November 22, 1999

Alberta Hansard

1907

L egisative Assembly of Alberta
Title: Monday, November 22, 1999 1:30 p.m.

Date: 99/11/22
[The Speaker in the chair]

head: Prayers

THE SPEAKER: Good afternoon.

Let us pray. Aswe begin a new week, help us, O Almighty, to
also begin with the principle of You as the giver of all things.
Amen.

Please be seated.

head: Presenting Petitions
THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Centre.

MS BLAKEMAN: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I'm very pleased to

present another ACTISEC petition signed by 175 individuals from

Fort Saskatchewan, Gibbons, Sherwood Park, St. Albert, Stony

Plain, and Edmonton. They are asking the government to freeze

tuition and to increase support to the postsecondary institutions.
Thank you.

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

DR. MASSEY: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. |I'm pleased to present a
petition from 588 citizensin Grande Prairie, Sexsmith, Valeyview,
Canyon Creek, Slave Lake, North Star, Plamondon, Lac La Biche,
Whitecourt, Athabasca, Fairview, Swan Hills, Hythe, Beaverlodge,
Wembley, Meeting Creek, Ferintosh, Grimshaw, and Manning
urging the government to increase funding to schools to cover the
costs of “contract settlements, curriculum changes, technology, and
aging schools.”
Thank you.

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

MRS. SOETAERT: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 1, too, haveapetition.
It is sent by the Provincial Injured Workers Coalition Society, and
it urges the government
to conduct an independent public inquiry of the Workers' Compen-
sation Act, including an examination of the operations of the WCB,
the Appeals Commission, and the criteria for appointments to the
board.
This is signed by over 200 people from the Innisfree, Gwynne,
Nanton, and Ardrossan areas.

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

MR. BONNER: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. With your
permission I'd beg leave to present a petition signed by 140
Albertans from Valleyview, Gunn, Mayerthorpe, Boyle, Stauffer,
Onoway, Ponoka, Three Hills, Redwater, Andrew, Willingdon,
Edmonton, Coronation, and Millet. They areurging the government
to conduct an independent public inquiry of the Workers' Compen-
sation Act, including an examination of the operations of the WCB,
the Appeals Commission, and the criteria for appointments to the
board.
Thank you.

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

MR. MacDONALD: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. |, aso, would liketo
tableapetition on behalf of the Provincial Injured WorkersCoalition
Society. Thisis signed by 160 concerned Albertans from Bonny-
ville, Cold Lake, Wetaskiwin, Carseland, Didsbury, Strathmore,
Cochrane, Lamont, Enoch, Plamondon, Smoky Lake, Edson, High
Prairie, Edmonton, Leduc, Tofield, and Westlock. They are very
concerned and would like to see

an independent public inquiry of the Workers' Compensation Act,

including an examination of the operations of the WCB, the Appeals

Commission, and the criteria for appointments to the board.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

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

DR. PANNU: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | have two petitions here.
Thefirst oneisfrom 148 Albertansurging this Assembly to urge the
government

to introduce a Bill banning the establishment of private, for-profit

hospitals to ensure the integrity of public, universal health care may

be maintained.

The second petition, Mr. Speaker, is signed by 1,304 Albertans,
again petitioning the Assembly to call on “the Government of
Albertato hold apublic inquiry into the operation of the Workers
Compensation Board of Alberta.”

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

MSBARRETT: Mr. Speaker, my petitionissigned by 161 Albertans
asking that the government ban private, for-profit hospitals. 1t'sa
good ideatoo.

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

MS LEIBOVICI: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | have a petition signed
by 140 individuals from Edmonton, Spruce Grove, St. Albert,
Calmar, Valeyview, Morinville, Wildwood, Stony Plain, Seba
Beach, Caroline, Wabamun, Joffre, and Fort Saskatchewan who are
urging“the Government of Albertato conduct anindependent public
inquiry of the Workers' Compensation Act.”

Thank you.

head: Reading and Receiving Petitions

MSBARRETT: Mr. Speaker, | request that the petition | tabled on
Thursday last be now read and received.

THE CLERK:
We, the undersigned residents of Alberta, hereby petition the
Legislative Assembly to urge the Government to introduce a Bill
banning the establishment of private, for-profit hospitals to ensure
that the integrity of public, universal health care may be maintained.

DR. PANNU: Mr. Speaker, | rise to request that the petitions that |
tabled on Thursday, November 18, be read and received.

THE CLERK:
We, theundersigned, urge the Legislative Assembly to freeze tuition
and institutional fees and increase support in the foundation of post-
secondary education.

We, the undersigned residents of Alberta, petition the Legislative
Assembly to
1. strongly condemn racism and other forms of discrimina-
tion;
2. sensitize and educate its own officers and members to
human rights;
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3. urge the Government to include, the Universal Declara-
tion of Human Rights; Alberta Human Rights, Citizen-
ship and Multiculturalism Act; and other related materials
in the school curriculum; and

4.  take other necessary steps to promote human rights in
Alberta

We, the undersigned residents of Alberta, hereby petition the
Legislative Assembly to urge the Government to introduce a Bill
banning the establishment of private, for-private hospitals to ensure
that the integrity of public, universal health care may be maintained.

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

MSBLAKEMAN: Thank you very much Mr. Speaker. | would ask
that the ACTISEC petition on tuition freezes that | presented on
Thursday, the 18th of November, be now read and received.

THE CLERK:
We, the undersigned, urge the Legislative Assembly to freezetuition
and institutional fees and increase support in the foundation of post-
secondary education.

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

DR. MASSEY: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | request that the petition
that | presented last Thursday now be read and received.

THE CLERK:
We, the undersigned, urge the Legislative Assembly to freeze tuition
and institutional fees and increase support in the foundation of post-
secondary education.

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

MRS. SLOAN: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | rise and request that the
petition | tabled on November 18 be now read and received.

THE CLERK:
We, the undersigned, urge the Legislative Assembly to freezetuition
and institutional fees and increase support in the foundation of post-
secondary education.

head: Tabling Returns and Reports
THE SPEAKER: Thehon. Minister of Justiceand Attorney General .

MR. HANCOCK: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Today | have three
tablings. Thefirst isthe annual report of the Alberta Law Founda-
tion for 1999 for the fiscal year ended March 31.

The second is the annual report for 1998 of the Law Society of
Alberta.

The third is the Alberta Law Enforcement Review Board annual
report for 1998.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Minister of Human Resources and
Employment.

MR. DUNFORD: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. |’m pleased to filewith
the Assembly eight copies of my response to written questions 47
and 63.

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

MS CARLSON: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Today | have two sets of
tablings. The first is comprised of two letters: one from Wendy

Adams of Calgary and one from Caroline Wieser of Cagary, who
express their concern about Bill 15, which still will not be coming
back to this Legislature next spring in a format that will be accept-
able to them.

The second set of tablings is 12 letters from concerned citizens
from throughout the province who are very concerned about what is
happening to Smoky River Coal and Smoky River Coal’ sextension.

Thank you.

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

MRS. SOETAERT: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | would like to table
five copies of aletter from Roy and Vi Adolf from my constituency.
They’re very concerned about funding cutsto AISH and concerned
for their daughter, just wanting good quality of life for her. | think
it'savery good letter that most should be interested in.

Thank you.

THE SPEAKER: Thehon. deputy Leader of the Official Opposition.
1:40

DR. NICOL: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. It's area pleasure this
afternoon to table aletter from Joanne Moore and 30 other peoplein

southern Alberta. They see the full funding of chiropractic care as
being a method to reduce pain and suffering in Albertans.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Minister of Government Services.

MRS. NELSON: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. It ismy pleasure today
to table five copies of the 1998-99 annual report of the Real Estate
Council of Alberta.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Edmonton-M eadowlark.

MSLEIBOVICI: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | havethreetablingsthis
afternoon. The first is from district 4 of the Alberta Council on
Aging wherein they resolve that they are against “the establishment
of private for-profit long term care or assisted living facilities.”

The second isfrom the chairperson of the Afton school council in
my constituency indicating a great concern regarding the present
lack of funding for education.

The third is from the mayor of Vilnaindicating the “disappoint-
ment and disillusionment” with regardsto the closing of their health
care facility.

MS BARRETT: Mr. Speaker, it's with pleasure that | table today
five copies of adocument written by well-known health care analyst
Colleen Fuller. This is a document entitled, | guess, HRG and
NAFTA. It spells out fully the implications of alowing Canada' s
first private, for-profit hospital in Canada and why it shouldn’t

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

MR. WICKMAN: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | havetwo tablingsthis
afternoon. The first tabling is a document sent to me by Senator
Hon. Nick Taylor in which aMember of Parliament isgoing to table
aprivate member’ shill which would seethetax creditsand political
tax credits equal.

The second tabling, Mr. Speaker, is aletter from a constituent of
minein which he expresses great, great, great disappointment in the
direction the Premier isleading the health cuts.
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THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Calgary-Buffalo.

MR. DICKSON: Thanks, Mr. Spesker. | have three tablings. The
first oneisan analysis of section 15 of the freedom of information
act and disclosure of private health contracts with RHAs. It
documents the history of Liberal opposition to third-party secret
contracts.

The second item, Mr. Speaker, is areport done in June of 1999
that assesses health care needs of immigrants in the Capital region.

The third tabling is a report from the Cagary regiona health
authority done in 1998, which identifies and documents needs of
immigrants in the Calgary health region.

Thank you.

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

MR. SAPERS: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. With your permission |
have two tablings. Thefirst isacopy of aletter to the Premier and
the government from the Reverend Don Mayne. It's concerning
changesin health care, and amongst other things Reverend Mayne
says that you can save the taxpayers a great deal of money by
meeting needs through the public system.

The second tabling, Mr. Speaker, is five copies of the 10th
anniversary program for the 1999 Alberta science and technology
leadership awards, which were held last month in Calgary.

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

MR. BONNER: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | beg leave to table five
copies of an evidence package from an injured Alberta worker who
hasbeen encountering many problemswith the Workers' Compensa-
tion Board, hisunion, and hisemployer. 1t began when hisemployer
made him attend the Canadian Back I nstitute, which forced him on
welfare rather than Workers' Compensation benefits.

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

MS BLAKEMAN: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | would like to table
copies of letters from five individuals who are on the board of
directors for the Pumphouse Theatre in Calgary. They are directed
to my colleague for Calgary-Buffalo, and they are urging the
government “to increase its funding to the Alberta Foundation for
the Arts by 50% to redress the damage caused by the freeze in
funding to the programs.”
Thank you.

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

MRS. SLOAN: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. |'m pleased today to rise
and table five copies of Growing Up, a submission made to the
Alberta Children’s Forum on behalf of the constituents of
Edmonton-Riverview.

The second tabling is five copies of Toronto Report Card on
Children, 1999, specificaly this jurisdiction’s attempt to progress
and contribute to the improvement of children’s health and well-
being in their city. Anidea perhaps.

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

MR. MacDONALD: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | have two tablings
today, both of them from constituents of Edmonton-Gold Bar. The
first oneis aletter from Pierre Salerno to the Minister of Learning
requesting arefund of $43.06 for atextbook he bought for hischild.
The textbook is entitled MathQuest 5.

The second tabling isfrom Cam McDonald also to the Minister of
Learning. Itisaproposa of histo increase funding to the schools
through the parent action councils.

Thank you.

MR. WHITE: Mr. Speaker, | beg leave to table a report that is
labeled by the hon. Minister of Resource Development as bunk.
Thisreport, in fact, has done something that it was meant to do. The
authors explicitly wanted some debate on this matter. The authors
are the Parkland Institute, and it is titled Giving Away the Alberta
Advantage.

MR. KLEIN: Mr. Speaker, | would like to table five copies of an
articlethat appeared in the Globeand Mail. 1t wasaguest article by
Dr. William Orovan, a surgeon in Hamilton, past president of the
Ontario Medica Association, who chaired a summit on the Canada
Health Act in May of thisyear. It smply says“Alberta' ssmall step
agiant leap for Canada’ relativeto hedlth care, saystheformer head
of the Ontario Medical Association.

MRS. SOETAERT: Point of order.
THE SPEAKER: Point of order?

MRS. SOETAERT: Yes. It'sfrom anewspaper.

head: Introduction of Guests

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Clover Bar-Fort Saskatche-
wan.

MR. LOUGHEED: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. |I'm pleased to
introduce to you and through you to the members of the Assembly
two classes from Fultonvale elementary school. They're taught by
Mrs. Bittner and Mrs. Shevy, and they're accompanied today by
Mrs. Bittner, Rochelle Demchuk, and Doreen Langdon. | would ask
them to rise and receive the warm welcome of the Assembly.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Minister of Environment.

MR. MAR: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. It gives me a great deal of
pleasure today to introduce to you and through you to members of
the Assembly somebody that |'ve worked with in the past in my
previous portfolio and now as Minister of Environment, Fred
Gallagher. Like hisfather, Jack Gallagher, he has dedicated much
of histime and energy to hiscommunity, and educators and students
have benefited from his work through Fred's encouragement and
work to provide a forum, an opportunity for them to pursue and
devel op innovative methods of education.

Most recently, Mr. Spesker, Mr. Gallagher worked with the
Banded Peak school in the community of Bragg Creek and the
Rocky View school division to establish the Galileo Professional
Development Centre. This is a centre Albertans should be very
proud of.

Mr. Gallagher isin Edmonton today to accept the 1999 Friends of
Education award on behalf of the Gallagher Education Foundation.
Thisaward, Mr. Speaker, is presented by the Alberta School Boards
Association.

Fred Gallagher is a geologist by education and has an extensive
background in oil and gas, and | look forward to working with him
in my new roleasMinister of Environment and ask him to stand and
receive the warm welcome of this Assembly.
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THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Glengarry.

MR. BONNER: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 1'd like to introduce to
you and through and to all Members of the Legislative Assembly 68
students from Lago Lindo school. They’re accompanied today by
their teachersMr. Doug Sprake and Mrs. Gail Spivak and their aide,
Mrs. Pat Wandler. With your permission, Mr. Speaker, I’d ask that
they now rise and accept the warm greetings of the Assembly.

1:50
THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Calgary-North West.

MR. MELCHIN: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I’ m pleased to risetoday
to introduce to you and through you to members of the Assembly a
number of people that are attending for the second reading of Bill
41, the Regulated Accounting Profession Act. They're here on
behalf of the three accounting organizationsin Alberta. Attending
on behalf of the Institute of Chartered Accountants of Alberta are
Robert Y oung, president; Stephen Glover, executivedirector; Donna
Vansen, director. Attending on behalf of the Certified Management
Accountants of Alberta are Drew Thompson, chair of the board of
directors; Sterling Eddy, president and CEO; Karen Garrick, the
manager. Also attending on behalf of the Certified General Accoun-
tants' Association of Albertaare John Carpenter, executive director
and CEO; Richard Godwin, president; Noreen McFallon, director;
and also from the Human Resources department, Dennis Gartner,
assistant deputy minister, and James Orr, researcher. 1I'd ask that
they stand and receive the warm wel come of this Assembly.

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

MS CARLSON: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | am delighted today to
be able to introduce to you and through you to Members of the
Legidlative Assembly ayoung woman whom | have had the pleasure
of watching grow up. Sheisafriend, aconstituent, ayoung Liberal,
afreelance writer for the Edmonton Journal, and most currently the
session assistant for the Official Opposition. | would ask that Krista
Deregowski pleaserise and receive thetraditional warm wel come of
this Assembly.

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

MRS. SOETAERT: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | have two introduc-
tionsif you'll alow today. The first is Matthew Smolak. Heisa
research assistant in our caucusoffice, and he’ sjumpedright into the
fray thisweek. | hopeit’sbeen an exciting time. Hebringsalot of
energy and enthusiasm, so it’s a pleasure to introduce Matthew.

Aswell, I'd like to introduce you to Kieran Leblanc. Sheisan
education advocate extraordinaire, she is a community volunteer
extraordinaire in the Mill Creek area, and she is a good friend of
mine.

I would ask both Matthew and Kieran to please rise and receive
the warm welcome of the Assembly.

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

DR. MASSEY: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. It's with pleasure |
introduce to you and through you to members of the Assembly
guestsfromtheHigh Prairie school division ad hoc committee based
in Falher: Mr. Francis Lessard, the chairman; Mrs. Angela Blanch-
ette, the secretary; Mrs. Tony Romanchuk, the principal from the
I"ecole Routhier school; Mr. David Doucet, the principal from G.P.

Vanier school; and Mr. Marco Gervais, chairman of theHigh Prairie
school division. They are in the visitors gallery, and with your
permission | would ask them to stand and receive the traditional
warm welcome of the Assembly.

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

MRS. SLOAN: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | am pleased today to rise
and introduce a gentleman who has been an invaluable volunteer to
the Alberta Liberal caucus. | would ask Ken Lister to rise and
receive the warm welcome of the Assembly.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Castle Downs.

MS PAUL: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. It gives me a great deal of
pleasure to rise today in this Assembly and introduce to you and
through you to al Members of the Legislative Assembly Colleen
Achtymichuk. Colleen is the office manager of my constituency
office, and as you can imagine, she's had quite an ordeal over the
last week or two. She'sfending off all callsand handling them with
professionalism and expertise. Colleen, at thistime I’d like you to
rise and receive the warm welcome of the Assembly.

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

Regional Health Authority Contracts

MRS. MacBETH: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Last week we asked the
Premier for copies of the regional health authority contracts with
private health care providers so that Albertans could get alook at the
extent of his government’s privatization efforts over the past seven
years. The Premier said that all we had to do wasask. Well, wedid.
We, infact, asked the Calgary regional health authority over amonth
ago. Their response denies the request citing, and | quote, harm to
business interests of athird party, end quote. In other words, these
contracts are hidden from public scrutiny. My questions are to the
Premier. Why is the Premier marketing misinformation to Alber-
tans?

MR. KLEIN: Well, Mr. Spesker, I’ m not marketing misinformation
to Albertans. Theonly peoplein this Assembly marketing misinfor-
mation and the only people who have consistently been marketing
misinformation, of course, arethe Liberals, and that’ sawell-known
fact. [interjections] That is my answer for this particular issue
because it happens to be true. It happens to be absolutely true.

| see no reason why the RHASs can’t disclose details of contracts
between RHASs and privately contracted services outside of some
issues that may be in those contracts that could be deemed propri-
etary, asthere areissuesthat are deemed proprietary under the FOIP
legislation as we know it today as it affects various government
departments, Mr. Speaker.

