the basketball game, not this, because
that 85 minutes was certainly less entertaining than, I’'m certain, the
basketball game was. But I will tell you, she needs . . .

The Deputy Speaker: Are there any other speakers to the bill? The
hon. Member for Calgary-Buffalo.

Member Ceci: Thank you very much. I’d like to begin by pointing
out to the Member for Cardston-Siksika that the Leader of the
Opposition did not say the things that you implied she said. You’re
not listening.

The Deputy Speaker: Hon. member.
Member Ceci: Yes. I’ll talk to you, Madam Speaker.

The Deputy Speaker: Hon. member, if I just may. Just please have
a seat.

I think this is a really great time for everyone on all sides of the
House to remember that we do speak through the chair. I
understand that there’s a lot of passion entering this room, which
is fine, but let’s maybe direct your anger this way instead of across
the aisle.

The hon. Member for Calgary-Buffalo.

9:20 p.m.

Member Ceci: Thank you very much. The Leader of the
Opposition, I know, did not say the things that the Member for
Cardston-Siksika implied she said for five minutes. She didn’t say
them. He — that person; sorry . . .

Ms Hoffman: You can say “he.”

Member Ceci: . . . heard something because he wanted to hear it. It
wasn’t said by this person.

I’ll just begin by saying that I enjoyed the Leader of the
Opposition’s critique of the grand plan for job creation, which I
believe, like this person, the leader, does, is wrong-headed and is
bound to fail, not unlike the report today that talked about President
Trump’s $1 trillion tax giveaway, that is not returning what he said
would be returned to Americans; namely, jobs and growth in the
economy. It is folly in that case — the Americans bought it — and it’s
the same thing with Alberta today.

The Leader of the Opposition talked about the magical thinking
that if you grow inequality and make it more difficult for people to
get ahead who are at the lower end of the wage scale, if you take
their rights away — I hope the Member for Cardston-Siksika is
listening because I’'m not saying anything other than what is
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happening in this province right now with this Bill 2, the pick-your-
pockets bill — if you make it more difficult for them to unionize, if
you make if more difficult for them to save money, then what you
are really doing is creating an environment where the clock is being
turned back in terms of rights of people, of employees in this
province.

When Bill 17, the Fair and Family-friendly Workplaces Act, was
created, in 2017, it was created by this side, the NDP of Alberta. It
was created after previous governments in 2007 and 2014 reviewed
the code on two different occasions, seven years apart, and did
nothing. And did nothing. I can remember those times because what
would often happen with those governments was that they would
review, and then they would send up trial balloons. They would
essentially take the temperature of Albertans, and the loudest
Albertans in those cases were the ones who didn’t want to see
change in this province. It wasn’t workers who had the loudest
voices, Madam Speaker.

Alberta had some of the oldest workplace legislation in Canada.
Prior to our government’s changes, both the Employment Standards
Code and the Labour Relations Code had not been significantly
changed in 30 years. I can remember, time and time again, where
the minister of labour and democratic renewal would stand up,
stand over there, and say: we are doing these changes because 30
years ago what was popular was the movie Shaft.

Ms Gray: Die Hard.

Member Ceci: Die Hard. Sorry. It was the movie Die Hard. That
was popular 30 years ago.

The minister of labour and democratic renewal would use that as
a bit of a prop. She wouldn’t say anything against employers. She
wouldn’t talk about small business at all. She would say: look,
things haven’t changed in this province since Die Hard was in the
movie theatres.

Ms Gray: A Christmas classic.

Member Ceci: A Christmas classic. That’s right.

The previous governments, in 2007 and 2014, essentially would
lead people on by looking at changes and then not doing anything.
We took a focused review on changes to the code and brought in
the Fair and Family-friendly Workplaces Act. It focused the review
on existing laws. Madam Speaker, over 7,300 submissions from
businesses, industry, organized labour, academics, municipalities,
nonprofits, and the general public were received. It was
comprehensive, and there was a series of changes that were part of
Bill 17.

Madam Speaker, I want to talk about one part of the current pick-
your-pockets bill because one of the many things that we did was
repeal the ability for employers to pay employees less than the
minimum wage. We had a series of steps to get the minimum wage
up to $15. I think it was October 1, 2018, when it went to $15. Also,
there was an ability for employers to pay people with disabilities
less than the minimum wage in the previous code. We eliminated
that. I think everybody would agree that it’s not appropriate to pay
people with disabilities any less than the minimum wage, but that
was entrenched in the previous code by the previous government.
We got rid of that, and we made all wages the same for all people.
Equal pay for work of equal value.

I just want to talk about my first experience with equal pay for
work of equal value. I grew up in southern Ontario, Madam
Speaker, and in southern Ontario there are a number of family
farms. Farming is really big in southern Ontario. The cash crop, the
one that I worked in, was tobacco. My parents grew up on tobacco
farms. My mother got married off the farm. Her whole life before

she got married and went to the city was as a worker on a farm. My
father’s family, similarly, had tobacco and other mixed crops. They
went to the city before my mother’s family, but, you know, we grew
up as young kids in the family always going to the farm to work
summers.

I can remember the time I went to be a primer. That’s a tobacco
picker in the fields. It’s back-breaking work, Madam Speaker, from
sun-up to sundown. Stompin’ Tom Connors said, you know: my
back hurts every time I hear the word Tillsonburg. He was an
itinerant worker on tobacco farms as well for a portion of his time.
He got out, and we all know what Stompin’ Tom did for this
country, but before he was famous, he worked tobacco.

Tobacco had one wage in the field, not one wage for young
people and one wage for people over 18. When I was far younger
than 18, I was in the fields, and we were paid $50 a day. Every
worker in the fields was paid $50. It seemed like a tremendous
amount of money, Madam Speaker, years ago, when [ was 15, 16,
17, 18. I knew that the other workers were getting the same amount
of money. There was no difference because we all did the same
work.

The lesson I would have learned had I got less than the person
right beside me, who was over 18, is: you can work as hard as them,
but you’re not going to get compensated. That would have been the
wrong lesson to teach a young person, Madam Speaker, and that’s
what the pick-your-pockets bill does. Through no fault other than
their age, they’re going to get paid less. Like them, I back then used
that money to save up for my future. Telling those young people
today, with the pick-your-pockets bill, “You’re worth less; you’ll
not have the ability to save as much as the person beside you who
may be more than 18,” it might influence their ability to want to
work as hard as that person beside them. They’re going to get paid
less, but they’re going to be asked to do the same work. It defies
logic, Madam Speaker. If we have a minimum wage, that’s what
people should get paid minimally, not people with disabilities
getting paid less though that was in the previous government’s
actions, not if you’re less than 18, you should get paid less, because
we all are working hard. Albertans work hard.

9:30 p.m.

The Leader of the Opposition talked at length about the
workforce in this province. I agree wholeheartedly, and I think that
side would agree as well. We’re younger than the rest of the
country, maybe not me but the rest of the workforce are younger on
average. I think they’re in the 40s, low 40s. The only people
younger in this country are people in the territories. They’re a
younger group of people than Albertans, but their numbers are very
small compared to the millions in this province that work.

[The Speaker in the chair]

We’re more educated than the rest of the country, Mr. Speaker,
and that’s because of our quality education system. Right from
primary all up to secondary school, postsecondary school, colleges,
trade schools, we’re more educated in this province. But, you know,
with the bill . . .

Ms Hoffman: Pick-your-pockets bill.

Member Ceci: Pick-your-pockets bill is Bill 2, but Bill 3 is the give
money away to corporations bill, with a $4.5 billion tax cut to
corporations. Mr. Speaker, it won’t be too long before our education
system is going to suffer, and the people will suffer in this province.
It won’t be too long before we can’t call ourselves one of the best
educated workforces in the country.
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The Leader of the Opposition talked about us being more
entrepreneurial. Well, we know that to be true. The number of jobs
in business start-ups in this province outweigh many, many, many
other provinces. You know, we punch higher than our weight in that
area as well. Hardest working. What we mean by that is the number
of hours. Longer number of hours put in by Albertans than the rest
of the country. More diverse. Our workforce is more diverse, Mr.
Speaker. That’s true, too, because we’re getting more diverse.
We’re about 30, 40 per cent people of colour and diverse
backgrounds in this province now, where we never were before.
That’s an advantage for employers in this province and who will be
attracted here. We’re more productive.

Those are the things that I know about Albertans. Those are the
things that I think will suffer as a result of a pick-your-pockets bill
like we’re looking at today. Those are the things that won’t
encourage people to do more and to do better.

After coming out here, Mr. Speaker, I put about 20 years in as a
social worker in a variety of places. [ know there are some members
of the Legislature here, both on this side and that side, who worked
in that profession as well. This bill takes money out of the pockets
of young people who are struggling to make their lives better. The
east end of Calgary: I know the Member for Calgary-Cross comes
from the east end. His father was the Member for Calgary-East for
a long time. It’s an area of the city that struggles, and the young
people in that area of the city have to go to work at an earlier age to
support families.

The Speaker: Hon. members, Standing Order 29(2)(a) is available.
I feel like we may need a game of paper, rock, scissors here to
determine who was on their feet first, but I will cede to the hon.
Government House Leader.

Mr. Jason Nixon: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker, for the
opportunity to rise on 29(2)(a). Thank you to the hon. member for
his comments. I’d like to focus on just one area of it because of the
little time that we have to be able to speak on this important issue.
I was interested in some of the comments where the hon. member,
a former Finance minister not too long ago, spent his time focusing
on the fact that, essentially, Albertans, over a million of them who
voted for the United Conservative Party, who raised concerns
during the mandate of his then government, were being loud and
were yelling and were somehow not with the majority of Albertans.
And just that the reason that they were able to articulate and
ultimately influence — I guess his argument was that the United
Conservative Party would go on to become government just
because they were louder than everybody else.

Mr. Speaker, I would submit to you that it’s actually completely
different. I think most of those people were the silent majority that
were extremely frustrated with the behaviour of the NDP when they
were in government, particularly with that Finance minister, who
oversaw — was it six credit downgrades under his mandate? At least
five. He completely ignored the people. I feel obligated on behalf
of my constituents, who were very frustrated with the former
Finance minister and his party, to speak tonight, to say that it wasn’t
because they were yelling and being obnoxious; it’s because they
were expressing their concerns often calmly and, you know,
sometimes passionately, certainly, but very respectfully.

I mean, it started off, of course, when the NDP came into power,
with thousands of farmers and ranchers piling onto the stairs and
around the fountains outside to protest what was pretty much abuse
of the legislative process without consulting them. I know that the
former Premier mocks them still. They were right there, Mr.
Speaker, right in this House. It’s not appropriate.

Maybe he’s referring to the people who — this past year, just
after Christmas, I believe December 29, in Rocky Mountain
House I had some young people call me, and they wanted to
organize a rally to protest and to stand up against how they felt
the NDP were treating them. I thought that to do that between
Christmas and New Year’s, they would not have much of a
turnout, but I was willing to do it. Much to my surprise when |
arrived on the 29th, the parking lots were full, and well over a
thousand people came out between Christmas and New Year’s in
small town Rocky Mountain House to say that that town was not
going to put up anymore with what this government had done.
Certainly, Mr. Speaker, I would say that Rocky Mountain House,
which has been a town since 1799, one of the oldest communities
in this country and certainly in western Canada, has every right to
come out and say that they have a problem with how this former
government was treating them.

But what you’re seeing tonight, again, over and over, Mr.
Speaker, is the NDP, particularly led by their leader, who can’t
accept the fact that Albertans cast judgment on her and her party’s
behaviour when they were on this side of the House. They continue
to want to relive that election. Well, the election results are clear.
The NDP’s policies have been outright rejected by the people of
Alberta. Their government was a failure, they failed Albertans, and
all they can do now is sit inside this Assembly and spend time
insulting job creators or insulting the people that spoke out against
them, insulting farmers and ranchers who came and complained
about legislation being forced on them without their consultation,
insulting fixed-income seniors who complained that they were
having trouble paying their heating bill when they brought in a
carbon tax. That’s all that they can do.

In fact, Mr. Speaker, they go as far as to basically question the
results of our democracy that spoke loud and clear on April 16.
When I sat in that same chair that the current Leader of the Official
Opposition sits in, I warned them that this would happen. But they
haven’t learned their lesson. They have not learned their lesson.
That’s why we see — and I’'m shocked. I thought that there would
be a little bit of humbleness that would come from the NDP. I mean,
being the only party that was able to form government in this
province that would go on to lose after one term. One term: that’s
the legacy of the now Leader of the Official Opposition and her
party. A one-term government because they didn’t listen to the
people of Alberta, because they sat on this side of the aisle and even
insulted them, calling them names like sewer rats and Chicken
Little and those types of things. It’s a shame they have not learned
their lesson.

The Speaker: There’s approximately one second left in 29(2)(a). I
see the Government House Leader has risen. Has he spoken to
second reading?

Mr. Jason Nixon: Speaking on the bill, Mr. Speaker.

The Speaker: On the main bill.
9:40 p.m.

Mr. Jason Nixon: Well, thank you, Mr. Speaker, for the
opportunity now to speak on the main bill. I think that we’re pretty
close to moving on to a different topic for the night, but I just will
close my thoughts on 29(2)(a), which is... [interjection] Right
there you are seeing tonight, Mr. Speaker, inside the Legislature the
NDP government continuing not to accept the results — the NDP
opposition. Sorry, Mr. Speaker. That muscle memory gets you.
That NDP opposition is continuing to refuse to accept the results
of'the election, which is fine. They can do that. But they should stop
standing inside this House and questioning what Albertans decided
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on April 16. Albertans are the ones who decided that they should
not be government anymore. Albertans are the ones who decided
that their policies were not acceptable to them. Albertans fired them
on April 16. That was the decision of this province. I certainly
know, Mr. Speaker, that I was in a big hurry to come and vote to
fire them as well. But, ultimately, that was a decision by Albertans.

With that said and with that thought on everybody’s mind, I will
now move that we adjourn debate.

[Motion to adjourn debate carried]

Government Bills and Orders
Committee of the Whole

[Mrs. Pitt in the chair]

The Chair: Members, I would like to call the committee to order.

Bill 3
Job Creation Tax Cut (Alberta Corporate Tax
Amendment) Act

The Chair: Are there any comments, questions, or amendments to
be offered with respect to this bill? The hon. Member for
Edmonton-Glenora.

Ms Hoffman: Thank you very much, Madam Chair. Obviously, I
guess we’re going to discuss corporate tax cuts and the reason why
the members opposite keep saying that it’s going to do things that
legislation clearly hasn’t done at times where other jurisdictions
have attempted this. We’ve seen case study after case study. I’ve
mentioned some of them in second reading. In jurisdictions,
primarily in the United States, where individuals attempted to
campaign on these big corporate tax cuts magically leading to better
jobs or more jobs, certainly that wasn’t the evidence that has been
contributed from these experiments in reducing corporate taxes and
bringing about further opportunities for shareholders — I wouldn’t
even say shareholders. I’d say for profitable corporations to
maximize their profits — that’s what I would say — at the expense of
things that the public purse would use that money for, like health
care and education and jobs and bridges and communities.

[Mr. Milliken in the chair]

I think we heard our critic for Transportation speak earlier today
about the bridge in Fort Saskatchewan, a long-needed capital
project for that community, and we heard the Minister of
Transportation say not much. We heard the Minister of
Transportation maybe say: “Yeah. It’s an important project. But
there’s lots of pressure. So who knows? Time will tell. We’ll make
up our mind later.”

Well, I'll tell you, though, that the folks that I talked to in Fort
Saskatchewan and I imagine the Member for Fort Saskatchewan-
Vegreville has talked to, they can’t wait. They think that this is an
important project for their safety and their well-being, the economic
security of the region. There are certainly a lot of folks who take
that bridge every day to and from work. There’s a lot of heavy
equipment that takes that bridge on a regular basis, I believe, as
well. And they say: “Stay tuned. Wait. We don’t have time to make
a decision about whether or not we’re going to keep this bridge as
a high priority and it’ll be funded or whether or not we will cancel
it altogether. But we do have time to say that we will cut corporate
taxes by $4.5 billion. We’ll blow a hole in the revenues of the
province. That we will decide today.”

We also asked questions earlier in the day during question
period about school nutrition programs. Schools across this

province are of course planning for the upcoming fall. They
usually have done all of their staffing determinations by this point
in the school year or most of them at least. They’re trying to
decide if they will be hiring lunch men and women, people to help
support those school nutrition programs. They have had no
inkling from this government whether or not that project will
continue. They’re assuming that it won’t. When you hear nothing,
it probably means that. So they are making the decisions to cut
back on staff, cut back on things to feed hungry children. I asked
the question in question period today: is feeding hungry children
a priority for this government? Again we heard nothing. What we
are hearing is that a $4.5 billion hole in the revenues of this
province is a priority. It must move forward today because we
don’t have $33 million to feed hungry kids.

Well, Mr. Chair, when things like this are brought forward by the
government, it really does speak to what some of their priorities are.
They are creating an environment where they will say to their
caucus: “You know, we made the decision to cut corporate taxes.
We did that together. We made this decision together. We all
decided we were going to do this. We voted on it. We’re going to
have not just the lowest because we have almost the lowest right
now. We are only .5 per cent higher than the next lowest jurisdiction
in the country. It’s not that we’re wanting to be the lowest. We are
wanting to be by far, far, far the lowest. The next lowest would be
Ontario at 11.5 per cent. We want to be 8 per cent. That’s going to
be the thing that gets us over the finish line.” Well, you know what?
I would say that if they wanted to tinker with them, if they wanted
to be tied for the lowest in the country, that certainly would blow a
much smaller hole in the finances for this province, a much smaller
hole that would enable things like the Fort Saskatchewan bridge or
things like the transit project right now that’s under way between
Medicine Hat and Lethbridge to move forward.

I know that those voices aren’t sitting around the cabinet table
when bills like this are drafted. But those voices are around the
caucus table, and the people who live in those regions matter. They
deserve to have an opportunity to have their projects funded as well,
to make sure that many seniors who travel between Medicine Hat
and Lethbridge have the opportunity to do that without putting
themselves at risk or their families at risk or without having to spend
hundreds of dollars to be able to go see the cardiac specialist who’s
in Lethbridge if you live in Medicine Hat.

These are the kinds of initiatives that you’re being asked today to
make a decision on. Rather than laying all of the money out on the
table and involving the whole caucus in setting what the priorities
are, our Premier, Mr. Chair, is putting forward a suite of legislation
that sets out conditions that will inevitably lead to significant cuts
to services, particularly in regional communities. For example, this
$4.5 billion tax cut: another area where some folks who were in the
opposition previously, who now sit among private members in the
caucus, said regularly that they really wanted to see an investment
— or not an investment. They wanted to make sure that the local
laundry services that we have in rural communities become
privatized and centralized into large urban centres.

9:50 p.m.

Well, these are the kinds of things that will inevitably happen
when you blow this kind of a hole: “Of course, we can’t afford to
wash sheets. Of course, we can’t afford to pay the local people who
work in our community, in our hospital. We’ll have to privatize that
and send those jobs to Edmonton and Calgary. Well, most of our
caucus represents those communities where those jobs will be
moving to, so maybe we shouldn’t be so outraged and upset.”

But, Mr. Chair, many of us have ties to other parts of this
province as well. When I think about the hard-working men and



June 5, 2019

Alberta Hansard 463

women in hospitals in High Prairie, for example, or in Hinton, for
example, who deserve to have those jobs in their communities be
supported in the long term and keep those jobs, those services, and
that laundry close by — some people may think: laundry, it’s not
such a big deal. Well, you know what? My grandma spent a
reasonable amount of time in the hospital towards the end of her
life, and on more than one occasion she lost her hearing aid. It was
usually in the sheets. If those sheets weren’t in the hospital that she
was in, how would we ever get that hearing aid back? We probably
wouldn’t.

So it definitely has an impact on patient care and families. I can
tell you that those times that she lost the hearing aid were very
stressful for all of us, even if it was for just a very short period of
time, because we had to find a way to get it back and to
communicate with her. If we still lived in Kinuso and we had to
drive the three hours to get to Edmonton to find where the laundry
facility was and to try to get back the hearing aid, that would have
had a significant detrimental effect on my grandmother and
certainly on our family as well, our nuclear family.

I have to say that when we’re asked to make decisions here — is
it the second or the third week of this sitting? It’s not long into the
job to be making significant financial decisions that will have major
impacts on the projects that many members of this House are
advocating for. I’ve heard many private members’ questions about
important projects in their own ridings. I have to say: good on you
for fighting for your riding. But by making this decision today, Mr.
Chair, a number of conditions will be put in place where you simply
can’t continue to advocate for these kinds of projects because there
simply won’t be the money that’s needed to make these investments
in your local communities.

I really hope that constituents don’t end up sitting on the highway
for hours trying to chase the laundry down the highway to go get
the things that are needed to keep their family members safe. I really
hope that the laundry workers in Medicine Hat, who I met with last
summer, have their jobs in six months. I really do because I think
that is important work, and I think that having those jobs in local
communities helps our province be vibrant.

I think it was Premier Lougheed who I believe talked about — I’'m
going to paraphrase. If I get it wrong, [’'m sure somebody can help
me under 29(2)(a). Part of why he built so many hospitals in rural
communities is that he wanted to create an Alberta where it wasn’t
just the two big cities that held all the opportunities for people to
work and engage in the public sector and the services that come
with that. He wanted to have lots of communities like Hinton and
Stettler and Medicine Hat. Small and mid-size cities I think he
thought were the model for the future. I know many members in
this House, many members particularly in the caucus rather than in
the cabinet, represent those communities. I think it’s important that
they have an opportunity to benefit from our shared wealth as a
province.

