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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.
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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
overwhelming