Relative to the policy I'll have the hon. minister reply.

MR. JONSON: Mr. Speaker, the policy, which | think &l members
across the way have now had a chance to study and understand,
clearly indicates that we will be ensuring that these financial
arrangements are cost effective and in the interests of the overal
health care system, just asthe current contractswhich are part of our
health care system.

| just happen to note that in the Capital health region, where we
are currently located, there are some $250 million worth of contract
arrangements. One specific example would be that with Dynacare
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Kasper in the laboratory area, which is a $42 million overall
operation, Mr. Speaker, which works very successfully.

So this particular metter of there being a mix and a combination
of private and public delivery systems within a regiona health
authority and within the health care system overal is working well
in the province.

MRS. MacBETH: Mr. Speaker, will the Premier commit to tabling
these contracts, including the taxpayers' dollarsthat are being spent
on them, before the end of thisfall session if he's so convinced that
they’re available?

MR. KLEIN: Well, Mr. Speaker, these are contracts between the
RHAs and the various service providers. Again, thereislegidation
in place now which compels RHAs to release similar information.
The FOIP legidation, as | understand it, is very similar to the
legidation asit affects government departments, and what isfair for
government would be fair for the RHAs. The Liberals understand
as well that within contracts there is proprietary information and
there is information that they agreed to that should be protected
under FOIP legidlation. | would suggest that if it' savailableandit’s
under the FOIP legidlation, then it should be made available.

MRS. MacBETH: Mr. Speaker, does the Premier redize that he
might be violating the public administration provisions of the
Canada Health Act by not rel easing these contracts?

MR. KLEIN: No, | didn't realize that, and | will check that out, of
course, with thehon. minister of health. Again, theseare contractual
arrangements between the RHA and the service providers. How |
would be personally responsible or how it could be construed that |
personally would be contravening the CanadaHealth Act isbeyond
me. Well, perhapsthehon. leader of theLiberal opposition can have
her brother provide the terms of his contract with, you know, an
RHA.

THE SPEAKER: Second main question. The Leader of the Official
Opposition.

2:00 Private Health Services

MRS. MacBETH: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. The Premier, whose
cuts created the suffering in our public health care system, has no
facts—no facts—to back up hisplansto privatize health care. Being
short on substance, he's now employing a dick, professiona
marketing campaign paid for by the taxpayers and aimed at hood-
winking or attempting to hoodwink Albertans. My questions areto
the Premier. Why isthe Premier working so hard to give choicesto
thosewho can afford it and removing choices for those who cannot?

MR. KLEIN: Well, Mr. Speaker, first of dl, relative to the cuts, as
| said last week in this Assembly, | don’t know where the Liberals
have been for the last five years. Asamatter of fact, | don’t think
most Albertans know where the Liberals have been for the past five
years.

Y es, there was fundamental restructuring, Mr. Speaker, the kind
of restructuring that was recommended to the hon. minister of health
of the day, and she did absolutely nothing about it. There was
restructuring, and, yes, there were cuts. We took 200 separate
administrations and re-formed thoseinto 17. We streamlined health
care delivery systems, and we sought new and better and more
effective and more efficient ways of doing things, something the
minister of health of the day, that is pre-1992, failed to do. Had we

gone on spending the way that hon. member would have proposed
at that particular time, we would have been health bankrupt today.
We had to do something. But since 1994 we have been reinvesting
and reinvesting significantly in health care. [interjections]

Well, Mr. Speaker, do they have selective reading of announce-
ments from this government? In the past week alone close to a half
a billion brand new dollars into the health care system, while their
federa cousins sit back and do absolutely nothing, but what is even
more shameful, these people have done nothing to encourage their
federal cousins to restore the $4.2 million that they still owe the
people of Canadaunder the Canada health and social transfer. They
have done absolutely nothing. These Liberals sitting in this
Legidature have done absolutely nothing, and that is shameful.

MRS. MacBETH: In fact, Mr. Speaker, from’88to’ 92 Alberta had
the best record in cost control in the country.

My second question to the Premier is: will the Premier, who
created the suffering, admit that the only choice he is giving to
Albertans is for their tax dollars to be going to subsidize private
hospitals at the expense of the public system?

MR. KLEIN: No, Mr. Speaker. Again, it'samatter of offering and
expanding choices. The hon. leader of the Liberal opposition has
expressed no opposition to clinics operating now that contract to
RHAsfor cataract surgeries. Shehasoffered no oppositiontoclinics
operating today that offer abortion services under contract to RHAs
or other services. Quite simply the policy is there to protect the
public health system as we know it today, because fundamental to
the policies are the principles of the Canada Health Act.

Mr. Speaker, isthe Liberal opposition opposed to universality? If
they are, say so now, because we aren’t. That'sin the policy. Are
they opposed to public administration? If they are, then stand up and
say so now. Are they opposed to comprehensiveness? If they are,
stand up and say so now. Arethey opposed to accessibility? If they
are, have them stand up and say so now. Are they opposed to
portability? If they are, have them stand up and say so now. Those
principles are fundamental to the policy that we' re proposing.

MRS. MacBETH: Well, Mr. Speaker, obviously there's a rea
difference between the Premier’s vison and my own, and my
questionis: will the Premier accept my challengeto debatethisissue
on public TV provincewide, or is he afraid to do it?

MR. KLEIN: Well, Mr. Speaker, | am not afraid to face this member
at any time, any place. As a matter of fact, folks, we're doing it
right now. We'reon television right now. We have an opportunity
to debate thistoday, tomorrow, the next day, the day after. Thenwe
can go into it again next week. We can start all over again. There
are 50 minutes each day. That's 250 minutes of public open debate
on provincial television, so let’s get at it.

THE SPEAKER: Third Official Oppositionmain question. Thehon.
Member for Edmonton-Meadowlark.

MS LEIBOVICI: Thank you, Mr. Spesker. Part of the Premier's
private health care marketing campaign is to assure Albertans that
private hospitals will alleviate suffering, but the Premier conve-
niently forgets that it was his government that created the suffering
in the first place. The Premier’s cuts created the waiting lists and
dismantled the public system in order to pave the way for private
hospitals. Private hospitals have been the plan from the beginning,
afact that is very obvious now. My questions are to the Premier,
whose cuts have created the suffering. Can hetell us, can heexplain
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why Albertans are waiting in line for hip replacements and other
surgeries? Why are these people suffering given that it's your
government that’s been in charge for the last seven years?

MR. KLEIN: Mr. Spesker, going back to 1992, it was quite clear -
and this comes about as a result of The Rainbow Report - that
something had to be done. | mean, that was evident in 1989, 1990,
and 1991. There had to be afundamental restructuring. We had to
look differently and find new ways of delivering services, and that’s
exactly what we have done. Most of the cuts, the majority of the
cuts took place within the administration of health. It was a
burdensome administration. [interjections)

Mr. Speaker, I'm having a hard enough time hearing myself with
all theyipping and yapping over there, whichisuncalled for, butit's
also rude. | mean, itisvery, very rude. [interjections]

THE SPEAKER: The hon. the Premier has the floor.

MR. KLEIN: Right. Thank you.

Mr. Speaker, there was restructuring, and yes, there were cuts to
health care, but as| pointed out, most of those cutstook placewithin
theadmini strativecomponentsof health care. Two hundred separate
health jurisdictions in this province; now there are 70.

Mr. Speaker, the question related to waiting lists. Without doubt
there is something that has happened over the past six or seven
years, and we were warned about this some years ago. That isthat
we would have to deal with the so-called age of the baby boomers,
an aging population. We now have anomaliesin the system that are
quite specifically associated with those afflictions. That’swhy there
are so many contracts now with RHAs and private providers of
cataract surgeries, becauseit was putting tremendous pressureonthe
health care system. Long-term care is another issue, and the hon.
minister just made an announcement last week to deal with that
issue. Certainly joint replacementsare placing tremendous pressure
on the system. What we need to do isto find those effective ways,
still within the parameters of the Canada Health Act, to deal with
these issues, Mr. Speaker, and that's exactly what thisis all about.

2:10

Mr. Speaker, | alude to the comments of Dr. Orovon. Again, |
haveto repeat that heisasurgeon in Ontario. He' spast president of
the Ontario Medical Association, but most importantly he recently
chaired the summit on the Canada Health Act. What he sayshereis
that

the principles of the Canada Health Act, though laudable, are not
now being adhered to. Problems with accessibility to care, espe-
cialy in areas such as those addressed by Mr. Klein, including total
joint replacement and cataract extraction, mean those sacred
principles are no longer being lived up to. Comprehensiveness, as
defined by the act, means medicare must provide everything that is
medically necessary for everyone in Canada. Thisis unachievable
and clearly an unaffordable goal.

What heisalso saying s, that if wewant to deal with theseissues,
we have to provide those new and different ways of providing them
and still within the context of the Canada Health Act.

MSLEIBOVICI: CanthePremier, whose cuts created the suffering,
tell us why he won’t open up the hundreds of beds and operating
roomsthat exist in this provincein the public system right now that
this government closed instead of funneling taxpayer dollars to
private hospitals?

MR. KLEIN: Thisspeaksdirectly to my point, Mr. Speaker, and that
isthat, yes, there probably are some beds that could still be opened

up, but it won't deal with the anomalies that we're now facing
relative to some of these afflictions that are causing waiting lists.
Wewant to make surethat we havethe capacity to treat peoplewhen
they come in as aresult of a car accident or a heart attack or avery
serious illness, cancer and so on, and we still want to be able to
accommodate those who are awaiting elective surgery.

I’ll have the hon. minister supplement.

THE SPEAKER: No. | think we'll move on. | have alist of 13
additional members who want to raise questions yet today.

MSLEIBOVICI: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Will the Premier, whose
cutscreated the suffering, admit that the only suffering aleviated by
hisplanwill bethe suffering of private, for-profit hospital operators,
who desperately need public dollarsto make aprofit and satisfy their
shareholders?

MR. KLEIN: Well, Mr. Speaker, | take strong exception to the
preamble. You know, that comment is cheap; it is wrong. It is
cheap, it iswrong, but it is so typical of the Liberals. When they
can't debate policy or they won't debate policy, they have to get
personal. They have to get personal. Coming from this hon.
member, who | thought showed some class — at |east she did when
sheran for the leader of the Liberal opposition. Coming from that
particular individual , that i sdisappointing, indeed. | thought she had
more class than that.

MS BARRETT: During the 1997 election campaign this quote,
credited to Premier Ralph Klein, ran on the front page of the
Edmonton Journal: | believe in free speech as long as you say the
right thing. Mr. Speaker, if the Conservative government wants to
wage afair debate on the issue of for-profit hospitals, then it should
wage afair war and make sure that Albertans have all thefacts. For
example, Albertans should be told that if HRG and other private
interests are allowed to take advantage of the government’ s scheme
tolegaizefor-profit hospitals, U.S.-owned corporationswould have
every right to demand equal treatment under the terms of NAFTA.
Therefore, why is the Premier prepared to alow a U.S. foreign
hospital chain like Columbia/lHCA to set up shop in Alberta under
its scheme to legalize for-profit hospitals?

MR. KLEIN: Well, Mr. Speaker, again I'm going to have the hon.
minister supplement. Quite clearly there will be stringent or the
policy proposes — and thisis a policy that is open now for debate
between now and the timethelegislation isintroduced so we can get
the input of all Albertans. First of al, | reject that thisis going to
violate NAFTA in any way, shape, or form, and | reject completely
that thisisopening the door to so-called American two-tiered health
care. The policy expressly prohibits this kind of activity.

I’ll have the two ministers supplement, the minister of health and
the Minister of International and Intergovernmental Relations.

MRS. McCLELLAN: Mr. Speaker, first of al, I think this concern
has to be based on some misunderstanding of the NAFTA provi-
sions. Thereis nothing that suggests that American or Mexican or
any other clinics would be permitted to come into Alberta if a
private clinic were accepted by contract with a regiona health
authority here.

Secondly, | believe that the hon. members must not have the
information on the carve-out that isinthe NAFTA agreement which
applies to health care and other social services. Mr. Speaker, |
would be very pleased to provide that information to the hon.
member and then have afurther discussion if shetill hasaconcern.
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However, that was dealt with in NAFTA. There is a carve-out
position there.

As| said earlier, | believe this is based on some misinformation
on the NAFTA agreement. Mr. Speaker, | am entirely comfortable
that we are protected in this system under the NAFTA agreement.

MS BARRETT: The carve-out to which the minister refers only
protects us if we have public health care, not private, for-profit.

Does the Premier seriously believe that once the acute care
hospital sector is opened to private business interests, under the
provisions of NAFTA he is going to be able to keep out foreign
corporations? If hebelievesthis, | challenge him to open up hisbag
of tricks and proveit.

MR. KLEIN: Mr. Spesaker, again, I'll have the hon. minister
comment, but everything that is being proposed — proposed.
Proposed. | haveto say that, because nothing isin legidation right
now. Everything is open for debate and public comment. Every-
thing, absolutely everything fallswithin the principles of the Canada
Health Act. Every single thing.

Mr. Minister, maybe you' d like to take her through it.

MR. JONSON: Mr. Speaker, asthepolicy statement clearly outlines,
it is a policy statement built around the principles of the Canada
Health Act, a publicly funded, publicly administered heath care
system for this province.

Mr. Speaker, with respect to NAFTA | think the hon. minister
previously has outlined the provisions that apply asfar asthe North
American free trade agreement is concerned. The point that seems
to be being confused here is that we're talking about the overall
governance of a system. We're talking about a one-tiered health
care system in this province for insured services, and we're talking
about the best possible and most efficient way of providing services
under that very, very important umbrella.

MSBARRETT: | don’t get these guys.

Mr. Speaker, why does the Premier want to legalize private, for-
profit hospitals in Alberta, where we' ve never had them, while the
government of Ontario continuesto phase out private hospitalsthat
were grandfathered under medicare and which aren’t alowed to
expand or make a profit?

MR. KLEIN: Mr. Speaker, again, the hon. member should read the
policy. It quite explicitly says that
contracted providers are prohibited from charging any fee (including
a facility fee) to insured persons for an insured surgical service
beyond those set out in the Alberta Health Care Insurance Plan.
There will be no two-tier medicine and no queue jumping.

Mr. Speaker, | want this hon. member to stand up and to answer,
if shewon't answer it here, the question of why she thinksit's okay
to contract out for cataract surgery or abortion services and not a
joint replacement.

2:20

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Calgary-Fish Creek,
followed by the hon. Member for Lethbridge-East.

MRS. FORSY TH: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Of al the challenges,
investing in heath and re-engineering our current heath care
delivery system, re-engineering is the most difficult. Federal
minister Allan Rock recently stated that Alberta should put more
money into health care and that Albertans could face penalties if
Ottawadoesn’t like Alberta’ splan to use private servicesto fill gaps
in the public health care system.

AN HON. MEMBER: A planted question.

MRS. FORSY TH: My questions today are to the Premier. Could
you pleasetell the constituents of Calgary Fish-Creek how much the
federal government cut in health care dollars and how many dollars
were restored?

MR. KLEIN: Mr. Speaker, they said that the question was planted.
Of course, it was planted. Do you think that their questions aren’t
planted? Comeon. Get real. | know that they don’t understand the
redlities of the Legidature, but | thought they understood some
political realities.

Mr. Speaker, again, thisisthe greatest disappointment in that the
Liberas in this Alberta Legidature have not put any pressure
whatsoever on their Liberal cousins to restore the balance of
payments through the Canada health and socia transfer program.
The federal government is still $4.2 billion short. Adjust that for
inflation, and it's something like $5.7 billion short. The majority of
that would be for health care. I’m not talking about Alberta. I'm
talking about across the country.

Mr. Speaker, no matter how you look at it, that is alot of money
that should be coming to this province and to the other provincesfor
health carewhile Mr. Rock stands by in Ottawaand hasthe audacity
to stand up on Parliament Hill and say that the provinces should be
putting moremoney into health carewhen collectively the provinces
over the past three years have put some 7 billion new dollars into
health care, and the feds have done nothing.

MRS. FORSY TH: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 1I'vejust got to get the
facts out.

What isthe difference between what Albertaisplanning and what
currently is being done by the Shouldice clinic in Ontario?

MSBARRETT: They're not allowed to make a profit.

MR. KLEIN: Great. Well, Mr. Speaker, | hear the hon. leader of the
ND third party chirping. Right? Shedoesn’t likeit. Atleast she's
consistent. She would like to see that hospital closed down.

MSBARRETT: Yes.

MR. KLEIN: Y eah, absolutely. But not these people over here, not
the Liberals. They say it's okay in Ontario; it's okay in British
Columbia. It's okay to have different rules for Ontario and British
Columbiathan Alberta.

To answer the question, the Shouldice hospital is an 89-bed
facility north of Toronto that is privately owned and that does hernia
surgeries paid for by the Ontario health insurance plan. Patientscan
spend up to four nightsthere. Ontario patients pay nothing extrafor
the cost of the procedure. The province, through their public health
care plan, pays the cost of the procedure entirely, and the same
procedure is aso available at Ontario’s public hospitals. So you
have a private/public kind of situation.

Now, | would also like to know Mr. Rock’s position, since heis
the champion of the Canada Heslth Act and the saviour, of the
Cambie surgery centrein Vancouver. | understand that thisisonly
oneof 12 of thesekindsof centresoperatingin socialist B.C., where,
you know, your cousins are operating. That centre has two main
operating rooms, 10 recovery beds, five extended short-stay private
rooms, and a dental laser suite. 1'm told that the Cambie centre is
now in negotiations with hospital boards to provide them with
services under contract in much the same way as we are proposing
in our policy, but we hear nothing from Mr. Rock relative to that
centre or the Shouldice centre in Toronto.
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MRS. FORSY TH: Could the Premier reassure the constituents of
Calgary-Fish Creek, one of whom is in the gallery, and for that
matter all Albertans that private hospitals will never be alowed to
charge patients directly for service they get free under medicare or
offer speedier care to those who can afford to pay or anything else
that suggests a two-tier, American-styled health care system?

MR. KLEIN: Mr. Speaker, the proposed policy states over and over
again that therewill be no two-tier, for-profit, American-style health
care system. | made that clear in my television speech and ever
sincethen. A key restriction and akey component of our health care
policy is that private facilities will not be able to charge patients
directly for services. Again, the only card you will need is your
Alberta health care card.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Lethbridge-East, followed
by the hon. Member for St. Albert.

