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Title: Wednesday, February 23, 2011 pa 
[Mr. MacDonald in the chair] 

The Chair: Good morning, everyone. I would like to now call this 
Standing Committee on Public Accounts to order, please. My 
name is Hugh MacDonald. On behalf of the committee I would 
like to welcome everyone in attendance. 
 Please note, again, that the meeting is recorded by Hansard and 
the audio is streamed live on the Internet. 
 We’re going to quickly go around the table and introduce our-
selves for the convenience of our guests. We will start with the 
gentleman to my right, who suddenly has on his lapel a Calgary 
Flames pin. They have been doing very, very well since the ses-
sion ended last November. 

Mr. Rodney: Yes, they have. You will hear much more of this 
during my member’s statement this afternoon, so please come 
back if you’re on the Internet. I look forward to it. 
 Dave Rodney, Calgary-Lougheed. 

Dr. Massolin: Good morning. Philip Massolin, committee re-
search co-ordinator, Legislative Assembly Office. 

Mr. Vandermeer: Tony Vandermeer, Edmonton-Beverly-
Clareview. 

Mr. Groeneveld: George Groeneveld, Highwood. 

Mr. Kang: Good morning, everyone. Darshan Kang, Calgary-
McCall. 

Mr. Chase: Good morning. Harry Chase, Calgary-Varsity, hoping 
not to add to my file this morning. 

Ms Sajjad: Lori Sajjad, Alberta Gaming and Liquor Commission. 

Mr. McLennan: Gerry McLennan, CEO, Alberta Gaming and 
Liquor Commission. 

Mr. Pickering: Brad Pickering, Deputy Solicitor General. 

Mr. Bauer: Jim Bauer, ADM, corporate services. 

Mr. Meade: Good morning. Bill Meade, ADM, public security. 

Mr. B. Anderson: Bruce Anderson, ADM, corrections. 

Mr. Wylie: Good morning. Doug Wylie, Assistant Auditor Gen-
eral. 

Mr. Rajoo: Ram Rajoo, principal, Alberta Auditor General. 

Mr. Xiao: Good morning. David Xiao for Edmonton-McClung. 

Mr. Sandhu: Good morning. Peter Sandhu, Edmonton-Manning. 

Mr. Allred: Good morning. Ken Allred, St. Albert. 

Ms Rempel: Jody Rempel, committee clerk, Legislative 
Assembly Office. 

The Chair: Thank you very much. Now, item 2, circulation of the 
– Mr. Griffiths, have you been introduced? 

Mr. Griffiths: No. I’m sorry. I was grabbing my apple juice. Just 
went by me, but I’m here. 

The Chair: Yes. The hon. Member for Battle River-Wainwright. 
Good morning, sir. 

Mr. Griffiths: Good morning. 

The Chair: Could I have approval of the agenda that was circu-
lated, please, or any questions about the agenda? Mr. Chase. 
Moved by Mr. Chase that the agenda for the February 23, 2011, 
meeting be approved as distributed. All in favour? Any opposed? 
None. Thank you. 
 Now the next item, please, is the approval of the minutes of the 
December 1, 2010, meeting. Any questions? Mr. Chase, would 
you like to approve those minutes? Moved by Mr. Chase that the 
minutes for the December 1, 2010, Standing Committee on Public 
Accounts meeting be approved as distributed. All in favour? None 
opposed. Thank you. 
 This brings us, of course, to our meeting today with the officials 
from the Alberta Solicitor General and Public Security. We are 
dealing with the reports of the office of the Auditor General from 
April and October 2010, the annual report of the government of 
Alberta for 2009-10, which includes the consolidated financial 
statements, the Measuring Up document, and of course the busi-
ness plan annual report, and the annual report of the Alberta 
Solicitor General and Public Security ministry. 
 I would like to remind everyone of the briefing material pre-
pared for the committee by the LAO research staff, and I would 
like to thank them for that in advance. 
 Now if Mr. Pickering, deputy minister, I believe, could make a 
brief opening statement on behalf of the Alberta Solicitor General 
and Public Security. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Pickering: Good morning, Mr. Chairman and members of 
the Public Accounts Committee. I’m pleased to be here and pro-
vide you with an overview of our ministry’s activities in ’09-10. 
During ’09-10 the ministry delivered its mandate through four 
core businesses: law enforcement and crime prevention, custody 
supervision and facilitation of rehabilitative opportunities for of-
fenders, victims of crime programs and services, and regulation of 
liquor and gaming in Alberta and encouraging social responsibil-
ity. The department’s work in these core areas supported the 
Premier’s mandate of promoting safe and vibrant communities 
and reducing crime so that Albertans feel safe. 
 I’m pleased to report that we continued to strengthen Alberta 
communities in ’09-10 by adding the second wave of a hundred 
new front-line police officers as part of the Premier’s commitment 
to add 300 officers over three years, proceeding with the integra-
tion of Alberta traffic sheriffs and the RCMP traffic services, and 
bolstering Alberta’s law enforcement response team with the 
transfer of three specialized sheriff units, allowing for more effec-
tive, integrated, and co-ordinated law enforcement. During ’09-10 
the department continued to make progress on a common com-
puter system for law enforcement agencies and a common radio 
system for emergency personnel. 
 Last year’s spending on law enforcement and crime prevention 
was $346.3 million, $19.5 million less than budgeted. The unde-
rexpenditure was mainly due to a delay in hiring new officers, 
using the federal police officer recruitment fund, lower contract 
costs due to RCMP operating with a higher than usual number of 
vacancies, and costs recovered for some specialized sheriffs units 
seconded to the ALERT model. The remainder is due to vacan-
cies, reduced overtime, and discretionary spending for supply and 
services. 
 I’d also like to take this opportunity to draw your attention to 
page 19 of the annual report, where you’ll see ALERT’s progress 
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in shutting down organized crime operations in the province. We 
measured performance in this business area by determining if 
crime prevention efforts and safety programs are making 
Albertans feel safe. I’m pleased to report 91 per cent of Albertans 
reporting that they feel safe in their homes. This exceeds our tar-
get by 1 per cent. As well, 78 per cent of Albertans feel safe in 
their neighbourhoods, an increase of 5 per cent from the previous 
year. We also track victimization and crime rates. Last year 23 per 
cent of Albertans surveyed reported being a victim of crime, 2 
points lower than our business plan target. 
 Our work in this area is not done yet. In ’09-10 Alberta’s vio-
lent crime rate was 15 per cent higher than the national average. 
Our property crime rate was 30 per cent higher than the national 
rate. However, Statistics Canada has changed the way it counts 
crime rates, which has boosted the numbers across the country. 
 Our second core business area is the custody, supervision, and 
facilitation of rehabilitative opportunities for offenders. In ’09-10 
we continued with several initiatives in this division. Construction 
continued on the new Edmonton Remand Centre. When construc-
tion is complete in the fall of 2012, it will hold almost 2,000 
inmates. With the construction of three more pods, it could hold 
2,800 inmates. 
 Over the past few years I’ve seen an increasing number of re-
mand inmates, and the trend has continued. Last year 58 per cent 
of our inmates were in remand. In order to accommodate this 
growing population, all provincial correctional facilities except the 
Calgary Correctional Centre now house remanded inmates. On 
any given day there were 2,900 inmates in our adult facilities. 
Those numbers are expected to continue to climb by approximate-
ly 23 per cent over the next five years. Proposed federal criminal 
law changes could boost those figures even higher. 
 In ’09-10 we continued to move forward with the implementa-
tion of the direct supervision model in our facilities, expansion of 
education programs, and more focus on special-needs offenders 
like aboriginals and women. Alberta’s per diem cost of housing an 
adult offender continues to remain the lowest in Canada at 
$129.89 per day. 
 We’ve seen tremendous growth in the number of offenders 
under supervision in our community. In 2009 there were 22,000 
adults and young offenders under community supervision, an in-
crease of almost 2,200 cases from the previous year. We continue 
to move forward with the risk reduction model to manage offend-
ers being supervised in the community and using more effective 
interviewing techniques with offenders. 
 In ’09-10 spending in corrections was $210.3 million, $2.9 mil-
lion more than budgeted, which was used for items such as the 
health service transfer costs and overtime costs. In ’09-10 we met 
our goal of having no escapes from a correctional facility or dur-
ing prisoner transport. We also surpassed our goal of at least 85 
per cent of incarcerated offenders participating in work, education, 
or treatment or life management programs. In ’09-10 89 per cent 
participated in these programs. We also exceeded our goal of hav-
ing 99 per cent of offenders successfully complete a temporary 
absence program. In ’09-10 99.8 per cent of offenders completed 
their programs involving employment, rehabilitation programs, or 
community service without incurring any new criminal charges. 
 The department’s third core business is helping victims of 
crime. The victims financial program provided $10.4 million in 
benefits to victims of crime. During ’09-10 we received 2,543 new 
applications for benefits, an increase of 7 per cent from the pre-
vious year and up 19 per cent over the last two years. In ’09-10 the 
department spent $9.3 million on grants to victim services pro-
grams. These funds come from the victims of crime fund and are 
delivered through police and community-based victim services 

units. Almost 65,000 Albertans received assistance through the 
victim services units in ’09-10. Last year the department spent 
$23.7 million to help victims of crime, $3.5 million under budget. 
The underexpenditure is mainly due to lower benefit payments to 
victims of crime. Payments are based on the severity of injuries. 
8:40 

