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Legislative Assembly of Alberta

Title: Thursday, February 17, 2000
Date: 00/02/17
THE SERGEANT-AT-ARMS: Order! All rise, please.

3:00 p.m.

[The Clerk read the Royal Proclamation dated January 26, 2000,
summoning the Members of the Legislative Assembly of Alberta to
convene on this date]

THE CLERK: Please be seated.
[The Sergeant-at-Arms left the Chamber]
THE SERGEANT-AT-ARMS: Order! Order! Mr. Speaker.

[Preceded by the Sergeant-at-Arms, the Speaker, accompanied by
the officers of the Assembly, entered the Chamber and took the
chair]

head: Prayers

THE SPEAKER: Welcome. Would you please join me in the
opening day prayer? Almighty God, author of all wisdom,
knowledge, and understanding, we ask Your guidance in order that
truth and justice may prevail in all of our judgments for the benefit
of all Albertans. Amen.

Ladies and gentlemen, I would now invite Mr. Paul Lorieau to
lead us in the singing of our national anthem. Please join us in the
language of your choice.

O Canada, our home and native land!
True patriot love in all thy sons command.
With glowing hearts we see thee rise,

The True North strong and free!

From far and wide, O Canada,

We stand on guard for thee.

God keep our land glorious and free!

O Canada, we stand on guard for thee.

O Canada, we stand on guard for thee.

Please be seated.

Entrance of the Lieutenant Governor

[The Premier, the Clerk, and the Sergeant-at-Arms left the Chamber
to attend the Lieutenant Governor]

[The Mace was draped]

THE SPEAKER: Hon. members and ladies and gentlemen, while we
await the arrival of Her Honour, I thought I might take this
opportunity to say a few words relevant to the history and role of the
Office of Lieutenant Governor. The post of Lieutenant Governor
was established by the British North America Act in March of 1867.
This act united the provinces under a central government with each
province retaining its own Legislature to preside over matters not
under federal jurisdiction. In Alberta the Office of Lieutenant
Governor came into existence when the federal government created
the province of Alberta from the North-West Territories in 1905.

Since the Statute of Westminster of 1931 Canada has been a
sovereign state but has chosen to remain a member of the
Commonwealth.  Her Majesty the Queen is head of the
Commonwealth. The Lieutenant Governor is a representative of the
Crown in our province. Over the years the Lieutenant Governor’s
role has gradually changed and is now focused primarily on her
responsibilities as the sovereign’s representative and chief executive
officer of the province.

One of the most important responsibilities is to ensure that the
province always has a Premier. If this office becomes vacant
because of death or resignation, it is the Lieutenant Governor’s
responsibility to see that the post is filled. The Lieutenant Governor
has the same responsibility if the government resigns following a
defeat in the Legislature or an election. She summons, prorogues,
and dissolves the Legislature and reads the Speech from the Throne
at the opening of each session.

With the advice of the Premier she appoints and swears in
members of the Executive Council, or cabinet, and is guided by their
advice. The Lieutenant Governor gives royal assent to all measures
and bills passed by the Legislative Assembly except on rare
occasions when reservation is considered necessary. She also signs
orders in council, proclamations, and many other official documents
before they become law.

The Lieutenant Governor is host to members of the royal family
and heads of state visiting the province. She is not involved in
political activity, which permits her to represent Alberta at
ceremonial and state occasions, and she is a patron to a wide variety
of activities which contribute to the betterment of the lives of
Albertans of all ages.

The Canadian Crown is a distinctive and essential part of
Canada’s heritage and character and thus a focus for national pride.
It’s an important symbol of unity, serving to bind Canadians together
in their common ideals and aspirations. It is a visible proof of the
vitality of our traditions.

[The Sergeant-at-Arms knocked on the main doors of the Chamber
three times. The Assistant Sergeant-at-Arms opened the doors, and
the Sergeant-at-Arms entered]

THE SERGEANT-AT-ARMS: Ladies and gentlemen, all rise,
please.

Mr. Speaker, Her Honour the Honourable the Lieutenant
Governor awaits.

THE SPEAKER: Sergeant-at-Arms, admit Her Honour the
Honourable the Lieutenant Governor.

[A fanfare of trumpets sounded]

[Preceded by the Sergeant-at-Arms, Their Honours the Lieutenant
Governor of Alberta, Lois E. Hole, CM, and Mr. Hole, their party,
the Premier, and the Clerk entered the Chamber. Her Honour took
her place upon the throne]

head: Speech from the Throne

HER HONOUR: Pray be seated.

Fellow Albertans, it is my pleasure to welcome you to the Fourth
Session of the 24th Alberta Legislature. I am honoured to speak to
you today as Alberta’s Lieutenant Governor, a role I accept with
pride and a full appreciation of its time-honoured place in our
cherished democratic system.

As Alberta and Canada welcome the new century, let me begin
with a quotation from the first throne speech of the previous century
and the first-ever presented in Alberta. It was delivered by
Lieutenant Governor George Hedley Vicars Bulyea on March 15,
1906.

Our thanks are due to Divine Providence for the bountiful harvest
with which we were blessed during the past year. Insomuch as the
fruits of the soil are at the basis of the material prosperity of any
country, the glorious heritage to which the people of this Province
have been called justifies a boundless confidence in the future.
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With that eloquent endorsement of Alberta’s potential so began
the province’s journey as a partner in Confederation. Today
Albertans look back with tremendous pride at what they achieved
through the 20th century and look forward with confidence to the
challenges and opportunities of the new century.

We are honoured to have in this Assembly today an Albertan who
was born in the year that first throne speech was delivered. Mrs.
Mathilda Hirsch of Edmonton, seated with the Premier’s guests, was
born in Wetaskiwin. And, Mrs. Hirsch, I must say that Wetaskiwin
is a lovely city; I’ve been there many times. She represents four
generations of Albertans, men and women who weathered the storms
of war and depression to bequeath to us and to our children a
province well poised for growth and prosperity in the coming
century. We thank Mrs. Hirsch and the many Albertans like her,
some still with us, many not, who worked so hard throughout the
20th century so that the new century could offer such promise.

Also present today are 13 students of the class of 2000 along with
their teacher, Mr. Jeff Larbalestier. These students, from the
international baccalaureate program at Stratford campus of Jasper
Place high school, will be Alberta’s first graduates of the 21st
century. They are beginning their journeys to adulthood in our
province.

These students represent the generation that will continue the
work of Mrs. Hirsch in the coming years. Among them lie the
potential of today and the energies that will fuel tomorrow. These
young Albertans along with their classmates and peers in high
schools across the province inspire great confidence and hope for
Alberta’s new century.

Finally, I wish to introduce baby Micheal Tustin along with his
parents, Theresa and Dwayne Tustin. Baby Micheal was born at the
Grey Nuns hospital early on January 1, 2000, and is one of Alberta’s
millennium children. With baby Micheal and all those born in the
opening months of the new century lies the potential of tomorrow.
Every child born in Alberta is blessed with a birthright of Canadian
citizenship in this province, a birthright of economic opportunity,
personal freedom, clear choices, and safe communities. They in turn
will grow into adults who will work to ensure that birthright endures
for their children.

As this Legislative Assembly begins its first deliberations of the
new century, the government reaffirms its commitment to
maintaining this birthright for baby Micheal, for the class of 2000,
for Mrs. Hirsch, and for all other citizens in this province who
together turn potential into reality.

This birthright is based on certain values that have distinguished
Alberta within Confederation since the time of Lieutenant Governor
Bulyea. Albertans are confident, confident in their province, in their
ability to succeed, and in the strength of their province. Albertans
are entrepreneurial people who believe that citizens should have the
freedom to pursue their goals. They also value innovation and are
not afraid to take risks or try new ideas if the goal of these actions is
worth while.

Self-reliance is another key value for Albertans. Albertans accept
personal responsibility for their lives while recognizing that many of
their neighbours sometimes need assistance, which they are happy
to give. Albertans are also a spiritual people who embrace their faith
with a quiet passion while respecting the faiths of others.
Recognizing that their province is blessed with unmatched natural
beauty, Albertans also place a high value on enjoying and protecting
our natural environment.

It is these values, the values that have shaped almost a century of
Alberta history, that will guide the province through the 21st
century. It is also these values that shape the principles by which
this government will govern over the next year and beyond. These

principles are fiscal responsibility, which has become the basis of
Albertans’ confidence in the economy; innovation, which means
making effective change that benefits the province; equity, which
includes fairness for all citizens and respect for diversity of culture,
age, gender, and other characteristics; and balance, especially
balance between revenues and expenditures, saving and spending,
and development and sustainability.

Today this government recommits itself to these principles and
lays out a plan that is based on them. The plan, like Albertans
themselves, is bold and forward looking. It respects the values of
Albertans while recognizing that a new century holds new
challenges and therefore requires new ideas to meet those
challenges.

When Lieutenant Governor Bulyea spoke of Alberta’s bountiful
harvest, he spoke primarily of the province’s agricultural strength.
Today Alberta’s harvest spreads beyond our expanse of farmlands.
We reap the harvests of a vibrant energy sector, of an energetic retail
and service sector, of a public service delivering health and
education and other services, of a growing high-tech sector, and of
a bustling international trade sector.

But just as in 1906 the harvest of plenty begins on Alberta farms.
Agriculture will continue to be a cornerstone of our provincial
economy. While making up 9 percent of Canada’s population,
Alberta accounts for 20 percent of the nation’s primary agricultural
production. One in every three jobs in Alberta depends on
agriculture, from the farmer in the field to the person working at the
supermarket.

The government recognizes that these are challenging times for
agriculture, that this industry that holds together countless Alberta
communities is at a crossroads. Some family farms are in jeopardy,
and the ties that bound neighbours together in Lieutenant Governor
Bulyea’s time risk being severed. Our government will not stand
idly by to let this happen. The family farm of a century ago is bound
to undergo change, but the agricultural industry will remain vital to
this province’s prosperity.

As aresult, the government has begun to develop a plan to ensure
the long-term sustainability of this diverse industry. The recent
agricultural leaders’ workshop will lead to regional meetings
throughout Alberta in March. The process will culminate in Ag
Summit 2000, to be held on June 7 and 8. The government will
continue to provide a responsive safety net package for farmers
facing disaster. A review of Alberta’s hail and crop insurance
program will also be undertaken, resulting in a restructuring of risk
management programs to better meet the needs of our producers.

We will also continue to work with the federal government to
advance Alberta’s interest in improved trade rules and market access
for the industry. The focus is on expanding access for value-added
products that use Alberta agricultural products as input. As Alberta
has many farmers who depend on commodity exports, efforts to
remove barriers and subsidies in the European Union and the United
States will continue to be a priority.

In other areas of economic activity we also commit to maintaining
a plentiful harvest. This spring the government starts work on
implementing an updated economic strategy for Alberta. The
strategy will help create an environment in which Albertans can
build on the province’s economic strengths by forging strong links
among economy, innovation, learning, and quality of life. The
strategy lays out a comprehensive plan for the future that focuses on
competing in the global economy and maximizing the human talent
and ingenuity of all Albertans.

Alberta’s aboriginal peoples are key players in the province’s
economic future. Following consultation with First Nations and
Metis leaders and organizations, industry, municipalities, and others,
the government will release a new aboriginal policy framework. The
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framework will guide government in its relations with aboriginal
peoples and create an environment in which aboriginal peoples can
better participate in the Alberta advantage.

In the area of innovation and science the government recognizes
that Alberta can and must be a leader in the areas of information and
communications technology and leading-edge research. To thatend,
this year the government will work with its partners to connect
communities across Alberta with high-speed, high-bandwidth
Internet access. This will create enormous opportunities for all
Albertans, regardless of where they live, to benefit from distance
learning, electronic commerce, and better access to government
services.

Legislation will be introduced to establish the Alberta heritage
foundation for science and engineering research. This $500 million
endowment fund will enhance research in the fields of science and
engineering in Alberta and help the province maintain a leadership
role in areas that will play crucial roles in the future of the province.
It will encourage Alberta’s brightest minds to stay here in Alberta
and to recognize that Alberta is the place to be. For the Alberta of
the 21st century it creates a legacy of excellence.

In addition, over $90 million will be allocated to support research
initiatives in the areas of agriculture, bioscience, health, forestry,
energy, and industry. From these funds the nationwide brain drain
problem will be addressed by an allocation of approximately $18
million to continue supporting faculty at Alberta universities and
research hospitals and a further $10 million to support the
informatics circle of research excellence, which will attract
communications and technology researchers to Alberta.

Attracting researchers is important to Alberta’s economic success.
Equally important is developing a well-trained and highly educated
workforce right here so that Alberta’s economy can respond
effectively to changing market demand and industry needs. The
government will continue to create a positive and stable labour
climate that fosters one of the highest productivity rates and most
impressive workplace safety records in Canada.

This government will also continue to help build a strong and
skilled labour force through expanded programs to help youth
entering the workforce get the training they need to find meaningful
employment. Changes will be introduced to provide more flexibility
in Alberta’s apprenticeship and training system while maintaining
the province’s high industry standards.

Recognizing that a competitive tax regime is essential to
economic growth, the government will continue to reform the
provincial tax system. In this session legislation will be introduced
to put into law Alberta’s tax reform plan, including a phasing out of
the remaining surtax, the elimination of the eroding effects of
inflation on workers’ salaries, a significant increase in personal
exemptions, the removal of 132,000 Albertans from the provincial
tax roll, and the move to a new 11 percent, single-rate provincial
income tax all by January 1, 2001.

A comprehensive business tax review will be completed in the
coming year. It will examine how business and corporate taxes can
be reformed to enhance the Alberta advantage. Whether they be
small family businesses or globally competing corporations, all
forms of enterprise will be included. We will also conclude the
review of provincial fees and charges and ensure that these fees and
charges are reasonable and reflect the cost of the services provided.

In the area of nonrenewable resources the government will
proceed with the orderly restructuring of the electricity industry.
Deregulation and the introduction of retail choice in 2001 will create
acompetitive marketplace for new generation and retail services that
will offer options to consumers and ensure that Albertans continue
to benefit from a reliable power supply. Our government will work

to ensure Albertans understand their options and rights in this new
electricity marketplace so that they are well equipped to make
informed choices when choices become available. A regulatory
framework will be developed that focuses on consumer protection
and awareness and a fair marketplace with a high standard of
business conduct.

This year the Energy Statutes Amendment Act, 2000, will be
introduced. The act will expand the current abandoned well
program. It will enhance the Energy and Utilities Board’s ability to
manage site abandonment and reclamation in a responsible manner
that ensures safety and protects the environment and the public
purse.

The government is committed to ensuring Alberta’s international
marketing activities are globally competitive, co-ordinated, and
focused on promoting continued economic growth and prosperity.
Therefore, the government is developing an international strategy
focused on building relationships with foreign governments,
removing barriers to trade, and promoting investment, trade, and
tourism in partnership with the private sector.

A significant opportunity to build global relationships will be
Alberta’s participation at the 2000 World Exposition in Hanover,
Germany. The Alberta government will use the 2000 World Expo
as a high-profile venue from which to launch its longer term
European strategy. Alberta’s Expo participation will focus on
technology and innovation.

The people of Alberta work hard and with pride to reap the
economic harvests that make Alberta strong. They know, however,
that economic prosperity is not an end in itself. Albertans expect
that the results of their commitment will be a good education system,
quality health care, effective social programs, a clean environment,
and safe, strong communities. The government will take action in
each of these areas over the coming year.

Our government will work to make Alberta’s education system a
leader in Canada. It will introduce a new $3 million academic
scholarship program that will benefit approximately 3,000 second-
year postsecondary students and reward them for their hard work.
The government will also increase student financial assistance levels
and will continue to improve the student loan application process to
make it easier for students and will work with students to enhance
available information to help in planning for a postsecondary
education. Our government will also expand the child health benefit
to cover children of low-income postsecondary students.

A key area of emphasis will be on continuing a collaborative,
flexible, and responsive learning system that encourages Albertans
to be lifelong learners. The Minister of Learning will work with
government’s education partners on school and student improvement
issues such as literacy and class size. As well, fund-raising in the
primary and secondary school systems will be reviewed to ensure
that students and parents are not fund-raising to meet the basic
educational needs of their schools.

The government will work with institutions on enhancing access
through technology and will work with partners to promote second
language programs to help students participate in the global
economy.

In the area of health and wellness a six-point plan will be
implemented to keep Alberta’s health system sustainable and
effective in the face of mounting pressures. Alberta will continue to
play a leadership role across Canada in working to strengthen the
system and will renew its pledge to respect the principles of the
Canada Health Act and maintain a single-tier, publicly funded health
system that is accessible to all Albertans on an equitable basis.
Legislation will be introduced to help protect and preserve the
publicly funded health system by putting Alberta’s commitment to
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the principles of the Canada Health Act into provincial law and
enabling health authorities to pursue new, innovative ways of
delivering publicly funded health services.

The government will implement the overall directions for
enhancing continuing care resulting from the long-term care review,
and it will also work with regional boards to follow up on the review
of'the persons with developmental disabilities program to strengthen
support for Albertans with developmental disabilities.

Government will continue to focus on maintaining and improving
the health of Albertans through prevention of illness and injury by
expanding screening programs for breast and cervical cancer and by
launching a new three-year immunization plan, and government will
increase access to essential services by increasing frontline staff
levels in the health system and by reducing waiting times for
surgeries and diagnostic procedures.

We know that the harvest of prosperity is not always equally
shared by all members of society. Therefore, programs to protect
and assist those in need will continue to be a focus in the coming
year. We will continue to support those who need assistance and
help people ready and able to re-enter the workforce. The Human
Resources and Employment minister’s Employability Council will
look at ways to ensure that all Albertans have the opportunity to
contribute to the strength of the province.

To address the pressing problem of homelessness, the government
will work with public and private partners to co-ordinate programs
that provide access to affordable housing and shelter for those in
need.

For children the government’s emphasis will be on providing early
support for children and families to promote healthy development.
The government will respond to and act appropriately on
recommendations from the Alberta Children’s Forum and the Task
Force on Children at Risk. The government will also address issues
and needs of adolescents through the Youth Secretariat.

An external review of the factors leading to rising child welfare
caseloads will be completed. In addition, the mandate of the office
ofthe Children’s Advocate will be reviewed to make sure the voices
of vulnerable children and youth are heard. The government will
continue to back its groundbreaking legislation to protect children
involved in prostitution.

Government continues to focus resources on crime prevention so
that communities in Alberta are safe. Continued support for
policing, for the active pursuit and prosecution of organized crime,
and for local crime prevention initiatives will help reduce the
provincial rate of adult and youth crime. The government will
continue to increase the efficiency of Alberta’s courts, using
mediation and other effective dispute resolution measures. The
government will also review Alberta’s Police Act and continue its
work to improve access to the justice system for Albertans.

An important part of Alberta’s communities is seniors, who today
number about 300,000 and who are a vital part of all Alberta
communities, contributing energy, wisdom, and time to the
development of the province. The Alberta government will continue
to provide support to seniors who need it. In the coming year the
government will increase financial support to the Alberta seniors’
benefit program so that cash benefits for clients reflect rising costs.
Additional funding will also be provided for the special-needs
assistance program, a highly successful initiative that has helped
thousands of seniors deal with financial emergencies. The
government will also complete its study of the impact of the aging
population and will consider recommendations that will strengthen
programs, services, and housing supports for seniors to enable them
to live in security and dignity.

Recognizing the importance of heritage in communities,

legislation will be introduced to return objects of religious
importance to First Nations peoples. This repatriation legislation
will ensure that First Nations communities have full ownership and
responsibility for these spiritual artifacts.

Effective ties with other orders of government are important to the
province and its communities. Over the next year we will work with
municipalities across the province to strengthen our partnership with
local governments. The government will work to improve service
in its approach to provincial/municipal policies and programs and
eliminate unnecessary overlap.

Our government will also work in partnership with other
governments toward common goals. Alberta will continue to seek
a strong, productive partnership with Ottawa and the provinces to
address issues of national concern effectively. This partnership is
essential to ensure that initiatives from the two levels of government
complement each other rather than duplicate and that programs are
responsive and accountable to the needs of Albertans and Canadians.

To improve the way government provides services to Albertans
and communities, a wide range of services, products, and
information will be made available through a one-window approach.
This will enable Albertans to get what they need without having to
know from which department to get it. It will also allow them to
decide how they want to get it, whether over the counter, over the
phone, or over the Internet.

The government will continue with its $900 million, three-year
reinvestment in provincial infrastructure systems, ensuring that the
province’s roads are safe and meeting the needs of Albertans.

Albertans desire a clean, safe natural environment. The
government will continue to show leadership in preserving and
protecting Alberta’s environment and, with it, Albertans’ health and
quality of life. The government will build on last year’s
consultations to address issues such as climate change, sustainable
development, protection of endangered species, and parks policy.
Through Climate Change Central the government will work with
industry and communities to continue to develop practical strategies
to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.

As well, the government will monitor the status of species at risk
in the province and develop management strategies to restore
populations to sustainable levels. Alberta’s diversity of wildlife and
habitat are parts of a natural heritage that citizens want to protect and
enjoy for the new century and beyond. The government will
continue to strike a balance between preserving Alberta’s natural
heritage and sustaining its use as a contributor to outdoor recreation,
nature appreciation, and development.

In conclusion, in this first year of the new century Albertans can
expect to be blessed with a harvest as bountiful as that which
ushered in Alberta’s first year as a province in the 20th century. The
values that characterized Alberta in Lieutenant Governor Bulyea’s
time still shape this province today, and they will continue to mold
the government’s agenda in all of its aspects.

As Alberta begins the 21st century, the government commits itself
to doing all it can to nurture the province’s bountiful harvest of
prosperity, safety, and quality of life. At the same time, the
government recognizes that Albertans achieve best when
government does not erect barriers to their success. Therefore, the
government pledges to stay out of people’s lives when intervention
would only be intrusion.

Alberta’s new century begins with a recognition of the importance
of the agricultural industry, a new economic plan, a renewed
commitment to the Canada Health Act and the quality of health care
for all Albertans, a strong and responsive education system, a sound
fiscal plan and a commitment to lower taxes, and a variety of
initiatives to strengthen communities and those who live in them.
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This plan bodes well for Alberta. It is as bold as Albertans
themselves. It is rooted in the soil of the province’s rich past and
will be nourished by the promise of the province’s future.

To Mrs. Hirsch, to the class of 2000, to baby Micheal, and to all
Albertans: the government promises to work with all of you to
ensure that in the new century this province continues to write a
history of greatness and a legacy of hope and promise for all of its
citizens. We trust that our deliberations in this Assembly will
continue to be for the common goal of achieving what is good for
Alberta and that the citizens of this province here today will see fit
to judge their harvest bountiful.

Now I leave you to the business of this session confident that as
elected representatives you will in every way fulfill your
responsibilities to Albertans.

Mr. Speaker and Members of the Legislative Assembly, I pray
that the blessing of God may rest on your deliberations, just as it did
on Alberta’s first Assembly in March 1906.

God bless Alberta.

God bless Canada.

God save the Queen.

THE SERGEANT-AT-ARMS: All rise, please.

[Preceded by the Sergeant-at-Arms, Their Honours, their party, and
the Premier left the Chamber as a fanfare of trumpets sounded]

THE SPEAKER: Please be seated.
[The Mace was uncovered]

THE SPEAKER: Hon. members and ladies and gentlemen, while we
await the return of the Premier to the Chamber, perhaps I might just
make a few comments with respect to some of the traditional
formalities that will occur in the next few minutes.

The first order of business will be the introduction of a bill by the
Premier. Introduction of a bill asserts the right of the Assembly to
deliberate and pass legislation, thus taking its business into its own
hands. Introduction of a bill is the first of three reading stages a bill
must pass through before it can become law. In addition to three
readings, bills are also considered in more detail in a committee
composed of all members.

Following introduction of the bill, I will table a copy of the
Speech from the Throne to form part of the official records of the
Assembly.

A series of motions will then be moved by the Premier and several
ministers of Executive Council. The first will be a motion by the
Premier that the Speech from the Throne be taken into consideration
next Tuesday. That debate will be the main item of business for the
consideration of the Assembly for the first week or so of this session.

The Deputy Government House Leader will then move that the
Votes and Proceedings of the Assembly be printed. This document
forms the official record of the proceedings in the Assembly and
contains a summary of all actions or decisions by this House.

A series of motions will follow sponsored by the Government
House Leader to appoint the Assembly’s seven standing committees
and their membership.

At the conclusion of its business the Government House Leader
will move that the Assembly adjourn until Tuesday afternoon,
Monday being Family Day, which is a statutory holiday in Alberta,
the only province in Canada to celebrate such a special day.

As this is a ceremonial occasion as well, the Speaker will leave the
Chamber in procession through the main doors of the Chamber. All
members and guests will then exit and proceed down the grand

staircase to be received by Their Honours the Hon. Lois Elsa Hole
and the Hon. Ted Hole, the hon. Premier of the province of Alberta,
and the hon. Mrs. Klein.

[The Premier returned to the Chamber]

head: Introduction of Bills
THE SPEAKER: The hon. Mr. Premier.

Bill 1
Alberta Heritage Foundation for
Science and Engineering Research Act

MR. KLEIN: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I beg leave to introduce Bill
1, the Alberta Heritage Foundation for Science and Engineering
Research Act. This being a money bill, Her Honour the Honourable
the Lieutenant Governor, having been informed of the contents of
this bill, recommends the same to the Assembly.

Mr. Speaker, this bill puts into place a $500 million endowment
to enhance science and engineering research in Alberta. Hopefully
it will help to keep the brightest and keenest scientific minds right
here in our province.

[Motion carried; Bill 1 read a first time]

head: Tablings
THE SPEAKER: I have the honour to table a copy of the speech

graciously given by Her Honour the Honourable the Lieutenant
Governor.

head: Motions

THE SPEAKER: The hon. the Premier.

MR. KLEIN: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I move that the speech of
Her Honour the Honourable the Lieutenant Governor to this
Assembly be taken into consideration Tuesday, February 22.

[Motion carried]
THE SPEAKER: The hon. Deputy Government House Leader.

MR. HAVELOCK: Yes. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I move that the
Votes and Proceedings of this Assembly be printed after first having
been perused by Mr. Speaker and that he do appoint the printing
thereof and that no person but such as he shall appoint do presume
to print the same.

[Motion carried]
THE SPEAKER: The hon. Government House Leader.

MR. HANCOCK: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I move that the select
standing committees for the present session of the Legislative
Assembly be appointed for the following purposes:

(1) Alberta Heritage Savings Trust Fund,

(2) Law and Regulations,

(3) Legislative Offices,

(4) Private Bills,

(5) Privileges and Elections, Standing Orders and Printing,

(6) Public Accounts, and

(7) Public Affairs.

[Motion carried]
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THE SPEAKER: The hon. Government House Leader.

MR. HANCOCK: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I seek the Assembly’s
unanimous consent to waive Standing Order 49(1), providing for the
establishment of a striking committee to prepare, recommend, and
report a list of the members, chairmen, and deputy chairmen to
comprise the Assembly’s seven standing committees.

[Unanimous consent granted]

MR. HANCOCK: Mr. Speaker, again I seek the Assembly’s
unanimous consent to waive Standing Order 38(1)(a) in order to
move the motion appointing the chairmen, deputy chairmen, and
members to comprise the Assembly’s seven standing committees.

[Unanimous consent granted]
THE SPEAKER: The hon. Government House Leader.

MR. HANCOCK: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I move that the
following members be appointed to the Assembly's seven standing
committees:

(1) Alberta Heritage Savings Trust Fund: Mr. Trynchy, chairman;
Mr. Doerksen, deputy chairman; Mr. Bonner; Ms Carlson; Mr.
Clegg; Mr. Hierath; Mr. Lougheed; Mr. Shariff; and Mr.
Stevens.

(2) Law and Regulations: Mrs. Tarchuk, chairman; Mr. Doerksen,
deputy chairman; Mr. Amery; Mr. Broda; Mr. Boutilier; Mrs.
Burgener; Mr. Coutts; Mr. Dickson; Mrs. Fritz; Mr. Johnson;
Mrs. Laing; Ms Leibovici; Mr. MacDonald; Mr. Melchin; Ms

Olsen; Mr. Renner; Mr. Severtson; Mrs. Sloan; Mr. Thurber;
Mr. Trynchy; and Mr. Yankowsky.

(3) Legislative Offices: Mr. Langevin, chairman; Mr. Friedel,
deputy chairman; Mr. Dickson; Mr. Ducharme; Mrs. Fritz; Mr.
Hierath; Mr. Jacques; Ms Olsen; and Mrs. O'Neill.

(4) Private Bills: Ms Graham, chairman; Mrs. Burgener, deputy
chairman; Mr. Bonner; Mr. Cao; Mr. Coutts; Mr. Jacques; Ms
Kryczka; Mr. Langevin; Mr. MacDonald; Mr. Magnus; Mr.
Marz; Mr. McFarland; Ms Paul; Mr. Pham; Mr. Renner; Mrs.
Sloan; Mrs. Soetaert; Mr. Strang; Mr. Tannas; Mrs. Tarchuk;
and Mr. Thurber.

(5) Privileges and Elections, Standing Orders and Printing: Mr.
Stevens, chairman; Mr. Boutilier, deputy chairman; Mr. Cao;
Mr. Clegg; Mr. Dickson; Mr. Ducharme; Mr. Fischer; Mrs.
Forsyth; Mr. Gibbons; Mrs. Gordon; Mr. Hlady; Mr. Klapstein;
Ms Kryczka; Ms Leibovici; Dr. Massey; Mr. Renner; Mr.
Sapers; Mr. Severtson; Mr. Strang; Mr. Tannas; and Mrs.
Tarchuk.

(6) Public Accounts: Mr. White, chairman; Mr. Shariff, deputy
chairman; Mr. Amery; Ms Blakeman; Mr. Cao; Mrs. Forsyth;
Ms Graham; Mr. Herard; Mr. Johnson; Mr. Klapstein; Ms
Kryczka; Mr. Lougheed; Dr. Nicol; Ms Olsen; Mrs. O'Neill; Dr.
Pannu; and Mr. Yankowsky.

(7) Public Affairs: Mr. Strang, chairman; Mr. Fischer, deputy
chairman; and all members of the Assembly.

[Motion carried]

[At 4:03 p.m. the Assembly adjourned to Tuesday at 1:30 p.m.]
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Legislative Assembly of Alberta

Title: Tuesday, February 22, 2000
Date: 00/02/22
[The Speaker in the chair]

1:30 p.m.

head: Prayers

THE SPEAKER: Please join me in the prayer, and at the conclusion
of the prayer would you please remain standing.

Father, on this day of a new beginning we ask for Your guidance
in the responsibility we have undertaken and Your help in fulfilling
our duties. As Members of this Legislative Assembly may we
faithfully serve all Albertans and, in serving them, serve You.
Amen.

As is our custom, we pay tribute on our first day to former
members of this Assembly who have passed on since the House last
met.

Mr. Earl M. Hardy
September 6, 1913, to January 15, 2000

THE SPEAKER: On this day we remember Earl Hardy, who passed
away on January 15, 2000. Mr. Hardy was first elected to the
Alberta Legislature in the general election of August 17, 1948, and
served until June 17, 1963. During his years of service he
represented the constituency of Bruce for the Social Credit
governing party.

During his years in the Legislature Mr. Hardy served on the
following committees: Select Standing Committee on Agriculture,
Colonization, Immigration and Education, serving as chairman of
this committee for the First Session of the 12th Legislature; the
Select Standing Committee on Municipal Law, serving as chairman
for the 13th and 14th Legislatures; the Standing Committee on
Private Bills; the Select Standing Committee on Railways,
Telephones and Irrigation; and the Select Standing Committee on
Public Accounts.

We are honoured by the presence of Earl Hardy’s family in the
Speaker’s gallery today.

Anders Aalborg
August 22, 1914, to February 13, 2000

THE SPEAKER: Today we also remember Anders Aalborg, who
passed away on February 13, 2000. Mr. Aalborg was first elected to
the Alberta Legislature in the general election of August 17, 1948,
and served as MLA until August 30, 1971. During his years of
service he represented the constituency of Alexandra for the Social
Credit governing party.

During his years in the Legislature Mr. Aalborg served as Minister
of Education from September 9, 1952, to July 30, 1964; as
Provincial Treasurer from July 29, 1964, to September 9, 1971; as
Minister of Railways and Telephones from July 13, 1967, to
December 11, 1968. He also served on the following select standing
committees: Agriculture, Colonization, Immigration and Education;
Municipal Law; Private Bills; Railways, Telephones and Irrigation;
Public Accounts; Public Affairs; Privileges and Elections, Standing
Orders and Printing. He also served on the special committee
reviewing workers’ compensation.

With our admiration and respect there is gratitude to members of
their families who shared the burdens of public office. Our prayers
are with them.

In a moment of silent prayer I ask you to remember Earl Hardy
and Anders Aalborg as you may have known them. Rest eternal

grant unto them, O Lord, and let light perpetual shine upon them.
Amen.

Please be seated.

Hon. members, the Legislative Assembly of Alberta was the first
to proudly display the flags ofthe country’s provincial and territorial
flags in its Chamber. I would now like to continue building on our
Assembly’s firsts vis-a-vis our provincial and territorial counterparts
by adding the singing of our national anthem on a limited basis to
our daily routine. Would all those members in favour of granting
unanimous consent to provide for the singing of our national anthem
on the first day of each sessional week for the duration of the Fourth
Session of 24th Legislature, to be sung immediately following the
daily prayer, please say aye.

[Unanimous consent granted]

THE SPEAKER: Hon. members, I would now invite you to stand,
and I’d like to invite Mr. Paul Lorieau to lead us in the singing of the
national anthem. Mr. Lorieau is in the Speaker’s gallery. Please
join us in the language of your choice.

O Canada, our home and native land!

True patriot love in all thy sons command.

With glowing hearts we see thee rise,

The True North strong and free!

From far and wide, O Canada,

We stand on guard for thee.

God keep our land glorious and free!

O Canada, we stand on guard for thee.

O Canada, we stand on guard for thee.

head: Introduction of Visitors

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Minister of Infrastructure.

MR. STELMACH: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I’'m pleased to
introduce to the Assembly on your behalf the family of the late
former member Mr. Earl Hardy. We have the following members
of the family: Inez Reil and Sharon Mason, daughters; Doug and
Trish Hardy, son and daughter-in-law; Kim Pudlowski and Kerry
Bednarski, granddaughters; Darren Mason, grandson; and Janine
Bednarski, great-granddaughter. They are seated in the Speaker’s
gallery, and I would ask them all to please rise and receive the warm
welcome of this Assembly.

head: Presenting Petitions

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

MS OLSEN: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
present a petition that states:
We the undersigned citizens of Alberta petition the Legislative
Assembly to urge the government of Alberta to stop promoting
private health care and undermining public health care.
One thousand and seventy-eight signatures by Edmonton area
residents.

Today I would like to

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Rutherford.

MR. WICKMAN: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I wish to table petitions
with 1,003 names on them from Edmonton, St. Albert, Ardrossan,
Sherwood Park, and Stony Plain. In the petition the Albertans
signing it ask for “the Legislative Assembly to urge the government
of Alberta to stop promoting private health care and undermining
public health care.”
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THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Spruce Grove-Sturgeon-St.
Albert.

MRS. SOETAERT: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. I, too,
have a petition. It’s signed by 1,027 people from Evansburg,
Stettler, Two Hills, Edmonton, St. Albert, Morinville, Spruce Grove,
Innisfail, Red Deer, Edson, and Onoway. This is the petition.
We the undersigned citizens of Alberta petition the Legislative
Assembly to urge the government of Alberta to stop promoting
private health care and undermining public health care.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Calgary-Buffalo.

MR. DICKSON: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I’m pleased to introduce
this afternoon a petition signed by 1,059 Albertans residing in
Calgary and High River urging the Legislative Assembly to urge the
government “to stop promoting private health care and undermining
public health care.”

Thank you.

1:40

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Leader of the Official Opposition.

MRS. MacBETH: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I, too, would like to
table a petition.
We the undersigned citizens of Alberta petition the Assembly to
urge the government . . . to stop promoting private health care and
undermining [our public system].
The signatories of this petition are from Edmonton, Stony Plain,
Wabamun, Lloydminster, Drumheller, Hanna, Three Hills, Stettler,
Morinville, Jasper, Wetaskiwin, Whitecourt, and St. Paul, bringing
our total today to 5,188 Albertans. It’s just the beginning; there are
many more to come.

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

DR. PANNU: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I rise to present a petition

signed by 111 Albertans. The petition reads as follows:
We the undersigned residents of the province of Alberta hereby
petition the Legislative Assembly of Alberta to pass a Bill banning
private for-profit hospitals in Alberta so that the integrity of the
public, universal health care system may be maintained.

These are 111 of thousands of other signatories on this petition.

head: Notices of Motions
THE SPEAKER: The hon. Deputy Government House Leader.

MR. HAVELOCK: Yes. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Pursuant to
Standing Order 34(2)(a) I will move that written questions and
motions for returns appearing on tomorrow’s Order Paper stand and
retain their places.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Strathcona on a
Standing Order 40 application.

DR. PANNU: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Pursuant to Standing Order

40 I'll be asking for the unanimous consent of the Legislative

Assembly to debate the motion which calls for banning private, for-

profit hospitals in this province. I have copies for distribution.
Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

head: Introduction of Bills
THE SPEAKER: The hon. Government House Leader.

MR. HANCOCK: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I request unanimous
consent to waive Standing Order 38(1) regarding notice to allow the
introduction of Bill 202.

[Unanimous consent denied]

head: Tabling Returns and Reports

MR. DAY: Mr. Speaker, [ am tabling the quarterly report, the budget
report as required by the Government Accountability Act. This
report shows that as far as we can determine now at the third-quarter,
the government will be experiencing an unanticipated revenue
increase of about 2 and a half billion dollars, a significant portion of
that coming from the oil and gas sector and a very significant portion
coming from increased personal taxes, which is more people
working, more people paying taxes and at a lower rate. I will table
that third-quarter report.

Along with it, I’ll be tabling the Alberta heritage savings trust
fund quarterly report, which shows that the investment earned, we
think, by the end of this fiscal year will be $260 million higher than
we had anticipated, showing the fund performing well. Of all the
increased spending, the most significant portion is in the area of
health.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Minister for Agriculture, Food and Rural
Development.

MR. LUND: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I have three tablings. First
is six copies of Agriculture, Food and Rural Development’s annual
inspection report on university animal facilities for 1999.

The second is six copies of the Alberta Agricultural Products
Marketing Council annual report for 1998-99, and six copies of the
Alberta Surface Rights Board and Land Compensation Board annual
report for the calendar year 1999.

MRS. McCLELLAN: Mr. Speaker, I'm pleased to file eight copies
of a Framework for Alberta’s International Strategies. This
framework was developed to guide the Alberta government’s
international policies and activities. One-third of Alberta’s
economic activity is now linked to exports, so this is a very
important document for our government.

MR. JONSON: Mr. Speaker, this afternoon I wish to table with the
Assembly five copies of the statement on the delivery of surgical
services; in addition to that, five copies of a policy statement on
surgical services, questions and answers; thirdly, five copies of the
publication We are Listening: Here’s What We’ve Heard as urged
and responded to on behalf of Albertans; and finally, five copies of
eight studies that support looking at alternatives in terms of the
delivery of surgical services in health care systems. I would like to
add that unlike some studies that are circulated, these have all been
subject to peer review and are quality pieces of information.
Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Government House Leader.

MR. HANCOCK: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I’d like to table five
copies of a notice of motion pursuant to Standing Order 57(1)
relating to subcommittees A, B, C, and D of Committee of Supply.
I’'m tabling it now so that all members will have notice of the
proposed makeup of those committees.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Leader of the Official Opposition.
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MRS. MacBETH: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I want to table copies
of the letters I’ve sent to the great kids of Alberta who have been
rewarded for their very hard work and commitment to their studies
and their community and to congratulate those young Albertans and
their families for the wonderful work they do in making sure that all
kids are successful in our province.

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

DR. PANNU: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I have two tablings to make.
I wish to table five copies of Bill 201, the Medicare Enhancement
Act. This bill would ban outright the establishment of private, for-
profit hospitals in Alberta, which is what Albertans want.

My second tabling, Mr. Speaker, is a financial statement for the
year ’98-99 of HRG, Health Resources Group Inc., and this financial
statement shows that HRG last year incurred $2.1 million in losses.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Ellerslie.

MS CARLSON: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Today I am tabling a
letter from the Van Camps of Edmonton, who outline the deplorable
treatment their young, handicapped son got in a local hospital as a
result of lack of adequate staffing in the hospital system.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Meadowlark.

MS LEIBOVICI: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Today I’m tabling a
sampling of several letters from individuals in Calgary and
Sherwood Park asking the government why they are continuing to
promote private health care. There’s a series of letters from Mr. and
Mrs. Gould and letters from Mr. Clarkson and from Ms Rose as
well.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Centre.

MS BLAKEMAN: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I’d like to table five

copies of a flyer produced by the Edmonton Osteoporosis Support

Group. This is giving information on the largely preventable disease

of osteoporosis and contains contacts and other information.
Thank you.

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

MR. SAPERS: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. With your
permission I have copies of two letters 1I’d like to table with the
Assembly. They’re both from constituents. The first is from Miss
Eleanor Goss, who informs me that based on information she’s
received from the United Church of Canada, private health care is
not wanted or needed in Alberta.

The second piece of correspondence is also addressed to me from
Mrs. Shupac in my constituency, who tells me to please do
everything I can to speak up to preserve our health care system as we
know it in Alberta and not to allow for privatization.

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

MR. MacDONALD: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I would like to table
the appropriate number of copies of a brief letter that I’ve received
from the Premier dated January 26. In it we were going to discuss
the shortage of health care professionals across this province and
across this country, and we will, hopefully this winter during the
session.

Thank you.

1:50
THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Riverview.

MRS. SLOAN: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. [ am pleased today to rise
and table five copies about a health care debate that is being held in
Edmonton-Riverview. Invited panelists include the hon. Minister of
Health and Wellness, Dr. Donna Wilson, Ms Wendy Armstrong, and
Ms Wanda Cree. All panelists are confirmed except those
representing government. Both the Premier and minister of health
have declined to attend.
Thank you.

THE SPEAKER: Hon. members, pursuant to section 23(6) of the
Conflicts of Interest Act I table with the Assembly the investigation
report by the Ethics Commissioner into allegations involving the
hon. Member for Edmonton-Glenora, Mr. Howard Sapers, dated
January 25,2000. The report was distributed to members on January
26, 2000.

Pursuant again to section 23(6) of the Conflicts of Interest Act I
table with the Assembly the investigation report by the Ethics
Commissioner into allegations involving the hon. Member for Banff-
Cochrane, Mrs. Janis Tarchuk, dated January 25, 2000. This report
was distributed to members on January 26, 2000.

Pursuant to the Legislative Assembly Act I table with the
Assembly five copies of the following Members’ Services orders:
2/99, being constituency service amendment order 5, and 3/99, being
transportation amendment order 3.

head: Introduction of Guests

MS EVANS: Mr. Speaker, it is a pleasure today to rise and introduce
to you and through you to the members of this Assembly, the first-
ever Great Kids as appointed and selected by a judgment panel for
the government of Alberta. They are seated in the members’ gallery.
I am going to ask them to stand as I read their names so that we can
honour their contribution both to their families and to their
community: Christopher Cromwell from Edmonton, Kayla Moody
from Calgary, Michelle Shopland from Westlock, Ian Ullrich from
Hinton, Tannis Boudreau from Saddle Lake First Nations
community, Jordan Keenan from Calgary, Irfan Kherani from
Edmonton, Jasmine Poitras-John from Bonnyville/Kehewin reserve,
Danielle Bizon from Grassland, Terina Pare from Innisfail, Samir
Pradhan from Calgary, Jeeshan Chowdhury from Edmonton,
Jacqueline Dueck from Ryley, Danny Lee from Calgary, Mandy
Uglem from Bawlf. Edward Hofer from Westlock is not with us
today. These young people were presented with the Premier’s
presentations yesterday in Calgary and join us today. Please join me
in congratulating the Great Kids of Alberta.

Mr. Speaker, if I might have permission to introduce some great
parents of great kids also seated in the members’ gallery. If they
would all please rise, they should be applauded.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Lacombe-Stettler.

MRS. GORDON: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 1 would like to
introduce to you and through you four individuals seated in the
members’ gallery: first, Cheryl Christie, who effectively and
efficiently manages my constituency office; she is joined by her
mother-in-law, Judy Christie, who hails from Nanton, which is in the
constituency of Highwood, as well, Chris Tannas, who is the
esteemed wife of the hon. Member for Highwood, and Mary Tannas,
the granddaughter who is shadowing and studying her grandfather,
as well as his assistant, Phyllis, as part of a school project. Oftenit’s
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a small world. Judy Christie and Chris Tannas graduated together
in 1994, receiving their bachelor of nursing. I would ask the ladies
to all rise and receive the warm welcome of the Assembly.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Leader of the Official Opposition.

MRS. MacBETH: Yes, Mr. Speaker. [ am very delighted to
introduce some students from the Edmonton-McClung constituency.
These are students from the Good Shepherd school, and there are 54
students in our gallery, accompanied by their teachers, Mrs.
Bertolini and Mr. Rob Madunicky. Parent Mrs. Esther Siry
accompanies the group. I would ask them all to rise and receive a
very warm welcome from this Assembly.

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

DR. PANNU: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 1 have four sets of
introductions today, and all of the persons that I will be introducing
have requested that I indicate to the House their total opposition to
the legalization of private, for-profit hospitals in this province.

Mr. Speaker, it is my privilege to introduce two prominent
Albertans, Dr. Eugene Egert and Mrs. Jean Egert. Dr. Egert is a
former chair of the department of Germanic languages, University
of Alberta. He taught at the University of Alberta for 29 years. Mrs.
Jean Egert is a homemaker and actively involved with her church,
school, and community. They are sitting in the public gallery. I’ll
ask them to please rise and receive the warm welcome of this
Assembly.

Mr. Speaker, with your permission I'm pleased to introduce a
group of five Edmontonians this afternoon. These are Bruni Beg,
Joseph Mafe, Anna Schupak, Erna Taron, and Christel Trojan. I’ll
ask them to please rise and receive the warm welcome of this
Assembly.

Mr. Speaker, I take special pleasure in introducing Travers
Sweatman, who is a resident of Edmonton-Strathcona, and he is here
today to see us go into business for this spring session. I’ll ask Mr.
Sweatman to stand and receive the warm welcome of the Assembly.

Last but not least, Mr. Speaker, | have the honour of introducing
Larry Derkach, who just retired after 24 years in a very responsible
executive position with the Bissell Centre in Edmonton and is now
one of the five contestants for the nomination for Edmonton-
Highlands. He is accompanied by his son, Barry McTavish. They
are both sitting in the members’ gallery, and I ask them to rise and
receive the warm welcome of the Assembly.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

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

MS OLSEN: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 1’d like to introduce to you
and through you to all members of the Assembly three very active
Norwood volunteers: Audrey Proulx, Mike Granberg, and Bernice
Caligiuri. They were responsible for getting over 40 pages of our
health care petition signed and in for today. I would now ask that
they rise and receive the warm welcome of the Assembly.

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

MRS. SOETAERT: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I’d like to introduce
to you and through you to members of the Assembly a political
science student at the University of Alberta. Her name is Jennifer
Krauskopf. She worked in my office last summer, and she’s here
with a friend, I believe, but I’ve forgotten her name. 1’1l get that into

the record later. I would ask them both to please stand and receive
the warm welcome of this Assembly.

head: Ministerial Statements
Great Kids Awards

MS EVANS: Mr. Speaker, it is a pleasure to rise today and read into
the record a prepared statement about the Great Kids awards. Our
children and youth are our greatest resource. They are also our
greatest hope for the future. On Family Day 16 young people from
throughout Alberta were presented with the Alberta government’s
first Great Kids awards. The Great Kids awards recognize young
Albertans who are making a positive difference at home and in their
communities. It honours young people who care about others and
take the time to help them.

Three hundred and eighty nominations were received from
communities ranging from all points of the province. We were
surprised and pleased with this tremendous response to our new
award program, and I must congratulate the nominators and the
communities that took that initiative. It was difficult for our
selection panel to judge and choose 16 recipients from the worthy
individuals nominated. Both the number of nominations submitted
and the quality of individuals nominated clearly illustrate the
potential of youth in this great province. It’s encouraging and
uplifting. Our 16 Great Kids awards recipients represent the very
best of the nominees.

2:00

Unfortunately, though, we hear often about children who do not
do well. These 16 seated in the members’ gallery are outstanding
children. They are aware of their environment. They do well with
their families, and they do everything possible to assist in their
communities. These great kids indeed exemplify everything that’s
good about our province. They represent our very promising future.

To ensure that they participate in shaping this future, I’ve invited
our Great Kids award recipients to act as informal advisors to me, to
our government, to the Ministry of Children’s Services through their
newly received prizes of computers as donated by the corporate
sponsors. They will provide us with their perspective and advice on
issues relating to young people. With the generous support of the
sponsors, IBM and AT&T Canada, we’ll stay connected
electronically. This communication will provide young Albertans
with an opportunity to shape the work that we are doing on their
behalf, and it will also give them a greater voice.

Mr. Speaker, providing young people with more opportunities to
voice their thoughts is something every Albertan should do and was
arecommendation in fact made by Albertans at the children’s forum
held last October. Through this initiative, the Great Kids awards, we
can take steps toward this goal. Our hope lies in our young people,
and these are 16 of the best.

MRS. SLOAN: Mr. Speaker, the distinction of recognizing the
achievements and contributions of Alberta’s children is a most
worthy initiative and one deserving commendation. I would join
with the Premier and minister in welcoming our 16 distinguished
great kids and their families to the Assembly to officially record and
celebrate their accomplishments: dedicated and hardworking,
academics and athletes, volunteers to a variety of special causes and
charities, bilingual in languages of French, Spanish, and Cree,
leaders at home, in their schools and in their communities. On
behalf of Nancy MacBeth and all members of the Official
Opposition it is a privilege to congratulate you, the 16 young men
and women who are recipients of Alberta’s first Great Kids awards.
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Special congratulations, as well, to the parents, siblings,
grandparents, teachers, and mentors who have contributed to the
development and achievements of these fine Albertans. As we
celebrate your success today, may we also as provincial
policymakers commit ourselves to the enhancement of provincial
programs and services that will enable all Alberta children, despite
their immediate circumstances, to reach your heights.

Thank you.

head: Oral Question Period
THE SPEAKER: The hon. Leader of the Official Opposition.

Private Health Services

MRS. MacBETH: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. In forum
after forum across this province Albertans have come down to one
question every single time. The question is: why? Why is this
government trying to expand privatization in our public health care
system when a revitalized public system will provide far greater
benefit now and in the future? So in trying to get to the truth, we in
the Official Opposition wrote to the government to ask for the
government’s policy, statements, anything, on private hospitals.
What we got back was this document: censored information. Thirty
blank pages when it comes to the whole issue, whited out,
withholding information from Albertans. Now the Premier is
sending out truth squads to spread the private health care
propaganda. My question is to the Premier. What truth is the
Premier hiding from Albertans in these 30 censored pages?

MR. KLEIN: Mr. Speaker, we’re not trying to hide anything. Ifthe
hon. leader of the Liberal opposition wants the answer, it’s in the
policy statement, and if she wants a further answer, wait for the
legislation. It will be mailed to her in addition to every other
household in this province so we can engage the public in a
reasonable, meaningful, sensible debate on this particular issue.

Mr. Speaker, if she wants the policy statement, all she has to do
is ask for it. It’s right there.

MRS. MacBETH: Not quite, Mr. Speaker. We asked for the policy
statement, and we got 30 blank pages.

You know, interestingly, Mr. Speaker, the headings on these blank
pages refer to private hospital policy when in fact we thought the
Premier was talking about private clinics. So which is it? Is the
truth somewhere in these blank pages that he’s withholding from
Albertans?

MR. KLEIN: Well, Mr. Speaker, if there’s anyone listening there in
the gallery, perhaps they can go and retrieve a copy of the policy
statement, and I’d be glad to send it over. In the meantime, she can
have this document. It answers most of the questions that the
Liberals and the Friends of Medicare and everyone else want to ask.

As I pointed out, the legislation will be sent to every household in
this province, and the people of this province will be able to decide
what we are proposing in law. It’s a very simple read, Mr. Speaker.
The fundamentals of the legislation will be about eight pages,
enough even for the Liberals to handle.

MRS. MacBETH: Mr. Speaker, it’s interesting because we’re talking
about the privatization that’s going on right now in this province,
and my question is to the Premier. What truth is being hidden from
Albertans in documents that we got from the freedom of information
process? Blank pages, this government withholding information
from the people of this province.

MR. KLEIN: Mr. Speaker, as far as I know, we are not withholding
any information. I have no idea about the documents to which the
hon. leader of the Liberal opposition alludes, but maybe the hon.
Minister of Health and Wellness can shed some light on this
situation.

MR. JONSON: Mr. Speaker, I think that in our overall direction that
we’ve taken in health care in this province — and that is to improve
it, to innovate, to move ahead with the needed changes — we do have
an initiative under way. We have published a policy statement on
the delivery of surgical services, which we are consulting with
Albertans on, and we are providing all possible information to them.

Mr. Speaker, if something has gone wrong with the hon. leader’s
mail service, I’d be happy if you’d allow me to give a copy to the
page to take over to her.

Speaker’s Ruling
Decorum

THE SPEAKER: Hon. members, the tradition of question period is
that one person will be recognized to raise a question and another
person will be recognized to respond. All this chit chat and going
across the way really makes it difficult for the chair to hear the
answer so that he can actually recognize an additional member at
some point in time.

Second main question. The Leader of the Official Opposition.

Private Health Services
(continued)

MRS. MacBETH: Thanks, Mr. Speaker. In fact, the document we’re
working from is one from the information services unit of this
minister’s department, sent to us on February 3, copies of which I'll
table in the Assembly right now. This is from the minister’s own
department.

Getting back to the Premier, Mr. Speaker, I think this whole
question is that it is the government’s own policy documents that
we’re talking about with its 30 censored pages. Albertans are well
aware that private health care is more expensive than public health
care. We’ve tabled study after study to show that. Perhaps this is
the page where that discussion takes place, the page that’s being
hidden from Albertans. Will the Premier tell the truth to Albertans
as to what’s really going on?

MR. KLEIN: Yes, Mr. Speaker, we will tell the truth. That’s why
we are sending to every household in this province a copy of the
legislation, and the people of this province will be able to judge for
themselves. The legislation will be longer than eight pages, but as
I say, the fundamentals of the legislation will be about eight pages
in very understandable, easy language, language that even the
Liberals can understand, and they might even support it.

MRS. MacBETH: Mr. Speaker, evidence shows that the waiting lists
for hip replacements will in fact increase under a private/public mix
system. Is this the blank page of the government’s policy that will
explain the truth to Albertans about what’s really going to happen
when he gets his privatization scheme through?

2:10

MR. KLEIN: Mr. Speaker, I just had delivered to me the policy
statement on the delivery of surgical services. This is the policy
statement. This is the framework and the foundation for the
legislation that will be introduced perhaps in early or mid-March.
I’1l table this policy document, and if the hon. leader of the Liberal
opposition hasn’t read it . . . Again, it’s only — what? — four pages.
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It has charts, no pictures unfortunately, but you know, it’s very
simple reading.

MRS. MacBETH: Well, Mr. Speaker, I can understand why the
Premier won’t debate me. It’s because he doesn’t have any
information or anything to back up his contention.

Mr. Speaker, it’s clear that the Consumers’ Association of
Canada, its own Alberta branch, shows that wait lists are longer, that
it costs more, that care is poorer. Where’s that in this statement?
Perhaps it’s on this blank page of the government’s own documents
requested through the freedom of information process.

MR. KLEIN: You know, in my political career that spans almost 20
years now, | have never looked forward with more enthusiasm to the
time when this bill will be tabled so I can debate in this House in
front of the television cameras this Leader of the Opposition, Mr.
Speaker, with an independent referee like yourself, sir, to make sure
that it’s absolutely not stacked, that it’s unbiased, that it’s done in
the most revered Chamber of this province, right here in the
Legislative Assembly. Ilook forward to that debate, and I hope she
does too.

MRS. MacBETH: Mr. Speaker, this Premier has been talking about
his private health care legislation for three years. He’s still making
Albertans wait. He still hasn’t brought it forward. In fact, he’s
getting one of his backbenchers to bring forward that legislation
because he’s too afraid to sponsor it in this Legislature. My question
is: is this the page, the blank policy page, that shows the return to
shareholders that they’ll receive using Alberta taxpayer dollars to
subsidize private hospitals? Is this the page that has that discussion?
Is that the truth this Premier is withholding from Albertans?

MR. KLEIN: The truth is in the policy statement. The truth will be
in the legislation. You know, Mr. Speaker, they don’t want to
consider the legislation, but I can let them in on a little bit of the
legislation. I can’t tell them totally, because they might even
support it, and then we would know that there’s something really
wrong.

Mr. Speaker, fundamental to the legislation in the preamble — I’'m
going to share this. [interjection] No. This is Canadian. You
know, the hon. Member for Edmonton-Glenora said that I’m un-
Canadian.

MR. SAPERS: No, I didn’t.

MR. KLEIN: Yes, he did. Well, that’s what I heard on the radio,
Mr. Speaker. [interjections] Oh. Well, it was his voice. If it
wasn’t, it was his twin brother, you know.

Mr. Speaker, fundamental to the legislation is absolute adherence
to the Canada Health Act, both the spirit of the law and the
principles of the law. Now, if he doesn’t agree with that, I would
suggest that he is un-Canadian.

MRS. MacBETH: Well, Mr. Speaker, the question was about
taxpayer subsidies for private hospitals, and again this Premier
refuses to give the truth to Albertans.

My question is: is this the page? Mr. Speaker, is this perhaps the
page where the Premier identifies the list of his friends who might
benefit from taxpayer subsidies to private care?

MR. KLEIN: Mr. Speaker, she’s holding up pieces of paper. I can
hardly read the paper from here, never mind from across the way.
You know, she alludes to a piece of paper. I don’t know what that
piece of paper is saying. [interjections] That’s why I don’t have

laser treatment. I prefer to wear glasses. Then I can take them off,
and I don’t have to look at them.

MRS. MacBETH: Mr. Speaker, I can believe why he doesn’t want
to face up to those who know full well that this government is back
in the business of being in business, and the business is the
promotion and the subsidization of private health care. Is this the
page where they discuss their new business plans?

MR. KLEIN: Mr. Speaker, this hon. member was part of the
government that was in the business of being in business. She was
part of the government that wanted to have magnesium plants and
wanted to have NovAtels and wanted to have — you name it — [
mean, everything from barbershops to butcher shops. She was all
part of it. Right.

THE SPEAKER: Well, let’s see if we can get some decorum in here.
The hon. interim leader of the third party.

Health Resource Group Inc.

DR. PANNU: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Albertans are getting
increasingly angry over this government’s reckless scheme to
legalize private, for-profit hospitals. All of the credible and
overwhelming evidence shows that for-profit hospitals cost more and
deliver less, yet the Premier persists with this scheme to bail out a
few well-connected Tories involved with HRG. The government’s
proposal for a for-profit hospitals bill should more accurately be
called the HRG refinancing bill. My question is to the Premier.
Why does this government say no to hundreds of thousands of
Albertans who want an outright ban on private, for-profit hospitals
while saying yes to funneling taxpayer dollars through HRG, which
last year incurred an operating loss of $2.1 million?

MR. KLEIN: Mr. Speaker, in one breath he’s talking about for-profit
health care, and then he’s talking about an operation, a private
operation, that lost a whole bunch of money. That’s hardly for
profit. You know, it sounds to me like it’s a for-loss health care
clinic.

Mr. Speaker, I will have the hon. Minister of Health and Wellness
explain the policy. This is not about promoting private health care.
It is about protecting the publicly funded health care system and
providing alternatives within the confines and the absolute strict
parameters of the Canada Health Act.

MR. JONSON: Mr. Speaker, the government of Alberta is pursuing
the development of the best possible publicly funded, publicly
administered health care system in Canada, and I think that was
shown a few months ago by the selection by no less than Maclean’s
magazine of the Capital health authority as a leading health
authority, a leading deliverer of service to Albertans in terms of
health care compared to the rest of Canada. That particular type of
achievement did not come about by sticking with the status quo.
There was innovation. There was change. There were new
approaches taken in the Capital health authority to improve the
health care system, and if time permitted this afternoon, I could go
through a number of areas with respect to certain types of surgeries
and certain types of procedures where Edmontonians and Albertans
are being better served than ever before.

We are looking here in our policy statement, Mr. Speaker, to
control under the public health care system, publicly administered,
adhering to the Canada Health Act, alternative methods of delivery
and approaches to delivering services in an efficient manner, and we
are looking at the potential for private surgical clinics.
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DR. PANNU: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Albertans want to hear the
truth, not claims and claims and claims. Why does the Premier
make the outrageous claim that contracting with for-profit hospitals
will save money when HRG’s own documents show that its
administration costs are three times higher than those in public
hospitals?

MR. KLEIN: Mr. Speaker, I don’t know anything about the finances
of HRG. As I understand it, this is a facility that contracts to WCB
under federal legislation and also does uninsured services. It has
nothing to do with the proposed policy. The proposed policy simply
says that we will adhere to the fundamental principles of the Canada
Health Act and that we will protect the public health system at all
costs but that we need to find better and more efficient and more
effective ways of delivering services to ease pain and suffering.
That’s what it’s all about.

2:20

DR.PANNU: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Under the Premier’s scheme
how will the government guarantee that not one red cent of
taxpayers’ dollars will be used by HRG directly or indirectly to
repay the $400,000 in accrued interest they racked up last year?

MR. KLEIN: Mr. Speaker, I’ll have the hon. Minister of Health and
Wellness answer this question, but I don’t see how this government
would be involved in any way, shape, or form with HRG. This is a
private operation that contracts with WCB, [ understand, with other
insurance agencies and provides uninsured medical services that are
purely elective. We have no involvement whatsoever. I stand to be
corrected, but I’ll have the hon. minister clarify, if he will.

MR. JONSON: Mr. Speaker, the hon. member seems to be ignoring
the fact that there is absolutely no guarantee that HRG or any other
particular entity will obtain a contract or an arrangement with a
regional health authority. That whole matter of looking at cost-
effectiveness and benefits to the system will be very, very carefully
examined. That is a very essential part of the policy statement, and
it will be an essential part of the legislation we will be putting
forward.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Airdrie-Rocky View,
followed by the hon. Member for Edmonton-McClung.

Senatorial Selection

MS HALEY: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. My questions
today are for the Minister of International and Intergovernmental
Relations. Alberta has had legislation in place since 1989 called the
Senatorial Selection Act. The legislation allows Albertans to
determine who should be appointed to the Senate to represent
Alberta. In light of the recent resignation of Senator Ron Ghitter,
could the minister please outline the process for Senate
appointments?

MRS. McCLELLAN: Mr. Speaker, appointment to the Senate of
Canada is made by Prime Minister Chretien in this instance. The
Member for Airdrie-Rocky View, though, correctly outlined that this
Legislature passed a Senate election act in 1989, and frankly the
Prime Minister of the day appointed the choice of the people of this
province, Mr. Waters, to be a Senator to represent this province. In
1998 again the people of this province chose two Senators-elect in
the names of Bert Brown and Ted Morton, and it’s worth noting that
there was a very high voter turnout at that election process. They are
certainly available to be appointed.

MS HALEY: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. What could the
minister do to encourage the Prime Minister to appoint my
constituent, Bert Brown, the senatorial nominee who received
330,000 votes in the 1998 election, to the Senate?

MRS. McCLELLAN: Mr. Speaker, certainly we are encouraging the
Prime Minister to do the right thing and appoint the persons that the
people of this province have spoken out by going to the polls and
voting for. In fact, the Premier has sent a letter to the Prime
Minister, and he’s recommending in that letter that Albertans desire
to be represented in the Senate, to have recognized their own choice
of an elected representative, and I guess that through this letter we
are asking the Prime Minister to respect the wishes of Albertans and
appoint one of these persons, Bert Brown, who was the first choice
of the people of this province in 1998, to the Senate.

MS HALEY: My final question to the same minister: do you think
that we will as Alberta continue to have elections for our Senate
nominees?

MRS. McCLELLAN: Mr. Speaker, this government respects the
wishes of the people that we serve, who are the citizens of this
province. In 1989 the legislation was passed to elect a representative
to the Senate. The people of this province continue to tell us that
they want an elected Senate. In fact, they want a triple E Senate.
They want an elected, effective Senate. This government will
continue to respect the wishes of our constituents, and we’ll continue
to press the federal government and indeed other provinces in this
country for Senate reform.

Private Health Services
(continued)

MRS. MacBETH: Well, Mr. Speaker, I was hoping I would have a
chance to further question the Premier, but in view of his having left
the House, I’'m going to put my question to the . . . [interjections]

Speaker’s Ruling
Referring to the Absence of a Member

THE SPEAKER: Before that point of order really comes up, it is
totally against the traditions and the rules in our Assembly to make
note of that. There are extenuating circumstances, many, many
kinds of circumstances to see hon. members having to depart the
House. This happens frequently, periodically. There are dozens of
reasons, and there is no aspiration on anybody to be spelt out to
anyone with respect to that matter. The hon. Leader of the Official
Opposition knows that.

Private Health Services
(continued)

MRS. MacBETH: I’'ll withdraw my comment, Mr. Speaker, and |
will go to the Acting Premier with respect to this document, which
obviously the government has been caught red-handed not having.
I just wanted to quote the first paragraph, which is:
I am pleased to respond to your request for copies of significant
records documenting the development of the policy on contracting
out for insured and non-insured surgical services with private
providers.
And this is what we get. These are the 30 censored pages. So I have
questions to the Acting Premier on the whole question of subsidizing
the private sector, which is what’s going on with this government’s
policy, and subsidizing is an issue which Albertans cannot stand. So
my question is: is this blank page the one that shows how many
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doctors and nurses will move from our public health care system to
work in the Premier’s private hospitals?

MR. DAY: I hope that the member is here on budget day, in two
days, because there’ll be a report on how many more doctors and
how many more nurses are being hired in the system right here in
Alberta, and it’s very exciting news, Mr. Speaker.

MRS. MacBETH: Well, Mr. Speaker, as the Acting Premier
obviously doesn’t know this government’s policy as enunciated in
their own policy document, perhaps we can go here and ask how
much more it is going to cost for those doctors and nurses to work
in the Premier’s private hospitals than it does to work in the public
hospitals.

2:30

MR. JONSON: First of all, Mr. Speaker, using the physicians as an
example, the physicians will be paid out of the same fee-for-service
pool that all other doctors in the province are paid out of. So per
service per qualified doctor the answer is that there will be no
difference, no increase.

I’d like to just add, Mr. Speaker, that this question is kind of
ironic. Ido sympathize with the fact that the hon. leader seems to be
somewhat concerned, but I can’t help but think back to 1990, when
the hon. Leader of the Opposition was minister of health. You
know, it’s really quite ironic that there is all this concern right now,
by her at least, because there were 30 private nonhospital surgical
centres approved by the College of Physicians and Surgeons at that
time, and you know, they were charging facility fees. As I recall —
and I was in the Legislature at that time — there was no particular
concern raised about it. So I wonder just where the newfound
concern about this is coming from.

MRS. MacBETH: In fact, Mr. Speaker, as the health minister I
brought forward an ambulatory care policy, which was refused by
your caucus.