DR. NICOL: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Inthelast few days|’ve had
a number of phone calls from people in rural Alberta asking the
question: what does the Premier’ s option on health care do to them?
Thefirst question they would liketo ask the Premier is: will thisnew
proposal result inthemtraveling more and morefor the servicesthey
need to get rather than having them provided in their local health
authority?

MR. KLEIN: No. And that isavery good question. Hopefully not.
Hopefully where there are clinics operating in rural areas, we'll be
able to make better use of those clinics. I've been saying all along
that if people want speedier access to a lot of services, there are
state-of-the-art hospitals in rural areas where people can in fact go,
Mr. Speaker. The pressure usualy comesin the larger areasand is
on the larger hospitals.

This is just my suspicion. | don’t think too many rura health
authorities will be contracting out, certainly not to the same extent
as some of the major authoritieswould. Calgary and Edmonton are
where the pressure, according to our statistics, is being brought to
bear, Mr. Speaker. So hopefully it will aleviate some of the
pressure, reduce traveling time, and reduce waiting timein therural
areas.

DR. NICOL: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. My second question, again,
followsthat sameidea. TothePremier: if therural health authorities
do open some of the facilities that are now closed or not fully used,
will they be able to enter into fund transfer agreements with the
constrained regional authorities to have dollars follow the patients
that come to their areato get those services?

MR. KLEIN: Mr. Speaker, that’safairly detailed question, and I'll
have the hon. Minister of Health and Wellness respond.

MR. JONSON: Mr. Speaker, | think it'simportant to note in recent
devel opmentsand recent announcementsthefocustherehasbeenon
the needs of our heal th authorities outside of Edmonton and Calgary.
For instance, the hon. member across the way | think iswell aware
that in Lethbridge they now have a MRI, magnetic resonance
scanner, serving that particular part of the province. | understand
that somewhere in the neighbourhood of 500 residents of that area
have access to that particular service. So we've brought that
particular diagnostic service closer to rural residentsin that particu-
lar area, and others are planned for the David Thompson region and
for Mistahiain the Grande Prairie area.

Mr. Speaker, further to that, in recent announcements we've

focused on the need for long-term carein rural parts of the province.
The capital announcement recently focused on many parts of the
province in terms of actua projects, long-term care centres, but in
addition, in order that our aging population can reside closer to their
home communities, we havean innovation fund that we' re establish-
ing whereby some of the creative ideasthat are out there in combin-
ing, say, lodges with assisted living models can be capitalized on
further, and we can have along-term care system which is closer to
rural residents. So certainly, Mr. Speaker, | think it's demonstrated
that we do have afocusin that regard.

2:30

DR. NICOL: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. With respect to that MRI the
minister mentioned, people are coming from Calgary to Lethbridge
to get on our list.

Will the Premier commit that he will first alow for the excess
capacity in our public systemto be used up and that that will become
a condition of any kind of privatizing or contracting out?

MR. KLEIN: Mr. Speaker, | refer to the policy statement on some
of the conditions of contracting. Basically to paraphraseit — 1 just
don’t havethe section right here—it certainly spellsout quiteclearly
that there must be a demonstrated need on the part of the health
authority to contract or to buy aparticular service, and there must be
aproven net benefit to the regional health authority. “The demon-
strated net benefit of the proposed contract, including implications
for accessibility and cost effectiveness,” must be one of the criteria.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for St. Albert, followed by the
hon. Member for Calgary-Buffalo.

Developmental Disabilities Funding

MRS. O’'NEILL: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. In late spring the
Minister of Health and Wellnessdirected the associate minister to do
a study of PDD programs and services. 1'd like to direct my first
question to the Associate Minister of Health and Wellness, and that
is: could he explain to usthereal causes for the funding difficulties
and the shortfalls in the PDD programs and services as they were
revealed last spring?

MR. ZWOZDESKY: Thank you. It's a very good question, and
quite frankly, Mr. Speaker, it's a question I’ve been asked many,
many times during the extensive review process that I've been
involved with across the province in these last several months.

| think that by way of background | would just tell everyone first
that in the April budget we did announce an increase of $22.7
million to thisimportant area, which took the overall funding up to
about $283 million. However, within avery short period of time of
the implementation of the April budget it became quite evident that
there were somefunding shortfalls, and the question is: what caused
those funding difficulties? The simple answer to avery complicated
set of scenarios is that there was a much larger uptake or intake of
new clients than was initially predicted for that budget. So we
responded very appropriately and very quickly as soon as we could
and injected a further $10 million.

At the moment, having heard from literally hundreds of Albertans
on thisissue, it is still a serious issue. It still needs some further
addressing, and | will cover it more conclusively and moreofficially
and more fully and completely in the review that I'm doing, which
will be completed by the end of December.

In a short nutshell, Mr. Speaker, it's the large intake of new
clientele, and there are factorsthat caused that as well, and that will
be covered in the report.
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MRS. O'NEILL: My first supplemental is to the same associate
minister. What can the associate minister say to assure personswith
developmental disabilitiesthat the programsand the servicesthey do
receive will not be cut or reduced?

MR. ZWOZDESKY: Well, Mr. Speaker, there's never been an
intention on the part of government that | have found in the exten-
sivereviews that I’ ve done to intentionally cut funding. In fact, all
that has happened is that the government of this province has
consistently added money to this very serious and very important
program. It'sunfortunate that some people on the oppositeside are
laughing about this, because it’s extremely serious.

What | would like to point out and assure those people who are
serious about this issue that may be listening or reading about it
tomorrow is that the government of Albertais very committed to
continuing the excellent care, the excellent programs, the outstand-
ing supportsand servicesthat are there for those peoplethat werefer
to as personswith developmenta disabilities. Thisprovincehasthe
very best programs, services, and supports for those individuals of
any provincein Canada, and that’ safact. Part of our challengeisto
ensurethat it staysthat way. | want to assureall of thoseindividuals
that are impacted and/or their families that we will do our utmost to
continue in that fine manner and fine tradition that has been set.

MRS. O'NEILL: Thank you. To the same associate minister: what
areyour plansfor incorporating the requests of the brain-injured and
their families, those requests that you heard during your review
hearings, into your report?

MR. ZWOZDESKY: Thank you. Asanumber of membersin the
House know from having attended some of the 170 presentations,
which | personally heard along with them, there are some parts of
the disabilities programs that need some further and more detailed
clarification and review. Now, specificto braininjury | haveto tell
you, hon. member, that | did include thisin the terms of reference,
and | will addressit quite specifically in the report.

What we're really talking about here is a brain injury or some
form of brain traumaor brainillnessor whatever whereif it occurred
at birth or during childhood or during infancy, it iscovered under the
PDD program. However, if it happened after the 18th birthday, that
same trauma, that same injury, then thereis not coverage under the
PDD program. There are other programs available in the commu-
nity, Mr. Speaker, that help out thoseindividuals. | will specifically
address acquired brain injury syndrome in this review and report,
and | want to giveall of those peoplewith EBIRS or with NABIS or
with the Brain Injury Association of Alberta some assurance that |
will deal with it in very specific detail in this report.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Calgary-Buffalo, followed
by the hon. Member for Calgary-North Hill.

Health Servicesfor Immigrants

MR. DICKSON: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Last year the Calgary
regional health authority surveyed its frontline staff on language
issues when new immigrants attempt to access health care. Surpris-
ingly more than one half of those health care workersin that region
said that they are concerned about their diagnoses because family
members or untrained people are acting as interpreters. Almost a
half of those same health workers agreed that they are concerned
about the validity of informed consents because they were not using
atrained interpreter. My question isto the Minister of Health and
Wellness, and the question issimply this: why doesthis government

allow such an unsafe and dangerous situation to exist in Calgary
hospitals and Calgary clinics?

MR. JONSON: Mr. Speaker, with respect to both our current
population inthe province that need language servicesaswell asthe
very significant additional population coming to Alberta, whether it
be related to the Kosovo situation or to recent arrivals on the west
coast, in all of these cases we are aware that we have needs in the
area of transdlation services. Giving credit to the authorities herein
Edmonton, we have been able to establish a fairly comprehensive
trandation service or unit in the city of Edmonton, and we are aware
that we need to work further on that in Calgary.

However, | think theimpression should not bel eft that thereis not
the ability to access people that can speak a particular language and
speak English as well and provide those services in Calgary.
Although | do acknowledge, Mr. Speaker, that it is an areathat has
grown very, very, rapidly just recently in terms of the overall need,
and we need to make a further effort in this area.

MR. DICKSON: Mr. Speaker, given that 840 CRHA employees
disagree, I'd go back to that same minister and say this. what
specific steps will he take in the city which is the third most
attractive city in al of Canada to immigrants to ensure that this
problem doesn’t continue, and when will he take them?

MR. JONSON: Mr. Speaker, | have not in essence disagreed with
the concern that the hon. member hasraised. | do note, however, in
hispreambleto his supplementary question that it isone of the most
attractive, if not the most attractive, places for people to locate in
Canada. That’s partly because besides having agrowing and strong
economy, it does have avery good health care system, avery good
education system, and is agood place to locate and to live.

MR. DICKSON: Mr. Spesker, my final question would be to the
Minister of Justice, and the question isthis: given the recent Ontario
court decisionin the Adan case, that | brought to the attention of the
Assembly last spring, what contingency fundshave been set aside by
this province to deal with lawsuits over language problems in
accessing health care services?

2:40

MR.HANCOCK: Well, Mr. Speaker, | guesstheshort answer isthat
| don't believe we set aside contingency funds based on specific
areas. Wehaveagenera budget for lawsuits that we carry on behal f
of the province, and we're not anticipating expanding it in this
particular area.

THE SPEAKER: Thehon. Member for Calgary-North Hill, followed
by the hon. Member for Spruce Grove-Sturgeon-St. Albert.

Postsecondary Tuition Fees

MR. MAGNUS: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Postsecondary students
have been expressing concern for sometime now about rising tuition
costs. Although we have a tuition fee cap of 30 percent of an
institution’ s operating costs, tuition fees may still rise over time as
institutions' operating costs increase. My question is for the
Minister of Learning. Will the government consider establishing a
tuition freeze instead of a cap based on operating costs?

DR. OBERG: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Firstof al, | must point out
to the hon. member what the actual issue is, and quite frankly the
actual issueisstudent debt. Asthehon. member knows, tuition fees
only account for roughly 20 to 30 percent of a student’s actua debt
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in going to school. In order to get at the larger question, which is
that of student debt, what we have to do is look at the Students
Finance Board and encouragethe Students Finance Board to provide
more money to some of these students.

Asthehon. member I'm sureiswell aware, in Albertaat thistime
after afour-year baccal aureate program the most dollarsthat you can
owe is $20,000. If you went out and had $43,000, which is the
maximum amount in student loans, if you had the maximum amount
of student loan every year for those four years, at the end of thetime
you would receive close to $23,000 in remission. Mr. Speaker,
$20,000 for afour-year degree. Sure, that’ salot of money, but what
you' relooking at with the university degreeisroughly a3.3 percent
unemployment rate as opposed to a high school degree, where
you're up very closeto 15 percent.

So, Mr. Speaker, | would say that tuition freeze is not the way to
go. We as a government are committed to fighting the problem of
student debt, and we will be taking that on through the Students
Finance Board.

MR. MAGNUS: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. My second question to
the same minister: how many postsecondary institutionsin Alberta
have already reached the 30 percent ceiling?

DR. OBERG: Mr. Speaker, interestingly, there are none that have
reached the 30 percent ceiling. We do have a couple that are very
close. TheUniversity of Alberta, for example, isat around 23 or 24
percent. The universities have been very cognizant of tuition fees.
They’ ve been very cognizant of the problem with student debt, and
they have kept down their tuition increases per year. They have the
ability to go up to 30 percent of their operating cost, but the
universities haven't.

A very interesting thing is occurring in Lethbridge though. As
they push close to the 30 percent cap, what we're seeing isthat their
incentive to decrease their operating cost is actually going. So, Mr.
Speaker, there are some things that we have to look at with regards
to the 30 percent operating cap.

MR. MAGNUS: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. To the same minister:
what is the minister's response to students who say that tuition is
rising too rapidly and that Alberta students now pay more than the
national average?

DR. OBERG: Mr. Speaker, a couple of things, | guess. Certainly
tuition feesare going up. Tuition fees are going up across Canada.
Interestingly enough, when you take a look at the tuition fees and
fees that are charged in the mgjor universities across Canada, what
you find is that the University of Alberta, which is probably
indicative of the Canadian universities, is actualy sitting as the
seventh lowest, with the University of Western Ontario as the
highest. Ones like Queen’s University, the University of Toronto,
McGill for out-of-province students, McMaster: all of these are at
higher tuition and fees than the University of Alberta.

So certainly we say that they are increasing, but again | go back
to thewholeissue. Thetuition feesarenot theissue; student debt is
theissue. That'swhat we have to address, and that’ s what we have
to go after.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Recognitions

THE SPEAKER: Hon. members, | have four hon. members who
have indicated their desire to participate in Recognitions today.
WEe'll go in this order: first of all the hon. Member for Edmonton-

Glenora, followed by the hon. Member for Calgary-Currie, then the
hon. Member for Edmonton-Mill Woods, and the hon. Member for
Calgary-Buffdo. We'll begin in 30 seconds from now.

The hon. Member for Edmonton-Glenora

ASTech Awards

MR. SAPERS: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Earlier today, prior to
question period, | tabled five copies of the program for the 10th
anniversary ASTech awards, the Alberta science and technology
leadership awards. The AlbertaScienceand Technology L eadership
Awards Foundation isanonprofit society established to identify and
celebrate outstanding achievementsin science and technology. The
first ASTech awards galawas held in Edmonton in 1990. Approxi-
mately 300 people from Alberta s science and technology commu-
nity gathered on Saturday, May 26, 1990, at Canada Place to honour
outstanding achievementsin science and technol ogy throughout the
province.

On October 22 of this year the 10th anniversary of the Alberta
science and technology |eadership awards was held in Calgary and
attracted in excess of 1,100 people. Founded by three visionary
patron organizationsin 1989, the ASTech foundation now boaststhe
support of some 14 patrons from sectors as diverse as education,
law, petroleum, telecommunications, medicine, agriculture,
accounting, finance, utilities, and government.

My congratulations to all of the nominees for this year’s awards
and especidly to dl of the winners.

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

L ougheed House

MRS. BURGENER: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. On September 12 of
this past year we celebrated the successful opening of the Beaulieu
Gardenson thesiteof the Lougheed residencein downtown Calgary.
These gardens enhance the community. The event was held with
several hundred people attending. They were wearing beautiful
historic hats and costumes. They had historic cars. The whole
flavour within the community was very celebratory.

Theexciting thing about thisisthat with the gardenscompl ete, the
restoration of the house, a designated nationa historic site and a
provincial historic resource, now takes centre stage, and the
approaching centenary of our provincein 2005 isan opportunetime
to celebrate the completion of the Lougheed residence.

Mr. Speaker, the Lougheed House Conservation Society is
grateful for the continued support of those in the community, and |
bring to the attention of this House, as we move toward our cente-
nary, that this particular unique piece of our Canadian and Albertan
history should be supported. | thank all the organizers for that
particular event and look forward to its future.

Thank you.

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

Alberta College and Technical Institute
Students' Executive Council

DR. MASSEY: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | want to pay tributeto the
Alberta College and Technica Institute Students Executive
Council, ACTISEC. Thecouncil isworried about tuition costs, costs
that are hurting students. Last Thursday ACTISEC students
culminated a walk from Camrose to Edmonton with arally at the
Legidature. Unfortunately, at thevery end of therally asmall group
of students began banging on the front doors of the Legidlature and
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obscured the security camera. Y ou know what appeared on the news
screens that evening: nothing about the hard work of the ACTISEC
executiveto taketheir caseto the minister, the planning for therally,
the caretaken to choose responsible speakers. No; what viewers saw
were the two or three individua s who were out of control.
Following therally, student |eaders were extremely disappointed,
feeling that their hard work had been destroyed by theincident. Our
message to them must be: congratulations on your effort; don’t be
discouraged; being an activecitizen carriesrisks, and remember that
we are al students when it comes to shaping our democracy.
Thank you.

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

2:50 Calgary Reads Initiative

MR. DICKSON: Thank you, Mr. Spesaker. I’'m pleased to acknowl-
edge yet another important event in the constituency of Calgary-
Buffalo. This was Cagary Reads, an early literacy initiative, a
community project developed by the Junior League of Calgary in
collaboration with the Calgary board of education. The Junior
League provides each participating high-needs school with start-up
supplies and a facilitator, who keeps in contact with recruited
volunteer tutors. Each tutor meets twice a week with a beginning
reader.

On International Literacy Day, Calgary Readsheld aterrific event
at Quincy’son 7th Avenue. Thiswasorganized by Stacy Collyer of
the Junior Leagueand Miriam Trehearneof Viscount Bennett Centre
and was designed to promote early literacy. The schools involved
include Albert Park, Kedler, Le Roi Daniels, Mayland Heights,
Spruce Cliff, Tuxedo Park, Valey View, and Windsor Park.

The Junior League is avolunteer organization that trains women
for community leadership. Since 1950 this charitable organization
has done alot of good work in the city of Calgary. Thank you, Mr.
Speaker.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Government House L eader on a point of
order.

Point of Order
Abusive Language

MR. HANCOCK: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | rise on a point of
order under our Standing Orders 23(h) and (j) and will make
reference to Beauchesne sections 410(4), (7), (8), and 409(1).
Specificaly, what provoked my point of order was areferenceto or
a use of the word “hoodwink.” Mr. Speaker, I'm utilizing this
opportunity of apoint of order. That term was used in a preamble
to a question — and, | might say, a very long and provocative
preamble—to raisein general the whole tenor of the question period
today and the question periods that we' ve been having.

Under 23(h) it precludes a member from making “allegations
against another member” — hoodwinking is a very provocative and
definitive allegation —and using “abusive or insulting language of a
nature likely to create disorder.” We saw from the catcalls going
back and forth across the Legidature today the type of provocation
that comes when one uses abusive language in the Legidature, and
using the term “hoodwink” to describe any activity by a member is,
in my submission, abusive. Whether it appears in the list of
prohibited words or not does not necessarily answer the question,
because in my humble submission it should be there. Nonetheless,
it is an abusive comment.

Under section 409(1) of Beauchesne the statement is: “It must be
aquestion, not an expressi on of an opi nion, representation, argumen-

tation, nor debate.” The preambles we' ve heard to questions today
and on other days of this session and specifically the onewhich used
the word “hoodwink” were clearly an expression of opinion and
were argumentative. Mr. Speaker, | would ask that you rule as such
and that you draw the House' s attention to these rules.