 It’s important to note that while the victims of crime fund has a 
surplus of approximately $50 million, $30.6 million of that surplus 
is spoken for through contractual obligations, mainly due to mul-
tiyear commitments for financial benefits awarded to victims of 
crime under a previous program. Individuals who apply for finan-
cial benefits are asked to complete a survey rating on their 
satisfaction with the overall service provided to them by the em-
ployees and volunteers in the criminal justice system: 82.4 per 
cent were satisfied with the service, exceeding our target of 80 per 
cent. 
 The ’09-10 Solicitor General annual report includes liquor, 
gaming, and the Alberta lottery fund information, but AGLC is 
required under the Gaming and Liquor Act as well as the Gov-
ernment Accountability Act to produce its own report. The AGLC 
annual report reflects the results of gaming and liquor programs 
for ’09-10 in more detail and was published and tabled in the Leg-
islative Assembly on November 3, 2010. In reporting on its core 
businesses, AGLC’s goals reflect two overriding principles: inte-
grity and social responsibility. Alberta’s privatized liquor model 
continues to be profitable, contributing $760 million to general 
revenues. 
 A key issue concerning violence in and around licensed premis-
es remains a top priority for the ministry. In November of 2009 
AGLC made significant changes to the Gaming and Liquor Act to 
help police and licensees improve public safety in licensed pre-
mises. Police were given more power to deal with suspected gang 
members and their associates by excluding or removing them from 
licensed premises before a crime is committed. Licensees were 
also given the authority to collect, use, and share information 
about problem patrons to prevent troublesome individuals from 
moving from one establishment to another or creating similar 
situations in new bars or nightclubs. 
 Alberta’s communities benefit from over $1.4 billion in gaming 
revenue from VLTs, slot machines, and ticket lotteries through the 
Alberta lottery fund. In addition, charities earn more than $323 
million for conducting licensed gaming events. In ’09-10 the per-
formance measure survey results showed that 78 per cent of 
Albertans were satisfied with the conduct of the liquor industry, 
79 per cent of Albertans were satisfied with the conduct of legal 
gaming in our province. As with all performance measures, AGLC 
will continue to monitor these results to ensure that Albertans 
continue to be satisfied with liquor and gaming in the province. 
 Overall, ’09-10 was a successful year for AGLC as it continues 
its role to ensure that Alberta’s liquor and gaming industries are 
well regulated and managed to the benefit of Albertans. This will 
all continue to be done with the highest level of social responsibil-
ities and practices in place. 
 Before I conclude, I want to address the 2010 report of the Au-
ditor General, which contained recommendations about the peace 
officer program. I want to assure the committee that steps have 
been made to address all recommendations made by the Auditor 
General. 
 That concludes my remarks, and I welcome questions from the 
committee. 

The Chair: Thank you very much. 
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 Mr. Wylie, from the office of the Auditor General, would you 
like to add anything at this time? 

Mr. Wylie: Maybe just a couple of brief comments, Mr. Chair. 
We’ll start by discussing the contents of our October 2010 report. 
The results of our 2010 audit work are included on page 191 of 
that report. We audited the financial statements of the ministry, 
the department, the victims of crime fund, the Alberta Gaming and 
Liquor Commission, and the Alberta lottery fund for the years 
ended March 31, 2010 and 2009. We issued unqualified auditors’ 
opinions on these financial statements. We also issued an unquali-
fied review engagement report on the selected performance 
measures in the ministry’s 2009-10 annual report. 
 On page 191 of that same report we also highlight an observa-
tion made during our financial statement audit of the Alberta 
Gaming and Liquor Commission, that a policy requiring regular 
independent IT security assessments was not documented. Mr. 
Chairman, I won’t repeat the contents that the deputy just referred 
to on our audit included in the 2010 report referring to the peace 
officers’ audit. I’ll just leave it at that. 
 Thank you, Mr. Chair. We’ll be pleased to answer any ques-
tions. 

The Chair: Thank you very much. 
 We’ll proceed quickly now to questions to the ministry from 
members. Mr. Chase, please, followed by Mr. Vandermeer. 

Mr. Chase: Thank you. My first question has to do with goal 1, 
law enforcement common technology and agency interoperability. 
On page 21 of the annual report we find a half page on improve-
ments to gathering, sharing, and communicating information in 
government and the law enforcement world. The second item here 
is the Alberta police integrated information initiative, or API3, a 
project described as introducing common computer information 
systems to create a single source for law enforcement records. We 
have now heard a great deal about this project, better known at 
this point as TALON, the Alberta law officers’ network. We’ve 
also heard about a $65 million price tag, which, of course, does 
not appear in the financial statements in the annual report or the 
government estimates. Could you explain what was done in the 
way of risk assessment before embarking on a project that has 
proven to be so controversial in terms of the privacy rights of 
Albertans? 

Mr. Pickering: Mr. Chairman, the funding for the initiative is 
included within the capital budget of the ministry, so it may not be 
in the operating estimates. 
 With respect to the information system the new police informa-
tion database allows police agencies to better manage information 
for the protection and safety of Albertans and police officers. The 
information that will be collected in the database is the same type 
of information that’s currently collected by police agencies. Police 
actions with respect to the collection, use, or disclosure of per-
sonal information in the database must comply with the FOIP Act, 
just as they currently do. The Solicitor General is in the process of 
completing a privacy impact assessment. This is being done in 
consultation with the Privacy Commissioner’s office and all par-
ticipating police agencies. 
 Once the privacy information database is completed, which is 
expected by the latter part of April, it will be disclosed with the 
exception of any technical information that may be removed if it 
will harm the security of the system. 
 I think it’s important to put into perspective that the foundation 
behind the system was twofold. One was public safety, and the 
second component was police officer safety. Our members every 

morning put on their uniforms and move out onto the street, and 
it’s important that they have the best information available to 
them. 
 There were a couple of reviews that were done. The first one 
was in 1996 with regard to the Bernardo review in Ontario, and I 
think we’re all familiar with that case. Justice Campbell indicated 
that it’s important for police agencies to share information to en-
sure that investigations are done in the most effective and efficient 
manner. The second sort of fatality inquiry, that occurred in 
Alberta, dealt with a police officer in Calgary, and it was done 
with respect to a lack of information on a potentially violent indi-
vidual. In that particular situation a member of the public was shot 
by a police officer; a police officer also was stabbed. Unfortu-
nately, information existed in other databases which may have 
changed the course of those events. I emphasize “may.” 

Mr. Chase: Thank you. 

The Chair: Before we proceed, Mr. Chase, with your second 
question, the chair apologizes to Mr. Pickering, but when you 
responded, another member of the committee had caught my at-
tention to indicate that they wanted to ask a question. 
 Now, the $65 million for this TALON project: you said that it 
was in your capital budget. Am I correct? 

Mr. Pickering: That’s correct, yes. 

The Chair: Where would we find that in the annual report, 
please? 

Mr. Bauer: I would refer you to page 93 of the annual report. It’s 
one of the schedules pertaining to how the funding was spent for 
the department. It’s specifically under element 1.0.5, information 
technology. Underneath there’s a line item for capital investment. 
The initial estimate of that was $35 million, and in ’09-10 what 
was actually spent was about $9.7 million, so costs associated 
with the development of that system were included or contained in 
that $9.7 million. 

The Chair: So what happened to the $25 million that went unex-
pended? 

Mr. Bauer: What occurred is that it was anticipated that the costs 
were going to be incurred in 2009-10. However, as a result of the 
delay in issuing a contract with the preferred vendor, that actually 
was deferred to 2010-11. Essentially, the $25 million was de-
ferred. Some of it is being spent in 2010-11 as well as into 
subsequent years. 

The Chair: That money wasn’t put back into the general revenue 
fund or the sustainability fund? 

Mr. Bauer: No. There is an ability to basically carry forward 
unused capital investment into future years, and that is exactly 
what transpired. 

The Chair: Thank you for that. 
 Mr. Chase, I’m very sorry. 