Mr. Chair, we’re being asked as a Chamber to make a decision
that, I would say, is going to have far-reaching impacts, and the
rationale that’s given is that it’s going to create jobs, but all the
research shows that it will not create jobs. All the research shows
that it will actually — in other jurisdictions where employment went
up far greater, jurisdictions that took this strategy saw either flat
growth or very modest growth compared to their neighbouring
jurisdictions that maintained tax rates.

Again, AT&T promised to create 7,000 new jobs under a Trump
tax cut. What did they do? They cut 23,000. That’s a significant
difference between what was promised and what was delivered.
Kansas, of course, passed into law one of the world’s biggest, the
state’s biggest for sure and probably among the world’s biggest,

single tax cuts. It was supposed to be a real live experiment. Well,
it sure was an experiment, and it sure did fail, Mr. Chair.

It’s important, I think, to think about what conditions are being
set up through this bill. I’ve mentioned earlier in debate getting time
on that cabinet agenda to bring something back because people will
probably say: “Well, we’re passing this today; it doesn’t mean that
it needs to be this forever. We can always bring it back.” But I’ll
tell you that getting time on that cabinet agenda when all private
members, all cabinet ministers have things they would like to get
through — I’'m sure that you’ve been lobbied by many members of
your community to make sure that you push initiatives that are
important to them. I wonder how many people, when they were
door-knocking, had voters say to them: you know, it’s really
important to me that we cut $4.5 billion from the corporate tax rate.
I didn’t hear that.

I did hear people say: it’s really important to me that we have
good jobs, that we diversify our economy, that we make sure that
we support and continue to advocate in all ways possible to get
access to tidewater. It’s been far too long since we’ve gotten a
Canadian pipeline to Canadian tidewater. I think it’s 60 years.
Again, if 'm off by five or 10, somebody can correct me. I
remember thinking that it was almost the length of time that our
oldest caucus member had been alive since we got a Canadian
pipeline to Canadian tidewater. It definitely wasn’t the length of
time in excess that the former, former government was in. The PC
government didn’t get a Canadian pipeline to Canadian tidewater.
It certainly was in excess of 44 years plus four for us. That’s what
I’m trying say.

I know that it’s important for us to make sure that we continue to
stimulate the economy, that we continue to support a diversified
economy. | assert that the research shows that these kinds of short-
sighted, ideological decisions that aren’t grounded in evidence will
do the opposite, and it will actually hurt everyone’s ability to lobby
for their individual communities and the projects that are important
in their own ridings. I know that there are many communities that
are nervous about the future of their local school or their local
hospital. I have to say that decisions like this drive those kinds of
nervous decisions down the road. I get it.

But the truth is that we don’t need to make this decision today.
We don’t need to rush into making a decision to blow a $4.5 billion
hole in our province’s revenues. It’s up to us when and how we
proceed with these things and what information we use to help
make these decisions. Whether it’s the bridge in Peace River or the
bridge in Fort Saskatchewan or the transit path between Medicine
Hat and Lethbridge or the dialysis that we are expanding in many
communities, particularly in the north, that have incredibly high
rates of diabetes and needs for increased dialysis services, these are
all decisions that will be influenced by the conditions that we set
out for ourselves at the beginning of our term here.

This is what we are engaging in at this very moment, making
these decisions about what kind of conditions, what assumptions
we want down the road. If you take a symbolic logic course — you
know, if A, then B. So if A is that we cut out $4.5 billion, then it
limits some of our opportunities down the road because we’ve
started making that initial decision about which path we want to
go forward on. Maybe I’'m wrong. Maybe members opposite will
tell me that they heard that this was the number one issue at every
single door they knocked. If they did, I would love to know that.
This definitely wasn’t the number one issue that I heard at every
single door. I had many people talk to me about supporting a
diversified economy and good jobs and good schools and good
health care, and I imagine that many of those messages are
probably the same.
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Certainly, our pipeline access was a big one. If we’re going to
make decisions to have big Canada-wide campaigns — and I
definitely know that this project is in the Canadian interest. That’s
one of the reasons why I supported the Keep Canada Working
campaign, and I know there’s a new iteration of that now under the
new Premier. But if the actual goal is to spend money on things like
anational ad campaign and to cut $4.5 billion from corporate taxes,
that definitely blows a big hole in revenues that can be used in other
ways to support projects that are important to all members and the
constituents that we are charged to represent.

I think that this is something that we don’t need to rush into. I
think that the fact that we made the rushed decision to even change
the order of debate tonight to get to this point and then tried to call
the question before members had an opportunity to fully engage in
this speaks to the fact that there are many people in the cabinet that
probably want to get this done with. They want to pretend that this
debate never happened. It was a quick and easy decision, and then
the caucus can get on with doing the tough work about deciding
which schools and hospitals in their own ridings will close. I don’t
think that’s fair. I think it’s important that all members of both
caucuses have an opportunity to consider what the real
ramifications are of things like blowing a $4.5 billion hole in
revenues and what implications that would have to their local
communities.

10:00 p.m.

I also want to say that we are not alone in this opinion. In Canada
there was a B.C. tax cut. They cut corporate taxes from 16.5 per
cent in 2000 to 13.5 and then down to 10 per cent. The impact on
the bottom line: while politicians said that the cut would pay for
itself, between $8 billion and $10 billion, it certainly did no such
thing. During the same period the province’s debt doubled.

I do know that many people in this House care deeply about debt
and deficit, and I do, too. I also care about making sure that we have
a stable public service, particularly health care and education. If you
care about those things, too, and you don’t want to increase the debt,
don’t duplicate the decisions, Mr. Chair, that were made in B.C.
that showed that it actually moved things backwards, not forwards,
on that goal. B.C. politicians were claiming that the tax cuts would
pay for themselves, but a decade of tax cuts has proven few savings
for most families while out-of-pocket user fees for public services
have risen significantly, fees for things like taking the ferries, the
toll bridges in British Columbia — I know many of you have
probably been on those toll bridges — or the toll highways.

These are things that I know the now Premier didn’t rule out
during the election campaign, but I hope that many of you have had
a chance to think about how these things would impact the families
that you represent and the workers and the employers, too. When I
think about how busy that bridge in Fort Saskatchewan is, for
example, with industrial traffic, if that was a toll bridge rather than
a bridge built with part of this $4.5 billion, I think it would have a
negative impact on that part of the Industrial Heartland and the
work that happens in that part of our province.

If we increased tolls in places like the provincial parks and park
user fees, I know that would have a negative impact on families. I
know that when then Premier Prentice brought in his budget, there
were a number of user fees that went up in a number of things. There
was a proposed health care levy, a health care levy that hit every
single family. These are the kinds of things that we can avoid if we
are a little bit more thoughtful and take our time to make a decision
about how we want to divide up the resources that we have as a
province. Making these massive tax bill decisions without seeing a
budget is setting that budget up for certain failure.

In dollar terms, in the past decade lower income households
received an average tax cut of a couple of hundred dollars per year,
the middle benefited from a tax cut of $1,200, and the top 10 per
cent pocketed an average of $9,000 per year. That, again, was B.C.
households. How did that create income opportunities for all? I
would argue that it didn’t. I would argue that a government that
thinks about our most vulnerable, that thinks about those seniors
living in our long-term care facilities or, even worse, the ones who
are waiting for long-term care facilities or about the families that
have children living in poverty and develops a strategy to help get
them out of poverty — it’s something that would benefit all of us in
this House, to have conversations about those in the context of the
overall budget.

Thank you, Mr. Chair.

The Deputy Chair: I see the hon. Minister of Transportation
standing to speak.

Mr. Mclver: Thank you, Mr. Chair. Listen, I’ve listened to the
debate that we just heard here, and I have to say that it left me with
more notes than I actually have room for on my desk, almost. I
heard comments about: don’t duplicate the decisions of B.C. What
we don’t want to do is duplicate the decisions of the NDP
government that just got removed from office after one term.

The honest answer won’t be very nice for the opposition to hear.
The number one issue [ heard at the doors was: “Get rid of the NDP.
I don’t care what else you do. Make them go. My family is worse.
All the people I know, lots of people I know haven’t got a job, and
they used to have a job. Our kids used to be planning on staying in
Alberta; now they’re planning on leaving. For goodness’ sake,
make these people go.” That was the number one issue I heard at
the doors. That’s all they needed. That’s all they told me. That was
the number one thing. Mr. Chair, I don’t think we’re going to take
a lot of economic advice from the folks across the aisle because,
frankly, their policies failed miserably. They failed miserably.

Mr. Chair, actually, I’ve been waiting for a little while to talk
about this. They always talk about the cuts for their rich corporate
friends. Corporations: let’s talk about corporations for a minute. I’ll
tell you who corporations are. Corporations are the place where you
got your latte this morning. Corporations are the place where you
got your ordinary coffee this morning. Corporations are flower
shops, grocery stores, gas stations. They’re the job creators. They’re
the people, in many cases, that make the least money of anybody.
They’ve bought themselves, in many cases, a job, and they work
that job for, in many cases, less than the minimum wage, whether
it’s $13 or $15 an hour, because they want to row their own boat.
They want to be self-reliant.

Yes, they all have dreams of being multimillionaires. Of course
they do. We all do. But the fact is that many of them slave away
morning, noon, and night for very low wages, and while they’re
doing that, they probably, in many cases, put the only thing they
own in the world that’s worth anything, their home, at risk, where
the bank has a line on their home if their business fails. These are
the people that the NDP complains about with “giving tax breaks to
the rich.” These are the people that they’re complaining about
giving tax breaks to, the people that have put their house at risk to
buy a coffee shop. These people across the aisle are complaining
because we want them to succeed and create more jobs and to be
able to retire decently.

That’s what the NDP is complaining about when they complain
about rich corporate friends. They’re complaining about the person
that served them coffee this morning. They are complaining about
the person that took their money at the gas station. [interjections]
They’re talking about the person that answered the phone at the
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flower shop on Mother’s Day, who took their order. Those are the
rich corporate fat cats that the NDP loves to complain about in this
House. They’re people, Albertans. They’re the heart and soul of this
province, the heart and soul of Canada, and they’re the ones that the
NDP loves to make fun of, Mr. Chair. [interjections] Those are the
ones that we want to help to succeed with this bill. They’re the ones
that we want less money going — I love it. The hon. Member for
Calgary-Buffalo was talking, so thank you for that, hon. member.

You reminded me of something else I want to talk about. I heard
him talking earlier tonight about working in the tobacco fields. It’s
something the hon. member and I have in common. He’s proud of
it; I’m proud of it. We don’t agree on much, but I think we’d agree
that that’s honourable work and it’s hard work. Where I disagree
with the hon. member is that that is work that is based very much
on performance. It’s not minimum-wage work, Mr. Chair. I’ll tell
you what, when you fall behind in the tobacco fields, you’re fired,
because the machine goes at a pace. That’s why Stompin’ Tom
Connors wrote that song. It wasn’t a minimum-wage job. It was a
job where you get on a machine, it goes back by so many plants per
hour, and if you don’t get the leaves off those plants and put them
in the basket between your legs, though your back hurts, then you’re
out of the chair and somebody else is in the chair. It’s not a
minimum-wage job.

That’s why we need a minimum-wage job where they can
actually train people. People typically don’t start off at high speed,
at top speed in that business and in a lot of businesses. We need a
place for people to learn their trades, a place for people to actually
get on the first rung of the economic ladder, which is the minimum
wage, and work their way up. You know who they’re working for
in many cases? Corporations. When they’re flipping burgers — it
doesn’t matter which burger chain you talk about or whether it’s an
independent — there’s a very high probability that it’s a corporation
and a very high chance that the person that owns that corporation
has a mortgage on their house or the bank has a line on their house
to finance that corporation.

That’s what the opposition, the NDP, calls greedy Albertans.
That’s what I call job creators. That’s what our side of the House
calls the heart and soul of Alberta. That’s what our side of the House
calls what is going to create the jobs and the opportunities and the
future of this province, because people put themselves out there.
[interjections] We don’t talk them down; we talk them up because
that’s what Alberta is about. I know the Member for Calgary-
Buffalo just can’t stop chirping right now, because he’s, or he
should be, embarrassed by what he’s hearing.

You know what? The corporate tax rates that you’re complaining
about: we saw Murphy Oil, Total, and a myriad of other oil
companies leave this province, and what went with them? Eighty
billion dollars of investment. What went with them? Tens and
hundreds of thousands of jobs, families without a paycheque. That’s
what the NDP stands for. That’s why when I knocked on the doors,
people said, the number one reason: “I don’t care. Just get rid of the
NDP. I’d vote for anybody as long as I believe they can get rid of
that government, that has hurt my family, that has hurt my
neighbour’s family, that has lowered the value on the biggest
investment that [ have, the home that you just knocked on the front
door of. It’s worth $100,000 or $200,000 less than it was on May 5,
2005, when Albertans elected the NDP government.” That was the
number one issue at the doors.

10:10 p.m.
Member Ceci: In 2005?

Mr. Mclver: In 2005.

Member Ceci: In 2015.

Mr. Mclver: In 2015. Thank you. See, I do agree on some things
with the Member for Calgary-Buffalo. It doesn’t happen often, but
that was one right there, and I’ll give him full credit for that.

Mr. Chair, when I was growing up, my dad was a welder at
Massey-Ferguson in Brantford, Ontario, and he used to refer to
himself as a working stiff. He used to say: “With seven kids we
can’t go anywhere, but the corporation can. We really need them to
stay.” His career ended when the corporation left. He used to say:
“You know what? They just need to call their lawyer, call their
accountant, push a button on their computer, and the corporation
can go. But not me; I’'m a working stiff.” That’s why we need to
make businesses welcome here, because they provide jobs and
opportunity and they pay taxes.

Now, what’s really interesting about that, too, Mr. Chair, along
the same lines, which is why this bill is so important — they want to
talk about logic. Il tell you what logic is. Logic is: the NDP raised
corporate taxes by 20 per cent and collected less money. Think
about that. They raised their prices by 20 per cent and collected less
money. In other words, by logic, the obvious logical thing to correct
the damage that the NDP did would be to lower those corporate
taxes to collect more money and attract more businesses. Not only
did they collect less corporate money; the corporations left. That’s
part of the reason why they left and they collected less money. They
collected less money because the corporations were making less
money.

You know what you tax? You tax profits. The NDP doesn’t like
profits. They love the money that comes from profits, but they hate
the profits. How weird is that? Talk about — what’s the word that
the hon. member used? — symbolic logic. The logic follows that if
you want profits from corporations, you actually need to let the
corporations make money so you can tax the profits, yet they don’t
seem to connect those dots. Mr. Chair, on this side of the House we
connect those dots.

In fact, Mr. Chair, part of the reason why they collected less
money is because corporations have other abilities that working
stiffs don’t have, and I say that with the most respect about calling
them working stiffs because that’s what my dad called himself.
Corporations can choose where they pay taxes. If you have a
corporation with an office in every province in Canada, you have a
choice where you pay taxes. Many of them used to choose to pay
their taxes in Alberta. They were, like, at least economically,
probably the best citizens we had because they didn’t use any health
care. The ones that just had a desk and a phone and paid their taxes:
they didn’t use any health care, they didn’t use the justice system,
they didn’t use the education system, yet they chose to pay their
taxes here. You know what? They’re not paying their taxes here
anymore because the NDP made this place uncompetitive, and
they’re all paying their taxes somewhere else now.

We need to actually attract some of them back. We need to attract
the taxes back that they pay. We need to attract the jobs that they
provide for Albertans, the mortgage-paying jobs, Mr. Chair, and
this government is standing on their feet flailing and arguing against
the economic prosperity and success of Alberta, and I’'m sick of it.

Fortunately for me, Albertans are sick of it. Fortunately for me
and for all of us, Albertans made a decision on April 16, and they
said: enough. They went with the number one issue that I heard at
the doors: just get rid of the NDP because it’s making everybody’s
life worse. And they said: “We’re just hoping that you’re different
than them. We’re hoping that you’re great, but you only have to be
average to do better than what we’ve had in the last four years.”
We’re going to try to be great, Mr. Chair, but if we’re only average,
it’ll be an improvement, which is why I support this bill.
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The Deputy Chair: I see the hon. Member for Edmonton-Glenora
would like to speak.

Ms Hoffman: Thank you very much. If average was what the
member was hoping for, he’s about a third of the way below that,
because I'll reiterate that the corporate tax rates — again, these are
for corporations that make more than $500,000 a year in net
profits. This isn’t about a small business that is paying out their
own salary at a very small rate. This is about corporations that are
making more than $500,000 a year in net profits, right? This is
about that tax rate.

With regard to the small-business tax rate our government made
the choice to reduce small-business taxes by a third. We cut them
from 3 to 2 per cent. So I just want to clarify that when the Minister
of Transportation is saying that this is about the small corner shop,
the small corner store, if they’re making more than $500,000 a year
in net profits, then yes, this reduction will help them. If they are
making less than that, this will do absolutely nothing for those small
businesses and the corner stores. I just want everyone to have the
same set of facts because I think facts are important when we’re
making decisions. I just wanted to lay that out there.

I’'m not saying that large corporations shouldn’t have an
opportunity to be prosperous. I certainly want them all to be
prosperous. I want them to be prosperous, and I want them to share
that prosperity with the people of this province. That’s why I think
that if we had something that was average, say — actually, we’d
probably have to go up to be average because right now we’ve got
Newfoundland at 15; P.E.I., 16; Nova Scotia, 16; New Brunswick,
14; Quebec, 11.6; Ontario, 11.5; Manitoba, 12; Saskatchewan, 12;
Alberta, 12; B.C., 12. We’re actually already below average. That’s
one thing [ wanted to say.

Another thing I want to say is that the Government House Leader
often rises in this House and likes to bring up the fact that our
government served for one term, and now there’s a new
government. [ want to say that I understand that what the Minister
of Transportation said was that he heard: get rid of the NDP; that’s
all I care about. But I will tell you that at many doors that I knocked
on in 2015, I heard the same thing about the PCs. I heard about
corruption and entitlement. [interjections] Certainly, it seems like
those are starting to creep their way significantly back into,
particularly, the front bench but, specifically, I’d say, the
Government House Leader’s attitudes and the way he’s behaving
in this place tonight. Certainly, I welcome him to correct the record
when he has an opportunity to speak on this if he feels differently,
Mr. Chair. I’'m just going by some of the tones and some of the
heckling that I’'m hearing here tonight.

Feel free to heckle, hon. member. I certainly welcome that
opportunity. I think it’s part of the important culture of debate and
has a long tradition in this place. I know that some people are keen
on changing tradition swiftly, but I think that this is part of the
context in which we work together to form laws to govern this place
and not just this place, this whole province.

I want to reiterate that this is a significant departure from being
average, as the member referenced the person saying, like: just be
average. This is way, way, way below average. This is significantly
below average.

Again, when you have a fixed pot of resources and you’re making
decisions about where to allocate those, making the choice to give
$4.5 billion to corporations or making the choice about how you
can use that $4.5 billion collectively all across this province to find
ways to increase opportunities for economic diversification, for
important public services — I know that the Government House
Leader cares deeply about the hospital in Sundre. I think I toured it
with him, and he had deep concerns not that long ago that some of

the services might be reduced. Fortunately, he was able to work
with a government that sat down, looked at the pot of resources, and
found ways to actually improve conditions there, invest in a lab on-
site, I believe, and make sure that we supported seniors aging in the
community. Again, making choices to blow a $4.5 billion hole in
the budget will make outcomes like that far less likely, I can only
imagine, especially given the fact that there is this review
happening right now and the former minister who’s a big part of it
has a history of closing a lot of rural hospitals.

Again, we don’t need to rush into these decisions. We can take
the time to engage in them in a way that enables research and
evidence to be presented and good decisions to come forward. I feel
like the way the Government House Leader unilaterally changed
the order of debate for tonight and then tried to call a quick
question: he simply doesn’t want his caucus to have an opportunity
to hear about the kinds of things that these decisions that I’'m sure
—well, I hope that the caucus got a presentation about what the bills
were going to be and what their impacts were going to be, but I
doubt that people talked about that when we have $4.5 billion less,
it may create more economic stimulus. Research shows that it
won’t, and at the end of the day, we only have a certain number of
dollars because we pledged that we were going to balance in I think
they said 2021, but now maybe it’s 2022. You know, you’ve got to
decide which promises are going to be broken on which days, I
guess. That seems to be what we’re getting from the government
opposite. These are some of the decisions that lead to those
outcomes.

Mr. Chair, I want to say with all respect again, just to recorrect
the record, that the last member, I would say, inaccurately at best
and in extremely unparliamentary language at worst,
mischaracterized who specifically will benefit most from these
decisions. Again, the decision to reduce small-business taxes was
something that we did because we knew that we had revenue. At
that time it was revenue that was coming in from things like the
price on carbon, and that was the time we made the decision.
Because we had new revenue coming in, we made new decisions
about where to cut other revenue in other areas.

10:20 p.m.

Making a unilateral decision about where to cut revenue will lead
to a unilateral decision about where to cut expenses or where to
increase revenue in other areas. If you’re going to reduce your pot
of revenue, you’re kind of squeezing that balloon, and it’s going to
pop, or you’re going to have to find a way to release some of that
pressure. Are you going to release that pressure by bringing in other
types of taxes, bringing back the regressive health care premium,
bringing in tolls, increasing fees in parks, parks that families use in
the summer? Where is this revenue going to come from, Mr. Chair?
Or is it that the expenses are going to go down? Or is it both? I
would probably think that it might be both, that there might be
increased user fees, increased taxes, increased levies, and reduced
opportunities for investing in the projects that people have named
in their own ridings.