I’d aso bring in reference to section 410(4), “in the view of the
watching public, decorum is of importance”; 410(7), “brevity both
in questions and answers is of great importance”; and 410(8),
“preambl esto questionsshould bebrief and supplementary questions
reguire no preambles.”

Mr. Speaker, because of thetradition we havein thisHousewhere
points of order raised during question period are not dealt with till
after the question period, there is no ability on the part of a House
leader or any other member of the House to intercede to stop the
abusive language and the abusive preambles that are being brought
forward before questions. | would ask humbly that you draw the
House' s attention to that, that you rule out of order the specific use
of the word “hoodwink” today as an abusive word, that you ask
members, particularly members of the opposition, when they're
framing their questions, to remember that their object should be to
obtain information, not to insult the government or the intelligence
of the public of Alberta

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Officia Opposition House Leader.

MR. DICKSON: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Just acouple of observa-
tions in response to the point of order. It seemsto berichly ironic
that in the same question period and, in fact, in the same exchange
where the Premier in fact inflamed and violated the process by
asking a series of questions which could do nothing other than
engender an argumentative, volatile atmosphere, the Government
House Leader should focus on the word “hoodwink.” | think one
might argue in fact that the truth here ought to be afull defence and
that in fact rather than exaggeration, this is an entirely accurate
representation in terms of the government policy around pri-
vate/public health care.

I think the point isthis. To be absolutely fair and candid with the
Speaker, | notice that in that comprehensive 12-page list you'd
circulated before, in fact the word “hoodwink” does appear. It was
apparently used on May 8, ' 92, and drew the attention of the Speaker
at thetime. | would refer you aso, sir, to 486(2), that “an expression
which is deemed to be unparliamentary today does not necessarily
have to be deemed unparliamentary next week.”

| think that in the thrust and parry of question period today there
was nothing in the question posed by the Leader of the Officia
Opposition that offends the rules. In fact, if we were going to
slavishly adhereto all of the rules governing the process of question
period, sir, we would be here until 5:30 this afternoon addressing
those. Onecan only hopethat thefocusbecomes sharper in question
period and the answers more forthright in the future, but | think that
there is no basis to single out any one member this afternoon and
particularly the Leader of the Opposition for what | thought was a
specific and responsible question.

Thank you.

THE SPEAKER: The comment in question was the following,
directly out of Hansard, and | quote the words of the Leader of the
Official Opposition:

Being short on substance, he's now employing a slick, professional

marketing campaign paid for by the taxpayers and aimed at

hoodwinking, or attempting to hoodwink, Albertans.

Well, the hon. Officia Opposition House Leader is absolutely

correct in pointing out that in the document that | circulated some
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time ago about expressionsruled unparliamentary in the Legislative
Assembly of Alberta, the word “hoodwink” comesinto play, and it
wasdealt with on May 8, 1992. The hon. Opposition House Leader
isalso very correct that thereis acontext in which al this should be
taken. The Government House Leader is also very correct in terms
of the suggestionsthat he has madewith respect to the context of the
words and the utilization of the words and everything else today.

The bottom line is that the rules governing question period are
covered in Beauchesne, and the Speaker has gone through them
before on numerous occasions and has pointed out basically what
one should be doing and what one should not be doing. Essentially,
the bottom line is that we can improve the decorum in the House
during question period time; number two, we should remind
ourselves that the question period’'s purpose is not to engender
debate but is to seek information; and number three, we can be a
little briefer.

Today there were nine hon. members who had an opportunity to
raise questions. There were nine sets of questions. On average we
get upto11. That's pretty good. On Wednesday and Thursday we
had 10 each day. What the chair never knows from day to day is
how many hon. members want to raise questions. Today was one of
those days on which a large number of members indicated their
desire to raise questions, and as a result of nine sets of questions,
because of a lack of attention to brevity, there were still eight
memberswho did not have an opportunity to raise aquestion today.

It would really be helpful to everyone — and I'm sure that both
Houseleaderswould agreeto this—if we attempted to have just abit
briefer question and abit briefer answer. Asan example, inthefirst
two sets of questions, an exchange between the Leader of the
Official Opposition and the leader of the government, there were six
minutes entailed; in the third set, questions from the hon. Member
for Edmonton-M eadowlark, seven and a half minutes; and then for
the leader of the third party the time frame was six and a half
minutes. But for the most part there was no set of questions that
could be dealt with in less than five minutes.

In Ottawa, in the Canadian House of Commons, they have a
unique rule. Perhaps when we adjourn this session, whenever it
might be, and before the time that we come back in the next session
in the year 2000, the House leaders might actually want to apprise
themselves of the rules that govern the question-and-answer period
in the Canadian House of Commons, where brevity is now met with
atime clock. One has to believe that from day to day there are
opportunities in this House for people to express themselves, but
again the bottomlineisthat the purpose of question period isto seek
information. All members, | think, have been alittle carried away
with the debating-type aspect of it.

The bottom line with respect to the very specific point of order
that the Government House Leader raised today: the word “hood-
wink” has been ruled unparliamentary in this House since 1992.
Context is very important, and it would seem to me that the use of
theword “hoodwink” inthe context inwhich it was used today isnot
in keeping with the best of the traditions that all hon. members
would want to aspire to in this particular Assembly.

Privilege
Private Security Guard in Legidature Building

THE SPEAKER: The other day, in fact last Wednesday, November
17, the hon. Member for Edmonton-Strathcona raised a purported
question of privilege under Standing Order 15(5). The event giving
rise to this question of privilege occurred sometime just before the
noon hour of that day; therefore, the two-hour written requirement
of Standing Order 15(2) could not be met. The chair doesfind that
this matter was raised at the earliest opportunity. The event as

described by the Member for Edmonton-Strathcona was that a
replacement reporter for the Calgary Herald was escorted in the
Legidature Building by a person the member calls, and | quote, a
bodyguard. The purported question of privilegeisthat the person’s
presence in the Legislature Building somehow breached the
privilege of the Assembly or is acontempt of the House.

3:00

As the chair understands the matter, the Government House
Leader, who is also Minister of Justice and Attorney Genera and
responsible for the security staff of the building as distinct from the
Assembly, indicated that when the security staff were advised of the
bodyguard’s presence, they advised that individua that it was not
appropriate to be performing his dutiesin the building, and he eft.

Theresponsibility for the security of thebuilding doesnot liewith
the Speaker but with the Department of Justice and Attorney
Genera. The Assembly’sjurisdiction is over the precincts, which
includes part of the Legislature Building and the L egislature Annex.
However, it isimportant to observe that as Joseph Maingot statesin
Parliamentary Privilegein Canada, the second edition, at page 171,
“It is the function of the precincts that is ‘sacred’ and not its loca
tion.” The chair wants to make it very clear that the individual did
not enter the Assembly but only the building, and to the chair's
knowledge there was no effect on the proceedings of the Assembly.

The chair notes that this is an interesting twist on what may be
seen as a more familiar purported question of privilege, when
someoneisdenied accesstotheLegislature Building. Perhapsif this
person had been denied access to the building instead of being
admitted, someone might be making just that case. To the chair's
knowledge usually Legislatures and parliaments do not come under
criticism for allowing peoplein.

In any event, thereisno right to have accessto either the building,
security for which is provided by the branch of the Department of
Justice and Attorney General, or the galleries of the Assembly. In
this case the admission of the individual to the building was in
keeping with normal practices. Whileno onehasaright to enter this
or any other public building, the tendency is to alow admission
whenever possible.

The chair may be allowed to express aview, keeping in mind that
the chair does not exercise authority over the building security but
only the Assembly and its precincts. It isthe chair’s profound hope
that the presence of any visitor in this building is not ever intended
or perceived to beintimidating or threatening. The chair points out
that in this case thereis no evidence that the individual in question
threatened or assaulted anyone. Whether the person was refused or
granted admission to the building is not a prima facie question of
privilege. Inthe chair’sview itislikely only when amember or an
officer of the Assembly is denied accessto the precinctsthat avalid
question of privilegewould arise. Accordingly, there are no further
proceedings on this matter.

head: Orders of the Day

head: Government Bills and Orders
head: Third Reading

Bill 42
Alberta Stock Exchange Restructuring Act

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Calgary-Mountain View.

MR. HLADY': Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | am pleased to movethird
reading of Bill 42, the Alberta Stock Exchange Restructuring Act.

THE SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Edmonton-Glenora.
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MR. SAPERS: Thank you, Mr. Spesker. The Alberta Stock
Exchange Restructuring Act will no doubt receive third reading
today. | have no indication from any member representing any side
of this Assembly that any other outcome will be the case. There
have been acouple of issuesraised, though, sincethe second reading
discussion on this bill and today, and | think it isworth whileto put
them on the record. It shouldn’t take very much time of the House
to do that.

| anticipate that the new junior capital market that’s going to be
established for al of Canada and headquartered in Alberta will,
generally spesking, be very good news. But I’'m wondering how
much effort will go into educating both investors and those people
who make decisionsregarding funds and fund management and how
much effort will go into ensuring that Alberta companiesare ableto
access pool sof capital that may now beflowinginto Albertabecause
of the location of the exchange.

It seems to me that one of the most significant problems facing
particularly technology companies in Albertais an access problem
to either start-up venture capital or in fact capital through public
offerings when an idea has gone from the point of innovation
through to commerciaization. We have somesignificant challenges
in this province because other provinces, of course, have tax policy
that helps attract investment dollars, and that policy doesn’t exist
here. Wealso havein some other provinces amuch longer standing
diversification in terms of market understanding of technology.

[The Deputy Speaker in the chair]

In Albertaif you want to raise money for an oil or a gas venture,
it'srelatively easy. Therearelots of folks out there that understand
that business and are willing to put their money on the table.
There's acommon language in this province to do with the natural
resourcessector, and that common language, unfortunately, isn' t part
of thelexiconin Albertabusinesswhen it comesto many technology
companies. Thisis particularly a concern in many of the life and
health sciencesaswell asin the other technology sectors. | will note
that the Minister of Innovation and Science is not unaware of this
problem and in fact has been working quite diligently to try to
addressit. | hopethat his challenges won’t remind him of Winston
Churchill’ s observations when he suggested that he found from his
daysin government that his opposition may sit across from him but
that his enemies sit behind him. | wish him luck with his efforts.

Another areaof concern when it comestoinformation technol ogy.
I’m hoping that some expertise will be established in the Calgary
market and the Alberta market, not in the business community — |
think that that expertiseisalready there. When | say market, | mean
particularly in the stock market and the securities end of the
business. Fromtalkingwith both brokersand bankers, the story that
I'm getting is that they see just too much risk and not enough
immediate upside in terms of maximizing shareholder returns. |
guess my thought isthat the reason why they perceive so much risk
is perhaps because of a lack of expertise in evaluating and in
assessing the business opportunities that are presented to them.

There is in this province some very good news in the high-
technology sector, and some of that good news is reflected in the
recognition which | was just honoured to provide of the Alberta
Science and Technology Leadership Awards Foundation and their
annual celebrationsof all thingsinnovativeand scientific. That good
news should be echoed and amplified at every opportunity.

Why | raisethisin relevanceto third reading of Bill 42 isbecause
this junior market can play a significant role, an expanded role in
terms of ensuring that the science and technol ogy innovation success
which is born here in Alberta can also be grown herein Alberta. |

would just hope that the men and women who are going to be
making this exchange work, the regulators that are going to be
watching over the exchange, and of course the people with the
money, the folks with the deep pockets, will recognize those
opportunities and that they will work together in this province to
ensure that we have a good, healthy number of clean and solid
offeringswhere theintegrity of the plan and of the peopleisbeyond
question and where we can see some real explosion in terms of the
funding that the sector deservesin this province.

3:10

There was an article | noted in one of the newspapers — | can't
recall which one it was, but it was just last week, Mr. Speaker —
where there was a further concern that went something like this. It
was a mutual fund manager that was talking about the new junior
exchange, and his comment was: well, just because they’ re going to
repackage some of these small companies in this new junior
exchange doesn’t necessarily mean that we're going to find them
any more attractivefor inclusion in thefund management. That was
avery disturbing comment to hear, and | was concerned that it sends
abit of anegative signal about (a) the stability of the junior capital
market in this country and (b) the kinds of companies that find
themselves listed on those exchanges.

MR. SMITH: It's low interest rates and a 68-cent dollar that's
wrecking it.

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER: The hon. minister, if he wishesto join
in the debate, can do so at the conclusion of the hon. Member for
Edmonton-Glenora.

MR. SAPERS: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | don’t know what the new
exchange will do in terms of polishing up itsimage. It istrue that
there have been some historic problemsin particularly the western
exchanges in this country. As| mentioned during second reading
debate, there have been some spectacular failures, and those are
unfortunate. We should be doing everything we can to ensure that
that history is not repeated.

With those few brief comments, Mr. Speaker, | will join with the
government in wishing the new junior exchangein Calgary al of the
luck in the world.

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

MR. DICKSON: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Just a couple of brief
commentsto add, and | associate myself entirely with the comments
we just heard from Edmonton-Glenora.

Just in terms of timing, my understanding is that there will be a
vote this Friday by members of the Alberta Stock Exchange and the
Vancouver Stock Exchange, and then the merger will take place
officially on November 29. As| understand it, the appointment of
Mr. Hess takes effect also on November 29, and then we see the
appointment of a 20-member board of directors, made up of the 14
member directors and six independents.

I’d just make the observation, you know, that this is Monday.
Thisisactualy only the third sitting day of thisfall session.

MRS. SOETAERT: Isthat all?

MR. DICKSON: To someit seemslonger, Mr. Speaker, but | assure
them thisis only the third sitting day of the fall session.

We' vetaken thisbill fromfirst reading to second reading, through
committee, and herewe are finishing up at third reading. | think this
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isinstructive because what it demonstrates, Mr. Speaker, is that al
of us ought to have more confidence in the ability of this Chamber
and this forum to be able to, firstly, recognize when there are
imperative time constraints that have to be met, and we found here
that the opposition worked hard to accommodate those kinds of
concerns. | think it’ sampletestament to the business-friendly nature
of the opposition caucus.

I’d just make the observation that | find the Government House
Leader tremendously persuasive ailmost all the time, but occasion-
ally, Mr. Spesker, when we attempt to make the argument that we
don't have to do so much by regulation, that more important
decisions would comein here, you will find that certainly members
of the Official Opposition understand those kinds of outside
constraints and deadlines, and we work hard to accommodate them.
The important thing — and | know that the Member for Calgary-
Mountain View appreciatesthisand that all the ministers appreciate
this—isthisisafar more powerful statement having had the benefit
of adebatein the Legislative Assembly, having had the opportunity
for the kind of scrutiny that’s happened, and | think thisis the way
you launch something like the new exchange.

Some of those comments you may find somewhat collateral to the
principles of the bill. | think that this has been a very interesting
exercise. As| said before, | associate myself completely with the
comments by my colleague from Edmonton-Glenora— | was going
to say Glenmore, but that’ sthe other side—and | want toincorporate
by reference hisexcellent analysis of thisbill both at second reading
and again at third reading.

Thank you very much.

THEDEPUTY SPEAKER: Thehon. Member for Edmonton-Calder.

MR. WHITE: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | riseto congratul ate those
that worked so long and hard on this matter, in particular the
supporting member from Calgary who was so adept at providing the
information to this side when this side asked some fundamental
questions about the matter and was aways open to exploring some
other possibilities. My colleague for Calgary-Buffalo has gone
through that area of co-operation very well.

I’d liketo just spend amoment and say how excited this particul ar
member is about this new venture. Being headquartered in Calgary
isvery important to Alberta. Albertans have always been entrepre-
neurial but always short of that critical element for the success of
any venture, the cash, in order to follow through with it. With the
junior capital market being readily accessible, it provides so much
opportunity for so many Albertans that do have that drive and do
have the interest and are redly, really willing to contribute to this
society in thismanner. Thisventureleavesthose markets so readily
accessible. The information will be at hand. The market will be
right in the heart of Calgary to be able to raise those dollars for al
of these ventures.

| particularly applaud the rapidity with which this piece of
legislation has come to this House and has been dealt with by this
House. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

THEDEPUTY SPEAKER: Thehon. Member for Calgary-Mountain
View to close debate.

MR. HLADY : Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Just to address a couple of
the questionsfrom the Member for Edmonton-Glenoraand to close.
His concerns over the access to pools of capital are valid. It has
always been aquestion, especialy for the technology and industrial
sectors, when trying to look for capital in Alberta. We don’t have
the fundamentals, if you go to any of the brokerage houses, to have

corporate financial analysts who understand technology. So what
happens is that those deals end up getting put off to Toronto to be
analyzed to determine whether they are good deals. That's always
been a problem. | think what we're going to see with the new
Canadian Venture Exchange is a further development of the
fundamentals inside our brokerage houses and a need for that.

I’'ve also been very fortunate to work with the Minister of
Innovation and Science. He's been working very, very hard for the
last couple of yearsdevel oping thewhol e technology sector, andit's
crucia to seewhat he’ sdone. The recent announcementsin regards
to ICORE are certainly going to develop parts of the infrastructure
that are needed to do that basic due diligence and make sure that you
have new businesses coming through that are going to be sitting in
areally good position to make some things happen so that you have
good investments for the financial sector.

But | still think there's another piece there, where the financial
sector hasto get up to speed to understand what technology is about
in this province especialy. | hope, as the chair of technology
commercialization wearing another hat, that | can help in that area.
I think that bringing the sectors together so that we can do the due
diligence so that the investors know they’re getting good invest-
mentsis part of maybe a structure that we can beinvolved with and
make work well.

Mr. Speaker, thank you very much for your time. I'm glad that
we could make this happen as quickly as we did and see the new
Canadian Venture Exchange be agreat success across this country.

[Motion carried; Bill 42 read athird time]

head: Government Bills and Orders
head: Second Reading
3:20

Bill 41
Regulated Accounting Profession Act

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Calgary-North
West.

MR. MELCHIN: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I’m delighted today to
rise and move second reading of Bill 41, the Regulated Accounting
Profession Act.