Mr. Speaker, the question remains: how many of our physicians
now in our medical schools at the U of A and the U of C and how
many of the new doctors that are going to be provided for in the
Provincial Treasurer’s documents which are going to come out on
Thursday are going to be moving over to the private sector?
Another subsidy of the private sector by this government. Youdon’t
have an answer, do you?

MR. JONSON: Well, Mr. Speaker, I have an answer, and I could
take longer than I’ll be allowed to, I’'m sure, with the pleasure of the
Assembly. First of all, Alberta has been very successful both in
retaining physicians trained in this province — we have a higher rate
ofretention than in years previous —and also in attracting physicians
from outside the province. Members of the Assembly would note
that a short time ago we announced that we were recognizing the
additional cost of having a larger physician force by adding some 15
millions of dollars to the AMA physician payment pool.

Mr. Speaker, with respect to the possible contracting with a
private provider for a designated surgical service, there will be, I’'m
sure, doctors working in those clinics that are very, very well
qualified, as they are in clinics such as the Remington clinic in
Calgary right now or dozens of other clinics in the province doing
surgical services. The quality will be there. They will be paid for
under the AMA fee-for-service pool, which we negotiate with
physicians across the province. I’'m sure that the hon. leader would
not be wanting to say that doctors should not come to this province.
We’ve certainly been successful as a system in attracting doctors,
and we want to attract doctors where they are needed.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Little Bow, followed by the
hon. Member for Edmonton-Meadowlark.

Relay 2000

MR. McFARLAND: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Relay 2000, being
sponsored by Alberta Trailnet, is a cross-country run being proposed
in part along the northern part of the Little Bow constituency. In
fact, the route is proposed to take in part of a major irrigation canal
owned by Alberta Environment. My questions today firstly are to
the Minister of Community Development. Mr. Minister, has your
department approved or funded any part of Relay 2000?

MR. WOLOSHYN: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. As the member points
out, Relay 2000 is in fact a relay that started on February 14 in
Tuktoyaktuk to bring water from the three oceans to a
commemorative fountain in Ottawa. So you’ll have vessels of water
being brought forward from the Arctic, from the Pacific, and from
the Atlantic to Ottawa. The intent of this activity is to focus
attention on the Trans Canada Trail.

In direct answer to your question, there’s no financial support
from the province for this activity, and there are not any approvals
required from the province, from Community Development, with
respect to it.

MR. McFARLAND: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. My second
supplementary to the same minister: although there may not be a
Fisheries’ permit approval required from the federal government for
the transference of water, will local landowners be involved in the
routing for this Relay 2000?

MR. WOLOSHYN: I'm not too sure as to how much of an
involvement that will be there except to say that the routing is
intended to follow the proposed Trans Canada Trail, which is about
50 percent approved to this point.

With respect to your comment on the irrigation canal, my
understanding is that the relay team, which will only be about six or
eight people, would follow the service roads in the area as opposed
to the canal, but that’s just my understanding.

MR. McFARLAND: My final supplemental is to the Minister of
Environment. Mr. Minister, has your department approved access
and use of the Carseland/Bow main canal for Relay 2000?

MR. MAR: Well, Mr. Speaker, this is public land, and as such it is
not required that there be a permit given unless it’s a publicly
advertised event. To this point the organizers of the event have not
contacted the Department of Environment. If they wish to make it
a publicly advertised event, I would encourage them to contact our
department as soon as possible.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Meadowlark,
followed by the hon. Member for Wainwright.

Private Health Services
(continued)

MS LEIBOVICI: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. The Premier this
afternoon stated that the answers to his private hospitals — and that’s
not surgical clinics, minister of health. You know, I wish the two of
them would get it together. Either they’re surgical clinics or they’re
private, for-profit hospitals. But, really, you should make up your
minds. The Premier stated that the answers to his private hospitals
are in the policy statement. What is interesting to note is that the
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public cannot see the real answers. There are a series of blank pages
that we received under freedom of information that deal with focus
groups that were held on October 21, 22, and 23 and also blank
pages that deal with key points on private hospital policy. My
questions are to the minister of health. Can the minister explain why
the public can’t see the real truth that’s on these blank pages, the
pages that deal with private hospitals policy? Thank you.

MR. JONSON: Mr. Speaker, it appears that the hon. member across
the way has been too concentrated on drawing blanks this afternoon,
and she should have perhaps heard my tabling. I tabled a report on
what we had heard, what the responses were with respect to our
overall feedback on the policy statement. They were duly tabled
with the Assembly.

MS LEIBOVICI: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. As the focus groups
were paid for by taxpayer dollars, can the minister explain why these
pages, key points, focus groups on private hospitals, are blank and
why key pages on public focus groups conducted in Calgary,
Lethbridge, and Edmonton to test the principles and government’s
proposals and statement on private hospitals which outline options,
policy objectives, and recommended actions are blank as well?

MR. JONSON: I would just like to remind the hon. member, if |
may, Mr. Speaker, through you — and I’ll have to speak a little
louder — that I did table the report on those consultations and what
we’d heard from Albertans in the appropriate place on the Order
Paper this afternoon.

MS LEIBOVICI: That tabling did not deal with these public focus
groups.

The question is: if the truth on the private, for-profit hospitals is
so obvious, why does the government need truth squads? Why do
you need them?

MR. JONSON: Mr. Speaker, I think the goal of government as very
clearly stated in all matters but certainly in this very important area
of our policy statement is to get the correct information out to the
public of this province, and as has frequently been communicated to
us by the public of this province, very significantly and forcibly at
the health summit, the public of this province wants the government
to provide all necessary information on policy initiatives, on
legislation. That is something that we are doing and we are doing in
amajor and thorough and accurate way with respect to this initiative.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Wainwright, followed by the
hon. Member for Edmonton-Glenora.

Liquor Sales

MR. FISCHER: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. My question is to the
Minister of Gaming. One promise that was made when the liquor
stores were privatized was that there would be no liquor sales in
grocery stores. My constituents and my retail liquor store owners
are concerned about recent reports promoting the sale of liquor in
Alberta grocery stores. Could the minister indicate if the Alberta
Gaming and Liquor Commission is currently looking at allowing the
sale of liquor in the grocery stores?

MR. SMITH: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. As a matter of fact, the
member probably got the question, as he started to frame the
question, in talking with constituents when he went through
Lindbergh, Alberta, a pretty darn nice little town, and the Paradise

Valley general store. Those two stores are agencies actually, and
they do sell liquor with their groceries. In fact, there are 60 locations
now in Alberta that do sell liquor with their food. There are also
more than 800 private liquor stores in Alberta today. I think it was
about 250 in 1993. They sell over 14,000 products as opposed to
3,000 before privatization, with 2,400 full- and part-time employees
versus 1,300 before privatization.

2:40

In fact, Alberta has some of the lowest prices in the country and
well below preprivatization prices. Buying in some of these grocery
stores in small communities where they’re more than 15 kilometres
from a liquor outlet — right now the policy of the government is that
grocery stores can own and operate a liquor store, but in most cases
any liquor operation must operate separate from the grocery store.

This model of privatization has worked. In fact, the major grocery
chains have about 7 percent of the market. The next 23 percent of
the market is characterized by large retailers, and the rest is made up
of small entrepreneurs, the very backbone of all small business in
Alberta. Mr. Speaker, right now there are no proposals nor anything
before the Alberta Gaming and Liquor Commission with respect to
any changes on where liquor is now sold and how it is sold
throughout the province.

MR. FISCHER: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 1 was wondering if the
minister currently is considering any changes to the private model
for liquor stores.

MR. SMITH: Mr. Speaker, with any form of competition the market
continually undergoes change. It undergoes pressure from those
who want to sell more. There are changes in the type of business
arrangements that are made. Again, we have not seen any specific
proposals allowing the sale of liquor in any food store, but just as
this government is committed to deregulation, is committed to be
less intrusive, as the throne speech pointed out, we look for ways in
which we can be out of the way of business in Alberta, out of
everybody’s way in business in Alberta, and let them proceed on a
competitive model and maximize their profit. That will be
maximized through optimum service to the consumer.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Glenora,
followed by the hon. Member for Livingstone-Macleod.

Regional Health Authority Contracts

MR. SAPERS: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. The Official Opposition
asks this government questions about its plans to privatize hospitals
and health care in this province. We get nonanswers. We use the
freedom of information legislation, and we get back blank pages.
Not only is this government hiding existing contracts with private
health operators, but it wants to put hundreds of millions of dollars
at risk through its scheme to subsidize private hospitals in this
province. Now, my questions are to the Minister of Health and
Wellness. Why don’t contracts between regional health authorities
and private providers meet the guidelines established by his very
own department?

MR. JONSON: Well, Mr. Speaker, on the overall matter of the
policy statement, the information has been provided there. We have
indicated in the course of the debate that when we have the
legislation before the House, there will be provision there in terms
of the openness of the information provided in contracts. That is
part of our overall approach with respect to this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, [ would just say that within the next several days we
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will have legislation before this House, and we will be able to show
in print, in black and white, what the actual legislation looks like in
terms of our overall policy.

MR. SAPERS: Mr. Speaker, I'll table a copy of the February 18,
1998, letter from Alberta Executive Council, from the government,
to RHAs specifying the contract requirements that aren’t being met
by his department and led the Auditor General to find that $517
million is not being disclosed in relation to contracts between
voluntary and private operators and RHAs. So I will ask the
minister one more time: will the Minister of Health and Wellness
admit now that he is hiding the details of these contracts because
they don’t meet his department’s own contract guidelines?

MR. JONSON: Mr. Speaker, now it has been revealed by the
member across the way that they are referring to the reservations in
the Auditor General’s report. Alberta Health and Wellness takes
those reservations and recommendations seriously, as always, from
the Auditor General’s department. We will be discussing with the
Auditor General his concerns and rectifying that particular problem
as much as possible.

MR. SAPERS: Thanks, Mr. Speaker. I’ll try again. Will the
Minister of Health and Wellness release to Albertans the
examination of the benefits of the private service delivery contracts
that are in place for each contract, will he release the contract risk
assessments, and will he tell Albertans about the audit process that’s
in place, all pursuant to the government’s existing policy? If he
won’t release that information to Albertans, why not? What are you
hiding?

MR. JONSON: As I indicated, Mr. Speaker, as the Department of
Health and Wellness we certainly wish to comply with the
requirements of the Auditor General and proper accounting policies
as they exist in this province. We will certainly be responding to the
Auditor General’s recommendations. After all, it is on record that
we have accepted the recommendations of the Auditor General and
are working with that office to provide additional accountability both
through Alberta Health and Wellness and the regional health
authorities.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Livingstone-Macleod,
followed by the hon. Member for Edmonton-Riverview.

Private Health Services
(continued)

MR. COUTTS: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. The Canada Health Act
requires that all provinces insure medically necessary physicians’
and hospital services. Regional health authorities must provide
health services that are deemed essential or insured under the
Canada Health Act. My questions today are to the Minister of
Health and Wellness. My constituents are wondering why private
MRI clinics owned and operated by independent radiologists are
able to charge fees to patients which are not covered by the Alberta
health care insurance plan.

MR. JONSON: Well, first of all, Mr. Speaker, I think it’s important
to preface the answer by indicating that the provision of expanded
diagnostic services, in this case particularly MRI, magnetic
resonance imaging, is a priority within our overall business plan.
We have recently added in conjunction with the regional health
authorities considerable capacity in terms of MRI services in, for
instance, Lethbridge and Red Deer.

Now, Mr. Speaker, the direct answer to the question is that the

interpretation that is taken by the federal government and by all
provinces of Canada is that because the actual MRI procedure is
conducted by nonphysicians, it is possible to regard this particular
part of the MRI procedure, as opposed to the actual interpretation of
the screen, to be an uninsured service, and therefore it is possible for
it to be charged for.

So what you have in this province, yes, and in other provinces
across Canada are MRI clinics in which the actual service for the
running of the machine, if I could use that term, is charged for as a
facility fee. It is in compliance with the rules which exist across the
country. I would like to emphasize, though, Mr. Speaker, that the
diagnostic assessment by the physician is paid for by the government
through the Alberta medical fee-for-service pool.

MR. COUTTS: Again to the Minister of Health and Wellness: what
has Alberta been doing to make sure that more MRIs are available
in public hospitals so that patients who need them do not have to

pay?

MR. JONSON: Mr. Speaker, as I indicated, we have put several
million dollars during the past number of years at an increasing rate
into the very sophisticated, expensive diagnostic equipment,
including MRIs. As I indicated, most recently an MRI clinic was
established within the hospital in Lethbridge. One is installed but
hasn’t started up yet in Red Deer. There are plans in the works to
have at some date not too much in the future an MRI service in
Grande Prairie in the Mistahia region. I also understand that in
addition to the ones that have been added recently in Edmonton,
there is further capacity planned in Edmonton and Calgary. It is
funded by Alberta Health through our capital allotments for
equipment, but also we’ve been very fortunate in having a number
of foundations contribute significantly to the capital costs as well.

2:50

MR. COUTTS: My third and final question, once more to the
Minister of Health and Wellness: could the minister say if the
government is taking other steps to improve waiting times for MRI
exams?

MR. JONSON: I think, Mr. Speaker, that the thing I could just add
is that, as I’ve indicated, the MRI capacity in the province has
increased significantly and will, with the plans that are under way,
increase significantly in the years ahead. The government overall is
making a very significant contribution to improving our high-tech
equipment and diagnostic ability in the health care system in this
province, be it MRIs, CAT scans, or some of the other new and very,
very effective equipment.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Riverview,
followed by the hon. Member for Leduc.

MRS. SLOAN: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. My questions are to the
minister of health. What criteria were utilized by the government in
the selection of the truth squads? The ability to read blank pages
perhaps?

MR. JONSON: Well, Mr. Speaker, that might be the member of the
opposition’s criteria. It’s certainly not the criteria of government.
We have in government many, many very capable representatives of
the people of this province, and every single member of our caucus
is prepared to discuss with their constituents, to provide correct
information to their constituents to counter the misleading
insinuations that come from across the way. I think that any member
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of caucus could serve on a committee which is going to be out there
providing added information and communicating with Albertans
and, most important, listening to their concerns and responding to
them.

MRS. SLOAN: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. What policies will
members of the truth squad speak from? Blank ones?

MR. JONSON: Mr. Speaker, as one example — and I know [’'m not
supposed to, as the members across the way do, display objects.
Nevertheless, I would just remind the hon. members across the way
that I did file with the Assembly this afternoon a number of pieces
of'information which are public. They are there to inform Albertans.

Further, Mr. Speaker, our whole direction here, our priority is to
make sure that information gets to Albertans in an accurate form,
and when the legislation is available in this House, all members of
this side of the House, the government side of the House, will
certainly be communicating in a fair and accurate way with their
constituents and all Albertans, including those in their
constituencies.

MRS. SLOAN: Mr. Speaker, where do Albertans find the truth when
the truth squad’s meeting schedule is blank and the minister of
health and the Premier refuse to attend public debates on their own
private health care policy? Where do Albertans find the truth?

MR. JONSON: Mr. Speaker, all members on the government
benches of this Assembly are meeting with their constituents.
Whether in coffee shops or in formal meetings, they are out there
communicating with their constituents. Yes, they will certainly be
putting a priority on communicating with their constituents, because
their constituents, in fairness to them, should be able to get accurate
information as well. Therefore, the government will be making a
major effort to get that information to all Albertans.

head: Members’ Statements

THE SPEAKER: Hon. members, in 30 seconds from now I’ll call on
the first of three hon. members to participate in Members’
Statements. Then we will proceed to, I believe, eight points of
order, and then we will go to a Standing Order 40 submission.

Hon. members, prior to calling on the hon. Member for Calgary-
East, I’'m going to recognize the hon. Minister of International and
Intergovernmental Relations for a tabling that she advised me she
wanted to do before, but in terms of all the paper I had with respect
to all the purported points of order, I mislaid it.

MRS. McCLELLAN: Mr. Speaker, I apologize to the House. When
I was answering a question earlier, I referred to a letter that the
Premier had written to the Prime Minister, and in keeping with the
practice of this House, I should have tabled at that time the
appropriate number of copies. So I would do that at this time, and
I thank you for that.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Calgary-East.

Tara McDonald Murder

MR. AMERY: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. It is with sadness that [ rise
today to speak about a senseless and sickening act that took place in
my constituency on February 17 between 11 p.m. and midnight,
when a young woman lost her life at the hands of a thief. It’s hard
to imagine that a human being would commit murder, rob a young
woman of her life, her dreams, devastate a family, and disturb the
whole community for a lousy $50.

Mr. Speaker, Tara Anne McDonald is described by her family as
a gutsy, hardworking woman, and her customers thought her to be
friendly and remember her as one who always wore a warm smile.
She wanted to get ahead and had just been approved for a student
loan. She wanted to upgrade and was going to go into a victims’
assistant program, but it was she who became the victim when a
punk with robbery on his mind stole her life and her dreams. The
senseless murder outraged the whole community and planted fear
and disgust in the minds and hearts of small business owners along
the international avenue and in the community of Forest Lawn.

Mr. Speaker, on behalf of my constituents I strongly urge the
Calgary city police to pursue every available avenue at their disposal
to catch that murderer and place him behind bars. I also urge the
minister of human resources to consider the possibility of amending
the labour laws so that it be mandatory for at least two people to be
working during night shifts and to call that amendment the Tara
McDonald Amendment.

I would also like to recognize and thank the brave efforts
displayed by two young men, 19-year-old Ryan Smith and 20-year-
old Stephen Jelly, who tried to help and revive Tara during her final
moments.

Mr. Speaker, in closing, I would like to express to Tara’s family
on behalf of the Assembly our deepest sorrow and condolences and
assure them that our hearts and thoughts are with them during this
very difficult time.

Thank you.

3:00 Friends of Medicare

MRS. SLOAN: Mr. Speaker, I rise today to acknowledge the Friends
of Medicare, a broad-based coalition of Albertans who have joined
together because of a deep belief in our public health care system.
The group represents Albertans from all walks of life and from all
over the province. We should all take notice when a large number
of people band together to address an issue.

This grassroots uprising against the government’s attack on
medicare is instructive but also disturbing. A group whose stated
goal is to preserve a single, comprehensive public health care system
accessible to all citizens should not have to form anywhere in our
country, where the benefits of medicare are obvious and where
people overwhelmingly support the principle of public health care.
That such a group has risen in Alberta shows just how out of touch
this government has become with its citizens. It is interesting that
in a province with a $4 billion surplus not enough resources can be
found for public health care. Even worse, the government continues
to push ahead with a privatization plan that goes against all available
evidence, economic common sense, and simple logic. No wonder
Albertans are banding together against their government.

I’m thankful, as all members of the opposition are, for the Friends
of Medicare and look with pride on a group of Albertans who
volunteer their time and resources to fight for what they believe in.
The Official Opposition joins them in their fight to preserve
medicare. This government will only privatize health care against
the wishes of its own people, and if that occurs, Mr. Speaker, it will
be a sad day not only for Alberta and Canada but for democracy.

Thank you.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Highwood.

High River District Health Care Foundation

MR. TANNAS: Thank you. Mr. Speaker, it’s been said that great
opportunities to help others seldom come but that small ones
surround us all daily. The High River District Health Care
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Foundation enables people in the communities of Okotoks, High
River, Nanton, Cayley, Longview, and Blackie to translate
individual actions into great opportunities to help. I wish to share
with you one set of opportunities to help that this foundation
facilitated in the past year.

Early in 1999 Dr. Karin Verstraten, a Calgary ophthalmologist
who had been consulting at the High River hospital for some years,
approached the foundation with a proposal to establish a cataract
clinic at the hospital. The foundation gave the proposal serious
consideration and agreed to take on the task of raising the $80,000
needed for equipment. The call went out to the communities served
by the High River hospital, and at the foundation’s annual spring
fund-raising banquet $25,000 was raised in one night. The area’s
Lions clubs raised 16 and a half thousand dollars locally, and they
also obtained support from Lions International to bring their total to
over $40,000. In only a few months, Mr. Speaker, the communities
served by this hospital raised all the money, and the equipment was
soon acquired and installed.

The first three patients had their cataracts removed in August of
1999, with postoperative care being given at the High River hospital
as well. Mr. Speaker, the community takes ownership and pride in
its hospital and demonstrates it through its collective generosity. It
has provided a great opportunity to serve. The High River hospital
currently has 29 acute care beds and 73 long-term care beds.

Mr. Speaker, hon. members, this is just one story of how a
community of communities didn’t just wait for their boat to come in
but rowed out to meet it. Congratulations to the foundation, to the
Lions clubs, to the Headwaters regional health authority, to the High
River hospital, and a special congratulations to the communities who
care about their hospital and do something about it. Well done.

THE SPEAKER: Well, hon. members, including the hon. Minister
of International and Intergovernmental Relations, we now have to
deal with what appears to be seven points of order. Recently I sent
a memo to all Members of the Legislative Assembly advising that I
would expect that when raising a point of order, the proper citations
would be provided.

So, hon. Government House Leader, please proceed with your
point of order number 1.

Point of Order
Preambles

MR. HANCOCK: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. In fact, I raised nine
points of order today, and I believe that the Member for Edmonton-
Glenora raised one, which would make 10. That’s probably more
points of order than I raised during the whole last session.

The first one, under Beauchesne 409 and 410, relates to the length
of preambles, and perhaps with your concurrence I could relate that
the seventh point of order also relates to the same question. It’s
important to raise these points of order on this first day of the
session. You did send out a note to all members with respect to
decorum in the House. You did indicate that we should pay
particular attention to the rules of the House.

In my submission the Leader of the Opposition in all of her four
questions, her three questions that she is accorded as Leader of the
Official Opposition and then one question which she managed to get
your eye for after that, thereby depriving other members of the
House of the opportunity to raise questions — her first question was
in the order of a speech. I didn’t time it, but she certainly took
longer than the one sentence which is referred to in Beauchesne
409(2), which reads:

The question must be brief. A preamble need not exceed one
carefully drawn sentence. A long preamble on a long question takes

an unfair share of time and provokes the same sort of reply. A
supplementary question should [require] no preamble.

Beauchesne 409(1):

It must be a question, not an expression of an opinion,

representation, argumentation, nor debate.
I think if you review the Blues, anybody that was in the House today
could see from the preamble to the first question that it was “an
expression of an opinion, representation, argumentation,” and
debate. It was certainly not brief. It was certainly not one sentence.
It was certainly not concise.

Again, Beauchesne 410:
(7) Brevity both in questions and answers is of great importance.
(8) Preambles to questions should be brief and supplementary
questions require no preambles.

I won’t go on any further, Mr. Speaker, other than to ask that you
admonish the Leader of the Opposition and all members of the
House that preambles to questions use up time that is afforded
members for the opportunity to ask questions important to their
constituency. It’s unfair to all members of the House, and it is
inappropriate. It’s a clear abuse of the rules and, quite frankly, an
intended abuse of the rules. It should be stopped now.

I would make one other submission, Mr. Speaker, and that is that
if that type of abuse of the rules prevails, then I would ask you to
take points of order when they’re raised so that one doesn’t have to
deal with 10 points of order in a row on the same type of question
without any way of curtailing the flagrant abuse of the rules and
abuse of the privileges of the members of the House.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Opposition House Leader.

MR. DICKSON: Mr. Speaker, thank you very much. Also
referencing your February 11, 2000, letter setting out the authorities
that would obtain during the spring session, I refer my friend across
the way to clause 3(b), where the authorities that will be governing
our proceedings are, firstly, Standing Orders, but secondly, “usages
and precedents of the Assembly.”

You, Mr. Speaker, in fact have dealt with this on February 25,
1998, at page 556 in Hansard. You said that the Leader of the
Opposition would have some additional latitude. In fact, the
question then was whether the leader was taking too long to ask her
question. So I refer you to February 25, 1998.

More to the point, on February 17, 1999, when I raised a similar
point of order against a series of questions asked by a government
member, you pointed out to me, sir, that the issue was: if the issue
is one of length, then the appropriate time to raise that is at the
conclusion of the three questions, the original and the two
supplementaries and responses. You admonished, sir, that
sometimes the first question may be a little longer, that the other two
may be shorter as a result.

I listened carefully. Now, I didn’t have my stopwatch with me
today. I left it in Calgary. My best recollection was that this took
something like three and a half minutes, the entire exchange in terms
of the leader’s first three questions and the responses. So if in fact,
then, we are using usages and precedents of the Assembly and if we
rely on your instruction of February 17, 1999, at page 20 in Hansard
and of February 25, then we would find that the entire exchange was
within what you’ve indicated I think informally would be sort of the
outside limit of a question-and-answer exchange.

Those are my observations on this particular point of order.
Thank you.

3:10

THE SPEAKER: Thank you to both the Government House Leader
and the Official Opposition House Leader for those comments with



February 22, 2000

Alberta Hansard 19

respect to it. Neither hon. member chose to quote from the House
leaders’ agreement for the 24th Legislature, dated the 30th day of
April 1997, to which both have affixed their signatures. Well, the
previous Opposition House Leader had affixed his signature to it, but
it still has the same credibility in the eyes of the Speaker. The
current Government House Leader had not affixed his signature to
it, but the previous Government House Leader had affixed his
signature to it, and in the eyes of the Speaker the same credibility
applies.
So having one quoting from Beauchesne and the other one from
previous statements, perhaps I could just quote for both House
leaders what exactly they have agreed to do. Item (4) in that House
leaders’ agreement:
A member asking a question shall, in the discretion of the Speaker,
be allowed a succinct preamble, a main question and two
supplementary questions to which there shall be no preamble. Any
member who, in the discretion of the Speaker, abuses the
opportunity to give a preamble shall be called to order.

Now, that’s what everybody agreed to.

I guess the chair has a choice: to either accept that if a House
leader puts his signature to something, it has some validity or
completely ignore anything that the House leaders provide to the
Speaker. That’s one option. As a matter of fact, in most parliaments
that usually is the option. The Speaker governs the question period
accordingly. Everybody comes in and sits down and then throws up
their hands, and the Speaker recognizes eight or 10 or 12 at random.
But we have evolved into a rather sophisticated situation here where
in fact there’s some consultation with House leaders and asking
them to provide some guidance. One has to assume when one is in
the chair that the House leaders have some credibility within their
own caucuses, and if they affix their signature to a particular
document, it must have some meaning.

Now, the chair also has to assume that the House leaders have
some guidance that they provide to their caucuses and that in fact
their caucus members even accept that guidance from time to time.
You can’t have it both ways. You can’t quote for the chair one thing
and then see the abuse the next day.

So having brought that to the attention of everyone, let’s then look
at the specifics of this first point of order. The specifics of this first
point of order show that in terms of time approximately five minutes
were used in the exchange of the three questions and the three
responses, three questions by the Leader of the Official Opposition
and three responses by the leader of the government. The total time
frame in that was five minutes.

Secondly, in terms of the question at stake, if the note that I have
in front of me from the Blues shows it correctly, there are actually
seven sentences prior to the actual question. So one can say, quite
frankly, that the preamble was long within the total time frame of
management within the question period. We had 12 sets of
questions today, which is slightly above the average, but that really
is a reflection of two things. Periodically a certain member would
have a short question, and periodically a certain responder would
have a short answer.

Clearly, without any doubt, I really like the agreement that all
three House leaders actually came to at one time, and I repeat it.

A member asking a question shall, in the discretion of the Speaker,
be allowed a succinct preamble, a main question and two
supplementary questions to which there shall be no preamble. Any
member who, in the discretion of the Speaker, abuses the
opportunity to give a preamble shall be called to order.
Now, I like that. As a matter of fact, I like that better than anything
written in Beauchesne and anything written in any other order.

So could I ask all the House leaders to actually review what they

had signed and perhaps have a discussion with their caucus members

tomorrow? Perhaps we won’t have this kind of point of order of
today. But there is some merit in what was raised here, some merit
in the response. Actually, the greatest merit came from the chair in
reviewing the matter for the benefit of everyone.

Government House Leader, the second point of order.

Point of Order
Exhibits

MR. HANCOCK: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. A number of times
throughout the last session and actually in the history of this
parliament there has been reference to the use of exhibits and the
inappropriateness of using exhibits. In particular, Beauchesne 501
and 502 speak to the question of using exhibits in the House.
Beauchesne 501 states that “Speakers have consistently ruled that it
is improper to produce exhibits of any sort in the Chamber.”
Beauchesne 502 also deals with the use of exhibits.

Actually a number of the points of order deal with this specific
question. The Leader of the Opposition again flagrantly, I believe,
and in conscious violation of the rules held up a document, about
which she then purported to say: is this the document which sets out
the policy; is this the blank page?

Mr. Speaker, that is a flagrant abuse of the rules, and it actually
speaks to exactly why the rule is there. The rule is there so that you
cannot grandstand before the cameras and show something — [ mean,
she could have been holding anything up — as an exhibit and say: is
this what you’re referring to? It’s totally inappropriate. It’s totally
against the rules, and Beauchesne 501 rules it out of order. I would
ask that you rule it out of order now and admonish members of the
House not to bring exhibits into the House during question period or
debate or at any other time.

MR. DICKSON: Mr. Speaker, I can’t for the life of me imagine why
the Government House Leader would be suggesting that we deprive
the Premier of his one constant prop, which is a chunk of paper in
one hand that he waves and refers to.

The point is this. For you to rule that a document, that a piece of
paper is an exhibit within the meaning of Beauchesne 501 and 502,
where they talk about “boxes of cereal,” “samples of grain,” “use of
potatoes” — you know, political buttons and lapel pins don’t
constitute an exhibit. I refer you, sir, to the ruling you made on May
6, 1999, Hansard, page 1533, where you also address the question
of'exhibits. It seems to me that the authority is clear and logic would
be equally compelling that you cannot hold — with respect, 'm
suggesting that no one would be able to hold that a piece of paper,
a document, particularly one that had been tabled moments before
in this Assembly, would constitute an exhibit.

If you were to do that, sir, the first member of this Assembly that’s
going to be denuded, the first member that’s not going to have
something to wave around, is going to be the first minister of the
province, and I don’t think we’d want to deprive the Premier of that
prop. I certainly wouldn’t want to, because he relies on it mightily.

Thanks very much.

MR. HAVELOCK: I’ll be very brief, Mr. Speaker. I’d just like to
remind you that at one time in the House, when the Premier was
actually using a piece of paper or an exhibit, I believe you did rule
that out of order previously or else asked him to table it. So I would
ask that you again respect the arguments being made by my
colleague.

I am, however, impressed that off the top of his head the hon.
member is able to quote from May 1999, page one thousand five
hundred and whatever. [interjection] I guess that’s what he did all
winter.
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THE SPEAKER: Hon. members, this question about exhibits is
always a rather interesting one, and Beauchesne 501 to 504 have
some guidance for us. With respect to Beauchesne 501, to be
reminded, it says:
Speakers have consistently ruled that it is improper to produce
exhibits of any sort in the Chamber. Thus during the flag debate of
1964, the display of competing designs was prohibited. At other
times boxes of cereal, detergent and milk powder have been ruled
out of order.
This member has been here long enough to note that one time he was
in this Assembly in fact when a member of Executive Council stood
up and tabled a hamburger. The hamburger came from the cafeteria
in this building. The member of Executive Council was making the
strong suggestion that the food was inedible.

Beauchesne 502 says:

When a Member produced samples of grain in the House, the
Speaker deprecated the practice, saying, “If we allowed Hon.
Members to produce such exhibits, we would get ourselves involved
in a position where perhaps all too often Hon. Members would want
to table dead fish, herrings, or red herrings, damp grain or wild
oats.”

Beauchesne 503 says, “Members may be ‘pun-ished’ for the use
of potatoes as exhibits.”

Beauchesne 504: “Political buttons and similar lapel pins do not
constitute an exhibit.”

Those are basic guidelines, and we’ve had statements in this
House as well.

Not too long ago, when there was a debate in the Canadian House
of Commons, certain members had a flag, the flag of our nation, on
their desks in the Canadian House of Commons. It was in a context
in which one had to deal with it. There was a great big uproar. Then
we had another hon. member, in this case a member of Executive
Council, who came in and put a similar flag of his nation on his
desk, hoping to get some attention. It was ignored, and it didn’t
happen again.

3:20

This thing about exhibits is really important, because in this case
what we’re talking about is a document that was tabled in this
particular Assembly, a document that in essence came out of an
office created by this Legislative Assembly. The freedom of
information officer is an officer of this Assembly, created by this
Assembly. Ibelieve that the source of the document was a freedom
of information request in response to a legal request under the laws
of Alberta. An hon. member stood up and basically referred to a
document that was obtained under legislation provided for by this
Assembly, and the voted funds are paid for by this particular
Assembly.

It would seem to me that there would be some authority provided
to the document in question. One member may argue that that is an
exhibit, but there has never been a case where documents, reports
have been argued to be exhibits. On a daily basis some members
will stand up with a piece of paper in their hand and purport it to be
notes for them to raise in a question. Perhaps that’s their prop. I
don’t know. It could be the legitimacy of the notes that they would
use.

You know, at the highest level of all of this members would come
in with nothing in front of them, and the highest degree would be
that all members would be responding to questions and answers in
a spontaneous way and debates would be given in a spontaneous
way and all arguments would be provided in a spontaneous way.
We’ve now evolved to the point where we’ve got laptop computers
in front of us as assistance guides.

This chair has a great deal of difficulty knowing the veracity of a

document that a member may respond and refer to. It is true that
members of Executive Council oftentimes pick up documents and
refer to them. It’s also true that private members do the same thing.
This chair has to assume that there is authenticity in a document that
an hon. member is referring to at any time in this Assembly. If it
were to come to pass that the document was a fabricated document,
was a make-believe document, was a document that the member was
suggesting had authenticity but was to be referred to later as having
no authenticity, then that member would have committed a very
serious breach of the ethics of this Assembly, because that member
in essence would have lied to the Assembly. If that’s what that
member would have done, that would have been a very, very serious
breach.

There is not much need to wave document, to wave prop, to wave
exhibit, but it is done on a daily basis by hon. members. This chair
will ask the question again, the same way he asked the question the
last time. If it is the wish of this Assembly to proceed with no
documents, then kindly advise the chair by way of the three House
leaders at some time in the future. In the interim let’s use some
discretion with respect to the waving of documents and papers and
make sure that they are authentic.

Third point of order. The hon. Member for Edmonton-Glenora.

Point of Order
Allegations against a Member

MR. SAPERS: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Earlier today in question
period, in response to a question put by the Leader of the Official
Opposition, the Premier made an allegation which I believe is
offensive on several grounds. First I’ll cite our own Standing Order
23(h) in terms of making an allegation against another member, and
in a moment I’ll refer to a couple of sections of Beauchesne.

The question put by the Leader of the Official Opposition had to
do with government policy and waiting lists and costs of private
surgical care, and in response quite gratuitously and unprovoked the
Premier took it upon himself to lean across over his chair, gesture at
this hon. member, in fact referred to me directly as the Member for
Edmonton-Glenora, and make a statement, that he attributed to me,
referring to the Premier as un-Canadian. Now, while the Premier
may feel guilty about his patriotism, I can tell you, Mr. Speaker, that
at no time did I say that the Premier was un-Canadian.

Now, I believe that the Premier, when I immediately reacted and
said, “I did not,” went on and said: yes, you did; I heard you on the
radio. Mr. Speaker, now Beauchesne 409(10) makes reference to
comments “made outside the House,” and I believe that the Premier
should be called to order on that point if no other.

Also, Beauchesne 408(2) says that “answers to questions should
be as brief as possible, should deal with the matter raised, and should
not provoke debate.” Well, Mr. Speaker, I don’t think that the
Leader of the Official Opposition asked the Premier whether he was
Canadian or not or whether he felt that in my opinion I thought he
was un-Canadian or not, so clearly the Premier also violated
Beauchesne 408(2). Further, I will refer you to Beauchesne 417,
which also says that “answers to questions should be as brief as
possible, deal with the matter raised and should not provoke debate.”
Now, that’s a slight retelling of the earlier point that I just made.

Now, what I did say, Mr. Speaker, just so it can be clear, is that
the Premier, having been accused of being un-Canadian by some,
seemed to wear that as a bit of a badge of honour. In fact, he talked
about how others have called him un-Canadian and he’s proud of it.
He cited a couple of examples of his government’s policies, and I
said: that sounds to me like the Premier is a health care separatist,
because he is doing something which is contrary to the will of the
Canadian people, contrary to the social policy that is stated in this
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province, and contrary to a federal/provincial agreement to which
this province is a signatory.

1l also say that the Premier went on to aggrandize his statement
by saying that he was going to reveal a little bit of upcoming
legislation and how they were going to include some reference to the
Canada Health Act in an upcoming bill. Well, words and deeds, Mr.
Speaker. It was this Premier and his government that voted not once
but twice against principles of the Canada Health Act, including an
opportunity where this member, the Member for Edmonton-Glenora,
actually put forward a private member’s initiative to bind this
government in legislation to the Canada Health Act. This
government voted against it.

So I would ask you to call the Premier to order and ask him to
withdraw that allegation.

MR. HANCOCK: Mr. Speaker, obviously that wasn’t a point of
order but an opportunity for the Member for Edmonton-Glenora to
make a speech about a number of things. I’m not sure what the point
was. IfIhad been in his position and had been making remarks of
the nature that he agreed he made, I too would want to be getting up
in the House and distancing myself from them, which is what he did
very admirably. There’s no point of order.

Beauchesne 409(10) indicates that “a question ought not to refer
to a statement made outside the House by a Minister.” Well, the
Premier clearly wasn’t asking a question and therefore wasn’t
referring in a question to anything outside the House, but what I find
interesting is that the hon. Member for Edmonton-Glenora then went
on himself to refer to issues outside the House, therefore obviating
his own argument.

Beauchesne 417 and brevity. 1 think you’ve dealt with the
question of brevity. We raised the issue in an earlier point of order
with respect to questions and answers, and I think you pointed out
quite succinctly to the House that even though the preambles that the
hon. Leader of the Opposition utilized in her questions were
relatively long, we still managed to get 12 questions in, and that was
presumably because of the brevity quite often of the answers.

THE SPEAKER: Well, as I understand this point of order, the hon.
Member for Edmonton-Glenora raised the point of order because he
heard the leader of Executive Council refer to him as suggesting that
he was un-Canadian. If I understand this point of order, the hon.
Member for Edmonton-Glenora was rising because he believed that
the leader of the government said that the hon. Member for
Edmonton-Glenora had referred to him as un-Canadian — right? —
and the hon. Member for Edmonton-Glenora standing up and saying,
“No, I did not refer to the hon. leader of the government as un-
Canadian; I simply referred to him as a health care separatist,” which
didn’t come up during the point of order. So would any other
member like to participate in this particular discussion on this point
of order so we have absolute clarity as to who referred to whom as
un-Canadian?

3:30

Well, the chair heard both of the statements. The chair knows
who referred to whom as un-Canadian on this matter, and the chair
also heard publicly who referred to somebody else as a health care
separatist. I don’t listen to all the radio stations, so in terms of
dealing with this point of order, I don’t know if there was another
radio station that in fact made these statements. I can only refer to
the ones that I heard. The chair also knows that one has to accept
the word of a member in this particular Assembly, and that’s really
the bottom line to this particular point of order. So in this case you
get to accept everybody’s word. But it only begets one point: if we

focus on policies, we won’t have these kinds of points of order. This
is not a personal and personality business. This is a policy point of
business.

As far as the other aspects with respect to the length of the
questions and answers and everything else, we already covered that
one. So let’s try and get to the actual truth here.

Now, Government House Leader, point 4.

Point of Order
Imputing Motives

MR. HANCOCK: I will abandon a number of the other points of
order because you’ve dealt with some of them, but I want to speak
to point of order 4 because it again refers to the use by the Leader of
the Official Opposition of exhibits during her questions. Again I
would refer to Beauchesne 501 and 502.

With the greatest of respect to the Speaker and the comments you
made earlier, there is a significant difference, in my humble
submission, between a member using notes to raise a question or to
make a speech, a member referring to a document and perhaps
raising the document when referring to it so that people know what
they’re talking about, and somebody who uses an exhibit, which is
under the dictionary definition: to exhibit something or to show it;
to make a show of it. Which is clearly what the Leader of the
Opposition was doing. In my humble opinion, it wasn’t a document
that she tabled that she was exhibiting during her questions but was
indeed a “red herring” that she was showing the House.

MR. DICKSON: Quite frankly, Mr. Speaker, I thought you’d
already addressed the question of documents. With respect, it seems
like we’re having a second kick at the cat.

I think, with all due respect, you’ve heard arguments in terms of
the use of documents. I’ve offered my argument. You made your
ruling, and I think it’s entirely inappropriate for the Government
House Leader to have at it. In law there’s a principle called res
judicata, that means that once the officer has made the decision, you
don’t come back to another judge to try and open the thing up and
hope you get a more favourable ruling a couple of questions later.
I’d hope you’d give that advice to the Government House Leader,
that he’s raised his argument once.

He has three or four other points of order. I hope he’s not looking
to retool his arguments and then recycle them before we get onto the
regular business of the House. Thank you.

THE SPEAKER: The chair obviously, hon. member, has no idea
what the context will be of any of these points of order, so the chair
simply keeps notes. I do believe, though, that I have dealt with a
similar point of order, that was raised a little earlier, with respect to
the documents and the papers in front of us and did provide a
statement with respect to veracity and authenticity and seriousness
of the document that is being used.

Once again we’ll repeat that if the hon. members would like to
have the House free of documents, the hon. chair will deal with that,
no difficulty whatsoever, in fact would think that would be the
highest level of responsibility and responsiveness and preparedness
by all. It might be quite an example to all the members of the world
that follow this form of government. Oftentimes members of Her
Majesty’s government in Great Britain, including members of
Executive Council, do sit on the front bench with nothing
accompanying them, and it is a high form.

We seem to rely on that, but the bottom line is that we have to be
careful in terms of what we use in front of us and how we use it so
that it does not denigrate either the questioner or the responder with
respect to that matter.
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I do believe, according to my notes, hon. Government House
Leader, that point 5 had to do with a statement one member made
with respect to the absence of another member, and I interjected and
immediately dealt with that one.

The next one. Hon. Government House Leader, I still have you
on the list.

Point of Order
Allegations against a Member

MR. HANCOCK: I suggest that Mr. Speaker dealt with the question
raised by the acting leader of the third party, the Member for
Edmonton-Strathcona, in the preamble to his question, and I refer to
Standing Orders 23(h) and (i): “makes allegations against another
member,” and “imputes false or unavowed motives to another
member.” In raising this point of order, [ know the response that I’'m
going to get, but I want to raise the point of order in any case
because it’s important. In the preamble to the question the hon.
Member for Edmonton-Strathcona made some very serious,
unfounded, and inappropriate allegations about the motives of the
government.

We’ve heard from you previously with respect to the question of
23(h) and (i) referring to motives of an individual member, but in
this case in the way that the question was framed, improperly
imputing the motives of the members of the government, I believe
the Member for Edmonton-Strathcona went too far in suggesting
inappropriate and improper motives of all members and impugned
the integrity of all members of this side of the House in indicating
that there was anything in terms of the motivation of members of
this House and members of this government with respect to HRG or
any private facility and any particular profit making or lack of profit
making in that regard.

I would ask you to admonish the Member for Edmonton-
Strathcona that that is going too far, that that besmirches the
character and reputation of all members of this House when those
types of statements are made.

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

DR. PANNU: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. With respect, I would like
to suggest that there is no point of order here. I certainly did not
intend to and I think in my question didn’t impugn the character
either of the leader of the government caucus or intend to attribute
motives to any other member of this House.

The Premier in late 99 launched a campaign publicly to support
proposed legislation that would allow regional health authorities to
contract with private, for-profit providers for surgical services
requiring overnight stays, effectively creating private, for-profit
hospitals in the public health care system. So my questions were
directed to the Premier in terms of the consequences of the proposal
that will lead to the preparation of a bill that will come before this
House, certainly, Mr. Speaker, any questions that I raised about the
possible ramifications, if this bill passes, for how it may affect HRG
and its relations with the public health care system, something that’s
clearly a matter of debate in this province.

All of us are trying to grapple with: what are the real implications
of the proposal that the Premier has brought before us and the
proposed legislation that he continues to repeat is going to be
brought before this House very soon? My constituents are asking
these questions. Albertans in general are asking these questions.

The intent of my asking these questions today was to draw
attention to how this proposed legislation, if passed, will impact on
the operations of and the relations between HRG and the regional
health authorities. Officials of the Calgary regional health authority

have publicly stated that they would encourage the development of
such relationships between private, for-profit surgical facilities with
overnight stay authorizations, which means that these for-profit
hospitals will be authorized to deal with regional health authorities,
starting with the Calgary health authority.

So, Mr. Speaker, | submit to you respectfully that there is no point
of order here in the questions that I raised today. Thank you.

THE SPEAKER: Hon. members and the hon. Member for
Edmonton-Strathcona, I think it’s really important that again we just
remind ourselves that personal comments don’t raise the level of
what we’re doing in here. Let’s just stick to the facts.

3:40

Number two. The purpose of question period — and the hon.
Member for Edmonton-Strathcona used this on several occasions.
He used the word “debate.” That is not what question period is.
Question period is not a debating environment. It offers an hon.
member the opportunity to raise a question of urgency with respect
to the government. We’re not here to debate. Now, having said that,
the hon. Member for Edmonton-Strathcona is not the only one to
whom these words are directed. Certainly there are enough
argumentative words. Because of the sensitivities of all of us, we
may in a particular circumstance believe that a word may cause a
response of a nature and a degree that we don’t really want.

So let’s deal with policy, policy, policy, policy. Ignore
personality, personality, personality, personality. Brevity,
succinctness, fewer preambles, shorter answers, no props and, wow,
Wwe can move on.

I think we’re up to number 7 now; are we, Government House
Leader?

MR. HANCOCK: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. In view of your last
admonition about no props, brevity, succinct questions, no
preambles, and keeping the personalities out of it and dealing with
the policy issues, I think I’ll withdraw the remaining points of order
as they dealt with lengthy preambles and inappropriate use of
exhibits, being those documents which are inappropriately exhibited
rather than utilized as documents.

THE SPEAKER: Hon. members, what I was giving out was a plea
for co-operation from hon. members to deal with and apply to this.
Now, we’ll see what happens tomorrow. We all know well that 10
minutes into it we will all have forgotten what we have done today,
but if we’re reminded very often, things might just get to where we
have to be.

head: Motions under Standing Order 40

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Strathcona on a
Standing Order 40 application.

Private Hospitals

Dr. Pannu:

Be it resolved that the Legislative Assembly, recognizing that the
public health care system is the most cost-effective way to deliver
quality health services, urges the government to ban private, for-
profit hospitals in Alberta and provide the necessary funding to
maintain the integrity of the public, universal health care system.

DR. PANNU: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I will speak to the urgency
and the pressing necessity of this motion. In doing that, [ must of
course refer to some of the reasons, which may touch on the
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substance, but I’ll try to limit my comments as much as I can to the
two issues involved here.

This member in the House was denied the opportunity to change
sponsorship of a private member’s bill, Bill 201, which stood in the
name of the former leader of the NDP in this House. The private
member in whose name the bill stood resigned eight or so days after
the deadline for changing sponsorships had passed. I made a request
to you, and you, given the rules of the House, indicated to me that
you had no powers to change the situation, that you could not change
that sponsorship to my name. That was quite fine, Mr. Speaker.

Then following that, I requested from the two House leaders, my
counterparts, the Government House Leader and the Official
Opposition House Leader, their agreement to allow my name to
replace the name of the sponsor of Bill 201 as it stood at the time.
That agreement, or that consent, was also in practice denied. I
haven’t heard in writing. I wrote letters to both the Government
House Leader and the Official Opposition House Leader last week.
I have yet to receive a written reply from either of them. I could
understand the Government House Leader denying it, but I am
somewhat puzzled why I got the same response from the Liberal
Party House leader, Mr. Speaker. It is because this House has been,
in a sense, denied the opportunity to debate this bill, Bill 201, the
Medicare Enhancement Act, that I rise here today to request that this
House agree that the matter of banning private, for-profit hospitals
be debated in this Assembly at this very moment.

It is an extremely urgent matter. Albertans are extremely
concerned about this issue, Mr. Speaker. They are writing to me in
the hundreds and hundreds, and by way of their letters, e-mails,
phone calls they’re calling on the members of this House to debate
the issue here and now rather than depending on the so-called truth
squads to relay the information.

So, Mr. Speaker, I conclude . . .

THE SPEAKER: Please, hon. member, urgency to the point.

DR. PANNU: Mr. Speaker, at noon today there was a citizens’ vigil
outside on the steps of the Legislature. Both I and the Leader of the
Official Opposition addressed these citizens, who had gathered there
on their own. They’re not members of any organization. They came
here spontaneously, again, to call on this House, all of us, by their
presence outside the Legislature this noon to debate this matter in
this House today, because today would have been the day that Bill
201 would have come up for debate. Albertans would have been
informed. They would have heard the truth from every side as to
whether or not banning private, for-profit hospitals is a good thing,
and if you fail to do that, whether or not that will threaten the future
of public health care in this province.

So with that, Mr. Speaker, I conclude and hope other members of
the House will want to speak on this matter.

THE SPEAKER: Hon. members, under Standing Order 40 there
must be unanimous consent of the Legislative Assembly to debate
this matter and waive the other routine of the afternoon.

[Unanimous consent denied]

head: Orders of the Day
head: Motions Other than Government Motions

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Government House Leader.

MR. HANCOCK: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I request unanimous

consent to waive Standing Order 38(1) regarding notice to
accommodate consideration of Motion other than Government
Motion 501.

[Unanimous consent granted]
THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Lacombe-Stettler.

Service Learning Program for High School Students

501. Mrs. Gordon moved:
Be it resolved that the Legislative Assembly urge the
government to incorporate as part of the high school
curriculum a service learning program encouraging students
to become involved in activities that promote and demonstrate
good citizenship, community service, and personal
responsibility.

MRS. GORDON: Thank you, Mr. Speaker, and thank you,
Assembly. Over the last couple of weeks this motion, being the first
motion that the entire Assembly will debate this session, has
garnered a great deal of media attention, thereby generating a great
deal of public reaction. I have welcomed these many and varied
interviews as they have provided me with the opportunity to discuss
at length examples, background, overall purpose, strengths, and yes,
even weaknesses in relation to what is now before you under my
signature as Motion 501. I have particularly enjoyed guesting on
four lively talk radio programs, indeed an excellent medium, not
only one that provides good exposure but an effective means to
gauge public opinion. As such, I am pleased today, Mr. Speaker,
that I can report to you and the Assembly that more callers favoured
the concepts involved in Motion 501 than not.

You ask: what is it, hon. member, that you are seeking? I am
asking for your support so that together we can urge the government,
namely the Minister of Learning and his ministry, to incorporate as
part of the high school curriculum a service learning program that
encourages students to become involved in activities that promote
and demonstrate good citizenship, community service, and personal
responsibility.

3:50

My purpose relative to the community involvement requirement
component is quite simply to encourage students to develop
awareness and understanding of civic responsibility and of the role
they can play and the contributions they can make in supporting and
strengthening their own communities. Although this requirement
will benefit communities, my primary purpose and our focus should
be on the contribution made to the student’s own development.

Service learning, a widely agreed upon definition by educators
across the United States and likewise used today in many Canadian
jurisdictions, is learning that utilizes a partnership-type approach
whereby service projects are co-ordinated in collaboration with the
student, school, and community.

In order for this initiative to be successful, I think a number of
factors need to be contemplated. One, I am suggesting that a service
learning program be established in secondary schools in the form of
a curriculum option for credit, similar in nature to drama, industrial
art, and other optional courses available to the student. For those
seeking continuity, these courses should well be considered for
inclusion as an option in all three grades: 10, 11, and 12. From a
philosophical perspective, an oxymoron if you will, the program if
made mandatory would defeat the purpose of encouraging youth to
volunteer or donate their time and energy to the betterment of their
community.

[Mr. Herard in the chair]
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Two, community involvement activity should be allowed to take
place in a variety of settings: businesses, not-for-profit organizations
and agencies, and public-sector institutions, including, of course,
hospitals, nursing homes, and senior citizens’ lodges. Students
themselves should be allowed to choose and make a choice
regarding the community activity they wish to be involved in.
Flexibility is key.

Three, as much as possible structured times should be provided
during the school week for this activity, and follow-up reporting
should take place as well. It is important that the young person
think, talk, and write about what he or she did and saw during the
actual service activity. Research has shown that reflection has some
positive impact on the attitudes of participants concerning service
learning. The best practice occurs when the participants have the
opportunity to reflect both privately and publicly using many forms
of communication.

As well, recognizing service efforts is very important in
establishing a good service ethic amongst our young people. While
reflection allows youth to show how they value their own efforts,
celebration and recognition go a long way in showing them how
others value their worthwhile work.

Some examples of some similar programs in other jurisdictions.
Let’s start right here in Edmonton. One of the requirements of the
international baccalaureate middle years program at the Victoria
School of Performing and Visual Arts for students enrolled in grades
6 to 9 is the compulsory requirement to complete a community
service project or projects of their choosing. This is an in-house,
individual school policy. Although there is a required time
commitment at each grade level for completion of hours, the intent
of the service is not simply to complete a prescribed quota as to
time. This school recognizes that each of their students is unique
and as such each has a unique situation. Thus, there is considerable
flexibility allowed in expectations as to how, when best, and where
this community service can be carried out.

Some of the volunteer placements partnered with this school
include the Good Samaritan Society, the SPCA, St. John
Ambulance, the Canadian Red Cross Society, the Provincial
Museum of Alberta, the Bissell Centre, the Cross Cancer Institute,
the YWCA of Edmonton, the Winnifred Stewart association,
McCauley Senior Citizen’s Lodge, and I could go on and on.
Indeed, Mr. Speaker, a good cross section of solid, not-for-profit
organizations and agencies willing and able to partner with Victoria
school.

What are the students’ views regarding the Victoria school service
learning program? “I’ve learned that community service is a good
way to prepare ourselves for our actual life,” said one 13 year old.
“It’s kind of fun to do, and it seems like a real accomplishment once
you get it done,” said an 11 year old. “It gives you more of a sense
of what you want to do. I want to be a lawyer, so [ would try to do
my community service accordingly,” said a 12 year old.

Here is what one of the student’s parents told me, and each and
every one of you knows this parent, as it’s Ashley Geddes, who
works for the Edmonton Journal.

I am a parent of a grade 8 thirteen-year-old student at Victoria
school in Edmonton who has participated for the past three years in
a community service program which is a requirement of the
international baccalaureate program. My son Daniel’s experience
with the community service activities has been extremely positive,
and I highly recommend making the opportunity available to other
students and families. Daniel has helped the SPCA by walking
animals, picked up litter in the river valley, and provided assistance
at a pre-school centre as part of the program. The first two years 30
hours of community service were required over the course of the
year. That dropped to 22 hours this year with a heavier homework
schedule. The community service program at Daniel’s school is part

of a holistic, big-picture approach to learning that provides a broader
focus than just classroom activities. It allows students to develop
work and leadership skills and to feel pride and connection with
their community. I think the key to a successful program is to allow
considerable flexibility, both in the type of activities that can be
selected and in the number of work hours required.
In 1993 Maryland became the first state in the U.S. that required
all public students to engage in service learning activities as a
prerequisite for high school graduation. In Maryland schools
students must complete 75 hours of student service that includes
preparation, action, and reflection components, and at the discretion
of the local school system that may begin during the middle years.
In Maryland they have a locally devised program in student service
that must be approved by the state superintendent of schools. Thus,
all 24 school districts in Maryland have this program but have
developed a program that’s unique to their own needs, both
academic and community needs. The graduation class of 1997 was
the first impacted by the state of Maryland’s mandate: 45,532
students, or 99.9 percent, graduated with their service learning
requirement fulfilled. Only 49 students out of the total failed to
graduate solely due to the student’s failure to meet or fulfill the
service learning graduation requirement.
In Canada Ontario has incorporated this program, and 40 hours of
community service are required in order to graduate, in order to
receive a diploma. This work in Ontario must be done outside of
school hours, and a reporting process is in place. The province of
Manitoba right now, just as I hope we will be, is looking at
incorporating service learning, or community service, as an option
available in their high school curriculum.
Before I close, I would like to read the following into Hansard.
This particular testimonial was given to me by a parent, and the
second one I will read is from a retired schoolteacher.
As a mother of two teenagers, I think that Mrs. Gordon’s motion to
introduce service learning into the high school curriculum is a
positive step for both the student and the community. 1 think
students involved will gain a sense of accomplishment and personal
satisfaction — increasing their self esteem by doing something
positive for others. I feel students will have greater exposure in
seeking employment after graduation by volunteering in the
community. I do believe that parents have a responsibility to
[always] be an example to their children [and particularly as it
relates] to community involvement and leadership,

but unfortunately it is not always the case and sometimes it is not

always possible.

4:00

A retired teacher wrote that

the motion is an excellent idea because it will provide an
opportunity for students to interact with others in the community.
Sometimes we feel that teenagers are isolated within their own peer
group, and this would give them a chance to make a difference, have
an impact in their community, and feel valued. It would provide
them with an opportunity to develop behaviors and attitudes that
will [hopefully] continue through adulthood.

Although my area, the constituency of Lacombe-Stettler, and
indeed all Alberta itself is known for its volunteer efforts and its
volunteer component, there is always a definite need for more. Mr.
Speaker, every community service club, organization, or agency will
tell you that they need more help and will always welcome and
appreciate it. This program could effectively fill in some of those
gaps. Making it an option for students is the only way to proceed.
Mandatory could only result in a half-hearted approach or effort. By
making it an option, no one is forcing students to take part. Those
participating will want to be there and will most certainly want to
see results for themselves and their communities. This, then, will be
a wholehearted approach.

These efforts in my estimation will prove very valuable to
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students. They will learn a great deal about themselves, about
aspects of life, things necessary for young people that age, young
people on the very verge of stepping out on their own, creating their
own lives in their own communities, communities that they have
been part and parcel of. Service learning will provide life
experiences that schools alone may not be able to provide.

Indeed, Mr. Speaker, our children are our greatest asset and
Alberta’s future. 1 would ask the support of all members of the
Assembly in the passing of this motion.

THE ACTING SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Mill
Woods.

DR. MASSEY: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I’'m pleased to rise and
speak in support of Motion 501, as presented by the Member for
Lacombe-Stettler. I have to admit that that support doesn’t come
without a number of questions being raised, and I would appreciate,
hopefully sometime in the debate on the motion, some clarification.

One of the first problems that I think the motion presents as it’s
worded is a conceptual problem. That’s when you take and put the
notion of good citizenship, the notion of community service, and the
notion of personal responsibility into one motion. [ think
traditionally in our province they have been treated, at least in the
school systems, quite differently, so I think there needs to be some
clarification. As the member spoke, she spoke about a service ethic
and community involvement programs. I think we need to be clear
— and I think the member added some clarity — on exactly what it is
we’re voting for.

Usually the context of a motion like this comes out of some
particular circumstance, and I’m not sure I’'m clear from the member
what that circumstance was. Was it a community event? Was it
some criticism of the present social studies program? That’s often
the case: it’s the criticism of a program like the social studies
program that results in this kind of a motion. Was it the result of
voter turnout in a particular election? I think we have an opportunity
here to learn from the mover exactly what prompted this motion to
be before us. Ifit’s put forward as a criticism of schools, which it
often is, I think that if we look back historically, the attempts to
promote and commit to civic education in schools has always been
difficult.

[The Deputy Speaker in the chair]

If you look, for instance, in this province at the current focus on
schools, there’s great attention being given to literacy, there’s great
attention being given to mathematics programs, and there is great
attention being given to science programs. Civic education or
citizenship education, whatever we want to call it, and community
service programs are in pretty stiff competition, particularly when
schools find themselves being rated in the local media based on
students’ performance on achievement and diploma exams. So the
civic education, the citizenship education, has traditionally found
itself — although people will say that they support it — always taking
a backseat to other school programs, in particular programs that are
labeled as being the basics.

I would really like to know where the motion is rooted. I think the
member as she spoke has a particular concept or notion of civic
education that she would have the province adopt, and I’m not sure
it’s a notion that is shared by all. There are some, for instance, that
will argue that there’s a wide range. Being a good citizen just means
that you vote, and that’s beginning and end of’it. At the other end of
that spectrum I think is where the member has placed herself. She
believes that there has to be some active participation on behalf of
the learner.

I was reminded, when the member made her comments, of a
social studies program that we had in this province at the beginning
of the ’70s. The elementary program at that time I think was called
experiences in decision-making, and the senior high school program
was called responding to change. The goal of that program was to
actively involve students in community affairs and making
decisions, and part of that was an emphasis on values and value
clarification. Those programs were not received wholeheartedly by
the community, to put it mildly.

One of the things that happened was that a number of the projects
put youngsters at odds with community values. I recall one group
of youngsters participating in a survey of landfill projects in their
community and community members being quite adamant that this
wasn’t the purview of schools, to send youngsters out on projects
like that. The program was eventually watered down and phased
out. So I think it’s important that before we send out youngsters or
involve youngsters in projects, the dimensions of those projects are
understood by everyone.

I'looked in preparation for this afternoon at the advice that’s given
to social studies teachers in a publication called CIVITAS. It’s a
publication by the National Council for the Social Studies, and if I
could just quote the advice they give teachers.

It is not the proper role of the schools to indoctrinate students to
participate but rather to develop competence and a democratic
orientation that increase the likelihood of effective participation and
self-government.
Further on:

Students should be introduced to a wide range of forms of
participation and given experience in their use. But, the student’s
decision to participate in any given activity with any particular
frequency must be a matter of individual choice.

I think the member addressed the problem, indicating that the
courses would be optional, that students would have the choice of
enrolling in the course, but of course once in the course, that option
of'being involved in a particular project could be lost. So I think the
conception of citizenship that the member has put forward needs to
be carefully examined before we go so far as to incorporate it into
school programs.

4:10

As the member indicated, there are a number of opportunities now
to do what this motion intends, and I mentioned the social studies
program. There are numerous opportunities within that program for
the kind of activity that the member has outlined, and I was pleased
that she made mention of the international baccalaureate program.
I had the privilege of being on the school board in Edmonton when
that program was introduced and of having seen the Pearson College
of'the Pacific students in action, where the service program is a huge
part of the focus. The students out there when I visited stopped
studying at 2 o’clock every day and then spent the rest of the day in
community service. They’re noted for the program they have in
terms of channel safety, rescuing boats in distress. They also had a
huge project in Victoria, where they were helping handicapped
children. So it is a program that has a huge opportunity for
community service. However, I think its transfer to urban schools
has not maintained that same focus, and I say that having just spoken
to a number of high school students about the service component of
the international baccalaureate program they’re involved in.

The question has to be raised: do we need to put in courses, or can
we take and modify and make stronger the opportunities that already
are available in the curriculum as it now stands? The pressure on
schools and on school curricula I think are really very intense. Ihad
the privilege to see a list of courses that has been requested by
various groups across the province, courses that the advocates
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proposed be introduced to schools, and the last time I saw that list,
there were over 40 proposals for schools to take on new obligations
and new courses. [ think we have to be careful that we take
advantage of the opportunities that already exist for this kind of
information to be placed in our schools.

I’m not sure that there’s much more I want to say, Mr. Speaker.
I do support it, and I’ve raised some questions and some queries. |
think we have to proceed carefully before we adopt this in schools,
and I know that would be the case should this motion be passed, that
there would be some pretty careful consideration in terms of how it
was incorporated in our schools and in school programs.

I applaud the Member for Lacombe-Stettler for bringing it
forward. As an old social studies teacher I couldn’t be happier to see
goals that are compatible with the goals of the social studies
programs in the province being emphasized and gaining the kind of
attention that she’s been able to bring to this.

Thank you very much.

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Wetaskiwin-
Camrose.

MR. JOHNSON: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I’m pleased to rise this
afternoon to also offer my general support for Motion 501,
sponsored by my colleague from Lacombe-Stettler. This motion
urges the government to incorporate service learning as an optional
course in Alberta’s high school curriculum to encourage students to
become involved in service learning projects and activities within
their communities.

As a former teacher and administrator it is my view that the
concept of service learning as proposed by this motion could be of
great value to our students and communities. I, too, offer some
cautions, as did the Member for Edmonton-Mill Woods. I certainly
would not be in favour of any type of watered-down curriculum if
this is what is meant by this motion. However, I see great
opportunities to actually enhance the curriculum, and that’s why |
would be supportive.

Service learning in schools is not a new concept. A number of
American communities and youth have benefited from the existence
of service learning curriculums in their schools. This is certainly
evidenced by the popularity of these programs. In fact, according to
1999 U.S. Department of Education statistics 57 percent of
American students in grades 6 through 12 participated in some form
of service learning.

Mr. Speaker, similar programs in a number of Canadian provinces
are planned or are already in place at local levels. For example, as
the Member for Lacombe-Stettler mentioned, Manitoba is in the
process of establishing provincial guidelines that would introduce a
service learning option for credit that would entrench service
learning courses that are currently being offered and approved at the
local level. In Saskatchewan life transitions 20 and 30 are optional
courses which have an action component project for credit. These
independent learning projects are school based and allow elements
of service learning to be part of the action component.

[The Speaker in the chair]

In the province of Ontario the education curriculum goes a step
further than that which is proposed in Motion 501 by requiring
students to participate in service learning, designated as community
involvement activities, in order to be eligible for high school
graduation. The primary objectives of Ontario’s program are similar
to those proposed in Motion 501 in that both serve to instill young
people with an awareness and understanding of their responsibilities

and expectations as members of the community by making a
difference through meaningful interaction and contribution. Mr.
Speaker, Ontario’s program involves a co-operative effort between
school boards, principals, parents, students, and community
organizations and receives no specified targeted funding.

I believe that the partnership opportunities involving the co-
operative planning and programming between Ontario schools and
communities also exists here in Alberta. The opportunity to
combine citizenship and leadership learning through Alberta schools
and partner those initiatives with that of community programs such
as 4-H, the Rotary exchange program, recreation and arts, cadets,
and other youth programs would serve to strengthen Alberta schools,
community programs, and the community itself. While encouraging
young people to actively choose to participate in community
learning opportunities, the benefit of receiving credit for their efforts
would elevate expectations of involvement and also heighten the
value of the service.

Mr. Speaker, there is one notable and significant difference
between the programs which I have mentioned and that which is
proposed in Motion 501. The motion before us recommends that
service learning be introduced as an optional course rather than as a
mandatory requirement, as has already been mentioned. In view of
the many curriculum demands, especially in terms of the core
curriculum and the diversity of interests and talents of Alberta
students, I agree with the motion’s intent, that service learning
courses be introduced on an optional basis.

This motion offers the opportunity to bridge a gap between
curricular and extracurricular learning while providing for unified
objectives. For example, we need better qualified coaching in our
men’s and women’s community hockey programs. Through a
service learning program a high school student interested in learning
the art of coaching could co-ordinate practical aspects of learning by
working with a minor hockey coach and team with theoretical
aspects through a high school physical education course. In this way
the learning experience in the physical education course could be
enhanced, as with the learning experience in working with a minor
hockey team. In this situation additional credits perhaps could be
awarded. Through such co-operative ventures students with an
interest and inclination would be able to enhance their education by
choosing to perform service learning.