Mr. Chase: Thank you. I just wanted to put on the record that it’s 
important for both the public and police officers to have accurate 
information. It’s the accuracy of that information and how it’s 
used that is key. 
 Sixty-five million dollars is a vast amount of money for an in-
formation system. Could you explain what process you went 
through to determine the value for money to be gained from this 
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investment and how you decided that this would be the best use 
that the ministry might make of that $65 million? 

8:50 

Mr. Pickering: The process that the department went through was 
looking at – we have a number of diverse systems across the prov-
ince. Each police agency has their own IT system: Edmonton, 
Calgary, the RCMP, Medicine Hat, Lethbridge as well as some 
smaller police agencies. We looked at sort of taking an enterprise 
approach with respect to that in the context of aggregating that 
information and having it delivered in a single source so that each 
department, police agency was utilizing the same standards and 
information. 
 Basically, there was a business case done that was completed 
prior to and tabled for the Treasury Board in order to justify the 
expenditure of those dollars as well as some background reports 
that were done dating back to 2005. There has been a fair amount 
of work done researching the project, working with the police 
agencies to ensure that they’re prepared to come onboard and have 
a single system for the province, and on that basis the department 
proceeded with the expenditure. 

Mr. Chase: Thank you. 

The Chair: Mr. Vandermeer, please, followed by Mr. Kang. 

Mr. Vandermeer: Thank you, Mr. Chair. On page 25 of the 
2009-10 annual report it mentions a formal integration of Alberta 
traffic sheriffs and the RCMP traffic services. What impact did 
this integration have on the ministry’s budget? 

Mr. Pickering: During the year in question we ran pilot projects 
with respect to the RCMP in a number of locations. The ultimate 
impact on the budget was the ability to take advantage of the 70-
30 cost share under the provincial police service agreement given 
their integration with the RCMP. The RCMP and traffic sheriffs 
are deployed to reduce high-risk driving behaviour as designated 
through the Alberta traffic safety plan. 

Mr. Vandermeer: Okay. Can you provide a status update on how 
well this integration has been going? 

Mr. Pickering: As I mentioned, there were four pilot projects that 
were initiated to test the benefits of different command structures 
and reporting structures. Each pilot provided valuable information. 
There was an evaluation completed after the pilot. The pilots clearly 
showed that integrated traffic units are the most effective way to 
strengthen enforcement, increase our visibility, and deter dangerous 
driving. The integrated traffic units are operationally led by the 
RCMP. However, each organization will maintain its own identity. 
 The integration will be phased in over a two-year period. How-
ever, all areas of the province will continue to receive traffic 
services. By October of 2010 all the front-line traffic sheriffs with 
the exception of Fort McMurray were integrated with the RCMP 
traffic resources. Accommodations and infrastructure needs are 
required in order to continue the integration. 
 Basically, in ’09-10 the number of traffic fatalities decreased by 
14 per cent, and the number of traffic injuries decreased by 13 per 
cent. The Alberta traffic sheriff highway patrol, as I think you’re all 
aware, was introduced in 2006 as the government’s efforts to make 
Alberta’s provincial highways safer. 

Mr. Vandermeer: Thank you. 

The Chair: Thank you. 
 Mr. Kang, please, followed by Mr. Griffiths. 

Mr. Kang: Thank you, Mr. Chair. My questions are around IT 
security controls. The Auditor General states that during each of 
his reviews of IT controls at the Alberta Gaming and Liquor 
Commission in 2008 and 2009 management stated that it intended 
to obtain an independent security assessment on key systems be-
fore the end of those fiscal years, but no assessment was done. 
Again in 2010 despite the repeated promises no assessment was 
done, at least until advised that the AG might include this in his 
report. The excuse was budget and staff constraints. My question 
is: as the AGLC has a business plan and knows its budget within a 
given fiscal year, can you explain why management would offer 
budget constraints as an excuse for a broken promise? 

Mr. McLennan: Yes. AGLC was affected like, you know, a lot of 
other businesses in Alberta with resources and manpower. I want 
to assure the committee that the AGLC was conducting threat 
assessments, vulnerability assessments on its own. What it did not 
have was a policy in place and an independent third party to do the 
assessment. As a result of the Auditor General’s recommenda-
tions, policy was developed and was implemented to ensure that a 
third party came into the organization, did a threat and vulnerabil-
ity assessment as well as penetration testing. 
 In March of 2010 an independent contractor was contracted to 
do a threat assessment, a vulnerability assessment of our external 
AGLC websites. In November of 2010 again a third party was 
hired to do a vulnerability assessment of our internal systems. We 
have these reports; we’re working on any areas of improvement. 
What will happen is that this year the company will come back 
and do a penetration test on any issues that were identified in the 
tests that were conducted. 

Mr. Kang: I think you answered my second question, too, so I’ll 
go to the next one. The AGLC budget for the 2009-10 fiscal year 
was $2.37 billion. The liquor and gaming industries are attractive 
targets for criminal organizations. It would seem reasonable to 
expect that IT security would be a high priority for the commis-
sion. What assurance can you provide that the security policy, that 
required so much persuasion to produce, will be in place to pro-
duce the results we want? 

Mr. McLennan: Sorry; I’m just not clear. Is the question pertain-
ing to financial results, or is it with regard to security in bars and 
lounges? 

Mr. Kang: To security, yes. 

Mr. McLennan: The AGLC takes the issue with regard to vio-
lence in and around licensed premises very seriously. We have 
formed a new committee, the Alberta safer bars committee, that’s 
made up of different government organizations plus interest 
groups. We meet on a regular basis. This group comes up with 
policy initiatives that we have implemented. 
 Mr. Pickering talked earlier about some of the initiatives that 
came out of this committee with regard to amendments to the 
Gaming and Liquor Act a year ago to keep gang members out of 
licensed premises and also to keep troublesome people out of li-
censed premises. We have ProServe training. All people that work 
in licensed premises must take the training. So far we’ve trained 
over a hundred thousand people that work in licensed premises. 
As a result of, again, the violence and the lack of training for secu-
rity staff, we introduced a mandatory program in 2009 for security 
staff. So far we’ve had over 5,000 people trained in that program. 
 In addition, we just introduced a new program, a trial program 
in Edmonton, to deal with licensed premises. We’re just in the 
trial stage, but so far the results look good. In addition, we con-
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ducted over 35,000 inspections of licensed premises to ensure that 
integrity was maintained. 

Mr. Kang: Thank you, sir. 

The Chair: Thank you very much. 
 Mr. Griffiths, please, followed by Mr. Chase. 

Mr. Griffiths: Thank you very much. I don’t ever find any de-
partment spending money on stuff that they shouldn’t, which is 
generally the idea of Public Accounts. The question for me is al-
ways whether or not we get value for the money. It’s usually 
appropriate, but is it the best way to spend it? 
 My questions are all about performance measures. On page 13 
of your report I see the performance measures summary. I’m curi-
ous. For instance, number 5: “Offenders have the opportunity to 
access rehabilitative services and programs.” The performance 
measure, about whether the incarcerated offenders are involved in 
work or education, treatment, life management programs, is pretty 
consistent. You can see that over five years it’s been 88 per cent, 
89 per cent, 90, 89. Are you working to develop any performance 
measures to see what the effects of those work programs are and 
which ones are working effectively, to know if they should be 
involved in more work programs or education programs or if it’s 
treatment programs? What helps to make sure that there’s no reci-
divism, the payoff to Albertans by having them not reoffend? I 
know it would be difficult to come up with a performance measure 
like that, but has the department considered doing something like 
that? 
9:00 

Mr. Pickering: I’ll maybe refer that to ADM Anderson. 

Mr. B. Anderson: The issue around recidivism is a tough one 
because we’ve never even been able to collectively, on a national 
basis, come up with a proper definition, and we continue to work 
with the Canadian Centre for Justice Statistics to do that. I can tell 
you that what we’re doing provincially is implementing best prac-
tices. We implemented the blueprint for corrections a number of 
years ago. What that blueprint did was that it gave us a course of 
action over the next number of years, and we’re in the process of 
implementing that blueprint, which is to implement programs and 
services that are based on best practices. Although we haven’t 
necessarily measured our results in Alberta, we’re implementing 
programs that have demonstrated success in other provincial juris-
dictions or federally. That’s what I can tell you in terms of where 
we’re heading. 
 Some examples of that would be direct supervision within adult 
custody institutions, moving from a risk management to a risk 
reduction approach in community corrections, and the implemen-
tation of motivational interviewing in community corrections. 
That’s where we’re heading. 
 From a work or education perspective we had a consultant re-
view our educational work programs, and it made a number of 
recommendations in terms of how we can improve those pro-
grams. The problem with offering programs within the 
correctional environment is that 90 per cent of our inmates on the 
adult side – and that’s where most of our inmates are – spend 
fewer than three months in custody. The average time on remand 
is 18 days; the average time in custody is about 37 days. So the 
issue is: how do you deliver a program to someone who is in cus-
tody for such a short period of time? The focus has been on 
providing, you know, modular programs and programs that are 
information based and also some basic life-skills programs to 
assist inmates upon release. 