If they haven’t named them, I encourage them to look at the
capital plan. We worked quite comprehensively and collaboratively
to make sure that we were taking considerations from all across the
province. For example, the city of Red Deer has certainly punched
above its weight when it came to investing or providing services in
the hospital. The city of Red Deer certainly has carried a lot, being
the only regional hospital in central zone for people to go to. In
south zone there are two, and in north zone there are two. In
Edmonton and Calgary there are more, but in Red Deer and central
Alberta there is one. These are some of the things that we had
planned on investing in based on the revenues that were planning
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on coming into this province, but today this is a $4.5 billion hole
that we are being asked to blow in the budget.

Those are the main things I wanted to offer in this regard, and I
imagine there might be opportunities to offer more in the future.
But I look forward to hearing thoughts from members opposite if
this is indeed the comment they heard most on the doorsteps, that
they needed to cut $4.5 billion in large business taxes, or if they
heard about other initiatives in their communities that were
important as well.

Thank you, Mr. Chair.

The Deputy Chair: Any others?

Ms Issik: We’ve heard the members opposite talk about tax rates.
They quote them across the country when we talk about the
competitiveness of Alberta versus other provinces in Canada, and
that’s awesome. I think everybody in this Chamber understands that
capital is mobile and you need to compete to keep the capital where
it is or where you want it. If you’re not competitive, the capital will
walk, and so, too, will the jobs. I think everybody in this Chamber
understands that concept.

Well, we’ve heard about the tax rates in all the other provinces in
Canada, and Alberta, you know, is only a half a per cent off. Well,
let’s look at some other tax rates: Idaho, 6.925 per cent; lowa, 12
per cent; Kansas, 7 per cent. Has anybody ever heard of North
Dakota, at 4.31 per cent, or Oklahoma at 6 per cent? I think I’'m
making a point here. We are competing in at least a North American
market if not a global market to keep our capital here. When capital
leaves, so too do our jobs. When capital leaves, so too does our
corporate tax revenue. Revenue will go down when corporations
leave the province of Alberta. It’s that simple. We are not
competitive with the states in the United States of America. It’s
pretty simple.

1 did hear at the doors a lot that we needed to reduce our corporate
tax rates. | got asked that at probably about every fourth door from
people who were with large corporations and people who were with
small corporations. I can tell you that lowering corporate taxes will
create jobs, it will bring capital back to this province, and it will
create the economic growth that we need to pay for all of the
services that we value as Albertans.

The Deputy Chair: Looking across, I actually do believe that I saw
the Member for Edmonton-Manning jumping up.

Ms Sweet: Thank you, Mr. Chair. It’s an honour to be able to stand
and speak to Bill 3 as [ haven’t had the opportunity to do so yet. Let
me begin by saying the obvious. There are challenges in our
economy, and many Albertans are hurting. We’re not questioning
that. Some of these challenges have been decades in the making,
like our failure to effectively diversify the economy, particularly
within the energy sector. Some of these challenges are more
immediate; for example, the lack of takeaway capacity to get our
product to market. While we are faced with these challenges, we
know what Albertans want. They want good, mortgage-paying jobs,
they want security for their families, they want good schools and
high-quality health care, and, most of all, they want to see a future
where they can work in a strong economy and provide for their
loved ones.

Mr. Chair, this brings me to today’s debate and the UCP
government’s solution, that they have labelled the job-creation tax
cut. The key questions before this Assembly and before Albertans
are incredibly straightforward. Is the old Conservative recipe of
corporate tax cuts the solution to the challenges facing Alberta’s
economy? Is it worth cutting $4.5 billion in health care and

education funding to finance these cuts? Well, let me address each
of these in turn.

Mr. Chair, we have heard the same argument, the same recipe,
the same Conservatives across the world for the past 40 years.
Corporate tax cuts are free; they pay for themselves. Tax cuts fuel
so much economic growth and create so many jobs that citizens
need fewer government services. Most importantly, corporate tax
cuts trickle down to the rest of us so that regular families will
become wealthier, happier, and more economically secure. In
fairness, there was perhaps a time some 30 or 40 years ago where
elements of this core Conservative argument had some merit. There
was a time when the tax structure didn’t create the ideal conditions
for capital investment and for job creation.

Clearly, we are not in those times. The economic challenge facing
Alberta is not the corporate tax rate, and to suggest to Albertans that
we can wave a magic wand, lower the corporate tax rate, and
therefore create jobs and increase government revenue is a fairy
tale. Let me say this in no uncertain terms: this bill is a solution in
search of a problem. Alberta already has the most competitive tax
regime in the country. We Albertans enjoy an $11 billion advantage
over our next-closest province. We provide many other corporate
advantages over our southern neighbours when it comes to
investment decisions; for example, public health care, which
dramatically lowers employers’ labour costs and facilitates labour
mobility.

In conversations with corporate leaders and with those in the
industry I’ve honestly never heard them say that their primary
concern is actually the corporate tax rate. In fact, as we’ve discussed
in this Legislature, for many years the three main challenges facing
our economy were self-evident: a lack of takeaway capacity for
energy industries and the need for pipelines; an uncertain regulatory
regime, with Bill C-69 and the need to speed up the processing time;
and new technology and energy industries that have made new
recoverable barrels profitable, particularly in the Permian basin,
which has disrupted global energy markets.

The previous government understood these three main economic
challenges, and we took action. We fought for pipelines and market
access, and we brought in a crude-by-rail deal as an interim solution
until sufficient pipeline takeaway capacity could be realized. We
fought to amend Bill C-69 to ensure that it worked for the energy
sector. We partnered with industry to invest and bring in new
technologies to make our industry more economically efficient.
And we helped lower the cost per barrel and helped take the carbon
out of the barrel. Now, to be fair, did we as a government provide a
solution to all of the three main economic challenges facing our
economy in four short years? Of course, we didn’t, but we made
progress, and most importantly we were squarely focused on the
real challenges facing our economy. To be clear, the main economic
challenge was not the corporate tax rate.

As [ said, Bill 3 is a solution in search of a problem. More than
that, it represents a deficit of ideas from the members opposite. All
members know well the challenges facing our economy, but they
are turning to the old playbook of corporate tax cuts as a magical
solution for everything, and they’re selling Albertans a bill of
goods. The problem is that these tax cuts won’t stimulate
investment. They won’t create jobs. As economists have told us for
decades, when you already have a competitive corporate tax rate,
cutting it further is the least effective way to stimulate jobs and the
economy.

10:30 p.m.
Let me give you an example. Even the former Prime Minister

from Calgary, the Rt. Hon. Stephen Harper, said as much. When he
launched his economic strategy to get Canada back on track
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following the financial crisis, he went on the record in 2009 with
his budget, stating that corporate tax cuts were the least effective
way to create jobs. Let me say that again. The former Prime
Minister, himself an economist, argued that corporate tax rates were
the least effective mechanism to grow the economy and create jobs.

Ms Hoffman: Say it one more time.

Ms Sweet: Mr. Chair, in Budget 2009 Prime Minister Harper
published his government’s analysis of the effectiveness of tax
expenditure options to drive economic growth. The Harper
government, of which this Premier was a senior member,
determined that for every dollar invested in infrastructure, the
economy would grow by $1.60. For every dollar of tax cuts or
income support to lower income households, the economy would
grow $1.70. Unfortunately for this government, Prime Minister
Harper determined that for every dollar expended in corporate tax
cuts, the economy would only grow by 30 cents.

To be clear, what the Prime Minister was saying at the time was
that cutting corporate taxes was a losing proposition. He was saying
that a tax cut for low-income families would be five times more
effective at creating jobs and growing the economy than cutting the
corporate tax rate. Now, | presume the Prime Minister said this
because he was facing reality and was acknowledging the
challenges before him. The economic challenge was, as it is now,
not the corporate tax rate.

That, of course, is the problem with Bill 3. Bill 3 is this
government’s principal offer to Albertans to grow the economy and
create jobs, but it’s not addressing the main challenges facing our
economy. The main challenges to our economy — and I said it before
— are structural: lack of pipeline infrastructure, uncertain regulatory
regime, rapidly growing technology. So Bill 3, the solution to the
jobs challenge offered by this government, is not a solution. As I
said, it is a solution in search of a problem and detached from the
challenges facing Albertans.

Mr. Chair, members opposite know that Bill 3 is highly unlikely
to create jobs or stimulate investment in the near future. Their
platform actually presented it to the voters as such. Their own
projections stated clearly that they didn’t expect any new jobs or
investment as a result of this tax cut for at least two years, but in a
fit of transparency their platform was clear that the tax cut would
reduce government revenue. They were clear that the tax cut would
not pay for itself. If the government was going to reduce revenue
through this ineffective tax cut, then they were going to have to cut
spending. We all know what that means: larger classrooms; longer
wait times in health care; crumbling roads, bridges, maybe no
bridge at all; and layoffs.

Now, there might be some disagreement in this Chamber on how
much these tax cuts are going to cost. We’ve estimated it at $4.5 billion,
the UCP platform estimated it at $2.36 billion, and others, well, are
somewhere in between. All these features are estimates, but there is a
consensus in these estimates that these corporate tax cuts are going to
reduce revenue, and they won’t create any jobs for two years. The
real question before the Assembly is simple. Are we going to vote in
favour of a corporate tax cut that won’t create jobs or stimulate
investment? Are we going to give billions in corporate tax cuts, at the
same time gutting our health and education systems to pay for it?

Well, Mr. Chair, Bill 3 is a triumph of ideology over reality. Bill
3 is a textbook conservative solution to every economic problem. It
appears to the government members opposite that no matter what
the circumstance, corporate tax cuts are the solution. Changing
technologies in global energy markets? The UCP government
solution: cut corporate taxes. Lack of takeaway capacity? Don’t
worry. The solution is to cut corporate taxes. Regulatory

uncertainty? Don’t worry. The solution is to cut corporate taxes.
Mr. Chair, our economy faces real challenges, and we need real
solutions. We don’t need a Bill 3, a solution to a problem that
doesn’t exist.

But if the government is committed to following through with
this bill, then Albertans deserve some answers. Given the billions
of forgone revenue to the Crown, what is the government planning
to cut? How many teachers will be laid off? Will the government
cut payments to AISH or PDD? Will they consider closing rural
hospitals? Will they wind down the government’s previous
initiative to bring water to reserves? Mr. Chair, Albertans deserve
answers to these questions before this Chamber votes on this bill.

I call upon the government to come clean and be honest with
Albertans on their proposed cuts. Let us hear from the ministers,
honestly and transparently, about what they’re going to cut. Then
and only then can Albertans fairly judge for themselves whether
Bill 3 is worthy of their support or whether it is simply a solution in
search of a problem that doesn’t exist.

The Deputy Chair: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Gold Bar.

Mr. Schmidt: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I’'m sure that your mom
would be proud of you right now for having made good choices. I’1l
be sure to share that with her if I ever get the opportunity. I want to
thank the Member for Edmonton-Manning for making some
interesting comments and, of course, the Member for Edmonton-
Glenora, who spoke at length.

I just want to also offer some of my thoughts on this giant
corporate tax giveaway that we’re going to vote on here shortly. I
want to address some of the things that the Member for Calgary-
Hays said. First of all, I sure hope that he lives up to his ambition
to be average. I know, having seen him in action for the last four
years, that that’ll be a bit of a stretch, Mr. Chair, but hope springs
eternal. I hope that over the term we do see him reaching his goal
of being average. I’'m looking forward to that.

The Member for Calgary-Hays in his speech mentioned that
corporate citizens were the best kind of citizens, which was
reminiscent of recent presidential election nominee Mitt Romney,
who famously in 2011 told people: corporations are people, my
friend. That was one of the lines that really stuck to him and was a
major reason that he lost that election to President Obama, a good
choice that I think the people of the United States made in that
election. He’s false when he says that corporate citizens don’t use
health care or education or any of the public goods that are provided
by the government of Alberta because the last time I checked, Mr.
Chair, corporations need healthy people to work for them. Of
course, the public health care sector provides those healthy people,
keeps people healthy enough to go to work every day and carry out
their duties as assigned to them by their employers.

Corporate citizens need educated people to go and work for them.
Certainly, you would be hard-pressed to find a job these days that
doesn’t require you to at least know how to read and write, so some
basic level of education is required. More and more, even a
postsecondary education is required. That was certainly something
that we heard, when we were government and I was Minister of
Advanced Education, when Amazon decided not to shortlist
Calgary as one of its locations for its second headquarters. I believe
that if you check the location that Amazon did select, it has a higher
combined state and federal tax rate than what Calgary would have
had even under the current tax rates, much less the tax rates that the
UCP is proposing.

Anyway, my point is that when Amazon decided not to shortlist
Calgary as its second headquarters location, one of the reasons that
they stated was because they couldn’t find people with the skills
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and qualifications that they needed to go to work for that company.
We undertook as government to invest significantly in the high-tech
skills of the people of Alberta. We rolled out a $50 million plan to
increase the number of seats in universities and colleges across this
province in tech-related areas so that people could learn to become
software engineers, web developers, the kinds of things that
Amazon was looking to hire and couldn’t find in Alberta because
they weren’t being educated in numbers great enough to justify
Amazon establishing their second headquarters in Calgary.

Certainly, in consultations that we held with other members of
the high-tech sector, we heard the same issue. We talked to
Benevity, who is still seriously considering moving their
headquarters from Calgary to Victoria, Mr. Chair, which is weird
because the corporate tax rate in Victoria is much higher than what
the members opposite are proposing. Yeah. It’s weird because, of
course, everybody in the UCP knows that the NDP chases away
investment unless it’s the B.C. NDP, of course, which is actually
attracting investment to Victoria, a jurisdiction that’s had — shock,
gasp — a carbon tax for more than 10 years.

10:40 p.m.

I need to remind everyone that it was a Premier of a rather
conservative bent who implemented that policy, a Premier who was
so unpopular in conservative circles for implementing the carbon
tax that he was appointed by Prime Minister Stephen Harper to be
the high commissioner to the United Kingdom after his stint as
Premier was over. Boy, he sure learned his lesson, hey? Don’t
implement a carbon tax; otherwise, the federal Conservatives are
really going to come down hard on you. I’'m sure it was difficult for
him to serve that stint in London.

The point is, Mr. Chair, that when the Member for Calgary-Hays
says that corporate citizens don’t rely on services, he’s dead wrong.
As I said, they rely on health care to keep their workers healthy and
able to go to work. They rely on education to provide the education
and the skills that people need so that they can hire people here.
You know, most corporations that I know take advantage of roads
and the other public services that we provide. Certainly, a growing
number of corporations are concerned about the quality-of-life
issues that their employees would face. As the Member for Calgary-
Glenmore said, capital is mobile, and you can set up shop anywhere
you like, so why not set up shop in a place that’s a nice place to
live? I’'m not saying that, you know, North Dakota is a bad place to
live, but I’ve been to North Dakota, and I have to say that a low
corporate tax rate is probably the only attractive thing about that
state.

You know, Mr. Chair, it’s a cartoon sketch that they like to
present about corporations, that they present to the people to justify
cutting corporate taxes. Like I said, corporate citizens benefit
significantly from the investments that they make in the public
goods that are provided by the government of Alberta, and I think
it’s only fair that they pay their fair share. Certainly, most Albertans
would agree with us. If you look at any polling that’s been
conducted recently in any North American jurisdiction, a vast
majority of people believe that corporations should be paying at
least their current rate of taxes if not slightly more.

In fact, the Member for Calgary-Hays will probably remember
quite clearly when, in the run-up to the 2015 election, the people of
Alberta made that demand for corporations to pay their fair share in
taxes quite clearly known, because in the run-up to that election, of
course, they undertook a number of budget consultations, the kinds
of consultations that, of course, they accused us of doing, where
they presupposed the answer before they actually undertook the
consultation. But I remember quite clearly, Mr. Chair, that one of
the things that they asked the people of Alberta in that consultation

in the run-up to the 2015 budget was what we should do about
revenue. One of the answers, though, that wasn’t allowed to be
given was whether or not we could raise corporate taxes. That
wasn’t an option even though thousands and thousands of Albertans
continually wrote in to the online forums and phoned their MLAs
and let people know that they wanted corporate taxes to be raised.

What did they choose to do instead, Mr. Chair? They left
corporate taxes where they were, at 10 per cent, and they chose to
implement a health care premium on the people of Alberta. That
was an incredibly unpopular move.

In 2015, Mr. Chair, even though Alberta had gone through a
period of extraordinary growth and prosperity, the average working
stiff, like the Member for Calgary-Hays’s dad, if he had been
working at the time, was working more hours but not really seeing
his real wages increase by any significant amount because the cost
of living was rising much higher than wages were at that time. For
the government to say, “You know what, working people of
Alberta? We’re not going to ask the corporations who are doing
really well to pay their fair share, but we are going to ask people
who are falling further and further behind to pay more for health
care, that should be provided to them through the taxes that they
already paid,” seemed like a raw deal to the people of Alberta, and
in fact they rejected it soundly.

You know, the Member for Calgary-Hays encourages us to learn
the lessons from previous elections, so I would return the favour to
him, Mr. Chair. I would encourage him to remember the lesson
from the 2015 election and the budget consultations that they
undertook in the run-up to that election. If you ask working people,
the average Albertan, to pay for services and let corporations off the
hook, the people will not stand for it. They understand what a fair
deal is much better than the members opposite, and they won’t have
any part of it.

Mr. Chair, this is what all of our members here on this side of the
House have been telling the members opposite all night. You know,
we expect high-quality health care, we expect high-quality
education, freely available to everyone in Alberta regardless of their
financial circumstances, regardless of their geographic
circumstances, regardless of their race, any kind of life
circumstances that they happen to face. If they’re asked to let
wealthy corporations off the hook and pay more out of their pockets
when they have less going into their pockets than they have in more
than a decade, that’s an unfair deal, and I don’t think the people of
Alberta will stand for it.

Certainly, we have a number of election histories. I know the
members opposite are fond of talking about election histories. You
know, this is modelled on the same Trump tax cuts that were
implemented in the run-up to the 2018 mid-term election. The
Republicans were annihilated in that mid-term election, Mr. Chair,
largely because of the tax cut. That was the only significant
legislative accomplishment that that President and that Republican-
controlled Senate and House of Representatives was able to achieve
in the two years in the run-up to that election. Based on that one,
single legislative milestone, the people of the United States voted
overwhelmingly in favour of Democrats, who were running on a
platform of fair taxes for corporations and a better deal for the
average American.

Certainly, at the state level where it’s been tried, it’s also been
rejected soundly by voters. We’ve talked a lot about the Kansas
experiment. You know, the Kansas experiment was such a colossal
failure that after two terms of trying it, the citizens of Kansas
elected a Democrat, which is the first time in — I don’t know —
modern history, I think, that the people of Kansas elected a
Democrat.
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You know, I am warning the members opposite to study the
electoral history that they are so fond of reminding us of. When they
implement these massive tax cuts on profitable corporations, it will
be wildly unpopular with the people of Alberta, who are working
more hours and seeing less take-home pay than they have for a
decade, Mr. Chair. Not only that, they will be getting less services
as a result of it. Nobody feels good about having their kids go to a
class with 35 other kids and not being able to get the help they need
if the Royal Bank is making windfall profits.

10:50 p.m.

It’s remarkable to me, Mr. Chair, that, you know, the members
opposite talk about the debt and how much money we pay in interest
to bankers and bondholders every year as a result of the debt that
we owe, and they chastise us for giving away so much money to
bankers and bondholders, yet here in this bill they give even more
money to the very bankers and bondholders that they want to deride
and chastise us for paying interest payments to. That doesn’t make
sense, and I know that the Member for Edmonton-Strathcona in her
comments earlier this evening was talking about why she can’t
figure it out. The only thing that I’ve come to is that you can’t apply
logic to the members opposite’s thinking. It’s right because they say
it’s right, and that’s the only logic that they need.

If pressed, they’ll say, “Well, we won the election, don’t you
know, so of course that it makes it right,” which is interesting, Mr.
Chair, because on the issue of running and winning elections on
campaign platform pieces, I would remind the members opposite
that we ran and won an election on implementing farm safety
legislation. Of course, they never accepted that as an acceptable
argument in favour of implementing farm safety legislation that
finally gave farmers legislated protections that are enjoyed by farm
labourers in every other jurisdiction in the country, but they want
us to accept this argument that because they won the election, they
have to do it, right?

Anyway, it’s not hypocrisy because the members opposite don’t
understand it as hypocrisy. It’s right simply because they say it’s
right, and they don’t want to think about it anymore or expect
anybody else to apply any further logic to it, Mr. Chair.

You know, the Member for Edmonton-Glenora, of course, talked
about some of the things in her constituency that are at risk if we go
ahead with this 4 and a half billion dollar tax giveaway.

Ms Hoffman: In their constituencies.

Mr. Schmidt: Yeah. Well, in their constituencies as well.