4:20

Mr. Speaker, | believe that Motion 501 could fill a niche in our
high school curriculum and perhaps complement other electives that
currently exist, such as work experience, career internship programs,
or special projects. Work experience, for example, is an optional
course available through grades 10 to 12 which provides experiential
learning activities under the co-operative supervision of both the
teacher and employer. The student’s personal development, career
planning, and employability skills are enhanced through work
experience participation. Work experience courses are components
of an off-campus education program which provides students with
the opportunity to apply themselves in a workplace setting in order
to discover their career interests and aptitudes through work-related
activities. Service learning courses could work in much the same
way but with a different focus.

Career technology internship programs are another part of the
present high school curriculum providing yet a different focus than
work experience by entering students into the registered
apprenticeship program. The focus of these courses is on preparing
students for entry into trade, technology, and service careers through
apprenticeship learning pathways.

Finally, high school students presently have the option of
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obtaining credits for an approved special project which is designed
to recognize work undertaken by students on an individual or small
group basis which satisfies two major conditions: firstly, that the
students become involved in the selection, planning, and
organization of their own program, and secondly, that the students
pursue activities in which they have considerable interest or ability
but which are not within the scope of the regular curriculum or the
programs being offered in the school. This option provides students
with the opportunity to supplement or enhance their education in
areas in which they have considerable interest or aptitude.

So, as you can see, Mr. Speaker, the Alberta high school
curriculum already addresses the value of real-life education that
supplements the traditional curriculum with experiential learning.
These existing programs alone do not specifically or completely
meet the intentions and objectives of service learning. A service
learning program will supplement and enhance existing programs,
incorporating learning components outside the classroom. By
making classroom learning more relevant and meaningful, by
capitalizing on practical learning experiences in unique ways,
students could choose an innovative approach that supplements
textbooks and lectures. For example, in my own constituency the
Big Valley Jamboree offers great marketing and promotional
experience in a major entertainment event for students that may
choose to be involved, or the Viking Cup international hockey
tournament offers a unique opportunity for students interested in
international relations and protocols. Surely such experiences could
enhance learning experiences in such courses as social studies,
music, and other courses. Furthermore, leadership and good
citizenship skills acquired in the process would be of lasting benefit
to the community.

Today’s classroom extends well beyond its four walls. The
greater community offers so many valuable learning experiences.
Motion 501 encourages educators and students to find another
avenue to expand the classroom, to tap into nearly limitless learning
resources. In doing so, students would be encouraged to explore
new horizons that would result in a more well-rounded student and
a better community. By encouraging students, schools, and
communities to work together as partners as Motion 501 does,
Alberta students would have the opportunity to begin finding this
balance early in their lives and learn how to maintain it throughout
adulthood.

Mr. Speaker, service learning is about instilling a connection to
the community and a recognition of the impact that individuals can
make in bettering their communities and themselves. It’s about
encouraging and empowering students to learn positive values such
as leadership, citizenship, and personal responsibility.

In thinking about the goals of service learning in schools, I noticed
a similarity to the goals of Alberta’s 4-H clubs. By combining the
two, opportunities could be further extended to students to explore
better ways of co-ordinating the leadership development of 4-H with
academic courses in the school. By the way, I was in the 4-H club
once, and I know what great programs they do have.

Another example, which my niece experienced, was her
involvement with an organization called Up with People. Up with
People offers talented youth the opportunity to entertain in the
performing arts throughout the world for a period of a whole year.
During that time, in addition to the group’s performances,
participants must complete a number of hours of community service
in each city they visit while learning aspects related to the
entertainment industry, making for an obvious service learning
partnership with performing arts courses found in the education
curriculum.

These examples illustrate the potential merit of service learning
when curriculum and extracurricular opportunities meet. The
inclusion of learning to do by doing raises classroom learning
objectives to new heights. The student and the community are the

beneficiaries. To me that’s what service learning should be all
about.

It is important, Mr. Speaker, that the learning opportunities which
are included as part of a service learning program be carefully
selected. Students should not be involved in activities that are of no
real educational value to the community and especially the students
themselves, nor should service learning be a substitute for paid
employment. Service learning activities should be approved by the
school in conjunction with the community stakeholders involved
with the project, with the school ultimately deciding whether the
project is substantial enough to assign the student credit upon its
completion.

There should be clear guidelines established that qualify what is
acceptable service learning activity relative to the merits of the
student’s proposal and its impact on the community and the student.
Itis then through the result of the student’s participation that benefits
are realized by community organizations and the community as a
whole.

Mr. Speaker, there has been a great deal of discussion throughout
North America about a graduation requirement for service learning
rather than offering it as an optional program. It is clearly evident
that what advocates of service requirements are trying to say is that
service learning is rooted deeply in the mission of education and that
it has the capacity to improve the well-being of our community and
therefore our society. It seems to me that service learning is a better
learning tool when it is available as an option for students who wish
to explore and contribute to human interest causes beyond the
classroom and not as a mandatory requirement compelling students
to perform a requisite number of community service hours in order
to graduate.

The inclusion of service learning in the high school curriculum
will foster and develop within our youth important values. The
move would encourage positive contributions that will improve the
community’s quality of life. At this stage, Mr. Speaker, the
important consideration is to offer an opportunity to further motivate
students to give of their time, their talents and efforts for the benefit
of themselves and others. As an individual who gives of their time
in learning, they will receive as they give.

I would ask that all members of the Assembly support this motion.
I think it’s a good motion, and I think it has great potential to
enhance our curriculum. Thank you very much.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Ellerslie.

MS CARLSON: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I’'m happy to speak to
this motion this afternoon, a motion which raises many more
questions for me than it answers at this stage, and [ hope that we will
have the opportunity throughout the debate to get some of those
questions answered.

First, I would like to address the issue of its order on the Order
Paper. It’s interesting to see that a motion that deals with education
that will require additional funding or additional reorganization of
resources in the education system in terms of writing the curriculum,
monitoring the programs, and seeing those programs actually
completed comes before a motion that talks about this government’s
commitment to the five principles of the Canada Health Act. 1
wonder why that is, Mr. Speaker. Here we are in a province that is
seen. . .

Speaker’s Ruling
Private Members’ Business

THE SPEAKER: Okay, hon. member. Please. This is a private
member’s matter, and [ have to clarify that, because I think integrity
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in this Assembly is right. Our rules allow all members to put their
names in a hat. Their names are drawn, and the private member
whose name is drawn has the motion or the bill that comes up.
There is a suggestion, the second time today, that these are
interferences by the government.

These are matters before the Legislative Assembly of Alberta,
which is independent from the government. There is a prescribed
procedure for this, a well-known public procedure. These are
private members’ matters, and there’s no manipulation of the
process. Any suggestion by any member that there is means that this
Speaker, this chair, and those officers associated with him are being
manipulated, and that can lead to a very serious matter. A very
serious matter.

Now, the time frame for this matter has now been dealt with.

4:30 Transmittal of Estimates

MR. DAY: Mr. Speaker, I'm now tabling the ’99-2000
supplementary estimates, No. 2. This follows the earlier tabling of
the quarterly budget report, which serves as a revised consolidated
fiscal plan. That, of course, is required by section 8 of the
Government Accountability Act. In this regard I have received a
message from Her Honour the Honourable the Lieutenant Governor
which I now transmit to you.

THE SERGEANT-AT-ARMS: Order!

THE SPEAKER: The Lieutenant Governor transmits supplementary
estimates of certain sums for the service of the province for the fiscal
year ending March 31, 2000, and recommends the same to the
Legislative Assembly.

Please be seated.

Consideration of Her Honour
the Lieutenant Governor’s Speech

Ms Haley moved:
That an humble address be presented to Her Honour the Honourable
the Lieutenant Governor as follows.

To Her Honour the Honourable Lois E. Hole, CM, Lieutenant
Governor of the province of Alberta:

We, Her Majesty’s most dutiful and loyal subjects, the Legislative
Assembly, now assembled, beg leave to thank you, Your Honour, for
the gracious speech Your Honour has been pleased to address to us
at the opening of the present session.

MS HALEY: Mr. Speaker, it’s truly an honour for me today to rise
in the Legislative Assembly and move acceptance of the Speech
from the Throne. The speech presented by Her Honour the
Honourable the Lieutenant Governor served to open the Fourth
Session of the 24th Legislature. It is particularly special in light of
the fact that it is the year 2000 and this is the first Speech from the
Throne of the 21st century in this Assembly. When I was asked to
move the motion on acceptance of the Speech from the Throne, I
tried to reflect not only on our wonderful province and where we are
today but also on what has been accomplished in Alberta in the 100
years, since the last turn of the century, and where Alberta might be
going in the new 21st century. It’s truly an exciting time, not just to
be alive and not just to be an MLA but to live in this province and
in this country, to have so many opportunities and possibilities
spread out before us that no one could even have imagined 100 years
ago.

Just pause for a second and consider what life was like 100 years
ago without a few of the things that we take so for granted today.
There were no televisions, no computers, no phones, and no plastic,
to name just four things that we assume everyone has always had.

When we want to go somewhere today, we get into a car, on a bus,
or we get into an airplane. Distances that would have been
impossible to imagine traveling just 100 years ago can now be
covered in minutes and hours. Did you know, Mr. Speaker, that the
reason so many of our rural towns and villages are about 13
kilometres apart is because that was the distance a horse-drawn
wagon could reasonably be expected to travel in one day?

While people with really creative imaginations in the horse-drawn
wagon era might have been able to imagine that one day man would
land on the moon or that space shuttles would routinely go up into
space or that it would be possible to map the entire globe in just a
little over a week, as the space shuttle Endeavour just did this past
week, who could have imagined that it would be possible to have
conversations with people from all over the world simply by sitting
down in your home in front of a computer screen and a keyboard and
hooking into something as simple as a phone line or cable? Because
they didn’t exist then. Who could have imagined that you could sit
in the comfort of your home and do research at a library or
university thousands of miles away from where you are? I'm
guessing here, Mr. Speaker, that the reality of 100 years ago meant
life was just a little more pragmatic than imagining those types of
things.

Important elements to life such as light and heat were not
provided at the flip of a switch. Grocery stores as we know them
now did not exist. The general stores that were open would have
been just as likely to have sold nails or hunting knives or shotgun
shells as they were to sell sacks of flour or salt or bolts of cloth, and
while there were doctors and there was some health care, there were
no polio shots and no penicillin.

Life was very different 100 years ago than it is today. You had to
be strong to survive here and they were, from the natives who had
inhabited Alberta for thousands of years to the incredibly
adventuresome and resilient settlers that came here. We have been
born of such people, people that were not afraid of a challenge,
people that built a very strong foundation for all of us that live here
today.

A very wise person once wrote that the only thing constant in life
is change. The past 100 years have provided change on such a
massive scale that no one 100 years ago could have begun to
imagine what Alberta would be like today, yet change is occurring
at an even faster rate now than ever before. Our knowledge base is
doubling at an unprecedented rate, and the challenge today is not just
trying to keep up with the pace of change but also trying to plan
ahead and manage that change.

How can one even begin to imagine what the future holds? I do
know that 100 years ago I could not have had a job like the one I do
today, and my gratitude is everlasting to the suffrage movement and
the Famous Five, who fought for equality and won the Persons Case.
It is in fact, Mr. Speaker, such a privilege for me as a woman to be
here and be able to move a Speech from the Throne, the first one in
this year 2000, the beginning of a brand-new century.

I am more than a bit in awe of how far we have come. It is also
a privilege for me to represent the constituents of Airdrie-Rocky
View in this Assembly. To me Airdrie-Rocky View has just a little
bit of everything, everything that makes Alberta great. We have
from the golden wheatfields to our beautiful rolling foothills to the
beautiful vista of the majestic Rocky Mountains.

Airdrie-Rocky View is where the plains meet the mountains and
where urban meets rural. We have strong rural communities, farms,
and intensive livestock operations as well as over 1,100 businesses
that range from major manufacturing to the small businesses of the
fastest growing segment of our economy today. From the growing,
thriving city of Airdrie to the towns and villages like Chestermere,
Crossfield, Irricana, Beiseker, Langdon, Madden, Kathyrn, Keoma,
Delacour, and, of course, the part of the Bearspaw area that is in my
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riding, all of which are located inside the rural municipal district of
Rocky View, this constituency wraps around much of Calgary. And
I'have to tell you, Mr. Speaker, that I totally love the diversity of this
riding, just as I love the diversity of our great province.

As I thought about the past century here in Alberta, I recall the
Chinese proverb which I believe is just as relevant to our province
today as it was a hundred years ago. The proverb goes like this: if
you want one year of prosperity, grow grain; if you want 10 years of
prosperity, grow trees; if you want 100 years of prosperity, grow
people. Mr. Speaker, these are exactly the things that Alberta has
been doing for a century now, and what an incredible job she’s done.

Alberta was founded on an agriculture base which remains solid
to this day. Agriculture as an industry, however, is not without some
problems, Mr. Speaker, and that is why we are so hopeful that the
agriculture summit in June will help all of us at least start to address
the issues that are negatively impacting this proud and important
industry. Our natural resource sector, from coal to the tar sands,
conventional oil and gas, as well as the forestry sector, has allowed
Alberta to grow and be successful, but it is the people of Alberta
who have made this province so strong, so vibrant, and so
prosperous. It is truly amazing to think of how much has happened
in Alberta in the past 100 years.

In 1900 the province that we know of as Alberta was still part of
the North-West Territories. However, exciting things were already
happening here five years before Alberta became a Canadian
province. In 1900 the foundation of Alberta’s economy was just
being laid. Several key industries were being established, many of
which are still the backbone of our economy today.

Agriculture industries such as grain farming, cattle, hog, sheep,
and horse ranching as well as dairy production were beginning to
thrive. In addition, timber, fishing, and mining industries were
growing and attracting people to Alberta. It was in the early 1900s
that the drilling for oil and gas first began here. These industries are
what brought people to Alberta and continue to bring people to
Alberta today.

This was a time in which the spirit and values of Albertans were
being shaped, and it was from these early settlers and their families
that the impetus for the Speech from the Throne was created. Our
forefathers laid our foundations on characteristics such as
confidence, entrepreneurship, innovation, self-reliance, and a love
for our natural environment. But more importantly, Mr. Speaker,
they passed on to us the belief'in and love of family and community,
and they are in fact the very foundation of our society today.

At the turn of the 20th century the population of what is now
Alberta was growing rapidly, just as it is now with the turn of this
century. In the 10 years between 1891 and 1901 the population of
Alberta nearly tripled, from 25,277 people to 73,022 people. Even
100 years ago people were looking to Alberta for a better life for
themselves and their families. They knew then, just as we know
now, that Alberta is a place where hard work and perseverance will
be rewarded.

4:40

Today Alberta is Canada’s fastest growing province, a testament
to the quality of life and standard of living that exists here. People
and businesses from across Canada and around the world are moving
to Alberta to experience the Alberta advantage and to enjoy the
tremendous quality of life that Alberta has to offer. The population
growth that we are experiencing in Alberta is clearly evident in
Airdrie-Rocky View. There is no part of that constituency that is not
growing at an incredible rate. Airdrie-Rocky View has about 4,300
square kilometres. It covers an area just a little bit smaller than
Prince Edward Island. Prince Edward Island has about 110,000

people, and Airdrie-Rocky View has about 40,000, and we’re
gaining on them. No one is really sure of the exact population today
as it’s hard to track; the growth rate is so high.

While growth does create some problems such as pressure on our
infrastructure system, such as roads, getting our schools built fast
enough, and recruiting enough doctors, it also presents many
opportunities, opportunities that make it very rewarding to work with
such great people as we have elected to our municipal councils and
our school boards. [ would say that they are inspiring and
stimulating challenges, Mr. Speaker, and in fact many people would
say that they are enviable challenges for any government.

It is clear to me that the Speech from the Throne recognizes that
Alberta is moving in the right direction as we face the challenges of
the 21st century. It tells me that we are committed to the things that
Albertans want and need from their government: quality and
accessible health care delivered as efficiently and effectively as
possible; a first-rate education system with excellent teachers and
professors that rivals results achieved anywhere in the world;
exceptional services for Alberta’s children under a newly created
department, a department that will strive to bring all government
programs that impact children together to ensure that services are co-
ordinated, and children’s services will continue to evolve as
communities on an individual basis will be able to get the programs
they need tailored to what their specific community wants; a
commitment to make the best senior’s program in Canada even
better. I think everyone in this Assembly is aware that many seniors
from across Canada are in fact moving to Alberta, in part because we
have the Alberta seniors’ benefit program, and it is recognized as the
best in Canada.

In terms of health care Alberta is taking the lead among Canadian
provinces, as Alberta does on so many issues. The government will
draw on the innovative spirit of Albertans in looking for better, more
efficient ways of delivering health care services, and one of the
results of an aging population is mounting pressure on our health
care system. We’re all aware that we have an aging baby boomer
generation and that over the next 15 years our seniors population
will double. Our system better be able to handle the increased
demand that will be placed on it, and rather than waiting till it’s too
late, we are being proactive in looking for ways to make health care
more accessible and sustainable for future generations.

It can be very important, Mr. Speaker, to occasionally look back
at the origins of a specific program, and in light of the current
discussion surrounding health care, I thought it might be interesting
to just mention how we got here. The Medical Care Act of 1966
proposed an arrangement in which the federal government paid 50
percent of the national per capita cost of insured services. There
were four provisions in the Act of 1966, and they were as follows.
One, all services rendered by medical practitioners that are
medically required must be covered. Two, provinces must operate
the plan on a nonprofit basis by a provincial public authority. Three,
plans must provide for insured services on uniform terms and
conditions to all insurable residents of a province. Four, plans must
be portable.

At that time the federal government estimated that the national
average of medical care costs was $34 per person. Even then
provinces were concerned about being able to fund and control the
expected rising costs associated with the national plan. No one
could have estimated the dramatic rise in cost that has occurred in
the 34 years. Mr. Speaker, we went from spending $34 per person
in 1966 to about $1,600 per person today. That’s a 47-fold increase
in 34 years. If that rate of increase were to continue for the next 34
years — and at this point we have no reason to believe the demand
will decline or that the rate of increase will miraculously slow down,
stop, or reverse itself. While we can hope that that might be the
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case, we have to be more prudent in that if we don’t want to repeat
the past, we should at least be aware of it.

So at a 47-fold increase, at that historical rate of increase, Mr.
Speaker, it would mean that in the year 2034 Alberta would require
$75,200 for every man, woman, and child in this province to cover
health care costs as health care exists today. At that rate of $75,200
per person, in constant dollars with no consideration for inflationary
pressures, even at today’s population of 3 million we would need
$225 billion to cover health care costs for Albertans. It should give
us all a reason to pause and time for the Provincial Treasurer to
calculate what rate of growth our provincial economy needs to grow
at to handle that type of program expenditure, let alone what rate of
income tax might be necessary to pay for it.

This might be a reasonable time to ask where the federal
government is on the issue of payment. Of course, the federal
government has dropped from the original 50 percent commitment
to something resembling 13 percent today. More and more of our
total responsibility for funding health care is falling on the shoulders
of all the provinces and less and less on the federal government. I
do, however, appreciate the federal minister’s comments of last
week that the health system in its current form is not sustainable. He
is correct. So it is important for all of us to find new and innovative
ways to look at health care delivery, to enhance delivery of service,
to shorten waiting lists for diagnostic as well as surgical services.

As well, Mr. Speaker — and this is key to everything that we do
today — we must ensure that our system is sustainable not just for our
seniors of today but also for the baby boomer generation as they age
and that it be here for today’s and tomorrow’s children. Changes to
the Alberta health care system will be made with an unwavering
commitment to the principles of the Canada Health Act. Itis so very
important that the government continue to be forward-looking in its
delivery of health care so that in the future Albertans will continue
to have access to the excellent services that we enjoy today.
Sustainability, innovation, and not being afraid to try things will
become even more important than it is today, and just as our
forefathers were willing to try new approaches to old and new
problems, so must we.

The future of Alberta of course depends on our children, and [ am
delighted that government will further enhance its commitment to
education. From the throne speech I see a firm commitment to
fundamental issues like literacy and class size. Itis also encouraging
to know that there will be continuing emphasis on programs to help
students learn the skills that they need to participate in the global
economy.

As Albertans our fiscal strength depends on our ability to export
our goods and services. The global marketplace will continue to
become more important to Alberta as technology enhances our
ability to move goods and services at an ever increasing rate.

It is exciting to see that our postsecondary institutions will be
focusing on knowledge-based and high-tech disciplines that will
prepare Albertans to participate fully in the economy of the 21st
century. I am also pleased about the new $3 million academic
scholarship that will benefit 3,000 second year postsecondary
students and will complement the Rutherford scholarship program
by helping our university and college students get through the first
years of their advanced education.

The Speech from the Throne also makes it clear that the Alberta
advantage will be strengthened. While our dependence on oil and
gas is lessened, it is still a major factor in determining our ability to
deal with the needs of Albertans. The ability to enhance our
infrastructure with onetime spending is a direct result of the
volatility of oil and gas markets. One year ago oil was selling for
$10 per barrel, and this week it is $29. As Professor Booth of the

University of Alberta pointed out, Alberta has the most volatile
economy in North America.

[The Deputy Speaker in the chair]

The ability to direct spending on a onetime basis as opposed to
building it into the permanent program base is a key to the future
stability of our province. With the net provincial debt eliminated
and the gross debt declining, Alberta is poised to lead the country in
tax reform. With the implementation of a single-rate income tax on
January 1, 2001, all Albertans will be paying less income tax in the
years to come, and 132,000 lower income Albertans will no longer
be paying any provincial tax at all. Combine this with our newly
announced business tax review and you can see that our goal is to
ensure that Alberta is not only on the right path for the 21st century
but that our commitment to retaining the Alberta advantage stays on
track.

To assist Alberta in positioning itself for the future, my
government has introduced Bill 1, the Alberta Heritage Foundation
for Science and Engineering Research Act. The original $500
million, which we are all hopeful will grow to a billion over the next
five years, will do for science and engineering research what the
Alberta Heritage Foundation for Medical Research has done for that
community, and that is to attract the brightest and the best to do their
research here.

The original $300 million invested in the Alberta foundation for
medical research has now grown to over $800 million and has spun
off over 2 and a half billion dollars in medical research spending in
Alberta over the past 20 years. The goal for the new foundation is
to create exactly the same type of situation for science and
engineering research in Alberta. The new foundation will attract
some of the brightest minds not just from Alberta and Canada but
from around the world. It will help us attract and retain the types of
businesses that will make Alberta a leader in this century, a place
where all are welcome, a place that will be as successful in the 21st
century as we have been in the 20th, a place that we might all have
difficulty imagining but a place that I hope our founding peoples of
all backgrounds would be proud to call home.

I am proud to be an Albertan, Mr. Speaker. I am proud to have
this opportunity to speak in this Assembly and move this Speech
from the Throne.

4:50

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Clover Bar-Fort
Saskatchewan.

MR. LOUGHEED: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I would like to thank
the Lieutenant Governor for her eloquent reading of the Speech from
the Throne to open the Fourth Session of the 24th Legislature of
Alberta. I would also like to congratulate the Hon. Lois Hole on her
recent appointment as the Lieutenant Governor of Alberta. I am sure
that she, like all of us in this Legislative Assembly, is honored to
represent the needs and interests of our community throughout the
province.

Mr. Speaker, I am honored to stand here today representing the
constituents of Clover Bar-Fort Saskatchewan and second the motion
put forward by the hon. Member for Airdrie-Rocky View to accept
the Speech from the Throne. With the expressed views of my
constituents in mind I am pleased to support the Speech from the
Throne, its positive messages and overall direction for Alberta.

The constituency of Clover Bar-Fort Saskatchewan is a
microcosm of this great province. We have the special combination
of rural farming areas, the urban centre of Fort Saskatchewan, the
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rural acreage developments, the heavy industrial sites where the
petrochemical industry is established, as well as high-tech research.

Recorded history of the district is traced back to the visit of
Anthony Henday in 1755, and then in 1795 Fort Edmonton was
established close by. In 1874 the North-West Mounted Police made
their trek across the prairies and after wintering in Fort Edmonton set
out to build their second fort on the prairies. The first was built the
previous year at Fort Macleod. There are several reasons why they
chose to construct their permanent fort 20 miles downstream from
Fort Edmonton. One was transportation. The lower banks would
allow easier railway crossings than the steep, high bank in the Fort
Edmonton area. Secondly, the farming potential was much greater
in the fertile land surrounding the area. Third, there was an
economic advantage because the lumber could be supplied more
cheaply outside of Fort Edmonton by people such as the
Lamoureaux brothers just across the river from where Fort
Saskatchewan exists today.

Similar economic advantages exist today, as the region is a hub of
economic activity. In 1952 Sherritt Gordon Mines Limited
established a multimillion dollar nickel refinery in Fort
Saskatchewan. Over the succeeding years the region, including the
northern portion of Strathcona county, experienced steady growth.
Petrochemical industries and other industries started to move into the
area, attracted by the availability of land, easy transportation access,
salt deposits, an abundance of water, natural gas, and electricity, a
skilled and dedicated workforce, and, more recently, a supply of
petrochemical feedstocks like ethane.

The origin of the name Clover Bar is an interesting story and is
also rooted in economic development. One of the earliest
prospectors in the area was a fellow from Missouri who had been to
the Caribou and California gold rushes and then came to Fort
Edmonton to start panning for gold in an area east of the fort in the
year 1860. For several years he worked the sandbar located between
the current Clover Bar bridge and Fort Saskatchewan. The sandbar
came to be known as Clover’s bar, and eventually the whole district
was called Clover Bar.

As I reflect on this Speech from the Throne, I think back to why
I first decided to campaign for the position of MLA for Clover Bar-
Fort Saskatchewan. I believe it is important to know what the
constituents want the government to do and to represent those views
at the caucus and committee tables.

[The Speaker in the chair]

I am often reminded by longtime residents of the constituency
about two long-serving MLAs from Clover Bar-Fort Saskatchewan.
Mr. Floyd Baker was elected in 1935 and represented the region
until 1967, when he was succeeded by Dr. Walter Buck, who served
until 1989. These men were re-elected many times because they
knew the people and knew what was important to them. Four years
ago [ determined that the principles of fiscal responsibility and social
commitment were very important to me and to the people of Clover
Bar-Fort Saskatchewan and stood for election committed to uphold
both of those principles. I am therefore pleased that this throne
speech reflects those two themes. The Speech from the Throne
gives a broad outline of the government’s future plans. The
statements it makes and the goals it sets reflect the government’s
priority and, most importantly, Albertans’ priorities for the future.
I am very encouraged by the Speech from the Throne because I
believe it will lead Alberta confidently into the 21st century.

The throne speech begins by discussing agriculture and the
important role it plays in our province. Agriculture is a part of our
history; it’s also a part of our future. Ibelieve it’s important that our

government recognizes these are challenging times for agriculture
and that we develop a plan to ensure its long-term sustainability. |
am pleased the government is undertaking such a broad consultation
in planning programs such as Ag Summit 2000. Agriculture was a
major factor in the successful establishment of the fort on the
Saskatchewan River and will be crucial for the success of Fort
Saskatchewan-Clover Bar and the province in the future.

Mr. Speaker, jobs and the economy were identified in the Speech
from the Throne as another priority. These are issues that are of
great importance to my constituency, which is an essential part of
Alberta’s industrial heartland. The heartland region is more than
48,000 acres in size, designated for long-term heavy and medium
industrial growth. It’s already home to over 30 world-class
companies.

The industrial heartland is a major player in Alberta’s industrial
sector. Agrium is one of the top North American fertilizer
producers. The Westaim corporation is a research centre for
advanced industrial materials with developments in batteries,
ceramics, and the electronics industry. Sherritt International
produces nickel and cobalt powder and briquets at its refinery. Dow
Chemical houses numerous world-scale facilities within their Fort
Saskatchewan site. The area is also part of an extensive pipeline
corridor.

There are many reasons why Clover Bar-Fort Saskatchewan is
home to so many world-class companies. For some of these
companies it was the abundant natural resources of the area that
attracted them. For others it was Alberta’s economic strategy,
especially our commitment to fiscal responsibility and a competitive
tax regime. I’m pleased that the Speech from the Throne indicated
that this aggressive approach to fiscal responsibility and balance will
not waiver and in fact will be strengthened to ensure that we can
continue to lead the way in Canada and compete in the global
economy.

The people of Clover Bar-Fort Saskatchewan have told me that
they want low taxes, Mr. Speaker. While our taxes are already the
lowest in Canada, they can and will be lower still. The move to a
new 11 percent single-rate provincial income tax by January 1 of
2001 is a move my constituents support.

Mr. Speaker, I’'m thankful that while we continue to be a leader in
economic issues, our government is also maintaining its strong social
commitment. Priority areas like health, education, social services,
and infrastructure have been targeted for reinvestment, and our
government will continue to work to make our programs the best in
Canada.

As a former teacher and school administrator education is of
particular interest to me. I was pleased to hear of the exciting
programs being committed to by this government, programs like the
Alberta initiative for school improvement that will enable us to
address issues like literacy and class size. I know from the schools
in my constituency that our international student programs have been
very successful. We are well positioned to have the best school
systems in the country.

In the area of health and wellness the Speech from the Throne
speaks to the fact that Alberta will continue to play a leadership role
across Canada in strengthening our publicly funded health care
system while looking at ways to improve its delivery to Albertans.
We will renew our pledge to uphold the principles of the Canada
Health Act and maintain a single-tier, publicly funded health system
that is accessible to all Albertans on an equitable basis and
represents the level of excellence that Albertans demand.

I’'m particularly pleased with this government’s focus on
prevention of illness and injury. Prevention of injury is something
I feel strongly about. In 1997 accidental injury was a leading cause
of death in Alberta for people under the age of 44. In that same year
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three Albertans lost their lives to injury every day. We must do all
we can to reduce these appalling numbers.

Mr. Speaker, I’'m honoured to serve as the chair of the Premier’s
Council on the Status of Persons with Disabilities. It was
appropriate from my perspective to hear in the Speech from the
Throne that our government will continue to enhance and strengthen
support for Albertans with developmental disabilities.

5:00

I’d like, too, at this time to introduce and acknowledge in the
members’ gallery Bryan Sandilands, a member of staff for the
Premier’s council, and Margaret MacCabe, a council member for the
Premier’s Council on the Status of Persons with Disabilities.

Initiatives like the Human Resources and Employment minister’s
Employability Council will look at ways to ensure that all Albertans
have the opportunity to contribute to the strength of the province.
These initiatives are of particular interest to me because they are part
of a disability strategy that is being worked on by the Premier’s
council and the members of the disability community throughout
Alberta.

There are four core areas that the disability community has said
need to be looked at: full citizenship and the opportunity to fully
participate, disability supports to live as independently as possible,
financial supports to guarantee safety and growth, and the
opportunity to contribute to Alberta’s growth through employment.
With the help of council members like Margaret McCabe, the
Premier’s council will look at these areas and make a difference for
the disability community in Alberta.

Mr. Speaker, in the Speech from the Throne our Lieutenant
Governor stated that one of the principles of this government is
equity, equity which includes fairness and respect for diversity of
culture, age, and gender. As chair of the Premier’s Council on the
Status of Persons with Disabilities I will continue to work with
persons with developmental disabilities as well as all other persons
with disabilities to promote and advocate fairness and respect for
diversity of ability as well.

Mr. Speaker, it’s been a great honour to rise today and second the
motion to accept this Speech from the Throne. I am pleased the
Lieutenant Governor expressed in her speech the government’s
commitment to continuing the policies of social commitment and
fiscal responsibility, policies I embraced from the beginning of my
candidacies, policies I know my constituents support, and policies
that will guide us to a successful future.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Leader of the Official Opposition.

MRS. MacBETH: Thank you, Mr. Speaker, and thank you for the
privilege to rise and address Her Honour the Lieutenant Governor
and the Speech from the Throne. I think at the outset I would like
to say how refreshing it was to have our Lieutenant Governor, newly
appointed, one week appointed Lieutenant Governor, read the
speech in the Assembly.

I have known Her Honour Lois Hole for many years, first as a
purchaser of house plants and gardening supplies from her very
successful and important business in the St. Albert area, but more
directly I knew Lois Hole when I was first appointed minister of
education. She was at the time a trustee for the St. Albert separate
school district. I can tell you that her commitment that she spoke of
in the Speech from the Throne, her commitment to public education
in our province is really second to none. Albertans truly have an
advocate for public education in our Lieutenant Governor. Her
words are the words of a woman of action, a woman who believes

in the continuity of legislation, and in education, a woman who has
served as the chancellor of our fine University of Alberta, and a
woman who I am sure will be a wonderful Lieutenant Governor
representing the people of this province.

Mr. Speaker, I thought there were some very excellently written
sections in the throne speech. My compliments to the writers. |
thought the review and the reminder to us all of the role played by
the first government of Alberta, under the very astute premiership of
the hon. Alexander Rutherford, of course the first Liberal
government of Alberta - I thought it was very fitting to see the
Progressive Conservative government return to some of the
reminders of the seriousness with which the original government of
Alberta dealt with the issues that affect Albertans.

I think it’s important to add to the citation that was in the throne
speech a reminder of some of the things that were established in
Alberta under the Rutherford government: things like public health
nursing were very much a part of that early government, and that
tradition continues today; the Universities Act, the establishment of
the University of Alberta as a very, very prime role that the Premier
saw for his contribution to Alberta; the establishment of thousands
of miles of railway to link Albertans to one another. The issues of
uniting us with one another and uniting us with other Canadians are
certainly some of the things where I think we can look back at that
first government of Alberta and realize how precious the things are
that were created with that earlier government, that first government,
and how important it is for us as legislators to ensure that that vision
for public health care, for public education, for linkages which join
Albertans right across this province, rural and urban, men and
women, north and south, Edmonton and Calgary, that the work that
we do as legislators strengthens that fabric of our province.
Certainly that is our intention in our actions as an Official
Opposition.

Mr. Speaker, I as well would like to express my thanks for the
privilege that it is to represent the people of Edmonton-McClung.
The constituents of Edmonton-McClung are certainly working
Alberta families, families who have their children in schools, in
public schools. In fact, in the constituency of Edmonton-McClung
we have 13 public schools made up of nine public and four separate
schools. We have one private school. Without question, the issue
that is the most sustaining concern and the issue which affects
directly on a day-to-day basis the people of the constituency of
Edmonton-McClung— clearly, education, public education, is a main
goal.

Obviously, the issue of health care is one that is vitally important,
and [ wanted in this first installment of my remarks this afternoon,
to be resumed this evening, to take some time to look at the issues
of health care and particularly to fix upon the comment that is in the
Speech from the Throne, the comment saying:

Legislation will be introduced to help protect and preserve the
publicly funded health system by putting Alberta’s commitment to
the principles of the Canada Health Act into provincial law and
enabling health authorities to pursue new, innovative ways of
delivering publicly funded health services.
That’s a wonderful statement, Mr. Speaker, a very, very fine
statement, and when the Lieutenant Governor read the statement, I
thought: jeepers, maybe these guys are going to actually get it right;
they are actually going to strengthen the public health care system.

Interestingly, following the Legislature session today and the
activities or lack of activities in question period, certainly a lack of
answers, it was interesting to see the Premier standing before his
media conference talking about how he was defending private
hospitals, how he was trying to distinguish them from privately run,
extended term, overnight surgical facilities and trying to draw the
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distinction between the two. If it weren’t so important to Albertans
and to where this debate is going, it would have been quite comical.
Unfortunately, it was very, very disturbing.

5:10

So I thought that I would look at some of the issues that I think
need to be dealt with within this paragraph in the throne speech, the
issue of new and innovative ways of publicly funded health services
being delivered, and speak first of all to some of the things that we
on the Official Opposition will be arguing for. The first one is to
stop the creeping privatization which we have seen happening in this
province since this government took over in 1992.

The creeping privatization can be quantified in the following way.
When the government took over in 1992, the private sector as a
portion of total spending, both private and public in Alberta, was at
about the 22 percent level. I’ve referred to this before, Mr. Speaker.
We now see that it’s over 31 percent, and that 50 percent increase in
the growth of private-sector involvement in health care is what
causes concern to all of us. So when the government talks about
legislation being introduced to help protect and preserve publicly
funded health care, let’s hope that the government comes forth with
legislation which in our view has to be accomplished with a
moratorium on the existing private health care facilities in order to
give time for this Legislature to create the environment and the
framework for the legislation that must exist, and then we can go on
and lift the moratorium if that’s one of the options but with a
legislative framework in place.

The problem with the government’s point of view, Mr. Speaker,
identified not in this throne speech but identified at the Premier’s
news conference less than one hour and a half ago, is that the
government is trying to say that they want to protect the Canada
Health Act. Those are the words. But, at the same time, they want
to expand the role of private hospitals. The thing is, Mr. Speaker,
that they can’t have it both ways. Their own news release of today’s
date says: “Evidence on both sides of public vs. the private hospitals
question.” As a very astute reporter from our legislative press
gallery said: why is the government defending private hospitals in
their own news releases if it’s not part of their policy? Clearly it’s
part of the policy of this government.

So, Mr. Speaker, let’s look at what we would like to do within the
creeping privatization. Let’s make sure that there is, in fact, a
legislative framework of a similar nature to that which exists across
the country in several of the provinces: Saskatchewan, Manitoba,
Ontario, British Columbia, to some extent in Quebec. That is the
legislation with respect to independent health facilities. You know,
interestingly, there is not one of those pieces of legislation that
allows private, for-profit services to be contracted out to private
facilities for surgery that is an overnight stay. Not one of them does.
In fact, they have incredible controls to ensure that that kind of thing
doesn’t happen.

This government needs to come forward with legislation which is
going to allow Albertans to evaluate and control both the quantity
and the quality of services that may be able to be delivered off-site
ofthe hospital, outpatient services, ambulatory care, call it what you
will, but should not extend to private hospitals for many, many
reasons, which of course we have articulated in times past and will
continue to do so.

So that’s the first thing, Mr. Speaker. It’s to stop the creeping
privatization. That is what the legislation that’s needed must do, not
expand it. Albertans understand that too. Albertans understand the
need for that control.

So what else needs to be done, Mr. Speaker? I think the second
thing that needs to be done is to renew a commitment to public

health care in this province. This government has chipped away at
public health care in this province. It has now coming up to three
times tried to bring this legislation into the Legislature. Twice it’s
been shot down by Albertans, who said: that’s not the way we want
to go. They’ve had their growth summit, which affirmed the value
of the public health care system. They’ve had their own health
summit. Now they have focus groups identified in government
documents which they won’t even share with Albertans, and their
message is: trust us, we’re going to be the protectors of public health
care.

Mr. Speaker, is it any wonder Albertans are suspicious of this
government given its record on public health care in this province?
That’s what the letters are saying. You know, I had the privilege
over the last five days to read the letters that have come into my
office with people expressing suspicion about this government and
where it intends to go on health care. Before someone on the
government benches says that that’s not what’s being said in those
letters, I would remind them that a lot of them have been written
originally to MLAs on the government side of the House and copied
to me, a lot of them have been written to the Premier and copied to
me, and a lot of them have been written to the minister of health or
the associate minister of health and copied to me. The message that
is coming through is a public that is very, very suspicious of this
government when it comes to health care.

Mr. Speaker, let’s look at some of the things that could happen
within our reaffirmation of support for a public health care system.
The first thing that I think needs to happen is to find a predictable,
sustainable funding framework for health care in this province. That
includes the federal and the provincial governments. Providing that
framework will prevent the kind of thing that the health care system
has gone through in the last seven years in this province.

Recall that health care spending in this province was at the most
controlled level of any province in the country. Despite the rhetoric
that came out of the provincial government, this was the province
from 88 to ’92 that had the best cost control record of all the
provinces in Canada. So then what happened, Mr. Speaker? There
was a plan. There was a plan in place to protect the public health
care system, a plan that had the buy-in of health providers right
across this province, a fiscal plan that was about the sustained value,
the predictable funding formula for the next five years. That was
what was there in the plan that was there for Albertans, Mr. Speaker,
and Albertans bought into it.

Then this government came along. This provincial government
came along, and it cut. It went from very level sustained spending
to a cut. Well, we know, Mr. Speaker, that that cut was
unsustainable. That cut was unsustainable. And what are they doing
now?  They’ve jacked it right back up again, and that’s
unsustainable, too. What the health care system needs in this
province is a sustainable, predictable funding framework, and these
guys blew it, and they know it.

What’s the second thing that needs to be done to affirm and
confirm our commitment as citizens and as a Legislature to public
health care? Well, the second thing that needs to happen, Mr.
Speaker, is to involve health providers in this province in the
discussion and in the development of policy affecting that system,
the very people, the physicians, the nurses, who were excluded from
this government’s work on health care with the term that they were
special interest groups. Well, you bet they’re special interest groups,
Mr. Speaker, and their special interest is the preservation and the
enhancement and the sustainability of our public health care system.

The third thing, Mr. Speaker, that needs to happen is, yes,
innovation, innovation within the public health care system. I
thought it was interesting to listen to the minister of health and the
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Premier today talk about innovation but forget to mention that the
innovation that’s needed — and in fact some very good examples are
being carried out — is within the public system. This government
seems to equate innovation with the private sector. Well, I don’t.
I stand on this side of the House, as I have always stood in this
Legislature, saying that I’'m very, very much a proponent and
supporter of the private sector. | always have been. I see the private
sector as the engine of growth for our economy, but what I don’t see
is the need for the taxpayers to subsidize the private sector.

So, Mr. Speaker, on the one hand we have the sole member of the
New Democratic Party being a very solid supporter of banning
private enterprise through the private hospital framework. I accept
that. I accept that as something that he believes very firmly and
continually has. In contrast this government has talked about being
out of the business of being in business. That is a bunch of empty
rhetoric, because we’re now seeing that this government wants to
provide taxpayer dollar subsidy to a market for the private sector that
they couldn’t make a profit in otherwise, and it is absolute baloney.
We on this side of the House believe in the private sector, and we
believe that it can stand on its own two feet, and we will do
everything we can to ensure that happens.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, because I see the hour is moving along . . .
[interjections] This is just the first installment. Don’t worry.
There’s more.

5:20

Mr. Speaker, you know, the Premier has talked about the
possibility of the Official Opposition supporting the legislation
which the government is about to bring in. Well, I think that
possibility does exist. I actually think that possibility exists if this
government brings in legislation which is going to control the
growth, control the quantity, and control the quality of some off-site
services. Ifit’s documented how that’s going to be done, we might
support that legislation. But if this government brings in the
legislation — and the thing is that we don’t know, of course, what the
government’s bringing in because they’ve talked out of both sides of
their mouth. On the one hand, we see the Premier at his news
conference saying: no, we’re not going to have private hospitals. On
the other hand, of course, as we know, the rhetoric is: we are going
to have private, overnight, extended stay surgical facilities, but
they’re not private hospitals.

Mr. Speaker, I recognize the hour, but I just want to make
recognition of some of the many things that have happened in our
province since the Legislature has been out, in fact many of the
things that have happened in our province since this government first
tried to bring in private hospital legislation and was shot down by
the people of this province. First of all, the government still has not
brought forward any real solid analysis on the whole issue of where
they wish to go with their privatization of hospitals. You know, I
know they brought in their list of eight studies today, but it’s
interesting to note that five of those studies are from the Fraser
Institute report, the report that was dubbed empty by Dr. Bob Evans,
a very noted health economist right here in this city, actually, when
he spoke to a conference on health care.

Interestingly, that conference on health care was addressed in the
first instance by the minister of health. The junior minister of health
was there as well, as well as several other MLAs. It was very
interesting to note that following the minister’s presentation, there
was Dr. Bob Evans’ presentation, and then there was a question
period. Oh, and by the way, I didn’t mention that Albertans had to
pay $99 to attend this conference.

Anyway, at the end of that discussion, people came to the
microphones to ask the minister of health if he would be willing to

answer questions. Of course, he stood at the side of the room and
shook his head and said no. The junior minister didn’t answer any
questions; he refused to answer any questions. Lo and behold, guess
who answered the questions on the part of the government? The
Member for Calgary-Glenmore. The good Member for Calgary-
Glenmore. As I have said, he did yeoman’s service, Mr. Speaker; he
was dynamite. He was trying to tread that wonderful path: how do
you describe what the difference is between a hospital and a private,
overnight, extended stay surgical facility?

I compliment the Member for Calgary-Glenmore. I would also
say — and I said this to the individual, but I’1l repeat it here on the
record. You know, I’ve never seen an MLA have to take the heat for
cabinet ministers at a conference the way this member had to take it
because the ministers wouldn’t respond to the questions. I think, in
fact, that he should be in the cabinet. He should at least be paid for
the work he’s doing. Anyway, just a little aside there, Mr. Speaker.

Okay. I could do a little more, I think, before the adjournment
time. So, Mr. Speaker, let’s go to another interesting report with
respect to health care in this province, one that, by the way, was not
on the government’s list of reports and studies today, and that is the
report by the Consumers’ Association of Canada, Alberta branch,
which did an incredible job of documenting what has happened with
respect to cataract surgeries in this province and which needs to be
put on the record in this Legislature, which I’m going to do.

I think it’s important to look at what is happening across the
province with respect to cataracts, because here we have in the bell
jar in the province of Alberta a home-grown example of what
happens when services are privatized. Yet this government ignores
the report, doesn’t talk about it, doesn’t take the research and
perhaps analyze it, perhaps answer for Albertans as to some of the
things we could do. So let’s just look at that study, just in case any
of the members opposite haven’t read their report. What the report
says is something very, very disturbing.

First of all, it looks at the city of Calgary. The city of Calgary
currently is doing 100 percent ofits cataract surgeries in these clinics
that are away from the general hospital site. One hundred percent,
Mr. Speaker. Upgraded lenses in those facilities off the hospital site
cost on average $450 to $750 and above that for an individual to
pay. So when the Premier stands and holds up his little health care
card and says, “You can take this and go to any facility in this
province and get the health services you need,” uh-uh, Mr. Speaker.
If you want that upgraded lens in Calgary, you pay $450 and up for
it. But let’s look at something else. Not only is it more expensive
— that’s what private health care is; it’s more expensive, the thing
that they deny in question period. It’s more expensive. It’s also less
efficient. What’s the measure of that? The waiting list. The waiting
lists in Calgary are from 16 to 24 weeks according to the
Consumers’ Association of Canada. So here we have a home-grown
example: longer waiting lists, more expensive.

Now, if you happen to be somebody from the city of Edmonton
and you want to have a cataract done, in fact in Edmonton you’ll
find that 80 percent of the cataract surgeries are done in the general
hospitals; only 20 percent are done in the private clinics. So let’s
examine the efficiency measurement, the wait lists. Well, guess
what? The wait lists in Edmonton are from five to eight weeks
compared to 16 to 24 weeks. Okay? What about the cost of the
upgraded lens? The cost is $250 in the Edmonton hospitals. It’s
available for $250 in the Edmonton area. Well, isn’t that an amazing
thing.

Now, Mr. Speaker, in deference to my good colleague from
Lethbridge, let’s go to Lethbridge and examine what’s happening
down in Lethbridge. Well, in good old Lethbridge — and maybe the
member for Lethbridge-West would like to take a note of this too —
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guess what? According to the Consumers’ Association of Canada,
100 percent of cataract surgeries are done in the public hospital, and
when you want the upgraded lenses, do we know how much they
cost? I’ll tell you how much they cost. They’re provided in the
public system. No charge. You take your health care card into
Lethbridge, and you get the upgraded lens from the public system.

Now, Mr. Speaker, let’s examine the efficiency measure, the wait
list. Guess what the wait list is in Lethbridge. Four to seven weeks,

one-quarter of the wait list in Calgary, where they’re privately
delivered. Let’s see this government take that study, analyze it, and
do the job they need to do to find the evidence that it won’t work.

Well, Mr. Speaker, I could go on, as you’ve probably guessed, and
I will beg leave to adjourn debate and return this evening. Thank
you.

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

Title: Tuesday, February 22, 2000
Date: 00/02/22
[The Speaker in the chair]

8:00 p.m.

THE SPEAKER: Please be seated.
The hon. Leader of the Official Opposition.

head: Consideration of Her Honour
the Lieutenant Governor’s Speech
Ms Haley moved:

That an humble address be presented to Her Honour the Honourable
the Lieutenant Governor as follows.

To Her Honour the Honourable Lois E. Hole, CM, Lieutenant
Governor of the province of Alberta:

We, Her Majesty’s most dutiful and loyal subjects, the Legislative
Assembly, now assembled, beg leave to thank you, Your Honour, for
the gracious speech Your Honour has been pleased to address to us
at the opening of the present session.

[Adjourned debate February 22: Mrs. MacBeth]

MRS. MacBETH: Well, thank you, Mr. Speaker. I had just
completed talking about the issue of cataract costs in Calgary with
the private-sector model that is employed there and the fact that the
wait lists there are three to four times that in the public sector and
the costs are less. Those are important issues which are identified by
the Consumers’ Association of Canada, Alberta branch, and I think
they are very good issues for this government to address as it talks
about some of the reports that are available. Here, of course, is a
homegrown example which needs to be examined, studied, and I
was frankly surprised that the minister of health stood in his place
today and didn’t even acknowledge the study.

Moving from that, Mr. Speaker, onto another study which has
come out using the Alberta example, and that is the one from the
University of Alberta, Private Profit or Public Good: The Economics
and Politics ofthe Privatization of Health Care in Alberta, written by
Kevin Taft and Gillian Steward, an excellent review, an excellent
case study of Alberta, and frankly a pretty excellent review of some
of the literature. In fact, I know the government put out its list of
eight studies today which have been questioned, all of them, in terms
of their accuracy, in terms of their relevance. Certainly data from
the *70s and *50s, while it may be helpful from a historical perspec-
tive, certainly doesn’t help us as we look to 2000 and beyond and
how we might build our health care system. [ would simply
recommend that the minister look at the bibliography if nothing else
in the Private Profit or Public Good document and see the level and
study of documents that are available on this issue of privatization.

Let me highlight just a couple. In a 1999 review The New
England Journal of Medicine said: “For decades . . . no peer-
reviewed study has found that for-profit hospitals are less expensive
than” not-for-profit hospitals. Secondly, in 1997 from Health Affairs
magazine, a very accepted journal of health economics, in North
America at least, said: “Neither the historical data nor the limited
current data suggest that for-profit hospitals can use the assets more
efficiently than nonprofit hospitals.” Thirdly, a 1986 study from the
Institute of Medicine, American National Academy of Sciences,
said:

Studies of hospitals provide no evidence to support the common
belief that investor-owned organizations are less costly or more
efficient than are not-for-profit organizations. With one exception
all available studies that have controlled for many confounding
factors . . . show the opposite to be true.

Very important information and studies, Mr. Speaker, which clearly
point us in the direction of enhancing and sustaining our public
health care system, not falling off the wagon and going onto the
private health care system.

Mr. Speaker, just to close off this whole discussion on health care,
I think it would be important to talk about the issues facing health
care today. It was shocking to many of us who care a lot about
mental health within our province to find that the words weren’t
even mentioned in this throne speech, a very, very big omission.
We’ve seen in this province in the last week an alliance come
together of mental health professionals, mental health caseworkers,
community advocacy groups, in fact the largest coalition ever
formed on the mental health front in Alberta, called Alliance
Alberta, the Alliance for Mental Illness and Mental Health. This
organization presented an excellent review and some major ques-
tions in terms of this government’s directions when it comes to
mental health.

I think it is very fitting to quote a physician, a psychiatrist, an
acting president of the Medical Staff Association and Medical
Advisory Committee of Alberta Hospital Edmonton, when he writes
— and this was a letter to the editor, and one that I think is important
to read into the record. Mr. Speaker, he says:

On behalf of 44 physicians at the Alberta Hospital Edmonton
I must applaud the . . . coverage of the poorly thought-out use of
taxpayers’ money in the mental-health area.

He says:

I have worked with my patients in mental hospital “back
wards” for most of my career and it is time that some money was
spent in providing decent, humane, safe living conditions for
severely ill patients. The expenditure of $95 million in one location
— the health minister’s riding — is, however, obscene.

I go on.

This is another example of the poor management and judgment
that has plagued what passes for mental-health reform in this
province. Last year this board managed to generate a deficit of $3.8
million as well.

It’s about time the mental health system healed itself. This, the
third board in five years, appears to be going the sorry way of its
predecessors — failing to meet the real needs of the mentally ill in
Alberta.

Agencies and health care staff on the front lines are becoming
tired of covering for their mistakes, and families and patients are
becoming tired of the constant fight for service.

The press coverage indicates Alberta Hospital Edmonton has
also been allocated some money: $55 million? If so, it’s news to
me.

Of course I only work here and am only a doctor. Our medical
staff has recently formally indicated their lack of confidence in the
board and Alberta Hospital administration because of issues such as
this, so I am not surprised.

Mr. Speaker, an indictment, an indictment of mental health issues,
a model that is going to return to an institutional model as opposed
to building the community model in mental health which is so
feverishly needed in this province.

If you look at the mental health issue, you can find a model for
improving health care in this province, and that is to reinforce the
community side with some institutional care absolutely but to make
sure that we have the supports built into the community side, which
is exactly the same issue which needs to be addressed on the acute
care side for physical health as well. Let’s get on with the job.

Mr. Speaker, let me go on to the issue of education. I mentioned
at the outset that the people of the Edmonton-McClung constituency
were very concerned, and usually top of mind was the issue of
education. My constituency represents a lot of people who have kids
in schools. In fact, we have a lot of schools in our constituency, as
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I had mentioned, and if there’s one issue that they talk about even
more than health care, it’s the issue of education.

Many of the ideas that were identified in the throne speech on
basic education such as literacy, class size, reducing reliance on
fund-raising by parents and students came in fact from this Official
Opposition, and we are pleased that the government has at least
acknowledged in their most recent throne speech the constructive
recommendations that we have put forward. However, we are
somewhat skeptical about whether the government’s words will
actually translate into good deeds in the area of basic education. The
legacy of this government’s actions in education over the past seven
years is in fact an abdication of leadership, a promotion of privatiza-
tion — again that theme — dismissing the concerns of parents and
teachers and off-loading of costs onto parents through fund-raising.

So let’s look at some of the results of this government’s choices
in education over the past few years. These are the targets, the goals
that the government has identified. The percentage of parents who
believe that their children have the knowledge and skills to get a job
is 46 percent, Mr. Speaker. Less than half of our parents are
confident that their children can get a job. If that’s not disturbing,
perhaps the government’s target of 55 percent is even more disturb-
ing. You know, if the goal of education is to build good citizens,
which I think it is, part of that is to have those young people
prepared to join the workforce, to advance their own education, to
go beyond their capabilities, and to support them in that. The target
is unacceptable, and government’s missing the target is even more
unacceptable.

Secondly, the number of parents who believe that their children
are prepared to enter postsecondary education and training is 52
percent, just over half. The government’s target is 75 percent. Mr.
Speaker, that’s a 23 percent difference between the target and the
actual, an indictment of this government’s performance.
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Next, the rate of high school completion within six years of
entering grade 9 is 70 percent. The government is setting a target of
75 percent, but in the seven years of this government’s performance
that measure has been in place, and the target of 75 percent has
never, ever been reached. This government talks about Alberta
being the leader in education in Canada, and that’s just not good
enough. We in the Official Opposition believe that a first priority of
any provincial government has to be the improvement of public
education, and their record is not acceptable.

Mr. Speaker, Albertans know that our class sizes are amongst the
highest in the country, that classrooms with 30 children are not
uncommon even in the early grades of K to 3, where the education
level that is deemed to be the most appropriate is 17 kids per class.
Our Official Opposition class survey found that of the total of 5,012
teachers in 245 communities who responded to our survey, only 19
percent of the kindergarten classes met or bettered the recommended
target of 17 or fewer students. That’s not good enough for our kids.
This is simply not manageable, and with the integration of students
with special education needs and the vast variances between children
in terms of their background and life experiences, it just isn’t good
enough.

Mr. Speaker, obviously fund-raising and user-fee levels are too
high. That’s something the government has identified. However,
we would like to see a major review done of the basic funding and
the per pupil grants in this province, not just a review of fund-
raising. Parents are fully aware of the kind of fund-raising that’s
going on, but what they want to see is the cause of that fund-raising,
and a review of the basic grant per student is what needs to follow.
This government missed it in its throne speech.

Mr. Speaker, we need a new vision. We need a new vision for
basic education in a new century, and that’s why we in the Official
Opposition will be proposing the establishment of an Alberta
citizens’ commission on the future of education in our province. It
hasn’t been done since the late *60s, when the Social Credit actually
put together a plan called the Worth report to look at the furtherance
of education. We think it’s a very important idea. We’ll be bringing
forward a motion, and we’ll look forward to support from the
government benches in terms of creating that commission.

This isn’t a summit. This isn’t the usual take a weekend off and
go lock away with cabinet ministers and do a poll and do a focus
group and do all those kinds of things. This is about involving
professionals in education, educators, parents, superintendents, and
Albertans in looking at the future of education and in looking at the
overlie of how we will look at education into the future. We think
it’s a very excellent suggestion and one which we will look forward
to hearing the government’s response to.

I would be remiss if I forgot that area of education which seems
to have been lost in the shuffle, the shuffle of the Ministry of
Learning, and that is the whole issue of advanced education. Mr.
Speaker, there are a lot of students that go to postsecondary educa-
tion from the constituency of Edmonton-McClung, as there are from
constituencies right across this province. From Fort McMurray to
Taber, from Manning to Brooks, right across the province we have
students in postsecondary education. Butit’s interesting to note that
while the government did build the $3 million academic scholarship
program and increase student financial assistance levels, they are
really rather a mere tinkering on the margins and do little to address
the fundamental issues of the rising tuition load and high debt load
that our students are carrying.

Between 1995-96 and 1998-99 the average student loan debt has
increased from $15,518 to $17,360, an increase of 12 percent, Mr.
Speaker. Tuition fee revenues as a percentage of funding for credit
institutions at the postsecondary level have increased from 14.9
percent in ’93-94 to 21.3 percent, a 50 percent increase. In other
words, the load for the cost of postsecondary education is being
shifted onto our students and away from the provincial government
that used to fund it in a different way. The average tuition fee in
Alberta is now over $3,100 per student, one of the highest levels in
Canada, unacceptable with a government that has a $4 billion
surplus. In constant *98 dollars government grants per full-time
equivalent student have fallen from nearly $2,500 in *92 to less than
$2,000 in ’99. Meanwhile, tuitions and fees per student have
increased from about $1,800 per student in 92 to $3,000 per student
in *99.

We believe that it’s time for this government to implement a
tuition freeze policy on all postsecondary institutions rather than
continuing to off-load more of the costs onto our students. If this
government truly believed in education, Mr. Speaker, they’d take
our suggestion.

Let me move on, then, to another group, another issue, and that is
the whole issue of municipal governments. I think it’s interesting,
Mr. Speaker, that in the throne speech there was a brief, brief
reference to municipal governments and the repeat announcement of
the infrastructure dollars that came in the springtime, and those were
certainly welcome dollars, dollars that are needed within the
municipal infrastructure area. However, again there’s no plan, and
what the throne speech did not mention was the need to find a new
relationship between the province and the municipalities.

You know, as we become more global, as we are able to buy
anything from financial services to a pair of new running shoes on
the Internet, it’s important to people that the communities in which
they live are the communities where they relate with their families,
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their neighbourhoods. Those are the areas where we need to look at
a new relationship between the province and the municipalities.
You know, this government since the early *70s, when it first took
office in this province, has always had the view that the municipali-
ties were the children of the province. In fact, a former deputy
Premier of that government said back in the mid-70s that the
municipalities are the children of the provincial government. Well,
you know what? That wasn’t just a slip of the tongue. That in fact
is the policy of this government, and it’s very evident by the way
they have treated municipalities for the last almost 30 years, as a
matter fact, since they’ve been in power.
Our municipalities have been subjected to a financial squeeze by
the provincial government. Not only were the grants to municipali-
ties reduced, in fact cut in half, but the province has also taken over
access to a major portion of the local property tax base. Let me
simply say that between 92 and *98 the general and specific purpose
grants from the Alberta government to municipalities declined by 48
percent, the second-highest level of decline of any province in this
country. Meanwhile, the provincial education property tax burden
on residential properties in Alberta has increased by 13 percent, or
over $87 million, between 95 and *99. In case they missed it, Mr.
Speaker, that’s a tax increase. That means that property tax payers
are paying more of the provincial education tax. They’re gouging
property taxpayers. So let’s just make sure that the truth is out there.
Mr. Speaker, the Auditor General of Alberta made the following
comments on the issue of infrastructure planning:
I believe the quality of the government’s capital planning initiative
is critical to managing these expenditures in a way that establishes
an equilibrium between legitimate program requirements and
funding provided. Proper planning will make the difference
between a reactive mode . . .

which I think we can argue this province is in,
... which merely distributes allocated funds, and a predictive mode,
which anticipates and justifies funding required.

What we believe is that we need a plan. We need to look at the
role of municipalities, which has increased over the last decade, a
role which now sees them involved in a major way in housing issues,
issues for the homeless, off-loading of the property tax base, off-
loading of the load on the welfare side. All of that off-loading has
to be quantified. We have to look at a new relationship with our
municipalities, and that’s why we’ll be bringing forward a bill in this
session which uses, as an example, a sharing of the revenue between
the provinces and the municipal governments.

It’s not the only model that could be used, Mr. Speaker, but it is
an option. At least it will get the discussion going. Instead of
treating our municipalities like children, we will respect and regard
the maturing of those municipalities and have a corresponding
relationship with the provincial government.

MRS. NELSON: Corporate pooling. Right back to the old way.
8:20

MRS. MacBETH: We can have a great discussion on corporate
pooling actually and the way these guys muffed it, but we’ll just go
on. It’s resulted in a tax increase, pure and simple.

Anyway, Mr. Speaker, I would like to give colleagues on the other
side of the House some opportunity to speak to this Speech from the
Throne. Let me close by saying that we in the Official Opposition
are going to be fighting for Alberta’s working families, the people
who are going to be affected by a flat tax, which of course shifts the
burden of taxation onto that middle-income group. We’re going to
be fighting for those small businesses, which are a major, major part
of the economic engine within our province, not even mentioned in
this government’s throne speech. We’re going to be fighting for

those people who believe in and need health care and public health
care and always will. Finally, we’re going to be fighting for those
parents who worry whether or not their kids are going to be able to
afford postsecondary education because tuition and debt load just
keep going up.

Mr. Speaker, we believe in supporting Alberta’s working families.
We believe that there are major policy decisions that are benefiting
the well-to-do in this province and which are having an impact on
many, many people in Alberta. We look forward to the debate on
this Speech from the Throne. We look forward to the budget. We
look forward to reviewing the legislative program of this govern-
ment.

Thank you very much.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for St. Albert.

MRS. O’NEILL: Thank you. It is an honour to rise this evening in
response to the Speech from the Throne marking the commencement
of the Fourth Session of the 24th Legislature of Alberta. At the
outset, Mr. Speaker, I’d like to tell the constituents of St. Albert how
proud and honoured I am to represent them in this Assembly. [ wish
to thank them once again for their confidence and their endorsement,
and in this new millennium I renew my commitment to do my best
on their behalf.

I would also like to congratulate personally my dear friend and
outstanding constituent the Hon. Lois Hole on her recent appoint-
ment as Lieutenant Governor of Alberta. I am very pleased to be
able to say that the first Lieutenant Governor of this province for the
21st century is from St. Albert.

As I reflect on the Speech from the Throne, it occurs to me that
one of the prevailing themes is the importance of innovation.
Throughout the speech I heard a willingness on the part of this
government to adjust and respond to the changes facing us in the
21st century. I see a bold new plan for the future of Alberta, a plan
that recognizes that a new century holds new challenges and requires
new ideas to meet those challenges.

Albertans have always been a confident, self-reliant, adaptable
people. These characteristics and values have shaped this govern-
ment, its principles, and now its plans for the coming century. We
have recognized that the status quo is not an option, and I believe
that we are a government that is willing to make effective changes
that will benefit this province.

The necessity of being a society that is willing to innovate and
adapt echoes throughout the throne speech. In agriculture, for
example, we have recognized that these are challenging times, and
we will not stand by without doing everything possible to ensure the
long-term sustainability of this strong and diversifying industry. Our
plan to address and respond to the inevitable changes facing the
family farm will culminate in Ag Summit 2000 in the month of June.

With respect to Albertans’ jobs in the 21st century we know that
it’s inevitable that the workplace and indeed the workers must
change and evolve if we are to remain competitive in the increas-
ingly global economy. To that end we have an updated economic
strategy for our province. I was especially pleased to hear that we
will focus on maximizing the human talent and ingenuity of all
Albertans. I strongly believe that Albertans, with their intelligence,
respect for each other and the planet, their resourcefulness and
dedication, are our economy’s most valuable resource.

This government has also recognized that we have the chance to
create a legacy of excellence in the areas of information and
communication technology and leading-edge research. Initiatives
such as connecting communities across Alberta with high-speed
Internet access and programs like the Alberta foundation for science
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and engineering research ensure that we as a province are in a
position to take the lead in an area that will be a significant part of
every Albertan’s future. We must be able to respond effectively to
changing market demands and industry needs, and this government
is clearly willing to be flexible and adapt to challenges in this new
century.

Mr. Speaker, I am very excited about the creation of the Alberta
heritage foundation for science and engineering research. This is an
historic development that will commit $500 million to provide
stable, long-term funding for research and development. We will be
able to attract investment to our province and top researchers to our
universities. Providing our young Albertan students with the chance
to train with the best minds while using the best technology is the
greatest gift we can give them and give our province’s future.

If provincial finances permit, the endowment fund could reach $1
billion by our province’s centennial in 2005. The fund is an
investment in Alberta’s strong science and engineering base at our
universities and in the industrial sector. It is a vital part of the
province’s strategy to build our knowledge-based economy. This is
amilestone. It’s a testament to the fiscal accomplishments that this
government has made during its mandate and is yet another example
of the prosperity we enjoy as Albertans. It’s also a recognition of
how important research and innovation are to the future of this
province.

Mr. Speaker, this government has also created the informatics
circle of research excellence program, that provides grants of up to
$1 million to fund researchers in information and communications
technology at Alberta universities. This program aims both to attract
other international talent and to retain Alberta’s best. The Alberta
science and research fund awarded Alberta universities and research
institutions $22.3 million in 1999-2000. The fund will have an
immediate impact on researchers and students, and they are long-
term benefits for Albertans that are great causes for excitement. We
will be a force to be reckoned with in the 2Ist century.

Alberta is already well positioned and Albertans are already
working in the IT, or the information technology, world. This
government is committed to creating an environment that supports
and nurtures world-class research. Alberta has the best fibre optics
and wireless communication network in Canada. We have the
highest concentration of personal computers per capita in Canada.
Alberta is a world-class centre for wireless research and develop-
ment and production and is home to world-class research institutes
including TRLabs and the Alberta Research Council.

Stable funding for research and development is critical for
sustaining our prosperity in the new millennium. The global
economy is increasingly knowledge based. It is very farsighted of
this government to invest now in what will surely be the future of
Alberta. This is a long-term investment in Alberta’s future, in all of
our futures.

Another example of our government’s willingness to innovate and
forge ahead as a leader in Canada is the reform of our provincial tax
system. Of course, low taxes and a competitive regime are nothing
new to this province, but the new 11 percent provincial income tax
represents an unprecedented innovation for Canada. We will not be
satisfied with the status quo. We will continue to strive to improve,
and we will not be complacent.

Under this new tax system 132,000 Albertans will be removed
from the provincial tax roll. There will be a significant increase in
personal exemptions, and there will be equal spousal exemptions.
Something I’ve always felt: unequal exemptions to be very unfair.
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Our government has also had the largesse of interpretation
stemming from the Eurig decision to request a full review of the

government’s direct fees and charges. The Speech from the Throne
indicated that Albertans will benefit from this review.