 The other thing that that performance measure measures is for 
offenders. Offenders are people who have been convicted of of-
fences. Well, 58 per cent of our adult custody population is on 
remand, and you can’t force remanded inmates into programs. If 
they want to participate in programs, they do that of their own 
volition. So that’s also a challenge for us. One of the things that 
our review has demonstrated, though, is that we need to try and do 
a better job of providing programs for remanded offenders be-
cause the percentage of our remand population has grown 
significantly, so we’re focusing on that area. The new Edmonton 
remand centre, when it opens, will I think provide some signifi-
cant improvements in that regard. 

Mr. Griffiths: Thank you very much, Mr. Anderson. The second 
question I have, referring to page 27, is on the Alberta gang reduc-
tion strategy. I know that anecdotally it’s had some positive 
impacts, and it’s helped Albertans realize we are attacking gang 
violence. But no performance measures to show what programs 
are being run, where the money is being spent, or what results it’s 
actually having besides the anecdotal stories. I’m wondering if 
you’re working on a performance measure to show if there is ac-
tually improvement in the gang management strategy, if there’s 
effectiveness. 

Mr. Pickering: Yeah. The Alberta gang reduction strategy is co-
chaired by both the departments of Justice and Solicitor General. 
It provides a comprehensive long-term blueprint for us. We’re in 
the infancy of that. It is a component of our long-term crime pre-
vention strategy. Basically, in April of last year it was approved, 
and it was publicly released in December. It’s beginning our re-
sponse to gangs, and we’re looking at it in the context of a number 
of action items. There are about 28 action items. It will be some-
thing we’ll have to evaluate as we move forward. 

Mr. Griffiths: So there will be performance measures coming as 
it develops? 

Mr. Pickering: As it sort of rolls out, it’s something that will be 
looked at in the sense of: are we meeting the outcomes we’re in-
tending to achieve? 
 From a department perspective our main focus has been on our 
ALERT model, which is the Alberta law enforcement response 
teams. We do have a gang team integrated with seconded mem-
bers from the Edmonton Police Service, the Calgary Police 
Service, RCMP, and Medicine Hat and Lethbridge. Those provide 
a response from a province-wide perspective because gangs are 
mobile and not captured by any sort of specific municipal bounda-
ries. Success in the ALERT model has been fantastic in the sense 
of the number of busts we’ve had as well as some civil forfeiture 
that we’ve been able to achieve. 

Mr. Griffiths: Thank you. 

The Chair: Thank you. 
 Mr. Chase, please, followed by Mr. Xiao. 

Mr. Chase: Thank you. Goal 4, corrections. As a long-time edu-
cator I believe in the adage that an ounce of prevention is better 
than a pound of cure. It is noted on page 32 of the annual report 
that the adult offender population increased in 2009-10 from 2,838 
to 2,907, an increase of 2.4 per cent, close to the annual popula-
tion growth. It is then noted that the offender population is 
expected to grow by 23 per cent between 2010 and 2015, a rather 
fatalistic if-we-build-it-they-will-come approach. Given that 
Alberta’s annual population growth is expected to be around 2 per 
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cent, it seems that the government must expect a significant in-
crease in the proportion of Albertans in prison. What is the 
Solicitor General doing to moderate this trend so that Alberta tax-
payers do not see a corresponding 23 per cent rise in the cost of 
supporting this offender population? 

Mr. Pickering: I’ll start, and then I’ll refer it to ADM Anderson. 
Obviously, there are two factors with respect to our corrections 
side of the business. One is that we take what we get, which re-
sults in the justice system providing those offenders, so we have to 
incarcerate and care for them. As well, in this area policy has a 
significant impact in the context of Criminal Code amendments. 
There are some amendments that the federal government is look-
ing at with respect to conditional sentencing that occurred back in 
the mid-90s, which, if that reverses, will have a significant impact 
on our population because we’ll go from being in custody within 
the community through our community supervision program to 
being incarcerated. 
 With that, I’ll turn it over to Bruce. 

Mr. B. Anderson: Again, I’m not sure if I can add too much. I 
mean, really, one of the biggest drivers is legislation. There are 
other drivers. The institutional count is driven, really, by the num-
ber of admissions and the average time that those people spend in 
custody. Our number of admissions has been rising over the years, 
and then the average time that inmates spend in custody has been 
rising. Even if the average stay in custody has increased by as 
little as one day, given the number of admissions we have, that 
can mean up to an extra 70 inmates in custody on any given day. 
So it’s significant. It doesn’t sound like much, but it really does 
have a significant impact on the population. 
 You know, in terms of what is driving the population, enforce-
ment practices can drive the population, sentencing practices, risk 
aversion, and time to trial because the number of offences are 
more serious and complex to get through the court system. If peo-
ple are charged with multiple offences, they can spend more time 
getting their offences dealt with in court. So there are a number of 
factors that in combination will affect the population. But as Mr. 
Pickering noted, back in the mid-90s, when conditional sentence 
orders were implemented, what that did, effectively, was take the 
minimum security population that was in custody and give the 
courts the ability to give them a community sentence. That re-
duced the custody population. 
 Now the custody population has really sort of grown just be-
cause of the factors we’ve talked about, and it also includes just 
general population increases in the province as well. It’s grown to 
the sort of levels now where we were back in the early ‘90s. One 
of the reasons it’s presenting a challenge for us is that the popula-
tion, also the profile of the population, has hardened so that the 
minimum security offenders that were once in custody are no 
longer there. 
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 Fifty-eight per cent of our population, as I indicated previously, 
are remands. They’ve been ordered remanded in custody by the 
courts because they’re either determined to be a flight risk or they 
present a danger to the community, so they need to be held in a 
secure environment. So even some of the infrastructure that we 
previously had, work camps for example, where we could house 
minimum security sentenced offenders, are no longer appropriate 
for the current inmate population. 

Mr. Chase: Thank you. 

The Chair: Excuse me, Mr. Chase. Mr. Pickering has something 
to add to that, I believe. 

Mr. Pickering: Sure. Just one supplemental, I guess, to get into 
looking at what the government is proposing to do to try and slow 
the rate down. We are working in conjunction with our colleagues 
in the Department of Justice on a crime prevention framework. 
The crime prevention framework is trying to look at the risk and 
protective factors that go into crime, basically looking at the po-
tential, trying to address some of the root causes. As well, we have 
a pilot project that we’ve been working on with our priority and 
prolific offenders, trying to deal with the repeat offenders. That 
program has been very successful in working with those offenders 
to try and keep them out of the system. 

Mr. Chase: Thank you. Again, as a former teacher I find the 
crowded conditions in the remand centres lead to basically crime 
incubators or crime classrooms. It is reported as well that the re-
mand population is growing, page 32. This group has grown from 
50 per cent three years ago to 58 per cent of the inmate population 
in 2009-10. Remand centres are intended to provide short-term 
accommodation for accused persons awaiting court appearances 
and for convicted offenders awaiting transfer to other facilities. 
They tend to be subject to overcrowding and have no programs for 
inmates. Convicted offenders are therefore given extra credit time 
for time served in remand. 
 Your annual report discusses the new Edmonton Remand Cen-
tre, which is expected to be operational in 2012. My question is: 
what is the Solicitor General doing to reduce the demand on re-
mand centres such as cross-ministerial education programs, 
poverty reduction programs, community support programs, boys’ 
and girls’ clubs, officer outreach, and school resource officers? 
Could you give me a sense that we’re reaching children early so 
they don’t become criminals later? 

Mr. Pickering: As I mentioned, those would be components of 
the government’s crime prevention framework that’s currently 
under development. I think it’s important to note that those that 
are put into remand are there as a result of a court decision. The 
court decision is usually looking at public safety risk or a risk of 
flight, so the courts have determined that those people need to be 
incarcerated either from a safety perspective or to ensure that jus-
tice is done. But as I mentioned previously, the crime prevention 
framework would start to look at some of those root issues. 

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Pickering. 
 Mr. Xiao, please, followed by Mr. Kang. 

Mr. Xiao: Thank you, Mr. Chair. Your annual report, page 16. 
Your ministry has spent $2.4 million on information technology. 
My question to you is: can you explain a little bit further how the 
money was spent? 