I think it’s important for every member here in the House to
understand what’s at stake for my constituents. Right now we are
in the middle of a giant construction project, extending the LRT
from downtown through to Mill Woods, Mr. Chair, a project that’s
been incredibly disruptive, especially to the businesses and school
kids who travel every day along 95th Avenue through the
Strathearn neighbourhood. That has been shut down for an
indeterminate length of time because of the construction of that
LRT. So what happens if the money for that suddenly disappears?
I’m not saying that the city won’t be able to construct it, but, you
know, I certainly wouldn’t want my constituents to have gone
through these years of significant inconvenience and disruption in
their lives just to have the carpet pulled out from under them at the
last minute so that we could give a 4 and a half billion dollar tax
giveaway to the wealthiest corporations in the province. That seems
grossly unfair.

Already we have schools that are closing in my constituency. The
St. Gabriel school in the Capilano neighbourhood was decided to
be closed one day after the UCP was elected because, of course, the

Catholic school board knew what was coming in the budget,
possibly because, you know, they had had previous interactions
with the Member for Red Deer-North when she was a Catholic
school trustee. I don’t know. But, of course, they saw what was
coming and decided to close the school, which is creating
significant hardships for not just people in my riding, Mr. Chair, but
people from Sherwood Park and other parts of the city who travel
through Edmonton-Gold Bar on their way to work and use St.
Gabriel school as a convenient place to drop off their kids in order
to go to school and pick them up, of course, on the way back home
from work.

That’s one school that’s already closed, and they hadn’t even
gotten to the point of making the corporate tax cuts or these other
kinds of terrible decisions about the budget. I'm just wondering
what other schools are set to close in my riding, Mr. Chair. Is it
going to be, you know, Austin O’Brien high school? Is it going to
be Vimy Ridge high school? Is it going to be McNally high school?
Is it going to be one of the many elementary schools? Are the people
of Gold Bar going to keep their community school?

The Deputy Chair: I believe that the individual who stood up quite
quickly there was the hon. Member for Calgary-South East.

Mr. Jones: Thank you, Mr. Chair. The personal attacks continue
from the hon. Member for Edmonton-Gold Bar, but if this is the
small price that we must pay to protect Albertans from gross
mismanagement, so be it. The hon. members of the opposition keep
talking about a temporary reduction in corporate tax revenues,
which will result in increased investment, jobs, and greater long-
term corporate tax revenues, something he and his colleagues
describe as the $4.5 billion hole. They say it over and over. Where
was their protest when they were digging a $60 billion chasm in
Alberta’s finances?

In some ways I feel bad for the new Minister of Finance as he has
been tasked with managing the financial disaster left by the
previous government. But then I remember that all he has to do is
do the opposite of the previous Finance minister, and he might just
go down as the greatest Finance minister in Alberta’s history. Now,
unlike the Member for Edmonton-Gold Bar and, certainly, his
colleague the Opposition House Leader — I won’t repeat his
comments because I don’t want to spread ignorance — we actually
understand . . .

Mr. Schmidt: Point of order.
Mr. Jones: A few of us have actually worked . . .

The Deputy Chair: I’d like to hear from the hon. Member for
Edmonton-Gold Bar.

Point of Order
Language Creating Disorder

Mr. Schmidt: Yeah. Mr. Chair, under 23(h), (i), and (j) the
Member for Calgary-South East clearly referred to my comments
as ignorant, and that’s clearly designed to not only impute false
motives but also to . . .

Ms Hoffman: Create disorder.

Mr. Schmidt: . create disorder. Thank you, Member for
Edmonton-Glenora.

Yeah. Anyway, you know, it’s interesting that the Member for
Calgary-South East started by complaining about personal attacks
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and then claimed that my comments were ignorant, Mr. Chair.
[interjection] Yes. That is my point of order.

The Deputy Chair: The hon. Government House Leader.

Mr. Jason Nixon: Well, thank you very much, Mr. Chair. Thank
you for the interjection. It was an interesting interjection, but it’s
not a point of order. This is clearly a matter of debate. While the
hon. member may feel that the comments were not ignorant, clearly
the other member thought that the comments were ignorant. It’s
clearly a matter of debate, and I would like to hear the remainder of
the speech.

The Deputy Chair: Having heard from both sides, I think that the
most prudent way to go about this process would be to remind all
members to, if they can, keep their language towards wording that
would not tend to create disorder in the House in order for us to
then, therefore, be able to continue to focus on Bill 3.

Please, the hon. Member for Calgary-South East.

Debate Continued

Mr. Jones: Thank you, Mr. Chair. Let me discuss something that I
personally would characterize as an uninformed view on small
businesses and businesses across Alberta as I’ve actually worked
with them for my entire career. As members may not be aware, it
takes a lot to start and keep a business running. A large portion of
businesses fail. The average small business in Canada basically
makes no money. So for anyone to claim that a business could
afford to not make a few thousand a month: I just think that it’s
ridiculous.

Continuing on, a few of us on this side have actually worked in
business. We support businesses because we support Albertans —
their entrepreneurial spirit, their ingenuity, their work ethic —
because businesses create jobs for Albertans and businesses pay for
the essential services that Albertans need. Right now they want
both.

11:00 p.m.

The Deputy Chair: Any other members? I see the hon. Member
for Edmonton-Rutherford.

Mr. Feehan: Thank you. It’s getting late. We’re trying to keep the
energy going here. I'm happy to participate in that.

You know, of course, I’m going to be taking the position that this
bill is completely inappropriate. I would like to take some time to
talk a little bit about the absence of logic behind the bill and talk a
little bit about the direction that I think this government is trying to
go in and spend a bit of time talking about the fact that other people
who have looked at these kinds of issues in the past have all come
to the same conclusion, and that is that this kind of bill is ineffective
in achieving the outcomes.

The piece that I'm wanting to talk about is the connection
between the intention and the outcome here in this bill, because that
is where the major fault lies within the bill. If you ask us about the
desire to have businesses in the province of Alberta, indeed in all of
Canada do well, everyone on this side of the House would say: “We
absolutely want to see businesses do well. We want them to be able
to succeed. We want them to be able to have dollars so that they can
create employment.”

The problem is that that’s just a theoretical model. We have this
notion that if we provide resources to the businesses, they will
create more jobs. We have to look beyond that general notion and
go into the evidence where that notion has been applied and where
there’s actual, practical lived experience. I can tell you that the

lived experience in the jurisdictions that made the decision to
provide corporate tax deductions has been that they did not create
jobs.

Now, the Member for Edmonton-Manning went through and
talked very clearly about the fact that Prime Minister Harper had
assessed this very question here in Canada and clearly came out
against this type of bill. He said that the evidence is that it does not
provide the outcome that’s there, that’s expected. That’s the point
that we need to get across to the members of the government.

[Mrs. Pitt in the chair]

We get your intent. We understand what you desire. What we’re
trying to tell you is that there is no correlation between what it is
that you desire and what it is that you are doing to try to achieve
that. It’s faulty thinking. You can’t engage in a behaviour over and
over again, have it proved to be wrong and faulty, and then engage
in it again and call it reasonable, intelligent, thoughtful behaviour.
Itisn’t.

I want to talk a little bit about the fact that on the other side of
the House they like to get up and make a number of statements
about the previous government, of which I was a part, and the type
of statements they make again demonstrate the lack of logic and
the lack of ability to put a relationship between behaviour and
outcome.

Now, fortunately for members of the other side of the House,
before I got elected, I was a university professor, and I happened to
teach courses on research. One of the things that we would spend a
fair amount of time on, particularly in our first classes — people
often refer to them as 101, economics 101 or research 101 — is the
difference between correlation and causality. It’s something that is
continuously brought up in error in this House. For example, the
Member for Calgary-Hays, the Minister of Transportation, said that
we raised the taxes yet the government dollars that came in in
subsequent years were less, not more, after we raised the taxes.
Therefore, he says that our raising the taxes was the problem and
resulted in the reduction of government income.

Now, we call that a first-year fallacy in a research class, and I’ll
show you why it’s a fallacy by giving you another example: the vast
majority of criminals in prisons in the province of Alberta have
eaten cheese; therefore, eating cheese must cause criminality,
because the two are very, very highly correlated; in fact, it’s almost
a hundred per cent. That’s the kind of logic that is being used by the
Transportation minister to explain why, when we raised the taxes,
things go down.

Now, what you need to understand is that in a very small,
theoretical model, where there are only two variables, then one
might be able to make that prediction, but I want to inform the
members of the government that running the province of Alberta is
not as simplistic and black and white as you would like it to be, that
there is a reality out there. There are multiple variables that will
influence the things that happen.

So when you look at what’s happened over the last number of
years, you can say that we raised the taxes and that the amount of
money that came in was less, but if you believe that there’s a causal
relationship between those two, it betrays a lack of logical
understanding and a lack of ability to learn from lived experience.
Now, we have a word for that, when one doesn’t learn from their
lived experience, but it’s a little unparliamentary, so I’ll just leave
it to your imagination right now.

I think that what we have before us now is a bill that is
essentially a race to the bottom, a bill that will exacerbate the very
problem that economists around the world have been identifying
since the 1970s, and that is the increase in inequality between
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people in society. That is a return to an earlier century, where
some people had significant amounts of money but where the vast
majority of people did not. What we’ve seen since the 1970s is
that that inequality has been regularly increasing year over year
and increasing at a higher rate such that we are at the place now
where seven individuals in this world have more money than 50
per cent of the countries combined in this world. That’s a
problem. That’s a return to the Sun King idea. That’s a return to
predemocracy ideas.

Now, I’ve often complained that the members of the government
seem to derive their policies from the 1950s. I’ve often said that I
don’t know what year the Premier was born in. I don’t know if he
was born in the *50s, but he certainly likes to live his life there. Now
what I’m finding is that the ideas that are being brought forward are
not ideas from the 1950s. Indeed, they’re ideas from the 1600s, and
I’m very concerned about that.

Now, previously in this House we’ve had an opportunity to look
at some of the evidence, but apparently the evidence doesn’t really
matter. We’ve looked at the fact that the American Congressional
Budget Office has done a particular study on the very question
we’re talking about today and has identified that giving tax breaks
is a poor method of increasing the number of jobs. Ironically, it’s
partly because of the issue that was raised by the Member for
Calgary-Glenmore earlier, when she stood up and indicated to all
of us that we all agreed — and I’ll go along with it — that capital is
mobile. I agree.

She went on then to list a number of jurisdictions that had lower
tax rates, but again we have that first-year, 101 fallacy, that because
there are people with lower tax rates, that is the reason why people
left. Yet she failed to provide the evidence of the new bitumen mine
in Kansas. So it was a bit confusing for me.

11:10 p.m.

I can see, then, that we have a problem here in terms of trying to
understand what it means when we say that capital is mobile. If you
believe this to be true — apparently, it’s been declared by the
Member for Calgary-Glenmore that we all agree on that; she’s
already put that on the record, so I guess we all do — then giving
them more money would seem to indicate that you yourselves have
the belief that that money will leave Alberta, that it will go
somewhere else, that it will go to Kansas, that it will go to other
states.

Ms Hoffman: North Dakota.

Mr. Feehan: North Dakota. Of course. I’ve never been down there.
[ understand that there’s an interesting mountain with things carved
into it.

Ms Hoffman: That’s South Dakota.
Mr. Feehan: Oh. That’s South Dakota? Sorry.
Mr. Schmidt: North Dakota has nothing.

Mr. Feehan: It has nothing. Okay.

The point is that this type of bill has been tested in reality, and
the people that have done the assessment on it, such as the
Congressional Budget Office in the United States, say that that is
precisely why it doesn’t work, because capital is mobile, and that
when they are given money, they do not create jobs. They instead —
let me check my notes to make sure I get it right — buy shares back.
That’s what happens. And where does the money go when they buy
shares back? To the very wealthy people that have the money to
invest in those shares, who do not live in Alberta . . .

An Hon. Member: Or North Dakota.

Mr. Feehan: . . . or North Dakota. And when they get that extra
money, they don’t create more jobs in Alberta. They go on better
vacations in Bahrain. They use marble for the floors instead of tile.
All over the world they travel, and they visit their friends on their
yachts. That’s the kind of thing they do.

The Congressional Budget Office does have some suggestions
for you, however. It says that, at best, when things go a hundred per
cent well with deductions to corporations, you end up by maybe
creating up to 4 jobs per million dollars. Pretty expensive jobs. They
do go on to say that there are other ways to create jobs. Let me just
find my page here for a moment because it’s very interesting. The
Congressional Budget Office has studied this and found — wait for
it — that the thing that creates the most jobs is government spending,
at 19 jobs for every million dollars. So we go from your choice of
creating 4 jobs for every million dollars to 19 jobs for every million
dollars if you instead engage in government spending, which I think
is exactly what we should be doing here at this time.

You know, I find it very curious that we have members opposite
who say that they understand business in a way that somehow I
don’t even though I ran my own business and I was a vice-president
of Catholic Social Services, the largest multifunction public social
service agency in the country. I had an opportunity to be engaged
in lots of these kinds of things in the past. But they understand
things. Yet they can’t get to a very basic understanding of things
that my first-year research students learned, and that is that you
have to look at the evidence, and you have to look at it from the
point of view of there being complex decisions to be made, not
simple lines to be drawn, as was suggested by the hon. Member for
Calgary-Hays, who says: we know how to draw the dotted line.
That’s the problem. You’re drawing a dotted line. That’s not what
you’re supposed to be doing. You’re supposed to be reading the
evidence and having the evidence suggest to you what it is that one
should gather from that evidence. If you fill in the line, you fill it in
with your value system, with your determination: this is what [ want
the outcome to be. That’s not good research. That’s not good
government.

What we need to do instead is that we need to listen to people
like Prime Minister Harper. [interjections] I’ve never said that
before in my life, and I want it on record that I said it once. We need
to listen to the congressional . . .

An Hon. Member: We need to stop the clock.
Ms Hoffman: Yeah; you’re done.

Mr. Feehan: I’'m done? When I get to agreeing with Harper, I'm
out of here. Okay. [interjection] It’s just water; I swear.

I think it’s really important. You keep saying that you understand
business better, yet the things you bring forward tell me that you
haven’t done your research or that you didn’t understand your
research. If it comes down to it, we actually agree with what you
want. We want more jobs. We want more people to be employed.
We know that the evidence is there, plainly in front of all of us, that
the way that you do that is that you create the new big deal. You
create jobs. You build bridges. You build roads. You create climate
leadership plans that employ people on every reserve around the
province of Alberta, in every corner of this province. You give them
an opportunity to work where they live and live where they work.
That’s the kind of thing that you do. You don’t take the money and
give it to somebody who doesn’t care whether you happen to live
in Wandering River or whether you happen to live at the Blood
Tribe or whether you happen to live in Hinton or Hanna, because
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they only want to make a profit. They can do that in a variety of
other places, and they will take that money and go away.

We know that what really creates jobs is not the supply side. It’s
not by giving money to the corporations. They don’t create jobs just
because they have more money. They don’t say: “I’ve got more
money. Why don’t I create some more jobs?” They fulfill a mandate
for a demand. The people that create jobs are the everyday people
of the province of Alberta, who spend their money in the province
of Alberta. If you give that same amount of money to the people
who live here, they will spend their money at the local store. They
will spend their money at the local restaurant. That’s what creates
the jobs.

No business said: let’s create jobs just to find out what happens.
Real businesspeople say: there’s a demand out there, and I am going
to try to fill that demand. If the demand goes away, they stop
producing it. If the number of chairs they’re selling goes from a
hundred a day to five a day, they don’t produce a thousand chairs
in hopes that somehow they’ll sell more of them. They start
producing five a day because that’s what makes their budget
balance work, and then they sell that. It’s the demand that makes it
go up and down, the demand that makes the jobs get created. It’s a
pretty basic concept, and it’s one that I really wish you would apply,
that you would look at: how do we influence the demand? That’s
what we’ve been doing on this side of the House. We’ve been
looking not at where Alberta has been in the past but where Alberta
needs to be and: how will we meet the demand of Albertans in the
years to come?

Wayne Gretzky was famous for saying: I don’t skate where the
puck is; I skate to where the puck is going to be. That’s what we
want you to do in this House. We don’t want you to go back to
the same old jobs all the time because that’s what you want, that
you are hoping will happen. You can’t create them to happen.
Instead, you need to say: “What is needed in this province?
What’s going to happen in this province over the next 10 and 15
years?” We need you to start to have a vision of the future, to stop
living your life in the 1950s, to stop living the dream of the 1970s,
and to bring yourself into the 21st century, where you will know,
from looking around the world, that we are moving to a carbonless
economy, an economy that is built around new needs, new desires,
and therefore new demands. Good businesspeople are looking for
what those demands are going to be, and they’re going to satisfy
those demands. They’re not going to just create jobs because they
happen to have some extra dollars. That’s not what they do with
it.

So I’m very concerned. I’m very concerned that this whole idea
of the difference between causality and correlation is lost on the
government, that they draw simple dotted lines between their intent
and the desired outcomes that are a betrayal of absence of fact,
absence of logical reasoning. We need you to take a step back. What
we’re doing at this moment here is asking you to do that.

11:20 p.m.

The Chair: The hon. Minister of Finance and President of Treasury
Board.

Mr. Toews: Thank you, Madam Chair. I don’t have enough
evening here to respond to everything that’s been said. There are
some things that simply have to be stated. Listening to the Member
for Edmonton-Rutherford makes me understand why this province
is in the fiscal condition it’s in today. For the member to suggest
that there is no correlation between a competitive business
environment, of which your tax competitiveness is a major piece, is
nonsensical. It’s simply not factual. Business investments and, with
that, jobs and opportunities attract and end up in jurisdictions where

there’s a competitive business environment. Tax structure is a big
piece of that business environment. That is why we are going to
ensure that Alberta has by far the most competitive tax jurisdiction
in Canada and one of the most competitive jurisdictions, in fact, in
all of North America.

I want to talk a little bit about corporations because, of course,
this tax relates to corporations specifically. We’ve heard, I think,
a fair bit of disparaging about corporations tonight by various
members. I’ve heard some things I can agree with. I’ve certainly
heard from the Member for Edmonton-Manning, who talked
about the importance of jobs, about the importance of feeding our
families, about the importance of having opportunities for the
next generation. I absolutely agree with that. She talked about the
fact that there are many factors at play in the economy of Alberta,
and 1 appreciate that and recognize that. That’s why this
government has a very robust plan not to tackle one issue but to
tackle a multitude of economic issues that will improve our
competitiveness and will do it simultaneously to ensure that
businesses are going to invest in Alberta and create jobs and
opportunities. Corporations, which are really a structure for
businesses, provide an awful lot of benefit. Businesses provide an
awful lot of benefit to every community, to every region in this
province and this country. They are massive job creators, Madam
Chair, in our region and in my constituency.

During the election as I went door to door, the one thing that I
heard repeatedly was that we absolutely needed to create not only
additional jobs but better-paying jobs. I met individual after
individual that was either unemployed or severely underemployed.
Madam Chair, that is a result of a lack of investment in this province
at this point in time. Corporations create jobs. Corporations create
opportunities, and yes, corporations reinvest capital where there is
additional opportunity that capital will be reinvested. That is what
we’re about. We’re about actually creating a competitive
environment where profits will be reinvested back into Alberta,
which will create jobs and opportunities. Corporations contribute to
our communities in many ways. They contribute to our
infrastructure in our communities. In my constituency corporations
have assisted with school projects. In my constituency corporations
line up and buy 4-H calves and support rural kids who are working
hard to raise their project. Corporations respond to community
groups, to sports groups. They assist at a variety of levels within
our communities.

There was some discussion on at what level our corporate tax cut
will apply. There was discussion around the small-business
deduction tonight, and I listened with interest at that discussion. It’s
true that the corporate tax cut that we’re proposing today will in fact
take effect when corporations earn $500,000. Madam Chair, there
are many small corporations and medium-sized corporations as
well as large corporations to whom this will apply. Let me
characterize it this way. Successful corporations — and every
business owner wants to be a successful businessperson regardless
of what business they’re in. Even small businesses that can become
somewhat successful, small businesses that would be successful
enough to, in fact, benefit from this tax reduction typically reinvest
in their communities, and as the corporation size grows, they
provide more opportunity not only in terms of job creation but in
opportunities for other new business start-ups.

In my constituency there are a host of small businesses,
businesses where it’s often a couple or an individual that own the
business. They work 14 hours a day. These are start-up businesses.
Many of them don’t make it, but the ones that do are made by blood,
sweat, and tears. Typically those opportunities very often are
provided by larger successful corporations that, again, provide
opportunity in our communities for oil and gas service companies,
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for retail shops, for professional services, for grocery stores, for gas
stations. In Alberta we desperately need investment to provide not
only jobs but to provide opportunities for our businesses, whether
they be large corporations or small corporations.

I want to also talk a little bit about the corporate tax revenue
and the effect that our tax cut will have on government revenues.
I think we heard one of the members opposite basically cite from
our platform. We were up front with Albertans during the election
campaign. We were transparent with Albertans. We recognized
that our plans to decrease corporate tax revenue, create a very
competitive business environment, attract investment, and create
jobs would in fact result initially in a diminished corporate
revenue for the government of Alberta. We’ve been transparent
about that.

We also know — and, in fact, economists have backed us up — that
as investment arrives in this province, as jobs and opportunity are
created, there will be an opposite effect. In other words, there will
be a buffering effect, where that additional investment, the
additional economic activity, will create more tax revenue for this
province. In fact, University of Calgary Professor Dr. Bev Dahlby
has concluded that by 2023-24 this corporate tax cut will generate
more provincial government revenue than what it has cost
Albertans, and at the same time it’s going to create 55,000
additional jobs and $12.7 billion of economic activity. Madam
Chairman, this is exactly the initiative that this province needs.