In the area of education the Speech from the Throne tells us that
we must have “a collaborative, flexible, and responsive learning
system” that encourages continuous lifelong learning. We are
constantly working to make Alberta’s education system a leader in
Canada, and we are constantly alert to the potential of each and
every student in Alberta. We are prepared to tackle issues such as
class size, literacy for all ages, fund-raising, second-language
programs, and access to technology in our schools.

As a former educator, this government’s education policies are
particularly important to me. They are also very important to my
constituents. I’m proud to say that St. Albert has a very well-
educated population. Fifty four percent of our citizens have some
form of postsecondary education, and half of those have attended
university. Alberta as a whole is highly educated, with over 42
percent holding postsecondary degrees, diplomas, or certificates. A
well-educated population is vital to our future success, and this
government is committed to ensuring that we have the best educa-
tion possible.

Another area of government responsibility that is of particular
importance to my constituents is health. The Speech from the
Throne illustrated this government’s willingness to implement
strategic initiatives in health and wellness. We have created a six-
point plan to keep our health care sustainable, accessible, and
effective in the face of mounting pressures. Alberta is willing to
play a leadership role across Canada in working to strengthen the
public health care system. Legislation will be introduced that will
not only reaffirm and put our commitment to the principles of the
Canada Health Act into provincial law, but it will also enable health
authorities to pursue new, innovative ways of delivering publicly
funded health services.

As we begin the 21st century, the ability to adjust to new demands
on our existing system is one of the most important attributes of this
government. Throughout the Speech from the Throne it was made
quite clear that this government is willing and able to make the
changes necessary to ensure long-term sustainability of everything
from agriculture to health care.

As the Member of the Legislative Assembly for St. Albert, I
would like to conclude by once again congratulating the Hon. Lois
Hole on her appointment as Alberta’s Lieutenant Governor and wish
her much strength and success as well as peace and joy in her role,
from all in her community.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

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

MS OLSEN: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I’'m pleased to rise and
respond to the Speech from the Throne. When I was elected in
March 1997, lidentified four priorities that would improve the lives
of people living in Edmonton-Norwood, and I’d like to review these
four priorities and issues in the context of this throne speech.

First of all, I know that school funding, Mr. Speaker, is an issue
of importance for anyone living or teaching in my community. The
Conservative government has refused to admit that class size was
linked to student achievement. We Liberals made the case based on
well-founded research. It seems now that the government at last is
willing to change this picture for elementary schools. They’ve
decided finally that the Liberals, educators, and parents were right:
there just might be a link. But some things have not changed; any
increase in school funding has strings attached. This is an issue, |
might add, where school needs differ.

Let’s talk about speech therapy. This issue has been brought up
to me in my constituency. Some of my schools desperately need a
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speech therapist. Others don’t. They have other needs they should
be addressing, but because of the strings attached to the funding, that
won’t happen, Mr. Speaker. Whatever happened to board auton-
omy? We have democratically elected school boards, but they have
no control over expenditures. They don’t even have control over
appointing their own superintendent.

Let’s address another issue in education. Funding for public
schools has only increased by about 6.5 percent overall from *94-95,
but, Mr. Speaker, increases for private schools stand about 61.5
percent.

Let’s revisit the democratically elected school boards. When |
first began my career in the Legislature, I was only sure of one thing:
I'was elected by the constituents of Edmonton-Norwood to represent
them in this Legislature. When public school trustees are elected,
their constituents expect the trustee will be able to do the same. Not
so. What we saw was a government who had the gall to fire a
democratically elected school board in Calgary. Why, Mr. Speaker?
I suspect it was because they didn’t buy this government’s mantra
about education. I know the constituents of Edmonton-Norwood
disapprove of this heavy-handed, antidemocratic muscle flexing by
Mr. Klein and his truth squad.

Mr. Speaker, I know many of my constituents whose level of
assistance is tied to the safety and security of their family. This
should be an important issue for all of us, not just for me, not just for
Alberta Liberals, but for everybody. I believe that cuts to welfare
are one of the single most responsible causes for the increase in child
welfare files. A 40 percent increase has occurred in these files while
I have been in office. The government consistently denied and
denies that their cuts are tied to the number of child welfare cases,
but data from organizations such as the Edmonton Social Planning
Council show otherwise. We understand now that the government
has sheepishly retreated on this issue and has decided to, well, study
it. This, friends, is not the Alberta advantage.

Another issue I want to talk about and that I brought up in 1997
was law enforcement. This is a serious concern for people who live
in my neighbourhood. Policing across this province is woefully
underfunded. The executive of the Edmonton Police Service and
their counterparts in other cities are forever trying to balance the
budget. The RCMP are running a deficit, and this forces them to
pick and choose what crimes are more important than others to
investigate. The provincial government has literally stolen, Mr.
Speaker, stolen $33 million from police agencies in Alberta since
1993. Small communities like Fairview that were unlucky enough
to have a murder occur in their own backyard can’t even afford to
conduct a proper investigation. This is from a government that has
a surplus of about $3 billion. Law and order clearly is not a priority
for this government. I would go so far as to state that Mr. Klein and
his Conservatives are soft on crime.

Finally, health care. This is a big priority not just for the residents
of Edmonton-Norwood but for all Albertans. I stated on April 21,
1997, that the community health model I see this government
introducing calls forth images of a system that creeps noticeably
closer to a private health care system. Today we as citizens of
Alberta have the biggest battle in front of us. The Conservative
government has said yes to private hospitals. In fact, this govern-
ment doesn’t care what Albertans want. You see, Mr. Speaker, it
was by design that the Premier ensured that his friend and past
Provincial Treasurer, Jim Dinning, was appointed as the chair of the
Calgary health authority and that his friend and past adviser, Rod
Love, was appointed to oversee communications with the Calgary
health authority and that his friend and past deputy minister of the
Premier’s office, Jack Davis, was hired as CEO of the Calgary health
authority.

The Wong brothers, otherwise known as a private corporation —

who incidently, Mr. Speaker, are snuggled up with the Minister of
Gaming in an online constituency picture. They’re all kind of cozy
there. They’ve purchased the Holy Cross hospital, and they
purchased it at a fire sale price: $4.5 million. This was after this
government renovated this with the use of taxpayers’ money, and
that cost over $30 million.
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Now, why is all this such a big deal? Simple. These friends of
Ralph Klein support private hospitals. Over 70 percent of Albertans
stated that they did not have enough information to decide whether
or not they could support private hospitals, but do you think Mr.
Klein and his band of truth squad participants listened or care? No,
and we’d all be fooling ourselves if we thought they did. See, Mr.
Klein wants to tear apart the single most valued social program in
this country in the same way Mr. Bouchard wants to tear apart
Canada. We must ask ourselves why. Why would the Premier of
the richest province in this country want to do this? Why would he
want to endorse private hospitals? Who asked for private hospitals?
Well, it wasn’t the seniors, it wasn’t the sick, it wasn’t health care
workers, and it wasn’t the constituents of Edmonton-Norwood, nor
was it the citizens of Alberta, Mr. Speaker.

This then begs the question of who will benefit. Well, it’s not me,
and it’s not the residents of Edmonton-Norwood. It will be the
private insurance companies, a few elite doctors, and quite likely a
few friends of the Premier. The Premier is trying to pick a fight with
Ottawa over this issue. This is the same Premier and government
that fired nurses, closed hospitals, and blew up buildings, and now
he wants to blame the federal government. This privatization
concept is a home-grown issue created by Premier Klein. The
Premier is on his own, however. He’s like the groom left at the altar.
No other Premier in this nation is prepared to walk down the aisle
holding his hand.

The private hospital fight is not just about whether the Premier is
breaking the law or not. It’s not just about whether a titanium hip is
better than a stainless steel hip. It’s about what’s good for all
Albertans and what citizens of Alberta want, and they don’t want
private hospital facilities, Mr. Speaker.

The government’s truth squad or propaganda machine will not be
able to restore this government’s vast credibility gaps with Albertans
on public health care or education. I find it interesting, Mr. Speaker,
when we talk about — and the Premier stated that he’s got a bold new
plan for a new century, yet he uses language that should never be
used in this day and age. Let’s not forget about the Canadians who
fought for democracy in this country when language like “truth
squads” was commonplace in Nazi Germany. Let’s not forget about
that.

As the MLA for Edmonton-Norwood I have promised my
constituents to be their voice in the Legislature, and what they have
asked me to ask the Premier is: what part of no, Mr. Premier, don’t
you understand?

Thank you.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Calgary-Fort.

MR. CAO: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I’m honoured to be able to
speak in this House today in support of the Speech from the Throne,
to represent the views and priorities of my constituents. Along with
the other members of the Legislature I would like to pay tribute to
the Lieutenant Governor for her articulate delivery of the throne
speech which opened the Fourth Session of the 24th Legislature of
Alberta.

Mr. Speaker, the constituency I serve, Calgary-Fort, is a wonder-
ful, diverse area of Calgary both in geography and demographics.
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It is home to proud Calgarians of many different ages, ethnic
ancestries, religions, and economic backgrounds. Indeed, I think
Calgary-Fort is a true reflection of the diversity, spirit, and energy
that exists in this province. The people of Calgary-Fort represent the
high standards and sensible choices that are typical of the people of
Alberta. We live in the best province in Canada and are determined
that it should remain the best in the future.

There are many families in my constituency in which husband and
wife are working hard in the workforce and others in which one
parent has chosen to stay at home to raise the children. These
families are hardworking and hold high standards and expectations
for themselves, their children, and the officials they elect to
represent them well. They demand government which listens to
them and does not erect unnecessary barriers to individual pursuit
and choices.

Mr. Speaker, I would like at the outset to express my full support
for the themes and principles espoused in the Speech from the
Throne. It is important that we work to strike the right balance.
This emphasis on balance shows a responsible approach on the part
of our government to properly manage and support all of our
resources: economic, natural, and human. In planning for the next
year and further into the future, we must ensure that we do not lose
sight of either our fiscal responsibilities or the importance of
Alberta’s quality of life. I believe this government has kept both
these fundamentals in mind by emphasizing careful reinvestment
alongside lower taxes as we maintain a balanced budget.

In my remaining time I would like to touch on those areas
discussed in the throne speech which have been of the greatest
importance for my constituents: education, health care, services to
seniors, and jobs and the economy. The throne speech emphasized
the importance of our responsibility as a society to our children. Part
of this fundamental goal is a continuing focus on providing the best
education possible for our children and youth. The future of this
province depends on having a well-trained and educated workforce.
We must also allow our current workforce to adapt and learn
throughout their careers. In this ever changing economy lifelong
learning is a necessity, not a luxury.

Health care is the number one issue of importance to all Albertans.
We must ensure an in-depth debate and discussion on the recent
initiatives for surgical services. Albertans need to understand why
this legislation is needed and that this government is dedicated to the
principles of the Canada Health Act and the maintenance of a single
tier, publicly paid health system that is accessible to all Albertans.

We need innovative approaches in delivering public services. The
private sector can and does play an important role in complementing
our publicly operated system. However, we have to make sure that
any facility set up in Alberta is in the best interests of Albertans. I
urge the government to ensure that any private surgical facility be
closely monitored and that any contract with public health authori-
ties be kept in line with the rate of return from the low-risk invest-
ment.

I believe one of the key functions of government is to get the most
services out of the tax dollar. What I mean is effectiveness and
efficiency. To me, Mr. Speaker, profit is a good thing. It is the
energy that drives our social locomotive. What’s bad is greed, the
excessive monopoly profit enjoyed by individuals or professional
groups at the expense of the general public.

On services to seniors, with the aging population and new medical
advances that are creating more demands, we must prepare for the
future and embrace new ideas. Our seniors are on fixed incomes,
and with the cost of living rising, we need to look into the seniors
benefits programs. I’m encouraged that the government initiative in
this area has been proclaimed.

Alberta’s ability to maintain quality education, health care, and
other services depends on a strong, diversified, and growing

economy. This is a practical reality as we look at the world. It is
clear that Canada is moving away from its traditional resource and
manufacturing economy, and we must embrace a new future, a
future where the scarce resources are human talent and other
intangibles such as entrepreneurialism and intellectual capital. I'm
glad to see that this government is embracing this future.

A well-educated workforce will go a long way to helping to
maintain Alberta’s standard of living, but our workforce must be
welcomed and embraced at home and not be slowly drained away to
better opportunities in other locales. The entrepreneurial spirit that
built this province must be maintained in this province for all
Alberta to benefit.

The foundation for booming economic development is a strong
physical infrastructure as well as a strong human resource. My
constituency is a part of the fast-growing city of Calgary. There is
a real need for infrastructure development to meet the growth of
Calgary. In the Calgary-Fort constituency I can say that we have a
beautiful park and river valley. We also have an expansive indus-
trial park. Industrial development and the natural environment stay
side by side in my constituency. Along with economic development,
I’'m encouraged with the government’s commitment to preserving
and protecting our natural environment beyond our generation.

Mr. Speaker, those are the thoughts and views representing my
constituents. I will continue to represent my constituents’ views and
opinions in the coming months in our legislative session. I believe
that the government has set the course leading Alberta into a bright
future. Our children, our parents will have the best place to live,
called Alberta.

Thank you.

8:50

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

MRS. SOETAERT: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. I am
pleased to respond to the Speech from the Throne. When I was
thinking about what I would say tonight — you know, it was in 1993
that I first got to respond to the Speech from the Throne, and I was
nervous and thoughtful about some of the things that I hoped for
Alberta. Some of those changes have happened, and some have not.
So I intend to talk a bit about that tonight.

I would like to start, as well, by praising our new Lieutenant
Governor. You know, such a woman with such a charitable heart,
she must be a Liberal. Oh, some people don’t like that, but it’s the
truth. We all, I think, respect our Lieutenant Governor for what she
has given to our province and to our communities, and I think we all
share that pride that she will be a wonderful Lieutenant Governor for
our province.

The good people of my riding — St. Albert, Sturgeon, and Spruce
Grove — are great people, and they feel free to call me on all kinds
ofissues. It was interesting that Friday in my office the phone never
stopped ringing. All the concerns, with the exception of probably
three phone calls, were about health care, a real concern that it’s
going to be privatized and that it will cost people money out of
pocket aside from their tax dollars, aside from their extra health fees.
This is going to be very expensive for people. A lot of calls from
seniors. They said, “You know, my cataracts didn’t bother me when
I was 45, but I'm 70 now. My hips didn’t bother me back then
either, but they do now.” So if you tie seniors and health care
together, you’ve got quite an issue there. They’re very, very
concerned about the privatization that this government is going on.

It says: a bold, new step. Well, Franklin’s expedition was bold
too, and he got stranded and died in northern Canada. So we’d
better watch how bold we get in our exploration of private health
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care, because that may well be the Achilles’ heel that brings down
this government. Certainly the way it’s going, it will be. [interjec-
tion] “Aha,” says someone. Are you even running again? Well,
you’re too afraid to run.

Mr. Speaker, 1 was also thinking about the first speech to the
throne. At the time Laurence Decore was the leader of the Liberal
Party, and he had a great vision for this province. Part of it was a
strong public education system, and this government has undermined
a strong public education. When I look at the class sizes around this
province, they’re far too large.

It was interesting. I was in a grade 1 classroom the other day, and
I gained once again an amazing respect for certainly teachers of
grade 1 students. When I thought of how they bring those little
people to such a level in such a short time, it’s amazing the work
they do. It’s amazing. If you have 16 children in that class or if you
have 28, you get half as far with 28 as you do with 16. I’'m looking
forward to seeing what the budget’s going to say about that and how
it’s going to address that, because that has been one of our platforms
for a long time, that we have to reduce the class size in this province.
Hopefully, they’ll have listened.

You know, Laurence Decore also had a vision of parliamentary
reform. Regretfully, that is not even mentioned in the Speech from
the Throne. Does that happen when a government’s been in for so
long, that they don’t think they need to have parliamentary reform?
Does that happen? I remember one of the things that Laurence said:
you know, when we’re government . . . And it was a pity that he
didn’t make government. But he said: when we’re government, we
will accept ideas from the opposition; they have good bills and good
ideas too. That’s never happened in here. Parliamentary reform,
free votes: | haven’t seen it on that side of the House. [interjections]
Woke them up. You know, Mr. Speaker, we have a long way to go
when it comes to parliamentary reform.

One of the things I wanted to talk about is equity. One has to do
with health care, and the other has to do with education. When you
talk about equity in health care, it is not equitable across this
province. Maybe that’s the reality of living outside of Edmonton
and Calgary, but I’'m very concerned about the lack of equity in this
province. I know of an example of a young man who was flown in
from Fort McMurray to Edmonton for health care needs. As it
ended up, he needed to be on IV therapy for six weeks, but he wasn’t
allowed to take the portable IV from the capital health authority up
to Fort McMurray. Why not? Wonderful question. Because —you
know what? — that piece of equipment would be crossing that
boundary. That’s why. [interjection] If you want me to document
it for you, Member for St. Albert, I’ll gladly give it to you.

Scott MacGregor is his name. He’s a teacher in Fort McMurray,
and he is my nephew. That’s why I know that story. They didn’t
have one for him in Fort McMurray because somebody else was
using it, somebody who probably needed it more than Scott. That’s
the reality of lack of equity across health boundaries.

You know, it’s interesting. We talk about funding and fund-
raising for education. Are we now going to ask parents to fund-raise
for the DARE program? In St. Albert and Spruce Grove they are
talking about not having the DARE program because there isn’t
enough funding. Now, we talk about prevention. We talk about
police enforcement. We talk about jails. Here’s a program that is
educational and preventive. And what have we done? Underfunded
it, and it’s going to die. One of the best preventive programs that
I’ve ever seen, that works wonderfully in our schools. We have
policemen across the province giving this program. The students
buy into it. I think every person in here has gone to a DARE grad
and has praised the program and the kids, and here we sit, and
there’s no money for it. We are losing it in parts of St. Albert and
parts of Spruce Grove and all around the province. So I’m very

disappointed in that, and I’'m hoping that can be addressed.

A couple of other things I just wanted to mention as I was going
through the Speech from the Throne. I mentioned seniors. They’re
very worried. I think this cash benefit that has been talked about
may work out to 10 bucks extra a month for them. Well, I’'m sure
they’ll be grateful for 10 bucks more, but I don’t know if that will
give them a level of security.

9:00

Deregulation was mentioned in here, and you know that’s going
to be an interesting one, because we’ve once again put the cart
before the horse here. We don’t know if this is going to work, and
we don’t know if it’s going to cost you and I more. This all got
deregulated and changed without knowing that. Is there no way of
doing that homework, or do we just boldly go without any home-
work? That seems to be the reality of that.

I see the infrastructure dollars, and of course I’'m always support-
ive of that. Of course, a third of highway 794 is done in my riding.
There are two-thirds more to go, which I’m sure will be part of the
big plan. That’s exciting for me.

Maybe I missed it — I don’t know — but you know what? I don’t
think I saw the word “integrity” in here. Maybe that’s because that’s
what’s lacking right now in the way this province is governed. I
don’t see integrity in health care. I don’t. If we had integrity in
health care, there wouldn’t be issues about boundaries. If we had
integrity in education, there wouldn’t be issues of fund-raising for
essentials like books. [interjections] People are upset with the truth.
Well, that’s too bad. Maybe they’ll have to send a truth squad out
to Spruce Grove-Sturgeon-St. Albert to check it out. You know
what else? I found the truth squad comment very offensive too, and
so did people in my riding. No wonder they couldn’t put integrity
in this speech, because it didn’t apply to this government.

Mr. Speaker, [ don’t know if I’ve hit on everything I really wanted
to tonight, but I think there are big concerns about health care and
education.

The other thing is the hidden dollars in health care. You know,
we talked about Bovar, MagCan, NovAtel, all those boondoggles
this government got us into debt over, and here we go. In a couple
of years we’re going to discover what contracts were given out and
what money we lost and that was mismanaged by private companies
we subsidized with taxpayer dollars to provide health care. We can’t
get that information. It should bother the minister of energy that that
information about where our tax dollars are going is not available.
Maybe he knows about it. Maybe he knows, but certainly the
general public doesn’t, and that’s one of the things they deserve to
know. It’s their money. I want to know where my tax dollars are
being spent, and I think we deserve to know that with these health
contracts.

DR. WEST: That’s what we’re asking the federal Liberals.

MRS. SOETAERT: Absolutely, absolutely. I was tempted to
compare that same situation with the federal government to our
health care contracts. The same analogy: can’t get the information
as to where and who they’re giving our money to. So you know
what? The same analogy. Thank you for giving me that compari-
son.

Mr. Speaker, [ appreciate the opportunity to speak. [interjections]
They’re comparing some of the ministers across the way to the Jane
Stewarts of Alberta.

Mr. Speaker, seriously, I have never had so many phone calls
lately about health care concerns. Honestly, when I’m in schools, I
hear lots of education concerns from parents but never such a cross-
section of people concerned about what is happening in health care,
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what those private contracts are doing, and what is implied by truth
squads going around the province. That’s terribly, terribly offensive,
and I would hope that we can get some truthful answers in this
Assembly.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Wainwright.

MR. FISCHER: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 1 am happy to rise today
to respond to the throne speech. On behalf of my Wainwright
constituents, [ would like to take this opportunity to congratulate our
new Lieutenant Governor and wish her all the best in her new post.
The Hon. Lois Hole brings warmth and friendliness along with her
great knowledge of our country to this historic position, and
Albertans will be well served by her talents and her dedication.

Mr. Speaker, I have listened, I believe, to 18 throne speeches.
Each speech has laid out a plan, and for the most part those plans
have been followed. When I look back at those plans and the
direction that our Progressive Conservative government has taken
us, then I feel very proud and honoured to be part of it. Each year
we have made huge improvements. Today we have a beautiful
province that offers one of the highest if not the highest standard of
living in the world, and that is for us, for our kids, and for our
grandkids. That was the direct result of 29 years of very strong
leadership and planning by our Conservative government. There is
not one province in Canada that can match that success. So I think
we should all remember that Alberta is the envy of many countries
of the world, maybe all of them.

As the MLA for Wainwright, I am privileged to represent the
views and the concerns of my constituents in this Assembly. My
constituents have told me that our government is on the right path of
balancing economic and social issues and continuing to set the
standard for knowledge, quality, and excellence in Canada.

Coming from a mainly rural constituency, I feel that it is my job
to represent the views of many families involved in farming and
agriculture. As we strive to become leaders in the emerging
information and knowledge-based global economy, we must
remember that agriculture has been for a hundred years and still is
the foundation of this province. I liked the government’s commit-
ment to agriculture in the throne speech. The agriculture summit is
very positive.

In our fast-changing world we must continually change with new
ideas. Our new technology and computerization are really changing
the way that agriculture is doing business. The biggest change that
computers and the Internet have given us is going to be in marketing,
and I dearly hope it will open up the marketplace, allow more small
businesses and mid-size businesses to compete against large
companies and monopolies. Many have heard me say before that
marketing is the very weak link in the production chain of agricul-
ture.

We continually improve our genetics with new seed through
research and development, at a big cost I might add. I know that
sometimes today you can pay $6 or $7 for one pound of canola seed.
For those of you that aren’t farmers, you’ve got to have at least five,
usually six or seven pounds per acre in order to put your seed in.
We have new and better farming equipment and new and better
practices, and certainly the machines and the new equipment are also
very, very costly.

We also are very hopeful that our transportation and delivery
system is improving, and it also is very costly. I think everyone
notices that the elevators are disappearing around the country.
Almost all of them will be gone in another year or two. Yes, we’re
replacing them with some throughput fast-flow loading systems, but
most of the storage cost is back on the farmers, and that is a very

substantial cost as well. So, then, what does happen to us? When
we go to market our grain, we get less now than we got 40 years ago
with all these costs. We have to have more competition in the
marketplace to make it work properly. We don’t have an aggressive
enough marketplace anymore. Big business markets our mainstream
products, and they do it now really without the fear of competition.
Certainly you can say that about the grain and about the Wheat
Board.

I was talking to a farmer the other day that had started out with
two B train loads of grain to an elevator which was about 75 miles
away. He sold $10,000 worth of grain, and by the time he got it
from his throughput elevator out to the coast and loaded onto the
boat, his cost was $2,950. It was a $10,000 value in the grain, so
about a third or close to a third of it now goes for the cost of moving
the grain.

9:10

One other thing that I see happening that I would like to see our
government move into is with the total integration of some of these
major companies now that are working with — I use meat for an
example, where they’ve got hog farms. In the U.S. they’ve got some
hog farms that are as big as all the production here in Alberta. They
slaughter them and market them and do it all and control the price
that way. I think we have to do something in this country to offset
that, because it really is ripping apart our once free-flowing competi-
tive system.

I'think you can look at machine dealerships, the chemical and seed
companies, for instance, with the monopolies that they have. They
have those monopolies simply because we as governments — and |
don’t say that it’s we as the Alberta government — give them patent
protection and different protection through legislation that allows
them to do this. Ireally believe that our government in the future is
going to have to study this issue a lot. I know they’re doing a lot of
work with it now in the U.S., and I think we need to do that here. 1
hope the ag summit that is mentioned in the throne speech will bring
out some of these issues.

We must get small business back into marketing, and we’ve got
to find the niche markets so that we can move into the new things
that are happening all the time. We’re very slow at getting into that.
I have to say that the [inaudible] harvesting is one of those markets
that we need to get into. I’m sure our government will be looking at
some of those types of marketing strategies for us.

The Speech from the Throne makes several references to the need
for innovation, and I believe this government and this province are
committed to making changes when needed. As Albertans we pride
ourselves on the fact that we are not afraid of change. We’ve always
been the most self-reliant yet forward-thinking province in Canada.
Mr. Speaker, I was happy to see that in the new century we have not
forgotten this. We are about to undertake a bold new tax strategy
that will truly give the province the economic environment primed
for prosperity. The new 11 percent single-rate income tax will be
the envy of the country and maybe even the world when we get
finished with that. It may be a little bit too early yet to tell, but I
think that might help solve some of the problems I was talking about
before.

As well, we are investing heavily in the area of research and high-
tech. Initiatives like the heritage foundation for science and
engineering research will ensure that Alberta remains one of the
most information and knowledge based provinces in the country.
This will also present us with the chance to leave a lasting legacy for
our children who will be tomorrow’s scientists and doctors.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to mention health care for just a minute.
It does relate to not being afraid of change. I want to say to the
many people that want to fear monger and talk about health care in
such a negative way that every one of us in this House, including our
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opposition, dearly cherish our health care system. There isn’t
anyone in here that is trying to hurt it and upset it. All of us know
that we’re going to get old and we’re going to use this system
ourselves, so I think we need to work together on this health care
and make it work for the betterment of all our people in this
province.

With education I’'m glad to hear that the throne speech is still
keying in heavily on education. I know that in the Wainwright
constituency we are doing some great, innovative things in education
today, and I’'m sure that you are in all the other areas as well. I'm
very proud of some of our school divisions there who have upgraded
our computer systems. We have a 5 to 1 ratio now and some of the
latest technology. It’s wonderful to go into those rooms and see how
the students can adjust to that and to go into the shop classes, the
industrial arts classes, and watch them use some of their equipment
that is all computerized, whether it be sewing machines or routers or
any kind of carpentry equipment that’s computerized. It’s just
absolutely amazing, and we are going to be turning out some very,
very excellent specialists in the near future.

I wanted to mention one other thing that this government believes
strongly in, and that is our seniors. I know that there has been a
shortage of long-term care beds. We’ve had a big influx of seniors
from other provinces. We have a lot of people that are reaching that
age, and we’re keeping people alive a lot longer. We can be proud
of those figures when you compare them to any other country in the
world.

I would like to mention that our seniors in the Daysland commu-
nity are putting in a beautiful new aging-in-place complex. People
can buy their units. They can rent the units. Part of it is going to be
assisted living, and it is going to be community owned and operated.
They’ve got it more than half built already, and we are very proud
of what they’re doing there. They’re going to keep their seniors in
the community, where they would like to be.

The other thing that I wanted to mention — and the throne speech
does mention this — is challenges facing children. To do this, our
government has created many excellent programs aimed at improv-
ing children’s health, education, and safety. 1 would like to
comment that along with the great programs what our children really
need are strong, strong families. It seems that we are seeing a rise
in violence among young people and in many cases a lack of
responsibility in these children. Mr. Speaker, accountability for your
actions starts with the family. Parents need to be willing to take the
responsibility of being a parent and instill in their children this basic
concept.

9:20

I had the opportunity to be on the lifelong learning committee that
the minister appointed us to and went to Fort McMurray. One of the
things that came out loud and clear was that there was a big need to
have some parenting courses to help parents advise kids and bring
kids up so they are able to cope with the way things are today. With
that comes respect and responsibility, and we as government can
help in a big way if we can create the proper programs and give
them the proper tools to work with.

To end, I would like to say that our government was elected for
the past 29 years because we were not afraid to act against the status
quo when the status quo wasn’t working, and I’m happy we are
embracing the change that is needed to ensure the long-term
prosperity of Alberta. This throne speech and plan is the right one.
This plan creates the blueprint for a century of unlimited success.

Thank you.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Lethbridge-East.

DR. NICOL: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. It’s a real pleasure this
evening to get up and respond to the Speech from the Throne.
[interjections]

THE SPEAKER: I recognized the hon. Member for Lethbridge-East.
MRS. NELSON: He adjourned debate before the other speaker.
THE SPEAKER: No, he did not. He said thank you and sat down.

DR. NICOL: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. It’s quite an opportunity to
review the things that were said in the context of the intention of the
next year, the next millennium for Alberta, and it was quite appropri-
ate, I think, that the government kind of couched this year’s Speech
from the Throne in the format and the theme that was presented in
Alberta’s original Speech from the Throne in March of 1906, when
they talked about the prosperity and the bountiful resources of the
province that we live in.

Mr. Speaker, we see that as we look across the province and look
at the coming hundred years of our province. The homesteaders, the
rural pioneers that established and moved in and settled most of rural
Alberta, the wildcatters and roughnecks that went out and brought
into the province our oil industry and our gas industry have really
created that kind of province, along with all the entrepreneurs that
started the businesses that are providing us with the support services
to provide the opportunity for these agriculture- and mineral-based
industries to really expand.

The focus that the Speech from the Throne takes is to look at:
where do we go in the next hundred years, the next millennium?
The idea is that the government is recognizing the fact that transition
is accelerating. Change is becoming a greater part of what we have
to deal with on a day-to-day basis, and they’re providing some really
good focus in this Speech from the Throne in the context of the need
we have as a province to move into a knowledge-based, technologi-
cally driven economy away from the resource economies, and we
have to look at that in the context of some of the programs that were
suggested in terms of the initiatives the government is going to
undertake.

On that basis, Mr. Speaker, I really wanted to compliment the
government on the Alberta heritage foundation for science and
engineering research. This is a real opportunity for our province
over the next probably 10 or 15 or 20 years to achieve the status in
the research area in science and engineering that the heritage
medical research endowment fund has created and provided for us.
Our medical research facilities in Calgary and Edmonton now are
world renowned, providing some very, very exciting results in terms
of new treatments and diagnostic procedures for medical needs and
support for the medical community. So if we look at the opportuni-
ties now that we’ll have with this science and engineering research
endowment, what we’ll have is a future that we can look to, you
know, probably in 10, 15, 20 years, as I said.

I hope that no Albertan expects to see great things from this in the
next two or three years, Mr. Speaker. These kinds of endowments
and to develop that critical mass of research is a time-consuming,
ongoing process, and we have to start thinking about this as being
something that’s going to be 10, 15, or 20 years down the road, when
we’ll achieve the worldwide reputation that we have in the areas of
agriculture research and medical research. So that’s the comment
and the kind of focus I wanted to take on the transition that’s implied
in this Speech from the Throne.

The other issues that we want to deal with are more in the area of:
how are we going to deal with the people part of it and how are we
going to take Albertans and build them into that plan? As we look
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at it, I see that the government is committing now to provide more
dollars in support of students, that what they’ll be doing is trying to
make sure students have some additional support with scholarships
for second-year students in the advanced education areas. Identify-
ing it as being important for the second-year students brings it out so
that the college students that are in two-year programs also have
access to this, but when you put it to the rest of that paragraph, there
are implications there that they’re going to “also increase student
financial assistance levels and . . . continue to improve the student
loan application process.”

I think everybody will applaud the idea that they’re going to try
and improve the student loan application process, but when they’re
going to try and increase the financial assistance levels, what this
does, even given the $3 million that’s going into the scholarship
program, is effectively recognize, by the government, that students
as they go through their education process are going to get more and
more in debt.

Mr. Speaker, that creates a real economic barrier to advanced
education and to the possible participation of young Albertans in the
future of our province in a way that would contribute to their
potential, because they’re looking at it and saying: our family
doesn’t have the resources to provide some assistance or full
assistance to get an advanced education degree or diploma. So they
have to make a decision based on can they or do they want to
undertake a debt load that would give them the opportunity to get
that education.

What we’re seeing is that the government is creating essentially
a different opportunity, and it kind of goes against one of the
principles they talked about at the beginning of the speech when they
were talking about one of the things that they wanted was equity,
including fairness for all citizens in Alberta. Well, what they’re
doing is in essence creating an economic barrier for some of our
young people to really get in and achieve their potential. So those
are the comments that [ wanted to make on that part of it.

We’ve heard a lot of discussion about the health care agenda, the
proposals in health care, the privatization, the contracting out, the
transition in our health care system. Mr. Speaker, I just want to put
it on record that when the people in southern Alberta come to me
and want explanations of what the government is proposing, their
concerns boil down to two things. First ofall, there’s the philosophy
of how our health care system should be run, the public system or
private. This is the debate that they see. But the real issue and the
real concern that most Albertans have, at least most of the constitu-
ents that approach me, is about the potential for these changes that
are being talked about to create a two-tiered health care system in
the province, where they don’t see the equity of access being there
for each of them, for their families or for their friends when they
need the health care service. They’re seeing again an economic
issue developing where those with the economic opportunity can
afford and will get a different level of health care in this province
than the person who doesn’t have the economic resources to access
that private health care system.

9:30

So that’s the real concern that they’re expressing to me, and I
guess what I can say on behalf of those constituents is that that’s the
issue we’ll be looking for when the government introduces their
legislation on the potential for contracting out, private hospitals,
private health care. Whatever we want to call it and whatever the
title the government’s going to put to that bill, those are the kinds of
criteria that we’ll be looking at and judging that piece of legislation
on. Does it maintain the equity of access and the economic opportu-
nity and the prevention of that two-tired system?

We go from there and look at the impact the proposals are going

to have on the education system and on children, and we see that
really again we’re going to have to wait and see when the budget
comes out exactly how these promises are going to be carried out so
that we’ll be able to say: yes, this is going to assist children; this is
going to assist in the education system so that these children can
reach that potential they have and have an opportunity to be part of
the equitable treatment of all Albertans.

Mr. Speaker, one thing [ want to talk about in a little more depth,
mostly because it falls into my critic area but also because from
southern Alberta’s perspective it’s really an important issue, is the
government’s plan and proposals for agriculture. Again, as I said at
the start, the whole Speech from the Throne is built around this area
of, you know, the role of agriculture, the growing of our province.
They try to make it appear that they’re talking in the context of a
farming focus.

There’s a reference in there to the family farm as the basis of
Alberta at the turn of the century, the last century when our province
was getting started, but they also say that that family farm has to
undergo change, and when we look at what the government has been
trying to do in the agriculture community in the last five or six years,
it’s really difficult to focus on what the government perceives as that
change.

Even when we talked to people who attended the initial planning
session for the process that will lead up to the ag summit in the
period of the 7th and 8th of June, there was a lot of discussion and
a lot of hypothesizing about how we create — and the term that
they’re using on a number of occasions was an industrial agriculture,
a commercial agriculture. So, in essence, that phrase that comes out
from the people who were attending that planning workshop for the
ag summit tends to give some indication that the concept of family
farm, the community that’s built around the family farm concept is
not as integral to the government’s vision for rural Alberta as a lot
of Albertans and a lot of rural Albertans would like to see.

One of the things that we have to recognize is that the transition
that goes on in rural Alberta is quite different from the transition we
see in an urban area or some of our major centres in Alberta. You
know, in rural Alberta when a farm family either decides to quit
farming or is forced to quit farming for economic reasons, in most
cases, unless they’re retiring and intend to stay in the community,
they pack up and move out of the community. Their land base is
amalgamated into a joint farm or another farm operation in the
community, and that community loses a family.

Now, in an urban area — Calgary, Edmonton, Lethbridge — when
we see a small business fail or a small business owner decide, “I
want out,” and they leave with their equity, if there is any, they
usually stay in the community. They either go into another business
or they take employment. So they stay there. The community
doesn’t lose that family unit. In rural Alberta when that family unit
leaves, that’s one less family unit to support all the other services
that are in that community: the school, church, service clubs, sports
teams, all the other things that make a community.

As three or four or five of those families start to leave a commu-
nity, we see a domino effect in the sense that those are families and
incomes that are taken out of that community, and that causes the
loss of a local grocery store, maybe a local service station, later on
a farm machinery dealership, because the larger farms that have
amalgamated with the small ones spend their dollars in a different
way. As a larger farm they are still usually one family, so there’s no
more human resource to participate in the community even though
they’re farming and having the same turnover of agriculture
expenditures and income.

So essentially the community has lost that core human component,
the family component, not necessarily the turnaround dollars. The
turnaround dollars are spent differently. They go into agriculture
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inputs. If there’s a profit at the end of the year with that farm, it
goes into reinvestment rather than into the expenditures families
make in supporting that community. So what we see, then, is that
this domino effect is essentially going to create a depopulation in
rural Alberta unless we can support rural Alberta with some of the
other initiatives that are necessary to facilitate the transition.

Mr. Speaker, one of the interesting things that was noted in here
was the intent of the government to try and put high-speed, high-
bandwidth Internet access across the province. Now, how are they
going to make the decisions as to which communities get it and
which don’t? Is it going to be based on the viability of the commu-
nity? If people are leaving that community in a rush, then what
we’re going to see is a situation where the community is collapsing
on itself, and there won’t be a core left that would make it a viable
community to even justify the expenditure that would be necessary
to kind of revitalize it, give it an alternative means of growth by
having access to this high-speed Internet system.

So it’s important that we look at some of the things that are going
on. The government’s talking about a review of crop insurance,
sustaining the farm income disaster program, the income support
program, and what we’ve got is kind of a piecemeal approach here.
A lot of the farmers that I’m talking to are saying to me: “Ken, we
don’t find a crop insurance program works for us. We don’t find the
FIDP program works for us. Yet we seem to be in a cash flow crisis.
We’re having trouble making our payments.” Mr. Speaker, it’s quite
easy to think about options where a combined crop insurance/farm
income disaster program can be created where it rolls together and
effectively becomes a farmer participatory program focusing around
sustaining and maintaining income levels in a crisis situation, when
there’s a hailstorm, when there’s a drought, when there’s a world
decline in prices.

Mr. Speaker, there wasn’t very much in the Speech from the
Throne indicating the government’s direction they want to go in
terms of trying to help create an environment for international trade
in agriculture. They talk about going over and participating in the
European World Expo, and here they want to focus on technology
innovation. I don’t know very much about that, but I know that

Europe has a lot of opportunity for us to market some of our high
quality, value-added food products, our agriculture technologies.
Why are they not included in this list of things that we want to take
to the World Expo? Now, maybe the agriculture component is not
part of that. That’s a question that we can search down later. But
when you see that and we look at trying to promote the value-added
components from our agriculture community, why isn’t it included
in that list?

9:40

Mr. Speaker, this is kind of the direction that I think we want to
see the government going in more in terms of: let’s have a compre-
hensive policy that recognizes where we’re going to go in rural
Alberta over the next 10 years. Are we going to be able to facilitate
the transition from a smaller farm to a viable economic agriculture
unit and create other opportunities for rural citizens to be there as
well at a point when we don’t have that loss of the human compo-
nent in the community?

Mr. Speaker, I think that covers the issues that I wanted to
address. There’s a number of others that we’ll be looking for. On
that basis, I’d like to adjourn debate if it’s possible.

THE SPEAKER: Actually, hon. member, your time for debate had
expired, so I’ll recognize the hon. Minister of Government Services.

MRS. NELSON: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 1 will follow
the lead of the hon. member opposite and ask to adjourn debate.

[Motion to adjourn debate carried]

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Deputy Government House Leader.
MR. HAVELOCK: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I’d better make sure
I do this right. I don’t want to be ruled out of order. I move that the

House do now stand adjourned until 1:30 p.m. tomorrow.

[At 9:42 p.m. the Assembly adjourned to Wednesday at 1:30 p.m.]
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Legislative Assembly of Alberta

Title: Wednesday, February 23, 2000
Date: 00/02/23
[The Speaker in the chair]

1:30 p.m.

head: Prayers

THE SPEAKER: Good afternoon.

Let us pray. Our Father, give to each member of this Legislature
a strong and abiding sense of the great responsibilities laid upon us.
Give us a deep and thorough understanding of the needs of the
people we serve. Amen.

Please be seated.

head: Introduction of Visitors

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Minister of Municipal Affairs.

MR. PASZKOWSKI: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. It’s my honour this
afternoon to introduce to you and through you to members of this
Assembly executives from two very distinguished groups: the
Alberta Association of Municipal Districts and Counties and the
Alberta Urban Municipalities Association. Joining us from the
AUMA are Mr. Lorne Olsvik, president; Mr. George Rogers, vice-
president of cities; Mr. Ernie Patterson, vice-president of towns; Mr.
Mike Senych, vice-president of villages and summer villages.

Joining us from the AAMDC is Mr. Jack Hayden, president; Mr.
Bart Guyon, vice-president; Mr. Eugene Wauters, director of district
1; Mr. Pat James, director of district 2; Mrs. Phyllis Kobasiuk,
director of district 3; Mr. Ben Boettcher, director of district 4; and
Mr. Sid Hinton, director of district 5.

Both groups are seated in the Speaker’s gallery, and I would ask
them to rise and receive the traditional warm welcome of this
Assembly.

head: Presenting Petitions

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

DR. PANNU: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I have a petition signed by
104 Albertans calling on this House “to pass a Bill banning private
for-profit hospitals” in this province.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Centre.

MS BLAKEMAN: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I’m very pleased to
present a petition signed by 251 individuals from Edmonton and area
urging the Legislative Assembly “to urge the government of Alberta
to stop promoting private health care and undermining public health
care.”

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Meadowlark.

MS LEIBOVICI: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. It’s my pleasure this
afternoon to submit a petition as well that requests the Legislative
Assembly “to urge the government of Alberta to stop promoting
private health care and undermining public health care.”

Thank you.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Manning.

MR. GIBBONS: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I, too, have a petition
supporting public health care in Alberta. It states:

We the undersigned citizens of Alberta petition the Legislative
Assembly to urge the government of Alberta to stop promoting
private health care and undermining public health care.
Two hundred names from Edmonton and area.
Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

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

MR. WHITE: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I, too, rise to present a
petition on behalf of 254 Edmontonians “to urge the government to
stop promoting private health care” and not undermine the public
health care of Alberta.

head: Reading and Receiving Petitions

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

DR. PANNU: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I rise to request that the
petition I tabled yesterday signed by 111 Albertans and asking this
House to take legislative action to ban private, for-profit hospitals be
read and received.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

THE CLERK:
We the undersigned residents of the province of Alberta hereby
petition the Legislative Assembly of Alberta to pass a Bill banning
private for-profit hospitals in Alberta so that the integrity of the
public, universal health care system may be maintained.

THE SPEAKER: The Hon. Member for Edmonton-Rutherford.

MR. WICKMAN: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I would ask that my
petition that was tabled yesterday in the House with 1,003 signatures
from various parts of Alberta be received and read.

THE CLERK:
We the undersigned citizens of Alberta petition the Legislative
Assembly to urge the government of Alberta to stop promoting
private health care and undermining public health care.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Calgary-Buffalo.

MR. DICKSON: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 1’d ask that the petition
with respect to support for public health care that I introduced
yesterday be now read and received, please.

THE CLERK:
We the undersigned citizens of Alberta petition the Legislative
Assembly to urge the government of Alberta to stop promoting
private health care and undermining public health care.

MRS. MacBETH: Mr. Speaker, I ask that the petition with my name
on it in terms of stopping the promotion of private health care in
Alberta that was introduced in the Legislature yesterday be read
today in the Assembly.

THE CLERK:
We the undersigned citizens of Alberta petition the Legislative
Assembly to urge the government of Alberta to stop promoting
private health care and undermining public health care.

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

MRS. SOETAERT: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I would ask as well
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that the petition I presented yesterday in support of public health
care be now read and received.

THE CLERK:
We the undersigned citizens of Alberta petition the Legislative
Assembly to urge the government of Alberta to stop promoting
private health care and undermining public health care.

head: Introduction of Bills
THE SPEAKER: The hon. Minister of Justice and Attorney General.
Bill 3
Statute Revision Act

MR. HANCOCK: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 1beg leave to introduce
Bill 3, being the Statute Revision Act.

The Statute Revision Act will allow for the provision of revised
statutes of Alberta both now and on an ongoing basis.

[Motion carried; Bill 3 read a first time]
THE SPEAKER: The hon. Minister of Environment.

Bill 4
Surveys Amendment Act, 2000

MR. MAR: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I beg leave to introduce a bill
being the Surveys Amendment Act, 2000, which will augment the
definition of cadastral maps to satisfy the original intent of the
Surveys Act.

[Motion carried; Bill 4 read a first time]
THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Grande Prairie-Wapiti.

Bill 5
Land Titles Amendment Act, 2000
MR. JACQUES: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I request leave to
introduce Bill 5, being the Land Titles Amendment Act, 2000.
[Motion carried; Bill 5 read a first time]

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Government House Leader.

MR. HANCOCK: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I move that Bill 5 be
placed on the Order Paper under Government Bills and Orders.

[Motion carried]
THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Red Deer-South.

Bill 202
Marriage Amendment Act, 2000

MR. DOERKSEN: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I request leave to
introduce Bill 202, the Marriage Amendment Act, 2000.

This bill introduces a definition recognizing marriage between a
man and a woman that is ground in our legal tradition and reflective
of our religious and philosophical traditions.

[Motion carried; Bill 202 read a first time]

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Little Bow.

Bill 204
Agricultural and Recreational Land
Ownership Amendment Act, 2000

MR. McFARLAND: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I request leave to
introduce Bill 204, being the Agricultural and Recreational Land
Ownership Amendment Act, 2000.

[Motion carried; Bill 204 read a first time]
1:40
head: Tabling Returns and Reports

MR. PASZKOWSKI: Mr. Speaker, I'm pleased to file with the
Assembly six copies of my response to Motion for a Return 182 as
amended April 21, 1999.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Minister of Agriculture, Food and Rural
Development.

MR. LUND: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I’m pleased to table today six
copies of the Alberta Opportunity Company 1998-99
annual report.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Leader of the Official Opposition.

MRS. MacBETH: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I would like to table a
letter which I sent this morning to the minister of health requesting
that he disclose the pages that are blanked out in the document that
I referred to and tabled yesterday with respect to the government’s
private hospital policy and of course noting that the information and
the disclosure of the information can clearly be done within the
public interest sections of the freedom of information act.

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

DR. PANNU: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Irise to table five copies of
the minutes of the board of directors of the Health Resource Group,
known as HRG, for two meetings, one held on March 25, 1999, and
the second one on April 30, 1999, as well as the agenda for May 31,
1999.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Meadowlark.

MS LEIBOVICI: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I’d like to table five
copies of a notice of a town hall meeting that the Member for
Edmonton-Glenora and myself are co-hosting. It’s entitled Private
Hospitals in Alberta: Who Wants Them? As the Associate Minister
of Health Wellness — my condolences go to him and his wife,
Christine — will be unable to attend, we do hope that someone else
from the government or from the truth squad will take up our
invitation to attend that particular town hall.
Thank you.

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

MR. SAPERS: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Yesterday in question
period I referred to a document and had one copy of it to table. At
this time I’d like to table the appropriate number of copies of the
correspondence between Jack Davis, who was then the Deputy
Minister of Executive Council, to Peter Valentine, the Auditor
General, regarding the government’s 1998 accountability frame-
work. Of course, it includes all of the items that are necessary for
contract approval for contracting services.
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head: Introduction of Guests

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Little Bow.

MR. McFARLAND: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I’'m very pleased
today to introduce to you and through you to members of the
Assembly four constituents that I just noticed as I came in this
afternoon. Ken, Silvia, Rodney, and Sharla McFarland are here
from Nobleford, Alberta, and we have more than the last name in
common. Ken’s great-grandfather and my great-grandfather
homesteaded south of Pincher Creek in the Twin Butte area in 1898.
His mother has been involved in local municipal politics with the
MD of Pincher Creek. I think it’s worthy to note that Ken’s aunt
was the first lady dean of recreation at the University of Alberta. [
would ask that they rise in the gallery and receive the traditional
warm welcome of the Assembly.

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

MRS. SOETAERT: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. It is a real
pleasure for me today to introduce to you and through you to
members of the Assembly a great group from Camilla school in
Riviere Qui Barre in my riding. They are here with parent helpers
Mrs. Maxine Brennan, Mr. Joe Dwyer, Mrs. Anne Brosda, and Mrs.
Lori Tailleur. They are a great group of students. They had great
questions for me. They are also here with their teachers, Mrs.
Arlene Whitson, Ms Amanda Langford, and my personal favourite,
Mr. Raymond Soetaert. He happens to be my husband. I would ask
them to please all rise and receive the warm welcome of the
Assembly.

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

DR. PANNU: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I have three introductions
today. With your permission I’d like to start with a very special
school, students from which are visiting here today. That school is
in my constituency, so it is my pleasure to introduce 17 grade 10
students from I’ecole Maurice-Lavallee school. They are accompa-
nied by their teacher, Ms Catherine Deren.

Mr. Speaker, this school is a very special, very outstanding school.
Let me just indicate a few of the great achievements of this school
lastyear. One of her students, Marie Franz-Carriere*, was the proud
winner of an essay contest in 1999 on being a Canadian. The school
also won the junior high basketball championship in *99. Italso won
four prizes at the Kananaskis drama festival in 1999, and the last
one, the school publishes La Griffe, the best student paper in western
Canada.

The students are sitting in the members’ gallery. I'll ask them to
stand and receive the warm welcome of the Assembly.

The second set of guests, Mr. Speaker, are the citizens opposed to
the legalization of private, for-profit hospitals. They are Helen
Achten, Mike and Trudy Aldridge, Larry Derkach, Anita Kamal,
Therese Kracher, Euneke Lorberg, Cecily Mills, Olga Mattis,
Blanche McKnight, Eva-Maria Nelson, and Bob Settle. I think they
are seated on both sides of the House. I’ll ask them to stand and
receive the warm welcome of the Assembly.

The last introduction, Mr. Speaker, with your permission, is Bill
Kobluk, a retired high school teacher and a former NDP candidate
in the city in the provincial election, and Dr. Julian Laychuk,
professor emeritus, Russian and Germanic studies, University of
Calgary and resident of Calgary-Foothills. I’ll ask them to rise and
receive the warm welcome of the Assembly.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

*This spelling could not be verified at the time of publication.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Drayton Valley-Calmar.

MR. THURBER: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I was sitting here doing
a little bit of work, and I happened to notice that I had a constituent
that snuck into your gallery. I would like to take this opportunity to
introduce to you and through you to the members of the House my
predecessor, Shirley Cripps, who was an MLA for that area before
I was. I’d like, Shirley, for you to rise and receive the warm
welcome of this House.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Meadowlark.

MS LEIBOVICI: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. It gives me great
pleasure this afternoon to introduce some constituents of mine. They
are Dr. MacDougall and Mrs. MacDougall. For those who don’t
know the MacDougalls, they are strong supporters of public
education. Dr. MacDougall was the former chair of the Edmonton
separate school board, and he also plays a mean bagpipe and looks
great in a kilt. With them is a student from Korea, Mr. Tagjin Jeong.
If they could please rise and receive the warm welcome of the
House.
Thank you.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for St. Albert.

MRS. O’NEILL: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I rise today to introduce
to you and through you to members of this Assembly our daughter
Jacqueline, who is going to be heading to the University of Chile in
Santiago to do a semester’s study from the University of Alberta,
and my husband, Jack. They are in the members’ gallery. I’d ask
them to rise and receive the warm welcome of the Assembly.

head: Oral Question Period
Private Health Services

MRS. MacBETH: Mr. Speaker, yesterday the Premier denied
Albertans answers to the questions when he was confronted with the
truth within his own cabinet documents describing his private
hospital policy. Now it appears that he’s running away from even
sponsoring his own private hospitals bill. My questions are to the
Premier. Why is the Premier running away from sponsoring his own
private hospitals legislation?

1:50

MR. KLEIN: Mr. Speaker, I’m not running away. As a matter of
fact, I sponsored Bill 1, which was a very significant bill, to put
$500 million into engineering and science research. That to me
represents the future, whereas the official Leader of the Opposition
wants to talk about the past. And she should.

MRS. MacBETH: Mr. Speaker, is the Premier standing in this
Assembly and saying that he is going to sponsor his own private
hospitals legislation or not? Tell the truth.

MR. KLEIN: Mr. Speaker, it’s not private hospital legislation. I
allude to Hansard yesterday, where the hon. Leader of the Official
Opposition said:
The Premier has talked about the possibility of the Official Opposi-
tion supporting the legislation which the government is about to
bring in. Well, I think that possibility does exist.
That’s dangerous; right?
I actually think that possibility exists if this government brings in
legislation which is going to control the growth, control the quantity,
and control the quality of some off-site services. If it’s documented
how that’s going to be done, we might support that legislation.
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Well, Mr. Speaker, 1 say to the hon. Leader of the Official
Opposition: stay tuned.

MRS. MacBETH: So, Mr. Speaker, why is this Premier appointing
truth squads when he censors access from Albertans to his own
private hospital policy with its blank pages? Why does he need his
truth squads?

MR. KLEIN: Well, Mr. Speaker, as I indicated to the media — and
the hon. Leader of the Official Opposition was there — yesterday
was an unfortunate use of words. It’s now called the health
information panel.

Mr. Speaker, basically we want to get the facts out, and we want
to have a reasonable, rational discussion on this particular issue. It’s
very, very important.

THE SPEAKER: Second main question. The Leader of the Official
Opposition.

MRS. MacBETH: Well, Mr. Speaker, we want to get the facts out
too, and it’s interesting to look at the government’s document with
its blank pages. No facts, just blank pages, and for a document,
frankly, that says so little, it says volumes about this government.
This is from the document which we tabled yesterday, which of
course is from the health information services of the department of
health. Key Points: Focus Groups on Private Hospitals.

On October 21, 22 and 23 six focus groups involving approximately

65 Albertans were conducted in Edmonton, Calgary and Lethbridge

(2 groups in each location) to discuss the proposed “policy state-

ment” on the future role of private hospitals in Alberta. The main

themes and issues raised in these focus groups were:
But that’s where the censor stepped in, Mr. Speaker. The rest of it
is just blank. So my questions are for the Premier. Did the focus
groups tell this government that the words “private hospital” are
unacceptable to Albertans?

MR. KLEIN: Really, I have no idea, Mr. Speaker. I wasn’t privy to
the focus groups.

Relative to the specifics of the FOIP request, I’ll have the hon.
minister reply. [interjections]

MR. JONSON: Mr. Speaker, yes, I would like certainly to reply. I
think one of the very important points that should be made in this
Legislature at this time . . .

Speaker’s Ruling
Decorum

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Health and Wellness, please.
The hon. Minister of Health and Wellness does have the floor, and
the chair would like to hear the answer, and the only way the chair
can hear the answer is if certain people zipped it.

Private Health Services
(continued)

MR. JONSON: Mr. Speaker, I think this Legislative Assembly,
acting on behalf of the people of the province, debated long and
thoroughly the establishment of our current Freedom of Information
and Protection of Privacy legislation, and it was a debate on that
particular piece of legislation that was long and I think also thor-
ough.

I think it is important, though, at this particular time, in response
to the question from the Leader of the Opposition, to point out that
on page 2346 of Hansard the Member for Rocky Mountain House

moved third reading of Bill 18, as it was called at that time. There
was a call to all members of the Assembly, and on final approval
that bill passed unanimously. That means, I think, that it was a very
constructive and a very rare time in the history of the Assembly
when all people agreed upon a piece of legislation. Of course, any
legislation passed in this Assembly is the law of the province and
must be adhered to.

Mr. Speaker, I think that background is very important to the
question, and that is that the Department of Health and Wellness
adhered very rigorously and correctly to the rules that were estab-
lished under the FOIP legislation and in filing the documentation the
Leader of the Opposition is quoting from.

MRS. MacBETH: Mr. Speaker, what that gobbledygook just said
was that the public interest of Albertans is to hide the truth from
them.

The question is: did the focus groups tell the government that
“private hospitals” was a term unacceptable to the people of this
province?

MR. KLEIN: Quite simply, Mr. Speaker, the truth is in the bill, and
the truth is in the law, and the law will say that the legislation will
confirm Alberta’s commitment to publicly funded health care and to
the principles of the Canada Health Act. It will ban private hospi-
tals. It will bring surgical facilities under the control of the public
health system. It will give health authorities one more option for
delivering services to relieve pain and suffering. Facilities will not
be able to charge patients for medically necessary services. Queue
jumping will be illegal, and we believe it’s the right thing to do.

Now, all of those principles will be in the legislation, and I would
think the Liberal opposition will support it.

MRS. MacBETH: Mr. Speaker, did the focus groups tell the
government that if they called it a private, overnight extended-stay
surgical facility, somehow they might be able to bluff their way
through banning private hospital language? Is that what the focus
groups told them?

MR. KLEIN: You know, it’s a moot point. As we see this legisla-
tion through, Mr. Speaker, the proof will be in the legislation, which
will go to every household and which will have as a matter of
principle the banning of private hospitals, bringing surgical facilities
under the control of the public health system. Health authorities
have one more option for delivering services to relieve pain and
suffering. Facilities will not be able to charge patients for medically
necessary services. Queue jumping will be illegal. That’s the bill.

THE SPEAKER: Third main question. The Leader of the Official
Opposition.

MRS. MacBETH: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. This Premier has a
choice. He can continue to duck and spin, or he can tell Albertans
the truth. So my question is: isn’t it true that a private, overnight
stay, extended stay surgical facility is in truth a private hospital?

2:00

MR. KLEIN: Mr. Speaker, a hospital is a hospital.
facility is a surgical facility.

This hon. member knows all about surgical facilities. In 1991 the
Morgentaler clinic started up in Edmonton under her watch as the
minister of health, Mr. Speaker. In 1992 the Kensington therapeutic
abortion clinic started up under her watch; the Gimbel eye clinic in
Edmonton, 1990. The Mitchell Eye Centre: well it started in 1969,

A surgical
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but she didn’t do anything to close it down. The Northern Alberta
Eye Institute Inc., 1990, Edmonton; the Coronation Day Surgery
Centre Ltd., under her watch; the Surgical Centres Inc., Foothills,
1990, under her watch; the Surgical Centres, Southland, under her
watch; the Rockyview surgical centre; the Banff outpatient surgery
centre, plastic surgery only, under her watch.

You know, what is she talking about? What is she talking about?
Is she talking about the kinds of things that she allowed, promoted,
and fostered during her watch as minister of health?

MRS. MacBETH: Duck and spin, Mr. Speaker, duck and spin. Not
one of those is overnight stay.

Does this Premier mean to tell Albertans that they are going to be
having major surgeries in a so-called clinic with no emergency and
no intensive care backup? Is that what he’s telling Albertans?

MR. KLEIN: Mr. Speaker, the legislation will be quite clear. The
fundamentals related to the legislation will be based on the policy
statement that has been released to all Albertans.

Relative to the intricacies of the legislation I’ll have the hon.
minister respond.

MR. JONSON: Mr. Speaker, the legislation will be coming forward.
I really find it very interesting that the opposition will probably have
nothing to talk about once the legislation is in, because they’re
having a wide range of speculation about the legislation which goes
far beyond the policy statement on which the legislation was built.

Nevertheless we are, yes, speaking in the legislation to the
approval of surgical clinics and putting in place something which we
have not had properly ensconced in legislation, Mr. Speaker: the
rules and regulations with respect to the current surgical clinics, the
cataract surgeries, the cancerous growth surgical facilities that are
currently in place. We want to put in place what is a legislative gap
right now, legislation to correct that in terms of regulation and
governance.

And, yes, we intend to put in place legislation which will put clear
direction, clear rules in place for surgical clinics providing overnight
stays which deal with a particular area of health care, Mr. Speaker.
We think there’s a potential there for innovation and efficiency, and
that will be judged by the regional health authorities.

MRS. MacBETH: Mr. Speaker, if this Premier seems so sure about
what’s going to be in his legislation and this minister of health seems
so sure about what’s going to be in this legislation, why is it taking
so long for that legislation to come into this Assembly? [interjec-
tions]

MR. KLEIN: My colleagues have already provided the answer. This
is day two.

THE SPEAKER: The interim leader of the third party.

Health Resource Group Inc.

DR. PANNU: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. [interjections]

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Strathcona has
the floor.

DR. PANNU: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Yesterday the Premier said
in this House that the government is not involved with HRG in any
way, shape, or form. The board minutes of HRG that I tabled in this
House just today tell a very different story. My question is to the

Premier. Will the Premier confirm or deny that HRG has within the
past year lobbied members of the Calgary caucus in pursuit of
expanding its private, for-profit health care business?

MR. KLEIN: I have no idea. [interjections] No. I have no idea. I
don’t know. There are 64 of us.

DR. PANNU: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. The Premier obviously has
decided not to answer my first question. Let me try another one. If,
as the Premier said yesterday, HRG is only doing uninsured and
WCB services and denied any government involvement with WCB,
why do HRG board minutes say that due to the shutdown of seven
of the 14 operating rooms at the Peter Lougheed hospital during the
summer of last year, “an agreement has been concluded at $275/hr.
hour for the use of the surgery suites at HRG”?

MR. KLEIN: I have no idea, but I’ll have the hon. minister respond.

MR. JONSON: Mr. Speaker, it would probably be more than a year
ago, but I have met with the Health Resource Group. I remember
the content of the last meeting that I had with them. Yes, they had
the idea that they felt they had a service to offer to the public health
care system. I said that there’s no way we could go ahead and we
didn’t intend to go ahead without having a proper framework in
place with respect to governing these kinds of situations.

DR. PANNU: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I wonder if in view of the
minister of health’s statement the Premier would like to retract his
statement that he made to the House yesterday.

My last question . . .

MR. KLEIN: Mr. Speaker, no, I won’t retract anything. As a matter
of fact, when you talk about HRG lobbying and speaking to various
members of caucus, I understand that they had the former leader of
the ND opposition down for a daylong tour. When we had lunch,
she told me that, and she said that there was nothing wrong with the
facility but politically she had to oppose it. That was from Pam
directly.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Calgary-Bow, followed by
the hon. Member for Calgary-Buftalo.

Medically Required Services

MRS. LAING: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. My question is to the hon.
Minister of Health and Wellness. Could the minister advise what
action is being taken to address the concerns of Albertans that they
will have to pay for medically necessary cataract surgery?

MR. JONSON: Mr. Speaker, we do not have, as has been identified
to the Assembly before, the proper regulations and legislation in
place to set definitive rules with respect to cataract surgeries offered
in independent or private clinics. We do have a policy statement,
however, which has to a large degree been adhered to at this
particular point in time. The policy statement deals with individuals
being able to access medically necessary cataract surgery through a
private clinic provided that clinic has a contract with the regional
health authority whereby the facility fee is paid under the contract
and the doctor is paid under the AMA agreement. Therefore, there
would be no cost to the individual for the medically required service
of cataract surgery.

MRS. LAING: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. My supplemental question
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is also to the same minister. If the publicly funded health system
pays for cataract surgery, why are patients in some communities
required to pay for the soft or foldable lenses while in other commu-
nities those lenses are provided free of charge?

2:10

MR. JONSON: Mr. Speaker, the requirement is that there is a lens
provided as a basic appliance I think it’s called, and that is provided
free of charge. It is what is deemed to be medically required. The
hon. member is quite correct that there is some inconsistency across
the province in terms of what certain physicians deem to be the type
of appliance or the type of lens that they want to use and provide
free of charge.

Mr. Speaker, one of the things that we have under way right now
is contact with the College of Physicians and Surgeons to develop
and to verify certain clinical practice guidelines so that there is a
standard of appliances or of implants that is agreed to across the
province, and when that standard is officially in place, Alberta
Health and Wellness will make sure it applies consistently across the
province.

MRS. LAING: My last question, Mr. Speaker, again to the Minister
of Health and Wellness: what action is government going to take to
protect Albertans from any unethical or illegal practices in terms of
patients being pressured into paying for goods or services they don’t
really need?

MR. JONSON: Well, Mr. Speaker, first of all, perhaps not in great
detail but certainly implied in the code of ethics of physicians and
other health care practitioners in this province, I think that this is not
at all an appropriate practice. However, I would like to assure this
Assembly that in the upcoming legislation with respect to the whole
health care system and specifically the issues that have been
discussed in question period today, this is perhaps an area which has
not been given its proper priority, but we will be addressing that
particular concern in that legislation to make sure there is equitable
access and equitable treatment for medically required services and
appliances across this province.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Calgary-Buffalo, followed
by the hon. Member for Red Deer-South.

Freedom of Information

MR. DICKSON: Mr. Speaker, I’d like to go back to the infamous
document with the 30 whited-out pages. Now, as the Premier will
recall from his 1993 flagship bill, when it comes to freedom of
information, there are discretionary exceptions where a minister may
allow information to be disclosed, and there are a few mandatory
exceptions. With the 30 whited-out pages in all but four tiny cases
the exception cited was a discretionary exception. So my question
is to the Premier right now. Why is it, Mr. Premier, that your
government, when it had the choice and was permitted by provincial
law to release that information, chose not to? Why did you exercise
that discretion, Mr. Premier?

MR. KLEIN: Well, first of all, I didn’t exercise any discretion in this
particular . . . [interjections] No, Mr. Speaker. The FOIP request
did not come through my office. The FOIP request came from the
Liberals, as I understand it, to the department of health. It had
absolutely nothing to do with my department.

I’ll have the hon. minister respond.

MR. JONSON: Mr. Speaker, I beg your indulgence here. We in
Alberta Health and Wellness take seriously the FOIP legislation.

We proceed according to its rules, and we did so in this particular
case.

If I might, Mr. Speaker, I could refer the overall policy regarding
FOIP and the legislation to the Minister of Municipal Affairs.

MR. PASZKOWSKI: There are limited reasons for nondisclosure of
information under FOIP, and certainly if the requester is really so
concerned about the information and they’ve made the FOIP request,
they always have the opportunity to appeal to the commissioner.
They well know that, and certainly given how familiar the opposi-
tion is with the FOIP Act, I'm sure they know very well about the
discretionary appeal that’s there.

Certainly there is an opportunity to take it to the next level if
indeed there is concern that the minister has been nondiscretionary
in his release of the information. The FOIP Act has allowed for a
very clear process to be followed, and ultimately I’'m sure the hon.
member is quite aware of that process, because he was an integral
part of the discussions during the passage of the FOIP Act.

MR. DICKSON: Mr. Speaker, this has all happened on that Pre-
mier’s watch.

My follow-up question would be to the Premier again. Given, Mr.
Speaker, that four times an exception was claimed, called a cabinet
confidence, and given that a cabinet confidence falls away, disap-
pears once the decision is made by cabinet, as it was when the policy
statement was issued last November, why has this government
refused to share that information with Albertans?