Mr. Pickering: Okay. The increase in expenditures we had on 
information technology over the prior year was due to $1.3 million 
for evergreening of computer equipment and network replace-
ment, $0.9 million for secure server environment purchases, and 
$0.2 million for manpower put in place for some of the initial 
components of our strategic information technology project. 

Mr. Xiao: What kind of new technology initiative have you 
planned for the future? 
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Mr. Pickering: At this point in time the only future information 
technology would be the replacement of our shift scheduling sys-
tem for corrections and sheriff staff. We run a 24/7 operation, so 
shift scheduling is important. 
 The IT branch also manages the planning and delivery of a 
broad range of IT services and policies within the ministry. It col-
laborates with the department and police services to develop the 
integrated information initiative that we previously spoke about 
and, as well, manages the Service Alberta information technology 
contract. 
 The strategic information initiative for the department in total is 
$100 million; $65 million of that deals with the Alberta police 
integrated initiative. That was basically approved in 2006 and set 
out a long-term plan for our information management and tech-
nology. Within that $100 million is basically the police system, a 
system for corrections as well as an integration sort of initiative 
within the department. 

Mr. Xiao: Also on page 16 you increased the spending on organ-
ized crime in the last fiscal year as well, $1.9 million. 

Mr. Pickering: The majority of our funding for organized crime 
goes to the Alberta law enforcement response teams, so that would 
be increased expenditures to the ALERT organization. 

Mr. Xiao: Okay. Due to personnel? 

Mr. Pickering: Right. It’s basically a grant that we provide to that 
organization for increased personnel and operating costs. 

Mr. Xiao: Okay. Thanks. 

The Chair: Thank you. 
 Mr. Kang, please, followed by Mr. Groeneveld. 

Mr. Kang: Thank you, Mr. Chair. My question is also around 
operating expenses on page 93. The increase in operating ex-
penses for IT was more than $3 million, an increase of nearly 30 
per cent of the budgeted amount. The ministry achieved in-year 
savings in other areas. Why was it not possible to respond to the 
overspending in IT before going $3 million, or 30 per cent, over 
budget? That’s on page 93. 

Mr. Pickering: Basically, as I previously indicated, for the IT sort 
of expenditure the overexpenditures were for evergreening of 
some of our computer systems that were getting very dated. That 
was $1.3 million. There was $0.9 million for secure server envi-
ronment purchases and $0.2 million for manpower. 

Mr. Kang: So that $2.4 million was separate from this expense, 
where you talked about others? 

Mr. Pickering: It was included in that overall expense. 

Mr. Kang: So overall it was $3 million, not $5.4 million? 

Mr. Bauer: What we’re referring to is the operating expense for 
the information technology branch. What Deputy Pickering has 
referred to is the difference between the authorized budget of 
$10.5 million and the actual spend of $13.6 million, which is 
really, basically, about a $3 million overspend, which was the 
result of the factors or the items that he’s already referred to. Is 
there something else that you’re referring to? 

Mr. Kang: When the deputy was talking about $2.4 million, you 
know, then he had mentioned those numbers in there, too. They 

were $2.4 million, $1.9 million, and $3 million here. We’re talk-
ing about two separate . . . 

Mr. Pickering: Yeah. These were equipment purchases. The 
other $600,000 would pertain to charges incurred by the depart-
ment through Service Alberta in obtaining its computer services. 

Mr. Kang: I’m still not clear; $2.4 million was hardware, you 
know, technology costs, software purchases, greening equipment? 

Mr. Pickering: Of the $3 million, $2.4 million was equipment 
purchases as identified. The additional $600,000 would have been 
for other charges through Service Alberta. 

Mr. Kang: Okay. 

Mr. Pickering: Sorry for that confusion. 

The Chair: Thank you. We’re going to move on now, please. 
 Mr. Groeneveld, followed again by Mr. Chase. 

Mr. Groeneveld: Thank you, Chair. I’d like to take you back to 
page 20 of the annual report and the law enforcement framework, 
which is where you talk about strengthening service delivery, 
ensuring accountability to Albertans, and funding law enforce-
ment effectively. That’s certainly quite a mouthful, I guess, when 
you try and put this all together. Being Public Accounts here – I 
think you answered this question or part of it anyway – how much 
have we spent on that process so far? 
9:20 

Mr. Pickering: On the development of the law enforcement 
framework, which is a strategic document to put forward a lens 
that will evaluate our decision-making as we go forward, there 
was no separate budget for it. It was included within the depart-
ment’s operating budget. We spent about $90,000 on consultants 
through the consultation sort of process with stakeholders. Basi-
cally, that was the direct cost incurred with respect to the 
development of that policy document. 

Mr. Groeneveld: Okay. Fair enough. I’m sure at this point it’s 
been a bit of a learning experience when you get into that. So 
where to from here? Do you change direction? Are you happy 
with where you’re headed for now in that process? I see we have 
about another year to go, kind of, in the study. Is it going in a 
direction that you think is beneficial? 

Mr. Pickering: Yeah. The development of the law enforcement 
framework was in the minister’s mandate letter. Basically, that 
was announced in December of this year, the final sort of docu-
ment. We are happy. As we are developing it, some of the 
decisions the department was making were consistent with it such 
as increasing our expenditures into the ALERT model, integrating 
some of our enforcement resources with respect to the sheriffs’ 
integration into the ALERT model. 
 Basically, what we believe is that the law enforcement frame-
work does provide the foundation for moving forward with the 
new vision. The focus, I think, is on strengthening service deliv-
ery, accountability to Albertans, and ensuring that we have an 
equitable distribution of policing costs. Basically, the framework 
describes how government will work in partnership with commu-
nities, police services, and other law enforcement partners; sets 
out roles and expectations for our law enforcement personnel, 
looking at the continuum of law enforcement from security all the 
way to police officers; and makes sure that we have the right per-
son doing the right job with the right training to basically be 
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involved with community members in the context of crime pre-
vention initiatives and ensure that communities have the flexibility 
to meet their specific policing needs. 

Mr. Groeneveld: Good. 

The Chair: Thank you. 
 Mr. Chase, please, followed by Mr. Sandhu. 

Mr. Chase: Thank you. Goal 5, rehabilitative services. At times 
the remand centre houses individuals who aren’t flight risks but 
are there for minor offences such as unpaid LRT tickets. A case in 
point occurred in Calgary, when two weeks ago Children and 
Youth Services took a two-month-old baby into custody in large 
part because her mother was taken to the remand centre. The an-
nual report includes a discussion of rehabilitative services and 
education programs for offenders, pages 37 to 40, which are in-
tended to reduce the risk of reoffending. It has been reported that 
70 per cent of inmates currently in remand have been in remand 
before, so recidivism is clearly an issue. Can you tell us what ef-
fect rehabilitative services and education programs have had on 
recidivism among offenders? 

Mr. Pickering: I’ll turn that over to ADM Anderson. 

Mr. B. Anderson: I touched on recidivism in one of my responses 
to an earlier question. I mean, clearly, what we’re doing is imple-
menting best practices that have demonstrated results in other 
jurisdictions, with the intent of replicating those results in Alberta. 
But from a recidivism perspective, if you want to talk about read-
missions to custody, we have done a 30-year review. We looked at 
admissions to custody from 1979 to 2009, and what that showed 
us was that half of the individuals who were admitted to custody 
were never readmitted to custody. So if you want to say that’s a 50 
per cent success rate, I guess you could use that term. It does 
demonstrate that half did not return. 
 We had 25 per cent that had two or three subsequent admis-
sions, we had 9 per cent that had four or five subsequent 
admissions, and then 15 per cent that had six or more. So we’ve 
really got about 15 per cent of the custody population that we’re 
talking about as chronic offenders who seem to rotate through the 
system. Half of those who were admitted over that 30-year period 
touched the custody system once and were never readmitted again. 
 I can tell you that on the probation side, in terms of successful 
completion of probation, on the adult side in ’09-10 we had a suc-
cess rate of about 66 per cent. That means that 66 per cent of those 
under probation supervision, those adults, completed that period 
successfully. On the youth side it was 57 per cent. 

Mr. Chase: Thank you. Those are impressive statistics. I would 
highly recommend work by Dr. Don Andrews of Carleton Univer-
sity, a specialist in recidivism. He had terrific results with his 
research. Unfortunately, he’s now deceased. 
 Question 2. Also discussed under goal 5 are youth justice com-
mittees, 126 in number, which received $350,000 from the 
government to provide youth with alternatives to formal court 
processes. The government also provided one of the committees 
with $150,000 to host a conference for all of the committees. 
Could you explain how the $350,000 was distributed and how you 
were measuring the benefit of this funding? Also, conference ex-
penses averaged about $2,000 per committee. Was this money 
well spent? 