We made a commitment to Albertans that we were going to
create a business environment, that we were going to bring in
policies that would again attract investment, create jobs and
opportunities. Madam Chairman, that’s what we’re about, and
that’s what we’re going to do on behalf of every Albertan and on
behalf of every Alberta family.

Thank you.

The Chair: The hon. Member for Edmonton-City Centre.

Mr. Shepherd: Well, thank you, Madam Chair. It’s a pleasure to
have the opportunity to return to the House tonight and take part in
this debate. This is a bill that I haven’t had the chance to speak to
yet. It’s one that I think is eliciting a lot of emotion, certainly some
humour here in the House tonight, and I appreciate the opportunity
to be here and take part in it. I’'m not sure I’ll have anything quite
as colourful as some of my colleagues to add to the record tonight,
but I think that it’s important for me to speak to this bill.

11:30 p.m.

You know, I’ve heard many members speak in this House on this
bill and others that these bills need to move forward, that they are
here to vote for these bills because they were sent here by their
constituents and by the majority of votes that they received. To be
completely honest, Madam Chair, I am here for the same reason,
and I am standing to speak against this bill tonight for the same
reason, because a significant majority of my constituents here in
Edmonton-City Centre did not vote for this step. Indeed, when I
went out and I knocked on doors — and I would put my record in
speaking with my constituents up against any other member’s in
this House in terms of being present, visible, and listening to folks
in my community — the majority of people that I spoke to were not
in favour of this significant tax giveaway. Now, to be clear, I did
speak with some members of my constituency, some residents here,
who told me that they would not vote for me because they supported
this policy, and I respect that view, but I am here tonight to speak
to this bill because a majority of my constituents did not favour this
bill and a number of other policies that were put forward by the now
governing party.

[ appreciate this opportunity to stand here tonight and represent
the voice of my constituents. Now, I recognize that as we have this
debate, as has been, I think, pretty amply demonstrated here in the
House tonight, it’s very unlikely that we are going to find any
agreement on this bill between the two sides of the House. It’s not
going to happen. Indeed, I’'m not under any illusion that there’s
anything that I can say here in this House tonight that is going to
likely sway — I’ll be completely honest; let’s be humble here —
probably a single member of the government caucus. But that’s
quite all right, Madam Chair. My intent tonight is to speak on behalf
of my constituents.

You know, the reason that I truly believe, Madam Chair, that I
am not going to sway any members of this government caucus is
because their belief that this bill will bring jobs and investment back
to Alberta, that it will add more revenue to the budget than it
removes is for them essentially an article of faith. We’ve seen that
pretty amply demonstrated here tonight. These members cannot
show a single actual example where taking this step has had that
result — we’ve talked about multiple jurisdictions that have taken
this step and have not in fact seen more revenue come back than
what they took out of their budget — or where it has led to a net
creation of jobs or improvement for that local economy. In fact, in
many cases we have seen the opposite.

You know, it was interesting, Madam Chair, that my colleague
from Edmonton-Rutherford used a term that I appreciated hearing
because it was something that I wanted to talk about, that being
theoretical models. I often think sometimes, when I hear some of
these arguments, about the concept of physics. I’ll be clear. I am no
physicist. Physics in high school was not my strongest subject. I did
very well in math, but physics involved a lot more formulas and a
lot more exceptions and things you had to consider before you
decided which formula you were going to apply. Math is very
straightforward, generally, most of the time. Physics is more
complex.

But one thing I do understand about physics is that there are
different ways to look at it. In the world of theoretical models, you
can assume that things are going to operate in a very particular way.
If T push a ball along a flat surface, in a theoretical model I can posit
that that is a frictionless surface and that, therefore, that ball will
roll forever. But we know the reality is that friction does exist.
Therefore, if I push that ball, it will roll for a certain distance, and
then it will stop. We also know that outside of that model I could
push that ball, and I could set it rolling, and then someone could
come and put their hand in the way and block it from moving. The
reality is, Madam Chair, that I cannot simply say that in every single
instance where I take that ball and I give it a push, it will reach the
other side of the room. There are many factors which could get
involved and cause that not to be the case.

Now, what I am hearing, again, from many members in this
House when they stand up and they argue in favour of this bill is
that they are operating in a world of theoretical models. They are
making assumptions based on a belief that there is, in fact, no
friction involved or that if there is friction involved, there’s nobody
who could put a thumb on the scale. They are living in a world of
ideals. Indeed, Madam Chair, in an ideal world, if we cut the
corporate tax by 4 per cent, then that 4 per cent would go back to
companies, and those companies would say: “Thank you. You’re
wonderful people. Therefore, I will take this money, and I will put
it directly back into your economy.”

Now, I am not saying that that isn’t going to happen to some
extent. I don’t think anyone in this House is necessarily disagreeing
about some of the realities. We acknowledge that there is a certain
point at which, if you tax too much, you will begin to see a losing
prospect or that there is a point at which, if you tax too low, you’re
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going to lower your revenues to the point where you’re not able to
function as a government. I think the bone of contention that we
have today is: where is that balance? Where does that actually fall?
What I would say, Madam Chair, is that what this government is
proposing to do is to roll the dice and gamble with Albertans, with
the public services that Albertans depend on, with the budget that
is there to protect and support Albertans.

I’m not the only one that’s said this. This is something that has
come out in a few articles that have been published recently in the
Edmonton Journal. Keith Gerein, a columnist whom I’ve quoted
before in this House: I kind of like Keith. I’ve got respect for him.
He doesn’t always see things my way, I don’t always see things
his, but I feel like he’s a fairly fair-minded guy. You know, he
talks about the corporate tax cut that we’re talking about here
tonight. The headline for his article is UCP Gambles Alberta’s
Prosperity on Tax Cuts, but Is It a Smart Bet? He says that when
we’re talking about economic policy in a small jurisdiction like
Alberta, it’s “a bit like discussing strategies for winning at the
casino.” He says that you can calculate the odds as best you can.
You can try to figure out what the trends are, which way things
tend to go in the house, but whether you go home with more
money than you came in with or whether you go home with
significantly less is still going to be subject to a lot of factors that
are simply outside your control.

We are not dealing here with the theoretical model; we are
dealing here with an economy that is part of a larger global
economy in which many factors that affect us have been shifted.
Mr. Gerein suggested that this is a relevant analogy because he says
that the Kenney government is “rolling the dice on [Alberta’s]
economic future.”

An Hon. Member: Name.

Mr. Shepherd: Oh, pardon me. I apologize. I withdraw the name.

He refers to this particular government, that he says is “rolling
the dice on the province’s economic future . . . by going all-in on
a massive tax cut.” He refers to this as “aggressive and risky . ..
a gamble on classic trickle-down economics.” He goes on to note:
“The risk of the plan backfiring is significant, but the government
appears to have no timeline or threshold to pull the plug [on this
risky idea] if [it] becomes clear the scheme isn’t working.” The
government is not only gambling, Madam Chair; they are going
all-in. They’re putting all the chips on the table, and if the roll of
the dice does not go their way, it is Albertans that are going to
lose.

Now, we’ve heard members opposite quote two particular
economists with whom they are somewhat friendly and whose
opinion, therefore, they tend to prefer. But they are ignoring the fact
that, as Mr. Gerein notes, there are skeptical economists who have
also weighed in on this, and they’ve noted, again, that our economy
is subject to a lot of complex and fluid things that are happening in
the larger global economy, things that are going on across the world
that affect us.

Indeed, as the Member for Calgary-Glenmore noted, if we take
this step, if this is the be-all and end-all, if this is the ultimate step
that needs to be taken to ignite Alberta’s economy, what happens,
then, when other provinces and states start to lower their own
corporate taxes? Do we simply, then, continue to engage in that race
to the bottom?

11:40 p.m.

Now, as has been noted, initially when they announced this
policy as part of their platform, they said that the cut would pay for
itself. No loss. But the fact is, as Mr. Gerein notes, Stokes

Economics suggested that “the tax cut would instead decrease
provincial revenue by $3.4 billion over four years while getting
back only $1 billion in revenue generated by new economic
activity.” One billion. Investing 3 to get 1 back: that’s the analysis
from Stokes Economics. As Mr. Gerein notes, “Alberta Finance
projections suggest lost revenue from the tax cut could range
anywhere from $1.7 billion to $4.7 billion over four years.”

As was the habit of these members when they sat on this side of
the House, we’ll choose to go with the largest possible figure and
talk about that $4.7 billion hole that they want to blow in the Alberta
budget. As my colleagues have so aptly pointed out, Madam Chair,
this government has already said that they are going to be making
cuts, because they have set up their blue-ribbon panel with no other
choice. All they can do is find ways to reduce spending and
expenditures, and on top of that they will remove an additional up
to $4.7 billion out of the budget and then turn to Albertans,
download that onto the school boards, onto the municipalities, onto
Alberta Health Services, and from there onto all of the front-line
health care workers, and say: you figure it out. We’ve seen this
before. That’s been the approach of previous Conservative
governments whenever the price of oil would drop.

As Mr. Gerein says, “In short, the UCP corporate tax cut is a big
gamble that could jeopardize public services for little to no
economic benefit.” Also from the Edmonton Journal, an editorial.
Now, I recognize that members of the government were very, very
happy with the editorial page of the Edmonton Journal when it was
corporate leaders of Postmedia in Ontario that provided an
endorsement for their party. They may be less pleased to hear the
thoughts of actual local individuals who serve on the editorial
board, who live here in the province of Alberta, who contribute to
the local economy and also depend on the local services. These
people, journalists, Madam Chair, who I respect far more than some
who simply choose to repeat and rewrite media releases from the
government, in their editorial also note that these corporate tax cuts
are a gamble.

Now, they give the Premier credit. They say that they give him
credit for delivering on what he’s pitched. Absolutely, it was in the
campaign platform. They laid out what they were going to do.
They’ve somewhat changed what they said about what the impacts
of that would be, but let’s give them credit. They told Albertans
what they intended to do. But they go on to note that there is
something that the Premier did not tell Albertans, that this plan is
“a calculated gamble, with not insignificant risk.”

They also go on to note that there are a number of complex and
global factors that have impacted Alberta’s economy. The realities
of what we’ve experienced over the last four years, what we are
facing now are not the simplistic narrative which the Premier and
members of this government choose to continue to repeat. Again,
Madam Chair, | recognize that for some of these members, they
probably truly believe it. It is an article of faith. They honestly
believe that it is what our government did that destroyed the
economy and that by taking these steps, they are going to somehow
restore it. As the editorial lays out:

Even if companies flock to Alberta, it’s no sure bet that their
outlays will offset billions in foregone tax income. If the gamble
falls short, it’s likely the money will be carved out of spending.
They conclude by stating:
Albertans desperate to revive the economy may be willing to try
slashing corporate taxes but it’s likely they don’t want to
subsidize business with drastic cuts to health care, education,
infrastructure spending and other public services — of the kind
Albertans saw during the time of Klein’s “Alberta Advantage.”

That is why, Madam Chair, I would like to bring forward an

amendment. If we are going to take this risky gamble, if this
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government wants to put Albertans’ public services on the table and
hope that they’re going to hit it big, then at least let’s be a bit more
measured about how big of a pot we put out there. Let’s maybe hold
a little something back to protect the people of Alberta. I have an
amendment I would like to introduce that will do just that. We have
the original and the copies, and I’ll wait for the original copy to
reach you. I’ll give you the opportunity to view it, and then I’ll go
into a bit more on the specifics of how we can perhaps protect
Albertans a little bit.

The Chair: Hold on, Member. Just wait till we have the
amendment, and then we’ll let you speak about it.
This will be known as amendment A1. Please proceed.

Mr. Shepherd: Thank you. I recognize that my time is growing
short, so I’ll quickly read this into the record. I move that Bill 3, Job
Creation Tax Cut (Alberta Corporate Tax Amendment) Act, be
amended as follows. Section 2(b) is amended by striking out the
proposed section 21(t) and substituting the following:
(t) beginning after December 31, 2019 is 10% of the amount
taxable in Alberta for the year
and by striking out the proposed section 21(v) to (y).

Section 3 is amended in clause (b) in the proposed section
22(2.1297)(c) by striking out “and before January 1, 2021” and by
striking out the proposed subsections (2.1298) and (2.1299); and in
clause (c) by striking out “, (2.1295), (2.1296), (2.1297), (2.1298)
and (2.1299)” and substituting “, (2.1295), (2.1296), and (2.1297)”.

In other words, we would hold at the end of this year at 10 per
cent. Let’s not put all of Alberta’s opportunity on the table. Let’s be
prudent gamblers. Let us put out half the pot and give this
government the opportunity to demonstrate to us what a successful
venture that is, to demonstrate to all Albertans indeed that they are
putting forward an effective proposal. Indeed, perhaps we won’t see
the full 55,000 jobs they promise, but perhaps with a 2 per cent cut
we will see half of that. They can at least then demonstrate to
Albertans that the gamble they wish to take is a valid one that will
deliver.

This government has nothing to be afraid of. They will have
ample opportunity within the next three years, after they have
demonstrated the success of this tax cut, to come back and lower
it further. All we are asking is that they show their due diligence
and take the opportunity to demonstrate to Albertans how
successful this proposal will be, a simple test of that tenet of faith,
Madam Chair. We have the opportunity to prove that this invisible
hand of the market, in fact, exists and, if trained as well as they
claim it is, will respond in kind and will not in fact bite the
province that feeds it. As I said, this is a significant gamble for
the people of Alberta.

Thank you.

The Chair: The hon. Minister of Culture, Multiculturalism and
Status of Women.

Mrs. Aheer: Thank you very much, and thank you for the
opportunity to speak. I imagine we’re speaking to the amendment
right now. I couldn’t quite hear you. Sorry, Madam Chair; are we
on the amendment, then?

The Chair: Yeah.
11:50 p.m.
Mrs. Aheer: Okay. Thank you.
I just wanted to talk about a few things. My husband and my son

just got home about 15 minutes ago from our small business that
actually functions and is successful because of the multiple

corporations that have multiple jobs that contribute to the economy
in the area where I live and contribute to the success of our small
business. We wouldn’t have a successful business if it wasn’t for
the corporations that have created the jobs in the area that I live in,
in Chestermere-Strathmore.

A big shout-out to these folks who have multiple small
businesses in these areas. They’re super philanthropic and
incredibly, incredibly savvy small-business people. In fact, the
growth in that area — we’re seeing, because of the momentum and
excitement and changes in government, that people are really
excited about investing, and small business has a direct impact.
How it does, how it functions, how it works is directly related to
the economic well-being and health of your corporations. All of
those things work together. If you consider where we are with
building roads in this province and building schools and the
infrastructure that is needed in order to live the way that we do in
this province, the lifestyle and the way that we all expect to live,
nobody in this House should be condemning any sort of business
at any time, ever.

We are built in this province out of so many different things, so
many bits and pieces. It’s a huge fabric. It’s a tapestry of a lot of
different things. A lot of farms would be deemed corporations
because of the number of people that they employ, the types of
businesses that they do. Many farms, actually, have multiple sides
to their businesses and are under that umbrella of corporation. I
would love to understand how those farms, farming communities,
stockyards, all of those places, would feel right now knowing that
members in this House have basically said that corporations are no
good and are greedy. I would really love to understand how they
would feel. I’'m excited, actually, to reach out to the larger farms
and stockyards. Strathmore is full of stockyards and large areas that
would be considered corporations by the definition that was given
by the member from Meadowlark.

These are families that I know and people who are humongous
contributors to their local economies, the local people who own a
car wash like I own. Those people come and wash all their large
vehicles and trucks and everything in my little car wash, which
would not exist if those large corporations didn’t exist around me
to make my business successful. So I am actually very grateful,
extremely so.

We were talking about the variations in tax cuts and what it is
and why we want to go to 8 per cent. Well, folks, we’re still in a
recession. In fact, the Leader of the Opposition was just saying two
days ago during question period that we could be heading to another
recession. Those were her words. Then, on top of that, when you
look at the numbers, this is exactly when you’d want to do a
corporate tax cut, when you are in a recession. When there is an
issue with the health of the economy, that’s actually exactly when
you’d want to do something like that because this is about actually
attracting new business to our province. Unfortunately, what the
opposition keeps forgetting is that everything that they did made
corporations flee to other provinces.

Oh, and I feel, actually, like I need to give a small shout-out to
the folks of North Dakota and stand up for them a little bit. I actually
don’t have any family or friends in North Dakota, but suddenly they
became the beating stick of the opposition tonight. It was very
interesting. I’m not sure what North Dakota ever did to you,
Member. Anyway, I hope that they come and invest here because
we’re going to be open for business. So yea for North Dakota: come
and see us. [interjection] It might offend the opposition a little bit,
and I’m not quite sure what their problem is.

I actually feel that this province has so much to offer if you think
about all of the incredible things that are here. Take, for example,
the film tax credit that we’re looking at. That film tax credit is going
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to employ a ton of people that actually are coming from larger
corporations: construction workers, electricians, all sorts of people
that are actually presently employed in large corporations that
might be able to do a diversified type of job in a really, really
interesting and growing business opportunity. But you can’t attract
those types of things here without having multiple styles of
businesses. It is actually a really collaborative piece between large
corporations, small business, and everything else that goes into this.
It’s a beautiful mix, actually.

What we’re trying to do is stimulate the ability to bring more
people into the province, and hopefully, with the ability of actually
bringing those folks here, not only will we attract large corporations
but all of those small businesses that want to open up, all those
entrepreneurs, all of those little businesses that want to open up. In
Chestermere every other house has a hair salon or a lawn mowing
business or anything like that. These are all little businesses, but
guess whose lawns they mow? They mow the lawns of people that
have large corporations, that are hiring them to come and do their
job. It’s quite incredible. Honestly, with all my heart, this is about
looking at where we’re at right now and during this time when we
have an economic downturn to stimulate folks coming back to this
province to make sure that not just the large corporations but all
these other little businesses can grow as well.

For those of us on this side of the House that sign the cheques all
the time from our small, little businesses for the small number of
people that we might employ every day, I am extremely grateful to
the large corporations in this province that have brought all of the
people into my area that support my small business, every one of
those people that have been attracted to this province. When you
look at oil and gas, for example, hundreds of thousands of people,
Madam Chair, came from all over the country and all over the
world, actually, diverse groups of people sitting across from each
other having a meal together, learning about each other, growing
the diversity of our province, becoming friends, bringing our
incredible resources out of the ground.

Then we have a government that comes in and says: “No. You
know, we don’t like oil and gas. We don’t care about the
industry.” They align themselves with the Trudeau government to
actually attack the industry, and then when we try to do something
to actually attract those folks back, suddenly that’s a bad idea
even though those were the businesses that brought all of these
people here who started all of the small businesses that are the
heartbeat of this province. These are all these secondary and
tertiary businesses that exist as a result of the large corporations
that employed hundreds of thousands of people in this province,
things that we should be grateful for. Unbelievably blessed to be
in this province. To feel again this attack on business when, really,
all of us consulted for 28 days just before April 16, every one of
us at the doors, constant consultation, transparent ideas, nuanced
policy that didn’t overblow the idea or overstate what we’re trying
to do or pretend that it’s something that it’s not — it’s an actual
document that says what the potential growth is. What a
wonderful opportunity.

Quite often when you’re trying to attract people, it’s based on
the notion of hope and based on the notion that you have people
that understand that hope, who know how to facilitate that and
bring people in. It’s not a divisive mentality. It’s the idea of
something better and something greater because we have faith in
the incredible people that actually want to come to this province
and function here.

My dad came in 1963 from India. He’s a chemical engineer. You
know, he went through several businesses, up and down, some large
corporations he worked for, some of his own small businesses that
he worked for. He is in oil and gas still. Even at this age — he’s a

severe diabetic; he can’t see anything — he still works on some
projects because he’s just a brilliant man, and people really
appreciate his advice on some of the projects that he does.

12:00 a.m.

It’s amazing to me that when I talked to him about the various
businesses that he’s been through, whether it was a large
corporation or whether it was a small business, the impact that all
of those businesses had — in fact, the large corporations that he
worked for in oil and gas were the reason that he went to a small,
private business, a little one. He was inspired by what these large
companies could do, but he knew he could take his knowledge and
everything he had learned there and create something incredible in
a smaller engineering firm. He went from a place that employed
thousands of people to he himself employing maybe a hundred at
most at any given time. He was able to do that because he started in
a place where it was a mortgage-paying job, something that he
could do to raise his family and take care of people. He is forever
grateful to those large corporations that took a chance on a young
foreigner who came here with big ideas, just like so many
Canadians come to be able to put their stake in the ground and make
a difference in this beautiful province.

Do you know how many of those large corporations hire new
Canadians? Think about it. We all have them in every one of our
ridings. They’re the first people to scoop up this incredible talent
and say: “Come and work with us, and bring your family. You
know, we have benefits for you. We’ll take care of you.” We have
great schools here because the large companies actually, probably,
helped build a rec centre in your area. So the next time you decide
to criticize those large corporations, go inside each one of your rec
centres and see who were the major donors there. Go in there and
find out who put the money in to your swimming pool or your race
track or any of those wonderful facilities that are in our areas and
you ask yourself if you maybe shouldn’t be attacking those folks
because they’re the ones who contribute in such a beautiful way to
all of our communities. Not only that; they stimulate all of these
other people to start these small businesses because there is this
desire for competition and this desire to do a better version and to
maybe even make it to the grand part of being your own large
corporation. We’ve seen that happen here with small, little
companies that suddenly took off and became these huge
corporations that employ thousands of people.