Before | start, | would like to acknowledge the hard work and
dedication of many of the three accounting bodies. | previously
introduced all of them during Introduction of Guests. A few of them
arrived late, but | appreciate that they could also makeit. Wewere
debating that we should maybe fill the rafters with many of the
accountants acrossthe province, but | suspect the Treasurer wastoo
concerned about the loss of chargeable hours. Asaresult, we have
the leadership of the three accounting bodies here. | would like to
say that they’ ve certainly been very much behind this legislation.
They have given their full support for the advancement of Bill 41,
the Regulated Accounting Profession Act.

About a little over 10, 11 years ago, in 1988, there were three
separate acts, one from each of the accounting organi zations, passed
in this Legislature and proclaimed at that time. There was a
commitment to review that legislation after a period of years, after
experiencewithit. It gave usthe opportunity not just to incorporate
the experience of the accounting bodies over that period of time but
al so to harmonize and update the legidlation with respect to profes-
sionsin general.

Last spring there were two different acts passed, the Hedth
Professions Act and the Regulated Forestry Profession Act. This
legislation, the Regulated Accounting Profession Act, has been
patterned on and certainly used the template of those professions, so
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when we are looking at legidation in the future, we can have a
simplification and a streamlining of professional legidlation in the
province. We have had asignificant amount of consultation with all
stakehol ders and at this stage have the full support, like | mentioned
previously, of the three accounting bodies: thelnstitute of Chartered
Accountants, the Certified Management Accountants, and the
certified general accountants.

Thereareanumber of key principlesincorporated into thisact that
are paramount when you have a self-regulating profession. The
protection of the public is paramount, so this legislation takesinto
consideration factors that will ensure that the public are protected
when they receive services from the accounting members.

Secondly, theprotection of theprofession’ sintegrity isestablished
both with regards to competency and credibility.

The third issue with regards to the principle of this act has to do
with the flexibility of the accounting regulatory systems, that the
scope and role would allow businesses in capital markets and other
enterprises to operate with maximum effectiveness, that the
regulatory environment would not be too constraining to alow the
ordinary, ongoing work of commerce.

Fourthly, thiswould betransparent to the public; the provision of
information about the workings and purposeswould be credible and
easily available to all Albertans.

Fifthly, the regulatory process must be fair and the principle of
natural justice observed throughout and the decision-makers
accountable for the decisions they make.

Finaly, the regulatory system must support the efficient and
effective delivery of accounting services.

The structure of the legislation and the acts has been combined.
As mentioned, it will eliminate three existing pieces of legislation
and will streamline the accounting regulation into one act. It
provides for acommon regul atory framework for processes such as
registration, complaint investigation, disciplineand appeal hearings,
and regul ation and bylaw-making authority. Thefinal part of theact
has a separate schedule for each of the three groups dealing with
profession-specific items such as designation titles and transition
provisions relating to the current legislation.

There are anumber of issuesin thislegislation that are the same,
incorporated fromthethreepreviousacts. Thelnstitute of Chartered
Accountants of Alberta, the Certified Management Accountants of
Alberta, and the certified general accountants of Alberta will
continue as self-governing bodies. They will continue to have
similar responsibilities for registering members, receiving and
investigating complaints from the public, conducting discipline and
appeal hearings, making regulations and bylaws to support their
operations, and conducting practice reviews of members.

One specific area that will remain in place is the restricted
activitiesof thethree accounting organizations. Financial auditsand
review engagementswill continue to be the same areas of exclusive
scope of practice, and only individual s registered under this act and
with one of the accounting organizations can conduct financial
audits and reviews.

There is one new exemption added to this part of restricted
activities, which allows—and I'm glad to seeit - for the conduct of
audits and reviews on avoluntary basis. So those providing audits
for nonprofit organizations registered under the Companies Act or
Societies Act can also engage the services of other accountants and
others involved with those organizations.

As I've mentioned, the designated titles under each of the
accounting organizations will remain the same with one exception.
Thetitleof certified public accountant, whichispresently prohibited
by existing legislation, will be permitted subject to regulation. The
existing business practice arrangements will stay the same. The

accountants will continue to provide services as sole practitioners,
partners, professional corporations, or, recently, as limited liability
partnerships.

Y et this legislation comes with a number of significant changes,
a number of them made with respect to the accountability and
transparency of the accounting profession. One of the principles|
mentioned earlier isthat publicaccountability and transparency have
increased in several ways. First and probably foremost, public
representation on all the governing councils, hearing panels, and
appesal bodies will be increased from, presently, approximately 10
percent to 25 percent, that reflecting also the same representation as
in the Health Professions Act and the Forestry Profession Act.
These public memberswill be appointed by government and will be
paid an honorarium and expenses by government to ensure their
independence.

Another area of transparency isto improve the reporting require-
ments: annual tabling in the Legislature of reports from each of the
accounting organi zationswith specific areasrequired to be contained
in that report. Continuing competency requirements are aso
strengthened. There has been an ongoing regular practice review of
firms, which will continue, and a mandatory continuing education
requirement is placed in the act. All three accounting bodies have
practised this in recent times and have incorporated that into their
practices anyway to upgrade and continue to ensure that the
qudifications of their members are at their best.

Discipline and appeal hearings will be public, and recorded
decisions of these proceedings will be public so that the public will
have an opportunity to be fully involved, to hear of any complaints,
andto certainly ensurethat the proceedingsareavailablefor scrutiny
by the public.

A significant area that was added to this legislation that didn’t
exist previously hasto do with the provincial Ombudsman. After al
appeal s have been exhausted, the public can a so file acomplaint or
can appeal to the Ombudsman. The Ombudsman will not be ableto
overturn decisions made by regulatory bodies, but just as with
complaints about government, the Ombudsman will be able to
investi gate compl ai ntsand makerecommendationsto theaccounting
bodies. The Ombudsman’s role does not replace provisions for
appeal both within the regular body and to the courts, but it certainly
adds another level of public visibility and an opportunity to provide
feedback to the accounting organizations.

With respect to regulation and bylaw-making authority, the
determination of the accounting standards is being moved from
regulation to bylaws. This certainly recognizes the ongoing local,
national, and international development of accounting and auditing
standards that the professions have been seriously engaged in
throughout their tenure. Registration qualifications will be set by
each of their organizations, as set out by regulation. This function
was previously held by the universities' co-ordinating council, and
that council will no longer have that function.

3:30

Another fairly significant new aspect of this legislation is to
provide for the registration not only of the individual members but
also of the public accounting firms and professional service
providers. Increasingly today accounting services are provided
through large, many times not just local and national but interna-
tiona firms, and when complaints or other issues are brought
forward, the reports are signed off by the members but in the name
of the firm. When the public or any individua has a complaint,
typically acomplaint will be brought forward against the firm, not
just an individual member’s practice.

Previously there was no ability for the accounting organizations
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to review a complaint of a firm. They could only review the
complaints and issues regarding its registered members. This will
facilitate an ability to also monitor the practice at afirmlevel. Many
issues, such as the standards that are set for the provision of their
audit and accounting services as well as advertising and many firm
practices, areset at levelsbeyond just theindividual but inanational
and international scope, so thiswill certainly provide the public the
ability to assess the practices of the firm as well as just that of the
individual member. Firms and individuals who provide incidental
public accounting services, however, will be exempted from
registering as firms.

Another area that has been changed in this legislation has to do
with the practice review policy board. Previoudly, therewasajoint
standards directorate established by legislation. Now thereisanew
practice review policy board set to ensure that the practice require-
mentsconducted will besimilar inall organizations. Previously, the
joint standards directorate had regulatory authority to conduct
practice reviews of accountants, and now that will be transferred
directly to theindividual organizationsto conduct their own practice
reviews of their members.

An area that has been changed to reflect the template, as |
mentioned, with respect to the health and forestry professions hasto
do with the complaint, hearing, and appeal processes. A number of
significant changes have been made to improve these processes.
Probably one of the most significant isto separate the investigative,
adjudicative, and appeal functions and to prevent any bias during a
disciplinary process.

It also provides for an alternative dispute resolution process at an
early stage. So complaints can beresolved at an early stage without
having to go through the formal appeal and investigative process, if
warranted.

As| mentioned, on al of these bodies public representation will
beincreased to 25 percent, and hearings will be open to the public.
The accounting organizations can now also apply directly to the
Court of Queen’s Bench to enforce a decision of a discipline or
appeal body and, also, have authority to seek a court injunction to
enforce public protection provisions such as the enforcement of
professional practice standards. Theseareaswill certainly help self-
regulating professions monitor and enforce the standards that are
there to protect the public.

Fines, previoudly at a level of $6,000, have been raised to a
maximum of $25,000 for contravention of the act and certainly will
not be seen just as a cost of doing business. Public notification of
disciplinary action and decisions must be in writing, outlining the
reasonsfor thedecisions. These aswell asanumber of other issues,
I would suggest, have substantially improved the legislation for
regulating accounting practicesin Alberta, and | look forward to the
debate that we'll have here today in second reading.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

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

MR. MacDONALD: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | have afew remarks
regarding Bill 41, the Regulated Accounting Profession Act. |'ve
been going over it, and | believeit is asound piece of legidation.
The object of the Regulated Accounting Profession Act is to
replace the three existing acts that govern the accounting industry:
the Certified General Accountants Act, the Certified Management
Accountants Act, and the Chartered Accountants Act. We are with
this new bill ensuring common processesfor registration, discipline,
and appeals for chartered accountants, certified management
accountants, and certified general accountants. The streamlining,

the standardization, and the consolidation of the accounting
professionslegisation, as| understand from the hon. member, have
been discussed thoroughly with the three accounting organizations
in Alberta. | think thisisavery good example of good consultation.

This act, as | see it, has two major components. The first, of
course, is the establishment of common professional requirements
regarding registration, competency, an open disciplinary process,
and it also defines which activities—for instance, audits and review
engagements — are restricted to registrants of the accounting
organizations. The second component, Mr. Speaker, consists of a
series of schedules that set out conditions, entitled Profession-
Specific Provisions. | believethat all hon. Membersof thisLegisla
tive Assembly should support this legidation. As| said before, it
was developed through an excellent consultation process with the
three accounting organizationsin the province and, asfar as| know,
has their full support.

However, in any debate there are a number of issues that need to
beraised pertaining to public accountability and the public’ sright to
access information, and now is the perfect time. Earlier, Mr.
Speaker, we heard in question period the whole issue of access to
information regarding health contracts, regiona health authorities
contracting out information. Thisisa$668 million businessin this
province, so there certainly are—and | believe this bill hasincorpo-
rated into it — excellent access to information issues for the public.
I’'m going to get into this a little further as | continue with my
remarks.

The Regulated Accounting Profession Act reflects, | believe, the
evolving nature of the accounting profession and the need to ensure
effective governance, accountability, transparency, and openness.
It is very important, Mr. Speaker, that we have transparency and
openness as we move to aglobal economy. The economy seems to
be accelerating. National and state boundaries are becoming less
meaningful asthisglobalization accelerates, and it isvery important
that we have legislation such as this.

Now, the Institute of Chartered Accountants of Alberta, the
Society of Management Accountants of Alberta, and the Certified
Genera Accountants’ Association of Alberta worked very hard to
develop this important legislative initiative, and it should serve to
makethe profession moretransparent and open to thegeneral public.
I believe it will also increase public confidence in not only this
profession, but if thislegidation as it moves along is upheld in the
manner that is outlined here, the public will have confidence in the
governing bodies.

3:40

We need to recognize that the accounting profession has gone
through a process of dramatic change, as alot of other professions
have, this past decade. Accounting firms are changing the nature of
their work practices in response to technological advances and the
changing needsand requirementsof clients. Thereareal so advances
in information and communication technology, and these advances
have challenged the current regulatory system.

The scope of practice now is moving well beyond the traditional
accounting, auditing, and taxation services that existed aslittleasa
decade ago. Now the accounting profession is helping people to
create financial plans that will result in a secure future, and | can’t
think, Mr. Speaker, of anything more important than creating
financial plans for the retirement of all Albertans. There has to be
apublic confidencein thiswhole process, and | would recognize the
efforts of the hon. member who is sponsoring thishill, that hiswork
does not go unnoticed nor go unappreciated.

Specialization, Mr. Speaker, has also become areality in the past
decade, whether it be in an accounting office or whether it bein a
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legal firm. It doesn't matter. Accountants must not only have
knowledge of accounting but other related disciplinesaswell. They
must have information at their fingertips on taxation, information
technology, and companieslegidation. Bill 41 reflectsthe need for
greater flexibility in the profession to respond to these changes, to
recognizetheneed for enhanced accountability and public participa-
tion in the profession, representation on committees and discipline
and appeal tribunals.

This bill also provides for a more effective disciplinary enforce-
ment system to protect the public, and I'm going to say alittle bit
more about that later on in my remarks. | believe this bill also
providesgreater uniformity inrulesfor registration, rulesof practice,
governance, and, most importantly, ethics. Thishill aso strengthens
thefocusof thelegidation to sustain the protection of the public and
adaptsto all the future needs of the public with an awareness of the
impact that this profession has on our lives, and | would refer back
to the competent way in which themoney that we' re setting asidefor
our retirement, how this can be done by the accounting profession.

There are aso some concerns about this bill that | would like to
talk about briefly, and perhaps the hon. members can in duetime, in
the course of debate, explain and clarify a few things for me. |
would be very grateful if they could do that. Mr. Speaker, the
powers and duties of the discipline and appeals tribunals are not
affected by a vacancy in the office of the public member for up to
two years from the date of the act coming into force. | would liketo
know how all thisis going to work, and I'll be waiting to hear in
committee.

Certain situations defined as matters of public security, where
committee meetings and discipline and appeal tribunal hearings may
not be open to the public: | would like to know why thereis not this
openness to the public.

I’m aso of the understanding that information on registrants may
not beasreadily accessibleto thegeneral publicfromtheaccounting
organizations asit is currently from the public register.

The Provincial Ombudsman, Mr. Speaker, cannot overrule the
decision of an accounting organization, its governing body, a
committee, a discipline tribunal, an appeal tribunal. He can only
make recommendations. Now, I’ m of the opinion that the Ombuds-
man here has no powers of enforcement, and if | could have that
clarified, | would be grateful.

Accounting organizations, as | understand it, can make an
application to the Court of Queen’s Bench for enforcement of rules
and decisions without notice to the person affected. | would liketo
know why.

Sanction agreements can be reached between the CIC and the
investigative party on approva by a mgjority vote of a CIC panel.
Now, a sanction agreement cannot be appealed to the appeal
tribunal. There does not seem to be any requirement to make the
sanction agreement public.

Those are the concerns | have, and I’'m going to be waiting very
anxiously for Committee of the Whole because | think my concerns
are justified and | would like to hear the rationale behind this
approach.

There are also many highlights to the Regulated Accounting
Profession Act. There's public accountability, there' s the registra-
tion, there's the practice review, there's the access to information,
there's the role of the Ombudsman, there are issues of restricted
activities here, and the complaints inquiry process. Now, when |
talked earlier about public confidencein professions and in profes-
siona organizations, the first thing that comes to mind with most
people —and I'm sorry to talk alittle about the legal profession in
this discussion of public confidence in professional organizations,
but everyoneta ks about: well, we' re going to go to the Law Society

and we're going to complain about this or about that. In the
complaints inquiry process under the Regulated Accounting
Profession Act theinvestigative processes, thedisciplinary tribunals,
and the appeals tribunals are separated in order to eliminate any
potential conflict of interest. The public is not represented at the
investigation stage but has a 25 percent representation on the
disciplinary tribunal and the appeal tribunal.

All decisions, as| understand it, are appeal able to the complaints
inquiry committee. The process is established in this manner to
alow for flexibility, efficiency, and an open disciplinary process. |
think that is a good way to go. Any person in this province can
make a complaint to an accounting organization about the conduct
of aregistrant or former registrant. The conduct of aregistrant must
first be examined by the complaintsinquiry committee, or the CIC,
secretary. On completing the review, on hearing the complaint, the
secretary must refer the complaint to the chair. | think this will
alow agreat deal of public confidence. Perhapsthe general public
will not have an interest in this until something goes wrong, until
thereisaproblem. Hopefully not.

At any time, Mr. Speaker, before a discipline tribuna starts to
hear evidence of an allegation of unprofessional conduct, the
complaints inquiry committee and the investigated party may enter
into asanctioned agreement admitting unprofessional conduct onthe
part of theinvestigated party and aso stating the sanction that isto
be imposed. The chair must select a panel consisting of two
members of the complaints inquiry committee, the complaints
inquiry committee chair, and one public member to recommend an
agreement. A magjority vote of the pane ratifies the sanction
agreement.

However, the concern here isthat there may be a use of sanction
agreements to avoid public scrutiny, and this is something that |
think we should be watchful for. Although there's only one public
member on the panel, the public member’s vote can be overridden
by the majority vote of the other two accounting profession mem-
bers. Aswell, a sanction agreement approved by the panel cannot
be appealed to the apped tribunal. There also does not seem to be
any requirement to make the sanction agreement public, athough it
can be sent, | understand, to the Minister of Justice and Attorney
General.

3:50

In concluding my remarks, | would like to review the highlights
of this bill and why | think it is a step in the right direction in this
province. These highlights, | believe, have been very well articu-
lated by the previous speaker. We are going to establish common
professional requirements, registration, competency, and an open
disciplinary processin the accounting profession. The definition of
“restricted activities” which may be provided by members of each
profession for enforcement — we're all set there. The requirement
that 25 percent representation on accounting organization commit-
tees and discipline and appeal tribunals is also a very positive step.
We are going to provide recourse to third-party appeal and review
of decisions by the provincial Ombudsman.

| think the provincial Ombudsman is very hardworking, and this
is only going to add to the workload of the Ombudsman and the
office. However, if thislegislation is aswell drafted as| think and
the consultation process has been as thorough as | understand it to
be, perhaps this is going to be one piece of legidation where the
Ombudsman will not have to play a very active role. There are
people who are aways beating a steady path to the door of the
Ombudsman’s office in relation to activities that are happening at
WCB and many other government departments, but hopefully inthis
case the door will never be opened.

With those remarks, Mr. Speaker, | shall take my seat. Thank
you.
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THE DEPUTY SPEAKER: The hon. Minister of Human Resources
and Employment.

MR. DUNFORD: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | rise to spesk in
support of the principles of Bill 41, the Regulated Accounting
Profession Act. Indoing so, though, | want to first of all recognize
the hon. Member for Calgary-North West. He took on this task for
us. Membershereinthe Housewill recall that sometimelatein May
we had a major reorganization of government departments, and of
coursethiswasone of theongoing initiativesthat weinherited under
our new mandate, so | was particularly pleased when the hon.
member agreed that he would, in fact, bring forward the bill on
behalf of the accounting professions. | must indicate to the member
and to all membersin the House the comfort that | felt in being able
to turn this task over to a man of such experience and certainly
knowledge in this particular area.