Mr. Pickering: I’ll maybe start and then refer it to ADM Ander-
son. I think, as you mentioned, there are 126 committees across 

Alberta. There are about 1,400 volunteers on those committees. 
Almost 25 per cent of those committees serve aboriginal commu-
nities, providing youth with mentoring elder support and a link to 
their cultural traditions. 
 I’ll maybe refer it now to Bruce if he can get into any of the 
specifics. 

Mr. B. Anderson: I guess the individual grants really are based 
on the workload that’s generated by the respective committees, so 
that’s how the grant money is allocated. 
 With respect to the conference, the conference is an annual 
event. Really, it’s used for a couple of purposes. One is to recog-
nize the work that these volunteers do – and they are all volunteers 
– and then, secondly, to provide some educational opportunities 
for those volunteers. 
 With respect to success rates about 80 per cent of the youth who 
go through the youth justice committee process complete their 
extrajudicial sanction successfully. 

Mr. Chase: Thank you. 

The Chair: Thank you very much. 
 Mr. Sandhu, please, followed by Mr. Kang. 

Mr. Sandhu: Thank you. Can you explain why the ministry let 
the victims of crime fund accumulate to a surplus of approxi-
mately $50 million? 

Mr. Pickering: The surplus has grown over time. Basically, the 
majority of that surplus grew within some of the early years. The 
revenue source for the fund comes from fine and ticket revenue. 
I’ve got stats going back to 2003. Basically, revenue exceeded 
expenditures by a fairly significant amount up to about 2008-09, 
and at that point, basically, the revenue and expenditure base lev-
elled out. Our revenue was fairly close to our expenditure base. 
 As I mentioned in my opening comments as well, we need to 
keep in mind that based on the previous program, that existed 
prior to the Victims of Crime Act, there are some long-term bene-
fit payments that are to be made, which total about $30.6 million. 
Of that roughly $50 million, about $30 million could be consid-
ered committed. 

Mr. Sandhu: On page 143 of the annual report can you explain 
why $3.2 million from the victims of crime fund was unspent? 

Mr. Pickering: Yeah. As I mentioned in my opening remarks, the 
majority of the underexpenditure was due to benefit payments 
being less than budgeted for. Benefit payments are done on the 
basis of injury reports, so we estimate a certain amount, and the 
actual amount spent was less than that. 

Mr. Sandhu: Thank you. 

The Chair: Thank you very much. 
 Mr. Kang, please, followed by Mr. Xiao. 

Mr. Kang: Thank you, Mr. Chair. The community-based crime 
prevention program provides funding for a range of different ini-
tiatives. I would like to ask you about this one first, that the 
ministry supports nonprofit and community-based organizations to 
undertake projects to prevent crime and make their communities 
safer. The annual report notes on page 23 that $600,000 in grants 
was given to community organizations to support 17 projects. Can 
you tell us what you did to assess the value of funding these 
projects for which you provided $600,000? How successful were 
they? 
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Mr. Pickering: The funding is basically provided to community 
groups. As you mentioned, there were 17 projects that were 
funded. I’ll sort of maybe make some opening remarks and then 
turn it over to ADM Meade. The ministry does support commu-
nity-based crime prevention and safety initiatives, including 
public awareness and education, training and support for commu-
nity and law enforcement agencies to work together to prevent or 
deter criminal activity. We also work with other nongovernment 
agencies, including the Safe Communities Secretariat and Justice, 
to address causes and effects of crime. In ’09-10 the grants that 
were provided for crime prevention totalled about $0.6 million. 
 Maybe for some more specific details I can turn it over to ADM 
Meade. 

Mr. Meade: Thank you. The kinds of programs we fund tend to 
be things like Boyle Street co-op, Calgary block watch, all the 
child and family services. Our staff work with these organizations 
to support them in the development of not just the grant but of the 
assessment phase, that happens at the end of each year. Then that 
information is built back into any future grant in terms of: did they 
meet their goals, and did they require any additional help from us 
in terms of future years? 

Mr. Kang: My second question is about the ministry providing 
support for aboriginal communities to develop and implement 
their own community safety initiatives. To this end, your ministry 
provided $265,000 to aboriginal organizations for four crime pre-
vention co-ordinators. Can you tell us what you did to assist the 
success of these initiatives and the value for funding it? 

Mr. Pickering: I’ll ask ADM Meade to respond to that. 

Mr. Meade: Sure. These are important learnings because we 
found that, really, in a First Nations community we needed to 
work with First Nations in developing the programs that worked 
for them. These dollars go into supporting four community co-
ordinators, who work with both the leadership and the elders 
within those communities to address the crime prevention type of 
activities. Tsuu T’ina/Stoney is one, Yellowhead Tribal is another, 
Kainai is another, and Lesser Slave Lake is another. Some of those 
involve multiple First Nations, and the co-ordinator works with 
those in developing those programs. 

Mr. Kang: Are there some kinds of performance measures there, 
like, you know, how successful these programs are? 

Mr. Meade: Yeah, there are. Also, of course, the key stakeholders 
are the elected officials on First Nations, the elders, and other 
community groups. We engage them in determining whether or 
not the crime prevention activities on the particular First Nation 
are beneficial. 

Mr. Kang: Thank you, sir. 

The Chair: Thank you very much. 
 Mr. Xiao, please, followed by Mr. Chase. 

Mr. Xiao: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I just have a question. You 
know, the Solicitor General made an announcement that we’re 
going to start the construction of the police training facility in Fort 
Macleod. I just want to ask you about what kind of impact this 
training facility may have on the quality of our policing personnel, 
on, obviously, professional development. Also, as a province how 

will this facility help us to have a better force? You know what 
I’m getting at, trying to justify the cost. 

Mr. Pickering: Yeah. Consistent with the law enforcement 
framework, we looked at standardization across our law enforce-
ment community, and we believe that the training facility will 
allow training to occur in a consistent sort of fashion across all of 
our police agencies. Currently from a recruit training perspective 
each agency does their own recruit training. In the sort of new 
world, once the facility is up and running, that will occur at that 
facility. It’s envisioned also that that facility will look at some 
public safety components as well with respect to firefighters, am-
bulance training, et cetera, so that we have good integration across 
our entire sort of first responder spectrum. The training centre, I 
think, allows that to occur in the context of a central location for 
that to occur and will result in standardization across the province. 

Mr. Xiao: Do you have any idea at this stage how much it’s going 
to cost us on an annual basis in terms of operational expenditures? 

Mr. Pickering: I can tell you that in the business case that was 
developed for that facility, the operating costs, a portion of it, 
would be absorbed by the department. We have sheriffs and cor-
rectional officers that would be trained there, and those that were 
trained from the police agencies would be on a cost-recovery ba-
sis. 

Mr. Xiao: Thanks. 

The Chair: Thank you very much. 
 Mr. Chase, please, followed by Mr. Groeneveld. 

Mr. Chase: Thank you. Goal 7, liquor and gaming. It is reported 
on page 46 of the annual report that an MLA committee was ap-
pointed to examine specific aspects of Alberta’s gaming model. It 
has been said that the work of the committee cost about $21,000 
but that the report was rejected by the ministry. This seems rather 
wasteful. Was there some issue with the committee’s terms of 
reference, or is there some other explanation for the committee’s 
advice being rejected? 

Mr. McLennan: Yes, the previous Solicitor General formed a 
three-person MLA committee to look at a number of issues with 
regard to the gaming model, specifically pooling, wait times, and 
the number of volunteers that are required. The terms of reference 
were very good. The committee criss-crossed the province, spoke 
to and met with over 1,400 people. Four hundred written submis-
sions were submitted to the committee. The committee analyzed 
the information, made six recommendations to government. Based 
on those recommendations the minister’s position was that the 
issues are very complex, and he’s returned the report to the AGLC 
for additional analysis and to get back to him on the matter. 

Mr. Chase: Thank you. 
 Recently the Alberta government recommended spending mil-
lions of dollars to spruce up VLT machines rather than on 
addiction prevention programs, which represent less than 4 per 
cent of gaming revenue expenditures. It is reported that the minis-
try supports evidence-based decision-making and spent 
approximately 1 and a half million dollars on gaming research, 
page 44. Could you tell us how many different researchers or re-
search teams received funding and how this information was 
actually being used in support of evidence-based decision-
making? 
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Mr. McLennan: Yes. The Alberta Gaming Research Institute is 
comprised of three universities: the U of A, the University of 
Calgary, and the University of Lethbridge. They do active re-
search for us as well as for other jurisdictions across the country. 
They are presently doing a socioeconomic study, that we expect to 
get the results for this fiscal year or early next fiscal year, with 
regard to the social and fiscal capacity in gaming. In the annual 
report that the Alberta Gaming Research Institute put out last year 
they talked about their partnership with the AGLC and how they 
are benefiting gaming in the province. We work very closely with 
this organization, and we feel that they can certainly be very bene-
ficial to provide treatment programs for Albertans. 