I have to say that, like, the rhetoric around the attack on
Albertans just needs to stop. Policy is one thing. Have at ’er. We
have the responsibility to look at each other’s policy, for sure. It’s
a really fair comment, and it’s fair to be able to look at that. But
the personal attacks and saying things like that, being of average
ability, is a stretch. That kind of nonsensical behaviour and
talking: we are much better than that in here. We have a lot of
people in here who are all here for what they believe to be the
right reasons. That kind of language and behaviour is not
acceptable. Albertans heard you. We heard you, and I’'m repeating
it. Please, consider that every single human being in here is here
for the right reasons, whatever the reasons are, Madam Chair, but
that kind of rhetoric does nothing to build capacity, jobs, to
elevate people, to make people want to come here to make sure
that their government understands who they are at the core, gets
them, understands how to inspire and make sure that we are out
of the way so that these businesses can flourish.

I would suggest that, potentially, we could consider the policy
versus the personal attacks. I think that that might be a better way
to go.

As for the Member for Calgary-Hays, I would suggest that you’re
far above average, sir, and more than that, your working-stiff dad
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makes all of us proud. We all have those dads. Thank you for your

dad — my dad thanks you — and every other person who has a hard-

working parent in here who probably helped get them to where they

are right now, working in a job that may have been a small business

or corporation, because we live in the best province in the world. I

would suggest that we say thank you instead of attacking each other.
Thank you.

The Chair: The hon. Member for Calgary-McCall.

Mr. Sabir: Thank you, Madam Chair. It was, I guess, interesting to
hear. A lot of economists also kind of lecture about how we need to
focus on policy.

A couple of things. I want to preface my remarks by saying that
[’m not against any corporation — past, present, or future — so let’s
get that out of the way. Nothing against profit or North Dakota. I
didn’t go and live there, so that’s out of the way as well. Also,
when the Member for Calgary-Hays was speaking, it’s the same
election rhetoric: we are better at managing the economy; they are
not. I think we need to move past that as well. We will not go on
personal attacks or anything. Otherwise, I can say that the
Member for Calgary-Hays said — and I paraphrase — that supports
for persons with disabilities is just a giveaway. He said that those
supports are giveaways, and he fails to see a $4.5 billion tax break,
the biggest in the history of this province, as a giveaway. That’s
shameful.

But I will talk about policy. I will talk about economics. I will
not go there. In the last couple of months, I think the only notable
incident in our economy was that the UCP got elected. I respect
their mandate. They got elected. Let’s get that out of the way. I'm
not relitigating the election whatsoever. But where our economy
was before the election: it’s pretty much at the same place. What
we are facing in our economy is that we do have enough product. If
we talk about the energy sector, we do have enough product. We do
have enough corporations that can pump more resources from the
ground and that can create more products. The real issue we are
facing is that we do not have takeaway capacity in our pipelines, we
do not have new markets, and that’s the objective reality of our
province.

On that side we only hear one theory, that for the most part is
trickle-down economics. My background is in economics; my
undergrad was economics and my master’s was in economics, so |
can tell you that I know what I’m talking about. In all those years I
never heard or read any theory that says that cutting corporate taxes
generates jobs. There is no such theory in economics. You can
prove me wrong. You can prove otherwise. The second thing is that
there is no theory in economics that is absolute. Every single theory
in economics has assumptions, and it’s subject to the ground
realities, the objective realities of the economy where they are
applied. I will challenge you on that, too. If anybody wants to prove
me wrong on that, sure. I would love to hear their arguments.

The ground realities, the objective conditions in Alberta are that
we are blessed with a lot of resources, the second-largest
resources on the entire globe. Whatever policy we bring forward,
I think we can all agree on both sides of the House that our aim is
that our province should be prosperous. There should be good,
mortgage-paying jobs for all Albertans. It should create
opportunity for everyone. It should create revenues so that we can
support education, we can support health care, and we can support
social services. I don’t think there is any disagreement on that
among the members of this House. I think we disagree on how we
doit.

12:10 a.m.

All we hear from that side, again in economic terms, is trickle-
down economics and supply-side economics. Theories which have
failed in practice universally, across the globe. Trickle-down
economics has failed. Even the World Bank and IMF: like, they are
revisiting those theories. Henry Kissinger, who it can be said is the
father of this kind of trickle-down economics, Reaganomics, those
kind of things: even he thinks that we need to revisit trickle-down
economics or supply-side economics. What, essentially, supply-
side economics does is it encourages you to increase goods and
services and lower corporate taxes.

In no way, shape, or manner will this tax break encourage any
increase in our goods, for instance energy products. As I said, we
already have the capacity to produce more. We have that capacity
in the system without any new investment coming in. We have that
production capacity. The crisis we are facing has bled off our
takeaway capacity. And I do not see any link between this tax break
and a pipeline getting built. I do not see that link. That is the reason,
when we were in government, that we curtailed supply, because
there was too much supply and there was not enough takeaway
capacity. We curtailed it so we could get the differential down and
get a reasonable price for our products.

The other, biggest problem with supply-side economics, the
one that that side, the government side, is proposing, is that it
always, always results in long-term deficits for the future
economy. There are many examples that I can share. Like, the
biggest one is from the United States. The United States has
somewhere close to $799 billion in debts, and after a huge tax
break from this administration, the Trump administration, they
saw a rise in their deficit. If the tax break was to work, they
wouldn’t see an increase in their deficit.

Deficit can come in many different forms. We had a 44-year
regime here from the previous Conservative government. We saw
deficits. They will say: we balanced the books. But the books were
balanced by leaving deficits in our communities. The Member for
Calgary-Hays would know that between 2008 and 2013 there was
not a single school built in Calgary. Not one school built in Calgary
between 2008 and 2013: that’s a fact. From 2015 to 2019 we
invested in 244 new or modernized schools. Those were the deficits
that were left during the previous Conservative government, and
that’s what supply-side economics does.

On the other hand, I think there is another theory, called demand-
side economics, that encourages that we increase consumer
demand. How you do it is that you increase the wealth of those who
would purchase goods and services from the economy. One
example is that we promised in 2015 that we would increase the
minimum wage, and that certainly increases the wealth for people
who can purchase goods and services from the economy. The
reason that demand side works better is that nobody who is making
$15 will have an offshore account. Every single cent they get, they
will spend into the economy. I can say that from a theoretical point
of view, and I can also share that because I worked for minimum
wage from 2004 till 2012, until I started practising law. Every time
I got a 50-cent or a dollar increase — I never had an extra account
somewhere else — that was going right back into the economy.
Those kinds of investments from the demand side do encourage
economic activity, do recycle that money into the economy, and that
economic activity then generates, I guess, conditions for economic
growth and development.

Sure, it has its own flaws. It may cause a little bit of inflation, but
at the end of the day I think there is more economic evidence that
demand-side economics in the long run is better for the society
because it also encourages discretionary spending. It also
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encourages spending into infrastructure and all those things, which
we have been doing. Anybody who created wealth in this province:
they didn’t do it on their own. I’'m getting this from a U.S. Senator
who said something to the effect that those who made money here
made money because public money was invested in schools, public
money was invested in infrastructure, and public money was
invested in hospitals, in all those roads, bridges that everybody
enjoys, that corporate citizens, individuals other than corporations,
all use. So nobody became rich on their own. It’s, I guess, a shared
kind of effort that helps generate wealth, that helps generate profit.
Nobody creates profits on their own.

If we look at this tax break in perspective now, it’s not helping
us with the objectives. It’s not helping us with job creation. It is not
helping us in any way, shape, or manner with the objective realities
our economy is facing. I represent a constituency which has the
lowest average income in the entirety of Calgary. In the city of
Calgary profiles can be looked up as well. Certainly, people are
looking for jobs. The jobs they are looking for: they need those jobs
now. Here, just a half-hour ago, the Finance minister got up and
said — and I’'m paraphrasing — that this $4.5 billion tax break will
create jobs in ’23-24.

I guess you talk about your mandate. People gave you a mandate
because they thought we didn’t create jobs and that you will create
those jobs. Now, a month into your mandate, you’re telling them
that you will create jobs in 2023-24. So far, from other, I guess,
proposals we have seen, bills we have seen, nothing is creating jobs.
We didn’t see it. Like, repealing the carbon tax: sure, that was the
campaign promise. Albertans gave you that mandate. But, with that,
there were 7,000-plus jobs. With that, there were many energy
efficiency programs that were creating jobs across this province.
What about those jobs? We have seen job loss, I think, because of
these kinds of policies. Same thing with this corporate tax break.
For any investment decision taxes are just one factor.

12:20 a.m.

There are many other factors that are at play. If somebody was to
invest in Alberta at this point, in particular in oil and gas, I think
that the first thing they will look at is: if they produce from Alberta,
will they be able to sell it in Alberta? We are a small market. We
will need other markets to sell those products. Do we have enough
pipelines, enough means to get those products to markets? So far
we are still waiting for TMX. We signed up a deal to transport
125,000 barrels a day while we are waiting for the TMX. What is
the government doing? They cancelled that rail deal, that would
have helped Alberta’s economy by creating 125,000-barrel-per-day
capacity.

[Mr. Milliken in the chair]

What did they do? They did exactly the opposite. They created, I
guess, more issues by cancelling that because now we are even
more short of takeaway capacity than we otherwise would be if we
had that 125,000 barrels. That would have helped. That would have
certainly attracted some investment. People would know that while
we are waiting for a pipeline, we have some other means, that we
can transport the products and sell them somewhere in other
markets. These decisions are also not helping us find other markets
because investors will only come and invest when they know that
they can transport it somewhere, they can sell it somewhere. This
decision is not helping us transport it anywhere or sell this oil
product anywhere.

Another example. My colleague from Edmonton-Gold Bar was
talking about the Amazon bid, another business. One thing that was
apparent from that bid was that we need to focus on tech

infrastructure that can support tech companies, tech giants like
Amazon. No amount of tax breaks would have convinced them to
locate in Alberta, the reason being that they didn’t have that needed
tech infrastructure. The solution to that was not to cut taxes; the
solution to that was to invest in tech infrastructure. That’s why we
created those positions, those spots across all postsecondary
institutions across this province. That would help us become
competitive should any opportunities arise down the road. For some
company who wants to relocate to Alberta, they will have that tech
infrastructure. They will have that labour force that they need to
support their operations.

Again, I think that no economist will agree that this tax break,
subject to Alberta’s specific economic conditions, will help Alberta
in any way, shape, or manner. The Minister of Finance clearly
understands it. He knows that it won’t create any jobs till *23-24 or
bring any investment. All those estimates that he presented were
down the road three or four years. Albertans were looking for action
right now. If we leave the campaign rhetoric, I think we would have
been better off having those rail deals in place so that we have more
takeaway capacity, and we need to focus on getting TMX built. This
side of the House has put a lot of work into that, and we certainly
hope that we will get a favourable decision. That certainly will help
us.

But giving a tax break in the hope that that money will be
invested back into the economy: I think government has no control
on corporate profits. It’s a free market, and you are champions of
free market.

The Deputy Chair: I saw the hon. Minister of Transportation jump
up.

Mr. Mclver: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I’'m pleased to rise on this
amendment. There’s a lot said here today that needs to be sorted
out. What was interesting is that the hon. member just talked more
about economics than the previous Finance minister did in four
years. We asked economic questions of the former Finance
minister, and the best we got was the answer that beer is good.
Perhaps there is a misalignment in the previous cabinet because the
minister there certainly made a mess of the children-in-care file to
the point where he had to get fired and a new minister was
appointed. [interjections] Mr. Chair, I can hardly hear myself. But
here’s what’s also interesting.

The Deputy Chair: I would just quickly interject and mention that
in these proceedings every member has the opportunity to speak;
therefore, if members have interest in speaking, then it might be
more productive to ensure that those who are speaking are heard by
the House.

Mr. Mclver: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I didn’t agree with much of
what the previous member said, but I listened to it. I would hope for
the same courtesy.

Now, Mr. Chair, what’s interesting about this is that the previous
speaker — he actually talked a little bit about economics which is,
again, kind of interesting and quite a departure from what the
previous Finance minister ever did over four years — spent the entire
time on his feet arguing against a corporate tax decrease when, at
the same time, the amendment by his teammate on the floor is for,
wait for it, a corporate tax decrease. The folks on the other side
won’t even listen to their own members, let alone us on this side.
There have been quite a few examples of them not listening to
what’s going on tonight, and I’d like to correct a couple of those
things.

The hon. Member for Edmonton-Gold Bar mischaracterized my
remarks. I don’t know whether he did it on purpose or not, but he
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surely mischaracterized them. He took it upon himself to say that I
claimed that corporations were the best citizens. No. I actually was
quite clear I think, but I’ll say it again in a little more detail to make
sure, in case I wasn’t clear enough the first time.

I was referring specifically to a small set of corporations that
didn’t operate in Alberta yet chose to pay their taxes here. Now
they, of course, since they didn’t have people working here, didn’t
depend upon the health care system or the education system and the
social services. What’s good about them, that makes them good
economic citizens, is that they provide money for people who need
those things. That was my point. Maybe I didn’t say it well enough.
I’ll give the hon. member the benefit of the doubt. I thought I was
clear. But my point was: corporations serve people when we let
them pay taxes, we let them make profit and pay taxes and help pay
for education and health care and social services and schools and
roads and hospitals and things that matter to the people that we
serve as Albertans. That’s one point. That’s, I would say, either a
mischaracterization or a misstatement made by the Member for
Edmonton-Gold Bar that I’m just happy to correct.

The Member for Edmonton-Rutherford chose to take out of
context something else that I said. He said that — I have it written
down here. Where is it here? Oh, I know what it was: that one of
the reasons that we might want to try lowering the corporate tax is
because the previous government actually collected less money
after raising the corporate tax. I don’t remember saying that that
was the only thing they did. The previous government did lots of
other things that hurt business and caused them to regret it. The
carbon tax hurt business. The minimum wage increase hurt
business. The red tape that they added hurt business.

There were lots of other things, but of course, Mr. Chair, the bill
that we’re on is specifically about the corporate tax, so I surely did
emphasize that because that was on topic, because that is what the
bill is, what we’re talking about now, the open-for-business, job-
creation tax cut bill. I surely did emphasize that because that is the
name of the bill, but I never said that that was the only thing the
previous government did to mess up the success of corporations.
They did a lot more things to harm corporations than just the one
thing. So I would correct that thing, that remark that was made by
some of the previous speakers.

12:30 a.m.

Now, Mr. Chair, I also found it interesting that the previous
speaker, the one with the economics degrees, was concerned about
deficits, about creating deficits. He spoke as if deficits were bad,
and I would say to that, “This just in,” because for the previous four
years the previous government didn’t seem to be concerned about
deficits. They seemed to be quite proud of spending as much as they
could without paying down dollar one on the debt, yet today we
hear a revelation from one of the members opposite that they’re
concerned about the deficit. We’ll just be grateful that there is some
learning going on. I think we could all take from that example and
do some learning in this House because I would say that all of us
can learn. All of us could learn yesterday, all of us could learn
today, and all of us will surely be able to learn tomorrow. Tonight
we saw a wonderful example of some learning that has taken place,
with the concern about deficits.

Mr. Chair, speaking of learning, on the amendment that’s here,
the hon. member from the opposition that moved it is actually
proposing taking the corporate tax rate from 12 per cent down to 10
per cent, which is what they thought was wrong four years ago, and
they raised it up by 20 per cent, to 12 per cent. The fact that this
amendment actually reverses the main piece of the government’s
platform in the previous four years perhaps is an indication that
more learning is going on. Thank you, hon. members, although it

was probably painful admitting that your policy was incorrect. I say
that, and the evidence that I use is what I’m holding in my hand,
which I don’t think counts as a prop by the standing orders because
it is the actual amendment, that we’re all supposed to have, that
we’re debating right now.

There’s some evidence of some learning and some evidence
that the opposition is starting to acknowledge that they’ve made a
mess of the economics of this province in the previous four years
because the amendment today actually would take the province of
Alberta back to where it was before the NDP got their hands on
the economy and gave it a heck of a shake and made a real mess
out of it, leading us to approximately a $60 billion debt, heading
for $100 billion, with almost $2 billion in interest payments now
due, just a real bad situation for Albertans, that we’re trying to
straighten out.

Now, Mr. Chair, the big difference between this amendment, as
I understand it, and what is in the job-creation tax cut is that we
want to take the corporate taxes down to 8 per cent. I think the hon.
member making this amendment, while admitting that he and his
previous government were wrong, wants to only go halfway. Well,
here’s the problem with that. There are 180,000 people out of work.
Youth unemployment is at an all-time high. I guess the analogy I
will give you is that if I give you four minutes, or four years in the
case of the previous government, to tie knots in a shoelace, it will
take me more than four minutes to untie those knots in the shoelace.
I think that in general terms that is true. The previous government
spent four years tying a knot in Alberta’s economy, driving out jobs
and investment and opportunity for young people and the bright
future that young people used to look forward to.

I believe that with good policies it will take our government more
than four years to undo the knots they put in Alberta’s economy,
which, I think, is why we need to go with where we’re going with
the job-creation tax cut, down to 8 per cent. This economy needs a
big boost now to bring back some of the investments and jobs and
opportunities that the previous government’s policies ran out of
here at such a horrendous rate in the last four years. I think we’re
going to have to try harder than just going back to what was a good
policy. I think we’re going to have to work real hard to bring that
investment back.

That’s the whole idea. The whole idea is to get Albertans back to
work and provide them with jobs because that’s what Albertans told
us in the election that they wanted. They wanted to be self-reliant.
They would prefer to make their own money and support their own
family over being put out of work by the NDP government policies.
They would actually prefer to pay their own way. To allow
Albertans to do what they want to do, which is to work hard and
pay their own way and make their own living, we’re going to have
to bring back some of those job opportunities. That starts with
investment. That starts with corporations choosing to relocate to
Alberta, and we have room for them, Mr. Chair.

The city of Calgary, I hope, will be happy. I haven’t heard from
them directly — I could even be wrong — but let me say this. I think
they should be happy about this and probably the city of Edmonton,
and the reason why is because 30 per cent of the offices in those
towers downtown are empty. And who was in those 30 per cent of
offices? Corporations driven out of Alberta by NDP policies in the
last four years. Now the city of Calgary has got a big property tax
problem because the property taxes paid by the 30 per cent of all of
those office towers downtown are no longer being paid. The city is
now looking at solutions, and I think they’re finding out now that
spreading that tax rate out on the other businesses is going to cause
a knock-on effect that could cause potentially hundreds or
thousands of other businesses not to be able to afford their taxes,
and that could make the problem worse.
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That’s in direct contrast to what the Opposition House Leader
said, that a few extra thousand dollars a month just means that
maybe they need to manage their business better. I think that
businesses in Calgary are finding out that it’s a matter of survival.
Frankly, that’s kind of a crass way to look at it, to say that
businesses could easily pay a few thousand extra dollars a month.
It’s easy, Mr. Chair, to talk about somebody else’s few thousand
dollars a month when you’re not talking about your own few
thousand dollars a month. I would suggest to the Opposition House
Leader that if we were to cut any of our wages in here by a few
thousand dollars a month or any Albertan’s wages by a few
thousand dollars a month, they would notice it. Many wouldn’t be
able to pay their rent or their mortgage and buy groceries for their
families.

To take that kind of a crass attitude towards businesses, that they
should just pay a few extra thousand dollars a month and they
shouldn’t notice it, is very negative indeed, which is why we need
to create an atmosphere where businesses are welcome to come
back, welcome to come back with investment, welcome to pay rent
in those office towers in Calgary and Edmonton, welcome to bring
back the oil rigs to put people in rural Alberta back to work
servicing those rigs and then have people shop in the grocery stores
and the flower shops and stay in the motels and keep the businesses
going in rural and urban Alberta all across this province.

It’s about bringing back the investment and the jobs. That’s why
we’re doing this. That’s our reason. That’s what we told Albertans,
and that’s in our platform in black and white. I can understand that
the NDP folks don’t like it and want us to leave the knots in the
shoelaces, through this amendment, longer than they should be
there, but we actually have a mandate from Albertans to work faster
than that, to get the economic knots out of Alberta’s economic
shoelaces faster than just going back to what was there. The
previous government’s policies did so much damage that we
actually have to work harder to bring back those businesses, those
corporations, those jobs, those opportunities, and that bright future
for Alberta’s young people, and that is what this is intended to do.

So, Mr. Chair, I don’t think you will be surprised — I don’t think
anybody in this room will be surprised — that I will not be
supporting this amendment. I will be very slow to take advice from
the NDP on economics despite the fact that the previous speaker
has degrees. I respect the fact that he has economic degrees, but the
government he was part of botched the job on the economy, and
they botched it badly.

But you know who we will take advice from? Experts, experts
like Bev Dahlby, Jack Mintz, and others. When the other previous
member from the other side, including the one that moved this
amendment here, talked about, “There’s no guarantee” — I
appreciate that predicting the future is a tricky business. I’ve always
said that if I could predict the future, I would be a lot more wealthy
than I am today, and I think that might be true of all of us. So while
we can’t predict the future, what we can do is take good advice from
people that have studied the matter and ought to be experts. That’s
what we have done, and we have been transparent enough to tell the
public who those experts are that we took the advice from.