While | have the floor, | want to thank the representatives of the
accounting professions that are here with us today. With Bill 41
we're trying to provide clarity and coherence to government
procedures, to the sort of responsibilitiesthat we have, and when we
are able to streamlinein this fashion, it of course helps uswith our
roles and responsibilities to a great extent, and for that I'm very
grateful.

It also helps us move aong toward | believe a more coherent
model of how we deal with the professions here in Alberta. Once
again we have another bill that incorporates more publicinput. It's
certainly more open and transparent. Also, we have therole of the
Ombudsman involved in key areas.

The speaker just previous to meindicated the concern that he had
with the Ombudsman in the sense that this particular position might
be finding increases to its particular workload. | think there's the
capacity for that to be handled, and | think it sends a real message
out to the public that if al else fails, there is a way to go beyond
members of a particular profession to someone who has the clear
responsibility for viewing, protecting, and commenting on the
interests of members of the Alberta public.

I want to close my comments, brief as they are, just by thanking
amember of our department. Dennis Gartner hasbeen working with
us on this particular initiative. He has kept myself as the minister
advised all the way along, and | want to thank him personally.

Now, there’s more to this than just athank you for this particular
bill. The announcement has been made today that Dennisismoving
on to Municipal Affairs. He's accepted responsibilities for safety
services, freedom of information and protection of privacy, disaster
services, and this will be effective on December 1. Dennis, we're
sorry to lose you. Certainly we understand that the areas of those
responsibilities you'll be moving to will be a tremendous responsi-
bility, and of course we want to congratulate you for that.

Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. That concludes my remarks.

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

MR. DICKSON: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. | want to
welcome here representatives of the three accounting professions.
| just start off by saying, firstly, that I’m supporting the bill. |
particularly wanted to thank Mr. Sterling Eddy, the president of the
Certified Management Accountants of Alberta, and Noreen McFal-
lon of the Certified General Accountants’ Association of Alberta,
who have been very kind in offering to discuss any elements of the
bill and that sort of thing. That offer has been very much appreci-
ated. Thereareacoupleof itemsthat | have not had an opportunity
to speak to thesefolks about. That’s not because they haven't made
themselves available but because | haven't had an opportunity to,

and because | was supporting the bill in any event, theissuesarein
the minor rather than the major category.

There are three things that | wanted to raise with respect to this
bill. Thefirst one is section 144, and frankly | expect this is not
something that’ sbeen prescribed or required by thethreeaccounting
professions as much as it has been by the draftspeople, the legisla-
tive draftspeople working for the Department of Justice. I'd beless
than consistent, Mr. Speaker, if | didn’t draw the attention of the
Assembly to section 144, and | don’t want to be inconsistent.

The concern has to do with the regulation-making power there.
We seein section 144(1):

The Lieutenant Governor in Council may make regulations
(8 respecting thetransition to this Act of anything under aformer
Act, including the interpretation of any transitional provision
inthisAct;
(b) toremedy any confusion, difficulty, inconsistency or impossi-
bility resulting from the transition to this Act from a former
Act.
There' satwo-year sunset provision in terms of that type of extraor-
dinary regulation, but I've spent eight years in this Assembly
expressing my concern about excessive delegation of regulation-
making power. Thisissomething we can alwaysdo better on. This
is of less consequence, | think, to the three professions than the fact
that | think what's happening is government — and | don’t want to
blame the parliamentary draftspeople. Mr. Pagano and his col-
leagues work very hard and they're excellent professionals, but |
think sometimeswelook at shortcuts, and we take what may be sort
of an attractive short step instead of going through the kind of public
scrutiny that ought to happen.
4:00

When | see aregulation-making power like this, my view is that
it' sbroader and more expansivethan it need be. 1t may well be that
this will never be utilized to the full legal extent that's provided
here, but | think it's important in this Chamber that we signa a
concern about the sweeping power. When | went to law school back
inthelate’ 60s, early’ 70s, the notion about regul ationswasthat they
were necessarily incidental items. Subordinate lawmaking meant
that, subordinate lawvmaking. We' ve now got to a point where by
regulation you in effect can do some things that formerly, 30 years
ago, could only be done by statute and only be donein a place like
this, where there’s that sort of broader public forum, that broader
public scrutiny.

Thisisn't, as| suggested at the beginning, areason to oppose the
bill, but I don’t want to bein an estoppel situation, wherethiscomes
up again and government people say: well, we now have a new
standard in terms of lawmaking, and this has now become regular-
ized because we' ve seen it in additional statutes. | don't likeit, and
| want to make that reservation as clearly as| can.

Thesecond provision—and | think my colleague from Edmonton-
Gold Bar touched on it — had to do with section 74, the sanction
agreements provision. | think public interest and disclosure are
important issues. I'm drawing comparisons with what the Law
Society of Albertadoesnow. I’m thinking of some of thethingsthat
the College of Physiciansand Surgeons doesin termsof recognizing
that if you' reaself-governing profession or professions, thereisthis
huge public responsibility, and part of theway of discharging that is
to ensure a high level of transparency in terms of the way that
governance work is done.

I'm looking forward to comments relative to the sanction
agreements, in particular in terms of what the processisin terms of
how Albertans, how the public gets notification if in fact it's found
that an offence has been made out, that there' s been an instance of
unprofessional conduct. There is very much a public interest in
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knowing those things. You know, Mr. Speaker, the redlity is we
know that if there's a member of the Law Society, we know that if
thereis a physician — and | confess that | don’t know whether the
bylaws make provision for it, but | don't see it in the statute, and
that's something | would query.

The last question | had had to do with section 8(2). The Rules of
Court arevery clear in terms of what an originating notice of motion
is, how it's commenced. There s the default provision of 10 days
notice to the respondent, the other side, and other interested parties.
Now, something really curioushas happened in section 8(2). We've
got, “With the permission of the Court, an accounting organization’s
application may be made without notice to the person concerned.”

Mr. Speaker, | have some more | want to say around section 8(2),
but | understand we have some special gueststo beintroduced. As
long as| don’t forfeit my space on the speaking order, I'd be happy
to sit down and permit an introduction to take place.

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER: Thank you.
Would the Assembly agree to the brief introduction of guests?

HON. MEMBERS: Agreed.
THE DEPUTY SPEAKER: Opposed?

head: Introduction of Guests
(reversion)

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

MR. AMERY: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. It's my pleasure to rise
today and introduce to you and through you to members of the
Assembly adear friend and aguest from the Parliament of Lebanon.
Seated in your gdllery is the hon. Abdulrahim Murad. Mr. Murad
was the former minister of advanced education and career technol-
ogy and presently is the Member of Parliament representing the
Bekda Valley region. Mr. Murad is a very well-respected and
admired politician in Lebanon for his charitable work and his
devotion to the poor, elderly, and deprived people in that country.
Mr. Murad is visiting communities in Edmonton and Calgary. We
just met with the Minister of Learning, and he will be meeting later
with the minister of international relations.

Mr. Murad is accompanied by a very well-known Edmontonian,
not because of his hairdo but because of hisactivities, Mr. Joe Hak,
and Mr. Nabil Abdulghani, a well-known businessman, and Mr.
Samir Sleiman, the president of the Lala Culture and Socia Society,
and my assistant Darla. With your permission, Mr. Speaker, I'd ask
them to rise and receive the traditional warm welcome of the
Assembly.

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER: Thank you.
Calgary-Buffalo.

head: Government Bills and Orders
head: Second Reading

Bill 41
Regulated Accounting Profession Act
(continued)

MR. DICKSON: Thanks, Mr. Speaker. Anyway, where we'd left
off was just chatting about section 8(2). There's nothing to be
gained by adding thisprovision. | don’t know why wewouldn’t just
incorporate it by referencing the existing notice provisions. | know
the Government House Leader may give some opinion on this, but

onceyou start providing some additional provision - it’son page 15,
8(2), “application may be made without notice to the person con-
cerned.”

Here's my question. Under the existing Alberta Rules of Court
there are exceptional extraordinary cases where you can make an
application ex parte. Ex parteisjust Latin for no notice to the other
side. | don’t know why wejust don’t leaveit at that. By puttingin
this provision 8(2), “with the permission of the Court, an accounting
organi zation’ sapplication may be made without noticeto the person
concerned” — the query is whether the court looking at this is
supposed to use the existing tests with respect to notice for ex parte
applications on an originating notice of motion or whether the
Legislature istrying to give them some different direction. 1 think,
frankly, it would be much cleaner to leave it out altogether because
this power already exists. By putting section 8(2) in, what youdois
you put the court in the difficult position of saying on an application
— the Legislature is presumed to take the law as it stands. The
Legislatureispresumed to know what the provisionsarein the Rules
of Court. So to make that provision, the Legislature must have
intended something different, Mr. Speaker, and it doesn’t tell us
what the criteria are going to be under which notice would be
waived.

Now, probably it's not going to happen very often, but it's
something that my eye was drawn to. If there’' s some good explana
tion, I'd be happy to hear it, but it just seems to me, with respect,
sloppy lawmaking to duplicate a power that already exists without
then putting in what that whole codeis. Soit’seither in accordance
with the Alberta Rules of Court or in some different direction, and
what would the circumstances be? Under the Rules of Court it's
clear. It'san extraordinary thing, because normally anybody who’s
affected is entitled as of right to notice.

| have that question. It's not a reason to vote against the bill,
because | understand it's enthusiastically supported by the three
professional organizations that are directly affected. Part of the
reason the bill ishereiswe also have aduty in terms of that broader
public interest to ask these questions, and I’'m looking forward to
some explanation.

With that, Mr. Speaker, | would move that we adjourn debate on
Bill 41 at thistime.

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Calgary-Buffalo
has moved that we adjourn debate on Bill 41. All thosein support
of thismotion, please say aye.

HON. MEMBERS: Aye.

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER: Those opposed, please say no. The
motion is carried.

head: Government Bills and Orders

head: Third Reading
4:10 (continued)
Bill 7

Alberta Health Carelnsurance
Amendment Act, 1999

[Adjourned debate May 6: Ms Leibovici]

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

MS LEIBOVICI: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. In the short time that |
have available this afternoon to address this very important bill, I'd
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like to reiterate the reasons that we are not in support of this bill.

One of the main ones—and the reason becomes alittle bit clearer
for the introduction of the bill —iswith regardsto the impact it will
have in ensuring that Alberta Health can behave like an American-
style HMO. The AMA quite rightly pointed out in their Contact
newsletter to MLAs that perhaps one of the goals of this particular
bill isto ensure that the minister would have the ability to make any
changesthat are required and to open up the door to American-style
health care. This is in fact what we have been fighting in this
Legislative Assembly these last couple of days, and we'll continue
that fight to ensure that private, for-profit health care does not have
afoothold in this province.

Thank you.

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

MS OLSEN: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. When we look at this bill
now, we can look at the direction it’staking. | ook at what the bill
does. It certainly gives the minister more power. He can reject the
physicians claims if the required information is not provided.
There's a penalty section here where he can fine the physicians
“$1000 for the first offence” and “$2000 for the 2nd and each
subsequent offence.” It allowstheminister of health something that
I’m not really happy about, and that’s to make regulations for any
meatter “the Minister considers necessary for the proper administra-
tion of the [public hedlth care] Plan.”

WEe' ve seen the comments by the Alberta Medical Association
regarding HMOs. HM Os and managed care are a huge problemin
theU.S. How that relatesto thishill, Mr. Speaker, isthat the whole
notion of the government having compulsory electronic billing, in
my view, is to ensure they have al the data available to them to
determine what particular treatmentsin the future could be insured.
Why they havethisisthat if you look at Bill 40, the Health Informa-
tion Act, peoplewill be ableto accessbilling recordsand all sorts of
information now. So compulsory electronic billing fallsnicely into
place when wereflect on the contents of the new Health Information
Act.

| believe it's the government’s intent to have this information
available to determine who is treating whom and for what and how
much it costs. The next step is that if it's costing too much, then
maybe we should deinsure that particular service. We should make
it one of those particul ar servicesthat’ snow deinsured so that one of
these nice little health facilities such as HRG and whatever elseis
going to come around. So we put it into their hands now, and they
can then perform the surgical service or whatever is needed. They
can perform all sorts of different treatments and procedures.

Lots of people say that the government doesn’t have a plan for
healthreform. | don't believeit’ shealth reformthey haveaplanfor;
| believe it's privatization. This bill falls nicely into that little
envelope asfar as|'m concerned. It's part of the overal plan, step
by step, legidation by legidation: let's amend whatever we can
towards private health care. So you amend all the legidation you
have. Bill 7isapart of that. | have some huge concerns about the
government’ s direction.

Also we know, Mr. Speaker, that we have the health minister
stating that Bill 7 alows the government to protect the Alberta
health careinsurance plan from administrative nightmares. Healso
says:

It alows government to protect Albertans from being required to
pay large sums of money out of pocket for extended periods of time
if physicians decideto bill patientsdirectly rather than submit claims
to Alberta Health.

Well, that just says something to me about this government. This
is the same government who's made access to hedth care very
difficult. It's the same government who sends bill collectors to the
doors of the unemployed when they don’t pay their health care
premium so that they can get this particular service from Alberta
hedlth care. | haven't bought into the fact that this government
really cares and that they’'re here to protect the citizens of the
province from what they would consider having to pay out large
amounts of money.

Well, they're going to create a system that’s going to require
peopleto take large amounts of money out of their pockets. What's
going to happen with the new proposal of the Premier isthat they're
going to be paying out more than they ever dreamed. That to meis
not protection. In fact, maybe | could just quote, if | could, Mr.
Spesker, from The Concise Oxford Dictionary. Protect means*keep
safe, defend, guard, (person or thing from or against danger, injury,
disadvantage).” That doesn’'t sound to me like something the
government isdoing in Bill 7. | think that’s just abit of a PR front,
and certainly it doesn’'t wash when it comes to the creation of the
new health care system that they want to design and fal into.

| also would suggest that the AMA isright when they alludeto the
fact that more problems will be created with this bill as opposed to
what exists now. [If you have 99 percent of your billing done
electronicaly, asit is, what is the problem? It begs the question:
why do we need thislegidation? Isthat 1 percent of billing that’s
donein this province of such huge concern that this government has
to get into that business of checking up on the doctors? | would
suggest that the doctors in this province have, for the most part,
served uswell. They'renot into fleecing their patients. The number
one issue for the doctors is the health and well-being of their
patients, preventative medicine. It’snot getting as much money out
of their pocketsasthey can. That'snot all doctors. Thereareafew.
However, most doctors are of that nature, and they don’t choose to
bill directly.

| think the broader issue of the American HMOs and managed
care has to be something that Albertans need to pay attention to
more often, because as we move into this privatized system that the
Premier has alluded to and is contracting out, that’s exactly what
we're going to see. We'll have health maintenance organizations
that only accept the best patients, that only take people with lots of
dough in their pockets. They create these little enclaves where
Doctor A only takes patients who are 25 years of age and under and
are very fit and athletic and who have a high aptitude and high 1Q,
as opposed to taking the patient who might have MS or a young
juvenilediabetes patient or some young mental health patient, where
lots more money is going to be spent looking after these folks.

4:20
I think the government has tried to pull the wool over the eyes of
Albertans long enough. | can’t believe that this is an actual quote

from the Premier, Mr. Speaker, and that’s from the MD-MLA
Contact of March 17. . .

Speaker’s Ruling
Third Reading Debate

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER: Hon. member. | would remind the hon.
member and all hon. members that we're now at the third reading
stage, which isn’t aramble over everything that ever could happen
under the sun. It deals with the bill and its contents. Now, there
may bealittlebit of broadening there, but that’ s where we should be
at the debate on third reading.

Debate Continued
MSOLSEN: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | would point out to you that
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what I'm quoting fromis directly related to Bill 7. | would refer to
thisquote, and let me know if | am out of order. The quote fromthe
Premier says: we'retrying to protect the public health [care] system
as we know it today, and if Bill 7 does not pass, our public health
care system will be destroyed.

Well, | beg your pardon, Mr. Speaker. Let’stalk about destroying
the public health care system. | think that’s an essentia ingredient
inthis particular piece of legislation, Bill 7, thefact that the Premier
thinks that if 1 percent of the people are billed on paper, not
electronicaly billed, it's going to destroy our hedth care system.
Let’'s give our heads a shake. That's not quite what's going to
happen. Maybe the Premier could ook at that again.

I would say to you, Mr. Speaker, that this is a matter of the
government again taking control of something, creating an issue
where there is no issue. | think they need to leave well enough
aone. | do not support thishill, and | do not believethat it'sin the
best interests of Albertans. The best interest of Albertansis public
health care. The best interest of Albertansisnot creating problems
through bringing in another bill that directsthe government towards
a private system, and that's what that bill does, as far as I'm
concerned.

Thank you.

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

MR. SAPERS: Thanks, Mr. Speaker. It's aways a pleasure to
follow my colleague from Edmonton-Norwood. | appreciate her
comments and also your concern that third reading debate would
somehow take us far afield in discussing all the concerns regarding
hedlth care. Wewouldn’t want to do that, not that there's ever been
ample time in this Chamber to discuss all of those concerns, but |
appreciatethat Bill 7 would not necessarily present that opportunity.

There' s been much reference made to Bill 7 in previous stages of
its passage through the House and to anewsl etter that was put out by
the Alberta Medical Association, adocument that’s called the MD-
MLA Contact sheet. Thedocument in question came out on March
17 of thisyear, so it’s getting to be afew months old. | was curious
to see what had happened. Had the AMA in fact followed aong on
the debate? Had there been some recognition of other concerns
through second reading, through the committee stage, fromwhenthe
House adjourned earlier this year? Had there been any reconcilia
tion between the government and the Medi cal Association regarding
their concerns as they pertained to Bill 7? So | asked some of the
physicians that | know, and | spoke to some of the people that |
know in health care administration.

Unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, the answer that | got wasn’t very
comforting. In fact, there has been no accommodation made of the
concerns. There has been no recognition of the validity or the
legitimacy of the concerns raised by the province's physicians as
they try to impress upon the government that there was no reason for
Bill 7 to exist, that the regulatory framework which governs
physician compensation right now isadequateto deal with just about
any issue that the government has mentioned asit’s been trying to
pursueBill 7. They'restill scratching their headscollectively, trying
to figure out why exactly the government is still so hell-bent and
determined to pursue Bill 7.