MR. KLEIN: Mr. Speaker, I take it that all of the officials in the
Department of Health and Wellness complied with the principles and
the law of the freedom of information legislation. This is a very
interesting piece of legislation that was supported by the Liberal
opposition, as the hon. minister pointed out.

You know, it’s very, very strange. When we develop policy, there
are certain things under FOIP that are confidential and that are
privileged, and one of the strange things about it is that when the
Liberals are developing policy, they don’t share anything with
anyone. They’re unFOIPable. Right? They talk about open and
honesty. They share absolutely nothing.

MR. DICKSON: The Liberals aren’t dismantling our public health
care system.

My final question to the Premier would be this: given that section
31 of the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act
obligates “the head of a public body” — and that would include the
Premier — to disclose information where there’s “a risk of significant
harm” to the public or where the information is “clearly in the public
interest,” why would this Premier not invoke the public interest
override and share that information and share it now?

MR. KLEIN: Mr. Speaker, we will share all the information that is
required under FOIP legislation.

Notwithstanding legislation that applies to the government, will
this hon. member commit in this House today to share all the
documents relevant to policy development as it relates to the Liberal
party? Will he do that?

North American Free Trade Agreement

MR. DOERKSEN: Mr. Speaker, one of the common questions that
I get on the policy for allowing regional health authorities to contract
out health services has to do with the North American free trade
agreement. My questions today are to the Minister of International
and Intergovernmental Relations. Will the minister advise the
Assembly what provisions are contained in the North American free
trade agreement with respect to health care?
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MRS. McCLELLAN: Mr. Speaker, there has been an alarmist
analysis of the dangers of NAFTA for Canadians and social
programs for about 15 years. That’s about when the negotiations
commenced. I think it’s time we actually dealt with the facts of
what is in NAFTA, and I’ll endeavour to do that for the hon.
member today.

In fact, the provisions of NAFTA offer triple protection for our
health care system. Number one, there is a NAFTA obligation to
deal with national treatment, and while it generally treats American
and Mexican service providers no less favourably than Canadians,
it does not —and I repeat not — require Alberta to sign a contract with
every service provider even if one is signed at some point.

Two, NAFTA obligations do not apply to provincial or state
governments. They apply federally only. That means that provinces
have the right and can discriminate on the basis of nationality for
contracts for service provision.

2:20

Thirdly, and the most important one, Mr. Speaker — and this is the
one the hon. member I think would want to relay to those who are
concerned — there is a complete carve-out, or reservation, you may
call it in their terminology, for the public health sector in NAFTA,
and the Canadian government signed that reservation, ensured that
that reservation was in place. [interjection]

Speaker’s Ruling
Decorum

THE SPEAKER: Hon. Minister of International and Intergovern-
mental Relations, it seems that at least one member, the Member for
Edmonton-Riverview, wants to participate in a debate. I want to
remind the hon. Member for Edmonton-Riverview that this is not a
debate.

North American Free Trade Agreement
(continued)

MRS. McCLELLAN: Mr. Speaker, I’ll conclude very quickly on the
carve-out. The carve-out does protect the Canadian social services
sector as long as the services are established or maintained for a
public purpose. Public purpose does not mean that the service must
be entirely publicly provided, but it does mean that the public
service that is provided is funded publicly to fit the carve-out. The
issue on the carve-out is public access, not ownership. That is very
clear in NAFTA.

One last thing I should point out on NAFTA, a point of interest.
There has been no American interest, problem, or complaint on the
Canadian social or health service issue since NAFTA came in.

Mr. Speaker, [ will further, for the use of the hon. member and any
other member, table a copy listing the reservations, the chapters they
apply to, as well as the wording of the carve-out.

MR. DOERKSEN: Given that the carve-out applies to social
services for a public purpose, when the regional health authorities
contract out health services to private service providers, does this
negate government control on health care providers?

MRS. McCLELLAN: No, Mr. Speaker. The policy document that
was released last November is very clear. If the regional health
authority contracted a service, it would be for a public purpose, and
that would be to provide health services to the public. The most
important element in this discussion is the purpose of the service and
to whom it’s provided, not the service provider. Public access is the
determining element in this discussion.

MR. DOERKSEN: Okay. My last question is: does the carve-out
clause relate primarily to public policy in health, or does it also
provide opportunity to control foreign ownership interests?

MRS. McCLELLAN: Mr. Speaker, we want to be very clear: the
carve-out covers the way we treat investors under both the invest-
ment and services chapters of NAFTA. Therefore, the province
could, if it wished, control foreign ownership services under the
provisions of those NAFTA chapters. It is within NAFTA and
within our ability to do that.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Mill Woods,
followed by the hon. Member for Leduc.

Hip Replacement Surgery

DR. MASSEY: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Hip surgery is one of the
procedures being considered for contracting out. My questions are
to the Premier. Can the Premier explain why an operation of three
to five hours will not require a facility with an emergency and ICU
backup?

MR. KLEIN: Well, Mr. Speaker, the legislation will clearly define
the rules and the parameters under which a regional health authority
can contract. Fundamental to the legislation is that it must prove to
be cost-efficient, it must prove to reduce waiting lists, and it must
prove to alleviate pain and suffering. That’s what it’s all about.

Mr. Speaker, under the hon. leader of the Liberal opposition’s
watch abortion clinics were allowed: Morgentaler’s in Edmonton
and Kensington in Calgary. Eye cataract clinics were allowed:
Gimbel, Mitchell, Northern Alberta Eye Institute Inc. Under the
hon. leader of the Liberal opposition’s watch as minister of health
orthopaedics, dermatology, urology, ENT, plastic surgeries were
allowed: the Coronation Day Surgery Centre, Surgical Centres Inc.,
Foothills; Surgical Centres Inc., Southland; Rockyview Surgical
Centre; Banff outpatient surgery centre. I don’t know if they had all
of the, you know, ICU and trauma backups, but she allowed them
all.

Speaker’s Ruling
Oral Question Period Rules

THE SPEAKER: Hon. members, [ know that this is only the second
day on this, and I know there’s lots of exuberance that comes about
from being away from this Assembly for a day or two, but I also
want to draw to the attention of hon. members all the rules governing
question period. They’re located in Beauchesne, and they go on and
on and on. The questions should basically deal with matters of
urgent situations. They don’t ask for opinions.

What’s so startling and interesting about this is that we’re
basically having a debate in question period about something that
hasn’t happened. [interjection] We don’t know. The chair does not
know if any legislation is going to come. There is no legislation, yet
we’re having a debate on legislation. [interjection] Well, the fact is
that the chair does not know if there will be any legislation. So let’s
get on with a question of an urgent, important nature.

Hip Replacement Surgery
(continued)

DR.MASSEY: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. With respect, Mr. Premier,
this is about hip operations, and it’s important to seniors.

My second question is: why is there a cap on the amount of
operating room time and the procedures that orthopedic surgeons can
now perform?
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MR. KLEIN: Mr. Speaker, I do not micromanage the system, but
relative to the specific question I’ll have the hon. minister respond.

MR. JONSON: Well, Mr. Speaker, there is an allocation system
operating in our major hospitals which do a number of the very
serious types of surgery. For instance, from 1992-93 to the present
time we’ve had an increase in organ and bone marrow transplants of
116 percent in terms of volume. Where we’ve had neurosurgery
increase by 19 percent, where we’ve had very significant increases
in orthopedic surgery, the number of hips, the number of knees, and
so forth that are done, there does have to be the allocation of surgical
time and resources. Therefore, there is a waiting list for orthopedic
surgery that is longer than we would like, and various surgical
treatments or procedures have to be priorized.

Mr. Speaker, I do think it’s important. This is a concern that we
have as a government and one which we are addressing in successive
years with more and more funds being directed to these surgeries.
There is a greatly increased demand, and we are responding and
doing more than ever before in this province in terms of those
particular procedures.

DR. MASSEY: Thank you. My final question is to the Premier, Mr.
Speaker. Can the Premier explain why the wait list for surgeries in
Edmonton in the public system can be erased with the addition of
$4.5 million to that public sector but can’t in Calgary?

MR. KLEIN: Again, Mr. Speaker, this is a question that is specific
to the Capital regional health authority. The hon. minister is
probably more familiar with the situation than I am, and I’ll have
him respond.

MR. JONSON: Well, Mr. Speaker, in terms of both regional health
authorities we have been in discussion with them. We are putting a
priority on reducing waiting lists, and we will be increasing very
significantly in the coming year the amount of funds committed to
what are called provincewide services, which deal in the categories
that the Member for Edmonton-Mill Woods is mentioning.

I do repeat, Mr. Speaker, that the system is performing well in
terms of increasing the volumes of such procedures, and if the
member across the way has related this somehow to the proposed
legislation and policy statement discussion, the system and approach
is the same right now in both regional health authorities.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Leduc.

2:30 Provincial Fiscal Policies

MR. KLAPSTEIN: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. My first question is to
the Provincial Treasurer, and it has to do with the financial health of
our province. I noticed in the third-quarter update that our revenues
are up substantially this year, and the question arises again and
again: did the government not anticipate this increase, or why did it
not? I’d like to hear your answer for the record, sir.

MR. DAY: Well it’s a good question that I guess I could partly
answer by saying to the member, “Do you want to be a millionaire?”
because the way to become a millionaire is to be able to anticipate
where oil and gas prices are going. But it is a fair question.

I can say that about this time last year when we tabled our budget,
we had finished a consultation process with major analysts and
experts around the world, around Canada, and in this province, and
based on their estimates, estimates that we work with in our
department of resources and energy, we estimated that the price of

oil for the year last year would be $13.50 for WTI. That’s U.S. As
a matter of fact, all other experts were right in that same range with
us, even the Liberals. I’m not saying that they’re experts, but they
were right in there with us.

As it turned out, Mr. Speaker, as you know, about this time last
year oil was about $12.60 a barrel, so when we said $13.50 some
people accused us of being optimistic. We were just taking the
expert analytical approach at the time. That’s basically why we did
not anticipate it. The rest of the world didn’t anticipate it. The rest
of the world is now dealing with oil at close to $30 a barrel.

To protect us from the times when we can’t get it perfectly right,
we set aside an economic cushion at the start of each year. We
figure out what our overall revenues are going to be, we take 3 and
a half percent of that, and we set it aside as an economic cushion just
to protect us in case oil goes up or down or gas goes up or down.

I should just note quickly, Mr. Speaker, that the other area of
unanticipated increase was the amount of personal income tax that
came in last year: $646 million more than we had anticipated.

MR. KLAPSTEIN: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I’m pleased that you
mentioned personal income tax. You have mentioned repeatedly
that personal income tax revenues are on the rise, and I thought we
were reducing taxes in Alberta. Can you explain why this is
happening?

MR. DAY: Well, quite right, Mr. Speaker. We have been consis-
tently reducing tax rates in this province. Premier Klein says
consistently that the only way taxes are going in Alberta is down,
and the fact of the matter is that we have said consistently that when
you reduce taxes, you will invigorate the economy and in fact create
more opportunity, more jobs, more people working and paying taxes
at a lower rate.

That’s the wonderful thing that’s been happening over the last few
years in Alberta, and certainly last year was no exception: more jobs
being created because of our policy of government backing out and
creating the environment where people can move ahead, create their
hopes and dreams. So, in fact, the member is correct. We took in
last year more money in provincial income taxes than the year
before, but that was because there were more people working at
higher paying jobs, and all of those Albertans were paying a lower
tax rate.

MR. KLAPSTEIN: Thank you again, Mr. Speaker. My final
question is to the Provincial Treasurer. I understand from the fiscal
update that we are putting money into the heritage savings trust
fund, and I’d like to know why this decision was made.

MR. DAY: Another good question, Mr. Speaker. I can tell you that
when we talk to people around the province one of the things that
continues to surprise us is that many Albertans still are not aware of
the size of the heritage savings trust fund and how much income is
being earned from that particular fund. As a matter of fact, some-
thing over $900 million is coming in from income interest from that
fund.

We were able this last year, because income and revenue from all
sources were beyond what we were expecting, to take some $230
million and put it into the fund to protect it against the effects of
inflation. There’s only been two other times since the early 1980s
that the province has been able to do that. That’s why it went in
there, not because the fund is in trouble, but as a matter of fact
because it’s performing very well. Now it’s made even more stable
by us being able to protect it from the effects of inflation.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Norwood,
followed by the hon. Member for Calgary-North Hill.
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Private Health Services
(continued)

MS OLSEN: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Yesterday the Premier hid
from further questions when he was confronted with the truth about
the real agenda behind his private health policies. Now it appears
that he’s running away from even sponsoring his own private
hospitals bill. My questions are to the Premier. Isn’tit the truth, Mr.
Premier, that you won’t put your name to the government’s private
hospitals bill because you don’t want to go down in history as a
health care separatist, as a destroyer of medicare in Canada?

MR. KLEIN: Mr. Speaker, a health care separatist. You know, I
apologized for truth squad but a health care separatist? My gosh, the
preamble to the legislation — and it will come; it will be there — will
be absolute adherence to the fundamental principles of the Canada
Health Act. I mean, that’s Canadian. That’s not being. .. [interjec-
tion] Well, if the hon. Member for Edmonton-Glenora doesn’t want
to support it, then he’ll be un-Canadian. I’ll be very much a
Canadian, to support those fundamental principles and those policies
of the Canada Health Act. That is fundamental to the legislation. If
they don’t want to support it, then they will be the health care
separatists, not me. I’'m a Canadian and proud of it, and I support
the Canada Health Act.

Speaker’s Ruling
Oral Question Period Rules

THE SPEAKER: I would hope that all members of this Assembly
would continue to deal with policy, policy, policy and avoid . . .
[interjection] The hon. Minister of Resource Development might
just bear with us for a second. I would hope that all hon. members
would focus on policy, policy, policy.

Name-calling has no place in this Assembly, none whatsoever.
That includes “un-Canadian” and that includes “health care separat-
ists” in the eyes of this chair.

Private Health Services
(continued)

MS OLSEN: Well, isn’t it a truth that the Premier won’t put his
name to the government’s private hospitals policy coming forward
because he knows it’s all about importing American two-tier health
care to Alberta?

MR. KLEIN: It’s not about that at all, Mr. Speaker. It’s about
protection of public health care as we know it today. That’s what
it’s about.

MS OLSEN: Okay. Isn’t it the truth that the Premier won’t put his
name to the government’s private hospitals policy because he knows
it will lead to massive delisting of health insurance services?

MR. KLEIN: Well, Mr. Speaker, the legislation has not, as you
clearly pointed out, been introduced, but if the hon. Minister of
Health and Wellness and his associate want me to put my name to
that bill, the health protection act, that subscribes to the fundamental
principles of the Canada Health Act, I’ll be glad to put my name to
that bill.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Calgary-North Hill, followed
by the hon. Member for Spruce Grove-Sturgeon-St. Albert.

Applied Science and Engineering Technologists

MR. MAGNUS: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. For a change of pace my

questions are all to the Minister of Human Resources and Employ-
ment. Given that Alberta has the highest percentage of certified
technicians and technologists in the country per capita, will the
government enact legislation to recognize the profession of applied
science and engineering technology?

MR. DUNFORD: Well, Mr. Speaker, in the question the member is
calling for some legislation. I’d like to remind Mr. Speaker and
other members of this Assembly that, in fact, we had brought in
legislation at the last session. In that legislation we actually created
a new category that would apply to experienced and professional
technologists. It’s under way as we speak, and we’re gaining more
experience with it. So far we’ve been receiving I think fairly
positive feedback from those engineering technologists that are
involved.

2:40

MR. MAGNUS: Mr. Speaker, given then that the government has
overhauled or is in the process of overhauling professional legisla-
tion for many other fields, why is the government not considering
unique legislation for applied science and engineering technologists?

MR. DUNFORD: Well, I think there are a couple of reasons, Mr.
Speaker. For the first one I would revert to an earlier answer in the
sense that we are currently getting experience with the recent change
to legislation, but also I would want to indicate to the hon. member
and to all members of this Assembly that it would be a simple thing
and a simple matter for us if we had complete agreement by all
stakeholders on how we should approach this situation. As we
currently stand today, we do not have that total agreement.

MR. MAGNUS: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Once more to the same
minister. Given that technologists feel that the public is forced to
hire professional engineers for jobs that are better suited to them,
current definitions of engineering prevent engineering technologists
from providing services they feel they can provide to the public.
Will the minister remove barriers to professional practice and allow
independent practice by qualified technologists?

MR. DUNFORD: Well, we’re not prepared at this moment in time,
Mr. Speaker, to go that far. We of course fully support the profes-
sional associations that are here in the province. The hon. member
is right. We’ve been working with a number of them on various
aspects. In fact, legislation should be forthcoming later this session
for the veterinarians. But I must urge the hon. member as best I can
that being aware of the current situation, we would ask you to help
us in any way you can in getting full support of this qualification
from all stakeholders.

head: Reading and Receiving Petitions

THE SPEAKER: Hon. members, today we’ll have five hon.
members who will be participating in Recognitions, and we’ll begin
the process in 30 seconds from now.

The hon. Member for Edmonton-Centre.

Black History Month

MS BLAKEMAN: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Once again I’d like to
recognize the month of February as Black History Month. In
Alberta events marking this occasion are co-ordinated by the local
chapters of the National Black Coalition of Canada, the NBCCA. 1
was able to attend several events this year, including the opening
ceremonies at Edmonton city hall and the Black Odyssey book
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launch and reading at the Stanley Milner Library. This event was
co-ordinated and cosponsored by the Congress of Black Women and
the Edmonton Public Library. I had a fabulous time at both events.
The NBCCA puts on a great show for their opening: gospel singers,
Movements dance company, steel drums. It was a joyous kick-off.

The book launch was equally great, with lots of Alberta history
mixed in with readings of prose and poetry by Cheryl Foggo, Gwen
Hooks, and Nigel Darbasie. Musical interludes were provided by
music students Jorgianne Talbot and Allison Kwan. I learned a lot,
and I had fun doing it.

Other events still to come include a discussion seminar on
economic and social challenges on the 25th, a banquet and awards
ceremony on the 26th, and a film festival on the 27th. I urge
everyone to participate in these events. My congratulations to the
National Black Coalition of Canada, Edmonton branch, for a
successful event-packed month.

THE SPEAKER: The time limit for recognitions is one minute.
The hon. Member for Airdrie-Rocky View.

Bert Brown

MS HALEY: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. It’s with great pride that I
rise today to recognize a constituent, a friend and a great Albertan.
I’m speaking about Bert Brown, also known as Mr. Triple E. This
man single-handedly got more votes in a senatorial election than did
all the Alberta federal Liberal candidates in the last federal election.
Thanks to the hard work and perseverance by Bert and the triple E
committee, Albertans no longer accept the fact that the Canadian
Senate needs to be a political dumping ground for patronage
appointments. As Albertans we have said that it can be more. It
can, if allowed, be used to reflect our beliefs and our values as
Albertans.

We have said that the Senate must be in reality a place of sober
second thought for legislation impacting Canada. That is the
message that is being sent to Ottawa by our senatorial election. It is
a message to our Prime Minister that we value democracy, and I
hope that you will all join me in asking the Prime Minister to appoint
our Senator, Bert Brown, to represent us, a man who has the backing
of Albertans, a man who has earned the right to be there.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Calgary-Buffalo.

Dr. Marsha Hanen

MR. DICKSON: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 1'd like to recognize the
appointment of Dr. Marsha Hanen as president of the Sheldon M.
Chumir Foundation for Ethics and Leadership. Dr. Hanen brings to
the role an impressive background: previously a PhD from Brandeis
University in philosophy; academic positions at the University of
Pennsylvania, Harvard, Brandeis, Dalhousie, and the University of
Calgary; published extensively, including a recent paper on ethics.
She has an honorary doctorate of law from York University in 1999.
The Sheldon M. Chumir Foundation for Ethics and Leadership
was created from a bequest by Sheldon Chumir, 1940 to 1992,
Rhodes scholar, lawyer, businessman, civil libertarian, and a
Calgary-Buffalo MLA. Mr. Chumir believed that ethical values are
fundamental to a healthy society, and he wished the foundation to
operate so as to foster ethical actions in the practical world of
government, business, and community. The foundation promotes
community-minded action in public life by providing a forum for
informed discussion of the ethical dimensions of public issues.
Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Clover Bar-Fort Saskatche-
wan.

2000 Alberta Winter Games

MR. LOUGHEED: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I’m delighted to rise
today to bring recognition to the successful and exciting 2000
Alberta Winter Games, the 13th Alberta Winter Games. For the past
24 years the Alberta Winter Games have provided young people
with an opportunity to learn about commitment, hard work, leader-
ship, and sportsmanship. These are valuable qualities and are a
substantial part of growth and development in sports. Held February
17 to 20 in Strathcona county, Alberta’s largest multisport and
cultural event welcomed approximately 2,800 athletes and coaches
to successfully showcase their athletic ability. An estimated 3,500
volunteers donated their time to organize and stage the games as
well, making this event a community success.

Amateur sports systems in the province play an important role in
the development of youth. Local, regional, and zone competitions
prepare athletes for broader national and international competitions,
and this year 665 individuals received medals. This is an outstand-
ing accomplishment for our young athletes, and we’re pleased with
their hard work and determination. Let’s recognize as members of
this Assembly the fine athletes who took part in the 13th Alberta
Winter Games.

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

Raging Grannies

DR. PANNU: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. It is my privilege today to
recognize a very special group of seniors, better known as the
Raging Grannies. The Raging Grannies are known and respected
activists for many worthwhile causes and make their case in
entertaining but effective ways. They can often be found out of
doors on cold, blustery days raising citizens’ awareness on issues of
concern such as health care and poverty. They have very capably
brought many issues to the attention of media and politicians. They
are an engaging and learned group of women who very often go out
of their way to assist others. These women are a most valued part of
our community and worthy of our deepest respect. I salute them
today for their unwavering commitment to public good.
Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

head: Orders of the Day

head: Written Questions

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Deputy Government House Leader.
MR. ZWOZDESKY: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Following notice

given yesterday, | move that written questions appearing on today’s
Order Paper do stand and retain their places.

[Motion carried]

head: Motions for Returns

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Deputy Government House Leader.
MR. ZWOZDESKY: Thank you again, Mr. Speaker. Following
notice given yesterday, I move that motions for returns appearing on

today’s Order Paper do stand and retain their places.

[Motion carried]
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head: Public Bills and Orders Other than
Government Bills and Orders

head: Second Reading

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Government House Leader.

MR. HANCOCK: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I seek unanimous
consent of the Assembly to waive Standing Order 73(1) to accom-
modate second reading of Bill 202 on the same day as its introduc-
tion.

[Unanimous consent granted]

Bill 202
Marriage Amendment Act, 2000

MR. DOERKSEN: Mr. Speaker, it is an honour to begin debate
today on Bill 202, the Marriage Amendment Act, 2000. Bill 202
amends the current Marriage Act by adding a preamble, adding a
definition, and indicates that the act operates notwithstanding the
Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms.

The preamble makes three statements that underline the value of
marriage as an institution within our society and recognizes that
marriage between a man and a woman has a long-standing legal,
philosophical, and religious tradition. It is curious that the existing
Marriage Act is silent when it comes to defining marriage. It could
be that both the definition and importance of marriage at that time
were self-evident and that the drafters never imagined that marriage
as an important institution in society would ever be challenged as to
its worth or even as to its definition.

With the preamble added to the Marriage Act, the Legislature is
making statements about its view of the value of marriage. I would
like to read them into the record at this point.

Whereas marriage is an institution the maintenance of which in its
purity the public is deeply interested in; and

Whereas marriage is the foundation of family and society, without
which there would be neither civilization nor progress; and
Whereas marriage between a man and woman has from time
immemorial been firmly grounded in our legal tradition, one that is
itself a reflection of long standing philosophical and religious
traditions.

The wording for the second statement of the preamble is taken
from a quotation used by Mr. Justice Gonthier in the 1995 Miron
versus Trudel case. In that case Justice Gonthier characterized the
family as a foundation of society which, because of its important
place in society, deserved the support of legislators.

The wording for the third statement of the preamble is taken from
the statement of Justice La Forest in the Egan case, where he held
that

marriage has from time immemorial been firmly grounded in our
legal tradition, one that is itself a reflection of long-standing
philosophical and religious traditions. But its ultimate raison d’etre
transcends all of these and is firmly anchored in the biological and
social realities that heterosexual couples have the unique ability to
procreate, that most children are the product of these relationships,
and that they are generally cared for and nurtured by those who live
in that relationship. In this sense, marriage is by nature heterosex-
ual. It would be possible to legally define marriage to include
homosexual couples, but this would not change the biological and
social realities that underlie the traditional marriage.

The religious tradition of marriage goes back to the account where
the Creator made them male and female. He said: for this reason a
man will leave his mother and father and be united to his wife, and
the two will become one flesh; therefore, what God has joined
together, let man not separate. The Creator’s view of marriage

indicates a complete commitment to the person you are marrying so
that each person in the marriage gives of oneself for the benefit of
the other. He often uses the marriage relationship as a symbol of His
relationship to His people and of His faithfulness to them even when
they rejected Him. However, because the religious significance of
marriage is understood or at least recognized by members of this
Legislature, I will not elaborate further on this aspect.

[The Deputy Speaker in the chair]

To make the argument that marriage is in fact more than just
religious and philosophical tradition, I have gathered numerous
empirical studies from the social science area which conclude that
marriage is beneficial. I would like to table this afternoon a
document that highlights 33 different research documents that I have
used to demonstrate the social science research. The document I
table itemizes some of the studies, articles, and references which 1
have reviewed that demonstrate empirical evidence on a number of
indices that support the benefits of marriage not only for the wife
and husband in that marriage but which also — and in my view more
importantly — benefit the children of the marriage and, finally,
benefit society as a whole.

Linda Waite of the University of Chicago wrote a paper in 1995
entitled Does Marriage Matter? Her objective was to pull all of the
evidence together in order to inform the reader what their decision
about marriage and family potentially means for them. She argues
that marriage typically provides important and substantial benefits
to individuals and, while not examined in the paper, important
benefits to society as well. She notes in the area of healthy behav-
iour that research indicates that marriage promotes self-regulation of
behaviour such as alcohol use, drug use, et cetera, resulting in less
risk taking.

The benefit of marriage is a factor in mortality rates, likely due to
healthy behaviours, emotional satisfaction, and a greater likelihood
of material well-being.

In the area of sexual satisfaction the commitment of persons in
marriage to each other brings a higher level of sexual satisfaction.
Studies show that in the absence of'this level of commitment, survey
respondents indicate lower levels of sexual satisfaction compared to
their married counterparts.

Yet for me the greatest benefit of marriage has to do with the
benefits it provides to children. In a society that values its children
as much as we say we do, how can we overlook the fact that on
virtually every count children have the best chance of success and
well-being when they are raised by their natural father and natural
mother, who are committed to each other through marriage? It
would seem to me that we promote best practices in medicine
because it gives the best outcomes, that we promote best practices in
taxation so that the economy remains vibrant, and so on. Govern-
ment policies are put forward to obtain the best possible results over
a whole range of measures. We should therefore also promote best
practices in raising children.

Linda Waite in concluding her paper says that

social scientists have a responsibility to weigh the evidence on the
consequences of social behaviors . . . [and] an obligation to point out
the benefits of marriage . . . [and] an obligation to make policy
makers aware of the stakes when they pull policy levers.

Sociologist David Papineau, who has studied families extensively,
made the following statement: social science research is almost
never conclusive; there are always methodological difficulties and
stones left unturned; yet in three decades of work as a social
scientist, I know of few other bodies of data in which the weight of
evidence is so decisively on one side of the issue; on the whole, for
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children two-parent families are preferable to single parents and
stepfamilies.

Having dealt with the preamble, we move briefly to the addition
of the definition in Bill 202 where marriage is defined as being
“between a man and a woman.” This reflects the intent and message
of'the preamble, which we have already discussed at length. The use
of'the notwithstanding clause is deliberate in the drafting of this bill.
For a brief review on the history of the notwithstanding clause, 1
refer to the publication of the hon. Peter Lougheed’s 1991 Merv
Leitch lecture Why a Notwithstanding Clause? It was interesting to
note that Mr. Lougheed and his government first introduced a
notwithstanding clause in section 2 of the Alberta Bill of Rights in
1972, long before the Charter came into being.

3:00

Nine years after the Alberta Bill of Rights, in the debate over the
Charter the western Premiers were arguing for the importance of the
supremacy of parliament over the appointed judiciary. To appease
both sides, Mr. Lougheed introduced the concept of the notwith-
standing clause within the Charter of Rights, which of course is now
reflected in section 33. He reinforced that position on November 21,
1983, in answer to questions put forth by Mr. Notley. His reply
indicated that we, being the Premiers of Manitoba, Saskatchewan,
and Alberta, did not want to be in the position where public policy
was determined by nonelected people. In other words, the Legisla-
tures needed a clause where they could insert their will over the
nonelected judiciary.

He goes on in his lecture to examine the concept of notwithstand-
ing at some length and notes that while the Charter raises an
unprecedented level of protection of rights and freedoms, it is
acknowledged that democratic society at times requires the abroga-
tion of these rights for important reasons.

He also noted that in 1983 the Alberta government declared in
advance of a Supreme Court ruling precluding the right of hospital
workers to strike that it would invoke the use of the notwithstanding
clause if the legislation was deemed invalid.

Janet Hiebert, in her essay Wrestling with Rights, reviews the
Charter’s effect on legislative decision-making. She presents two
different views, one being that the Legislatures use the Charter as a
refuge to avoid, delay, or put off difficult and moral decisions.
Others feel that judicial review works as a partner with parliament
in constitutional interpretations. I think both views have validity and
likely depend on the matter at hand.

I would encourage all members of the Legislature to read those
two very informative articles.

Given the history and intentions of the notwithstanding clause, it
is my view that the use of the notwithstanding clause is a legitimate
and in fact instructive mechanism whereby Parliament and the
Legislatures can assert their will in matters of important public
policy.

Concerning the institution of marriage, the Alberta government
has announced that its policy on marriage allows for marriage only
between a man and a woman and that the government would oppose
any legal challenges to this law, including, if available, use of the
notwithstanding clause. The government further asserted that in the
case of marriage, use of the notwithstanding clause would be exempt
from a referendum. Bill 202, before you today, merely puts that
policy into a legislative format and follows through on that commit-
ment.

Some will argue that this bill in effect accomplishes very little
since the provincial jurisdiction in this matter is limited to the
solemnization of marriage. Others will argue that the provincial
government has no role to play in these kinds of social matters. It is
my view that governing involves the establishment of policies and
legislation which provide the best possible good for the people it

serves. I can think of no more important a role for government than
to encourage marriage between a man and a woman as a platform
from which to build the success of its families, of its children, and
of'its country.

As each member of this Legislature examines the concept of the
bill and as you refer to the legal, philosophical, and religious
tradition along with the evidence from social science research, |
know you will vote in favour. More importantly, you know that this
is a law written on the hearts of all men and women.

Thank you.

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Calgary-Buftalo.

MR. DICKSON: Mr. Speaker, thank you very much. Always an
interesting challenge with the first bill that comes forward. Usually
when bills come in, we have more of an opportunity to study and
review them. It occurs to me that we’ll have to try harder in the
future to ensure that for the first couple of bills all members have a
chance to see the text in sufficient time in advance.

Mr. Speaker, I guess one of the things that we start off with is
trying to determine: what’s the mischief that this bill would remedy,
and what’s the purpose of the bill? Our friend from Red Deer-South
has fairly pointed out that with the division of powers in Canada
there is a limited role for a provincial Legislature in terms of this.
The question might be: is it simply to protect the sanctity of
marriage, to preserve marriage, to refer solely and exclusively to a
legal union between a man and a woman? If that’s the goal, then
that’s a goal that Alberta Liberals support. I think it’s a goal that
most Albertans support.

I think that the words “marriage” and “spouse” — and I’ve said this
before when we were talking about Bill 12 and the Insurance Act
amendment — have centuries-old meanings. They’ve been invested
with importance and meaning for a very, very long time. It’s
certainly not the part of this member nor I think of any of my
colleagues to tell people now that they mean something different,
that a marriage that we widely, clearly understand to be a union
between a man and a woman is now going to be between two
women or two men, whatever. You know, I think the issue is: is this
legislation necessary? So let’s sort of look and see what the peril is.
In what fashion is marriage currently being threatened?

Mr. Speaker, I had the opportunity in another career before this
one to practise a lot of family law, and from my firsthand experience
I can tell you that people head towards marriage just as they did in
my parents’ generation. It’s still seen as being a relationship that
people want to be part of.

The definition of marriage comes from an 1866 British case that
held that marriage is the union of one man and one woman to the
exclusion of all others. Istill think that reflects the concerns of most
Albertans, most academics, and the courts. The courts have upheld
the constitutionality of that definition. You know, when we see this
bill coming forward, is there currently a court decision that has ruled
otherwise? Hardly.

The Ontario court, general division, recently upheld in the
Layland and Beaulne case the definition of marriage. In that
decision a majority of the court said: unions of persons of the same
sex are not marriages because of the definition of marriage; I do not
think the Charter has that effect. That is referring, of course, to the
Charter of Rights and Freedoms.

In fact, on June 8, 1999, the House of Commons passed with an
overwhelming majority a resolution sponsored by Eric Lowther, the
Member of Parliament for Calgary Centre. The motion was to this
effect:

That, in the opinion of this House, it is necessary, in light of public
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debate around recent court decisions, to state that marriage is and
should remain the union of one man and one woman to the exclu-
sion of all others, and that Parliament will take all necessary steps
within the jurisdiction of the Parliament of Canada to preserve this
definition of marriage in Canada.

I know of no jurisdiction in the world that defines marriage as
being something other than one man and one woman. You know,
even in Holland and Norway and Denmark, that recognize same-sex
relationships, they still are very clear that that’s something different
than a marriage. In fact, the Norwegian government issued a 1994
statement that said that

a same-sex relationship can never be the same as marriage, neither
socially nor from a religious point of view. Registered partnerships
[as they exist in Norway] do not replace or corrupt the heterosexual
marriage, and the opportunity for homosexuals to register their
partnerships . . .
As, I say parenthetically, they can in Holland and Norway.

.. will not lead to more people opting for homosexual relation-
ships other than marriage.

So if one surveys what’s going on, I’'m not sure that, as it appears
our colleague for Red Deer-South apprehends, marriage is under
some sort of assault, is in some kind of peril as a consequence of the
Charter or action of courts and court decisions. If he knew of cases
like that, I expect he would have been happy to marshal that as part
of his argument. So let’s recognize that that’s sort of the context
we’re dealing with.

Now, if in fact my friend for Red Deer-South is concerned about
protecting marriage from some sort of Charter challenge in the
future, there’s a much better way of doing it than to use the notwith-
standing clause. That’s the thing I have a problem with. I’ve stated
my position in terms of protecting “marriage” and protecting
“spouse.”

3:10

Does no one recall the furor that ensued when the existing
government in this province chose to invoke section 33 of the
Charter of Rights and Freedoms to beat up on the victims of sexual
sterilization? Ithink what that depth and intensity of public response
taught us is that people value the Charter of Rights and Freedoms.
They don’t want to see those rights being suspended hastily by a
Legislature.

So we have a couple of ways of protecting marriage if indeed it’s
under assault, and I don’t accept that it is. I don’t think there’s
empirical evidence to suggest that. One is to use the notwithstand-
ing clause, and that’s what our friend from Red Deer-South would
have us do. But I’m going to suggest, Mr. Speaker, that there is a far
better way of doing it, and I go back to what I’ll call the Liberal
alternative. When we debated Bill 12 last spring, we put forward
this thesis, this proposition, that if you want to protect marriage, if
you want to ensure that the word “spouse” continues to mean what
we understand it to mean, let’s make our legislation in this province
Charter-proof.

You know, it’s not really tough to do that. We put forward a
proposal that would do something similar to what Ian McClelland,
the Reform Member of Parliament, suggested, with a major change,
which is to recognize that two adults should be able to enter into a
contract. If they wish to live in a mutually supportive relationship,
they should be able to enter into a contract where certain legal rights
and responsibilities would ensue once they enter into that contract.

We developed that model, and one of our points in terms of trying
to persuade members to support that Liberal proposal on Bill 12 was
to say that this would absolutely make our legislation Charter-proof
so that we’d never have to worry about a court under any circum-
stance coming along and changing it. What the courts are concerned

about is not the meaning of a word as much as equality in terms of
rights and privileges. If you can create an ability to be able to
respect and recognize that two adult Albertans can enter into an
arrangement in terms of how they’re going to order their affairs and
ensure that we let them do that and that we not by law tell them what
kind of relationship they can enter into or what they can’t, that’s a
far, far better way, in my respectful submission, in terms of address-
ing key issues of rights and remedies and responsibilities. That’s,
frankly, all that the courts are looking for.

I can’t conceive of a court that wants to change the term “mar-
riage” or change the term “spouse.” The way we prevent that
absolutely from happening is by being able to recognize that notion
of'a domestic partnership. Mr. McClelland from the Reform caucus
would have two people have to go and register at a vital statistics
office. The Liberal alternative is, I think, a more discreet and more
effective one. It just means that two people enter into a simple
contract. What could be more basic than that? We put forward that
proposal in Bill 12. We said at the time that this could be readily
adapted to deal with a host of statutes, and the government said: no,
we’re not interested. When the Insurance Amendment Act came in
the fall of 1999, we put forward the Liberal proposal again, and the
government wasn’t interested then.

As I say, we have two very different options to I think achieve the
end of our friend from Red Deer-South. If he wants to protect
marriage and ensure that under no circumstance is that going to be
redefined — I don’t want to see it redefined; my colleagues don’t
want to see it redefined — why don’t we make the legislation
Charter-proof?

The notion of invoking section 33 of the Charter is one of those
things — and I mean no disrespect to the sponsor of the bill — that as
an approach is not a very creative one, Mr. Speaker. It’s not a very
creative one.

I think what it does is take what seems like an easy out, when
what we’re not doing is recognizing those other Albertans who
aren’t protected in a marriage relationship. This bill only deals with
sort of part of the problem. It protects marriages, but it doesn’t
respect the fact that in the year 2000 — I have lots of constituents,
and I’d challenge any member here to tell me that they don’t have
constituents living in a host of different kinds of relationships.

The Liberal proposal was not necessarily to tie it to a sexual
relationship. Two adult people, two adult sisters living together
ought to be able to agree by contract to have certain rights apply.
You know, we can imagine different kinds of relationships like that.
That’s the reality in the year 2000. It’s not all heterosexual or
homosexual couples. I mean, in some respects that’s a bit past. |
think we’ve moved past that.

What Alberta Liberals would like to see — and I know that it’s a
private member’s bill and I shouldn’t be speaking so casually about
Alberta Liberals, but this is the position I suspect some of my
colleagues support. We have to find ways in our legislation to
ensure that people are treated equally and that we respect their right
to enter into different kinds of relationships.

You know, it was the Premier who practically brought tears to my
eyes at the unveiling ceremony of the Famous Five historic monu-
ment just a block from city hall on 8th Avenue in Calgary. It was
the Premier who said:

When we recall the efforts of the Famous Five we’re also reminded
that the considerable rights and freedoms we enjoy as citizens of this
country are truly precious and worthy of our respect and protection.

I don’t have my copy of the throne speech handy, but what I
remember is that the Lieutenant Governor talked about some values
that are essential, that are the basis for this province. One of the



62 Alberta Hansard

February 23, 2000

values was respect for differences and an ability for Albertans to be
able to find ways to work together even though we’re different.
Maybe a poor paraphrase, but I’'m sure, Mr. Speaker, you heard it in
that throne speech.

I’'m not sure, if we simply pass this bill with the heavy-handed
approach to invoke the notwithstanding clause, that we’re honouring
the comments of the Lieutenant Governor. I’'m not sure we’re
honouring the comments of the Premier, who spoke so eloquently at
the Famous Five statue unveiling.

So, Mr. Speaker, I know there are others who want to participate
in the debate, but I just find myself wondering why the government
would sooner go down the road of using the notwithstanding clause
when we’ve provided them with our meagre resources what I think
is a pretty darned good proposal to make legislation Charter-proof.
If in fact members of the government caucus who were animated by
an interest in making the legislation Charter-proof — why wouldn’t
they be taking that sort of positive proposal, which addresses equal
treatment yet protects marriage, protects spouse? This, I think, is
frankly an inferior way of doing it.

You know, reasonable men and women can disagree over how to
achieve the end. Our friend from Red Deer-South has his proposal,
and some of the Liberal members in this House have suggested
different ways. But clearly what we agree on is that marriage should
not have its meaning changed. We agree on that. It’s simply a
question of what’s the tool to be able to ensure that happens.

Mr. Speaker, I’d go on and say that when I saw some of the
hysteria in the government ranks after the Vriend decision came out
and remember that anxious week while the Premier of our province
dithered and dallied and tried to decide whether we were going to
accept the Vriend decision or not, there were a lot of people who
expressed strong views. I got mail from the Canada Family Action
Coalition. I got a host of letters and faxes and e-mail from some
groups and some individuals. Pretty scary in terms of their focus on
this. They wanted to see the notwithstanding clause trotted out, and
they wanted to see the heavy artillery roll across the landscape of
Alberta and basically bulldoze, mow down, run over anybody who
didn’t conform to their view of an appropriate relationship.

3:20

My concern with a bill like this — and I think it’s well intended.
I think our friend from Red Deer-South really is just trying to protect
marriage. You know, it feeds some of those other kinds of notions
that sound a little bit too prescriptive for a province as populous and
diverse as we are. This is one of those times when I know, whether
you lived in Ponoka or whether you lived in Calgary-Varsity or you
lived in downtown Calgary, you recognize that there’s a difference
between populism and pluralism. We live in a pluralistic commu-
nity, not a populist regime, and in a pluralistic community that
means we have to design legislation and legislative regimes that
recognize the differences that exist.

Mr. Speaker, I’m going to be looking forward keenly to the debate
that ensues. I’'m going to be using all of my limited persuasive
ability to try and convince my friend from Red Deer-South to make
a couple of changes to his legislation that will still achieve what he
said he wanted to achieve without dragging out the howitzer, section
33 of the Charter. Maybe we can work together to find ways to
make Alberta legislation Charter-proof and ensure that marriage will
continue to mean what the Member for Red Deer-South and the
Member for Calgary-Buffalo both feel strongly it should be
restricted to.

Those are my comments. Thanks very much, Mr. Speaker.

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER: The hon. Minister of Government
Services.

MRS. NELSON: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. As the
minister responsible for the administration of the Marriage Act [ am
delighted to be able to participate in this private member’s bill, and
I would applaud the Member for Red Deer-South for bringing
forward this amendment this year. The reason I say that is that I
agree with him that in the definitions that are present in the Marriage
Act, obviously one was missed, and that was: what is marriage? 1 do
appreciate this amendment, as it’s coming forward, that would fit
into the preamble of the Marriage Act to clarify that position.

I imagine that at the time it was drafted and crafted and thought
out, there was an automatic assumption, as he stated, as to what
marriage was. [’'m sure there was never any anticipation that that
would be questioned down the road. This is an old act and one that
isn’t brought to the table often, and I do appreciate him bringing it
forward.

I also appreciate the reason, I believe, why he has put in after
section 1:

1.1 This Act operates notwithstanding
(a) the provisions of sections 2 and 7 to 15 of the Canadian
Charter of Rights and Freedoms.
I think he put that in place because, I hope from the arguments that
I’'m going to present, it seems reasonable that people assumed it was
there. So why not have it there and the question not revisited again
down the road? It is set in Alberta Statutes and law and everyone
knows it and it stays there without question or challenge.

I did a different type of research, Mr. Speaker, on this bill. I did
some of the same. I looked at some of the questions that had been
raised in other jurisdictions and some of the legal cases that had
come forward in those jurisdictions to question what marriage was.
But my research focused on a different angle. I talked to young
people, teenagers, and asked them what they thought marriage was.
I talked to cultural groups and asked them what they thought
marriage was. I talked to spiritual groups and asked them what they
thought marriage was. Then I brought all of these together to come
up with some thoughts on what should or should not be in this bill.
In fact, I have to say that, without fail, all three groups came to the
conclusion that marriage was a relationship between a man and a
woman, period. I can probably go through some ofthe studies in my
research that will show how that has been the case for thousands of
years. I appreciated the comments.

I went, of course, through the spiritual groups because marriage
really came about, as was stated, either through a spiritual relation-
ship or a cultural relationship or a combination of both. Marriage
was something that was adopted by religious groups and cultural
groups as a way of life. Some had it as a reason for living and being
and others did not, but by and large all had the same purpose. It was
a relationship between a man and a woman that could not be broken
or amended. We know that in our society that isn’t always the case.

I then looked at the reasons for a marriage to break down. Again,
without fail, they almost all had the same reason, and they were very
strict. I then compared it to our divorce laws in Canada and found
that our divorce laws really had anticipated a lot of the cultural and
spiritual reasons for marital breakdown but did not really promote
that. I just wanted to read into the record a few of the responses on
the reasons of some of the groups that I checked with. I had a very
interesting chat on the cultural side with people from different ethnic
backgrounds.

The Islamic community was very interesting because [ didn’t have
an awareness of this, and I appreciated the openness and candidness
that was brought forward when I asked what they thought of
marriage. There are some very definitive passages from the Koran
that relate to marriage and how marriage involves strictly the union
of'a man and a woman. I think it would serve members well if they
in fact checked with it.



February 23, 2000

Alberta Hansard 63

Friends of mine who are members of the Hindu faith and culture,
the Ramian, also had some very definitive ideas on marriage and
what was not only culturally acceptable but spiritually acceptable to
their community.

I also talked with people from the Jewish community, and there
are some very definite ideas in the Torah — I may be saying the name
of some of these religious books wrong. The Torah very much dealt
with the relationship of a marriage between a man and a woman and
how very special that was to the Jewish faith, which I absolutely
admire.

I then talked to people from the Buddhist faith and asked them
about the relationship of marriage and the togetherness that it
presented to the family in the whole. Again, Mr. Speaker, that
relationship was special and between men and women.

I talked to people from the Mormon community and asked them
what they felt about marriage and men and women being married
spiritually and culturally. Again, the strength of that unit coming
together was phenomenal.

I then talked to one of the priests of the Chinese Pentecostal
diocese, in fact the fellow who was the head of it. He was kind
enough to share some of the doctrines of the church and the
community with me as well, which I wasn’t aware of. I’'m going
through this because I found this very interesting and very informa-
tive. He sent me a passage on the positions and practices of the
Pentecostal association which I think summarized, in essence, the
basis for all of these groups’ beliefs, spiritually and culturally, and
how they came together.

3:30

I’d like to just put this in the record, Mr. Speaker, because I think
it is a summary of what the definition of marriage really is. This is
from the Pentecostal Assemblies of Canada. They say:

Marriage is a provision of God whereby a man and a woman enter
into a lifelong relationship through a marriage ceremony which is
recognized by the church and legally sanctioned by the state.

Marriage establishes a “one-flesh” relationship which goes
beyond a physical union and is more than either a temporary
relationship of convenience intended to provide personal pleasure or
a contract which binds two people together in a legal partnership.
Marriage establishes an emotional and spiritual oneness which
enables both partners to respond to the spiritual, physical and social
needs of the other . . .

Marriage is to be an exclusive relationship that is maintained
in purity. It is intended by God to be a permanent relationship. It is
a witness to the world of the relationship between Christ and His
Church.

Marriage requires a commitment of love, perseverance and
faith.

When I looked at this and asked people, whether they were of my
own faith, of the Christian faith, in the Anglican church, whether it
was in the Pentecostal church, whether it was through the Islam
faith, the Muslim faith, the Buddhist faith, the Jewish faith, or the
Hindu faith, they all came back to the same thing: the importance of
the relationship spiritually between a man and a woman.

So when I look at this preamble, I think that all we are doing here,
quite frankly, is what our society would want us to do. I asked the
question in each case: is it important to have in the Marriage Act a
definition of marriage? The answer from all groups was: yes, that
is important. Was it important to have it protected by the notwith-
standing clause so that it couldn’t be challenged down the road?
Yes, that was important. No one wanted to have challenges come
forward when it wasn’t necessary and it was the norm. So I
supported this.

The interesting thing, though, Mr. Speaker, was the one group that
I found that I think we need to carry this forward to were the young

people. I have, as you know, a young family and quite often have a
number of teenagers in my home. En route to a hockey game the
other night I asked the group what marriage means to them? For the
first time in the car there was dead silence. One of the friends, who
is 17, said: that’s a tough question. And I said: “Well, I hope you
remember that when it comes time for you to enter into it, you think
hard and long before you enter into the relationship. But can you
give me an idea from your perspective as to what it is?”

Of the kids that were there, some said: well, you get married so
you can have kids. Others said: you get married cause someone’s
your friend. Others said: you get married because you want to be
with that person forever. Others said: well, marriage is passe. So
there was a variety pack. They said: well, what really is marriage?
So it gives an adult time to reflect on what is marriage.

To me marriage is probably the most important institution that you
enter into. It should be lifelong; it isn’t always. I think the hon.
Member for Red Deer-South identified that there is an impact on
marital breakdown and the lack of marriage with children. I’ve seen
that firsthand, and I agree with him. It is devastating for children,
but it’s not something that can’t be overcome. It’s something that
can be worked on. Why take that away from the children? Why not
give them that solid stability within this act so it can’t be changed,
can’t be worked on, can’t be challenged? Put it in the act. I’m sure
it should have been there from the very beginning. It was over-
looked. Let’s put it there and leave it there and leave it unchallenge-
able.

That’s why I would support this bill, and I really commend the
Member for Red Deer-South for bringing this forward. I know his
commitment to family and marriage is very strong, and I agree with
him wholeheartedly, as do the number of communities and cultural
groups that I have checked with. They are all in favour of this and
in fact were surprised that it wasn’t already there. So I said that we
would be bringing it forward and that hopefully the members of our
Assembly will in fact endorse it. I told them we would be sending
them copies of the Hansard to see the support, and they’re looking
forward to that.

Those are my few comments. I do support this, and I thank again
the Member for Red Deer-South for bringing this forward.

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Centre.

MS BLAKEMAN: Thanks very much, Mr. Speaker. I rise to speak
in second reading on Bill 202, the Marriage Amendment Act, 2000.
A couple of observations as I begin this. The first is that I'm
impressed with the sincerity and the thoughtfulness and the depth of
feeling and the research that the three speakers preceding me have
brought to this debate, the informed language of this debate. It’s
very encouraging to see. Very thoughtful.

Secondly, I think it’s important to note that attempting to debate
a bill an hour after it was introduced, having barely seen the text of
the bill, is an ongoing frustration for this member of the Assembly.
I understand that the government members probably had more time
to have a look at the text than other members of the Assembly, but
I wanted to make that point.

This bill has really three parts. One is a preamble, the second is
a definition, and the third is a mechanism or a process to sort of
enforce it. It’s dealing with the issue of the definition of marriage,
but I think it touches on a number of other areas, and a couple of
things have come to mind. I’ve been jotting down notes as I’ve
listened to others debate it.

There’s been some talk of rights. 1’d like to mention that I think
there’s this idea of a bucket of rights, that there’s a limited number
of rights in the world, the idea that if rights are given to one group,
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somehow this subtracts them from another group, that somehow
rights are finite in themselves. 1’d like to dispute that. I fundamen-
tally disagree with that. Let me give you an example of that,
because I have found in my experience that when rights are given —
and I’'m not even specifically speaking here about marriage or
nonmarriage but about the idea of the rights that we have here.

For example, the rights of the physically disabled. We had a
number of adjustments and remedies that we put in place to
accommodate persons with disabilities. These were rights that were
conferred upon a specific group of people. I think that those rights
and accommodations, remedies, and responsibilities in fact benefited
everyone. For example, we’ve got ramps that lead into buildings.
You know who else uses those? Moms with strollers and people
having difficulty with mobility problems for whatever reason. It
isn’t just people in wheelchairs or with walkers who take advantage
of that. Other people who do not in fact have a physical disability
were able to take advantage of it. Those easy-access doors is
another example. You know who I see using them? The elderly. |
see people with a temporary disability using them.

So we’ve had a little discussion as part of this debate about rights
and conferring rights, and I think it’s important to remember that
they’re not finite and that in some cases rights that were granted to
one group of people have in fact enabled many others.

Similarly, the emancipation of women has allowed and encour-
aged much greater participation of fathers in the lives of their
children in a much more intimate and on a daily basis, and I think
that’s been a good thing as well.

3:40

This bill is dealing with the meaning of marriage, and I think
that’s actually spelled out in here. Ihave to say that we’d heard a bit
about this bill coming. I think it was announced by the member
back in the fall. So I was able, like others who have spoken before
me, to confer with various constituents of Edmonton-Centre. I have
to say that I heard all kinds of things. You know, I have a large gay
and lesbian community in Edmonton-Centre, and from members of
this community I heard from people who really don’t feel very
strongly about having a gay and lesbian marriage. It really doesn’t
matter that much to them. I also heard from people to whom it
matters a great deal, and they would like to have access to this.

From people outside of the gay and lesbian community I also
heard the same thing. There are some people who care deeply about
this. For them it is a sanctity, it is a solemn occasion, it means
everything, and it should not be opened up or changed or corrupted.
That was the kind of language that was used to me. So some people
cared a great deal, and other people really didn’t care very much
about it. When questioned, they didn’t seem to feel very strongly
one way or another.

I know that there’s a Canada-wide survey that’s saying that there
is in fact some support for the idea of not limiting formal marriage
as defined by legislation to heterosexual couples. More importantly,
in that survey what we did see was overwhelming support for
remedies and benefits and responsibilities for other kinds of
domestic relationships outside of marriage. That’s where people
were really interested, and I°d like to talk about that for a little bit.
I’ve spoken before, certainly in the debate of Bill 12 and also in the
debate we had on the Insurance Act in the fall of 1999, that I do
recognize, as [’ve just said, that some of my constituents in
Edmonton-Centre feel very strongly about this, and I have no wish
to threaten that.

Certainly the Member for Calgary-Buffalo gave a number of
examples of how the concept of marriage could be upheld or left
alone. I’'m of course referring specifically to the Liberal amend-

ment, that has been offered on two occasions now, with Bill 12 in
the spring of ’99 and with the Insurance Act in the fall of *99, which
really was offering the government a Charter-proof method of being
able to offer and ensure remedies and benefits but also responsibili-
ties for people that are in a domestic relationship without threatening
or opening up the concept of legalized marriage that we have today,
as established by legislation.

We should recognize — and some people have alluded to this
already — that in Alberta people exist in many different kinds of
relationships. You know, we have first-time married people, we
have stepfamilies, we have blended families, we have single-parent
families, and we have siblings living together in a long-term,
dependent relationship. I always get a little uneasy if there appears
to be any sort of drive to say: this is the one and only definition that
is ever accepted, and everybody better be like this. I’'m really
uncomfortable with that because I recognize the diversity of what
exists, and I think we need to deal with the diversity of what exists.

Once again, [ don’t need to stand up here and say that marriage
should be threatened in any kind of way, but I do say that we need
to deal with what is actually in front of us with the population. If
that can be done in a way that leaves marriage alone and leaves those
people that feel very strongly about it with their way of thinking,
good. So be it.

So I once again encourage this Legislature to consider that
opening, that inclusion of others with the Liberal proposal for the
partnerships, which very simply was allowing for a contract to take
place that would give coverage, would include specified relation-
ships under the benefit of the law and with the remedies and
responsibilities that came therein.

Certainly that is the one thing that I’ve heard the most around this
issue. I hear about people who want to know about pension sharing,
about property division, about insurance coverage, and about
intestate law. Those are all issues that are affecting people’s ability
to take responsibility for themselves and to look after the loved ones
in their family. The law as it stands right now is precluding that, and
there are people that want to take that responsibility.

So I think it’s important to work on that part that is doable, what
is possible and is the right thing to do. It’s clear to me from the
research that I’ve done and the research that other members have
done in their communities and in their constituencies that we have
not reached a point of comfort on the idea of opening up the
definition of marriage. There is a variety of opinion there. There is
not an overwhelming direction that is being taken.

The third part of this bill — and this is the one that causes me the
most concern — is the proposal that the notwithstanding clause be
used to enforce this proposed definition of marriage, which quite
clearly is saying that marriage would be between a man and a
woman — that’s it — and it would be enforced that way, that if there
were any attempt to do anything else, the notwithstanding clause
would come down like a guillotine and cut off any further debate or
movement in the law.

[Mrs. Gordon in the chair]

I have spoken a number of times in this Assembly about my —it’s
much greater than discomfort. This is a repugnance about using that
notwithstanding clause against any specific group of people. 1really
believe that is wrong, and I have great difficulty with it. I’ve noticed
that this government does tend to like to narrow things, to get
involved in people’s intimate, personal lives, set the restrictions, and
build that fence to enclose things very specifically. What is the
purpose of law? It is to address an issue or a situation to offer a
remedy, to confer a responsibility or an expectation of responsibility.
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So I find it interesting how often this government wants to mold
everyone into following the same dictate.

In Alberta I can remember that not many people approved of
Quebec using the notwithstanding clause against the English
speakers. In this case that was against a minority in that province.
So why would it be okay, then, to use the notwithstanding clause in
this instance? [ don’t think it is. Ithink that notwithstanding clause
is there to be used only in very extraordinary circumstances, and I
honestly do not feel that this is the extraordinary circumstance that
that calls for.

I’'m proud of the Charter of Rights and Freedoms. I’m proud of
the Constitution in this country, and I’m proud of it particularly
because it does protect the minorities from the tyranny of the
majorities and also protects minorities from the tyranny of other
minorities. That’s important to who we are as Canadians, and it’s
important to who I am as an Albertan.

I don’t personally believe that the use that’s being suggested with
this bill was part of an envisioned purpose in having the notwith-
standing clause included in the Charter. So I cannot support that part
of the bill and the using of the notwithstanding clause to enforce
that. Ijust feel that is wrong. It’s stepping beyond what is appropri-
ate for us to be authorizing as a group of legislators and as leaders in
the country.

I realize that my time is growing short. Iknow that others wish to
address this issue, and I’'m sure I’ll have other opportunities to speak
to this. It has been a very interesting discussion, and I look forward
to what others will be bringing to the debate. Thank you for the
opportunity.

THE ACTING SPEAKER: Before we proceed, could I have
unanimous consent to revert to Introduction of Guests?

[Unanimous consent granted]

3:50

head: Introduction of Guests
(reversion)

THE ACTING SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Edmonton-
Meadowlark.

MS LEIBOVICI: Thank you, Madam Speaker. It gives me great
pleasure to introduce this afternoon three distinguished visitors that
are here watching the proceedings in the Legislative Assembly.
Earlier this month my family and myself along with the Associate
Minister of Health and Wellness and a former colleague in the
Legislative Assembly, Andrew Beniuk, had the occasion to celebrate
the new year at the Vietnamese Buddhist temple. In the gallery this
afternoon we have — and unfortunately I don’t have your name
written out here — the most reverend from the temple along with
Hang Linh and Daniel Zierler* to watch the proceedings in the
Legislative Assembly. I would like to welcome you all. The temple
is a beautiful and special place that I encourage all Members in the
Legislative Assembly to visit. So welcome and thank you.

head: Public Bills and Orders Other than
Government Bills and Orders
head: Second Reading

Bill 202
Marriage Amendment Act, 2000
(continued)

THE ACTING SPEAKER: The hon. Minister of International and
Intergovernmental Relations.

MRS. McCLELLAN: Thank you very much, Madam Speaker. [ am

*This spelling could not be verified at the time of publication.

pleased to rise today to speak in strong support of Bill 202, the
Marriage Amendment Act, introduced by my hon. colleague from
Red Deer-South. [ think that the introduction of this bill and the
debate around it underlines the importance of private members’ bills
and the opportunity to bring those bills forward and debate them in
this Legislature, and I have always supported that process.

I have appreciated certainly the debate or the contributions, I
might say, which is more to the point of this bill, because I think it
has been contributions from first the member that introduced the bill
and the Member for Calgary-Buffalo. I’ll have a couple of things
that I just want to mention, and I probably will get some reaction
either in the House or after or some illumination from the hon.
member on a couple of points. I look forward to that, also to the
comments from my colleague from Calgary-Foothills and the
discussions that she had with the various communities in her area
and, of course, the latest contribution from the Member for
Edmonton-Centre.

Most Albertans I believe understand marriage to be the voluntary
union for life of one man and one woman to the exclusion of all
others. In fact, I think that’s used in a number of ceremonies. 1
think in most marriages there is a mutual, sometimes tacit, some-
times intentionally deferred, sometimes unintentionally deferred,
intent to have and to raise children. Ithink that this biological aspect
essentially defines marriage as a heterosexual institution. In fact, in
a survey of some thousand Canadians that was conducted I think by
the Feedback Research Corporation in 1998, about 58 percent of
those surveyed said that a family should be defined as a heterosexual
pair, not simply as any pair or any group.

I think what’s important in this discussion this afternoon is that
this bill is about marriage. It’s about the institution of marriage. It
is not about benefits or the extension of benefits. Certainly in
Canada marriage and divorce are a matter of federal jurisdiction.
However, the solemnization and licensing of marriage are matters of
provincial jurisdiction, and hence we should discuss those matters
here today.

I believe that this bill protects the institution of marriage in
Alberta as a fundamental building block of our society, and it will do
that by protecting that institution and that activity for heterosexual
couples. I believe on the question of who can marry whom that the
Alberta government has been clear that it supports that concept, and
I believe this government has made it clear that they would oppose
any legal challenges to this status up to and including the use of the
notwithstanding clause. Here I get into some risk with my colleague
from Calgary-Buffalo on speaking to the use of that clause, and I
want to spend just a bit of time on that.

Sometimes this clause is called a legislative override, and really
what it does in my simplistic layman’s thoughts is allow a provincial
government to declare a law as in force even if the courts say that
law is in violation of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms.
There has been a notwithstanding clause in the Alberta Bill of Rights
since its passage in 1972, and it was the first piece of legislation that
was introduced, I believe, by the newly elected Lougheed adminis-
tration at that time. I think what that did was recognize the role —
and I think it’s a key role — that we as legislators have to play.
We’re here at the wish of the people to develop policy for the
people, and I think that this fundamental, democratic rule should not
be undermined by an appointed judiciary. Hence the use of this
notwithstanding clause would be an extraordinary legislative action
in my opinion, and I believe that the use of it must be rare. I believe
that very strongly. I think the use of the notwithstanding clause
should be subjected to the closest scrutiny of the people of this
province.

But what is equally clear to me is that marriage is so fundamental
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and that there is such societal consensus that the protection of this
institution would not require a referendum. This bill I believe
focuses on marriage, who can and cannot get a marriage licence. As
I indicated before, this bill is not about benefits or the extension of
benefits. I think that’s the subject for another discussion.

Now, I read section 2 of the Alberta Bill of Rights, and it’s
written, as usual, in plain language, but I want to read it into the
record.

Every law of Alberta shall, unless it is expressly declared by an Act
of the Legislature that it operates notwithstanding the Alberta Bill
of Rights, be so construed and applied as not to abrogate, abridge or
infringe or to authorize the abrogation, abridgment or infringement
of any of the rights or freedoms herein recognized and declared.
Also, section 33 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms
contains the notwithstanding clause.

Now, I recall that its inclusion might be considered a compromise.
I’m admitting something when I can recall some of this debate, but
I recall that the Premiers — I believe it was Saskatchewan, Manitoba,
and Alberta — argued that a charter was not needed and that an
elected parliament should prevail over an appointed judiciary. I
believe that was the argument at the time. But as a compromise it
was agreed to include a charter of rights with a notwithstanding
clause to ensure that legislators and not the courts would determine
matters of public policy. This argument is fundamental to my
support for the use of that clause in Bill 202.

4:00

Some notable people, former Premier Lougheed, described the
notwithstanding clause as a balance between two competing
interpretations of our democratic system, and those two interpreta-
tions are a British historic tradition of parliamentary supremacy and
the American tradition of judicially enforced constitutional rights.
It has been used in prior times in Canada sparingly and rightly so,
but I believe having that notwithstanding clause in our Charter is a
Canadian compromise, and I support that. I believe it allows us to
protect human rights but also leave legislators room to maintain
important collective social arrangements like marriage. Do we as
legislators have the final say on important social issues? I believe,
as [ said earlier, that we are elected by the people to develop policy
for the people, and I think we would not be elected long if our
policies did not reflect the values and the wishes of the people who
elect us. I think that is a given.

I want to just read in — I think I have a moment — one other
paragraph that Peter Lougheed included in his 1998 paper Why a
Notwithstanding Clause. That was the title.

If an important socio-economic initiative is being obstructed by a
Charter interpretation over which reasonable people of good will
might disagree, then it may be legitimate for a legislature or
Parliament to invoke the override.

Madam Speaker, in my view marriage is one such important
socioeconomic initiative, not only for the man and woman undertak-
ing it but also for the society in which we live. Albertans are
reasonable people. They are people of goodwill. They are also
generally agreed that marriage is between a man and a woman. That
is something that is deep and fundamental to us in this province. For
this reason and others that I’ve outlined I am supporting fully Bill
202 to help ensure that the institution of marriage is maintained in
Alberta as the foundation of family and society. I urge all members
to support this bill, to protect this longstanding legal and religious
and cultural tradition from challenge under the Charter.

Thank you, Madam Speaker.

THE ACTING SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Calgary-North
West.

MR. MELCHIN: Thank you, Madam Speaker. I am delighted to
take some opportunity today to rise and speak to Bill 202, the
Marriage Amendment Act, 2000, to speak to a few issues actually,
first as to why I feel that this act is important. I certainly fully
support my colleague from Red Deer-South for the introduction of
this act. I’d like to speak as to why this act is important. Also, then
I would like to address a few issues more to do with the reasons for
why in our society and in all societies traditionally marriage has
been enshrined in law and in traditions throughout the world in time,
those areas of the definition of family, the public contract, the
privileged status of marriage versus the rights, the preferred choice
of'the citizens of nations, certainly the question of standards versus
tolerance, and finally the notwithstanding clause.

With this act, just even this week I had a constituent call me, in
light of maybe confusion, with regards to federal legislation being
introduced or changes in family laws not necessarily related to
marriage, but there is quite a bit of confusion amongst people today
with what constitutes a marriage. Despite that the definition hasn’t
changed, that it is between a man and a woman, there still is a need
to help reclarify and reinforce that policy. It’s precisely because the
definition of marriage is being challenged — and I would say not
necessarily before the courts today but certainly in public debate —
that people are trying to define or otherwise assess that they could
have benefits totally like unto or that they would, if preferenced,
have the full status of the definition of marriage to include different
relationships. It’s precisely because of all the debate in the public
and the change in family law that it’s important to reclarify the
position of the government today.

Our act has been silent, surprisingly enough — and maybe not
surprisingly, as others have said — in that it has not included the
definition of marriage to mean between a man and a woman.
Therefore, certainly to facilitate courts in the future, to facilitate
those in the Legislatures of the province in the future, better to have
it expressly stated than, given the context of today, where the debate
does continue to be brought forward.

For some of my speech today I will refer to quotes that I’ve taken
from a few different individuals: Bruce Hafen, from the World
Congress of Families, a speech that he gave in Prague, Czechoslova-
kia, in March of *97. I’m going to refer to some articles of Lynn
Wardle, a paper that he did on the critical analysis of the constitu-
tional claims, and a couple of quotes from William Gairdner on a
paper that he developed on the topic of democracy.