Mr. Chair, we did consult. We consulted with Albertans for a year
or two before the election. We consulted by putting online and
making public an approximately 117-page policy document,
including the policy to bring in place the job-creation tax cut which
is before us. It’s our intention, our job, and, I would dare say, our
responsibility to keep our promise to Albertans to pass the job-
creation tax cut because that’s what we promised Albertans in black
and white. That’s what we said we’d do. That’s what they voted for,
and, by golly, if we have anything to do with it, that’s a promise

made, and I believe, when this thing ends, that will be a promise
kept.

12:40 a.m.
The Deputy Chair: The hon. Member for Lac Ste. Anne-Parkland.

Mr. Getson: Thank you, Mr. Chair, and thank you, everyone else,
for your comments. Being one of the newest members here, I’'m
actually really honoured to hear this debate go this long and this
many points of view taking place and also some of the comments
about our friends, neighbours, and largest trading partner across that
49th parallel. We’re talking about corporations and business and
how we got here and pontifications about the pros and cons and the
approaches. If I may, since everyone seems to have digressed a little
bit and given a bit of a journey or a story of how they got here and
what the relevance is, maybe I can do the same.

I came from a small farm out west of Chip Lake. We didn’t have
much. We worked for it. The lessons of working on that farm,
understanding what was in that area: we worked for it. Through
small business and opportunity at the age of 16 I managed to come
to the City of Champions, worked for a small paving company due
to a connection that I made on that family farm. That connection
had a gravel truck that was working for small business, another one,
that gave me a chance to be a labourer on a paving crew. I credit
Mr. Rick Aubin and Mr. Al Brown for giving this farm kid, who
didn’t have any experience in his industry other than hard work: go
do it. It wasn’t long that I didn’t work for minimum wage, that I
actually gained experience. Those gentlemen invited me back every
single year to come and work for them.

After that, I went on to college and ruined their plans because
they wanted to make me a paving foreman. But I went to college,
paid my way through that. Then — what do you know? — they gave
me another advancement, another promotion, and again more
experience. Then I went and worked for another corporation,
another Alberta-owned company, called Ledcor Industrial. I ended
up working for them on a diamond mine project in the middle of
the territories, where more men and women took me under their
wing, people like Brian Kienitz, Don Ellis, John Madsen, people
that saw something in this farm kid who, again, wanted to work,
learn more, get more experience.

In 2003 I ended up starting my own little company. I had an
opportunity to work for companies such as EnCana. There are some
names out there like Gwyn Morgan. Somebody may have heard of
him. They had to take and move a lot of their business, being
Cenovus, down to the States because — what do you know? — we
didn’t respect business enough. We poisoned the economy to where
it was in that state, until a bunch of us had to step forward. I ended
up moving from that company over to another small company in
Edmonton called Enbridge. That company had a major footprint
across North America.

And coming back to the comments to our good friends in Minot,
North Dakota, some folks on this side, being to the left of me in the
NDP group, asked what relevance North Dakota has. They have the
Bakken oil field, which was a major play in that area. We had to
build out a transshipment facility because their product was
landlocked, which happened to be a major boom in the Bakken oil
field play. We were transporting that oil across the line into
Estevan, Saskatchewan, to get it to a pipeline system to move it
down to Superior, Wisconsin. Because of this land lock situation
we then had to go and build a transshipment facility down in
Eddystone, Pennsylvania, to receive that oil.

When the members are talking about transshipment facilities, oil
capacity, rail capacity, and everything else, I’'m not sure that they’re
aware of the full scope and the full breadth of how this system
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works. I’m not sure that they understand that we’re actually
integrated with those partners across the States, that it isn’t just us
sitting on an island here. I find it very interesting that they’re
criticizing what we’re presenting, what we brought in our platform,
which we’ve seen as one of the key elements to help foster this
economy, to bring that type of investment back, when they’ve
actually protested against the same pipelines they were talking
about building. I have heard lots of people in this room talk about
building pipelines, but I have never seen one of these people out on
a right-of-way across the footprint that I worked on proudly with
those men and women, both in Canada and the U.S.

I’'m going to drop another couple of names because these people
are the ones that are actually in that industry, that support us and
bring us along as Albertans across North America, working with
our industries and with our partners. Leo Golden: there’s a
gentleman who has an economics degree. Tom Raptis: there’s
another gentleman with an economics degree. They happen to work
for these major corporations. Al Monoco: he’s the lead of that
company. I met him down in Pennsylvania a few times talking
about the efficacy of this project and how we were doing. Pat
Daniels: there was another gentleman, with a very green thumb.
He’s the one that built most of the windmills and the power
generation along that facility, including solar farms down in
Ontario.

These corporations — we’re talking about these alternate
technologies — are the early adopters, before we even started talking
about it. Again, their biggest output or biggest cost to running that
system was electricity. They’re the ones that manage those
integrated systems. They’re the ones that built the Montana tie line
and also the 350 windmills sitting outside of Lethbridge.

Perhaps these other folks might start thinking a little broader
before we start casting barbs. I do want to thank the members for
Edmonton-City Centre and Calgary-McCall because these so far
are the best dialogues and conversations that I’ve heard, that have
had the most knowledge of the industry, and I find that those people
are actually ones that I could potentially work with to do the right
thing for Albertans, to bring across the attention to where it should
be rather than wasting everyone’s tax dollars talking about the
consequences to business while we keep the lights on all night long.
This is on camera, and | hope people are paying attention to it. This
is how your tax dollars are being spent right now. And I am looking
at you, sir. I am looking at you. This is what we’re actually spending
our dollars on, talking about the reasons and rationale of why we’re
here.

We’re here to get business working. We’re here to get the jobs
going. We shouldn’t be arguing about who’s the best one for
serving that, the person that works for the company or the person
who started the company, because — guaranteed, folks — the Alberta
advantage and the way that we do our business is that you start at
that end, you build your own, and that’s the dream. That keeps the
things going. We all want the same outcome; we all want the same
effect. We’re arguing over the minutiae and the details.

So I support the bill, obviously, and unfortunately I don’t support
the amendment that was offered by the Member for Edmonton-City
Centre although I do respect his speech on it, and I do respect your
speech, sir. This is the type of stuff we should be spending our
dollars on, and this is what the Alberta people expect of us, and I'm
not going to waste a shot clock because, again, the way I look at it,
being that farm kid that came up through business, I’m on the hour,
and I want to make sure the people are getting their value.

Thank you.

The Deputy Chair: The hon. Member for Edmonton-South.

Mr. Dang: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I think that was something really
interesting here. Really, I have to say that it’s my pleasure to be
here with you and with all members tonight because we are here
doing our jobs, that we were duly elected by Albertans for. If the
hon. Member for Lac Ste. Anne-Parkland feels that he doesn’t need
to do his job because he can just go home and enjoy the rest of his
evening, then maybe he should. Maybe he should leave it to the rest
of the legislators, who think it’s important that we spend our time
debating the bills and amendments that we’ve been asked to do and
sent here to do by our constituents. Maybe he should leave that
important work to us.

Mr. Chair, I think it’s something that is really interesting to see,
the amendment here tonight. The bill is something that I think is
commendable in the sense that the intent of trying to create new
jobs is very commendable. I do need to commend the government
for that. I mean, it’s something that, I think, when we were in
government, we tried very hard to do. We tried to support our
industry and tried to create new jobs.

But I think what the amendment here speaks to tonight is
something equally important. It’s making sure that we get it right,
and it’s making sure that we don’t mess this up, because this is
legislation. It’s what is going to become the law of the land. We’re
taking a pretty big gamble, and we’re taking a pretty big risk. I
mean, honestly, we’re taking a 4 and a half billion dollar risk. Mr.
Chair, through you, a 4 and a half billion dollar risk is, honestly,
going to pay for a lot of schools, hospitals, health care, roads, and
services that are very important.

So I think that the amendment being brought forward here today
is very reasonable. It’s something that says: maybe we should hedge
our bets. This Assembly meets twice a year for a few weeks every
few months here, and, Mr. Chair, if we determine that the gamble
pays off — and I do hope it does. I hope that the government
accomplishes their goal of creating new jobs because that is what
we were all sent here to do. We were all sent here to try and do our
best for our constituents.

12:50 a.m.

That’s why we’re up debating this at this hour, because we want
to make sure that we get this right the first time. So if they can show
that it works by first implementing it in part and if in part we can
see that this amendment slows down the process, we as legislators
can always come back, Mr. Chair, and make that change again. We
can always come back and have that vote and have that debate
through the fullness of this House, through the fullness of this
Assembly, and move forward and have that debate.

I think that is something that we should expect of MLAs. We
should expect our MLAs to want to come here and debate whether
the policies that we have implemented have worked or not. If the
government thinks that maybe that’s not so important and they’re
going to get it right the first time every single time, well, Mr. Chair
— I’m sorry to say that I don’t have that much experience; we were
only here for four years before — let me tell you that you don’t
definitely get it right every single time. You definitely don’t get it
right the first time every time. That’s something that I’m afraid the
government is going to learn sooner rather than later.

I’m afraid we’re just trying to offer some really important advice
here, and it’s to take baby steps. Just make sure you go and you get
it right. Go out and do some consultation. Don’t rush into it. Let’s
talk about the issues and make sure we look at where it has been
done in other jurisdictions.

We saw this done. I mean, right now in the United States, Mr.
Chair, we see President Trump cutting corporate taxes from 35 per
cent to 21 per cent. The President had stated that AT&T would
create 7,000 new jobs. That’s something very similar to what we’re
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hearing from the government side. I mean, the cut that the
government is proposing is quite a bit larger in taxes. Really, what
we’ve seen, actually, is that AT&T didn’t create those 7,000 new
jobs after those cuts. What they did is that they cut 23,000 jobs.
There were 23,000 jobs lost after the tax cut was implemented in
the United States. That’s very concerning to me, and that’s one of
the unintended consequences I think this bill may have.

That’s why I think this amendment is really important. It’s
something that allows us to go forward and say: “Let’s start and see
if it works. If it does, then we’ll keep moving with it, and if it
doesn’t, let’s back off. Let’s take our foot off the gas and decide
how we want to change our minds and how we want to move
differently.” That’s, I think, what legislators are sent here to do, to
make sure we’re making informed decisions and that when we do
make those decisions, we move forward in responsible ways.

Mr. Chair, again, it’s really my pleasure to be here at this hour
because I think it’s important that Albertans know that we are
spending the time to get this right. It’s important that they know that
we are willing to be here, that we are willing to burn the midnight
oil to ensure that we get this right. If members opposite think that
it’s not important to get it right and if they just want to vote this
through in three days, well, I think that’s actually a shame. I think
it’s something that is really disappointing because I thought that we
were all sent here to do the same job, which is to make Alberta
better.

I thought we were sent here to work hard and make sure we got
good legislation through this House and that we were willing to
come here and debate the legislation, hence us being
parliamentarians, Mr. Chair. Being parliamentarians, I think it’s
very important that we do spend the time here in this Assembly.
That’s why the standing orders permit us to spend the time in this
Assembly. That’s why the standing orders permit us to go and have
the fulsomeness of debate here in Committee of the Whole today
and to bring forward amendments like this. I think that it’s very
important that amendments are brought forward and debated in this
House. I think that if the government so chooses and decides that
they want to do it at almost 1 o’clock in the morning because they
don’t want Albertans to be able to see it on their TVs, that’s the
government’s prerogative, but it’s very important that we are here.
It’s very important that we are debating this.

I know that members of the government, especially when they
were in opposition, were definitely people who brought forward
many amendments in Committee of the Whole. In Committee of
the Whole this is the opportunity to make sure we get those nitty-
gritty details right. Those nitty-gritty details today, Mr. Chair, are
looking at whether we want to move so quickly and so recklessly
with a 4 and a half billion dollar giveaway to friends and donors of
the government bench. I think that’s something we need to be very
careful about, because if it works, that will be one of the best
investments that this government has made in a generation. But if
it doesn’t work, if by chance we get it wrong, I have to see that the
government bench will admit that there’s a chance that we can get
this wrong unless they have a crystal ball that they’re hiding in the
lounge that I haven’t seen yet. I wish I’d had that crystal ball a few
years ago. But if they do have that crystal ball, then I would suggest
that they should table it so that all members could have the benefit
of being able to have the foresight to make the best legislation
possible.

Mr. Chair, what we really need to do today is slow down. We
need to look at the legislation and say: what are the first steps we
should take? The first step is an incremental implementation of
their plan here. We should look at it and say: what parts are
important, and what parts are going to work? Then we should
come back and review if they have worked. We know that this

Assembly will meet again in the fall. We know that there has to
be a budget in the fall. We know that the Assembly will again
meet in the spring of next year. We know that the Assembly at all
of those times will certainly have the opportunity to bring back
legislation like this again.

If members of the government really believe in being responsible,
if they really believe in getting legislation right, and if they really
believe that Albertans deserve to have the best possible legislation,
then they would certainly give due consideration and indeed perhaps
vote for this amendment. It’s something that I think is very important,
that we don’t move recklessly. That’s something that I think members
of the government bench spoke to at quite great length while they
were in opposition here. Something they spoke quite extensively
about was that if you move too quickly on things, it is reckless and
dangerous and can damage the economy in unexpected ways. This is
one of those things where, if we move too quickly, it is reckless and
dangerous and can damage the economy in unexpected ways.

When we move on risky ideologies like this that are untested and
when they are tested, like in the Kansas experiment, and we actually
see growth slowing down in jurisdictions that implemented policies
like this, that’s very concerning, Mr. Chair. It’s very concerning
that when we do test these things, it doesn’t work. When we play
with these risky, ideological experiments here in Alberta — and the
government has the prerogative to do that. The government has the
prerogative to implement their risky agenda. They have the
prerogative to implement their ideology. That’s what they want to
do tonight, and that’s totally fair for them. But if they want to
implement their risky, ideological change, then we should at least
test it out. Any good scientist would tell you that.

Mr. Shandro: Point of order, Mr. Chair.
Happy birthday to the Member for Morinville-St. Albert.

The Deputy Chair: I will also take this as a quick opportunity to
just mention that in the House the idea, for the most part, is for
people to take a seat. In this situation you don’t have to take your
own seat. [ should mention that I’ve seen this on both sides. If there
are individuals that are looking to ensure that this kind of thing is
enforced, just understand that it seems to be something that has been
kind of in a bipartisan fashion.
Please continue, hon. Member for Edmonton-South.

Mr. Dang: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I thank the hon. Minister of
Health for his interjection, because it becomes very clear that the
hon. minister would rather make jokes than do his job here in the
Assembly and focus on the legislation we are trying to move
forward. It becomes clear that he really doesn’t care about the
implications of what we are trying to do here. It becomes clear that
the minister really doesn’t think the legislation or the amendment is
important, and I think that’s a shame. I think it’s a shame that the
minister would get up and try to make a mockery of the process of
legislation here, a mockery of democracy. That’s something that all
members should be deeply concerned about, that a member of their
front bench would take the legislative process as a joke.

Mr. Chair, when we look at this and we see these risky ideologies
being implemented across the United States and in other
jurisdictions, we see it not work. When we see that the evidence
points to it not working anywhere else, then when we’re going to
try and implement this risky ideology here, well, let’s take those
baby steps. Let’s do what any good scientist would do. I worked on
a science degree at the University of Alberta here. In sciences they
always teach you: make sure that when you do your tests and
experiments, you don’t take your beaker and just sniff the entire
thing right away. Let me tell you that I’ve definitely watched some
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undergrads pass out from that. What you do is that you waft very
lightly. You waft very lightly, and that’s what you need to do when
you take risky ideological experiments like this. You need to waft
lightly. You need to take the steps, baby steps, and move in a slow,
controlled manner so that we know that we won’t be moving too
quickly, in a way that could damage or make the hon. members
across the way pass out. I think that would be something that would
be a real shame here in the Chamber.

1:00 a.m.

It’s something that I think is very, very important that we get right
the first time. It’s important that we get it right the first time because
it’s the lives of so many Albertans that are going to be at stake. It’s
the jobs of so many Albertans that are going to be at stake. It is this
Assembly that is empowered — indeed, we have a duty, Mr. Chair —
to make sure we get it right.

When we see members of the government and indeed members
of the government front bench making a mockery of this process, I
think it’s something that we should all be very concerned about. We
should be taking the time to take those baby steps, do the scientific
work, and make sure we get it right the first time. I mean, when this
is implemented, by 2022 Alberta’s combined federal and provincial
business tax rate would be lower than that of 44 U.S. states, Mr.
Chair. That is quite a significant amount. That is, by far, the vast
majority of North America, and if we’re going to be moving that
radically and that quickly in this dangerous, unprecedented
direction, this unprecedented, risky, ideological direction, we need
to be very careful.

We need to make sure that we get it right the first time. We don’t
want to be coming back here in six months and deciding: “Wow.
Shoot. We got it wrong. We’ve got to raise the tax rate again.” |
mean, the Finance minister, I’m sure, would be very embarrassed if
he had to come back and discover that no new jobs were created as
a result of his cut or if the economy did not grow as much as his cut
was supposed to do.

We saw that happen in Kansas when Governor Brownback said
that it would be a real, live experiment. They predicted all this big
job creation, economic growth, higher revenues, all this exciting
stuff that, honestly, I really hope we can bring here to Alberta, but
what they got was the opposite. They got slower growth, revenue
drops. They had to reduce school calendars, pull back on public
services. I think that would be the shame, Mr. Chair. I don’t want
the Finance minister to be embarrassed, and I don’t want the
Finance minister to have to come back and admit that his tax cut,
his giveaway to his friends and donors, wasn’t going to work, isn’t
going to work.

I mean, we’re trying to make sure that we can get this legislation
right so that members of the government front bench — I know that
perhaps they think that this is a joke and that legislation is a joke,
but I want them to make sure they’re not embarrassed. I want to
make sure that they don’t feel bad about this in a few months, Mr.
Chair. It’s something that I think is really important. Albertans are
going to depend on us in this Chamber to get it right. They’re going
to depend on us in this Chamber to be debating this and to make
sure we get it right.

That’s why this amendment is so important. If we don’t get it
right, we can always take our foot off the gas. We can always take
our foot off the gas and decide that we need to make changes in our
direction. We will be back in this Assembly again, Mr. Chair, I
assure you. Unless the members of the government have something
they’d like to tell me that I don’t know yet, I assure you that we will
have more legislation in the fall. We will have more legislation next
spring. If this works, then that would be the opportune time to come

back and start debating this again and show the numbers and table
the numbers and show that this worked.

If the members of the government are so confident and so sure
that this will work one hundred per cent, then they should be proud
to do that. They should be proud to come back to this Assembly and
debate this again in the fullness of this House and in the fullness of
committee and in the readings, Mr. Chair, to make sure that they
can show that the tax cut created the tens of thousands of jobs that
they were talking about.

If they’re not so confident that it will and if they’re worried about
bringing it back to the Assembly and having another debate around
it, then perhaps that’s exactly the reason we need to slow down a
bit, that we need to take our foot off the gas, that we need to be
careful. And if they’re not willing to be careful, I think that’s
something that Albertans should be concerned about, Mr. Chair. It’s
something that we need to be very careful around. They need to
know that government policy affects the lives of every single
person in this province. We know that when you move rashly and
too quickly with these things, it is dangerous. It is something that
we see not working across jurisdictions and around the world, and
that’s something that’s very concerning.

I mean, when you look at the American tax cuts again — I’ll go
back to their federal cuts, Mr. Chair — we can look at the limited
impacts on wages and hiring. For example, a Just Capital survey of
publicly traded companies found that 6 per cent of companies were
increasing their wages and that only 18 per cent were going to create
more jobs. I mean, half of those were only through one-time
bonuses for those wage increases. That’s not anywhere near the
projected growth of the tax cut. So when we talk about giving away
4 and a half billion dollars of Albertans’ money, that’s something
we need to be very careful about.

I know that the members of the government have friends and
donors who — and I don’t want to presume anything, Mr. Chair —
they may or may not have promised these types of cuts and who
they may or may not have received big support from for these types
of cuts, but that is something that we need to take a closer look at,
get it under the microscope and say, “Well, if it works, that’s
perfect,” because I believe every single member of this Assembly
would vote to reduce it if it worked.

But that’s what we’ll decide when we see the results in a year.
When it comes back to the Assembly, if this amendment were
passed, we’d be able to have the discussion and see how it was
doing. That’s something that the government should be excited to
be able to do. They should be excited to be able to say: “Look, our
bill worked. We created tens of thousands of new jobs. Let’s go out
there and show the world.” They should be excited to do that and
have this debate again in a year and every year after that, Mr. Chair,
because this Assembly indeed will continue to meet, as far as I
know, in perpetuity and perhaps, hopefully, longer than I will be in
existence here in this province, because we know this province will
be great for a long time.

Mr. Chair, what I want to see is that as we move forward, we get
this right. When you give away 4 and a half billion dollars to the
wealthiest 1 per cent and to your friends and donors, I want to make
sure we’re not putting at risk things like classrooms and hospitals.
[ want to make sure we’re not going to have to gut our communities.
I mean, if that is going to be the case, if it is going to increase
revenues in some way after giving away 4 and a half billion dollars
— TI’ll point out that the government’s own platform actually did not
project that they would have net positive revenues for many years
— indeed, then, we’d be very happy to support something like this.
But I’'m concerned that a 4 and a half billion dollar giveaway means
thousands of teachers being cut, thousands of nurses being cut. It
would mean that we would have simply not enough resources going
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to the facilities that need it, going to the services that need it, right
here for families in our communities.