Mr. Chase: Thank you. 

The Chair: Thank you very much. 
 Before we move on to Mr. Groeneveld, I neglected to introduce 
Mr. Anderson, who has been with us for quite some time. Thank 
you for coming today. Good morning, sir. 

Mr. R. Anderson: Good morning. 

The Chair: Mr. Groeneveld, please, followed by Mr. Kang. 

Mr. Groeneveld: Thank you, Chair. I’ll take you to page 191 of 
the October 2010 report of the Auditor General. In there what 
jumps out at us very quickly and what he’d mentioned himself is 
that the AGLC did not have a documented policy in place to en-
sure that regular independent security assessments of its IT 
systems were done. Is there a reason for this, and can you provide 
a bit of an update on where we’re going with it now? 
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Mr. McLennan: I did address that question or a similar question 
in a previous response, but yes, as a result of the recommendations 
of the Auditor General we’ve implemented policy as well as test-
ing. We did complete testing in 2010 of our external websites by a 
third-party independent contractor as well as internal assessment 
of our different systems. We have gotten the reports. We are 
working to implement any deficiencies. We also will be hiring a 
third party to do a penetration test to ensure that anything that was 
identified in the test has been rectified by our staff. 

Mr. Groeneveld: Good. Thank you. Is there anything specific 
that got in your way to make the delay, or was it just the load issue 
that came with it? 

Mr. McLennan: It was a manpower and budgeting issue. How-
ever, I’d like to emphasize to the committee that we were 
conducting internal reviews by our staff. What we did not have 
was documented policy and hiring a third party to do that testing. 
The policy is now being put in place. A copy of the policy has 
been provided to the Auditor General, and we are doing the test-
ing. 

Mr. Groeneveld: Good. 

The Chair: Thank you. 
 Mr. Kang, please, followed by Mr. Allred. 

Mr. Kang: Thank you, Mr. Chair. Goal 4, corrections. In the dis-
cussion of best practices for managing offender populations, you 
refer to electronic monitoring as “cost-effective and reliable,” 
page 34. Can you tell us, sir, how you are measuring the cost-
effectiveness and reliability of this electronic monitoring system? 

Mr. Pickering: I’ll have ADM Anderson answer that. 

Mr. B. Anderson: We’re using electronic monitoring on a limited 
basis. Primarily, we’re using EM, or electronic monitoring, for 
monitoring intermittent servers who have been authorized to be 
absent, released early from their intermittent sentence and con-
fined to their home during the weekend or during that portion of 
the week when they’re supposed to serve their sentence. The sen-
tence is then combined with them being allowed to go home 
subject to a curfew that’s monitored by electronic monitoring, and 
then during the day they’re either in education or work service 
programs. So it’s a very structured sentence. 
 The type of EM that we utilize is a presence/absence system, so 
we can tell when someone is actually present where they’re sup-
posed to be or if they leave. The only way that we could 
effectively monitor whether someone is at home is to either phone 
them on a continual basis, every hour, which is obviously not 
realistic. That really is the only other way we would know if 
they’re there. So it is very cost-effective in that sense. The only 
other way would be to have a huge number of staff who would be 
continually making phone calls to offenders who were subject to 
curfews to see whether or not the curfew was in fact being prop-
erly observed. 

Mr. Kang: My second question. Your annual reports also refers 
to the second annual Corrections Week, page 34. This event was 
the subject of a government news release, a speech in which the 
minister talked about celebrating correctional services’ role in a 
safe Alberta and a football game. Could you provide a little more 
information about the cost of this event and expected benefits to 
the taxpayer? 

Mr. Pickering: I’ll start, and then I’ll defer to ADM Anderson. 
 Corrections Week, I think, is to recognize the professional staff 
that we have within the ministry. Our correctional peace officers 
do a very difficult job in the centres that they operate in, and it’s to 
recognize them and the professionalism of that profession. 
 With respect to costs I know that there were celebrations in 
Lethbridge, Calgary, and Edmonton this year. In the year in ques-
tion I believe it would have been in the Calgary area. 
 With that, I’ll turn it over to ADM Anderson. 

Mr. B. Anderson: With respect to costs I don’t have a dollar 
value, but the costs are really limited to some small advertising 
costs to advertise to the public that it is Corrections Week, and 
then there were some costs associated with some of the open 
houses that we had to allow members of the public access to some 
of our correctional facilities or community offices. 
 Really, the primary benefit from our perspective in terms of 
Corrections Week, I think, is to not only recognize the fact that 
our employees do a tremendous job and provide a valuable ser-
vice, but it’s also to educate the public on the work that 
corrections does. I think to a large extent the public is unaware of 
what happens within a correctional facility, the type of work that a 
correctional peace officer does and what they’re responsible for, 
and the same thing with respect to our community corrections 
staff. 

Mr. Kang: Just a quick one related to this, please. 

The Chair: No. I’m afraid we have to move on. There are a cou-
ple of other people who have not had an opportunity to ask 
questions yet who indicated a willingness to do so, and we have a 
very short time frame now. 
 The hon. Member for St. Albert. 
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Mr. Allred: Yes. Thank you, Mr. Chair. I don’t see anything in 
your report, so I’m asking the question: what programs do you 
have in place to prevent the introduction of drugs into the correc-
tional system? 

Mr. Pickering: I’ll start and then refer it to ADM Anderson. Ba-
sically, we have a drug dog program which does searches within 
our facility on a regular basis. As well, at the admission into our 
centres there is a facility called a BOSS chair. If there is a sus-
pected sort of bringing of drugs into the facility, an inmate is 
required to sit on the chair. 
 With that, I’ll turn it over to ADM Anderson. 

Mr. B. Anderson: I’m not sure I can add too much to that. I 
mean, we treat it very seriously. We don’t tolerate the use of drugs 
within the institution. There are disciplinary processes within the 
institution. If an inmate is found to be in possession of contraband, 
including drugs, they’re subject to internal discipline. They’re 
charged internally, they appear before an independent adjudicator, 
and they can lose remission if they’re a sentenced inmate. They 
can serve time in segregation. So there are penalties. 
 The other thing we do is that most of the visits, with very few 
exceptions, are secure visits. They’re behind glass, so that does 
not allow, then, the introduction of contraband into the centre by 
visitors. 
 As Deputy Pickering indicated, we have the BOSS chair. It’s a 
body orifice scanning chair. Basically, offenders will sit on that 
chair when they’re admitted. It will determine whether or not they 
have metal internalized in their body, so if they’re using some 
type of metal to contain drugs, that would be found. In some 
cases, you know, the fact that inmates are being placed on this 
chair: they will just turn over contraband that they may have. 
 The drug dog: we have one. We are in the process of recruiting 
another drug dog, so we’ll have another drug dog operational this 
year as well. 

Mr. Allred: A supplemental if I might, sort of a double-headed 
one. What effort do you take to monitor your employees, and what 
is your overall success rate in preventing the introduction of drugs 
to the system? 

Mr. Pickering: I’ll have ADM Anderson answer that. 

Mr. B. Anderson: The success rate is good. Now, I won’t say that 
we don’t have any drugs within the centre, but we do not have 
what I would consider to be a drug problem, and it’s because we 
do implement the kinds of procedures that I’ve talked about. 
 One thing that I did not mention is that we also do random drug 
testing of 1 per cent of the inmate population every week, so there 
are those random tests that occur as well. 
 With respect to the drug dog results from ’09-10 there were 178 
centre searches and 714 inmate searches. Contraband was discov-
ered, but I don’t have information on exactly how much was 
discovered. I can tell you that I think the measures that we have in 
place are significant in terms of deterring the use or the introduc-
tion of drugs. One way that inmates do bring drugs into the centre, 
however, is to conceal them internally. It’s difficult to control that, 
so we also have dry cell techniques, where if we believe that an 
inmate has in fact digested or inserted drugs internally, they’re 
placed into a cell that does not have any running water until such 
time as they need to go to the washroom, in which case we hope 
that’s flushed down. 
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 The other thing I can tell you is that when the drug dog does 
enter the institutions for cell searches and inmate searches, you’ll 
often hear toilets flush, which means that inmates are in fact get-
ting rid of contraband. So it also has a preventative effect in that 
sense. 

Mr. Allred: You didn’t address the monitoring of your employees 
in the institutions. 

Mr. B. Anderson: We do not have a program in place to monitor 
employees. However, if we suspect an employee is involved in 
any kind of illegal activity, then we would engage the police in 
terms of investigation. 