Thefact isthat when thishill first came out, we all thought it was
a negotiating stunt. We were convinced that in fact what the
government was doing was just positioning itself during that time
when the government had to sit down with the AMA and negotiate
the physician payment pool for the coming year or years. Once that
agreement had been reached, we were looking forward to Bill 7

being withdrawn by government, just being allowed to die, like so
many other pieces of health care legislation from that last session
werejust allowedtolapse. Inthe shadow of Bill 37 fromthe session
before, they were al destined for the same scrap heap, and we
thought that Bill 7 was going to end there aswell. But herewe are,
on the third day of what is destined to be one of the shortest fall
sessionson record from what we' re being told, being faced with Bill
7 and third reading debate. So thehill didn’t go theway of thedodo
bird.

MRS. SOETAERT: It should.

MR. SAPERS: Well, | won’t pursue that connection any further.

Mr. Speaker, there are seriousissuesthat exist, and my colleagues
from both Edmonton-Meadowlark and Edmonton-Norwood have
talked about some of those issues just this afternoon. Physician
payment is an ongoing concern, and Bill 7, which would amend the
section that talks about penalties and amend the section that would
talk about direct billing, comes at a time when the AMA and the
province of Alberta are supposed to be exploring just awhole host
of aternative payment mechanisms. It comes about at atime when
there are experiments in place, most notably the one down in
Crowfoot Village, a family practice in northeast Calgary, which is
an experiment in terms of how physicianswill . . .

MRS. NELSON: Northwest Calgary.

MR. SAPERS: Crowfoot Villagein northwest Calgary. I'msorry if
| misspoke myself.

It will talk about how physicians will organize themselves and
how physicians will then be compensated for the work that they
provide. The Crowfoot Villagefamily practice experiment isreally
onethat’s based on a capitation model. That meansthat a group of
physicians will get afixed amount of money for providing primary
care to afixed number of patients.

Now, there are some modifiers and variables in that, but that's
basically the way it's going to work. It's going to be evaluated to
see whether or not people received the care they were entitled to and
that they required and whether or not it was a burden on either the
public purse or on the physicians.

Thismodel alsoisreflected in ahealth maintenance model, where,
if welook at HM Osfrom around the globe and the experience there,
we can see that there are a number of concerns. There have been
some positiveresults; there have been somenegativeresults. Infact,
if you look south of the border — and by the way, I'll say just
parenthetically, Mr. Speaker, that this highlights some of the
concerns about privatized, two-tiered medicine. Some of the HMO
experiences in the States have been riddled with corruption and
fraud and other crimina acts. I’'m not for a minute suggesting that
that takes place in Alberta, but | think as we look at, again, the
climate in which Bill 7 lands in the middle of, we have to be
concerned. Why would the government be proceeding with this
legislative initiative while these other experiments and these other
issues are being explored? It seemsto methat it'sabit of aspoiler.
Y ou know, it'salittlebit of afly in the cintment, so to speak, when
we're dealing with the relationship between the government of
Albertaand the province's physicians.

Now, the relationship is not particularly a healthy or ahappy one
right now asitis, Mr. Speaker. The government, infact, hasalot to
account for when it comes to the position they have put doctorsin.
If you think back, the seeds for the ill will in the relationship
between the government of Albertaand the province’ sphysiciansgo
back at |east asfar asthe decision to formregional health authorities
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and denying physicians the ability to sit on those regional health
authorities. Doctors have been made to feel devalued, and doctors
have been made to feel that their opinions don’'t count. Physicians
have been made to feel that thereisan antiprofessiona climate, and
many physicians, in fact, have even left the province.

| want to talk about the relationship of Bill 7 and the physician
supply injust asecond. But beforel get to theissue of a shortage of
physicians, particularly in some areas of practice, | just want to
conclude this theme in terms of the relationship, the problems that
that presents. If Bill 7 becomes law, my thesisis that the relation-
ship will deteriorate even further, that there will be more acrimony
between the government of the province of Alberta and the physi-
ciansthat serve the people of the province of Alberta. That can’t be
good, and the government, of course, knows that, because when the
physicians decide to organize, as they have in the past on a couple
of notable occasions, they have direct impact. The physicians Tell
Me Where It Hurts campaign and other similar advertising cam-
paigns have been very impactful in terms of shaping public opinion
and influencing public policy. Why the government would want to
sort of keep on poking at this group is well beyond my powers of
analysis.

4:30

Now, the answer could be that the government’s opinion is that
the physicians somehow have gotten too big for their britches, that
they're too powerful, too wealthy, too well organized, that they
somehow represent an elite, and this government doesn’'t want to
cater to this group of individuals.

Wéll, if that isin fact what's motivating the government, if that's
the sentiment, if that’s their true belief about the province's physi-
cians, then they should probably put some further amendmentsinto
this act or others and say: well, the reason why we're doing this is
becausewe retrying to put doctorsin their place; let’ sjust be honest
about it; that’s really what this bill is al about, that’s what we're
trying to do because we just think that doctors have gotten too
uppity.

If in fact the government were to take that approach, then at |east
we could have an honest debate about the role of physiciansin the
province and the public policy that should bein placewhen it comes
to physician compensation and payment. But wedon’t seeit putinto
those terms, and we're just left to speculate as to what the real
motivationisin Bill 7.

Now, | mentioned, Mr. Speaker, that | wanted to talk alittle bit
about physician supply and the impact that Bill 7 may have. It's
interesting to notethat the Canadian Institute for Health Information
statistics show that the number of practising physiciansin Albertain
1998 was 4,762. This represents an increase of about 178 from
1993, inthat five-year comparison. The number of general practitio-
ners, however, in that same five-year period, between 1993-98,
actualy fell, decreased by 45. What this resultsin is that Alberta
has 162 active physicians per 100,000 population today compared
with about 170 per 100,000 in'93. If this current trend continues,
projections are that this number will drop to 133 per 100,000 by the
year 2019, which | think isabout the same year that the Premier and
the Treasurer were specul ating, for some reason, would be about the
time we would eliminate provincial income tax in the province of
Alberta. So maybethey’ rea so specul ating about eliminating family
practice medicinein the province of Alberta, becausethat’ swhat the
statistics show.

Now, you may be asking: well, what does Bill 7 and restricting
physician billing have to do with physician supply? Most Albertans
receive most of their primary medical carefromthefamily physician
of their choicein that physician’ sclinic. Theaveragedollar volume

of services provided is somewherein the order of $200 or $300. So
what that meansisthat on average an Albertan will go and visit their
physician in that physician’s clinic and the system will be billed
about $200 or $300 per Albertan over the course of theyear. So if
it's $210, let’s say, that represents maybe 10 general visits to that
doctor’s office. If there's any other kind of procedure that's
involved, of course it could represent significantly less than 10
visits.

Right now if you are in amost any area of this province and
you're a newcomer to the province and you try to find a family
doctor for you and your family asanew resident of Alberta, you will
be sent from pillar to post. You will be forced to shop around quite
abit. There are many, many practices right now that have closed
practices, that aren’t taking any more patients on, that aren’t taking
any more families on, and there are many family practice physicians
who are nearing retirement age and who find themselves unable to
sell their practicesto young doctors who want to establish apractice
or comeinto an area. Part of the explanation that’s been provided
to me—and | have asked dl over thisprovince, Mr. Speaker —isthat
the climate in which a family practice physician is now forced to
practice is just not worth it. It's not worth the headaches, the
hassles, and the palitics. It'sjust not worth it.

What we find is that in one of the critical areas of primary care,
which can in fact save us lots of money — primary care family
practice physicians are often thefirst stop that an Albertan will make
in terms of health maintenance or illness prevention or to regain
wellness. Thosefolksdo areally good job of providing care quickly
and often saving the need for much more expensive intervention
down theroad. So I’m very concerned that what Bill 7 presentsis
another argument that these family practice doctors will muster and
say: “ See; there’ s another example of this negative climate. Here's
another example of the government misunderstanding the business
and the practise of medicine in the province of Alberta. Here's
another example of us being made to feel belittled as a profession
and asindividuals and devalued as a profession and asindividuals.”
I think thiswill just make this physician shortage, that is very red,
al theworse.

I have not heard from the government a single comment, other
than someof therather rudeinterventionscoming during thisdebate,
that talks about the necessity for Bill 7, that talks about the solid
rationale, that talks about the consultation, that points to examples
in other jurisdictions about how similar kinds of controls have
benefited the taxpayer or have saved the system any money. |
haven't heard aword of that, and I'll make this fearless prediction,
Mr. Speaker: this debate will conclude and there still will not be a
word uttered from the government side on any of those issues that
would add any substance to their claims surrounding the necessity
for Bill 7.

Mr. Speaker, the right thing for the government to do, of course,
would beto let Bill 7 just disappear. They don’t seemto beinclined
to dothat, but | find it just as difficult asit was for me to support at
earlier stages at this its terminal stage, and | truly wish it were
terminal. At thisitsfinal stagel find it still very difficult to support.
| certainly hope that some member of the government, preferably a
front bench member, somebody we can truly say speaks for the
government, will stand up and provide the robust defence for this
bill that they believe it deserves, but | won’t hold my breath.

Thank you.

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

DR. MASSEY: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | appreciate the opportu-
nity to make some comments about this bill asit proceeds through
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third reading. At third reading the obligation is to ask questions
about the content of the bill, and there are anumber of questionsthat
| think still remain unanswered. | guess the major question and the
point that a number of people have tried to make during the
committee stage and second reading of thebill isto question how the
bill furthers the interests of those that are using the health care
insurance system; that is, what is the effect on patients and, equally
important, what is the effect on medical doctors and those practitio-
ners who have to use the health care system on adaily basis?

During second reading and the committee stage of the bill a
number of questions were asked about those specific issues, and as
we're all aware, the Medical Association has been very, very voca
in their opposition to Bill 7. They’ve raised a number of points,
along with others, that | think still deserve answers from the
government. | would be reluctant for the bill to proceed until they
had received those answers.

4:40

One of the things that we find curious, | guess, in this caseisthe
lack of consultation with the physicians on Bill 7. 1 think it's
curious that this piece of legidation, Bill 7, should proceed asit has
to third reading, the objections from physicians having been heard
that there wasn’t opportunity taken to meet with the physicians and
seeif some compromise or some changes could be made that would
make the bill acceptable to these major users. It does stand in
contrast to the government’ s actions with other professions. | think
of the work that the government did when they introduced the
performanceincentive programin theeducation department and how
the outcry from the profession at that time resulted in the govern-
ment working with the profession and some other interested
associations, withdrawing thebill and attempting to work with those
groups to come up with a better plan. It seems strange that that
really good model was not followed with Bill 7.

Oneof the concerns, of course, isthat the provisionsof thebill are
part of the negotiations between the Medical Association and the
government. | think that if that is the case — and | noted the
comments when the minister was talking about Bill 7 that have led
to these suspicions. He said at the time:

Bill 7 alows the government to protect the Alberta health care
insurance plan from the administrative nightmare that quite frankly
would be created should large numbers of claims be submitted on
paper, either directly by physiciansor by their customers, rather than
electronically.
So he' sraising some fears about the actions of physiciansthat seem
to have their roots in the previous negotiations that have gone on
between the physicians and the government. As such, | wonder if
those fears should be acomponent of Bill 7. | suspect the answer to
that isno. It'sunfortunate that it has been interpreted by physicians
and others who have read the bill that this is the case, that thisis
really abill aimed at influencing and controlling negotiations rather
than an attempt to make the use of the health care insurance system
easier on the part of the users and the physicians who deliver
services. The concern | think is one that still has to be addressed.

A further question at third reading of thebill is: havethe objections
to the bill that have been raised at the committee level and at second
reading of the bill been resolved? | know that theanswer isno. The
bill appears in the form it came to us originaly, and | think the
objections that were raised were at least four. One is that the bill
adds to the regulations now in place that constrain professional
practice. Thatis, instead of moving away from regulating theactions
of physicians, it attempts to further control their actionsin an area
that most other professionalsdon’t havetoface. Again, that fear was
raised and has been a concern. It was outlined by the medical
professionin their newsl etter to members, and again the government

has chosen not to addressit, which | think isreally quiteunfortunate.

A second objection that was raised isthat it increases the amount
of red tape, that it again makes some more rules governing how
physicians and government should relate to each other in their
business dealings. The government | think has worked hard in the
last five or six years to reduce the number of regulations, to assure
businessesthat they areinterested in freeing up dealings and making
it easier for people to work with the government through their
business dedlings. This bill seems to fly in the face of those
provisions by adding further constraints and further restrictions
through regulation as to what physicians may do.

A third concern has been the worry that the provisions of the hill
could result in the patient/doctor relationship being interfered with.
Again, we'reat third reading and that worry has not been addressed.
Again, it's unfortunate, because physicians are expected to work
with awide variety of patients under a wide variety of conditions.
I think anything that interferes with that relationship is something
that should belooked at with agreat deal of careand concern for the
future.

A fourth concern, and again it goes back to my original concern
about consultation. The minister, again in commenting on the hill,
made a rather curious statement. He said, “I am prepared to
personally commit that government will consult with affected
stakeholders.” Againit’'sstrange, yes, as| indicated before, that that
consultation didn’t take place prior to the bill or while the bill was
in second reading and committee and there were many opportunities
to have that consultation take place. It seemsto be arather curious
way to formulate and then introduce legislation. | would dare guess
that with 95 percent of the bills that are introduced in our Legisla
ture, there has been at least some cursory attempt to talk to the
groups that are going to be involved and the stakeholders, certainly
on something as sensitive as hedth care, which has been under
intense pressure. So you would have thought this would have been
a prerequisite and not an add-on after the hill, the legislation, has
been approved.

I think I"m about ready to conclude my remarks about this, and |
would like to conclude with something that | do find quite astound-
ing. That was the minister’s admission that

in summary, there are no substantive provisions in Bill 7. The

substance will come in the regulations to be developed under the

authority of Bill 7, and with the passage of Bill 7.. . .
That is realy, for a minister of the Crown, quite an astounding
remark, that there’s no substance in this bill: I want you to pass it,
and then I’m going to make up some regulations that will put the
substance together. | wonder, when he made those comments, if he
had really thought through how untenabl e that position seemsto be
in terms of presenting good legisiation to this Legislature, good
public policy that can be debated.

With those comments, Mr. Speaker, I'll conclude. Thank you.

[The Speaker in the chair]

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

4:50

MRS. SOETAERT: Thiswill be good. Thank you very much, Mr.
Speaker. It's nice to know that other Members of the Legidative
Assembly are anxious to hear my comments on final reading of Bill
7 always.

I’ ve got to tell you that during second reading and third reading
maybe we weren’t as vigilant as we should’' ve been. Herewe arein
third reading, and maybe with al the bills that come in the spring
and all the lack of information that we get beforehand, et cetera,
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maybe we should’ ve held this up in committee. Maybe we should
have, but there were so many things coming in that, thankfully, we
caught it by third reading.

| have some real concerns about this bill, and | know it was held
over to the fall in hopes that maybe the minister would talk to a
doctor or two about thisbill. Asit turned out, | don’t think he did,
because one of the grave concerns the doctors have is that they
haven't been consulted. That probably by definition means talked
to, visited with, shared ideas. But they didn’t do that, so | find that
disappointing. | would expect that if something were going to
happen to change the rules of this Assembly or what MLAs can and
cannot do or who they talk to, et cetera, that would be discussed
first. But we see here, with this Health Care Insurance Amendment
Act, that no, they weren’t talked to, not even alittle cup of coffeeto
share some ideas, not even a chance to express their concerns.

However, | am sure most MLASsreceived their mail, and I’ m sure
they al readit. It wasthat MD-MLA Contact. | certainly got it, and
I know other members of my caucus did. There were quite a few
concerns expressed in that. Now, I’'m surprised that the minister
hasn’t responded to those, so I’ m thinking: then why are we passing
this bill now? To me it must be an issue of power and control.
We're not going to pass it, we hope. We're certainly not going to
alow it to go through quickly. [interjections] No, it’'s the truth.
There were other bills that went through quickly in this Assembly
because we agreed with them. With one | was hoping that | could
be godmother to a sponsor’s new child if we passed it quickly, but
that didn’t come to be. Despite that disappointment it passed
anyway but because that interest group was consulted, talked to,
chatted with.

But that didn’t happen for the doctorsin this province. No. No
time for alittle chat, cup of coffee, consultation with them. No. No
time for the people who are absolutely essential in our health care
system. No. It'san issue of power and control. Funny; | bet they
consulted the doctorswho arereally interested in private health care.
Bet they did. Contracting out. Bet they did. Bet they had a good
old chat with them. Maybe it was more than coffee. Maybe there
wasacrumpet with it. But you know what, Mr. Speaker? | am very
disappointed with the lack of consultation with this bill.

Just a reminder of concerns about Bill 7, and | think these are
valid concerns. They're giving Alberta Health the power to tell
physicians how they must deal with their patients when billing for
medically insured services. Of course it worries me when we talk
about insured services because there are lots that could be deinsured
if aminister or a department felt like time for a change. So that
concerns me.

Why would this government care if a few physicians didn’t bill
electronicaly? That was one of their tools for bargaining, so we
take away a bargaining chip. That'sthereal deal here, an issue of
power and control again. Most disappointing. So that's the real
agenda of this bill, an empty bill based on power and control with
regulationsto follow. A disappointing piece of legislation.

Let’s look at a couple of other concerns that have come to the
attention of the— | know that al the members of the Assembly, and
disappointingly so, are not standing in here and saying: | got that
|etter too; | share their concerns; | talked with the local doctor. But
maybe that didn’t happen. Maybe they can’t share that information
with us.

Here' sanother concern. Probably 1 percent of claimsincluded for
services in Alberta require paper documentation, probably only 1
percent, so the whole idea of eliminating this isn't an issue. It
doesn’t happen. So why are we putting in this legislation? Power
and control. It would be interesting. Would the government tell a
retailer that they can’t submit their bill any way they like? | don’t
think so, but we do that to doctors.

| want to say that in fact | had callsfrom many of my local doctors
expressing concern about Bill 7 and saying: | hope you’ re speaking
and expressing our concern, and | hope you will work to stop it until
they've addressed the issues. Instead, we see a lack of response
from the government. [interjection] Oh, the Member for Cypress-
Medicine Hat lovesto enter debatewhen I’ m speaking, Mr. Speaker,
but of course, | won't acknowledge that. | will continue to speak to
Bill 7.