Family law can regulate family life by answering two very
different questions. So we could say that the first question is: should
the law define the kind of relationships and moral commitments that
qualify to be protected as families? Secondly, should the state be
allowed to intervene in ongoing family life? Recent family law has
been saying no to the first question and yes to the second. Thus the
trend in most countries today is towards letting people decide for
themselves how and when to form and dissolve marriages and
parent/child ties.

The law imposes few moral commitments on these laissez-faire
relationships, but it then encourages broad state intrusion when
trying to bandage the wounds among the personal casualties within
the family anarchy it has created. By giving higher priority to
personal convenience than to family obligation, this legal approach
undermines the family members’ entire sense of commitment in
belonging to each other. I consider that this pattern, actually
established in trend, is backwards, that family law should first exert
its authority to define the family and what society expects of
marriage partners, parents and children.

Then on the second question, law should limit state authority so
that it intervenes only in cases of real abuse in formal families in
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order to nurture family members’ long-term personal growth and
stability.

A quote from Neal Maxwell said that we should concentrate on
purifying the headwaters of family commitments rather than
spending so much energy trying to control downstream pollution.
We talk environmentally all the time today with respect to pollution
in our streams and in our waters and talk about the treatment plants
that we should put in place to ensure that our water quality is there.
The same issue is probably more important today given the problems
of today’s family and the breakdown of many of our traditional
families and the stability of the family unit. We ought to concentrate
more on purifying the headwaters of what constitutes preparing
people for defining the kinds of relationships and commitments that
would be both privileged and protected as families.

4:10

The major change in family law has facilitated the change in
marriage from being a permanent, familistic, social institution to a
temporary contractual source of personal fulfillment. Unfortunately,
when trouble comes, the party to a contractual marriage seeks
happiness by walking away. They marry to obtain benefits and will
stay only as long as they’re receiving what they bargained for. But
when trouble comes to a familistic marriage, the husband and wife
work through it. They marry to give and to grow. Law cannot make
people love each other, but it certainly can do much to encourage,
more than it does now, our willingness even to obey the unenforce-
able. We need a legal model in which law unapologetically defines
the family, marriage, and child/parent ties in a familistic entity that
expresses community interests as well as individual needs. Then law
should do all that it can to protect this formally structured family
from premature intervention while encouraging spouses and parents
to stay together when the trials of life do occur.

With respect to the definition of man and woman, the heterosexual
dimension of the relationship is at the very core of what makes
marriage a unique union and is the reason why marriage is so
valuable to individuals and to society. The concept of marriage is
founded on the fact that the union of two persons of different gender
creates a relationship of unique potential strength and potential value
to society. The essence of marriage is the integration of a universe
of gender differences profound and subtle, biological and cultural,
psychological and genetic associated with sexual identity. Thus the
definition of marriage as a cross-gender union is not merely a matter
of arbitrary definition or semantic word play; it is fundamental to the
concept and nature of marriage itself. I suspect it’s for those kinds
of reasons that our acts in the past have not defined marriage. We
have understood, whether explicitly or implicitly, that marriage does
define the heterosexual element.

I would like to speak secondly with regards to the public contract
that is and has always been part of marriage. When we look at
marriage, it hasn’t traditionally been a private contract but very
much a public act involving three parties: the man, the woman, and
society itself, represented by the state. We might ask even today:
should government be involved in the role of sanctifying marriage
at all? Why not leave it to the church or other organizations?
Should government even have a part to play in the sanctifying of
marriage?

I will simply say that the public and the government are a
significant and fundamental part of what marriage in society and its
benefits are about. It’s not simply a private voluntary contract, but
it’s much more of a social institution whose privileged legal status
derives from it social as well as individual benefits, and thus
government does have at its core a responsibility to sanction and
approve and see that it’s a public contract. This attitude enforces a

role of law in bridling human passions by establishing society’s
expectations about the commitments family members have one to
another. Bridled love passionately nourishes families, while
unbridled passion destroys families. Guests do come to a wedding
for a reason.

Wendell Berry says that couples must not live for themselves
alone; they must finally turn from their gaze at one another back
toward the community. Ifthey had only themselves to consider, one
would need not marry, but they say their vows to the community as
much as to one another, and the community gathers around them to
hear and to wish them well on their behalf and on its own. Pledging
themselves to one another until death, they are joined by this vow
before the community as no law or contract could ever join them.
If the community cannot protect this giving, it can protect nothing.
Marriage joins them to one another, to forebears, to descendants, to
the community, to Heaven and Earth. It is the fundamental connec-
tion without which nothing holds, and trust is its necessity.

It’s precisely the public nature of marriage, society’s great stake
in the outcome and the offspring of each marriage, which distin-
guishes it from all other relationships and contracts. Marrying
makes a public commitment that one accepts responsibility to the
community and its values. Society itself must determine which
relationships and commitments satisfy these social interests. For this
reason, the law must enthrone lifelong, familistic, heterosexual
marriage as a crucial element to both personal development and
social stability.

Today much is asked with regards to rights and not necessarily
easily, but arguments can always be advanced that rights should be
part of different groups for a variety of reasons. Marriage was not
enshrined necessarily because of a natural right but has always been
part of an acknowledgment of the significant benefit that it is to
society that it was granted special, privileged status. Law histori-
cally gave marriage a preferred position under inheritance tax,
property laws, not only because marriage matters to the individual,
but because it matters so much to society. To achieve this benefit,
our laws have not only tolerated formal, heterosexual marriage; they
have endorsed and sponsored it. It’s precisely because of the
privileged status that our laws form, not what one might argue with
regards to rights but certainly because of the tremendous and most
fundamental benefit that it plays to the stability of our society.

I’d like to also then speak a little bit about choice. We live very
much in a country today where choice and the freedoms of our land
have been enshrined. Maybe despite what some would define as the
defining characteristic of our country — sometimes it is used as
health — I would actually say that the defining characteristics of our
country come from the freedoms and the liberties that we’ve enjoyed
and that have provided the foundation for us to supply all that we
might choose. It’s literally these freedoms that have brought Canada
to the greatness that it is.

The liberty that we enjoy is much more in place, though, because
of our common-law traditions. We’ve had centuries of experience
and a foundation of values through the common people in practising
marriage. It hasn’t been something that our society has invented. It
has certainly been part of all societies, and this common-law
tradition of ours has set great precedents in establishing customs,
experience, and developing preferred practices. When we speak of
changing or wanting to change anything like unto marriage or even
family, we should not be too quick to ignore what common law has
provided both in the foundation of law and in tradition and certainly
in custom and practice. It’s because of these that in our society we
choose — it puts a binding force amongst the individuals; it puts a
commitment to the man and the woman in marriage. It puts a
commitment to ancestors, to descendants, and to neighbours. It’s
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precisely because of common law and the freedoms we enjoy that
the voluntary association willingly allows us to bridle our passions
in light of the responsibilities that we bear for the good of society
and certainly for our own selves.

When we speak of freedoms, it’s not so much the freedom to do
whatever we want, but it’s the ability to bind ourselves by choice.
In business we do it by contract; in family we do it by marriage. It’s
these binding commitments, not necessarily to be able to be both
single and married, that allow us the choice of being able to go one
path or the other and to bind ourselves to the commitments of that
choice.

4:20

We also speak somewhat of wanting to be [ would say tolerant of
many viewpoints. [ wouldn’t and no one would be in favour of
expressing viewpoints that would by discrimination harm another
person, but certainly there is an issue of having to decide what are
the standards of our society versus what are those acts that we
tolerate. Most people intuitively recognize that if the law endorses
everything it tolerates, we will eventually tolerate everything and
endorse nothing except tolerance itself. I would say that even the
simplest moral standards automatically invite judgment enforced by
stigma and above all emphasize not the equality of persons and their
behaviours but their subtle differences and distinctions.

Today we are informed that this is not in the democratic spirit,
that we should not speak of standards but of a diversity of values.
Indeed, the democratic equation now insists that because all values
are chosen by people of equal worth and rights, all values must be
equal in rank. To insist otherwise is to impose your values on mine.
However, neither the family nor society as a whole can survive as
moral communities without the multitude of positive discriminations
in the form of rewards and stigma required to defend some common
conception of the good, which is the ongoing job of society to
elaborate and articulate.

So the question “Shall we have family at the centre of a good
society?”” hangs on our prior decision whether we want to encourage
virtue in citizens, whether to argue for standards and the social
hierarchy this entails or merely just personal values. Policy will
naturally follow accordingly. It’s not to mean that we don’t tolerate,
in the sense that we’re compassionate toward the ideas and views of
others, but it is of prime importance in law to establish what society
views is of the good and to establish better practices for better
outcomes. For this, all law will have to establish one set of stan-
dards or another.

In that regard, I bring you back to marriage; that is, marriage that
has both by public contract, by privilege, by choice, by definition,
and by intuition set the standard of what constitutes one man and one
woman being married. When we try to then be sympathetic to others
of other viewpoints and other forms of relationships to make them
like unto marriage, it does not mean that tolerance is such that
society in having to choose its standards should be changed but that
certainly we would not harm those of other differing viewpoints.

I would also like to speak just a little bit with regards to the
notwithstanding clause that’s in here and whether this really adds to
the powers that we might ask. It certainly is argued that the
notwithstanding clause, in which sections it may apply, may not
have the powers in the end to do what we might ask. As other
members have suggested, there are no challenges before the courts
at this time. However, the notwithstanding clause does put in place
the express policy of the government with regards to letting the
public know with clarity, and certainly those that might want to
interpret for whatever reason, the express purpose and will of society
with regards to marriage, that we do much more than just be silent
on the matter.

I’'m pleased that we take the approach to send the signals that this
is an institution that needs work. It is an institution that has found
more failure in recent decades than in past. It is an institution where
if we put more time to headwaters, we might resolve further
problems of pollution downstream. To this end, I support Bill 202.

Thank you.

MR. DAY: Madam Speaker, in the few minutes allotted to this
discussion, I will try and briefly summarize what I think to be the
position of my constituents on this, also a position which I share. In
looking at the actual bill, I think I’m hearing support for that from
some in the House on all sides of the political spectrum. Nobody
can say that they want to not support marriage. From that there are
concerns, however, that are flowing forward.

The reason marriage, of course, has always had a position of
honour down through the centuries is because we in society have
recognized that two people form a bond with the original intent, at
least in most cases, of being for life — we know it doesn’t always
work out that way, but that’s been the original intent, anyway, down
through the ages — and then in that bond take on the responsibility of
procreation, not just of procreation but in fact of raising, educating,
making sure, and determining that the health and well-being of those
children is secured and that they move on to be responsible members
of society. That’s a fairly comprehensive task, one that takes no
small amount of resource — physical, emotional, spiritual, and
financial, I might add — but one which human beings down through
the centuries and the eons have said in the long run is probably
worth it. At least that’s the determination of most of us as parents,
and I’m glad my parents felt it was a worthwhile exercise also.

In doing that, at different times in society different countries or
jurisdictions have also accorded some benefit to that in a tangible
financial way. It might be a tax benefit, or it might just be a place
of honour in the village square, but there’s always been something
accorded to that very significant task of procreation and not just
passing on the physical heredity of which we are a part but in fact
passing on to civilization, one generation to another, that which
makes a civilization strong.

Now, throughout time also there have been varying degrees of
other types of adult relationships which people choose to become a
part of. There have been varying degrees of tolerance for other types
of relationships down through civilization, ranging from a lot of
tolerance to very little tolerance. I think in today’s society it can be
safely said that there’s a high degree of tolerance for people making
other choices of partners, be it life partners or short-term partners or
mid-term partners. I think there’s a high degree of tolerance for
people’s choices. The question comes down to according the
benefits that have normally been left for the heterosexual married
relationship.

Here are two questions I think we have to face. Number one,
Madam Speaker: when the majority of our citizens want the system
as it is, do we have the mandate as legislators to change it without
having our citizens being the ones to say in a very significant way
that it should be changed? The second one is that there’s no defining
— and I know that some people are talking about other types of
relationships. Leave the definition of marriage as it is. Most people
agree with that, maybe even the Liberals here. Leave it as it is, but
allow the tax-supported benefits of different types of relationships
to be accrued to others.

There’s a concern that’s raised there. Number one, is it affordable
that we can give tax support and that businesses would be forced to
give financial support to a variety of other relationships? It does not
just stop at a two person, same-sex relationship. There are many
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types of relationships that we face today that people make the choice
of. We hear about them all the time. In my own constituency — and
I’ve talked about this in the Legislature — I was asked by somebody
who had two wives. He was from another country, but he had two
wives, and he wanted me to lobby to change the law to accommo-
date that so there could be tax-supported benefits. Isaid: I’'m sorry;
I don’t have a mandate from my citizens to do that.

The concern there is that if you take in all the variety of arrange-
ments. | just read in a newspaper publication about two women,
same sex, who had a surrogate husband/father provide the semen for
the impregnation of one of them. Then they would raise the child,
but the surrogate father would live with them, also with his female
friend, and they would be a family in their definition. Now, if that’s
their choice, that is absolutely up to them in a tolerant society. But
do we accrue tax-supported benefits to that?

That’s the question that we have to answer before we move into
changing definitions, and to simply pass more legislation which says
that all other forms can be accommodated — I think we need this
discussion. The concern is that we can’t afford every other form
imaginable. What about two men living together for years? They
may not be in fact homosexual, just friends, but they have a
commitment to stay together. Do we accrue to them tax benefits?
How many and to what variety of forms?

4:30

Then the concern here — and I’m going as quickly as I can —is that
if you allow a variety of other forms, eventually there will always be
one relationship somewhere that’s not included in the list. They will
then challenge in legislation their ability to be funded, and if the
challenge is lost in court and the courts say that everybody has to be
funded, every relationship or none, then a government may well say:
we can’t afford it all, so even the marriage relationship as presently
defined will no longer have any tax support. That is not a far-flung
situation, because we have a challenge to the widow/widower
pension that we have right now. What we’re saying to widows and
widowers who are over 55 is that if you are left at that age because
of death . ..

MRS. McCLELLAN: You’ve got 10 minutes.
MR. DAY: How does that work?

MRS. McCLELLAN: Well, I just checked. Trust me. I don’t want
you to talk so fast. I can’t keep up. My ears are getting lost.

MR. DAY: That present situation is now working its way through
the system, and the challenge there is this, Madam Speaker. If
somebody who is not a widow or not a widower but is over 55 feels
that they, too, should have tax-supported benefits the same as a
widow or widower and is successful in their challenge and should
the courts determine that the government is discriminating and
causes the government to write in the legislation to also accommo-
date everybody over 55 who’s in a tough financial situation to be
accorded that pension, the government of the day, possibly this one,
might look at the financial implications of that and say: you know,
we can’t cover everybody, so we will cancel the widow/widower
program. I'm saying that could be a possible outcome.

So there’s where we have the concerns of those which are the
majority, who feel that for centuries civilization and society has felt
there should be some special benefit accorded to marriage as
presently defined, the time-tested definition, and that moving away
from that would actually result in these recognized places of benefit
being dissolved either through court action or a variety of chal-
lenges.

It is not, Madam Speaker, a case of people who want to support

the heterosexual definition being intolerant, being not loving, being
disrespectful of other people’s choices. It is plainly and simply a
matter that we don’t have the mandate, as I see it, from our citizens
to change this centuries-old definition, nor do we have the mandate,
without a full discussion, to stand up and say that we will set up a
directory and every other kind of relationship that you can imagine
can then qualify.

I know and I understand, for instance, that two males having a
same-sex relationship is a definition that some people are wanting to
be accommodated in terms of being recognized for tax-funded
support. I appreciate that, but how can those two people, those two
males in a same-sex relationship, let’s say, turn and say to my
constituent who has two wives and wants taxpayers’ support for
really a menage a trois, “No, you don’t qualify.”? What gives them
that right to make that distinction? How could anybody in this
House with two friends who are living together, have lived together
for years and the only thing they haven’t done is actually have sex,
say to them, if you’re moving beyond the present time-tested,
centuries-old definition, “No, you don’t qualify; you can’t have
taxpayer-supported benefits.”? How can we make those distinctions
once we begin to move beyond the present distinction which society
is supporting?

I appreciate the fact that there’s been good discussion on this
today, and I do hope the message goes out that everybody here,
certainly that [ have listened to and had the opportunity to hear, has
done this in a respectful manner and I think in a caring and loving
and tolerant manner in saying that whatever choice people choose to
make among adults, let them do that, and let them not be dishon-
oured for doing that. But when we get into changing the definitions
and moving into legislation, it opens up ramifications and implica-
tions which need serious consideration. We can’t simply move
ahead and do these changes without a full understanding of what
we’re saying and what we’re approving.

I appreciate the Member for Red Deer-South bringing this
forward. It is interesting, in the venue in which we live and move
and operate today, that when somebody talks about this type of
thing, they do so at some risk and even face some levels of scorn.
It’s been a fascinating thing to watch, but I appreciate the fact that
that hasn’t happened in this Assembly today and that as we continue
to speak about these things and as people continue to write and
report about them, it not be done in the language of the pejorative
but in the language of a serious discussion about something which
has been beneficial to the human race for centuries and about which
we should be very serious if we consider its alteration.

Thank you, Madam Speaker.

[Two members rose]

THE ACTING SPEAKER: I actually did see the hon. Member for
Cypress-Medicine Hat first.

DR. TAYLOR: Thank you, Madam Speaker. I'll keep my com-
ments brief, so hopefully we can get to the hon. Minister of Justice
shortly.

I as well just want to congratulate the Member for Red Deer-South
for bringing this bill forward. I think that if it passes, it marks an
important step in what this Legislature says about marriage, the
importance of marriage to our society. You know and we all know
as we move down this path that marriage is fundamentally important
to children, children having a mother and dad in a relationship. I
mean, you can talk to almost any schoolteacher and see in the
schools the results of broken marriages, broken families, family
decline. We see it in the court systems. We see it everywhere in our
society.
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What we need to do as a government and what all members of the
Legislature need to do is to provide ways of supporting and strength-
ening families. I believe that a bill like this does exactly that. It
takes the decision out of the hands of the court to arbitrarily say to
Albertans that marriage consists of something different than a
heterosexual couple. Ifthat were to happen, then we have in this bill
the notwithstanding clause, which certainly could be used and would
be used in this case.

So I think it’s very worth while. I think it points out again the
strength of families. I think there’s too much in our society that has
broken down families, that places stress on families. I believe it’s
fundamental. I believe the family is fundamental to our society,
fundamental to the strength of our society. If we do not have healthy
families, we will not have a healthy society, and I think that is clear
from everything that is happening in our society today. So I am
pleased to be able to support this bill.

I once again congratulate the member for having the courage to
bring this bill forward, and I hope that all members of this House
stand and vote unanimously to support this bill.

Thank you.

THE ACTING SPEAKER: The hon. Minister of Justice.

MR. HANCOCK: Thank you, Madam Speaker. 1 want to speak
briefly as well to this bill just to explain to the House and to people
why I think we should not be supporting the bill. First ofall, I’d like
to say that I endorse and agree with the principles set out in the
preamble. I believe that marriage is a very, very important institu-
tion in our society and that marriage as a union between man and
woman is something that doesn’t need the force of legislative law to
carry it forward. It’s an institution, a religious institution. It’s a
faith institution. It’s something that we take to ourselves without the
government, either federal or provincial, intruding in our right to do
so and intruding in our definition. It’s very clear in the common law
of this country, without any need of legislative sanction, that
marriage is between man and woman.

The problem I have with this act really is threefold. First of all,
the question of how you break up a marriage comes under federal
law and federal jurisdiction. I have always been a very strong
believer that Legislatures and Parliament should stick to their areas
ofjurisdiction. Ifthere is a jurisdiction for defining marriage, I think
that jurisdiction is very clearly in the federal House and not in the
provincial House. So I would have to speak against this bill simply
because bringing a definition of marriage into the provincial
Marriage Act I think would offend that constitutional custom.

I’d also point out that the Marriage Act we have provincially is
really sort of like criminal law. I hate to align marriage with
criminal law, but it is in a way the right to legislate marriage. The
right to legislate criminal law is federal; the operation of it is
provincial. So we have a Marriage Act which provides for the giving
of licences, the procedures in which we would create a civil
marriage, and adding a definition of marriage into that act really has
no force or effect. It doesn’t do anything other than allow us to have
this very important debate, which is, I think, necessary in society, to
talk about what marriage is and what our fundamental values are. It
doesn’t do anything for the law. I think we have to be careful when
we’re bringing forward laws and regulations to do things which are
meaningful in the context of the law.

4:40
I know that I’'m quickly going to run out of time, so I’ll just end

by saying that the third concern I have with the act is the use of the
notwithstanding clause. It’s my firm belief that the notwithstanding

clause should be used carefully and specifically because we’re
dealing with the concept of individual rights. I’'m a firm believer
that we are all as individuals born with rights. We have all the rights
that might be accorded a person. I think that’s a fundamental
Conservative philosophy. Government by legislating intrudes on our
rights as an individual, and it should only intrude on our rights as an
individual when it’s absolutely necessary for the better functioning
of society.

We have developed institutions over time, religious institutions
such as marriage, which are very, very important institutions. Those
are things that we come to voluntarily as a matter of faith, as a
matter of belief, and as a matter of how we see ourselves in a
society. But governments should not be involved, in my view, in
dealing with my rights as an individual, either giving me rights or
purporting to give me rights, because I don’t believe government can
give anybody rights. I think we start with a full bundle of rights and
certainly should not be involved in taking away rights. I hear some
pounding from the opposition, but they won’t like what I have to say
next.

I believe that when you start to define rights that people have, you
don’t give people more rights. You actually detract from the rights
they already have by putting definitions around them. So I’'m very
concerned about the operations of charters of rights and the corollary
of that, the operations of notwithstanding clauses, and I don’t think
they should be used on a global basis. I think they should be used on
avery specific basis and only when it’s very clear that a fundamental
concept that we want to protect for society’s benefit is being
challenged.

I’ll go back to where I started. I believe fundamentally in the
concept of marriage. I believe it goes without saying in legislation
that marriage is between a man and a woman. [ don’t believe that
adding this preamble, all the principles of which I agree fundamen-
tally with, adding these principles to the Marriage Act adds anything
to the written law of Alberta, because in fact the Marriage Act
doesn’t deal with the concept of marriage. It deals with the solemni-
zation of marriage. It deals with the process and the forms. Adding
the definition doesn’t add anything to our law, because first of all the
law again very clearly deals simply with the methods of solemniza-
tion. Dealing with the notwithstanding clause I think does some-
thing on a global basis which should be done more particularly and
more specifically on a case-by-case basis.

For those reasons I would encourage people not to vote for this
bill, even, in doing so, when we strongly stand in favour of the
institution of marriage in our society.

THE ACTING SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Red Deer-South
to close debate.

MR. DOERKSEN: Thank you, Madam Speaker. I’ll just make a
few comments in closing. I appreciate the work and the debate this
afternoon and the various positions that have been taken. It’s been
a good discussion. I do also want to put on record and thank
Jennifer Peterson for all her work and help on the research for this,
and | wanted to make sure I noted that before I forgot.

With respect to the Justice minister’s comments, it’s always
dangerous to disagree with a lawyer when you’re not a lawyer.
Also, referring to the case that the Member for Calgary-Buftalo
referred to earlier, the Layland case, this was a provincial challenge
on the basis of solemnization. So for the Justice minister to suggest
that this would only apply to a federal jurisdiction — clearly it’s not,
because it was challenged under provincial legislation. While the
ruling was upheld that the couple would not obtain a marriage
licence in that case, there was a dissenting opinion which does
reflect very much the mind-set that the definition of marriage is very
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much open to challenge in our court system. It hasn’t happened yet,
and the reason for the use of the notwithstanding clause at this point
is to say at a time before that challenge takes place that we will put
into legislation our policy that we have put forward to make it quite
clear and to make a statement about the value that we place on
marriage.

So, Madam Speaker, with that I will close my comments and
assume we’ll have more debate when it passes at second reading.
Thank you.

[The voice vote indicated that the motion carried]

[Several members rose calling for a division. The division bell was
rung at 4:46 p.m.]

[Ten minutes having elapsed, the Assembly divided]
[Mrs. Gordon in the chair]

For the motion:

Amery Hlady Nelson
Broda Jacques Paszkowski
Burgener Johnson Renner
Cao Jonson Shariff
Clegg Klapstein Stevens
Coutts Kryczka Strang

Day Laing Tannas
Doerksen Langevin Taylor
Ducharme Lougheed Thurber
Evans Lund West
Forsyth McClellan Woloshyn
Friedel McFarland Yankowsky
Haley Melchin Zwozdesky
Herard

Against the motion:

Blakeman Leibovici Olsen
Bonner MacDonald Sapers
Dickson Magnus White
Hancock Nicol

Totals: For - 40 Against - 11

[Motion carried; Bill 202 read a second time]
THE ACTING SPEAKER: The hon. Government House Leader.

MR. HANCOCK: Thank you, Madam Speaker. I seek unanimous
consent of the Assembly to waive Standing Order 73(1) to accom-
modate second reading of Bill 204 on the same day as its introduc-
tion.

[Unanimous consent granted]

5:00 Bill 204
Agricultural and Recreational Land
Ownership Amendment Act, 2000

THE ACTING SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Little Bow.

MR. McFARLAND: Thank you, Madam Speaker. Bill 204 is the
result of the thoughts and ideas of many Albertans. For many years
people have expressed a concern over the future of our agricultural
businesses, our rural communities, and our next generation of young
Alberta farmers.

There appears to be three problems in the farm community today.

One is immediate, and that is the input costs and cash returns. The
second, a medium-term problem, is the large land holdings in some
of our municipalities and counties. The third is a long-term
problem: what does the future look like, and who will hold our land?
There is a real fear in rural Alberta that the land producing the
primary product from a finite land resource base will be owned or
controlled by a few very large operators or corporations. Bill 204
does not attempt to address the first concern. It does reflect the
views expressed for many years about the mid- and long-term
problems that many see on the horizon.

Let me begin, Madam Speaker, by making it very clear that this
bill is not, as some media reports have portrayed, a thinly veiled
disguise to attack one religious group. There is no attempt on my
part to deny anyone anywhere in Alberta anytime the freedom to
practise or worship in a religion of their choice.

I would like to thank those Albertans who have contacted my
office supporting this bill and the concept of creating level fields of
competition in the pursuit of agriculture. To date over 90 percent of
the letters, phone calls, and faxes that I’ve received are in support of
the bill.

Bill 204, the Agricultural and Recreational Land Ownership
Amendment Act, 2000, would propose a reasonable restriction on
the amount of deeded arable land that could be owned in any one of
the 66 municipal districts or counties in Alberta. This ownership
would be limited to 15 percent of the total arable acres in the
municipality or county by any individual, by any corporation, or by
any religious group. In my research for this bill individual or
corporate ownership in any municipality did not exceed this 15
percent guideline. The intent of this legislation is to promote
independent production by the family farm as we know it today, to
promote small businesses in our noncity communities, not to hinder
corporate operations, including religious groups.

It is a fact that the number of independent farms in Alberta has
decreased over the past 40 years. Those independent farms have
helped form the backbone of Alberta’s economy and culture. Ever
since the very early 1900s settlers from the U.S., England, Ireland,
Scotland, Wales, and those settlers from Europe moved to Alberta
to create our communities. Without them our cities wouldn’t exist
today.

Farming has become more than a way of life. It’s become a big
business. The infrastructure, our schools, rural hospitals, post
offices, stores, and dealerships rely on the farm. However, I feel
we’re at a crossroads, Madam Speaker. Consolidations of large land
holdings in many parts of the province put these communities and
services at risk. Many people have asked me if monopolies or
oligopolies are just around the corner. Do we as legislators not have
the duty to lay out the road map for our next generation? Free
enterprise is a great idea and laudable. But in order to compete,
don’t the rules of competition have to be the same? I submit that
today the starting line has already been moved ahead for the largest
operators. Remember, the 15 percent restriction that this bill
proposes would not limit the remaining 85 percent of the land that
could be bought, sold, or owned by any individual or corporation.

Should we as legislators not be concerned about the potential for
multinational companies to own everything from primary production
to processing the final product? Do we endorse total ownership
from gate to plate in communities that could ultimately be controlled
by a handful of corporations? Would the consumer be the benefi-
ciary of an oligopolistic system or of a monopoly? Is there justifica-
tion to say that there can be reasonable controls on foreign owner-
ship, as there exists today in the prairie provinces, Quebec, P.E.IL., as
well as the U.S. states, and to not have a reasonable control on
Canadian or Alberta-based corporations?
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We do compete in a global economy. That’s true. However, we
already select who those producers will be if they’re non-Canadian.
Nebraska, Kansas, [owa, Minnesota, and South Dakota already limit
corporate ownership in some form or they regulate production. It
would appear that they have reacted to the danger of a corporation
controlling the primary source of their processed product well in
advance.

May I offer for thought to you, Madam Speaker, and to my fellow
colleagues in the Legislature some of the ideas that have been
expressed to me from residents throughout Alberta. The first
question was: will government respond before it’s too late to state
very clearly if their policies will protect this resource ownership? In
light of a nonsubsidy era of free enterprise competition, will all
legislators, regardless of political allegiances, let our next generation
of rural communities, small businesses, and farms know they’re
important enough to be maintained and encouraged to continue? As
I stated before, my statistical research showed no individual land
holdings anywhere near the 15 percent restriction in Alberta.
Similarly, although there are some large corporate farms involving
equity shareholders across the province, it does not appear that these
operations control anywhere near 15 percent of the arable land.

Madam Speaker, may I remind my colleagues that the average
municipal district and county in the southern part of Alberta is
composed of between 800,000 and one million acres. Fifteen
percent of this land base, as proposed in Bill 204, equates to more
than 200 sections of land. That’s more than 800 quarter sections that
could be controlled by any individual, any corporation, or any
religious group. It is significant to note that of all of the individual
operators and corporations that make up 53,000 farm operations
today, there are 162 arms of one church that controls in excess of 1.6
million acres.

I believe it’s important to discuss some facts with respect to
religious groups. There are those who feel that anytime the subject
is raised, it is based on a lack of understanding, a lack of tolerance.
It would appear that those same people who demand tolerance and
understanding are intolerant themselves when it comes to looking
internally at the individual operation. Madam Speaker, Bill 204
would apply to every farming operation regardless of business status.

As I indicated before, there is only one church in Alberta today
that approaches the 15 percent, and that’s the Hutterian Brethren
Church, which was incorporated by a special act of Parliament in
1951. This was and is still today an important act to recognize their
freedom to worship, their freedom to be members of their church
and follow through with their religion.

It’s also important to note Justice Mahoney’s comments in the
decision Hutterian Brethren Church of Wilson versus the Queen:

Nothing in its objects expressly contemplates that corporation . . .
that corporation being the church, Madam Speaker,
. engaging in any business and, in particular, the business of
farming.

There is a fundamental difference that should be remembered and
is too often forgotten: religion and commercial farming are not one
and the same. Currently in Alberta the Hutterian Brethren Church
has 162 arms of the church incorporated as charitable, not-for-profit
organizations. The same Justice Mahoney stated that these charita-
ble, not-for-profit organizations, one, are not natural persons, nor
does paying income tax affect the ability of an individual in this
church to practise their religion; two,

In addition, the evidence establishes that the plaintiff’s religious
activities, as distinct from its commercial activities, are almost
exclusively internal.

5:10

So contrary, Madam Speaker, to the method that this particular
group incorporates under the Companies Act in Alberta, their sole

purpose is to promote their religion for the general betterment of the
general public community. The Chief Justice indicated that almost
all their activities were “almost exclusively internal.” Justice Pratte
in the same decision made the observation that the evidence shows
that the business of farming for profit — not not for profit but for
profit — was the appellant’s main activity and most of its resources
were used to buy farmland and agricultural equipment.

Madam Speaker, I don’t bring these comments to the Legislature
to provoke members of this church. I do so to state for the record
that unless my research is wrong, this is the only church, the only
charitable, not-for-profit corporation in Alberta, that wants religious
freedom but is also the single largest farming unit in Alberta, that is
also approaching closer than any one of the other groups the 15
percent limitation in one of the 66 municipalities, that I propose in
Bill 204.

Albertans question the fairness in this method of incorporation as
truly being charitable, not for profit. If there’s no advantage to
setting up a religious commercial business operation in this manner,
Madam Speaker, do we as legislators not have the obligation to
encourage all farm operations and small business to similarly
incorporate?

Madam Speaker, those of us who were raised and live in small
communities shouldn’t have to apologize for wanting to maintain the
viability of our lifeblood. I will also submit that our independent
producers in Alberta are the most efficient when it comes to a gross
output per capita comparison. Ifevery producer in Alberta was only
producing enough food to sustain ourselves and our families, there
would be hundreds and hundreds of thousands of producers. The
fact is that every producer is responsible to provide abundant, low-
return, quality, safe food for mankind throughout the world. We do
so with pride and without referring to our individual, ethnic, cultural,
or religious backgrounds. We practise as individual producers our
own religious beliefs and cultural or ethnic practices without the
benefit of special provisions in law or policy.

Education is an important component of our well-being and our
communities as well. We have a public education system that
includes the Catholic faith available to our young people. These
students receive 100 percent provincial student funding across the
board. Throughout the province we also have funding for supporters
of private or independent schools. I’m sure that many of us have
been in the independent schools and talked to people of the Christian
faiths that have their own schools within the counties and MDs from
which we come. Their supporters build their own schools, provide
busing, power, utilities, and other amenities. These schools receive
60 percent of the public level of funding.

In recent years we have witnessed communities with public
schools losing high school programs, junior high programs. We’ve
also seen school grades combined in an attempt and an effort to
maintain the public community schools as a service for our rural
Albertans.

Ironically we also have a parallel private school system being
funded at the 100 percent level on many of the 162 charitable, not-
for-profit arms of the church. Is this, Madam Speaker, an attack on
one religious group? I believe this is a concession above and beyond
reason in today’s society. As this particular organization continues
to grow, we will witness further pressure on our smaller schools.
We’ll continue to see the erosion of small businesses in our commu-
nities. It goes without saying that it’s not the fault of any one
religious group, any one corporation, or any one large individual
landholder. It is a fact that our farms, especially the farms that
we’ve come to know and call family farms, aren’t truly what they
were 40 years ago. They have become larger, more efficient, and
they’re fighting to be sustained.
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Will it continue to be equal opportunity for educational opportu-
nity for Albertans or disproportionate funding levels for one unique
single group of people whose children are for the most part removed
from formal education on their 15th birthday? A reasonable
limitation on land ownership would help support the preservation of
educational facilities in Small Town, Alberta.

Madam Speaker, that was the text of a prepared statement that I
had, but I also wanted to assure everyone here that the issue that I’'ve
heard from people from Caslan to Milk River, Alberta, and as
recently as Arizona indicates the same thing: we shouldn’t be afraid
to make a statement in defence of our smaller communities, of our
businesses. We should be concerned about the potential for large
consolidation of land holdings. We should be concerned about the
potential for the monopolies that seem to be waiting to take over.

As you know, we’ve got the livestock feeding capital of Canada
in our riding. Madam Speaker, that livestock feeding capital is
controlled by a few very large operators, but many of the people in
the surrounding district are also fearful of the day that the large
multinational corporations, the Cargills, the IBPs, take over the
feeding industry in Alberta.

They’re also concerned over the potential that we have now with
potato production in Alberta. Accordingly, in Idaho, H.R. Simplot
has virtual control on 75 percent of the land and the production of
potatoes. P.E.I. has put in a type of legislation to protect the
producers from being taken over by the large processing plants. So
when [ made a fair bit of reference to, Madam Speaker, in this case
a religious group, it’s by no means limited. It has to do with the
preservation of our agricultural independence for production.

I believe, Madam Speaker, that people don’t want to hear the
terms our way of life, our cultural values, or our family farm, so I'm
not going to dwell on those, but I will indicate that many of the
constituents have been kind enough to express a very similar train of
thought not just to myself but to some of my colleagues. I know it’s

a very uncomfortable position that I’ve taken, but I feel that as an
MLA representing constituents, not just in our riding but across the
province, who have been able or unable to bring the matter up for
discussion anywhere that I’'m aware of for the past number of years,
it is also my duty to inform this Legislature and to make their wishes
known, because if we continue to quietly put our heads in the sand
and not discuss what people feel is a very, very long-term serious
issue, then we won’t have served the public well.

Madam Speaker, I know my biggest concern is the future
generation and what this province will look like in the next genera-
tion or two. We’ve got many young people that would love to be
able to farm, but they can’t compete with the capital purchasing
power of large corporate groups, and I guess that’s part of free
enterprise. But by the same token, when our average age on the
farm is approaching 57 or 58 years of age, I don’t think there’s a
great opportunity sitting there waiting for our young people to take
that giant investment in competing on the world market with capital
purchase prices that far outstrip the rate of return.

5:20

Madam Speaker, given the hour and the length of my speech
already, I want to thank everyone for their kind consideration in
listening to my comments. [ want to assure everyone again that I
only have the best interests of agriculture and rural communities at
heart. I will say to the Hutterian Brethren Church of Canada that I
am not after their operation. I am concerned as much about their
children as I am about any other children.

I would like to move that we adjourn debate.

[Motion to adjourn debate carried]

[The Assembly adjourned at 5:21 p.m.]
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Legislative Assembly of Alberta

Title: Wednesday, February 23, 2000
Date: 00/02/23

8:00 p.m.

[The Deputy Speaker in the chair]

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER: Please be seated. Before we begin
tonight’s deliberations, I wonder if we might get unanimous consent
to briefly revert to Introduction of Guests?

[Unanimous consent granted]

head: Introduction of Guests

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Gold
Bar.

MR. MacDONALD: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I rise this evening on
behalf of Pamela Paul, MLA for Edmonton-Castle Downs, and |
would like to introduce to you and through you to all members of the
Assembly 16 visitors from the 180 Cumberland Scouts who are in
the gallery. They are accompanied this evening by Mr. Ray
Hamilton, Mr. Garry Erdmann, Mr. Harold Petrich, and Mr. Rick
Morrison. They’re also accompanied by one parent helper, Colin
Hamilton. I would ask all scouts in the party and their leaders to
please rise and receive the warm and traditional welcome of this
Legislative Assembly.
Thank you.

head: Consideration of Her Honour
the Lieutenant Governor’s Speech

Ms Haley moved:
That an humble address be presented to Her Honour the Honourable
the Lieutenant Governor as follows.

To Her Honour the Honourable Lois E. Hole, CM, Lieutenant
Governor of the province of Alberta:

We, Her Majesty’s most dutiful and loyal subjects, the Legislative
Assembly, now assembled, beg leave to thank you, Your Honour, for
the gracious speech Your Honour has been pleased to address to us
at the opening of the present session.

[Adjourned debate February 22: Mrs. Nelson]

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Mill
Woods.

DR. MASSEY: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I’m pleased this evening
to have an opportunity to respond to the throne speech 2000, and I
have to start by congratulating the speechwriter, the individual or
individuals who crafted the speech that was delivered in this
Chamber by the Lieutenant Governor. I think reaching into the past
and using an agricultural metaphor was really an important reminder
of our roots, and having read some of the material from that First
Legislature of Alexander Rutherford and having looked at some of
the election materials from that era, the Speech from the Throne rang
true. I think it was also a tribute to the background of our recently
appointed Lieutenant Governor.

In recent days we’ve heard two speeches from Lieutenant
Governor Hole. In the first she very eloquently at some length
expressed her passion and her concern for the young people of our
province and in particular for education, and that’s understandable
given the Lieutenant Governor’s background as a parent and as a
long-term school trustee.

In the second, the speech where the content had been structured
by the government, the reference to education is much briefer. In
fact, in looking for the references to the K to 12 education system,
there are but 10 lines, and even though the reference is brief, the
items that are raised in the Speech from the Throne are very
important. Two of them are extremely important.

Let me deal with the first, and that’s the issue of class sizes. Last
evening the Member for Clover Bar-Fort Saskatchewan and I
attended Education Forum 2000 in Fort Saskatchewan. It was
sponsored by the ACE parent group. ACE is a parent group
dedicated to working at improving school conditions and in
particular class size. After the panel members had made presenta-
tions, we heard from six schools, and again from each of those six
schools we heard reference to class size.

We heard of a grade 1 class with 28 students. We heard of a grade
1/2 split class with 27 students. We heard of a grade 3 class in Win
Ferguson school with a size of 32 students. Later in that evening
when the microphones were opened for comment from the audience,
we heard from a kindergarten teacher with a total of 52 kindergarten
youngsters in her two classes. So throughout the evening from the
schools and from the parents that spoke, the theme was the same:
classes are too large, too large to do the kind of job that they felt
needs to be done in working with their youngsters and making sure
those youngsters reach their potential.

The information from those parents echoed what we found in an
informal survey of class sizes that we conducted across the province.
We sent a survey to 1,800 schools, and we are pleased that 5,201
teachers responded to that survey, sending us information about their
class sizes. The interesting thing was that those responses came
from 245 different communities across the province. So from north
to south, east to west we had responses.

Because of the nature of the survey, the way it was done — all we
did was fax out the survey to the schools and say: share this with the
teachers on your staff, and fax it back to us — some may charge that
all we got back were the responses from those teachers that had large
classes. That may well be true. We wouldn’t deny it. We have no
evidence that that’s not true. But having heard from 5,000 teachers
from those various geographic locations, I have some confidence,
when you couple that with the comments we heard from parents last
night, the comments we’ve heard from parents at other forums, and
the comments we’ve heard from the SOS petitioners, that the
information we received accurately reflects the picture in terms of
class sizes across the province.

We were primarily interested in three questions. We were
interested in what percent of kindergarten through grade 3 class-
rooms have 17 students or fewer, what percent of grade 4 through
grade 9 classes have 25 students or less, and, finally, what percent
of junior and senior high school teachers have classes which total
less than 80 students. So those were the three questions.

We chose those numbers — 17 for the primary grades, 25 for the
intermediate grades, and 80 for the junior and senior high schools —
because those are the standards used in part by the Pew Foundation
and Education Week in the United States. Those are the standards
that they use to rank American states and their effort in terms of
class size.

It was interesting. Were we being ranked by the Pew Foundation
on the basis of the results that we received, about 20 percent of our
kindergarten children are in classes of 17 or fewer. So from our
sample 80 percent of kindergarten children are attending classes that
are larger than 17. In grade 1 the results were rather startling. Less
than 5 percent of grade 1 children are in classrooms where the
population is 17 or less, 95 percent of them in classrooms of greater
than 17. In grade 2 about 6 percent of the sample were in
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classrooms of 17 or less, and in grade 3 only about 2 percent of
students were housed in classes of 17 or less. For grades 4, 5, and
6, when you move up to 25 students as a standard, in grade 4 about
43 percent of the students were in classes of 25 or less, in grade 5
about 40 percent were in classes of 25 or less, and in grade 6 about
37 percent of them were in classes of 25 or fewer. When we heard
from the junior high and high school teachers, only about 25 percent
of them handled less than 80 students.

8:10

I think the usefulness of the survey is to give us a snapshot, if you
will, of class sizes in the province. That’s why when I saw the
Speech from the Throne and class sizes were mentioned, I was
delighted. We have to move past the position that was held by the
previous minister of education — and I think the government has
moved past that position — that class size didn’t make a difference.
We know now that it really does.

I think the early research in the *80s was somewhat inconclusive.
Some of those early research studies were studies that were not done
in controlled situations. There were not control groups that could be
measured against experimental groups where class sizes were
reduced and student achievement tracked. But that’s no longer the
case. We have some very good evidence from some very large
studies south of the border that class size makes a difference.
Students in class sizes of 17 and less in K to 3 in particular do better
on achievement tests than do their counterparts who are in larger
classes. We know it makes a difference in terms of how those
students perform.

In 1985 Tennessee’s project STAR, the student/teacher
achievement ratio, was a four-year study that involved over 7,000
students each year in over 300 classrooms. It was an exceptionally
well-designed study, and the results were positive for small classes
year after year, kindergarten through 3rd grade, in all subjects, in all
settings: rural, inner city, and suburban. The results were similar for
both boys and girls. So it didn’t matter which group they came
from, what their gender was; they made the gains. The results were
greater for those in smaller classes. The results were greater for
children attending inner-city schools, and the benefits that they were
able to track lasted through at least grade 7. So a very large study
and one that has been matched by others elsewhere.

The SAGE study in Wisconsin in 1996 and ’97 compared
youngsters in small classes. They actually varied the classroom
arrangements, one teacher to 15 students, two teachers with 30
students, and then four other different arrangements. They tried
different configurations and then tested those youngsters on
achievement scores to see what made the difference, and again the
differences were attributed to class size.

So given that kind of research, the Americans have moved heavily
into class size legislation. If you look at the reviews of class size
legislation, you’ll find that states like Arizona, California,
Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Illinois, Indiana, lowa, New
York, North Carolina, Oklahoma, Tennessee, Utah, and Wisconsin
now have or are actively considering class size legislation, and that
legislation varies in the way it’s written. Others have moved to
spending massive amounts of money. California began a massive
class reduction program in 1996-97. In 1997-98 their program
provided school districts with money to reduce class size to 20
students per teacher for 1.9 million children, and it required 18,000
new teachers. So south of the border they’re taking class size
reduction very, very seriously.

We don’t know what Alberta is going to do. We’ve had it
foreshadowed in the throne speech that something is going to be
done. I’m not sure it’s going to be as ambitious as the Californians;

in fact, I’'m quite sure it won’t be. I hope that whatever we do, we
learn from the things that have happened there.

One of the first things that I think we have to address is the whole
business of standards. What is the class size that we would like to
have for our young children in K to 3, 4 to 6, and in junior and
senior high schools? I would urge that we adopt an independent
measure, not one that’s homegrown, that most people can have
confidence in.

I’d also urge that we suggest some targets. Class size reduction
is a very, very expensive proposition, and I think we would be well
served to look at targets, much as we did in the early *70s, when the
government of the day decided they wanted to move teacher
education and accreditation from one year, as it was for most
elementary schoolteachers, to four years. If you recall, at the time
there was a great outcry that the province would never be able to
afford it, that it was going to be too expensive. The target was set,
and a year at a time the requirements before you could enter a
classroom were increased until it arrived at the point where we are
today, where a hundred percent of elementary school classroom
teachers have at least one university degree, and many of them have
two or more. So I think it’s that target setting, as we’ve done in the
past, that’s an important first step.

I think that target setting allows the kind of planning to go on that
hasn’t occurred south of the border. They have run into an acute
teacher shortage, and there are many teachers in classrooms now in
California without teaching credentials. They’ve run into a space
shortage. They created so many new classrooms they don’t have the
space to house those youngsters, and the pressure on building and
infrastructure is really quite incredible. By setting targets, I think we
could avoid that kind of difficulty.

I think it’s also important, and I heard the Learning minister at a
parent forum agree, first of all, that small class sizes K to 3 were
very important, and I was delighted, as I think most parents there
were, to hear him make that statement. But he followed it up with
the observation, when someone asked where the money was going
to come from, that that money might be taken from grade 4 to 12th
grade classrooms by increasing sizes there and redirecting that
money to primary grade classrooms. As parents last night at Fort
Saskatchewan reminded us, that’s not acceptable. Class sizes need
to be reduced across the system.

Last session I had Bill 222, the class size reduction bill, on the
Order Paper, and [ was very excited about it, but the session was
short. I wrote a note to the Minister of Learning suggesting that he
might want to support Bill 222, and this is what I got back from the
Minister, Mr. Speaker: “If it comes up this session you can count on
my support!!” signed by the minister. I saved that note, because this
session I have another class size bill, Bill 215. The targets are the
same. The only difference is that it calls for full funding for
kindergarten. I’'m going to suggest to the minister that he might
want to write me a similar note about 215, because I’m sure that it
will be raised.

I would like to leave class size and briefly dwell on another issue
that arose in the throne speech, and that was the reference to parent
fund-raising. The previous minister of education was very
dismissive of the concerns raised in this Chamber about parent fund-
raising and constantly reassured us that that fund-raising was only
being done for frills, for extras, and that it wasn’t being done for
essentials. Lastnight the Member for Clover Bar-Fort Saskatchewan
and | heard again about parent fund-raising fatigue. Parents are tired
of fund-raising. I think one of the fathers at that meeting expressed
it very well. He said: how many chocolate almonds do I have to eat
to keep our school running? It was greeted with applause from the
150 assembled parents who agreed with him. They also were very
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clear that they were not raising money for extras. They were raising
money for basics.

So the reference to parent fund-raising in the Speech from the
Throne I hope is not going to result in some regulations that will
govern the behaviour of parents but will lead to some substantial
funding of the underfunded K to 12 system so that parent fund-
raising can again return to those extras that parents like to supply the
children in the schools they work with.

8:20

The third thing and the thing that’s missing is any kind of long-
term plan. We see the two references to class size, to fund-raising,
but what is missing is any kind of long-term planning for education,
any long-term vision, and it’s what’s been missing since the very
day we walked into the Chamber in 1993. 1 would commend to the
government the efforts of the school boards, teachers, and the
superintendents of the province and the school business officials in
their A Vision and Agenda for Public Education. These people have
taken the task of putting forward a vision seriously, and again |
commend to the government this publication, because I think it
points the way one might expect a responsible Department of
Learning to move.

Thanks very much, Mr. Speaker.

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Calgary-Currie,
followed by the hon. Member for Edmonton-Strathcona.

MRS. BURGENER: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. As has been echoed
in the Chamber, it is a privilege to speak on behalf of the
government in response to the Speech from the Throne. A number
of accolades have been given with respect to the content and the
delivery and also, I think, for the promise of the future with the new
Lieutenant Governor, who was sworn in a couple of weeks ago.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to focus a few of my comments on what
I believe to be at the heart of the Speech from the Throne. It’s not
a question of a range of issues and items that are at random. It’s not
about 17 or 18 ministries. It’s not about half a dozen task forces
whose work comes to the fore at a formal time in our legislative
work. This is about the fact that the government chooses to look at
a range of issues with an integrated strategy, and I’'m very pleased
to see that we don’t talk about fiscal reform at the expense of our
children. We don’t talk about higher education at the expense of
agriculture. We are looking at the relationships of a healthy
workforce. We are talking together about the impacts of a quality
education system. We’re talking about an economic strategy. Its
focus is not simply on job creation but about market development,
about international strategies, about where Canada and Alberta
places themselves in the international marketplace.

In some of the highlights that the Lieutenant Governor spoke to,
which are referenced early on in the speech, she uses about three or
four key phrases. One is when she talks about Albertans in the sense
of'their confidence and the fact that they’re an entrepreneurial group
of people. That is not a quality that is exclusive to the wealthy. It’s
not something that is owned only by the young. Itis a cross section
across all ages, genders, and spectrums of our society. People are
confident that if they apply themselves to where their tasks might be,
be that education, be that in their seniors’ centre, be that in
communication on behalf of someone who’s less fortunate, the goals
and objectives they’re trying to achieve will be met. They are
entrepreneurial, and that’s not seen as simply an economic strategy
that people use. Entrepreneurial does have in it a context of
innovation, people who are prepared to try and risk different
strategies, so therefore 1 think we have to look at being

entrepreneurial as a quality of our human nature and not something
that’s strictly looked at as an economic element.

The whole concept of self-reliance: you know, it’s very interesting
that we look at people who are in need and offer them the supports
that are available both as a community and as individuals, but the
concept of being self-reliant is also about how to access and find
ways for our own situations to be improved upon and being resilient
in the face of adversity, not necessarily adversity that is caused by
someone else but even personal challenges that individuals take on.

We also make note of the fact that we are spiritual people, Mr.
Speaker. I think the fact that this Legislature commences every day
with a prayer and a hope that as governors of the province of Alberta
we will be able to use the spiritual wisdom we have on behalf of our
community is something that is worthy of note. I am very pleased
to see that in the Speech from the Throne.

The whole concept of looking at our natural environment and
some of the environmental and heritage issues that face us as a
province. We are a young province, but some of our heritage dates
back centuries, thousands of years. Whether you’re talking about
some of the forest landscape, whether you’re talking about its rivers,
whether you’re talking about newly discovered mineral
opportunities, we have incredible resources. There is a commitment
within this province to protect those and use them to the advantage
of all Albertans.

I think the reason those highlighted comments stand out for me as
something worth noting is the fact that we are taking those qualities
ofiindividuals, qualities of our systems, qualities of our organizations
and applying them on a broad base of policy development. We
definitely do have a reputation and a responsibility to continue to
lead this country on our fiscal responsibilities. We will be delivering
a budget tomorrow that continues to landmark and showcase and
identify for all of Canada what can be done when you have your
fiscal house in order and the innovation that can come from having
discretionary income, the opportunities that arise for individuals
when they have resources for their own purpose and not for the
needs of government.

The concept of equity: we have a recognition within our financial
system and within our supply of programs and services that we have
to be fair to all citizens and for all causes in a way that is consistent
with the responsibilities we hold as a province. We have to
recognize that gender and race and age, areas where your fiscal
impact can be compromised or have a different advantage, is not
something that we should neglect. We have to be attentive to it.
When we look further on in the Speech from the Throne at some of
the issues around support for our seniors, some of the support for
education, which my colleague just spoke so passionately about, the
equity of how we spend our funding and how we collect our funding
is a component that should not be lost.

The fact that there has to be a balance between revenues and
expenditures: you know, a statement the Premier has been making
since he came into power in 1992 as the Premier is that the spending
problem is something that we are responsible for and that managing
our revenues is at best a situation, with Alberta and its energy
resources, that can sometimes be a little bit sporadic but that when
you have your spending under control, when you have your priorities
in place, and when you have a process to balance the two, you are on
track and you’re not at risk of falling back into some of the past
strategies that have been used.

I want to comment a little bit about the focus that was given to the
agricultural community, and needless to say, coming from an urban
riding one treads carefully when you start talking about farmers and
agriculture, but I have been schooled. Ihave a few colleagues in the
Legislature that remind me what my agricultural limitations might
be.
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I would like to suggest that what is recognized in the Speech from
the Throne is not specifically limited to an agricultural philosophy
that is about the prairies. It’s not simply about the crop. It’s not
simply about whether or not the community can deliver on the
promises they hope for with respect to their farming commodities.
It has to do with the fact that there are real frustrations between this
province and our other provincial trading partners with respect to
barriers. We do have work to do across international marketing
strategies. The value-added component of our agricultural product
is integral to our integrated economic strategy. It’s not simply about
farming and about agriculture as much as it is about the future of the
economy of this province and giving it the prominence that that
deserves, whether it’s the technology of the machinery and the
equipment, whether it’s the biotechnology with respect to different
strains of grain and products that can be harvested, whether it has to
do with trade barriers with the European Union. That is the range of
issues our agricultural community expects us to speak toward and
expects us to champion, and I’m quite excited about the fact that that
holistic approach to our agricultural economy was featured and
showcased so well in the Speech from the Throne.

Again, as I spoke at the beginning about this integrated strategy,
I’ve had the privilege to do a little bit of work on behalf of the
minister of economic development and tourism over the last several
months, just completing the tourism destination review report.
There is no doubt that in traveling around the province and meeting
with the various regions and communities, marketing our tourism
strategies, marketing our tourism products, and showcasing what we
have to offer in Alberta are keen concerns for many of our
communities. Whether it’s the Chamber of Commerce, whether it’s
a local outfitter, whether it’s our national parks and our ski
organizations, we have a responsibility in our economic strategy to
look at tourism in a comprehensive way, and it speaks similar to
what I mentioned in agriculture.

8:30

It’s not just about having visitors come to this province, though
they come in droves and they love what they see. It’s all about fair
exchange rates. It’s about having high-class and quality
accommodations. It’s about programs that they can become
involved with. It’s about the quality that their tax dollar is being
spent on: programs and tourism opportunities. So I’m pleased that
some of that tourism work is being recognized and given the
showcase that it should in the Speech from the Throne. We are a
beautiful province, and we have boundless opportunities when we
collectively market that strategy well.

In addition to that, as the House is more than aware, I was recently
named as chairman of the MLA liaison for the Alberta Film
Commission and last week appointed to their board of directors. I'm
delighted to have this opportunity to work on behalf of the film
industry in liaising with the various departments within government
and on international issues to recognize this emerging industry for
all its potential. Again, it’s bigger than just location shooting. It’s
about technology. It’s about employment. It’s about finance. It’s
about culture and development and those aspects, and I’'m pleased
the government continues to recognize this as an emerging issue and
part of its overall economic strategy.

Some conversation has already been tabled in the House with
respect to the endowment fund, the $500 million and that whole area
of initiatives in biosciences, health, and forestry, to name just a few
of the areas of technology and research that we’ll be exploring.
Alberta can be very proud of its track record with the Alberta
Heritage Foundation for Medical Research, that was put in place
decades ago and which has returned on its investment significantly

for Albertans from a cash point of view and helped to stabilize some
of our financial picture.

More important than that is how it’s given us the leg up on the
biotech industry, on medical research, and carved out a name for
Albertans, shared among its postsecondary institutions, shared
among its leading teaching hospitals, shared among its colleagues
who provide leadership in the areas of research. So we can only
expect that a similar marketing strategy and the similar guidelines in
this new area will return results for this province to the same extent
if not greater.

What’s very interesting in the Speech from the Throne is that if
you follow it through, not only do we talk about the financial support
for these research issues. What you get also is the sense of a
recognition of our young people in the employment field, not simply
as students but also as young people who are looking for creative
ways to be employed, who have to take what they have learned
through their education and transfer that into meaningful
employment. So the competition for a good-quality employee who
is well educated and has skills and assets that an organization can
utilize is recognized in the expanded programs to help youth
entering the workforce.

This is a very unique initiative to the province. It’s been pilot-
tested, as you may be aware, over the last couple of months in the
larger centres. It’s being expanded over the next few days in another
announcement. We know that our young people are reaping the
benefits of a quality education and an economic environment in
which they can participate fully, and the good news about it is that
the choices they’re making about their employment are targeted and
focused to meet their own needs. It’s not the job creation model that
comes out of Ottawa. It’s very much focused on matching a young
person’s employment interests with the skill sets they have and
supporting them to bridge those two issues if there is a gap.

We continue in our financial picture to review the cost of doing
business in Alberta. There’s no doubt that we have to remain
competitive. That was one of the hallmarks of both our Premier and
our Treasurer, that we will be the most competitive tax regime in the
country. The fact that we have undertaken to review our business
taxes to see the implications of that on our employment
opportunities, on our market share, on our ability to attract head
offices and corporate entities to the province is very important. The
review of the provincial fees and charges is another way to look at
the cost of doing business in the province and ensure that we
continue to be competitive.

In addition to that, we are looking at the component of
deregulation on a range of issues. It’s consistent with what we’ve
been doing since 1993: what the core business of government is,
who should be doing it, and what regulation should be in place to
ensure that whatever is provided in the private sector is well
monitored and meets the expectations of Albertans on behalf of their
government. [ think that’s an appropriate strategy to have in place,
because deregulation is an option we have to move toward. We have
different global initiatives, whether it’s in energy, whether it’s in
electricity, whether it’s in natural gas. We have a whole range of
deregulatory components that have to be considered, and what you
need from the government is an appropriate strategy and framework
under which that can transpire and an appropriate oversight system
so that as you move into that and as you implement, you are not off
track.

So those are some of the initiatives that I find very, very
important, that I want to highlight for a few minutes in this
opportunity to speak to the Speech from the Throne.

I also have a few comments I want to make with respect to
Alberta seniors in that they have definitely been a part of the Alberta
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advantage. They are contributors. They are supporters. They have,
like every Albertan, carried the burden of the deficit reduction and
debt elimination component. The ability to renew and review the
issues that affect them as the aging population changes is something
this government can be incredibly proud of. The seniors that I talked
to and continue to receive information from have concerns not only
about the quality of their health care but about their quality of life.
Quite frankly, you can’t separate the two.

There are so many other opportunities and options being made
available to them that they need to have a comprehensive
understanding of what this government is prepared to look at in
terms of their needs: some of the work being done in the long-term
care strategy, some of the work that’s being done with respect to
enhancing home care, the community supports and resources, the
Alberta Seniors Games, some of the education communities that are
developing. I have a large group at Viscount Bennett Centre in my
community that is exploring opportunities for seniors, looking at
family violence with respect to seniors.

When you look at issues with respect to fiscal dependency and
how they will transfer wealth and a whole range of issues that
seniors have asked us to look at in a comprehensive way, if any
group of people will suffer if we do it in on a piecemeal basis, it
would be seniors. So I'm pleased to see that they, too, are
recognized specifically in the Speech from the Throne and that they
are seen as being an integral part of our community and are quite
prepared to assist us in shaping policy for the next generation of
Albertans.

I want to just close my comments by making an observation with
respect to the children at risk opportunities that are spoken to in the
Speech from the Throne. Definitely, healthy families are at the core
of our ability to be a healthy society. Some of those initiatives have
been spoken to. The work that’s been recently done with respect to
the Children’s Forum, the resiliency campaign through AADAC,
some of the issues we’re dealing with with respect to fetal alcohol
syndrome and that whole early risk and early identification model
will reap benefits. Those are not just financial benefits, although
those will accrue, but the stability of our communities and of our
society. When you have healthy children, it just goes without saying
that you are building a very strong foundation.

In the work I have done on family violence, the unspoken tragedy
of those domestic disputes deals with the fact that the children are
the ones who have to witness and endure not only the horror of some
of those circumstances but also the terrible uncertainty of being in
shelters, having to flee, dependency on different adults for their
economic support and support from an emotional point of view, and
how damaged those children can be. Our programs must identify
those children who are at risk and do everything possible to bring
them in to some sense of normalcy. This is where the resiliency
campaign that AADAC has undertaken has a very strong basis in
research and support, because when given the needed support at a
young age, some of these horrors that our young children have to
endure can, fortunately, be turned around, and they can be brought
into more productive and healthy lifestyles.

8:40

Mr. Speaker, 1 am very, very proud of the fact that we have a
Speech from the Throne that addresses in a comprehensive way a
range of issues meeting the needs of Albertans, that because of our
monitoring of our financial situation we are able to deal holistically
with a range of issues that Albertans expect us to. We are past the
piecemeal stage of knee-jerk policy. We are looking at the impacts
of the education system on a whole range of departments. We are
looking at the success of science and technology across a whole

range of sectors. We are looking at public policy. We’re looking at
deregulation to maximize what we can offer to our community. We
have the support of Albertans to continue to proceed in that
direction.

So in conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I would just encourage all
members of the Legislature to share this document with their
constituents. We get criticized some days that there is no plan, and
I find that as kind of a shallow comment to make, because when you
read the Speech from the Throne, you see the range of issues, the
articulate way in which they are laid out, the expectations for
implementation. That indeed is the plan, and it’s a good one for
Alberta.

Thank you.

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Edmonton-
Strathcona.

DR. PANNU: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I rise to respond to the
Speech from the Throne delivered on February 17 by Her Honour
the Honourable Lois Hole, Lieutenant Governor, in the Fourth
Session of the 24th Legislature.

It was a pleasure to see the new Lieutenant Governor take her seat
and radiate dignity and a sense of compassion and affection that she
certainly symbolizes for all of us. I want to compliment her for her
readiness to accept this important public responsibility after having
spent long years of her life in different public positions serving the
people of Alberta.

I’ve known the Lieutenant Governor for many years. I got to
know her even more closely over the last three years during our
frequent meetings on a variety of occasions. I’ve been most
impressed, and I think we’re all very fortunate to have her in the
position she occupies today.

Mr. Speaker, this certainly is a throne speech which presents a sort
of framework or a restatement, if you wish, of this government’s
commitments to Albertans with respect to the values that it
subscribes to, the values that guide its programs, and it certainly sets
the stage for the deliberations of the new century for Alberta.
Alberta will soon be 100 years old, and certainly at the turn of the
century it’s important to re-examine, revisit some of the basic
fundamental values and principles that undergird our society, our
programs, our government institutions, and our policies.

Mr. Speaker, the speech, well written as it is, is as significant in
what it says as in what it doesn’t say. The silences, the absences are
as important as what’s been stated quite clearly and well.

I find on page 2 that baby Micheal was ushered into this Assembly
to show our commitment to the children of Alberta, baby Micheal
being the millennium child and representative of Alberta’s
millennium children. The reference that is made there is to the
birthright of baby Micheal and his cohorts to “economic opportunity,
personal freedom, clear choices, and safe communities.”

All well and good, Mr. Speaker, but baby Micheal and others of
his age need economic security before they can have economic
opportunity. They need strong and caring families before they can
learn to exercise personal freedom. They need to have secure
schools. They need to have secure guarantees of nutrition and other
things that are needed for growth as children before they can
exercise clear choices, and certainly safe communities are the
context in which our children have the right to grow. That certainly
is a precondition.

So the statement on birthrights in my view skips certain other
important conditions and important guarantees that we as adults, that
we as the government of this province, that we as the Legislature of
this province need to give to our children. I find that those are
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missing here. What we find are sort of nice and pious
announcements about economic opportunity and personal freedom
and choice but nothing about the economic security that children can
have only if their families have that, no guarantees of hot lunches for
children who come to school every morning without being fed at
home. I had hoped that at least in this new century, when we’re
trying to renew our commitment to our children, there would be
some concrete indication of the way in which we will commit
ourselves and our resources, which are available in abundance, to
our children and particularly to those children who are in the greatest
need. That, I find, is missing in this speech.

Mr. Speaker, again talking about the principles. The principles are
very nicely stated here, but there is also a distinction that needs to be
made between words and deeds. Any government, including this
government, must be judged by not only what it says but what it
does. That means its policies and its programs, and I’ll come to
those in a moment. The principles, the administration of the
principles, will have to be judged in the course of the year to see
how they translate into concrete policies, be those policies about
education, about health, about hospitals, about seniors, about our
children, about our environment, or about our economic and
development policies in general.

Mr. Speaker, let me turn to these matters in some more concrete
ways, but one or two other statements should preface those remarks.
The throne speech in many ways is self-congratulatory in tone.
There’s not even a modest recognition of the problems we need to
address in the area of health care: waiting lines, emergency room
problems, and the general inability of the health care system to
respond to the legitimate and pressing health needs of our
population. It would have been nice if, along with some of the
accomplishments and some of the statements about what we have
achieved, there was some recognition that there are problems to be
addressed so that we can then begin to have a public debate on how
to address those problems.

8:50

There is a certain degree of smugness which seemed to pervade
the pages of the throne speech. There’s certainly a statement about
our growing economy, increasing provincial revenues, but there is
no commitment here, as I see it, to achieving a reasonably shared
prosperity. The economy may be prosperous, but there have been
lots of people who are poor. We know that persistent poverty,
endemic poverty, is a major problem, a major challenge that we as
Albertans must address together and not leave it to individuals who
suffer from the conditions of poverty to be responsible all by
themselves for their poverty. So there is this lack of commitment to
reasonably shared prosperity as a provincial goal, and that’s
disappointing, Mr. Speaker, particularly in light of the health of the
economy, the general wealth that’s being created in the province.
The problems are with its distribution, where this wealth ends up.

Turning to some specific themes, Mr. Speaker. The Speech from
the Throne is not by and large a forward-looking document, despite
all the feel-good rhetoric. The initiatives in the throne speech are
throwbacks to the past bent on destroying the valuable social
institutions Albertans have worked so hard to build. Public health
care, public education, labour rights, and fair taxation: all are on the
chopping block in this government’s 21st century Alberta.

The government likes to brag about all the money being put back
into health care. I urge the government not to waste this money on
costly privatization experiments. There is a real danger that if this
government proceeds with the legalization of private, for-profit
hospitals and then authorizes the RHAs to contract out to these
private, for-profit hospitals, this is precisely what will happen: we

will waste public funds without achieving the results that we are
promised will accrue to us if we move in this direction.