Mr. Allred: Thank you. 

The Chair: Thank you very much. 
 Mr. Rob Anderson, please, followed by Mr. Griffiths. 

Mr. R. Anderson: Man, I feel like eating breakfast after that con-
versation. 
 Gentlemen, it’s good to see you. One of the highlights of being 
elected and serving the Legislature thus far has been working with 
you fine gentlemen in my first year and a half or so. You’re doing 
a great job. 
 There are some questions I have relating to a project that was 
obviously ongoing while I was there and that also I’ve heard a 
little about recently, so I’d just like to get your thoughts on it. 
That’s, of course, the TALON project. This, obviously, was a 
project that was going on last year, and I’m unsure of the amount 
that was expended on it. Clearly, it’s a piece of infrastructure 
that’s needed to improve law enforcement. We need not be doing 
police work in silos, and the RCMP and municipal police forces 
need to be talking to one another, so I certainly support the princi-
ple. 
 Over the last year I heard there have been some resources spent. 
Obviously, a privacy report has been done on it. I guess there are 
some concerns around that area, around people’s privacy. There 
just seems to be a lack of a plan. 

The Chair: Do direct a question to the staff, please, because we 
have a very short time left for this meeting. 

Mr. R. Anderson: Okay. Sure. What would you like me to ask? 

The Chair: It’s your choice, but don’t take any lessons from Mr. 
Chase. 

Mr. R. Anderson: Okay. I was just going to say . . . 
 I guess my question, therefore, is just these privacy concerns 
and making sure there’s no abuse of this new system that we’re 
spending so much money on. What are you doing to make sure of 
that? 

Mr. Pickering: I will address the question. It was actually the first 
question we had out of the gate this morning, so this may be a test 
to see if I’m consistent in my response. The new police informa-
tion database allows police agencies to better manage information 
for the protection and safety of Albertans as well as police offi-
cers. The information that will be collected in the database is the 
same type of information that is currently collected by individual 
police, so the only difference is that we’re now aggregating that 
into a single system. 
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 Police actions with respect to collection, use, or disclosure of 
personal information within the database must comply with the 
FOIP Act as it currently exists. The Solicitor General is currently 
in the process of doing its privacy impact assessment, and this is 
being done in consultation with the Privacy Commissioner’s of-
fice and all participating police service partners. Once the PIA for 
the database is completed, which is expected by the latter part of 
April, it will be disclosed except for any technical information that 
may be removed if it would harm the security of the system. 
 As I mentioned this morning, I think there are two major sort of 
foundations, and you said you agreed with the principle behind it. 
Really, it’s officer safety and public safety. I think one can go 
back to the Bernardo review that was done in 1996 to realize that 
it’s important from a public safety perspective to ensure that our 
police agencies are sharing information to ensure that investiga-
tions are done in the most efficient and effective manner. That was 
a recommendation that came out of a review done by Justice 
Campbell in 1996. 
 As well, in Alberta in 2003 there was a fatality inquiry dealing 
with an individual that was shot by a police officer. A police offi-
cer was also stabbed. That occurred in Calgary. What may have 
changed the course of those events – and I do emphasize may – 
was the opportunity to understand the potentially sort of violent 
index for that individual, which wasn’t contained within the sys-
tem of the Calgary Police Service but another police service 
within the province. 

Mr. R. Anderson: Supplementals. 

The Chair: Yes. 

Mr. R. Anderson: Will there be a way to access one’s own 
TALON report in order to make sure that there’s no false or mis-
leading or incorrect information? Will there be a process put in 
place to remove that false information should it exist? 

Mr. Pickering: A couple of safeguards exist, and those occur 
under the FOIP Act. Anyone can ask to see their personal infor-
mation and ask for a correction if, in fact, it’s in error. Once the 
system has been implemented, any concern with how the informa-
tion in the database is accessed or used can be brought forward to 
the chief of police of that jurisdiction and also a complaint to the 
office of the Information and Privacy Commissioner. So we be-
lieve it’s appropriately covered. 

Mr. R. Anderson: Thank you, Brad. 

The Chair: Thank you very much. 
 In the limited time we have we still have members interested in 
asking questions, but unfortunately we’re going to have to read 
them into the record and have written responses, Mr. Pickering, 
through the clerk to all members. We’ll start with Mr. Kang, 
please. 

Mr. Kang: Thank you, Mr. Chair. Liquor and gaming, goal 7. It is 
reported on page 46 of the annual report that an MLA committee 
was appointed to examine specific aspects of Alberta’s gaming 
model. It has been said that the work of the committee cost about 
$21,000 but that their report has been rejected by the minister. 
This seems rather wasteful. Was there some issue with the com-
mittee’s terms of reference, or is there some other explanation? 
 My second question. It is reported that the ministry supports 
evidence-based decision-making and spent $1.5 million on gam-
ing research, page 44. Could you tell us how many different 
researchers or research teams received the funding and how this 

information has actually been used in support of evidence-based 
decision-making? 

The Chair: Thank you. 
 Mr. Griffiths, do you have any questions at this time for the 
department? 

Mr. Griffiths: Well, I didn’t have a question. I just wanted to say 
that as chair of the charitable gaming casino – and Mr. Rodney 
was on there, too – I want you guys to know that the staff that 
were provided to help us crunch numbers, collect all the data, 
organize the meetings, meet with all the different volunteer chari-
ties: they were exceptional. I don’t think I’ve ever personally 
passed that on to you guys, but I wanted you to know that, and 
now it’s in Hansard forever. They were absolutely incredible, and 
I can’t thank you enough for the great work they did. 

Mr. McLennan: Thank you. I’ll pass that on to the staff. 

The Chair: Mr. Rodney, please. 

Mr. Rodney: Thank you. As a member of the committee, as Mr. 
Griffiths has said – thank you so much, Doug, for bringing that up. 
The other Doug, Elniski that is, MLA for Edmonton-Calder, 
would say: everything’s in Calder. 
 Everything was on that group of people that you sent around the 
province with us. We talked to thousands of people in dozens of 
locations. It was a tall order. I think some great work was done. 
For anyone out there who’s wondering if anything has come of it, 
well, the report has been released, and I do trust that in the future 
we’ll be able to take some of that information and make it even 
better. The thing that was most affirming for all of us was that 
although there were little disagreements here and there across the 
province in terms of what could be done to fix it, overall people 
thought: we are so fortunate to have a program that’s so well run. 
Thank you again for all your work with that. 

The Chair: Thank you. 
 To conclude, Mr. Chase, you have a question you would like to 
ask? 

Mr. Chase: Yes. Thank you. Goal 3, protection services. As the 
son of a dedicated, former long-time serving Canadian Forces 
squadron leader, I’m not a stranger to acronym usage. However, 
the annual report is full of acronyms that sound as though they’ve 
just stepped out of television: ASIRT, ALERT, ICE, FASST, 
SCAN, I-TRAC. 
 I’ll focus on one on page 29. It is noted that the Alberta Security 
and Strategic Intelligence Support Team, or ASSIST, provided 
services that “included protection of energy infrastructure and co-
ordinated exchange of information between partners and jurisdic-
tions and value-added crisis management services.” That list is 
like the acronyms. They need someone to translate. Can you 
please provide an overview of what “value-added crisis manage-
ment services” refers to in the real world? 

The Chair: Thank you very much. 
 That concludes this portion of our meeting. I would like to 
thank Mr. Pickering and his staff on behalf of all members of the 
committee for your time and attention this morning and wish you 
the very best in this fiscal year. While we conclude our other busi-
ness, you are free to leave. Again, on behalf of the committee 
thank you very much. 

Mr. Pickering: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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The Chair: Committee members, other business: the committee 
report on 2010 activities. A copy of the draft annual report has 
been circulated, and I would appreciate it if you could take time in 
the next week to have a look at that, and perhaps we could have a 
motion next week to send this on to the Legislative Assembly. 
 Also, I would like to note that the anticipated meeting schedule 
for the spring of 2011 is here. This is a schedule, of course, that 
was made following the motion passed at the November 3, 2010, 
committee meeting, and we’re hopefully going to have a lot of  

interest through this spring session in the various departments that 
we have scheduled to appear before us. 
 Now, if there are no other items under other business, may I 
move on? Thank you. 
 The date of our next meeting will be with Alberta Justice 
and Attorney General, and it’s next Wednesday, March 2, at 
8:30 a.m. in this room. 
 Could I have a motion to adjourn? Moved by Mr. Sandhu 
that the meeting be adjourned. All in favour? None opposed. 
Thank you very much. Have a good week. 

[The committee adjourned at 10:01 a.m.] 
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