Y ou know, we expect physicians to deal with al kinds of things.
They say that probably 10 percent of patients don’t even havevalid
health care cards, but Alberta Health does not have a process by
which physicians can immediately verify the status of patients. No,
that’s not a priority but controlling how doctors hill is.

Now, you know what's interesting? This is a government that
talks about getting rid of red tape and getting rid of bureaucracy, yet
thiswon't help that. Thiswon’t help that. That'sodd to me, and to
meit kind of interfereswith the doctor/patient relationship. 1t does.
| think the government has no place in that relationship.

If Bill 7isn’t going to solve a problem except for the power and
control and negotiating chip that the government will have, maybe
it's going to create more problems than the government is really
going to like. Have they thought about that? Isit going to create
more problems?

| actually didn’t realize much about the American system until
lately. We've had to do a little bit of research on it on several
different levels: on the two-tiered system they have, which is
knocking at the doors of Albertabecause of this government, and on
what HMOs are. They are health maintenance organizations.
They’'ve been criticized in the States for putting profits before
quality care and dictating how physicians must practise. Do we
want that in Alberta? | guess some people on the other side of the
House do. | certainly don't.

It says that Alberta health care can impose “other matters the
Minister considers necessary for the proper administration of the
Plan.” Then the government is saying: do as we say, or we won't
pay. That'savery imposing statement, “ considers necessary for the
proper administration of the Plan.” So are we going to say, “If you
don’t do this, we won't pay you”? |sthat not once again a power
and control issue rather than a co-operative one, rather than a
consultative one? This government is great at having summits and
roundtables, et cetera, et cetera, and trying to get people involved,
but in this one, atota disregard of that. | mean, this bill was news
to doctors. They didn’'t know it was coming. They didn’t know it
was here. They hadn’t been talked to about it. Doesn’t anybody
have any regret about that or feel alittle bit guilty about not even
talking to them first? Maybe guilt is something | was raised with
more than others.

5:00

Y ou know, Mr. Speaker, how about a second thought about it?
Isn’'t there anybody that said to the minister: didn’t you talk to the
docsabout this? My doctor and other doctorsin my constituency are
caling me. Didn’t you talk to them? You'll say: well, no, because
we want more bargaining power over them, so that’s why we're
doing this. Did the rest of the Assembly just say: well, okay then?
I think that when you represent your constituency, included in that
are the medical doctors, and they have a right to know what
legislation is going to affect them. 'Y ou would think that you would
cal or talk to a doctor just to say thisis happening. But, no, that
didn’t happen.

I’'mreally concerned about this. The government saysthat thisis
part of health restructuring, so health restructuring now meansatwo-
tiered contracting out, a private system, where we don’t consult
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doctors. That's hedlth restructuring in Alberta. | have some
concerns about that.

| don’t think this bill will serve Albertans. It won't serve the
doctors who are asked to deliver so many things in our medical
system. It will serve a minister of health who wants another
bargaining chip, and | think that’s a poor reason to support it.

Weget totheissue of regulations. Theminister says: well, it’ snot
much of ahill, but the regulations are following. Well, here goes.
Regulations can change at a whim. Not that I'm saying that that
minister of health won’t make good regulations, but who's to say
he'll always stay there? Who's to say he'll always be the minister
of health? Y ou know, there arelots of people jumping for that front
row, and they may not be as trustworthy — I’ m sure they would bein
this Assembly. But onewould question: would the next minister of
health be as considerate to theseissues or consider them prioritiesor
even care about them? You know, | have real concerns over
regulations. | realizein some instances we need regulations or hills
would be tremendoudly tedious. But to have abill that saysit does
nothing but wait for theregul ations: you’ ve got to wonder about that
one, Mr. Speaker, because | certainly do.

I’m near concluding my statements, which | know will disappoint.
You like my voice, my dulcet tones, | know, but | havetosay . ..

DR. TAYLOR: More. More.

MRS. SOETAERT: They want more, so | have afew more points|
will make.

| guess I'd ask the question, speaking to third reading: does the
minister not trust the medical profession? Does he not trust them?
Isthat the point? Maybe that is his point, because | would think he
would have the common courtesy to at least discuss with them what
is happening that will affect them.

I will conclude my remarks on Bill 7, Mr. Speaker. I'm very
concerned about it. | think what we have hereis an issue of power
and control, a bargaining chip for the government, a disregard for
our doctors, and definitely an opening here for private health care
providers. Isn't that sad? Those people get consulted al the time,
but the people who are delivering the publicly funded system don’t
get consulted. A sad statement of affairsin Alberta, Mr. Speaker.

I have grave concerns about Bill 7. 1'm not in favour of passing
the bill at third reading. | openly stated my concerns at the begin-
ning, that we thought maybe the minister would make it stronger or
get rid of it in Committee of the Whole, but now herewe are at third
reading and disappointed with the lack of commitment from the
minister to work at it from the spring session to the fall session.
He' shad quite alengthy chanceto consult with people, to changeit,
topull it. Itisn’tlikeit’simportant legislation that hasto go through
today in order to ban riding in the back of a pickup truck or impor-
tant legislation that would affect the stock market. No, thisisahbill
that is not necessary. It's not needed, and it’s not agood bill. So |
would ask the minister and his colleagues to seriously think about
tabling thisand reconsideringit. Itisnot abill worth passinginthis
Legidature.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

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

DR. PANNU: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | riseto speak very briefly
on Bill 7 in its third reading, the Alberta Health Care Insurance
Amendment Act, 1999. Thishill isdesigned to provide the minister
with the authority through regulation —and | want to emphasizethis:
through regulation — to ban direct billing of patients for services
covered by the Alberta health care insurance plan. Furthermore, it

authorizes the minister to require that al such hilling be done
electronically rather than manually.

We arein third reading, and the thing that | find most objection-
able about this bill are the regulatory powers that the minister is
seeking from the Legidature. In other words, it's asking this
Legidature to give its power away to legisate a power which
legitimately lieswiththisLegislature. | find thismost objectionable.
We' refinding more and more pieces of proposed | egislation coming
before this Assembly that are designed to take the powers of this
Legislature away and put them in the hands of the executive, and |
don't think that's the right thing to do. That's something that |
cannot support.

If the minister had been up front and put in the legidation itself
the mechani sms through which he would want to ban direct billing
of patients, | would have supported it because | think banning direct
billing of patientsisagood thing, and | know that avast mgjority of
doctors don’t necessarily support direct billing.

They are, however, concerned about the way the present billing
and payout system doesn’'t work, and that’s why they want to have
the option before them. So in my view what the minister needed to
do was to seriously address the genuine concerns of doctors who
experienceunexplained, undue, unreasonabl edel aysin paymentsfor
the services that they render day in and day out to Albertansin our
emergency rooms, intheir clinics, intheir offices. There' snoreason
that the government should not address this concern of the doctors
for on-time payments for the work that they do.

The process through which thisbill has come before usis another
issuethat | take objection to. Doctors—and the Premier recognized
it the other day —are highly educated professionals. They spend lots
of timein colleges and universities, many years to get training, and
then they get the licence to practise. Why don’t we consult them?
Why isit that when we bring in legislation that has direct impact on
their work, on their ability to provide service and to seek compensa-
tion for it, this government is not willing to consult with them?
Consulting in advance of bringing legislation into this Chamber is
important. It's also a sign of showing due respect for al stake-
holders in the system, and doctors are a very important set of
stakeholders. To deny them the opportunity to be consulted shows
disrespect for an important player in our medicare system. So |
think the doctorsarerightly angry about thishill, are opposed to the
processand reject that processwhich excludesthemfrom proper and
serious and genuine consultation.

5:10

Why isthis consultation not there? Why isthere adisinclination
on the part of the minister and this government to show respect that
is due to the doctors in the process of preparing this bill? Well, |
guessit clearly isamatter of, | suppose, control. Y ou quote adoctor
when you want to justify privatization of health care, and you
recognize and acknowledge how a doctor from Ontario would like
to see Alberta proceed with privatization, but when it comesto real
consultation with doctors, we simply ignore them.

[The Deputy Speaker in the chair]

Then this government wants to control them. The government
wants to exercise its executive power to exclude doctors from the
process of consultation, and | don’t think that is right.

The minister tried to sneak this bill through the Legislature last
spring beforeit caught the attention of the AlbertaMedical Associa-
tion. The minister’s approach, obviously, was|ess than straightfor-
ward and somewhat dishonest, in my view. Well, the Alberta
Medical Association did notice that this bill was coming through,
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and that’s the reason that the bill was held over until thefall. The
doctors, for theright reasons| think, put up astrong oppositiontoit.
During the summer the New Democrat opposition had the opportu-
nity to discuss this bill further with representatives of the Alberta
Medical Association. While we have agreed to disagree with the
AMA over alegislative ban ondirect billing—and | understand their
reasons why they want this, because this present system doesn’t
work — we do believe that the AMA has some very legitimate
concerns about the way the current billing system and the payout
system works and doesn’t work.

Their concerns include unacceptably long delays in making
payments to physicians, particularly those who work in the emer-
gency roomservices. Clearly, if you areto movethe systemtowards
electronic billing, these problems must first be corrected, and | don’t
seewhy this bill should be rushed through before such time asthose
problems that we find in the existing system that put doctors in
difficulty and disadvantage are corrected and attended to.

Doctors, in my view, deserve our attention, deserve to be con-
sulted. Unlike the Premier’s claim that the doctors are driven only
by the pecuniary motive, that they are into this business of making
money, | think most doctors are committed to the provision of this
very essential service, and for that, they deserve our respect. It'sthe
service motive that drives most doctors, not the pursuit of money.

So | would say, Mr. Speaker, that we should recognize and
acknowledgethevery important contribution that doctorsmake. We
should consult them seriously. We should bring them into the
process and change this bill to meet their concerns before we rush
this bill through the Legislature.

Secondly, we think the ban on direct hilling is the right thing to
do, but why leaveit to the regulations? Bring it beforethis Legisla-
ture. Bringit asthe centre part of thelegislation. Then we can have
adebate on that asto what exactly the government meansby it, what
the minister wants to do, so that the ban on direct billing should be
done through legislation rather than by regulation.

If aban on direct billing is desirable — and in our judgment it is
desirable — why not be up front about it and write it into the
legislation, as was done with Bill 21 last year? Asyou will recall,
Bill 21 clarified rules around doctors opting out of the public health
care system. However, those rules are clearly laid out in the
legisation itself. In Bill 7 these matters are left to the minister’s
discretion through regulation, and frankly | don’t want toleavethese
matters to the discretion of the minister. They should be within our
purview. We should be making those decisions and judgments.

Mr. Speaker, one could go on talking about this bill. | think the
primary concern that | have isits arbitrary nature, in that it doesn’t
consult doctors, and that prevents the government from having to
address the real issues in terms of delays in payments to doctors.
The second thing is the regulatory powers that the minister is
seeking through it, which | cannot stand up and vote for in this
Legidature.

Therefore, | will ask the minister to withdraw the bill at this
moment, engage in consultation with the AMA, take out those
regulatory powersthat you' re seeking, and put substancein thisbill
and bring it back to us so that we can look at what's in the bill and
then give him the powers to proceed with it or not.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

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

DR. NICOL: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | get up this afternoon to
speak to third reading of Bill 7. It'sabill that | guesswhen you look
at the title on the surface of it talks about some changes that are
going to be made in the process of billing under our public health
care insurance program.

When you start to look at the little clauses that come up in there,
because now thisisall going to be effectively part of the legislation
as we proceed further, | guess something troubles me alittle bit in
the sensethat in many caseswhen two parties enter into agreements,
there’sarea part of that negotiation that deals with the process of
payment, the timeliness of payment, the responsibility of payment.
All of these things are part of the negotiation that goes on in the
context of how two open, up-front agents enter into an agreement
with each other. But what we're saying here is that we're going to
put into legidlation awhole bunch of processes and put into regula-
tion, which is even worse than legidlation because it can be changed
without public debate, the context under which doctors can bill for
the services provided under the Alberta Health Insurance Act.

What we end up with, then, is that the ability of the physiciansin
Albertato dea with the different aspects and the different risks that
are associated with providing those servicesto Albertans, to include
that in their negotiations with the province is being taken out,
because it'll be built into the regulations that are going to be
forthcoming from the minister if this bill is successful in getting
Royal Assent and approval. So what we've got there to me is
essentially alegislated guideline on things that should be negotiated
between two parties.

Welook at it in acouple of different areas that really bring about
somequestions. It’stheideathat basically we' ve heard on anumber
of occasions from the government side that the physician will under
no circumstances be allowed to deny service. So if | comein and
ask for adoctor and | show them no card or even an out-of-date card
or say | left it at home, they provide a service because they can’t
deny it according to the debate that we' ve had associated with this
bill: there will be no denia of service by a physician. So every
Albertan has to have the opportunity to be given those services.

Then the physician, through the process, submits that to Alberta
Hedlth, and all of a sudden we find out that some condition in here
has been violated. Whether it means they’ve given service to a
person without a proper, valid health care number, whether that
means that they’ve not followed the right procedures, that they've
left out oneform or another or not filled out aform correctly, or that
they didn’t give the appropriate tests or maybe they gave one too
many tests associated with a bundled procedure, they're going to
find that that claim is now going to be denied by Alberta Health.

5:20

So what happens? It aso saysin here that aphysician cannot bill
directly. They cannot collect for that service from Alberta Health.
They can’t bill the patient directly. In other words, what we' ve got
isasituation where whenever there’ sa conflict that arises, all of the
cost and al of the risk associated with the transaction when a
physician provides uswith medical care—the physician assumesall
of the risk associated with the financial aspects of that treatment.

Mr. Spesker, | would suggest that if wetruly have apublic health
care system, the public is the one that should be assuming the fina
risk. We' reaskingtoo much of our physicians, especially physicians
who work in some of the areas of the province or in some of the
clinicsinthe provincethat have ahigher proportion of their patients
who might happen not to have valid cards or may not follow the
normal procedures or have complications that do not fit into the
normal treatment process defined for a particular request by that
patient.

| guessthat’ sthe concern that really hitshomewhen you deal with
theimplications of thishill. | know that all of thelittle proper words
areintheretalking about consultation and all of the proper wordsare
used that talk about theideathat we' re going to be making sure that
good health care is provided to Albertans and that physicians are
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going to belooked after through their negotiations, but in effect this
puts al of the burden and all of the risk onto those physicians who
are going to provide those services.

In the next part the bill provides basically an open-ended ability
for the minister to develop regulations that are associated with the
collection of fees or the payment for services by AlbertaHealth and
on behalf of the doctor. | guess to me what you find here is that
effectively when the government gets into a period of negotiation
with the physicians over services, over fee schedules, over any other
set of conditions, if they find that negotiationsaren’t progressing the
way they could, that negotiations are being diverted into something
other than the direct dollar value of a service, the minister is going
to have the option through executive order to comein and add to or
change the regulations that are there without public debate and,
therefore, change the conditions under which those negotiations can
be carried out.

I guess what | would like to have seen in here if we're going to
have this kind of a bill is that we should have a bill that basically
puts a degree of certainty into it so that all of the parties involved
can be sure that in the middle of negotiations, in the middle of a
contract, in the middle of a period when they think they have a
contract and all of a sudden the regulations change — how can that,
then, beincluded or be built into the operation and the handling of
our health care system by our physicians?

I guess the thing that we see here is that we can also have
regulations, especially under thefinal condition, which provides*“for
any other matters the Minister considers necessary for the proper
administration of the Plan.” How broadly are we going to see these
regulations apply? Isit going to be that the minister through that
provision can start providing for flat fees and bundled services for
particular activitiesso that if acomplication arises, the complication
treatment falls back onto the physician offering that care?

Thisisthekind of thing that we' ve got to be sure doesn’t happen
within the context of that open-ended |ast provision (d) that they're
adding to the section of the bill. We're going to end up with
essentially any opportunity for the minister to come along and say:
well, let’s change this; you're now going to hill it in thisway. It's
going to effectively, then, get into a situation where we'll have
situations of the uncertainty continuing to increase on behalf of our
physicians.

I guess the extra thing that comes in there is that as these regula-
tions get out, what kind of additional support can a physician
provide to a patient? Are they going to be allowed under this as
well, or will that be excluded through the regulations? That kind of
behind-the-scenes power to one person that existsin anegotiation to
me is overburdensome and is not in the spirit of agood, democratic
process, wherewe believe in the aspects of free enterprise, wherethe
give-and-take of negotiation is one of the critical parts of trying to

evaluate and define whether or not wetruly havethe best pricethat’s
available for the provision of a service. What we're effectively
saying here is that al the power in determining how this billing
process is going to go and what negotiations can go on with the
physiciansis going to be in the hands of the minister of health.

| guess one other thing that 1'd like to just deal with before we
concludeistheideathat there are alot of cases—and | know | do it
quite often, Mr. Speaker, when | go out, especially when I'm at
home on the farm. Y ou know, you have no hedlth care card with
you. If you're in an accident, what happens when you get to the
hospital? They’re not going deny it, but how can they be sure that
we' retruly qualified to get the treatments under thisespecially when
we're away from our home community, when the doctors don't
know us, the health providers don’t know us? There's uncertainty
there, and effectively what we're going to end up with is a system
here again where the doctor, if he or she is cautious or concerned
about whether or not this individual that the treatment is being
provided to has a valid Alberta health care card — there could be
delaysin serviceswhile they check it out.

That’s one of the things that we're going to have to make sure
doesn't happen, because timeliness, especially in emergency
situations, is so important, and if that's going to be there, will
doctors have access to Alberta Health records to determine who has
valid health care numbers? If that's going to be there, how are we
going to protect the privacy of our health care system, if people can
call up, look in, and get clearance and get information on our health
care through arequest to find out whether or not we have avalid
health care number? So | guessin essence what we'relooking at is
an option here to really open the system up and to create some
uncertainty in this.

Mr. Speaker, that's about all | had to say on this. | think that
we' ve got to look at thisin the context of how it improves our health
care system, and | don’t see that as being something that | feel
comfortable with inthisbill. So | hope everybody will vote against
it.

Mr. Speaker, from the sounds that are going on, | would just like
to adjourn the debate on the bill as| conclude my comments. Thank
you.

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Lethbridge-East
has moved that we adjourn debate on the bill at thistime. All those
in support of this motion, please say aye.

HON. MEMBERS: Aye.

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER: Those opposed, please say no.

[The Assembly adjourned at 5:29 p.m.]
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