The evidence from Alberta and elsewhere is overwhelming.
Private, for-profit hospitals cost more and deliver less. The
government would get a bigger bang for its health care bucks if they
went into public facilities rather than being drained away by those
looking to profit from our health care system.

Here I want to very quickly draw your attention, Mr. Speaker, to
the conclusions of an important report just released three weeks ago
from the University of Alberta, from the Parkland Institute. The title
of the report is Private Profit or Public Good. It poses certain
questions related to the government’s proposed initiative and comes
up with the following answers.

1. Are private hospitals cheaper and more efficient than public
ones? No. Almost invariably they are more expensive and less
efficient.
2. Do market forces work with health care like they do with
products such as food and consumer goods? No. Health care is
widely regarded by economists as a case of "market failure.’
3. Will for-profit health care raise costs to the public system? Yes.
The inefficiencies, conflicts of interest, and other problems
inevitable in for-profit medicine drive up the costs of the public
system.
4. What effect will private hospitals and surgical clinics have on
waiting lists? They will likely make them longer. Public health care
systems are more efficient than private ones, and dollar for dollar,
the more efficient system will have the shortest waiting lists.
Increasing the flow of funds to the private system can actually
lengthen waiting lists if those funds could otherwise have gone to
the public system, because an efficient provider is being replaced by
an inefficient one. Alberta’s experience with cataract surgery
confirms this
I could go on, but time is limited. Let me quickly move on to some
other issues here.

If privatization were the way to go, the U.S. would have the least
expensive health care system in the world. We all know the opposite
is the case. The U.S. has by far the most expensive health care
system in the world, with per capita health care costs 50 percent
higher than those in any other western industrialized country. Does
the U.S. at least have healthier citizens? The answer again is no. By
every major health indicator, the U.S. ranks near the bottom of the
heap among the industrialized countries. What the U.S. does have
is the most unequal health care system, where access is determined
by ability to pay and more than 40 million people, close to one and
a half times the population of Canada, at any given time have no
access to health care insurance. Will the government’s scheme to
legalize private, for-profit health care reduce waiting lists? Again
the answer is a clear no.

A recent survey by the Consumers’ Association of Canada,
Alberta branch, has clearly shown this. They recently studied
waiting lists for cataract surgery in Edmonton, Calgary, and
Lethbridge. In Calgary the surgery is all done in private clinics, and
the waiting times are the longest. The next longest waiting time is
in Edmonton. Lethbridge, which has all cataract surgeries done in
the public system, has the shortest waiting list. If the government
scheme will cost more and won’t reduce waiting times, why are we
still pressing ahead? It’s a good question and one that many
Conservatives who value our public health care system are asking as
well. The only explanation I can find is that they’re caving in to the
pressure from a few squeaky-wheel private business interests.

Earlier this week I made public information about the murky
world of private, for-profit health care. The information shows two
things: one, that these special interests are fierce lobbyists, and
second, that the only way they can make a profit is by feeding off
our public health care system.
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What do we need? The New Democrats propose an outright ban
on private, for-profit hospitals. Bill 201, which unfortunately didn’t
come before this House, was an attempt to do precisely that. I would
invite Albertans to look at that bill to see that there is an alternative,
a better alternative than the one that’s being proposed from the
government side. We haven’t had them in the past, and we don’t
need them in the future.

The New Democrats also advocate an independent cost-benefit
analysis of existing day surgery contracts. If, as expected, the study
shows that contracting out day surgery costs more and delivers less,
tighter controls would be imposed.

A progressive tax system is the hallmark of a civilized society,
Mr. Speaker. The flat tax that the government is proposing to
legislate during this session of the Legislative Assembly threatens
this. [interjections]

Speaker’s Ruling
Decorum

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER: Sorry, hon. member. We appear to have
several people who want to enter into debate on the Speech from the
Throne, and we would invite them to take their turn. Right now it
is the turn of the hon. Member for Edmonton-Strathcona.

Debate Continued

DR. PANNU: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I hope you will give me an
extra minute as a result of this interruption.

The government’s proposed flat tax massively shifts the tax
burden from the wealthy onto the middle class. The flat tax is an
issue which has not received the scrutiny it deserves. The fact is that
the only reason the government may be able to get away with it is
because Alberta’s fiscal good fortune has allowed the government
to hide the regressive redistributed effects of the flat tax behind other
tax cuts. The fact remains that those with yearly incomes above
$100,000 will receive a financial windfall while middle-class earners
will receive little or no benefit. A much fairer way of providing a
comparable amount of tax relief would be to abolish costly and
inefficient health care premiums. This would save every Alberta
family, regardless of income, $816 dollars a year.

The Speech from the Throne, Mr. Speaker, says that the
government will improve financial assistance to postsecondary
students. Providing a little bit of relief for student debt loads is a
clear example of treating the symptoms rather than the underlying
cause. The underlying cause is skyrocketing tuition fees guaranteed
by this government. So what we need to do is roll back the tuition
fees, change the base funding formula for the universities and
colleges so that they get larger financial assistance from the
government so that the universities and colleges can move to reduce
tuition fees and roll them back.

9:00

Treating the symptoms rather than the underlying causes also
applies to the children’s initiatives from the throne speech. As I
mentioned before, there are lots of children living in poverty. They
need immediate action. Every year lost in poverty by a child is a
year that cannot be recovered, and it does irreversible damage to that
child. Therefore, we need immediate action, and nothing is
promised in this throne speech.

It also fails the homeless. Instead of directing dollars to
community agencies to build affordable housing, the government
keeps looking for private-sector solutions in an area where there’s a
clear-cut case of market failure. The real estate market serves 80
percent of the housing market well but not the bottom 20 percent.

Without government leadership and involvement the ranks of
Alberta’s homeless will continue to grow.

The throne speech fails Alberta’s environment, Mr. Speaker.
There seems to be a clear retreat by this government on the
environmental front. Bill 15 was withdrawn from the last sitting of
the Legislature. There’s no indication here that the government is
willing to take any legislative measures to protect our special places
and environmentally sensitive areas in the province or to do
something about gas flaring, which is a major problem.

I will conclude, Mr. Speaker. Are there any positives in this
throne speech? Yes, if you search hard enough for them. The
legislation to set up the science and technology endowment seems
positive and so is the legislation to return sacred artifacts to First
Nations communities.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

MS EVANS: Mr. Speaker, | intend to speak for a very brief time and
address some of the concerns that have been mentioned by the hon.
members speaking opposite, specifically the last speaker, from
Edmonton-Strathcona.

Mr. Speaker, within the throne speech there is a reference not only
to the forum but to the task force for children at risk. There is a
reference to the reviews that are under way for both the caseloads
and also the other things that we are doing for children. Further,
there are references, I know, from other colleagues about supports
for children. Because so many times we think the sky is falling on
the children of Alberta, [ want to quote from the Canadian Council
on Social Development, who have the following observations as they
portray children and youth. They state in fact that “most children
live in two-parent families,” that “more than half of all Aboriginal
people in Canada are children and youth,” and that “more young
Canadians live in families that speak a language other than English
or French.” They finally talk about what contributes to child and
youth well-being.

Mr. Speaker, here is the point that [ want to stress most of all. The
best contributor to a child and to the welfare of youth, the best
possible contributor is the parent. In fact, government, with their
Children’s Services ministry and with any other positive support
mechanism, does not tend to take the place of a good parent.

“Family life is positive for most children” in Canada. “More
families are having trouble balancing their work and family
responsibilities.” Herein, Mr. Speaker, from this quote, I would
contend, lie some of the social difficulties we have today.

More youth are delaying leaving home . . .

Only one-third of Canadians say their financial situation has

improved over the past two or three years . . .

Child poverty rates remain high
not only in Alberta but elsewhere. In fact, if there’s any consolation,
over the last two years we have improved better than most other
provinces in decreasing child poverty. However, it does remain on
the incline.

Children and youth are safer from crime . . .

Fewer youth are killed in car crashes . . .

Dangerous chemicals in food, air and water still pose poorly

measured risks to Canadian children.
So it’s not all bright, Mr. Speaker, but clearly it’s no worse in
Alberta than it is in other places.

The majority of young teens feel safe [at home and] at school most

of the time . . .

Public spending on education rose by about 3% between 1992 and

1996, but it fell as a proportion of gross nation product.

Now, Mr. Speaker, when you look at the record in Alberta in
public education — and I remember when my hon. colleague from
Edmonton-Mill Woods and I were similarly involved as trustees.
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We had probably quite a different environment than we have today,
but the technological influences today, I think, have grown to
provide even a more enhanced education than we had then.

In fact, Mr. Speaker, infant mortality rates continue to fall, and in
Alberta we show the highest rate across Canada for breast-feeding,
one of the positive indicators of healthy starts for children. While
more teens are smoking and the risk of sexually transmitted diseases
among teens is worrisome, throughout our review at the forum and
also from the Task Force on Children at Risk, we are finding what
seems to be true across Canada, that in fact youth crime rates are
declining and more is being done by parents on behalf of their
children, not only low-income parents but all parents.

Mr. Speaker, so much of what has been stated in this Assembly
about children over the past two and a half years in my experience
sounds as if Alberta is neglecting the children, but quite the opposite
istrue. In closing I want to just give credit to two models. The child
help model in the city of Edmonton, developed by the local police,
and the community conferencing model in the city of Calgary will,
I think, gain great benefits by co-ordinating police, volunteers,
medical personnel, directors of social services, mental health, and
prosecutors together in assisting children.

Mr. Speaker, raising a child takes a village. It takes the
commitment of parents, teachers, child welfare workers, and indeed
the government. If we are to provide fully integrated teams with a
community focus, we will lend our support, our advocacy to those
groups, and [ am very proud indeed of the references in the throne
speech to what this government will do for children.

On that note, I move to adjourn debate.

[Motion to adjourn debate carried]

head: Government Bills and Orders
head: Second Reading

Bill 1
Alberta Heritage Foundation for
Science and Engineering Research Act

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER: The hon. Minister of Innovation and
Science.

DR. TAYLOR: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I’ll start my comments by
saying that knowledge is our most important renewable resource.
Today as I proudly move second reading of Bill 1, the Alberta
Heritage Foundation for Science and Engineering Research Act, this
government, our government, my government . . .

MS HALEY: Mine too.

DR. TAYLOR: . . . and the member opposite’s here too, makes a
very clear statement to Albertans and to the rest of the country and
indeed the rest of the world. I’m just going to take a few minutes,
Mr. Speaker, because this really is a momentous occasion. We have
to realize that this is Bill 1 in the new millennium, the first bill of a
new millennium, the first bill of the year 2000.

Alberta is the home of innovation. Yes, we are the home of
innovation, and that is because Albertans are not afraid of
challenges. We embrace challenges. We do not see obstacles but
opportunities. From my own personal experience —and [ know other
members were in business during the 1980s, and there were many
challenges during the 1980s, but if we saw those, as we did in our
own personal businesses, as opportunities, we survived. Others
survived because they didn’t see the glass half empty; they saw the
glass half full.

Albertans are bold entrepreneurs. We are forward thinking, and
we are innovative. This Bill 1 of the new millennium is another
example of Alberta as a trendsetting province. Alberta is a national
leader, Mr. Speaker, in policy and in good government, and I can tell
you that we are the envy of other people across this country and
across the world. In fact, once we announced what Bill 1 would be,
once we announced the $500 million heritage foundation for science
and engineering research, colleagues from universities were telling
me that they had their colleagues from around North America
phoning them and saying: “Is this really true? Is this really
happening?” So we are the envy, Mr. Speaker.

9:10

With the launch of Bill 1 we embark as Albertans, as a
government on another bold plan which will really launch Alberta
into the forefront of global knowledge. It will launch us into the
knowledge-based economy. What this does is build on our most
important renewable resource, as I’ve said, which is knowledge, and
knowledge is critical to our success in the new century.

Most certainly my caucus colleagues and I have worked hard to
find ways to build on our strong foundation, to capitalize on the
potential of the new millennium, to capitalize on the young people,
provide opportunities for the young people in the province. To the
Premier and to all my colleagues here I say sincerely: thank you for
your support over this last period of time when we’ve been working
on this.

Other individuals — and I want to mention just a few, and there are
many of them. You know, you’re not supposed to mention names,
Mr. Speaker, and I know I’ll probably miss a few, but I want to
mention a few names that have been influential and have been a
great help in developing this fund and also encouraging the
government to make it Bill 1.

First of all is Dr. Bob Church. He’s the chairman of the Alberta
Science and Research Authority. He is a constituent of the Member
for Airdrie-Rocky View and is a great supporter of the Member for
Airdrie-Rocky View. Bob is truly a tireless champion of R and D in
Alberta. Bob has been involved with science and research a long
time. He’s a former associate dean of medicine at the University of
Calgary. He’s a world-recognized figure in the area of medical
research. He presently ranches just outside Airdrie —he’s gone back
to his roots — but is still intimately involved with science and
research in this province. So to Bob I say thank you. I can tell you
that he has been tremendously influential, influential on me. I
respect Bob’s advice. Bob, my cowboy hat is off to you. And for
those of you who haven’t seen me in a cowboy hat, I do wear one.
You are going to have to come down to my constituency to see me
wear my cowboy hat.

MS HALEY: I live for that, you know.

DR. TAYLOR: Well, I see members are saying that they live for it,
so by all means come and join me.

Another person that has been influential in this process is Eric
Newell, president of Syncrude. Of course, we all know Syncrude is
a strong Alberta company which has directly benefited from Alber-
ta’s investment in R and D. He’s also the chair of the board of
governors of the University of Alberta. He recognized early on the
merits of a foundation such as this. He was and continues to be a
strong advocate, and [ very much appreciate Eric’s support and help
in promoting this fund.

Adding to really a large group of people are some others:
university presidents and vice-presidents Rod Fraser, Terry White,
Howard Tennant, Roger Smith, Len Bruton, and Sheamus O’Shea.
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I say thank you to all of them for pursuing a brighter future for
Alberta’s youth.

Of course, Mr. Speaker, there are others, and I won’t mention —
one [ don’t want to forget because he’s sitting in the gallery is my
executive assistant, Ken Faulkner. Ken has been very helpful and a
tireless worker, and I know other ministers would desire an
executive assistant such as this. [ don’t want to say too much in case
they try and recruit him, but Ken has been very valuable and a very
wise adviser.

To the rest of the people that have been involved in helping us
promote this fund whose names I haven’t mentioned, on behalf of
my colleagues and all Albertans, on behalf of the youth of Alberta
because they are the future of Alberta, I say thank you. In summary,
Mr. Speaker, through their support and encouragement Bill 1 was
born.

To fully appreciate the effects that Bill 1 will have on Alberta, I
think we have to take a very brief look, Mr. Speaker, at the Alberta
Heritage Foundation for Medical Research, because Bill 1 and the
Alberta heritage foundation for science and engineering research
model AHFMR — somehow, Mr. Speaker, AHFMR sounds better
than AHFSER. We’ve got to think of a better acronym. Perhaps it
can be AFSER. So I’ll refer to AFSER.

Now, I won’t go into a detailed history of AHFMR, but I will read
a letter from Mr. Al Libin, who is a former chair of AHFMR. He
was the chair of AHFMR for 10 years. Al says in his letter:

When 1 was appointed the AHFMR Board Chairman in 1990, I
recall my amazement at what the Foundation had accomplished in
just 10 [previous] years. With the creation of AHFMR in 1980, it
was possible for bright young scientists, both Alberta born and from
around the globe, to realize their dreams and ideas with long-term
Heritage support. In a very short time, Alberta could boast of a top-
flight research community that was increasingly lauded in national
and international research circles. When my tenure began, it was
clear that Alberta had yet another natural resource that was, and is,
envied throughout the nation: a superlative repository of scientific
brainpower.

Our province truly has a presence as a centre of research
excellence in the scientific world. That this has been achieved
through AHFMR’s direct and indirect contributions to biomedical
and health research successes, many of which have resonated
throughout the world, is for me, as outgoing chairman of AHFMR,

a source of immense pride and satisfaction.
That’s just a quote from Al’s letter.
I have a number of other quotes I could read, but I just want to
read one from Susan Jensen. She’s the professor and chair,
department of biological sciences at the University of Alberta.
Susan says in her letter to the Premier:
I recognize and appreciate that a very large sum of money is
involved, and that you could no doubt have won greater political
rewards by spending it on more visible programs. It is a credit to
your commitment to the long term well being of Alberta and of
Albertans that you have chosen to spend the money in this way.

I think that summarizes for me what the fund is all about.

This fund, like the AHFMR fund, like our science and research
fund, will leverage other dollars from outside, and it will create great
scientific advancements. To mention just two from the AHFMR,
I’m sure all of you remember that last summer we had Patrick Lee
at the University of Calgary with his discovery of the reovirus, a
virus that can eat cancer. Folks, this virus is going into human trials
this year. Now, can you imagine that difference if this actually
works in human trials. That we have a virus that can cure cancer,
can you imagine what that means to the world? It’s a huge
accomplishment, a huge endeavour. That was funded by the
AHFMR, and that’s the kind of thing that will be funded by AFSER.

One other example I’ll mention is Dr. Lorne Tyrrell. Some of you

may know Lorne. He’s the dean of Medicine. Lorne has the first
and only treatment, cure if you wish, for hepatitis B in the world.
This product came on the market this year. It is a fascinating story
to listen to Lorne talk about how he started with small research
dollars. He had his parents on his parents’ farm looking after the
ducks he was using for research experiments, and Lorne and his wife
and kids would go out to the farm every Saturday and clean duck
cages. I mean, it is an amazing, fascinating story to listen to Lorne
Tyrrell talk about this. You can see I'm getting excited about it,
because I’ve listened to him. I’m excited about his story.

That research was accomplished through funding by AHFMR.
Without AHFMR Lorne Tyrrell would not be in Alberta, the cure for
hepatitis B would not be an Alberta cure, and Glaxo Wellcome, one
of the biggest drug companies in the world, would not be in Alberta
funding today Lorne Tyrrell’s research and funding his research on
hepatitis C. There is no cure for hepatitis C. Will Lorne discover it?
I have absolute faith that he will. It’ll take him some time but he
will have a model, and there are some exciting things happening
with hepatitis C. Once again, funding through AHFMR.

From 1996 to 1999 AHFMR funded $108,277,772 worth of
research. Just think of that: in three years over $100 million funding
for medical research. That’s the kind of thing the science and
engineering fund will talk about.

9:20

In fact, just today I was talking about this fund to a Globe and
Mail reporter writing an article that she says will appear in the Globe
probably this weekend, and when I explained some of the things we
were thinking about as a government, the direction we were going
as a government, her comment was, “Wow, I can’t believe it.” So
we will be recognized as a leader in North America, Mr. Speaker, for
the establishment of this fund.

In conclusion, there are just a couple of comments, and I’'m going
to read them again. One is, once again, Al Libin’s comments. Al,
as you know and I’ve already indicated, was the chairman of
AHFMR for 10 years, and he said:

The growth in programs has been made possible by the parallel
growth of the endowment. At March 31, 1999, the endowment from
which grants and awards are made by AHFMR stood just below $1
billion. That endowment, and the more than $570 million invested
in research excellence over the years . . .
Now, you’ll remember, Mr. Speaker, that this fund started at $300
million. It is now worth a billion, and they’ve invested more than
$570 million.
... exemplifies the sound stewardship of the Board of Trustees and
the responsible investment management of Alberta Treasury. It is
a perpetual resource for excellence in biomedical and health
research in our province for our children and their children
And that’s what this is about, a source of research excellence for my
children, my grandchildren, your children, your grandchildren.
That’s what this is about.

I’d like to quote just for interest’s sake as well from Hansard,
November 9, 1979. This was when AHFMR was brought in. Ithink
Premier Lougheed’s comments are very valuable. In concluding his
comments, he said:

Mr. Speaker and members of the Assembly, over the decades we’ve
had a brain drain to the United States. I think we’re changing a fair
number of things in Canada. Certainly, that can get us into a
number of other subjects as well, as to what we’re changing.
The very same could be said today.

But one thing we are also starting to change is that whole concept of
the brain drain to the United States. I think one of the very exciting
possibilities I'll look back on, in terms of presenting this Bill to the
Legislature, is that in a very clear and specific way it may reverse
that, to the benefit of this country as well as to this province.
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I believe that in medical research, Mr. Speaker — my comments now
— we have a brain gain, and there’s good evidence of that. I believe
that once we do this fund, we will have a brain gain in science and
engineering research.

Premier Lougheed goes on to say:

Mr. Speaker, I’d like to conclude with my final references to the
Bill. I’ve said what it’s not. It is not a supplementary funding for
universities, it’s not to displace voluntary fund-raising organization
efforts, and it’s not to supplement the traditional funding available
to researchers in Canada from the Medical Research Council and
other government departments.

But what it is is very significant. It will be a major supplement
to Alberta in making this a brain centre in Canada. I believe it will
attract young Albertans into lifetime research careers in science. It
will provide both the continuity and security so necessary for those
researchers, with the lack of interference from government or the
Legislature. It [will] enhance the quality of life of people
everywhere. And it will in time, I hope and I believe, make Alberta
an outstanding medical research centre in the world.

And you know what, Mr. Speaker? Premier Lougheed was right.
His predictions of 20 years ago have come true. Alberta is an
outstanding medical research centre in the world. We will become
an outstanding centre for research in science and engineering in the
world because of this fund, because of the future vision of this
government, because of the commitment to this.

As Professor Susan said in her letter, we could have spent money
on “more visible programs”, short-term programs that might have
reaped more political gains. But this shows us, Mr. Speaker, the
future. This shows us the commitment of my government, of
Albertans’ government, to our children, to our grandchildren, and it
is absolutely essential for our future.

One further comment I’ll read is from the Leader of the
Opposition at the time, Mr. R. Clark, and I’m sure most of us know
him. Once again, this is in Hansard, November 9, 1979.

Mr. Speaker, in taking part in the debate on second reading of Bill
62, The Alberta Heritage Foundation for Medical Research Act, I
want to say at the outset that it’s the intention of my colleagues and
me to support the Bill in second reading.
That was the opposition at the time. I trust the opposition at this
time will be able to say exactly the same thing.
Thank you.

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Mill
Woods.

DR. MASSEY: Thanks, Mr. Speaker. I’'m pleased to have the
opportunity to speak to Bill 1, the Alberta Heritage Foundation for
Science and Engineering Research Act. I listened with interest to
the remarks of the minister, aware that at second reading we’re
expected to speak to the principles of the bill. Although he didn’t
speak to the principles of the bill, he spoke with such enthusiasm
that it was hard not to gain a little bit of the kind of hard work and
the kind of consideration that has gone into putting Bill 1 in place.

I’'m pleased to speak in favour of Bill 1 and to speak for the critic
for Innovation and Science, the Member for Edmonton-Glenora, and
to speak for our caucus. We will certainly be pleased to support this
bill. The critic’s advice to me when he was talking about this
evening’s presentation was: let’s pass it and let’s pass it now, as
quickly as it can be done. That doesn’t mean that he doesn’t have a
small amendment that he would like to see put forward when the bill
comes to committee, but certainly there’s great enthusiasm on this
side of the House for it.

I think that because it is an important bill, we have the obligation
to look at the principles and to make sure that those principles are

clear. Some of them of course are very self-evident from the text of
the bill. One of the major principles, of course, is that the
foundation will engage in a wide range of activities in supporting “a
balanced long-term program of science and engineering research.”
That’s very important: that it be balanced, that it be long-ranged, and
that it focus on engineering research. That’s a principle that I think
is worth reiterating, because there are parts of the world where
science research has been used by governments for ends that were
not worthy of the human race. So the principle that this be balanced.

A further principle: that the new knowledge should improve our
economy, our communities, and our environment. When you couple
those two principles together, I think we have the assurance that the
activities of this foundation are going to be those that all Albertans
will be proud of and all Albertans and Canadians will benefit from.

The focus is rightfully on the discovery and the application of new
knowledge. I’ve spoken before in the Chamber, and [ know from the
members, the personnel that the minister listed who have been
involved in the creation of the fund and have given the minister
advice, that there is a concern that between discovery and — basic
research is not the word they use anymore; they don’t use “basic
research”; there’s a new name for it — applied research, there’s a
balance and that all research, the kind of necessary research that has
to go on that doesn’t always have a gizmo in mind at the end of the
project, those kinds of serendipitous things that happen in research
are going to be allowed to happen under the auspices of this fund.
So, again, an important principle is that it’s going to focus on the
discovery of the new and the applications so that they are separated
out of knowledge.

9:30

The minister talked about the very successful Alberta heritage
fund for medical research and that that model, that has been so very,
very successful, is the model that is being used for science and
engineering. Again, it assures us that the fund will be successful,
that the heritage fund for medical research has set a precedent in the
province for research and endowment funds.

Another principle is that the fund will be closely linked to our
advanced education institutions and that it’s not going to be used by
the government in terms of funding of research, looking at the
research of those institutions and cutting back or judging the kind of
research money that they’ll be given based on what is happening for
this endowment fund. I think that’s as it should be. This is a stand-
alone, independent fund, but it’s going to be rooted in our
postsecondary institutions.

The principle that there shall be an international review panel of
course is basic to quality research, and the manner in which that is
set forth in the bill makes it abundantly clear how important this
component of the research that’s conducted will be. It’s really the
only guarantee of quality of research when we know that it’s being
overseen, being judged, being reviewed by the best minds in the
world and that those minds are drawn from the international
community.

A further principle is that the fund will publicly report. It’s only
as should be expected that there’s going to be close monitoring and
that there’s going to be a very careful accounting of the activities of
the fund. That’s a principle that, again, all Albertans would expect.

There are a number of other principles that could be teased out of
the bill, Mr. Speaker, but I think all in all we’re delighted that the
bill is here. I think our critic would like to take some credit because
he has raised in budget debates in past years the need for funds such
as this and was good enough to supply me copies of Hansard giving
proof of that claim. But it doesn’t really matter where the ideas
came from. It’s important that it’s here and that it’s in front of the
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Assembly and that it’s going to have the wholehearted support of
both sides of the House.

So with those comments, Mr. Speaker, I’d like to adjourn debate
on Bill 1.

[Motion to adjourn debate carried]

head: Consideration of Her Honour
the Lieutenant Governor’s Speech
(continued)

[Adjourned debate February 23: Ms Evans]
THE DEPUTY SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Calgary-Buftalo.

MR. DICKSON: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. It was
interesting to me to see the government, through the agency of Her
Honour the Lieutenant Governor, hark back to the first Lieutenant
Governor of the province and quote with apparent approval a
statement that had been made by the first Liberal government of this
province.

I always appreciate historical perspective, but actually 1 was
thinking of going a little further back. I think we might sooner take
instruction from Girolamo Savonarola. That’s about 500 years
earlier. Mr. Savonarola was the courageous man who more than 500
years ago challenged the vices and the excesses of Pope Alexander
VI. Savonarola was a Dominican friar who distinguished himself for
his eloquent critique of the government of the day. He ended up
being burned at the stake in 1498 so paid the price of his
convictions.

The reason I think of Mr. Savonarola is that earlier this year the
mayor of Calgary, Al Duerr — and, I might mention, the most
popular mayor the city has ever had — delivered at a downtown
Rotary club ... [interjections] The numbers, Mr. Speaker, speak for
themselves. It may be that some from outside the city may think that
someone else succeeded in winning with the biggest plurality of any
mayor and may not realize that in fact Mr. Duerr holds that special
acknowledgment.

I think my point, though, is this: when Mayor Duerr was
delivering his state of the city speech to the downtown Rotary club
earlier in 2000, he talked about something that I think hearkened
back to the days of Mr. Savonarola. He talked about wanting
Calgary to be an ethical city. I thought that was really interesting
and really instructive because at a time when we’re so focused on
jobs and money and balanced budgets, how refreshing to have the
mayor of one of the two largest cities in the province talk about the
importance of striving to be an ethical community. In fact, I’d
mentioned today that the Sheldon M. Chumir foundation has hired
an executive director, Dr. Hanen. It’s a foundation that’s looking to
heighten the focus on ethics in our communities and in public
affairs.

So when I come to the throne speech, I guess I'm looking to find
some resonance, something in this throne speech that Mr. Savon-
arola would have been impressed with. Is there even a faint echo of
Mayor Duerr’s call for an ethical community? To be fair to the
government, we see some glimmers. On page 3 of the throne speech
we see a reference to “equity, which includes fairness for all citizens
and respect for diversity of culture, age, gender, and other
characteristics.” This is cited as being one of the governing
principles of the province.

Ironically, the first two bills we deal with in the Legislative
Assembly are Bill 202, one to invoke the notwithstanding clause,
and Bill 204, a bill specifically targeted to Hutterite colonies in
southern Alberta. One can say they’re private members’ bills, but

when we see that that’s the way we’re starting out with the
legislation we first look at, I have some problems with that.

Persons with developmental disabilities. You know, there’s a
large community of the most vulnerable men and women in this
province, and what we find in the throne speech is that we’re going

to follow up on the review of the persons with developmental

disabilities program to strengthen support for Albertans with

developmental disabilities.
Has nobody cottoned on yet, Mr. Speaker, that the biggest part of the
problem are the PDD boards? When the chairman of the Calgary
PDD board left and there was some tension between Mr. Sparrow
and the provincial PDD board and the Calgary PDD board, you
know who advertised for the new chair of the Calgary board? It was
the provincial board.

Mr. Speaker, we know the amount of money that has gone into the
PDD boards. We know it certainly isn’t going into the agencies and
the services and the support for persons with developmental
disabilities. It was disappointing. We not only have not seen the
report that had been promised for the beginning of the year, but the
Minister of Health and Wellness still has not stood up in this House
and tabled that report, so that is a frustration.

9:40

We see a glimmer of an ethical consideration, I suppose. There’s
a reference to homelessness on page 9, and the suggestion is that
“the government will work with public and private partners.” I see
that the Minister of Municipal Affairs was here speaking of this a
moment ago. The difficulty is this. When this government talks
about partnerships, Mr. Speaker, usually what it means is that we
want somebody else to do the work and take the responsibility and
put up the dough; the province will be there to pat you on the back.
The federal government came along, and in no small measure due to
the diligent work from the Member for Calgary-Bow, who has
worked very diligently on the homeless situation in Calgary, the
federal government has put a substantial amount of money available
to deal with homelessness in the city of Calgary.

AN HON. MEMBER: Was that Jane Stewart?

MR. DICKSON: Oh ho. We have the Minister of Community
Development, who didn’t have the opportunity that the Member for
Calgary-Bow and I did to go to McDougall Centre. The Hon.
Claudette Bradshaw was there, and she was roundly applauded by
the agencies, Mr. Minister, through the Speaker, that are providing
services to the homeless people in Calgary. Now, the minister may
think he knows better than the people representing CUPS and the
Booth Centre and the Mustard Seed. Maybe the minister knows
something those people don’t, but they were delighted with the
commitment of the federal government.

So what do we see here? We hear some talk about partnership,
which, as I’ve suggested before, is usually fiscal off-loading.
Where’s the financial commitment from this province to address the
number of homeless people in the city of Calgary?

You know, just the other day there was a little announcement in
one of the Calgary daily newspapers, and it talked about yet another
homeless person dying on the streets in Calgary. The Minister of
Community Development may not know that last year we had about
12 people who died, 12 homeless people who died on the streets of
downtown Calgary. I was disappointed to see an announcement of
this other death just a matter of days ago. One person dying on the
streets of this province is too many, and I’d want that minister to
work as hard as his colleague from Calgary-Bow is to do something
about it. Simply empty talk, Mr. Speaker, about working with
private and public partners doesn’t do it.
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As June Callwood said when she was at the housing confer-
ence. ..

AN HON. MEMBER: Face the chair.

MR. DICKSON: I can look anywhere [ want as long as I’'m directing
my comments through the Speaker, Mr. Speaker.

I think that when June Callwood two years ago came to the
housing conference in this city, she made the observation after
hearing the Minister of Municipal Affairs that the private sector will
provide low-cost affordable housing when pigs can fly. When pigs
can fly, Mr. Speaker. I think June Callwood is absolutely bang on.
I think she’s right. What we look for in the throne speech is
something more than simply vague talk about partnerships.

Mr. Speaker, the Children’s Advocate. The Minister of Children’s
Services, formerly Municipal Affairs, has said that there’s some
good news going on, and we see that “the mandate of the office of
the Children’s Advocate will be reviewed to make sure the voices of
vulnerable children and youth are heard.” You know, where was
this minister when the Dignity Foundation in this province held a
conference two years ago off Macleod Trail in Calgary? They
brought in the Children’s Advocate from Saskatchewan and the
Children’s Advocate from British Columbia, and they told us what
had to be done. What they told us was that we need a Children’s
Advocate office that’s independent of the Legislative Assembly,
much like the Ombudsman and the Auditor General. They told us
that you need the Children’s Advocate office to be able to do what
the Saskatchewan office can do, which is investigate children in
crisis whether they’re in the care of the province or not. If you’ve
got poor children in poor health, why does it matter that they’re not
a ward of the province, that it’s not a child welfare file? Surely that
should be the kind of thing this government is dealing with.

So I'm disappointed to see a review to make sure the voices are
heard. I don’t remember seeing one of those 20 Calgary MLAs or
the minister at the Dignity Foundation meeting. 1 think my
colleague from Edmonton-Norwood was at it. [ know my colleague
from Edmonton-Riverview was there. There was good advice. We
don’t have to have a review. What we need is a commitment to
legislative change and a commitment to make the office of the
Children’s Advocate work, full stop.

Mr. Speaker, I see reference here to the Alberta seniors’ benefit
program. Well, I have a heck of a lot of senior constituents in
Calgary-Buffalo, and the single message that they would want me,
I think, to communicate to my government and their government is:
let’s address the cutoff thresholds. Instead of simply putting more
money in the special-needs assistance fund, not necessarily a bad
thing, surely the more fundamental kind of reworking that has to
happen is re-evaluate what are unrealistic and unfair and punitive
cutoffs.

Now, the minister of intergovernmental affairs I know knows what
I’m talking about, because when she was Minister of Community
Development, she met with those seniors’ groups at the Kerby
Centre and the Golden Age Club and the Renfrew Sixty Plus Club.
She knows what those people told her, and I’'m hoping that she
carried that message back to cabinet. I'm sure she did, and
unfortunately there’s no indication of that in the throne speech, Mr.
Speaker.

Surely the province that we build for baby Micheal Tustin has got
to be something more than high-bandwidth Internet access. It has to
be something more than a competitive tax regime, and it surely must
be something more than new roads and infrastructure.

Mr. Speaker, when I look for some of the other concerns that my

constituents have, I think of the Broda report and the talk about
what’s coming from that. I also look and recognize that when it
comes to standards, this province is probably one of the most poorly
served provinces in all of Canada in terms of standards and
regulations.

DR. WEST: That’s a bunch of bunk.

MR. DICKSON: I’'m looking forward to the debate later when we
hear from the government defence. Mr. Speaker, I can’t control the
low outrage threshold of the minister of energy.

The concern I've got, Mr. Speaker, is that we have to address
standards. We don’t need more studies. Ontario has done a terrific
job in terms of having some of the finest standards for nursing
homes anywhere in Canada. We could replicate some of those in a
flash, and we’d be vastly better served than we are right now.

In terms of homelessness there’s still a concern. The biggest
single issue throughout 1999 in Calgary-Buffalo was finding safe,
affordable housing. The vacancy rate in Calgary forecast for 2000
is 2.3 percent, which is much better than 0.5 percent and 0.6 percent
in 1996-1997. But, you know, we’ve got a real problem. In fact,
there were 4,118 multifamily units started between October 1998
and October 1999. Only 234 units were slated for the rental market,
and 142 of those were for a seniors’ lodge project. Nobody is
building affordable accommodation in downtown Calgary. It’s a
problem when I hear from people in Calgary-Varsity, from that
seniors’ complex just across from Market Mall. They’re worried
about it. They want to see that concern addressed in this throne
speech by this government in this session.

Mr. Speaker, we see some talk here about efficiency of the courts,
and this is always an area of particular interest to me. We’re going
to increase the efficiency of Alberta’s courts. Maybe we could start
with public legal education. You know, in this province the
government provides virtually no support for public legal education.
It comes from the Alberta Law Foundation, that the government has
nothing to do with. I don’t think a nickel comes from the Minister
of Justice. I stand to be corrected on this, but I don’t ever remember
in any of the budget estimates where I asked what this province is
doing in terms of empowering citizens to be able to use and access
their own court system . . .

DR. WEST: Twenty-two million in legal aid, and you drew on the
pot when you were in private business.
9:50

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order. The hon. Minister of Resource
Development is reminded that he’ll have an opportunity.

DR. WEST: He asked the question.

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER: Yes, and it’s a rhetorical question, and
you’re not the Minister of Justice either.

MR. DICKSON: Mr. Speaker, you know what’s so frustrating?
Before you worry about lawyers, if the Minister of Energy can
appreciate it, if we empowered citizens by giving them more
information about their legal processes, about their legal system,
maybe they wouldn’t always require a lawyer. Maybe citizens
would be able to find remedies that they could utilize themselves.
That’s what we need in this province.

DR. WEST: Over 5,400 of them. Can’t you get a job?
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THE DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order. Order. Hon. minister, perhaps
you would like to go outside and have a coffee and regain your
composure. Then we can hear the rest of this speech.

MR. DICKSON: Mr. Speaker, that’s one down and 34 more to go.

Mr. Speaker, I just want to carry on. I’'m happy to see on page 5
that the Alberta government wants us to be a leader in information
technology. Well, that’s wonderful. I do and my constituents want
to be as well, but why is it that while we want to be leaders in terms
of technology, we are at the end of the line when it comes to
protecting the privacy of citizens? You know, with Bill C-6 in front
of the House of Commons currently, other provinces have said that
this is going to have a big, big impact on every business in Canada.
In B.C., Saskatchewan, Manitoba, and Ontario they’re holding
public hearings. The government is going out and saying to citizens:
as we embark on a high-tech program in each one of those
jurisdictions, we want to involve citizens of those provinces to be
current.

Well, I’ve been asking for three years, Mr. Speaker, when we’re
going to do something, and each time I’m told that we’re doing some
internal consultation, probably another one of those darn focus
groups that’s so easy to manage and so easy to control. We’re not
letting Albertans in, and that’s what we have to do. So if we want
those high-skilled, high-paid jobs from the kind of technological
world our children are coming into, that means we’ve got to make
investments, not only respecting privacy and building popular
support for that technology but a huge investment in education.

The most positive thing in the throne speech is the $500 million

endowment for research. I think that’s an extremely positive item
in the budget.

MR. JONSON: In the throne speech.

MR. DICKSON: In the throne speech. I’m sorry. Maybe there’ll be
some follow-up in the budget too, Minister of Health and Wellness.

But that’s something I’'m happy to applaud and encourage.

The other observation I’d make as my time runs out is that we’re
concluding our review of provincial fees and charges, and I still
marvel — I absolutely marvel — at how the government can take
something they’ve been forced to do kicking and screaming by the
courts of this country and somehow turn it into a claim that this is
some farsighted kind of revenue re-evaluation. The only reason this
happened was because the Supreme Court in the Eurig decision left
this province absolutely no alternative. There’s a message there to
the Minister of Justice through the Speaker that maybe we should try
and for once get ahead of the locomotive. Maybe we should do a
little better job in this province understanding the trends and issues
that are coming and try to head them off instead of always reacting
after the fact.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker, and I adjourn debate.

[Motion to adjourn debate carried]

[At 9:55 p.m. the Assembly adjourned to Thursday at 1:30 p.m.]
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Legislative Assembly of Alberta

Title: Thursday, February 24, 2000
Date: 00/02/24
[The Speaker in the chair]

1:30 p.m.

head: Prayers

THE SPEAKER: Good afternoon.

Let us pray. O Lord, guide us all in our deliberations and debate
that we may determine courses of action which will be to the
enduring benefit of our province of Alberta. Amen.

Please be seated.

head: Presenting Petitions

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

DR. PANNU: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I have a petition that I
would like to table. It’s signed by 218 Albertans, and they are
requesting:
We the undersigned residents of the province of Alberta hereby
petition the Legislative Assembly of Alberta to pass a Bill banning
private for-profit hospitals in Alberta so that the integrity of the
public, universal health care system may be maintained.
Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

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

MRS. SOETAERT: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. I have a
petition here signed by 542 people from Lethbridge, Coaldale,
Taber, Barnwell, Daysland, Nanton, Canmore, and High River.
They are petitioning the Legislative Assembly “to urge the govern-
ment to stop promoting private health care and undermining public
health care.”

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

MR. SAPERS: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I’d like to present a
petition signed by several hundred Albertans. The petition reads as
follows:
We the undersigned citizens of Alberta petition the Legislative
Assembly to urge the government of Alberta to stop promoting
private health care and undermining public health care.
Thank you.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Lethbridge-East.

DR. NICOL: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. It’s a real pleasure to file a
petition on behalf of 581 residents of southern Alberta from
Lethbridge, Medicine Hat, Coaldale, Hillcrest, Blairmore, Bellevue,
Cardston, Pincher Creek, and Taber asking the Legislative Assembly
“to urge the government to stop promoting private health care” and
undermining the public health care system. This brings the total
today to 1,385 submissions.
Thank you.

head: Reading and Receiving Petitions

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

MS OLSEN: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I request that the petition I
presented to the Assembly on Tuesday be now read and received.

THE CLERK:
We the undersigned citizens of Alberta petition the Legislative
Assembly to urge the government of Alberta to stop promoting
private health care and undermining public health care.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Manning.

MR. GIBBONS: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 1’d ask that the petition
with respect to the support of public health care that I introduced
yesterday be now read and received.

THE CLERK:
We the undersigned citizens of Alberta petition the Legislative
Assembly to urge the government of Alberta to stop promoting
private health care and undermining public health care.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Meadowlark.

MS LEIBOVICI: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I rise this afternoon to
request that the petition I presented yesterday be now read and
received.

THE CLERK:
We the undersigned citizens of Alberta petition the Legislative
Assembly to urge the government of Alberta to stop promoting
private health care and undermining public health care.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Centre.

MS BLAKEMAN: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I would ask that the
petition I presented yesterday in support of public health care be now
read and received.

THE CLERK:
We the undersigned citizens of Alberta petition the Legislative
Assembly to urge the government of Alberta to stop promoting
private health care and undermining public health care.

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

MR. WHITE: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Irise to request the reading
and receiving of the petition that I presented yesterday in the
Legislature.

THE CLERK:
We the undersigned citizens of Alberta petition the Legislative
Assembly to urge the government of Alberta to stop promoting
private health care and undermining public health care.

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

DR. PANNU: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I rise to request that the
petition I tabled yesterday be now read and received.
Thank you.

THE CLERK:
We the undersigned residents of the province of Alberta hereby
petition the Legislative Assembly of Alberta to pass a Bill banning
private for-profit hospitals in Alberta so that the integrity of the
public, universal health care system may be maintained.

head: Presenting Reports by
Standing and Special Committees

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Calder and
chairman of the Public Accounts Committee.
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MR. WHITE: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I rise today and it’s fitting
just before the new budget that as chairman of the Standing Commit-
tee on Public Accounts I do hereby submit five copies of the report
ofthe Standing Committee on Public Accounts for the Third Session
of the 24th Legislature.

head: Tabling Returns and Reports
THE SPEAKER: The hon. Minister of Environment.

MR. MAR: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 1’d like to table the requisite
number of copies of my responses to written questions 197, 198,
204,211 through 217, 237 and motions for returns 200 through 203.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Minister of Innovation and Science.

DR. TAYLOR: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I rise today to table five
copies of the triennial report on the Alberta Heritage Foundation for
Medical Research. It’s titled Progression and Excellence. It
highlights the work of the HFMR and its substantial achievements
over the last three years. It’s my sincere hope that in just a few years
we will have another report like this to be tabled from the Alberta
heritage foundation for science and engineering research.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Meadowlark.

MS LEIBOVICI: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I have two tablings this
afternoon. The first is from Ann Lockwood from Vermilion, who
has sent a letter to all the Premiers across Canada requesting their
help in stopping this Premier from privatizing our health care
system.

The second is a report from New Zealand that indicates that the
doctors want long waiting lists, that in fact what happens when you
have private and public systems working side by side is that the
public system ends up with longer waiting lists.

Thank you very much.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Ellerslie.

MS CARLSON: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Today I have two sets of
tablings. The first is a series of six letters from residents of Northern
Alberta and Edmonton who have sent a letter to the Premier
requesting him to protect the Little Smoky area in the northern part
of the province.

The second set of tablings are letters from 10 Albertans who live
in the Kananaskis area who are opposed to the Genesis land
development there and make reference to a petition signed by 750
people in this province who would like the government to legally
protect the entire Kananaskis County.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Minister of Agriculture, Food and Rural
Development.

MR. LUND: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I want to file six copies of a
letter that our Premier has written to the Prime Minister of Canada
today voicing our concern about the fact that the Liberals in Ottawa
are not treating farmers equitably across Canada.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Gold Bar.
[interjections] The hon. Member for Edmonton-Gold Bar has the
floor.

MR. MacDONALD: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I have two tablings

today. The first one is a leaflet that’s put out by the Friends of
Medicare, and it states: Say No to Private, For-profit Hospitals.
The second tabling today, on budget day, Mr. Speaker, is an
interesting, exhaustive article that appeared in the Construction
Canada magazine in July of last year. It’s called Pine Shakes: The
Whole Rottin’ Story.
Thank you.

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

MRS. SLOAN: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I’m pleased today to rise
and table five copies of a presentation recently made to the standing
committee on health and safe communities by the Alberta Associa-
tion of Registered Nurses. They recommended that the government
consider the staffing issues relative to the privatization of health care
and in hand shared statistics about the increase in safety concerns
being reported by registered nurses in the province over the course
of the last year.
Thank you.

1:40
THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Centre.

MS BLAKEMAN: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. I have two
tablings today. The first is the appropriate number of copies of
letters from Dr. Lue Russell, Gayle Lancaster, Madeleine Sabourin,
and the Hansons expressing concerns with PDD funding in the
province of Alberta.

The second are the appropriate number of copies of letters from
Allan Bell, Paul Dornian, Richard Mercer, and Quenten Doolittle
asking for more government support for the arts in Alberta.

head: Introduction of Guests
THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Airdrie-Rocky View.

MS HALEY: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. I have three
really special people I would like to introduce through you to the
Assembly today. The first is a lady that runs my office here in this
building. She’s worked here for many years, over 10, 12 years, and
I found out the other day she had never been introduced in this
Assembly. She runs my office with an iron fist. Commonly referred
to as “she who must be obeyed,” I’d like to introduce Loretta
Fontana.

Seated next to her is a young man that’s come up from my
constituency for today’s budget. In addition to being my summer
student since he started university four years ago — he’s in fourth
year poli-sci at the U of C now — he also works in my Airdrie office
during the week on a part-time regular basis. We could not function
without all of the assistance that we get from him, Mr. Jason Ennis.

The last person, Mr. Speaker, that I’d like to introduce is my
caucus director, who has been working with me since last June,
when I got the job as government caucus Whip, and that’s Mr. Joel
Palmer.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Calgary-Cross.

MRS. FRITZ: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I’m pleased to introduce to
you and through you to members of the Legislature Mr. Rob South,
who is president of the students’ union at the University of Calgary
as well as acting chairman of the Council of Alberta University
Students. The Minister of Gaming and I had the privilege of
meeting with Rob at noon today, and we know he is here to listen
with great interest to the budget. Rob is seated in the members’
gallery, and I’d ask that he rise and receive the warm welcome of the
Assembly.
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THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Livingstone-Macleod.

MR. COUTTS: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. It gives me a
great deal of pleasure today to introduce to you and through you and
to members of the Assembly Mr. Tom Ferguson from the town of
Pincher Creek. Tom operates a very successful farm just outside of
Pincher Creek, and in addition to those duties he had a distinguished
service in public service as councillor and reeve of the MD of
Pincher Creek, No. 9, for 20 some odd years, I believe. In addition
to that he’s also served on many community committees, particularly
being very effective in his work with seniors on the Crest View
lodge program in Pincher Creek. He’s now continuing his public
service, just being appointed as a member at large for southern
Alberta on Mr. Treasurer’s Alberta Tax Review Committee. He’s
here today for the budget debate, and I’d ask Tom, seated in the
members’ gallery, to please rise and receive the traditional warm
welcome.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Leader of the Official Opposition.

MRS. MacBETH: M. le President, je veux vous presenter et aux
membres de 1’Assemblee Legislative Mme Corinne Sangret et ses
deux filles, Caroline et Rachelle Sangret, qui sont la famille de notre
depute d’Edmonton-Norwood, Sue Olsen. Je demande aux membres
de I’ Assemblee de leur accorder le bon accueil de notre Assemblee.

Mr. Speaker, I’d like to introduce Mme Sangret and her two
daughters, Rachelle and Caroline, who are the nieces of our Member
for Edmonton-Norwood, Sue Olsen. I’d like to welcome them to our
Assembly.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Innisfail-Sylvan Lake.

MR. SEVERTSON: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I’d like to introduce
to you and through you to the members of the Assembly Ray
Reckseidler. He’s the mayor of the village of Delburne, and he’s
seated in the members’ gallery. I’d ask Ray to rise and receive the
warm welcome of the Assembly.

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

DR. PANNU: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I have three separate
introductions to make to you and through you to the members of this
Assembly today. First, it’s my pleasure to introduce Mimi Williams
and Shannon Phillips. Both of them are graduate students in the
department of political science at the University of Alberta. Mimi
Williams is one of the seven contestants for the Edmonton-High-
lands nomination. I’ll ask them to rise and please stay standing.

The second introduction, Mr. Speaker, is of Ken Nixon, a senior
whom I’ve come to respect over the years for his continued involve-
ment in matters of public policy and social activism. He’s also in
the public gallery.

The last two are Mary Heacock and Malcolm Smith, who are here
on this very important day to witness Alberta democracy at work.

I would ask all of them to rise and ask my colleagues to give them
a warm welcome.

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

MS OLSEN: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I’d like to introduce to you
and through you and to all members of the Legislature three court
reporters who have recently been advised they will be replaced by
digital tape recorders in the courtroom. Would Brenda Fusco, Nelia
Stephens, and Carol Hnidan please rise and receive the warm
welcome of this Assembly.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for St. Albert.

MRS. O’NEILL: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. It’s an honour today to
rise and introduce to you and through you to members of this
Assembly a student of the University of Alberta who is a very astute
observer of the political process. Her name is Michelle Mungall.
She is in the members’ gallery, and she’s accompanied by her
grandmother, who looks anything but grandmother age, Vivian
Mungall. I’d like to introduce both of them and ask them to stand
and receive the warm welcome of this Assembly.
Thank you.

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

MR. SAPERS: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. It’s my pleasure
to introduce to you and to all members of the Assembly three guests
that are in, I believe, the members’ gallery. The first couple I’d like
to introduce are Mr. and Mrs. Achilles, who are very active in terms
of observing politics and being involved in important social issues,
particularly the protection of universally accessible, comprehensive
health care. I would ask them to rise and be welcomed by this
Assembly.

Also in the gallery today is Mr. Con Duemler, who is a well-
known Edmonton seniors’ advocate and assistant to many of
Alberta’s seniors in terms of preparing taxes. I know he’s well
known to the former Minister of Community Development for some
of his interventions. 1’d ask Con to rise as well and be welcomed by
the Assembly.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Meadowlark.

MS LEIBOVICI: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. It gives me great
pleasure this afternoon to introduce some of the participants in a
rally that’s being held on a daily basis on the steps of the Legislative
Assembly. They are members of the group Citizens Opposed to the
Legalization of Private, For-profit Hospitals. 1 would like to
welcome them to the proceedings in the Assembly. Would they
please rise and receive the warm welcome of the House. They’re on
both sides, I think.

head: Oral Question Period
THE SPEAKER: The hon. Leader of the Official Opposition.

Private Health Services

MRS. MacBETH: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Like elected officials
and senior public servants the people of Alberta need the best
information possible to make the best decisions. Albertans are being
asked by this government to jeopardize our public health care system
and endorse this government’s plan to undermine medicare. I can
think of no more important issue on which the citizens of our
province require complete and timely information or, in short, on
which they deserve the truth. My first question is to the Premier.
Will the Premier reveal the 30 missing pages of the private hospital
information for the citizens of Alberta, and if not, why not?

1:50

MR. KLEIN: Mr. Speaker, I understand that that was a FOIP
request. There is a procedure. Relative to appeal, if the hon. leader
of'the Liberal opposition feels that she’s not getting the information,
then she can appeal the decision. I understand that a lot of the
information that was excluded was information as it pertained to
participants in focus groups, who were promised anonymity on the
basis of their participation.

Relative to her other comment about undermining medicare, Mr.
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Speaker, I would ask this hon. member if she agrees with Alberta’s
commitment to publicly funded health care and to the principles of
the Canada Health Act. Does she believe in that? Does she believe
in legislation that will ban private hospitals? Does she believe —and
obviously she does because she okayed a whole bunch of private
surgical clinics, so obviously she believes in it — in legislation that
will bring surgical facilities under the control of the public health
system. It will give health authorities one more option for delivering
services.

Does she believe in this principle? Facilities will not be able to
charge patients for medically necessary services. Does she believe
in the principle that queue jumping will be illegal, that you can’t
jump the queue by paying more?

Mr. Speaker, I would think she would believe in all those
principles. We do. That’s not undermining health care. It’s the
right thing to do.

MRS. MacBETH: Well, Mr. Speaker, is the Premier now telling the
taxpayers of this province that they can’t see the information they
paid for?

MR. KLEIN: Mr. Speaker, there are procedures under FOIP. The
hon. leader of the Liberal opposition knows that there are some
items that by law and by the very nature of the FOIP legislation are
excluded. Ifthe hon. member wants that information, she can appeal
to the Privacy Commissioner. That’s the process.

MRS. MacBETH: Well, Mr. Speaker, given that the Premier used
tax dollars to pay for his propaganda research and he won’t let the
taxpayers see that research, will he at least tell Albertans how much
it cost them to be kept in the dark?

MR. KLEIN: Mr. Speaker, I hardly think the use of citizens from a
broad spectrum of Alberta society is a propaganda exercise. Now,
what is a propaganda exercise is the malicious campaign of misin-
formation supported by taxpayers’ dollars and being launched by the
Liberal Party.

THE SPEAKER: Second main question. The Leader of the Official
Opposition.

MRS. MacBETH: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. The Premier and his
special backers want private hospitals. The health minister wants to
cover up the private hospital research, and now the truth squad
commander says that private hospital information should be
released, but the Premier just ducks and spins. So just who is in
charge of the private hospitals policy over there? Is it the Premier,
the minister of health, the truth squad commander? Just who is it
that’s calling the shots?

MR. KLEIN: Well, interestingly enough we had a good discussion
on this issue today at caucus, Mr. Speaker, and it was unanimous
that all 64 of us are responsible for this legislation, and we’re all
behind it.

MRS. MacBETH: Okay. So now we know that the Premier said that
he’s in charge. Will he make sure that his name is on the bill when
it comes forward in this Assembly?

MR. KLEIN: Mr. Speaker, she is not listening. The Premier is not
all 64 members of this caucus. This bill is the responsibility of the
caucus collectively, and we speak with one voice on this legislation,
because it is the right thing to do.

MRS. MacBETH: Mr. Speaker, my second supplementary is to the
Associate Minister of Health and Wellness. Has his position now
changed so that he now supports the continued cover-up of the
private hospitals documents?

MR. ZWOZDESKY: Mr. Speaker, there has never been any cover-
up of any kind. That’s number one. But I’1l tell you what there has
been. There’s been a very pointed attack to obscure the truth and to
misrepresent some of the truth by some members over there, and
that’s the fact.

Now, the other thing I’1] just comment on is that I said yesterday
— and I’ll say it again here so everybody hears it, including members
of the media — was that I would support the release of whatever
information is able to be released under the rules. If'you listen to the
whole clip, you’ll understand that, and if you’d like it in another
language, I’d be happy to provide it in any one of five.

THE SPEAKER: Third main question. The Leader of the Official
Opposition.

Rod Love

MRS. MacBETH: Mr. Speaker, that was too good. Okay.

Mr. Speaker, speaking of the spin doctors the Premier’s old friend
Ralph Love is — Rod Love, rather. Sorry. That was a Freudian slip.
Rod Love. His old friend Rod Love is back in the news, and lately
he’s been spending his time rooting out Communists in, ofall places,
Canmore, Alberta. So can the Premier tell the people of this
province exactly what is the role of the health communications
consultant to the Calgary regional health authority, Rod Love, in
brokering his private hospitals policy?

MR. KLEIN: Mr. Speaker, I don’t know what Mr. Love’s role is. |
know he consults with the Calgary regional health authority on
communications matters, but Rod Love is no longer part of my staff,
is no longer part of my government, and I can’t speak for what he’s
says or what he doesn’t say.

MRS. MacBETH: Mr. Speaker, does the Premier share the position
of his former aide that the people who stand for the public interests
of a town council like Canmore are Communists?

MR. KLEIN: No, I don’t share the view.
THE SPEAKER: The interim leader of the third party.

Health Resource Group Inc.

DR. PANNU: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. [interjections]

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Strathcona has
been recognized.

DR. PANNU: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. Three years ago
Health Resource Group of Calgary lobbied the New Democrat
caucus to seek our support for their attempts to open Alberta’s first
private, for-profit hospital. We told them an emphatic no and ended
up getting sued for our position. HRG aggressively lobbied the
Premier and the rest of his Calgary caucus, and before you can say
two-tier health care, the government decided to come up with
legislation giving HRG what they want. My question is to the
Premier. Mr. Premier, did the government bow to HRG’s aggressive
lobbying because it lacks the courage to say no to those at HRG who
have close personal connections to members of the government?
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2:00

MR. KLEIN: Mr. Speaker, it is false, it is malicious for this hon.
member to say that members of HRG aggressively lobbied me. I
don’t know the situation relative to other members of my caucus.
The only lobbying that I know did take place was the lobbying of the
two ND members, and I’'m very happy that the hon. member at least
admits that. But to say that I was lobbied by HRG is wrong, it is
false, and I would ask that he apologize.

DR. PANNU: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Did the Premier bow to
HRG’s aggressive lobbying because he was afraid of being sued by
HRG and their private shareholders for saying no?

MR. KLEIN: Mr. Speaker, I haven’t bowed to anything because |
haven’t been excessively lobbied. I have not been lobbied on this
particular issue.

Mr. Speaker, the legislation that will be introduced very shortly in
this House is called the health protection act. It’s legislation that is
being brought about so that the minister will have some control over
private surgery clinics. Right now there is no legislation to control
these clinics. Everything that we want to do we want to do within
the parameters of the Canada Health Act, to uphold and adhere
completely to all the principles of the Canada Health Act.

DR. PANNU: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Ifthis government can’t say
no to aggressive lobbying by a wanna-be private, for-profit hospital
now, why would Albertans think this government will say no when
private, for-profit hospitals aggressively lobby to award them juicy
contracts for hip replacements?

MR. KLEIN: Mr. Speaker, again there’s some assumptions there that
are false, at least as they pertain to me. I have not been lobbied,
excessively lobbied or lobbied in any way shape or form, relative to
HRG. Yes, I'm familiar with the operation of the hospital insofar as
they provide services, as I understand it, for WCB and some private
insurance companies and uninsured services.

But this legislation is much, much, much broader than HRG. This
legislation speaks to banning private hospitals. It speaks to bringing
surgical facilities under the control of the public health system. It
will give health authorities under very, very strict conditions one
more option for delivering services under very strict conditions and
under all the guidelines of the College of Physicians and Surgeons.
It will absolutely prohibit facilities from charging patients for
medically necessary services. The legislation will outlaw queue
jumping. It will outlaw this notion that people can pay more to get
faster service.

Mr. Speaker, I would think that even this hon. member will
support the legislation once he sees it.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Banff-Cochrane, followed
by the hon. Member for Edmonton-Glenora.

Genesis Land Developers Corp.

MRS. TARCHUK: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. My questions today
are for the Minister of Environment. Many constituents are raising
numerous concerns about the proposed Genesis project up in
Kananaskis Country. What they would like to know is why such a
project in a very environmentally sensitive area like Spray Lakes is
being allowed to go through a review process.

MR. MAR: Mr. Speaker, let me say at the outset that this govern-
ment will never allow development that threatens an area’s environ-

mental integrity or wilderness character. The overriding principle in
Kananaskis Country is the protection of the environment.

Now, as people are aware, in the past when developments have
sought approval, there has been a very stringent environmental
review and plenty of opportunity for public input. Mr. Speaker, as
we are here at this very moment, we are gathering Albertans’ views
about development in the Spray Valley, information that will play a
very vital role in the environmental review in determining whether
this development is in the public interest.

Last December I ordered Genesis development corporation, the
company proposing the Spray Lakes development, to combine the
environmental impact assessments for their proposed helicat
operation on Mount Sparrowhawk, the four-season resort, and also
the downhill ski area at Tent Ridge. From an environmental
perspective it only makes sense to look at the cumulative impacts of
all three of these.

Mr. Speaker, finally, I’d have to say that there have been a great
number of people who have commented on the environmental
impact that this proposal would have, and that must be taken into
account.

MRS. TARCHUK: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. My final question is
also to the Minister of Environment. Can the minister assure me that
the concerns of constituents and Albertans elsewhere are being
considered?

MR. MAR: Mr. Speaker, I want to give that exact assurance to the
hon. member that her constituents’ concerns are being considered.
Hundreds of responses have been given, not just from the hon.
members constituents but from people from throughout the province
of Alberta. 1 encourage those people to continue to have their
comments brought forward through the hon. member, to the director
of environmental assessments in the city of Edmonton here, to me,
to the minister’s office.

Albertans are expressing their views about Spray Lakes develop-
ment proposals, and, Mr. Speaker, I want to repeat my assurance to
this House and all Albertans that my overriding concern is the
protection of Kananaskis Country’s environment. I have heard many
comments of concerned Albertans that there is a serious issue with
respect to this. I have heard no comments in favour of this proposal.

User Fees

MR. SAPERS: The Premier has said that a user fee is not a tax, a fee
for service is not a tax. He’s also claimed that fees have been
adjusted to reflect the cost of providing a service. Apparently, Mr.
Speaker, he was wrong on both counts. In fact, hundreds of user
fees in Alberta have been found to be illegal taxes, bilking Albertans
out of millions and millions of dollars. My questions are to the
Premier. When is the Premier going to return the $80 million in user
fees he and his government have illegally collected from the pockets
of Albertans since the October 1998 Supreme Court decision?

MR. KLEIN: Mr. Speaker, as [ understand it, that court decision was
an Ontario court decision and had nothing to do with legislation or
fees for services here in the province of Alberta.

Mr. Speaker, relative to our program as it relates to fees for
services, that will be outlined in the budget presentation later this
afternoon. The Provincial Treasurer has undertaken a complete
review of all fees and services, has given Albertans assurances that
fees will not go up but in many, many cases will come down.

MR. SAPERS: Thanks, Mr. Speaker. For the Premier’s benefit I’ll
send over a copy of the intervention by the Attorney General of
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Alberta into the Supreme Court decision in the Eurig estates
decision. So it’s clear that Alberta felt it had a role and a concern in
this regard. I will make a copy available.

If he can get on the right page, why has the Premier not been
telling the truth to Albertans all these years about user fees when we
know that at least 100 of these user fees are in fact illegal taxes?

MR. KLEIN: Well, Mr. Speaker, I believe that the hon. minister . . .
[interjections] Oh, that’s wishful thinking on his part, certainly not
my part.

Mr. Speaker, the hon. member is asking a legal question, and I’11
have the hon. Minister of Justice and Attorney General respond.

THE SPEAKER: Actually, hon. members, any question that asks for
a legal opinion in this Assembly is prohibited under Beauchesne
411(1), 408(c).

MR. SAPERS: It was asking for a fact, for some truth. It wasn’t
asking for a legal opinion, Mr. Speaker.

I’ll go on to my third question, because clearly the government
doesn’t want to answer the last question. Will the Premier agree to
release the cost-of-service studies for each and every one of his more
than 800 user fees, or is the only thing Albertans are going to receive
for their tax money is more blank pages?

2:10

MR. KLEIN: Well, Mr. Speaker, there was a complete review done
of all the fees for services, and that issue will be addressed in the
budget presentation later this afternoon.

I do remind the hon. member that it was he who brought up the
point of legality, not me. He did.

MR. HANCOCK: Perhaps, Mr. Speaker, I could supplement by
saying that under the Eurig decision, which was referred to, which
was an Ontario decision referring to an Ontario case, Alberta
voluntarily came forward with the fees and regulations review act,
voluntarily decided to review all of its fees, and voluntarily brought
forward fee reductions for Albertans and for Albertans’ benefits
which will be reflected this afternoon in the budget.

Private Health Services
(continued)

MRS. GORDON: Yes, Albertans do want information on the whole
health care delivery, but they want factual information, and as such
I am seeking clarification on behalf of my constituents regarding the
proposed policy on private clinics. They want to know the various
players, the various roles, and how they are in regards to the
proposed policy on private clinics. My questions are to the Minister
of Health and Wellness. What will be the role of the College of
Physicians and Surgeons in this process, to this process? What is
their involvement?

MR. JONSON: Mr. Speaker, under the policy statement that the hon.
member is referring to, the role of the medical profession through
the College of Physicians and Surgeons would continue to be very
much as it is now. They would be responsible for the accreditation,
licensing if you will, of the medical practitioners that would practice
in a surgical clinic.

Further, Mr. Speaker, they would be responsible for accrediting,
setting the standards, making sure they are met with respect to the
nature of the facility, the supports that are available in that facility,
the services that are provided, and all of the necessary plans to deal
with any contingencies that might come up in the operation of the
provision of that service.

So the College of Physicians and Surgeons would certainly, as
they do today, play a very, very key role, a professional role as a
professional association in doing this evaluation and providing for
that accountability.

MRS. GORDON: What will be the role of the family physician in
this process, and will they be sending patients directly to these
private facilities?

MR. JONSON: Well, Mr. Speaker, again, the same process would
be in place as is the case today. I would advise and I’m sure all
members of the Assembly understand that the referral process would
of course be one which in almost all cases would start with the
family physician, the local physician, the general practitioner. Those
individuals at the front line would refer through to the specialists
themselves cases that needed that specialization, that expertise that
specialists provide. They would assess the case. They would look
at the best method of treatment and follow right through. The
proposed policy that we have before Albertans and before this
Assembly does not in any way alter that relationship among
professionals in the medical system.

MRS. GORDON: What will be the role of the regional health
authorities and you as minister?

MR. JONSON: Mr. Speaker, under the policy the regional health
authorities would be responsible for assessing any proposal that
might come in for a specialized surgical clinic. They would be
responsible, as the policy indicates, to look at the overall benefit of
the particular proposal. First of all, of course, they would have to
decide on whether there was a need. They would have to look at the
overall benefit of the proposal. They would have to make sure, in
consultation with the College of Physicians and Surgeons, that any
facility, any equipment, any supports that were going to be provided
were adequate for the maintenance of quality health care and the
protection of the individual patient and the public interest.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Ellerslie,
followed by the hon. Member for Olds-Didsbury-Three Hills.

Seismic Drilling Holes

MS CARLSON: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. At the annual meeting of
the Surface Rights Federation yesterday I heard from landowners
across Alberta who are upset because the government is failing to
monitor and enforce rules to protect the land and water from oil and
gas well drilling. With the drilling of seismic test wells even the
rules are unsatisfactory, particularly as compliance with these rules
is not monitored or enforced. All of my questions are to the Minister
of Environment. When will the government do its job and ensure
that all seismic holes are filled and capped as many landowners and
municipalities have ongoing problems that are not resolved?