I think it’s very important that we move forward and have these
discussions right now. I think it’s very important that before we rush
through this legislation, we have those discussions. I hope that
members of the government benches and perhaps the Member for
Lac Ste. Anne-Parkland would agree with me that it is very
important that we do have these debates in the Assembly, that it is
very important that we do get this right, and that it’s very important,
Mr. Chair, that we come here to do what we were elected to do.
That’s to debate legislation, and that’s to make sure that the policy
is right the first time.

Thank you very much. I encourage members to vote for this
amendment.

The Deputy Chair: Are there any other members looking to speak
on amendment Al to Bill 3, Job Creation Tax Cut (Alberta
Corporate Tax Amendment) Act? I do believe that I saw the hon.
Member for Edmonton-West Henday rise, so he has the call.

Mr. Carson: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair. It is an honour to
rise this morning, bright and early. Happy to be here with all of you.
You all look wonderful considering what time it is and how long
we’ve all been here.

Mr. Dang: You always look wonderful.

Mr. Carson: Oh, thank you.

Yes. I’'m very happy to rise on this reasoned amendment, of
course once again finding the soft spot in the middle. It probably
surprises no one that I disagree with the premise of the original
bill, which is why, I suppose, I can agree with, once again, finding
a middle space that, hopefully, we can all agree on. I think that
we were all sent here to be able to reason with each other, to be
able to work with each other, and I would love to be able to do
that. Of course, I’ve been reminded several times, or it’s been
spoken of . ..

The Deputy Chair: I hesitate to interject. I apologize. I just want
to be clear that we are discussing an amendment to the clauses of
the bill and not a reasoned amendment.

1:10 a.m.

Mr. Carson: Oh. Excuse me. To clarify: that amendment to the
clauses of the bill. My apologies.

Let me go back one second here. We are reminded several times
in this House every single day that your government has a large
mandate, the biggest mandate in Alberta’s history, but I don’t think
that should stop you from being able to find compromise where we
can. Of course, when we were elected into government in 2015
under the leadership of Rachel Notley, we were elected on a
platform that raised . . .

The Deputy Chair: Excuse me. I apologize for interrupting the
hon. member yet again.

Mr. Carson: Oh. Excuse me. I’m off to a great start here, Mr.
Chair.

The Deputy Chair: I believe that without even completing the
sentence, you know that speaking about other members should
probably be along the lines of “the hon. Member for Edmonton-
Strathcona.” I believe that was who you were talking about.

Mr. Carson: Yes. That’s correct. The Leader of the Official
Opposition. My apologies.

Anyway, back to the point here. We were elected on raising
corporate income taxes. It was a time when people were very
concerned about, I suppose, the value that they were getting, and
they felt that corporations should pay a little bit more to cover what
we saw as a recession coming. Of course, that was one of the main
reasons why an election was called a year early at that point, and
citizens were rightly concerned that they wanted to have a
government that was going to protect public services. I believe that
that was, if not the main reason, one of the main reasons that we
were elected into government in 2015.

Now, we come to a point where, of course, an election in 2019
had very different results. People were concerned, rightfully so.
Over the last four years the price of oil has crashed, and it has hurt
many families, families in my communities and families across the
province. They wanted a change of government, and that is fair.
That is the will of the people. Of course, not everyone voted in that
direction, but many people did. Hence, we are here today.

I think it is fair, this amendment, finding a way to compromise
once again. Now, the reason I support this amendment — and I think
it’s been laid out quite well by many of the members here today —
is that we shouldn’t move too fast. I have many concerns about what
this means, the $4.5 billion that we’re going to take out of
government coffers and hand over to corporations.

I think there are many other policies that I would prefer to see,
one being the interactive digital media tax credit, that our
government created over the last four years, another being the
Alberta investor tax credit. All these credits give funds to
corporations who, for one, can prove that they are creating jobs in
Alberta, and I think that’s a very important part. When we’re
talking about across-the-board cuts to corporate taxes, my main
concern is: how are we going to prove that that money is staying
here?

My other concern is: where is the money going to be spent? Is it
going to be invested in the people, or is it going to be invested in
things like automation and we’ll actually see job losses in many
instances? The discussion has been brought up several times this
evening and over the course of the debate that stock buybacks were
at an all-time high. The corporations in the United States: when
President Trump decided to cut corporate taxes, many of those
people did not invest those monies back into the people themselves
but back into making more money for the stakeholders.

That’s their right. I don’t have a problem with businesses trying
to make money. That is their role, just like the role of the
government is, of course, to facilitate the ability for businesses to
make money but also to facilitate regulations that protect people
and also to make sure that businesses aren’t taking advantage of
people. I’'m not assuming that that’s happening in any instance. I
have concerns when we talk about lowering the minimum wage,
especially for youth, but when we talk about blowing a $4.5 billion
hole in the budget, as has been discussed several times over the
course of this debate, no one has any real proof that this is going to
work.

We’ve seen studies thrown back and forth from both sides of the
House. We saw under the Stephen Harper government that these
tax cuts made massive deficits, the largest deficits in Canada’s
history, I believe, and we really got nothing from it. I would prefer
to see some accountability in how we’re going to hand over
taxpayer dollars. The people of Alberta have given our government
the responsibility of investing their money, preferably into public
services and not into massive tax cuts for the largest corporations
in our province. But that is the will of this government.

Now, I would love to see, as I said, a review of this program to
actually prove that the money is staying in our province, that the
money is being invested in people and not in automation.
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Automation is coming and, really, I hope that we have a discussion.
I hope that the government has some plans around automation. That
is going to be, besides climate change, one of the biggest market
disruptors that we have to get a hold of over the next decade because
we are going to see massive job losses. We thought the price of oil
differential hurt us. Just wait for automation, because it is going to
literally destroy certain industries and certain sectors, or at least the
workers that work in those industries are going to see massive job
losses. So I would love to see the government with some focus on
that as well.

Now, just moving back to the amendment, once again, I think
that we can agree that we’re not going to agree, but I think that we
can disagree without being disagreeable. 1 think that this
amendment, once again, is a way to find some compromise. It
doesn’t sound like the government will be supporting it, but I hope
that they do.

I imagine I will have more time to speak to the main bill and
my concerns with giving away large amounts of money to
corporations without any kind of understanding of getting
something in return. Of course, we’ve heard unsubstantiated
evidence, but we’ll wait and see with that. I prefer to see tax
credits that are proven to create jobs in our province, that there’s
an expectation that these corporations have to show their work at
the end of the day.

Really, another program that a piece of this money could be
invested in is the STEP program, once again, ensuring that students
are getting employment, ensuring that the money is being spent
where it should be. I hope that the government will support this
amendment, and thank you to the Member for Edmonton-City
Centre for bringing it forward.

Thank you.

The Deputy Chair: 1 believe I see the hon. Member for
Lethbridge-West standing to speak.

Ms Phillips: Yes. Thank you, Mr. Chair. I am very pleased to be at
work at this hour, standing up for ordinary people. Indeed, urging
some caution on a corporate tax cut of this magnitude, as this
amendment proposes, is exactly the right kind of approach that
might give some pause for a piece of public policy that comes with
very little evidence and, in fact, evidence to the contrary that it
would be effective. In fact, it’s exactly that that was animating the
hon. member moving this amendment forward. I believe he
prefaced his comments that there is no way that, certainly, the
governing side is going to agree with our position entirely, but what
the hon. member was trying to do was ensure some level of
deliberation and evidence-based decision-making, which is always
a virtue in public policy.

I was curious. I’ve been following some of the conversation that
has gone on in this Chamber at this hour around this amendment.
One of the interesting things that I heard the Minister of
Transportation talk about was sort of memory lane: let’s go back
down memory lane to the previous government. Okay. We can do
that. Let’s go down memory lane. It was that minister who was
taking several runs at our economic record on this side. Sure, we
can talk about how certain ministers, that is to say him, were the
ministers responsible for the sky palace, that he sat around the
cabinet table at a time when oil was $100 a barrel, couldn’t balance
a budget, Mr. Chair, still ran deficits of some consequence, quite
serious consequence. Oil was $100 a barrel, and still no balanced
budget, nothing coming from that side. That was the government
that he served in. That’s his economic record and, of course, the sky
palace. That’s certainly something to brag about.

1:20 a.m.

Mr. Chair, I’ve also heard a little bit of befuddled commentary
about small business. Of course, the small business rate has been
lowered by some 30 per cent. That happened in the 2016 budget.
That was certainly something I heard from small business and I
continue to hear from small business: that was a piece of public
policy that did come with quite a bit of evidence that backed that
policy, coming as it did as part of the reinvestment and revenue
reinvestments of the price on carbon, which was, of course, a piece
of public policy that is now prevailing in some 76 international
jurisdictions.

The other thing I heard some commentary about was this idea
that people on this side of the House are somehow insulting
companies, and I found that very interesting as someone who sits in
a caucus led by someone who stood on a stage with Canada’s largest
oil producers to announce a new phase to our approach to being
competitive in a carbon-constrained future, in a future where
climate change is real. Canada’s largest oil producers stood with
our government. Then something very strange happened, Mr.
Chair. It happened when it was the Wildrose caucus and then it also
happened with the new leader, and that is attacks on those very oil
companies, those very job creators began to come from the
Conservative side, from Conservative quarters, and in particular on
Suncor, who employs some 12,500 Albertans — that doesn’t include
their associated contractors or their ownership stake in Syncrude —
and some 10,000 employees at CNRL, who also stood on that stage
that day. It was to the point where, you know, the media started to
take notice of these attacks, at times quite sharp, quite pointed, at
indeed some of Canada’s largest employers, that were coming from
the now Premier.

It was to the point that during the campaign there was an article
by the CBC that indicated that “Alberta’s UCP leader ... says he
won’t take lessons from ‘billionaire’ oil CEOs” and that he then
took runs at them, saying, “I know that from the comfort of the 40th
floor C-suite of an executive office.” It’s easy to talk about these
things, but — you know, these are just companies that are trying to
make sure that they retain their competitiveness and are able to
actually have a real and substantive conversation with international
investors, and in particular institutional investors, who are asking
about climate risk. This sort of arrogant “I will call [them] into the
Premier’s office,” he said in this article in April by the CBC. “I'm
not going to take lessons from [them],” he also said.

One of the experts that was called on for commentary in this
article indicated, quote: having this direct attack against what are
major employers, industry leaders, economic drivers strikes me as
being inexplicable. The quote goes on: I'm a bit surprised that the
leader apparently thinks he doesn’t need them or doesn’t need to
respect them. That’s an interesting contrast, Mr. Chair, to some of
the professed rhetoric coming from the other side on who’s on
whose side. You know, I heard the Member for Chestermere-
Strathmore talk about how she’s grateful for the oil and gas sector,
and so am I. This is how we put food on the table in this province,
but clearly she diverges from her leader in that regard.

I also heard about better paying jobs as one of the rationales for
corporate tax cuts and against taking a more precautionary and
measured approach to this particular piece of public policy, and I
thought that was interesting, Mr. Chair, because at the same time
we are looking at driving down wages through scooping people’s
overtime or actually, literally taking $2 an hour out of people’s
pockets.

Then I heard, certainly, people talk about economic growth.
Certainly, again, just like my colleague from Edmonton-Rutherford
talked about, no one on this side disagrees with that in terms of



June 5, 2019

Alberta Hansard 487

putting people to work and ensuring that we have a good investment
climate in this province, that we are competitive, that we’re
diversified. Certainly, Alberta led the country in economic growth
in 2017 and 2018, Mr. Chair. That’s a sort of inconvenient fact,
perhaps, for the folks on the other side.

But what’s happening this year? Well, the Bank of Canada is
forecasting pretty flat growth in Alberta and, in fact, is forecasting
a drag on the entire Canadian economy due to the cuts to public
services that are happening in the province of Ontario. The
Conference Board of Canada isn’t projecting a recession, contrary
to one of the claims made earlier by the Member for Chestermere-
Strathmore, the minister. That was incorrect. For the member’s
benefit and for the benefit of all members here, a recession is
defined as two consecutive quarters of negative GDP growth.
That’s not where we’re at yet. What the Conference Board of
Canada actually reported on was that we are moving towards that
negative growth because they had downgraded our growth forecast,
as the Bank of Canada had.

[Mrs. Pitt in the chair]

The ATB, of course, cut our growth forecast in half recently,
Madam Chair. That projection was also made at a time when some
of the public policies that had been brought forward by the UCP
could have been rolled into these forecasts. But they did not have
the rosy view, certainly, of folks behind closed doors who generated
the forecasts either for the platform or since. You know, the ATB
flagged a number of risks, not the least of which is market access,
which obviously is a key risk to the Alberta economy, which is why
the line 3 delay again in Minnesota is so concerning.

ATB also put forward some fairly inconvenient facts, and I have
to wonder if that was maybe too inconvenient for this government.
I have to wonder about, perhaps, the fact that they have not
projected robust economic growth in response to these tax cuts that
have been proposed, that perhaps they’ll take the Minister of
Justice’s advice, that he ran on, on privatizing 40 per cent of ATB,
which I think would be quite a surprise to many members in this
House’s rural constituents, Madam Chair, and quite problematic for
a number of rural communities where the ATB remains the only
banking option or one of the only banking options and a very
important one for rural development and growth.

So, you know, I hope that the government rejects the Minister of
Justice’s advice that we privatize ATB, just as the Minister of
Justice rejected the now Premier’s views on LGBT rights during the
leadership race. They disagreed sharply.

Back to some of the evidence around these very Trump-style tax
cuts that are being proposed. One of the reasons why the hon.
member brought forward the amendment as he has, to urge some
caution, is because the level of tax cuts is very similar to what we
saw south of the border brought in by Mr. Trump. It certainly
mirrors some of the sort of right-wing populist authoritarianism that
is sweeping through western Europe and parts of the United States
and, indeed, even parts of Asia at this point. We are seeing some of
this sort of very radicalized, authoritarian politics take hold in the
wake of Mr. Trump’s victory, one that I know was celebrated by at
least some of the members on the other side.

1:30 a.m.

You know, let’s look at what happened after that very radical
policy, brought forward by a very radical administration — this is an
administration that certainly would make George W. Bush blush in
terms of some of its extremely right-spectrum, authoritarian
policies. The Congressional Research Service just put out a report
very recently. This is one that we haven’t talked about yet.
Essentially, what they found was that annual growth was 2.9 per

cent in the year since the Trump tax cuts, which was the same as
2015, which was below the Congressional Budget Office forecast,
that there have been $1 trillion in stock buybacks. We’ve had this
conversation about stock buybacks. Stock buybacks are a legitimate
tool that many corporations, quite large ones, use. In this case,
though, what it was used to do was to concentrate wealth in fewer
and fewer hands.

Was there growth in wages? This was certainly the marketing
technique at the time. This was how the policy was sold, and
indeed it is how these economic growth forecasts and wage
forecasts are the ways that the policy is being sold in this
province, a very similar, Trump-like policy. Did that happen?
Well, no. Wage growth was about 1.29 per cent, so essentially
flat. The Congressional Research Service indicates that it is the
same as it would have been otherwise.

Now, the policy itself generated 5 per cent or less, it is estimated,
of the growth needed to offset the revenue loss. This is, again, one
of the marketing techniques, one of the PR claims, one of the fact-
free claims coming from the Trump administration, that has been
peddled heavily by the government side as well. You know, it is up
to them whether they want to copy the techniques and the use of
truth and reason and facts and science that we see south of the
border, if they want to replicate some of those attacks on our
institutions, on our shared values, on what we know and what we
know to be true. Certainly, they have not happened in the largest
economy in the world, the claims around tax cuts that were made.
What we have seen is a redistribution of wealth upwards, Madam
Chair, and everyone else saw a pittance.

Now, I’ve heard as well a number of people cite the economist
Bev Dahlby, which is interesting because Mr. Dahlby also authored
a paper entitled 10 myths about carbon pricing, in support, a full-
throated defence, if you will, Madam Chair, of carbon pricing,
issued or authored by the same person who is now providing advice
to the Minister of Finance and Executive Council and, I’'m going to
presume, all of government caucus on this matter of the overall
fiscal picture. You know, some of the myths that Mr. Dahlby talks
about are around jobs, wages, and that carbon pricing doesn’t
actually reduce emissions, all of these things I’ve heard from the
other side. I think in this case perhaps they should listen to the
expert that they are citing.

I’ve also heard them cite Jack Mintz. You know, I thought it was
really interesting that Mr. Mintz was not on the blue-ribbon panel —
I wonder if it has something to do with his full-throated
endorsement of a PST — because Jack Mintz gets quoted all the
time, but he didn’t get to be on the blue-ribbon panel. I have to
wonder if it’s because he wanted to tie it up in a blue-ribbon PST,
and that was a little bit too politically radioactive for the Premier’s
office.

Anyway, of course, Mr. Mintz is the source of the 55,000 jobs
claim, which we don’t see embedded in any other forecasts.
Certainly, we don’t see the evidence yet that any of that is
happening. In fact, we’ve seen a number of indicators that things
are getting worse, not better, since the election. We certainly don’t
see the levels of growth that we saw under our government in
2017 and 2018, when we led the country in economic growth, to
review.

Now, it is true that the now Premier did campaign on a massive
tax cut for the already wealthy. Absolutely. But where he wasn’t
as straight was on the consequences of that, and there was no
quarter given to anyone who might suggest that health care,
education, seniors’ care, child care, any of these important
services might be at risk. Oh, no, no, no. But we are already seeing
that this is going to be the case, that there is no magic in a budget,
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and when one cuts revenue, then one must take action on the
expenditures side as well.

What this means for communities is that if they do need new
schools, they will not get them. If there are new students entering
grade 1, they will not have a new teacher. Communities like mine,
that need to replace a 60-year-old bridge, may be out of luck. I don’t
know. For communities like mine, where there’s a $10 million new
investment in a new assisted living facility over on the west side,
the first one on the west side of Lethbridge, it may not happen. It
may not. Increases to FCSS that are desperately needed by the city
of Lethbridge may not happen. Any of the programs that support
the arts: the arts is an incredibly important sector in Lethbridge.
Lots of roots musicians, country musicians live there, even moved
there in order to live there. Certainly, my riding is in need of new
schools, Madam Chair.

That is why one might urge caution in order to find ways to

pay ...
The Chair: The hon. Member for Edmonton-North West.

Mr. Eggen: Well, thank you, Madam Chair, for the opportunity to
speak on this amendment to Bill 3, as brought forward by the
Member for Edmonton-City Centre. I was quite encouraged, really,
to see this amendment, you know, in the spirit of looking for a
practical compromise in order to do its best for Albertans. It’s
standard operating procedure to look for amendments to
government bills. I think that the Member for Edmonton-City
Centre has captured the spirit of compromise quite effectively here
with this amendment. I should be interested in considering to
support it with some constructively critical analysis.

I think that what we do here in the Legislature is to look for ways
by which we can help to backstop and support the economy and to
provide regulation and stimulation for economic growth. Certainly,
the tax rate is an important mechanism by which we can help to
achieve that, but it’s a very powerful, Madam Chair, mechanism as
well, so you have to be very careful in how you use it. Certainly,
adjustments, small adjustments up or down, in taxation rates are a
normal course of action. What is not a normal course of action is to
swing it around wildly, with massive changes either up or down in
the tax rate, that can have serious consequences for planning and
for the money supply, quite frankly, in an economy.

1:40 a.m.

When we’ve seen other jurisdictions around the world make
substantial and swift reductions to corporate income tax, it creates
a very volatile situation, where quite literally, as in the United
States, for example, you have billions of dollars that end up getting
stranded or, you know, sort of taken out of the economy, quite
frankly, because a corporation is not a person. A corporation is a
system designed to maximize profits for shareholders. I mean, we
don’t fault that unto itself, but you have to make sure that you are
providing reasonable limitations on that, especially when
corporations are very large.

The proposal by the government in terms of Bill 3 and the very
large tax reduction that they are suggesting, I would suggest, is
irresponsible. It’s getting a very mixed reaction from economists
and, I dare say, not a particularly enthusiastic endorsement even
from our largest corporations that function here in the province of
Alberta. Of course, the backbone of our economy is the energy
industry and energy corporations that are functioning here. You
know, I must say that over the last four years, working closely
with the largest corporations, they have demonstrated a high
degree of responsibility and forward thinking, with an eye to
responsible development of our hydrocarbon industry and looking

for ways by which we can diversify that economy, too. When
you’re on the edge of the cusp of the need for diversification, it’s
very important to consult and interact with energy corporations —
they’re interested in diversifying as well, right? — but simply just
dropping something like this Bill 3 onto the table demonstrates a
singular lack of analysis and thought that I think Alberta needs at
this point in time.

What we saw over the last number of years was that through
careful incentives for diversifying, let’s say, the renewable energy
industry, we jumped ahead to become North American leaders in
renewable energy. | mean, this wasn’t done with a massive tax cut:
drop it on the table, walk away, and say: here you go. It was done
with careful consultation and interaction to nurture renewable
energy. You know, it’s almost like an action, sort of a direct
opposite, when you look at the attempt to encourage economic
stimulation with this bill compared to the way by which we
managed to nurture and encourage renewable energy, right? The
two things could not be further apart.

As well, I think that when we talk about job creation, we have to
ensure that, you know, we are playing for the long game. It has to
be sustainable over time. I can see or foresee in the way that this
bill is written, without amendment, that it’s very easy for the
government to move backwards on the promises to make these
massive cuts from year to year, such that the analysts in a given
corporation will know, probably reading between the lines, that this
bill is more for show than it is for substance. If the intention of the
very substantial tax cuts for corporations here is to attract
businesses from other jurisdictions to move here, then, I mean,
again, Bill 