MR. MAR: Mr. Speaker, the Department of Environment has
worked in collaboration with the department of energy on a number
of different issues including approval processes and the issue of
enforcement. I’d have to say as a general observation that the oil
and gas industry has behaved very responsibly with respect to their
access to the resource in the province of Alberta. There are, of
course, exceptions to every rule. It is our intention to work very
strongly, again in collaboration with the Department of Resource
Development, in dealing with those operators within the oil and gas
industry that are not operating within the rules.
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MS CARLSON: Mr. Speaker, he hasn’t answered the question. The
people in Alberta want to know when this government is going to do
their job to ensure that all seismic holes have been properly filled
and capped. We have ongoing problems in many municipalities,
like Rocky View and Foothills, who have been working on this issue
for literally years.

MR. MAR: Mr. Speaker, the question has been asked and answered.

MS CARLSON: Mr. Speaker, given that the study on this issue in
the Pine Lake area has taken so long and we’ve had absolutely no
progress reports on what’s happening there, will the government
impose a ban on drilling seismic holes in ditches in the interim, as
many people and many municipalities have asked him to do?

MR. MAR: Mr. Speaker, I’ll take the hon. member’s question under
advisement.

DR. WEST: Sometimes the opposition is very clever, because they
lob the question in a direction where it shouldn’t be handled. It
should be handled right here. I’'m responsible for the Alberta Energy
and Utilities Board, which has looked at this over the years with
many people doing research on it; that is, the filling in of holes from
seismic exploration. The jury is out. A lot of the geologists and
those in the geoscience of seismic have studied this intensively and
have not agreed on the issues that have been brought forth by the
Surface Rights Board.

Furthermore, throughout North America and throughout Canada
in every province there is research being done on this very issue as
it relates to the various structures, the various formations that we
drill through and the effect that seismic has as we go into the
aquifers. 1 would say to the hon. member that this province is
probably more responsible than anyone I know in the follow-up and
the study and research on this issue.

One other thing. Last year the EUB, who looks after that, filed
22,000 applications in this province with only 22 appeals that
actually went to hearing. 1 would say the track record in this
province, looking at all of these issues, is excellent.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Olds-Didsbury-Three Hills,
followed by the hon. Member for Edmonton-Gold Bar.

2:20 Special-needs Education

MR. MARZ: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. In consulting with a number
of teachers at various schools in and around my constituency
recently, a number of concerns were brought forward to me
regarding the program unit funding for students with special needs.
My question today is for the Minister of Learning. Will the minister
explain the present program unit funding formula relative to the
qualifying criteria for students with special needs?

DR. OBERG: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. Program unit
funding, PUF, is available to children two and a half to six years of
age. Its intent is to prepare children that have severe disabilities for
grade 1, grade 2, grade 3, and on into school. These children are
eligible for very close to $20,000 in funding. They must, however,
have a severe disability, physical, mental, or deafness or blindness.
As well, they must have an individualized plan tailor-made to that
child. This is an excellent program that has been going on.

The other thing that I would say is that the handbook for program
unit funding has been distributed to all school boards and is available
through all school board offices.

MR. MARZ: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. My first supplementary to
the same minister: can the minister assure members of this Assembly
that adequate staff and resources are available in Alberta schools to
ensure that all students in integrated classrooms have the opportunity
to reach their full learning potential?

DR. OBERG: I certainly can, Mr. Speaker. Today is budget day,
and there will certainly be some announcements for children with
severe special needs. I would ask the hon. member to wait and see
what happens in the budget.

A couple of things I would say. Over the last summer I lifted the
caps on special needs, on special education. A student health
initiative was put in, which we anticipate will help the severe
special-needs students considerably.

Mr. Speaker, 1 feel that the resources are there. 1 feel that it’s
something we have to keep being very vigilant on, and we have to
ensure that these students get the absolute best possible education in
Alberta.

MR. MARZ: Thanks, Mr. Speaker. The minister may have an-
swered my third question, but just to be more specific, can he assure
my constituents that these programs will be available in the future?

DR. OBERG: Yeah. Mr. Speaker, again, | would suggest to the hon.
member to await this coming budget, and I think he will be very
impressed and very happy.

Mr. Speaker, the other thing I would add to this is that this
morning actually I returned from the Canada Council of Ministers of
Education.

MRS. SLOAN: Was that in Mexico?

DR. OBERG: No, that is not Mexico. It was the Council of
Ministers of Education of Canada. When I say Canada, usually it
means Canada. That’s C-A-N-A-D-A.

One of the very important issues that we discussed as ministers
was the whole issue of special-needs funding, special-needs
education, and we certainly agreed that this is an issue all across
Canada and is something that really needed to be looked at.

We are establishing a task force with ministers from across
Canada to take a look at the issues surrounding special-needs
funding and actually look into it more. This is a task force from
across Canada that I really feel will help us get to the bottom of
special-needs funding in two ways, in both forms of prevention and
better ways of teaching these children and better scholastic tech-
niques.

Thank you.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Gold Bar,
followed by the hon. Member for Drayton Valley-Calmar.

Calgary Herald Strike

MR. MacDONALD: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. The department of
labour has disappeared, but the persistent troubles have not. Today
there are over 200 employees entering the fourth month of their
strike at the Calgary Herald. This is the second long, divisive strike
that has occurred in the city of Calgary in recent memory. My first
question this afternoon is to the Minister of Human Resources and
Employment. Given the disruption that this strike is having on the
employees, what does the minister plan to do to resolve this long
dispute?

MR. DUNFORD: Well, Mr. Speaker, this strike has been gaining a
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lot of attention, perhaps because it’s one of the media outlets.
Certainly in terms of the history of labour disputes in this country
and in this province it is something that no one wants to see
particularly, but I would remind the hon. member that we as a
department and as a government are doing the things that are proper
under the legislation. We’ve been providing mediators. Mediators
have been accessible to both parties and are there, of course, when
needed.

This is a part of democracy. As the hon. member knows the
employees have the right to bargain collectively. They’ve chosen to
accept that right, and of course the employer is also free, then, to
bargain collectively as well. The hope of all of us — and I hope it
includes the member opposite — is that the two parties will come to
a proper agreement.

MR. MacDONALD: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. My second question
is also to the Minister of Human Resources and Employment. Given
that the government has intervened in the past to solve disputes, like
with the Calgary public school board, why won’t the minister
consider binding arbitration to resolve this long strike?

MR. DUNFORD: No. The intervention that is being discussed by
the hon. member, just so that we have the record clear, was a
disputes inquiry board. The disputes inquiry board can be used. It’s
one of the tools that we have if there are misinterpretations or some
misunderstanding about what the actual issues are. I don’t think
there’s any misunderstanding in the dispute between the manage-
ment of the Calgary Herald and the employees of the Calgary
Herald. The positions have been clearly documented on both sides.
Intervention at this time by the government would be extremely
heavy-handed, and this minister is not about to do that.

MR. MacDONALD: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. My third question is
also to the same minister. Is the minister so nonchalant about this
strike because he is on the side of management, the same manage-
ment that his government has signed sweetheart secret deals with to
give the Herald scoops on stories whenever they’re not to speak to
the opposition about those stories? Is that what you’re about?

MR. DUNFORD: Name names, Hughie. You obviously went off
the script, Hughie. Name names. This situation, sir, requires a
response. If he has some information that he’d like to present me,
we’ll be glad to look at it. Other than that, it’s just simply some
grandstanding on the part of a very good hon. member.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Drayton Valley-Calmar,
followed by the hon. Member for Edmonton-Centre.

Gun Control Legislation

MR. THURBER: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. My questions today are
to the Minister of Justice and Attorney General. The Supreme Court
of Canada heard arguments this week on the registration of guns
under Bill C-68, which passed in 1995. There are many, many law-
abiding, peaceful gun owners in this province and in my constitu-
ency who are very opposed to this federal government encroachment
into their lives. To the minister: what have Alberta and for that
matter other provincial governments done to oppose this unnecessary
intrusion into provincial rights?

MR. HANCOCK: Well, Mr. Speaker, an important question, and
there needs to be, I think, some clarification. Bill C-68 contains a
number of things, one of which is the gun registry process, but others

are amendments to the Criminal Code that strengthen provisions
relating to the criminal use of firearms. Alberta supported the proper
use of federal jurisdiction in proposing amendments to the Criminal
Code and cracking down on the criminal use of firearms, but Alberta
objects strenuously to federal intrusion in the area of provincial
jurisdiction when it comes to property rights. The registering of
guns is, in fact, a registering of a property right.

2:30

So Alberta took a reference case to the Court of Appeal. There
was a split decision on the Court of Appeal, so we have appealed
that to the Supreme Court of Canada, which, as the hon. member has
correctly referenced, was heard on Monday and Tuesday. We
oppose the federal government’s intrusion into provincial jurisdic-
tion, as Alberta always has opposed federal intrusion into provincial
jurisdiction, and we oppose the colossal waste of money that the
federal government has put into this in trying to control the property
rights of Albertans.

Speaker’s Ruling
Sub Judice Rule

THE SPEAKER: Ordinarily, hon. members, the chair would
intervene as the matter might properly be viewed as being sub
judice. We certainly do have a situation here where there is a court
review of a matter. But in this case, because of the uniqueness of the
question, the only prejudice that might be given to this case would
go to those who are intervening.

AN HON. MEMBER: Which is us.
THE SPEAKER: Correct.

Gun Control Legislation
(continued)

MR. THURBER: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. My second question is
to the same minister. What does Alberta propose as an alternative
to this federal legislation, which is clearly not working?

MR. HANCOCK: Well, Mr. Speaker, it’s not clear that we need to
occupy this field, but if the Supreme Court were to rule that the
federal legislation related to property rights and was unconstitu-
tional, it may then be appropriate for Alberta to bring in legislation
with respect to the licensing of firearms acquisition or the licensing
of people who utilize firearms to make sure that there was proper
training in place or that people who had criminal records, for
example, didn’t have access to firearms.

MR. THURBER: My final question, Mr. Speaker, is to the same
minister. Could you please reassure these law-abiding, peaceful gun
owners that any policy that may be put in place in Alberta will not
reflect the attitude or the intent of Bill C-68?

MR. HANCOCK: Absolutely, Mr. Speaker. First of all, we would-
n’t bring in legislation without properly consulting Albertans about
the nature and content of the legislation to be brought in. Secondly,
we would be looking at the question. Quite frankly, all the people
involved in this discussion, the responsible firearms association and
others, have talked about the appropriate type of legislation in this
area and the registration of firearms as proposed by the federal
government being a colossal waste of money, money which could be
better used fighting crimes if they did more to deal with the criminal
use of firearms. We would not propose to waste resources in that
manner.
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THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Centre, followed
by the hon. Member for West Yellowhead.

Support for Voluntary Sector

MS BLAKEMAN: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. The report Building on
Strength: Improving Governance and Accountability in Canada’s
Voluntary Sector prepared by the federal government was released
a year ago, in February 1999. The voluntary sector has joined the
public and private sectors, becoming the third pillar of modern
society and providing many of the programs formerly offered by
government, including providing shelter and food, support services
for health and wellness, recreation, arts, youth, et cetera. My
questions today are to the Minister of Community Development.
Will the minister tell us what action he has taken on multiyear
funding commitments, or does he perhaps not agree with this?

MR. WOLOSHYN: Well, I don’t quite know where the hon.
member’s question is leading. Obviously, we are committed to
funding the programs that we endorse, and we do it year to year, and
normally they increase. So, quite frankly, if she’d like an answer,
then I’d ask that the question be a little more specific.

MS BLAKEMAN: No. I think I got that answer.

To the same minister: what is the minister’s response to recom-
mendations on training, capacity for technology, and innovation in
communications?

Speaker’s Ruling
Questions outside Government Responsibility

THE SPEAKER: Hon. members, if I understand the preamble to the
question, the hon. member raised it in the context of a report that
was released by the federal government, which is clearly not a
matter of administrative competence of this Assembly.

MS BLAKEMAN: If I might, there were specific recommendations
to all governments included in the report, and I’'m asking what the
policy is that this government has

on these areas.

THE SPEAKER: Hon. member, again, administrative competence
in this Assembly deals with issues originating in this province, not
elsewhere.

Now, if the hon. minister wants to take a shot at this, go for it.

Support for Voluntary Sector
(continued)

MS BLAKEMAN: Thank you. Again to the same minister: could
I ask what policy and plans the department has developed to take
into account the costs of core operations, including staffing,
volunteer training, board development needs, and information
technology? What’s the Alberta government policy on this?

MR. WOLOSHYN: I would seek, first of all, Mr. Speaker, a bit of
clarification on the question. However, having said that, if the hon.
member would be so kind as to be a little bit patient, she’ll see that
we have three-year business plans. The budget is going to be
brought down today. All these questions as presented, ifthey pertain
to our activities in government, will be answered very thoroughly
and to the minutest detail that she might have in mind.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for West Yellowhead, followed
by the hon. Member for Spruce Grove-Sturgeon-St. Albert.

Fishing Closures

MR. STRANG: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Many of my constituents
are avid anglers. Yesterday the Minister of Environment announced
numerous spring closures. My question is to the Minister of
Environment. Why is it necessary to put closures in place?

MR. MAR: Well, Mr. Speaker, our fish populations are under a
tremendous amount of sportfishing pressure. Just the other day I
was meeting with one of the biologists in the Department of
Environment who was talking about the number of lakes that fish are
in in the province of Alberta. There are approximately 800 lakes in
the province of Alberta that have fish, compared to over 90,000
lakes in Saskatchewan and over 250,000 lakes in the province of
Ontario. There are 350,000 licensed anglers in the province of
Alberta, which means that the pressure is at the rate of 400 anglers
per lake in the province of Alberta. In Saskatchewan and in Ontario
it’s approximately two anglers per lake.

So, Mr. Speaker, this spring we are implementing a complete
fishing closure on the majority of lakes and rivers and streams and
canals within the parkland prairie zone and the northern boreal zone.
These closures for the spring are being implemented to protect fish
species during this very important spawning period.

MR. STRANG: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. My first supplementary
is also to the Minister of Environment. Why has it taken until now
to put these management measures into place?

MR. MAR: Mr. Speaker, we’ve had a number of different types of
management techniques that we’ve used to maintain the Alberta
fishery. Because of the tremendous pressure on our fisheries in the
province of Alberta we cannot have the same kinds of rules and
management techniques as they have in places like Saskatchewan or
Ontario. The closures are important to help protect species now so
that sportfishing opportunities will continue in the future.

Historically we’ve used techniques like size limits, bait bans,
closures on a lake-by-lake basis or on a species basis. These
closures for spring are another management technique. They will
provide a maximum benefit for a wide variety of species over a large
area. Mr. Speaker, it will cause disruption to some of our
sportsfishermen, but it is a minimal disruption so that over the long
run we can continue to have this sportfishing as an important part of
the recreational experience in the province.

MR. STRANG: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. My second supplementary
is to the same minister. Money from sportfishing is an important
source of income for many of the people in my area. Anglers
purchase fuel, use hotels, restaurants, and supplies and equipment.
Will there be any major impact from the closure of these from an
economic perspective?

MR. MAR: Well, Mr. Speaker, any impact should be minimal. The
closures will last for approximately one month. They will be
detailed in the 2000 Alberta Guide to Sportfishing Regulations. I
think that people will understand and most Albertans will agree that
the long-term benefits of having a healthy and sustainable sportfish-
ing opportunity are worth a short seasonal closure during this
important spawning season.

Mr. Speaker, Albertans have expressed how important fishing is
to them both as anglers and with respect to the economic impact on
their communities. We’re confident that these are good measures
that are for the long-term health of the fisheries in the province of
Alberta.
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2:40
head: Members’ Statements

THE SPEAKER: Hon. members, 30 seconds from now I’ll call upon
the first of three hon. members to participate.
The hon. Member for Wetaskiwin-Camrose.

Big Valley Jamboree

MR. JOHNSON: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I’'m pleased to rise today
to recognize that a wonderful event in my constituency, the Big
Valley Jamboree, had its Festival 2000 kickoff today at Molson
House. Since its arrival on the festival scene six years ago Big
Valley Jamboree has earned the reputation as being one of North
America’s finest country music events. People gather at the
Camrose recreational centre to experience four days filled with
activities like listening to the best artists the country music world can
offer, daily bull-riding events, lumberjack contests, and a trade
show.

The Big Valley Jamboree is one of largest outdoor country music
festivals held in North America. Sixty thousand fans gathered in
Camrose last year for the August long weekend.

Today at Molson House this year’s lineup was revealed, including
such entertainers as Sawyer Brown, Tracy Lawrence, Patricia
Conroy, Charlie Daniels, John Michael Montgomery, Lace, Danny
Hooper, Dwight Yoakum, and many others.

What makes the Jamboree Canada’s premier outdoor festival is
that it is a family experience. Careful consideration was given to
plan an event that would appeal to every age group. A family stage
and separate family campground are available for those with young
children, while the main stage and several festival events cater to an
adult crowd.

This is a very important event to my constituents. Hundreds of
participants from Camrose and the surrounding area come together
to put on an event that has attracted fans from around the world.
Many dedicated people including those of the Camrose Regional
Exhibition and Panhandle Productions Ltd., the sponsors, have
devoted countless hours of their time to make this weekend the
wildly popular event that it has become. 1’d like to thank them here
today and congratulate them on their success.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Centre.

Vietnamese and Chinese New Year

MS BLAKEMAN: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. Today I’d
like to recognize and join in the celebration of the Vietnamese Tet
and Chinese lunar New Year, observed earlier this month. The year
2000 is the year of the golden dragon, a very auspicious and special
year under the Vietnamese and Chinese calendars.

Lunar New Year and Tet are celebrated as family affairs, a time
for reunion and thanksgiving. Anyone who attended the Edmonton
Viets society gathering at the Shaw Conference Centre in late
January would agree with me that this was a family affair and a
community celebration.

February 5 was the official lunar New Year for both Vietnamese
and Chinese, and Tet also marks the beginning of spring. I always
find the similarities between cultures interesting, and starting the
new year with a clean slate, forgiving others, paying one’s debts, and
endeavouring to correct one’s faults seems to be a universal
approach to a new year. Events and celebrations have extended
throughout February and are hosted by a variety of organizations.

I’ve mentioned before in this Assembly the great respect and
value I have for the many people of Vietnamese and Chinese-
Vietnamese heritage who live in my constituency of Edmonton-

Centre. Individuals and organizations provide many services and
programs in the community as well as contributing overall to the
safety and vibrancy of our neighbourhoods.

I’d like to mention a few of the many organizations and individu-
als who share their rich cultural heritage with us and who continue
to work to improve the quality of all of our lives. The Edmonton
Viets Association, Changing Together, the Hai (Quang) Ninh
Community Association, the Vietnam Chinese Senior Citizens Club,
Edmonton Chinatown Multicultural Centre Foundation, the Vietnam
Time Magazine, Association of Professionals and Entrepreneurs
from Vietnam, Indochina Chinese Senior Citizens Association of
Edmonton, the United Calgary Chinese Association, Calgary
Chinese Elderly Citizens’ Association, and more than hundreds of
others.

Thank you very much, and I wish everyone an auspicious year of
health, happiness, and prosperity.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Calgary-Mountain View.

2005 Goodwill Games

MR. HLADY: Well, thank you, Mr. Speaker. I’'m very happy and
honoured to be able to stand and speak today about Calgary being
awarded the 2005 Goodwill Games. This celebration will be a
wonderful way to kick off the 100th anniversary of this great
province that we all live in. At least $160 million in economic
benefit to Calgary and Alberta is expected to be brought about
because of the Goodwill Games coming to Calgary and Alberta.

The structure of the games will be about 10 days. Fifteen or more
sports are yet to be decided. A lot of them are decided, with others
to be added over the next six months. One thousand plus athletes
will be competing. The unique structure of this allows for only
invited athletes. Therefore, only the best in each sport will be
representing their countries here from around the world.

Ted Turner from Time Warner Sports, Mark Lazarus from Time
Warner Sports, and Mike Plant, the president of Goodwill Games,
said that it was an easy decision to be able to pick Calgary and
Alberta because of the wonderful legacy of infrastructure we have
left over from the 88 Olympics.

The Goodwill Games committee in Calgary has six months now
to finalize the plans. The unique format that was experienced, as an
example, in 1998 in New York, where it was the summer games,
allowed for figure skating to be a participant sport. The potential for
that is to possibly see summer sports in the winter games in Calgary
if we feel that’s the best way to present and see things happen in
Calgary. Questions for the committee now are to make sure that we
know what facilities have to be upgraded, what the costs are, and if
we can afford to make it happen with the private sector and with
government.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank Doug Mitchell, chair of the
Goodwill Games committee, and the rest of the members of the
committee for their many hours of time to bring the games to
Calgary. I believe that over the next six months the committee will
put together a proposal that will make 2005 the best Goodwill
Games ever.

Thank you.

head: Projected Government Business
THE SPEAKER: The hon. Opposition House Leader.
MR. DICKSON: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Pursuant to Standing

Order 7(5) I’d invite the Government House Leader to apprise us of
the activity we will be undertaking next week.
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THE SPEAKER: The hon. Government House Leader.

MR. HANCOCK: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I’m tempted just to say
the budget, but I’ll go through it.

Monday, February 28, in the afternoon under Government Bills
and Orders the introduction of interim supply Bill 9; motion with
respect to subcommittees A, B, C, and D to establish committee
membership; response to the budget; address in reply to the Speech
from the Throne; and day 1 of supplementary supply. Monday
evening we can anticipate finishing what of the afternoon’s business
we haven’t completed.

On February 29 at 4:30 p.m. interim supply Bill 9 for second
reading and Community Development main estimates. On Tuesday
at 8 p.m. under Government Bills and Orders, subcommittees of
supply: in the Assembly International and Intergovernmental
Relations, committee B, day 1 of main estimates, and in room 512,
subcommittee of supply, committee A on Gaming. Post 10 p.m.,
Community Development main estimates, address in reply to the
Speech from the Throne, interim supply Bill 9, and as per the Order
Paper.

On Wednesday, March 1, at 8§ p.m. under Government Bills and
Orders, in the Assembly, subcommittee of supply, committee C,
Government Services main estimates; in room 512, committee D,
Economic Development main estimates. Post 10 p.m. in the
Assembly address in reply to the Speech from the Throne; interim
supply Bill 9, Committee of the Whole; and as per the Order Paper.

On Thursday, March 2, in the afternoon, under Government Bills
and Orders, designated Committee of Supply as per the rules and
interim supply Bill 9, third reading.

2:50

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Opposition House Leader on a point of
order.

Point of Order
Explanation of Speaker’s Ruling

MR. DICKSON: Thanks, Mr. Speaker. Actually, I was standing
under Standing Order 13(2) hoping for some clarification. The basis
would be that in the exchange from my colleague from Edmonton-
Centre there was a question about a federal report about volunteer-
ism apparently with recommendations to other levels of government,
and you intervened at that point, sir. My question is this. Just
seconds before, we had seen a question about a piece of federal
legislation, the federal gun control statute. I’ve always understood
that questions had to be confined to matters within the legislative
competence of the government of the province of Alberta, but I had
not understood before the proposition that questions could only
relate to matters that arise within the province. I’'m wondering if [
could get some assistance from you, sir, in understanding that ruling
you made moments ago.

THE SPEAKER: Actually, hon. members, there was no ruling made
several minutes ago.

What is really important in this House is that all members pay
very, very careful attention to the questions that are being raised and,
quite frankly, to pay as much attention to the answers being given.
Oftentimes hon. members get up, raise their question, and members
are chitchatting and talking to one another and there’s a hum in here.
One thing the chair does is listen very attentively. The chair even
has access to an additional microphone in here so that he can listen
to all of the words of all of the questions, and part of that attention
to the question is to make sure that there’s some connection between
what is being raised in the preambles and the ultimate question.

There was an intervention with respect to the question from the hon.
Member for Drayton Valley-Calmar. Those questions, in terms of
reflection by the chair, quite clearly had to do with the policy of the
government of Alberta with respect to responses to certain things.

When the hon. Member for Edmonton-Centre raised a question,
the chair rose as much for clarification in the chair’s own mind as it
was for an intervention. There was no ruling that the hon. Member
for Edmonton-Centre could not proceed with her questions. The
chair simply said: I hope that [ understand all of this. The chair also
has had some experience sitting on the front bench in the past and
knows full well that questions can go in different directions, so the
chair has learned to keenly listen with his own ear to all of the
words. In this case there was no intervention, but the chair does
appreciate the request for clarification with respect to this.

Now, hon. members, I do believe, that being the case, I’'m going
to exercise an authority that the chair does have, that perhaps the
chair should exercise a little more often. So as to allow proper time
for the necessary preparations to be made prior to the Budget
Address this afternoon, the House is now recessed until 4 p.m. today.

[The Assembly adjourned from 2:53 p.m. to 4 p.m.]

THE SPEAKER: I’m going to call you back to order.
The Hon. Provincial Treasurer.

Transmittal of Estimates

MR. DAY: Mr. Speaker, I have received certain messages from Her
Honour the Honourable the Lieutenant Governor, which I now
transmit to you.

THE SERGEANT-AT-ARMS: Order!

THE SPEAKER: The Lieutenant Governor transmits estimates of
certain sums required for the service of the province for the fiscal
year ending March 31, 2001, and recommends the same to the
Legislative Assembly.

The Lieutenant Governor transmits estimates of certain sums
required for the service of the province and of certain sums required
from the lottery fund for the fiscal year ending March 31,2001, and
recommends the same to the Legislative Assembly.

Please be seated.

head: Government Motions

MR. DAY: Mr. Speaker, I’'m first tabling the government’s consoli-
dated fiscal and business plan, as required under section 4 of the
Government Accountability Act. Budget 2000 also includes
business plans for each ministry, which must be made public under
section 13 of this act.

8. Mr. Day moved:
Be it resolved that the message of Her Honour the Honourable
the Lieutenant Governor, the 2000-2001 estimates and business
plans, and all matters connected therewith be referred to
Committee of Supply.

[Government Motion 8 carried]

9. Mr. Day moved:
Be it resolved that the message of Her Honour the Honourable
the Lieutenant Governor, the 2000-2001 lottery fund estimates,
and all matters connected therewith be referred to Committee of
Supply.

[Government Motion 9 carried]
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MR. DAY: Mr. Speaker . . . [disturbance in the gallery] Let the
record show that my grandson interrupted me, Mr. Speaker.

10. Mr. Day moved:
Be it resolved that pursuant to Standing Order 58(2.1) the
number of days that the Committee of Supply will be called to
consider the 2000-2001 lottery fund estimates shall be two
days.

[Government Motion 10 carried]

11. Mr. Day moved:
Be it resolved that the message of Her Honour the Honourable
the Lieutenant Governor, the 1999-2000 supplementary supply
estimates, No. 2, for the general revenue fund, and all matters
connected therewith be referred to Committee of Supply.

[Government Motion 11 carried]

12. Mr. Day moved:
Beitresolved that pursuant to Standing Order 58(6) the number
of days that the Committee of Supply will be called to consider
the 1999-2000 supplementary supply estimates, No. 2, for the
general revenue fund shall be one day.

[Government Motion 12 carried]

13. Mr. Day moved:
Be it resolved that the Assembly resolve itself into Committee
of Supply, when called, to consider supply to be granted to Her
Majesty.

[Government Motion 13 carried]

14. Mr. Hancock moved:
Be it resolved that the Assembly resolve itself into Committee
ofthe Whole, when called, to consider certain bills on the Order
Paper.

[Government Motion 14 carried]

head: Budget Address

15. Mr. Day moved:
Be it resolved that the Assembly approve in general the
business plans and fiscal policies of the government.

MR. DAY: Mr. Speaker, Budget 2000 is the result of the thoughtful
input of every government MLA seated here today, and it’s input
based on government MLAs following the instructions of our
Premier, who above anyone else reminds us in a regular way that we
need to listen to our bosses, our bosses being the people of Alberta.
This budget is a budget from the people of Alberta. It’s also the first
budget to be tabled this century by any provincial or federal
government. It’s a first in that way, and we are told that it’s also a
first in terms of a number of things that are being accomplished or
will be accomplished simultaneously with this budget.

This budget in a brief term will be reducing debt significantly,
reducing taxes, increasing spending on priority areas like health,
education, and people services. It will be freeing 132,000 low-
income Albertans from having to pay any provincial income tax. It
will be eliminating bracket creep, the first government to do that. It
will be increasing by a quarter of a billion dollars the value of the
heritage savings trust fund. It will be putting in place a half a billion
dollar fund to encourage science and energy research and develop-
ment in the province. Overall, Mr. Speaker, I think that’s not a bad
way to launch into the 21st century.

Now, we are told that we have been able to accomplish this, some

people would suggest, by luck or windfall revenues. I want to
address that momentarily and bring our attention back to 1985-1986
when of all the corporate revenue that we took in as a government,
approximately 60 percent came from the oil and gas sector. As we
close out the books for 1998, we see that all of the revenue which we
took in from the oil and gas sector made up approximately 10
percent of corporate taxes.

There has been a huge broadening of the base of the economy here
in Alberta. There has been a huge diversification. It has not been
Iuck. It has not been goodwill. It has been hard work, Mr. Speaker.
Our Premier has led this particular initiative, and the government
policies based on caring but limited government, leading to unlim-
ited opportunity, have caused Alberta to be the most people-friendly
place, we believe, in which people can pursue their hopes and their
dreams.

Mr. Speaker, Stephen Leacock once said that he believed in luck
and that he also found that the harder he worked, the luckier he got.
We’ve been working hard on the priorities of Albertans, and the
results are here.

We would also like to bring attention to some changes — I call it
an evolution of sorts — in the entire budget process. There’s been an
evolving transformation. Budget days used to be and still are in
some jurisdictions and with some governments the result, the
culmination, of a year of secret meetings. Then budget day would
arrive and there would be a revelation, a revealing of shocks and
surprises and hopefully good announcements. The expectation from
government was that citizens would be thankful that we had planned
their lives for the next year and also consider that we would be
eminently wiser and would have been able to figure all of these
things out. That has taken on a different change under the direction
of Ralph Klein, Mr. Speaker.

4:10

We work very closely and MLAs work very closely with our
partners throughout the year. Budget day is no longer an announce-
ment. Those announcements used to be especially scary at election
time, Mr. Speaker. [ won’t suggest this government necessarily, but
governments generally would use an election year budget, if this
were to be seen as one — but every year is an election year in Alberta
— would use those times to announce all kinds of goodies, sugar-
plums that had not yet even danced in the heads of the taxpayers,
and it was presented in a way to make the government sweet enough
to re-elect.

Mr. Speaker, under the direction of Ralph Klein we clearly
operate with an understanding that we do not buy votes. We work
hard to earn them. We work hard throughout the year with our
partners — municipalities, regional health authorities, school boards,
people in the business community — to develop the kinds of things
that need to be done and need to be said and need to be directed. We
take those priorities, build them into a budget, a budget that now has
three-year business plans. We project three years into the future.
We don’t want to see surprises. There’s always the inevitable that
happens, but we have three-year business plans, which we then
monitor on the short term every 90 days. Every quarter we report on
the progress of spending and on revenues coming in.

Budget day should not be a day of surprises. It should be a day in
which government accounts for where they think the revenues will
be going and where they think the expenditures will be going in the
year ahead, and that’s what this is all about, working closely with
our partners, Mr. Speaker.

As we look at other things that need to be done, as we move to a
discussion on the spending areas of this budget — and there is
spending in this budget very clearly — [ would like to suggest that we
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may want to think of adjusting the language that we use when we
talk about spending. We hear from critics from time to time, and it’s
good and positive to have critics there. It helps us to be even better
and to respond. Sometimes the way some critics present spending
is as if nothing is being spent at all in priority areas. It’s as if
everything is bleak and horrifying, and unknowing Albertans,
vulnerable Albertans, are sometimes taken advantage of by the
criticism. I think that just as we demand honesty in advertising, we
need to demand honesty in criticizing. And when we look at
spending, I would suggest that we put things in a better context. If
we look at the areas of spending and if we’re talking about spending
increases, then we say to our citizens: what we’re talking about is
not more spending but even more spending. Even more spending.
That puts it in context, Mr. Speaker.

As we look at that and consider the language of how we address
this, sometimes I wonder if our critics fully understand from whence
the money comes. There’s a thought from time to time, as I hear
some individuals, that there’s a great vault in this building and in
that vault are untold millions and billions of dollars and all that is
required is that we go down to the basement and dig some money
out of the vault and just pass it around or that there are bags of
loonies on my desk or on somebody else’s desk and that we toss
those around.

Mr. Speaker, we need to have a clear picture of where the money
comes from. The money comes from the people of Alberta. It’s
their money, it’s their budget, and it’s their security. That’s what
we’re talking about. And every two weeks, as hardworking
Albertans look at their paycheques, what happens is that we as
government come up to them, albeit in an understanding way, and
say: “We’re from the government, and we’re here to help you.
We’re here to help you carry that heavy load in your wallet and your
purse. We’re here to take some of your money from you.” We say
that every two weeks. In most cases Albertans recognize that some
taxes need to be paid and that money has to come from them. But
all the money comes from the people.

We need to remember that if we ask for even more spending, what
we’re saying to Albertans every two weeks is: “We need to take
even more money from you. You’re going to have to work even
harder. From somewhere you’re going to have to come up with
more dollars.” That’s what we need to keep in mind as we talk
about even more spending, and we are spending even more in some
areas. We have tremendous growth in this province and tremendous
pressures that come with that growth.

We are spending even more in the area of health. There are
growth pressures that are coming from all sides in that particular
area. With this budget we are not backing off the fact that we’re
seeing approximately just over a 9 percent increase in spending on
health. That will increase to 21 percent over the three-year business
plan. A 21 percent increase. Even more spending on health. We
will be moving at the end of that three-year plan to the $6 billion
mark in spending. That’s a lot of money, Mr. Speaker.

It means very definite things will happen this year and in the next
two years following this year. It means that 2,400 nurses and
frontline workers will be hired. It means that 90 more doctors will
be hired. It means that even more procedures will be done. Shorter
waiting lines is the goal of some of that spending. Mr. Speaker,
5,950 heart procedures. That’s an increase of some 600 heart
procedures. And 1,430 dialysis procedures. That’s an increase of
about 140. We’ll see 161 bone marrow transplants. These are real
things happening to real people that we can provide for. A 10
percent increase in the number of liver transplants that will be done.
A 16 percent increase in the number of heart transplants that will be
done. Add to all of this, Mr. Speaker, untold numbers, thousands of

joint replacements and then everything else that happens in the
medical care system, hundreds of millions of dollars into infrastruc-
ture to build the hospitals, to do the renovations, to take care of the
lodges, to do the extended care units and you can see how it’s very
easy to arrive at a spending of $17 million a day to operate this
health care system. We think Albertans are worth that, and we’re
committing those dollars to that.

As we do that, we look back, though, with some caution, because
we see that 22 percent of our budget was based on health care
spending in 1980. We move to 1990: 26 percent of our budget on
health care spending. As we finish out this three-year business plan,
33 percent of our budget will be spent on health care. I recently met
with a minister of finance from another province. In their province
they are looking at 40 percent of all the taxpayers’ money being
spent on health care.

Any government that cares as much about the principles of the
Canada Health Act as we do must look to ways of seeing efficient
services delivered in innovative ways so that we can keep the
growing costs of health care to a manageable limit. This is not just
an Alberta situation, Mr. Speaker. This is right across the country.
I can tell you that many governments are afraid to even address the
issue. This is a new century. We need to be bold and caring at the
same time, and this government is addressing the issues. The reason
other governments are sometimes paralyzed with fear to address the
spending issues around health is because of the accusations that
often are heaped upon you when you say that you are trying to do
something to improve the system.

It almost saddens me to comment that some people would even
reflect that this government is actually trying to destroy health care,
in fact to destroy Canada. We hear incredible things. I would ask
people as we enter this debate to think of us as legislators, if it’s
possible, as human beings, because we are, and when we’re in the
debate, to look at us as legislators. We have children. We have
grandchildren. We have aging parents who are facing the increased
cost of advanced care in their sunset years. Do people really think
anybody in their right mind would want to destroy the health care
system that is there for their children, for their grandchildren, and for
their grandparents? Mr. Speaker, I would suggest that it’s time to
put away the political scalpels and to drop the name-calling and
accusations and engage in positive, co-operative discussions on how
services can be provided in a way that takes the cost increases away
from every health care system in this country.

Here’s what we’re talking about, Mr. Speaker. We’re talking
about looking at approaches and solutions that will bring shorter
lineups, better care, no cost to the consumer, and all within the
Canada Health Act. We’re talking about improving the health and
life of Albertans. Anybody with solutions that don’t meet those
criteria need not apply, and we will guarantee that in legislation.

4:20

Mr. Speaker, we are doing even more in the area of learning and
education. We have a huge increase in students in this province.
We are looking at increases this year in education, in terms of a
percentage increase in our spending, of 9 percent and stretching that
to over 19 percent over the three-year period.

What does that mean in real terms? It means 2,200 new teachers
and aides in the classroom. It means more money going to programs
that will achieve higher levels of achievement: $66 million going to
programs directly focused on achievement and progress and
learning, $60 million for computers in the classroom this year. Sixty
million dollars. That is very significant. We are concerned, Mr.
Speaker, and we want to see our children moving into the global
economy equipped to handle whatever they face.
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It also means, as we broaden this out to the postsecondary area,
that we’ll be seeing a 9.2 percent increase in postsecondary spend-
ing, moving up to 16 percent. We will see 23,000 new spaces
created in the postsecondary system. We will see assistance going
to students who are faced with the weight of loans in order for them
to be educated. This year we’ll see a 22 percent increase in
assistance to students. Mr. Speaker, by the end of the three-year
plan we will see a 50 percent increase in assistance to students. We
know that about half of the postsecondary student population in this
province in fact do not access provincial student loans, but that
means that half of the students do, and we’re going to be there for
them. We’re going to be there as they move into the 21st century,
and we don’t apologize for that. We are excited about that.

Around the province people continue to move here in great
numbers. We know that that puts huge pressure on infrastructure in
our towns and in our cities. We had over 50,000 people again this
year move into this province. Just think of it, Mr. Speaker, 50,000
people. That’s like another city of Red Deer just coming right up
out of the ground every year. It’s a wonderful thought, but that
brings with it some extra cost to government. We have said to our
municipalities that with the growth rate that we are experiencing, a
population growth rate that is twice what Ontario is growing, we are
going to assist the municipalities to address those needs to the tune
of $725 million this year in this budget. That’s on top of the $1.1
billion that is presently being expended on infrastructure, and that’s
not just roads. That is water systems, that is schools, that is
hospitals, and that is seniors’ lodges, all of the areas of infrastructure
which presently are dealing with the positive results of the Alberta
advantage.

In agriculture we have seen across western Canada this year the
results of several years in a row of low commodity prices and on a
regional basis devastating weather conditions. We have seen our
friends and neighbors and relatives in Saskatchewan and Manitoba
going hat in hand to the federal government, asking for assistance,
something that will help them with that. Mr. Speaker, we can’t stand
by and wait for the federal government to dither about this particular
problem. We are stepping to the plate. In last year’s budget and this
year’s we are expanding the abilities of the farm income disaster
program to handle those pressures and disasters beyond the control
of our farmers. These are global items that are beyond their control.
As we negotiate at the world trade level, trying to bring down this
whole issue of subsidies around the world and of tariffs on the
agricultural side, as we work to do that, we will not — we will not —
see our family farms moved to extinction. We will be there for
them.

Murray McLaughlan sang a song, a tribute to farmers, some years
ago. He said: thanks for the meal; here’s a song that is real from a
boy from the city to you. You know, that’s a nice song, Mr.
Speaker. That’s a nice song, and I will resist the request to break
into song at this particular moment, but I can tell you something. A
song will not put diesel fuel into that tractor. A song will not buy
the seed that needs to go into next year’s crop. A song will not buy
the silage that’s needed over the year to feed the cattle and see them
through the winter. We’re doing far more than that, and we can say
to our farm community a similar thing. We can say thanks for the
meal; here’s some help that is real from all over the province to you.

Mr. Speaker, our seniors, especially those on low and fixed
incomes, have faced several years of slowly rising inflation and
other costs. We feel it’s time, that the Alberta advantage and the
bold plans that we have for this century have given us the fiscal
capacity to be able to address the need of low-income seniors, so we
are announcing an increase in low-income seniors’ benefits of 10
percent, which will assist our low-income and fixed-income seniors
as they move through the years ahead. Those seniors have worked

hard. They’ve served well. They continue to be generous. We will
be there for them. We will also see an increase of 16 percent in a
special program just dealing with special needs for seniors. That is
important, and we are there for them.

As we look from one end of the age spectrum to the other, in
terms of children’s services there’s the Alberta Children’s Forum
that took place this year, chaired by Colleen Klein. Through that
forum and that process we have seen and been brought forward
insights and recommendations on how to deal with some of'the items
that are being faced by children and families today. We know, Mr.
Speaker, that as a Conservative government we cannot invade the
area of family. We cannot intrude in that area, and we don’t want to
do things that would increase dependency. We want to foster
independency. With the recommendations that are coming from this
forum, there will be a 6 percent increase in our funding for Chil-
dren’s Services. That will extend to 16 percent over three years.
Children are our future. We’re going to be there for them.

Mr. Speaker, we have through the year addressed a number of
other areas. On the question of the Canada pension plan people
continue to ask us what we are doing in that particular area. I want
to remind people and update them that Alberta has come forward
with suggestions on how that plan could be improved, that if they
were adopted across the country, the plan would be improved for all
Canadians.

But we can’t wait while these plans, these items that we have
researched and that we believe have some real possibilities for
improvement sit on a federal shelf and gather dust, so we have asked
the other provinces and the federal government to join with us in a
working committee, which we now have in place for six months, to
explore the Alberta approach to pension plans and to proper funding
and to open up opportunities especially for young people who are
working and investing in that plan and to guarantee the seniors who
are already in the plan that their benefits will be there. We’re
working with the federal government and the other provinces, but
it’s a two-track system, Mr. Speaker. At the end of that six months
we’ll evaluate whether there is progress and ability to move ahead,
and we will continue at the request of citizens to look at the
feasibility of an Alberta plan.

We are not saying, Mr. Speaker, that we are pulling out of the
Canada pension plan. We are not making that comment. This is not
a threat. It is saying that we are responsible for the pension dollars
that our citizens invest. We want to make sure they’re properly
invested in the best way. We’ll be there for them. We’re exploring
those possibilities.

As we look at the area of investment, we’re excited that we can
report that we have just completed adding $230 million, almost a
quarter of a billion dollars, to the heritage savings trust fund. We
have increased that fund. We will not allow inflation to erode it, and
we will be there.

Interestingly, Mr. Speaker, that fund this year will earn in income
for Albertans approximately the same amount of money we will take
in from oil royalties. So here is this fund, that has been built up over
the years from oil and gas royalties, now producing, the fund is
producing, interest at the same rate that royalties are being produced
in an annual way out of the ground. I think that’s a firm platform of
security for us in the 21st century.

We will continue to do even more to address debt and debt pay-
down. We have just posted, as we move to the end of this budget
year in which we are now, a record down payment on that particular
debt, the remaining debt, $1.6 billion being put down on that debt.
This will be the first time in 12 years that the interest costs of our
debt will be less than $1 billion. We’re moving in the right direc-
tion, Mr. Speaker.
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The reason we focus on that is because we know that debt costs;
it does not pay. As we move to debt reduction, we lower the interest
cost and we lower the cost to the bankers, as it were, Mr. Speaker,
the creditors around the world. As we move to paying that down, we
will create savings that we can then apply to health and education
and other areas.

4:30

In 1994 our debt servicing costs were $1.7 billion. This year as
we move to under a billion dollars, that means we have three-
quarters of a billion dollars of unborrowed money that we can be
investing in health, education, agriculture, and the areas of people
services. That is the track that we have been on. It’s proven to be
viable.

We do get questioned from time to time, Mr. Speaker, in terms of
our ability to continue to pay down debt, and that brings into
discussion the whole area of how we forecast. How do we know
what revenues are going to be coming in in a given year? What will
we put to debt, and what will we put into our various areas of
program spending?

We are forecasting this year, in and after consultation with leading
experts and analysts around the world, that the price of oil for the
budget year, which will begin April 1 and extend to March 31, 2001,
will average $19 a barrel. In a day when we’re looking at close to
$30 abarrel, I know some would say: you’re budgeting too low; you
should have that higher.

Mr. Speaker, we do our forecasting based on consultation with the
analytical experts in the province, in the country, and internationally,
and we were all together in our budgeting last year when we said
that oil would be $13.50. This day one year ago we need to
remember that oil was $12.61, and when we said $13.50 last year
and put it in the budget, we were accused of being too optimistic.
As you can see, we were low. Now we are saying, as closely as we
can after consultation, that we see $19 oil; we see natural gas at a
Canadian dollar price of $2.50. Those items, again, are developed
in consultation with the industry.

The way we make sure that we will have cushions in place —
because, as we know, Alberta more than any other province has
fluctuating income streams. Income goes up and down more
radically than any other province. When we have a good year like
this year, we forget a year like 1998, not long ago. In 1998 the
amount of revenue we took in from our oil and gas royalties was 1
and a half billion dollars less than we had taken in the year before,
in 1997, and the economy did not shudder to a stop. We did not
come screeching to a halt because of the expansion that we have in
the economy, but people forget that.

We will not base our budgeting on the mountaintop peaks of the
price of oil. We will budget carefully on what we think it will be.
To protect us from a fluctuation as prices plunge downward or as
they rocket skyward, every year we estimate what all of our
revenues will be, we take 3 and a half percent of that estimate, and
we set that money aside in case we have a fluctuation.

We do get criticized from time to time because of the fluctuating
revenues, and can’t we forecast closer? The whole world was wrong
last year at $13.50. Maybe the whole world will be wrong this year,
and we join most other experts in that $19 to $20 range.

I can tell you that our toughest critics, Mr. Speaker, are the credit
rating agencies. Those people review every province’s budget and
the budget of every state and every sovereign territory, Standard and
Poor’s international credit rating agency being one. In their review
of our budgeting, in the words of their own evaluation, they
commend us for how we budget: the prudent fiscal management —
this was in their latest review — and the fact that we take into account

the variability of the income stream. They not only gave us credit
for that; they gave us the best credit rating in the country for how we
handle the dollars of the people of Alberta.

There are other dollars out there, Mr. Speaker, that we take as a
government. It’s in the whole area of fees and charges. Earlier this
year there was a court decision in Ontario which looked at a
particular fee that was being charged because the protest was being
made that the fee being charged was in excess of the service being
delivered. In the process of the court’s determining that, they said
to the Ontario government and they said to all governments: you can
do one of two things. They didn’t say that you have to get rid of the
fee. They didn’t say that you have to lower it. They said: you could
protect the fee; you could bring it into legislation and protect it, or
you can lower it.

So far every other government has rushed to protect those fees that
were determined to be too high. Premier Ralph Klein said: “Why
are we rushing to protect the government? Why don’t we rush to
protect the people?” That’s what we’re doing with our fees and
charges review.

So, Mr. Speaker, we did a review, an analysis, a huge review of
all the fees and charges that are being assessed in various govern-
ment departments. We found out that in the majority of cases most
of those fees and charges in fact do not cover the cost of the service
or only approximately cover the cost, but there was an area in which
those fees and charges were considerably higher than the cost of
delivering the service. We did not and we are not going to protect
those high fees. We are going to lower them.

It is in the whole area of what it takes to register related to estates
and wills, related to house purchases, land and property registration,
and business incorporation, all of those areas, Mr. Speaker. We are
announcing that effective midnight tonight we will be reducing
approximately 100 fees, and in that process we will be leaving $60
million in the pockets of Albertans. That’s caring about taxpayers.

Mr. Speaker, to give people an idea of which areas will be
affected, for young home buyers, for instance, looking at a $150,000
home with a $140,000 mortgage, if you can get such a deal, before
midnight tonight the fee, the charge that the government was
allocating to those people to register that was some $365. We are
lowering that by two-thirds, to $133. That’s a significant saving for
young home buyers.

We are also looking at the area of processing those probate letters
related to wills and estates, something apparently we will all face at
some time in our lives. For a modest estate value of $150,000, there
has been an assessment of $600 to register the letters of probate with
that. Six hundred dollars. We’re lowering that to $300, Mr.
Speaker.

In the area of business incorporation, it has cost $150 simply to
incorporate. In a day when more and more people are becoming
self-employed, when more and more people are becoming self-
employed contractors and registering as such, we are lowering that
fee from $150 to $50. We care about people, Mr. Speaker. We are
going to see that this continues to be a vibrant economy here in
Alberta.

Mr. Speaker, the area of taxes is one in which I believe we see
revealed the heart and nature of people when we get into a discus-
sion on taxes. We are so pleased and excited that because of our
fiscal situation we are able to accelerate and move up by an entire
year a brand-new tax plan for Canada and definitely one that will be
registered here in Alberta. When we asked Albertans about this, I
believe Albertans revealed their heart and their nature when they
responded in the area of taxes, because the first thing they said was
that any tax changes had to be of immediate assistance to low-
income families. We will make adjustments in this new tax system,
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which begins only 10 months from now, that will relieve some
132,000 low-income, hardworking Albertans from having to pay any
income tax at all.

That was the first response from the heart of Albertans, who said:
this should be the first thing that you do. Then we saw the heart and
nature of Albertans when they said that the system needs to be fair.
They pointed out to us that we were taxing in an inequitable way the
earnings of either a one income earning family or a two income
earning family, and they said: don’t punish or reward; leave that
choice to families. By moving the spousal exemption from $6,020
to $11,620, a 90 percent increase, we equalized that playing field,
Mr. Speaker, and we make family choices. Family choices, not
government choices.

Then people went on to say — Albertans revealed their heart and
nature by saying that a tax system needs to be honest. One of the
areas in which taxes have not been honest — and this is at all levels
of government — is this whole area of bracket creep, whereby
exemptions have not been indexed to inflation. As people’s salaries
have been inflated, for years those exemption levels have not moved
up also. Government has quietly reached around with a hand into
the back pockets of people and slipped those extra dollars out and
made as if they took nothing. In fact, it has cost Albertans, it has
cost Canadians millions of dollars.

4:40

We looked around in this area of bracket creep. We said: how do
we fix it? We looked in the mirror. We realized that we were the
creeps. We are going to fix it, Mr. Speaker. We are tying these
exemptions to inflation. We will be the first province to put an end
to bracket creep.

The final thing that Albertans said about a tax system, again I
think revealing their own hearts, Mr. Speaker, is that a tax system
needs to be understandable. It was a famous person who said: the
hardest thing in the world to understand is the income tax system.
That person was Albert Einstein. If he couldn’t figure it out, I sure
can’t and most of the people I know can’t. So we are simplifying the
system. That is why as of January 1, 2001, we will be the first
jurisdiction in Canada where people can take all of their deductions
and refunds on the federal side, all of their deductions and refunds
on the provincial side, and claim all of those. There will be a single
amount left, a net income, and to that net income a single rate of 11
percent will be applied. Openness and understandability in the tax
system.

Mr. Speaker, the results of everything that we’ve been doing for
the last few years mean continued growth here in Alberta. We are
projecting growth of between 4.5 and 4.8 percent in the economy
this coming year. That is very aggressive, very significant growth.
That means 48,000 new jobs, most of which will be in the private
sector: high-paying, high-tech, value-added jobs, long-term opportu-
nities for Albertans. That’s the type of growth that we will continue
to see in this province as a result of the steps that we have taken.

Mr. Speaker, we haven’t got it all right. We haven’t got it all
figured out. We still make mistakes, and as we do and as we are
informed of those, we will move to correct them. You’ve heard
about a 9 percent increase to health and 9 percent to education and
21 percent over three years. The overall increase from last year to
this year in this budget that we are tabling today is slightly over 2
percent. That’s not bad management considering all that we have
faced and the continual pressures that we face in an annual, monthly,
and daily way.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that we are moving to a new era as we
move boldly into this 21st century. I believe that we have a platform

of security that has been built because of certain policies. It’s
policies that will cause an economy to grow or to retract. If it’s
small “I” liberal — and this is not partisan; I’'m talking liberal
philosophically. We have enough history, as we go back through the
20th century, to know that small “1” liberal philosophy which talks
about government moving to heal all the ills of the world, which
talks about the growth of government institutions and government
programming in every area of life — we know and we found out in an
experiential way in Canada that that leads to increasing deficit,
eventual increasing debt, to debt loads that eventually crush the air
of incentive out of the lungs of private and free citizens.

It’s time to reverse that thinking. We have reversed that thinking
for a number of years. A small “c” conservative approach philo-
sophically, Mr. Speaker, is an approach that recognizes limited but
caring government, an approach that has faith in communities,
families, and individuals, that moves to true freedom. When we talk
about 132,000 low-income people no longer paying provincial
income tax, that’s a whole new definition of freedom. That type of
freedom will be enjoyed by all of our citizens as we move this way.

Mr. Speaker, I believe we are now moving to a new era where
once almost unthought-of dreams are within our grasp. We have
seen the rate at which we have paid down debt. I don’t want to
optimistically raise hopes, but we have seen the aggressive rate at
which we have paid down debt. We have seen that we have been
able to reduce taxes continually year to year, incrementally some
years but exceedingly more in the year ahead. We have seen the
heritage savings trust fund increase in value. We can see other
revenue streams where investment is happening now coming into
this province.

4:50

If we maintain prudent fiscal management, the day is coming soon
— will it be 2005, in time for our birthday? I don’t know, Mr.
Speaker — when Albertans will be the first to be able to consider if
we should even have provincial income taxes. They used to laugh
at us in Alberta when we had those kinds of dreams. You know
what’s been happening every year under the Klein government?
Every year we say that things can be accomplished. Every year
many people say: you will never accomplish it. Every year it gets
accomplished.

Mr. Speaker, 1 believe that the history of the 20th century for
Alberta has been an epic of challenge and triumph. Ibelieve it’s that
kind of boldness that moves us into the 21st century, and I’'m
absolutely convinced, understanding the heart and nature of
Albertans and understanding the energy that comes from their heart
and soul, that if we continue to harness that, if we continue to allow
that to thrive and move ahead, if we understand and allow that to be
unleashed, then combined with the providence of God and an
understanding of divine and human nature, the dreams we have for
ourselves, for our children, for our grandchildren are attainable.
That’s where we’re going, Mr. Speaker.

Good afternoon.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Calgary-Buffalo.

MR. DICKSON: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I suspect that we’ve
heard enough hyperbole for one afternoon, so at this time I beg leave
to adjourn debate.

[Motion to adjourn debate carried]

[At 4:52 p.m. the Assembly adjourned to Monday at 1:30 p.m.]
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Legislative Assembly of Alberta

Title: Monday, February 28, 2000
Date: 00/02/28
[The Speaker in the chair]

1:30 p.m.

head: Prayers

THE SPEAKER: Hon. members, after the prayer please remain
standing.

On this day let us be guided by Your eternal wisdom and confi-
dence that You believe in all of us. Amen.

Hon. members, I’m now going to invite Mr. Paul Lorieau to lead
us in the singing of our national anthem. Mr. Lorieau is in the
Speaker’s gallery.

O Canada, our home and native land!
True patriot love in all thy sons command.
With glowing hearts we see thee rise,

The True North strong and free!

From far and wide, O Canada,

We stand on guard for thee.

God keep our land glorious and free!

O Canada, we stand on guard for thee.

O Canada, we stand on guard for thee.

Please be seated.

head: Presenting Petitions

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

DR. PANNU: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I have a petition signed by
220 Albertans. They are asking
the Legislative Assembly of Alberta to pass a bill banning private,
for-profit hospitals in Alberta so that the integrity of the public,
universal health care system may be maintained.
This brings the number of petitions submitted so far to 653.
Thank you.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Ellerslie.

MS CARLSON: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Today I would like to
present a petition signed by 258 people from Edmonton and the
surrounding area urging the Legislative Assembly to “urge the
government of Alberta to stop promoting private health care and
undermining public health care.”

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

MRS. SLOAN: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I’m also pleased today to
rise and table petitions signed by 255 Edmontonians.
We the undersigned citizens of Alberta petition the Legislative
Assembly to urge the government of Alberta to stop promoting
private health care and undermining [the public health care system].

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

MR. MacDONALD: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

present a petition to the Legislative Assembly.
We the undersigned citizens of Alberta petition the Legislative
Assembly to urge the government of Alberta to stop promoting
private health care and undermining public health care.

This petition has been signed by over 273 Edmontonians and brings

the total today to a great number.

1 would like to

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Manning.

MR. GIBBONS: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I, too, have a petition

supporting public health care in Alberta.
We the undersigned citizens of Alberta petition the Legislative
Assembly to urge the government of Alberta to stop promoting
private health care and undermining public health care [in the
province].

This is on behalf of 214 residents of Edmonton and area.

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

MS OLSEN: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I have a petition supporting
public health care in Alberta.
We the undersigned citizens of Alberta petition the Legislative
Assembly to urge the government of Alberta to stop promoting
private health care and undermining [the public health care system].
This is signed by 252 Edmontonians and is the last of five petitions
submitted today with the great number being a total of 1,252 for
today.

head: Reading and Receiving Petitions

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

MRS. SOETAERT: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 1 would
ask that the petition I tabled the other day regarding private health
care and public health care please be read and received.

THE CLERK:
We the undersigned citizens of Alberta petition the Legislative
Assembly to urge the government of Alberta to stop promoting
private health care and undermining public health care.

MR. SAPERS: Mr. Speaker, | would request that the petition which
I presented in this Assembly on February 24 signed by hundreds of
my constituents in protest of the government’s plans to privatize
health care now be read and received.

THE CLERK:
We the undersigned citizens of Alberta petition the Legislative
Assembly to urge the government of Alberta to stop promoting
private health care and undermining public health care.

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

DR. PANNU: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I now request that the
petition I presented on February 24, last Thursday, signed by several
hundred Albertans calling on the Assembly to ban private, for-profit
hospitals be read and received now.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

THE CLERK:
We the undersigned residents of the province of Alberta hereby
petition the Legislative Assembly of Alberta to pass a Bill banning
private for-profit hospitals in Alberta so that the integrity of the
public, universal health care system may be maintained.

head: Notices of Motions

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Calgary-Buffalo on a
Standing Order 40 application.

MR. DICKSON: Thanks very much, Mr. Speaker. I give notice now
that immediately after the daily Routine I will move as follows:
Be it resolved that this Assembly affirm the importance of open
access to reading material by recognizing February 27 to March 4,
2000, as Freedom to Read Week.
Thank you.
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head: Introduction of Bills

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Minister of Human Resources and
Employment.

Bill 6
Special Payment Act

MR. DUNFORD: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

introduce a bill, being the Special Payment Act.
Mr. Speaker, this is enabling legislation to allow the Workers’

Compensation Board and certain widows to enter into negotiations.

I request leave to

[Motion carried; Bill 6 read a first time]

Bill 9
Appropriation (Interim Supply) Act, 2000

MR. DAY: Mr. Speaker, I request leave to introduce Bill 9, the
Appropriation (Interim Supply) Act, 2000. This being a money bill,
Her Honour the Honourable the Lieutenant Governor, having been
informed of the contents of this bill, recommends the same to the
Assembly.

[Motion carried; Bill 9 read a first time]

head: Tabling Returns and Reports

MR. DAY: Mr. Speaker, in keeping with our commitment to open
and accountable government, I’m happy to table today in accordance
with the Legislative Assembly Act and the Conflicts of Interest Act
the report of selected payments to members and former Members of
the Legislative Assembly and persons directly associated with
Members of the Legislative Assembly for the fiscal year ended
March 31, ’99.

It’s also my pleasure to table on behalf of the government caucus
anumber of reports entitled Allowance and Travel Expenses for the
12 months ended March 31, °99. These reports are accompanied by
copies of personal expense claims, copies of capital residence
allowance claims, and copies of vehicle expense claims. I’'mpleased
to report that this is a comprehensive list of expenditures including
all 12 months for the fiscal year ended March 31.

I’'m also pleased to table the report on the general revenue fund,
details of expenditure by payee, everything you always wanted to
know about every dime of government spending, right here, and
where it went. Unlike the federal government we keep track of our
expenses, Mr. Speaker.

1:40

DR. WEST: Mr. Speaker, I’d like to table answers to Motion for a
Return 205 regarding inventory of oil field wastes in Alberta.

MR. JONSON: Mr. Speaker, it is my pleasure today to table five
copies of the responses to Motion for a Return 207 and Motion for
a Return 209, accepted on April 28, 1999.

Further, Mr. Speaker, | would like to table five copies of answers
to questions asked regarding Alberta Health and Wellness supple-
mentary estimates on December 1, 1999.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Meadowlark.
MS LEIBOVICI: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. It’s my pleasure this

afternoon to table two reports. The first report is from Donna
Wilson, who’s a professor in the Faculty of Nursing, University of

Alberta. It’s entitled Regional Health Planning and Delivery in
Alberta: A Basic Cost-Benefit Analysis in Response to a Health
System Performance Issue as presented to the standing policy
committee. What it indicates is that a cost-benefit analysis is
required and a more in-depth appraisal of regionalization before the
regional health authority boards assume responsibility associated
with contracting out major surgery to for-profit firms, the same like
the Treasurer. It is also concerned that the funds which were used
to build and are now used to sustain a regional health system are not
available for direct patient care.

The second study is a study by Kevin Taft and Gillian Steward
which is entitled Private Profit or Public Good: The Economics and
Politics of the Privatization of Health Care in Alberta. It indicates
that for several decades and in various countries private, for-profit
health care has been shown to consistently fall short of nonprofit and
publicly provided health care and that when compared to publicly
provided health care, private, for-profit health care typically costs
more.

Thank you.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Castle Downs.

MS PAUL: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Today I would like to table the
appropriate number of copies of a letter from Mr. Blyth Irvine, who
is a constituent of Castle Downs. He has written the letter because
he has experienced firsthand what the health care system is like in
Britain, which includes both private and public health care, and he
is in full support of the initiative that the government is taking on.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Ellerslie.

MS CARLSON: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Today I am tabling the
appropriate number of copies of a speech by Dr. David Schindler.
Dr. Schindler is the world’s most distinguished freshwater ecologist
and one of Canada’s most honoured scientists. This is a speech he
gave on February 9 of this year entitled The Urgent Need for
Endangered Species Legislation in Canada, in which he criticizes the
provincial government for their lack of effort in this regard.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Centre.

MS BLAKEMAN: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. I’d like to
table five copies of a project description: Making Justice Accessible,
women’s access to legal services. The project is sponsored by
Women Looking Forward, an organization in Calgary, and it’s
described here in their February 2000 newsletter, which is also filled
with all kinds of other useful and necessary information.

Thank you very much.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Glengarry.

MR. BONNER: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. I have two
tablings today. The first is a report concerning investigations
conducted by the Ombudsman on injured workers, and it contains
five recommendations on how they could be improved.

With your permission, Mr. Speaker, I would like to table five
copies of the program on the investiture of lifesaving honours which
were conducted today at Government House and presided over by
the Hon. Lois Hole, Lieutenant Governor of Alberta.

Thank you.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Strathcona.
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DR. PANNU: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I have several tablings to
make. The first one is copies of a letter that I’ve just had delivered
to the Premier’s office requesting the Premier to intervene on behalf
of Leticia Cables, who’ll be leaving the country tomorrow at 11:45
unless the deportation order is rescinded. So I have requested the
Premier in writing to intervene as quickly as he can.

Mr. Speaker, my second set of tablings is three in one bunch.
They deal with privatization of health care and the economics of
contracting out public health services. The first tabling is the
executive summary of the study by Kevin Taft and Gillian Steward,
Private Profit or Public Good: The Economics and Politics of the
Privatization of Health Care in Canada.

The second tabling, Mr. Speaker, is the keynote address delivered
by Professor Robert Evans, professor of economics, the University
of British Columbia. The title of the paper is The Role of Private
and Public Health Care Delivery in Alberta. This paper was
delivered at the health forum sponsored by the Alberta Congress
Board.

The third set is consumer experience with contract surgery and
private clinics in Alberta, a study done by the Consumers’ Associa-
tion of Canada, Alberta branch, and released just a little while ago.

Mr. Speaker, turning to the other tablings, there’s a letter that I
received from Dale Henkel of Trochu, Alberta, expressing his deep
concern about the rising costs of fuel and the impact of it on farmers
in this province.

The second tabling, Mr. Speaker, deals with the Spray Valley area
development. Both Bonnie Nasim and the other writer — the name
is here; I can’t find it at the moment — are opposed to the develop-
ment of Spray Valley and are asking the government to take action
to stop that development.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

MR. DAY: Mr. Speaker, I’d like to table five copies of a report
called Budget Highlights. It’s done by Nesbitt Burns, as you know
a very reputable financial firm, and it praises our moves to clear the
net debt, pay down the remaining debt and gives positive words on
ensuring that Albertans pay the lowest taxes. It also gives positive
points for the government taking “a balanced approach in this . . .
budget, offering up both tax reductions and increased social spend-
ing.” I’ll table those copies.

THE SPEAKER: Hon. members, the chair would like to table five
copies of a memorandum from the hon. Member for Red Deer-South
requesting that Bill 202, the Marriage Amendment Act, 2000, be
brought to the Committee of the Whole on Wednesday, March 1,
2000.

The hon. Member for Edmonton-Gold Bar.

MR. MacDONALD: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I would like to table
today for the information of all members of the Legislative Assem-
bly a press release from Georgia-Pacific dated August 18, 1997, in
which they express a willingness to compensate homeowners for
exterior hardboard siding which absorbed moisture and rotted
prematurely in America.

Thank you.

head: Introduction of Guests
THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Redwater.
MR. BRODA: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. It is my pleasure to

introduce to you and through you to the members of this Assembly
a very large group of grade 6 students from Westlock, Alberta,

which is in the constituency of Barrhead-Westlock. They are seated
in both the members’ and public galleries and are accompanied by
their teachers, Mr. Dan McDonald, Mrs. Sue Chapotelle, and Mme
Annette St. Arnaud. Also accompanying them are parents Mrs.
Diane Tymchuk, Mrs. Tammy Graff, Mrs. Joanne Potts, Mr. David
Nelson, Mr. Wes Latimer, Mrs. Colleen Marks, Mr. Erik Clausen,
Mrs. Theresa Sterling, Mrs. Colleen Jackson, Mrs. Pat Towle, and
Mrs. Florence Waldner. I would ask them to please rise and receive
the traditional warm welcome of this Assembly.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Minister of Human Resources and
Employment.

1:50

MR. DUNFORD: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. In the galleries today
we have a number of guests who are here to observe the introduction
of Bill 6. I would like to introduce various representatives of both
the Disenfranchised Widows Action Group and the Workers’
Compensation Board. Here representing the disenfranchised widows
on the executive committee are Carolyn Berube, Shirley Fry, Val
Benoit, Leta Schmaltz, Joan Snow, and Penny Frederiksen. Also
from the Workers’ Compensation Board is Doug Mabh, their legal
counsel. I’d ask them to rise and receive the warm welcome of all
the members of the Assembly.

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

MRS. SLOAN: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. It is an extreme pleasure
this afternoon to rise and introduce to you a group of 24 grade 8
students from Gracefield, Quebec. The students are accompanied by
their teacher, Dominique Dery, and parents Stephane Charlbois,
Marguerite Todd, and Debbie Patrick from Edmonton. These
students are part of an exc