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[Mrs. Gordon in the chair]

THE ACTING SPEAKER: Please be seated.

head:  Government Bills and Orders
head:  Second Reading

Bill 18
Alberta Personal Income Tax Act

[Adjourned debate May 1: Mr. Magnus]

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

MR. DICKSON: Thank you very much, Madam Speaker.  I’m
pleased to be able to speak to Bill 18, the Alberta Personal Income
Tax Act.  I’d start off by saying that every year I typically do an
annual report to constituents, and just a few weeks ago I’d sent out
about 25,000 copies of this annual report to the residents who live in
downtown Calgary.  What typically happens is that I highlight some
of the legislation being debated and encourage feedback either
directly or through the web site at www.garydickson.ab.ca.  It’s
useful because then when I roll into this place to speak to a bill such
as Bill 18, the Personal Income Tax Act, you have a sense of at least
what some of your constituents are feeling, thinking, believing with
respect to that legislation.  What I wanted to do was share some of
that feedback that I have received with respect to Bill 18.

Now, I’d also asked a series of questions, and I do this every year.
It’s fascinating because constituents respond.  They e-mail and fax
and phone.  Sometimes they come into the office.  They’ll tear off
part of the annual report and fill it in with some comments, Madam
Speaker, in terms of the things they thought were particularly
important.

I think I might stop and make the general observation that, you
know, in its own way Bill 18 has as much public interest and
concern as we’ve seen registered around Bill 11.

MR. DUNFORD: Crank it up.

MR. DICKSON: I’m receiving some terrific encouragement from
the Member for Lethbridge-West.  He encourages me to “crank it
up,” Madam Speaker.  I was going to make this a very low-key
presentation, and in fact I was planning on trying to strip this
commentary of as much hyperbole as I can possibly shed and focus
on the concerns of residents in Calgary-Buffalo.  I’m going to
continue to do that.  As much as I’m encouraged by the Member for
Lethbridge-West to take off, I’m going to try and focus on those
concerns I’ve heard.

The concerns I’ve heard from residents in Calgary-Buffalo that
have chosen to respond are, as is always the case, a variety of
perspectives and opinions, but those who have chosen to respond on
the flat tax have said, if not unanimously at least in overwhelming
numbers, Madam Speaker, that they are very much concerned with
the notion of a flat tax.  They understand – and this is what they tell
me – that what you’re doing is shifting the tax burden to lower
income Albertans.  There are some people at the very bottom end in
terms of income who arguably are going to see an increased
exemption and some benefit, and that’s true.  I think of all those
middle-income Albertans who stand to get some tax relief, but the
tax relief is a fraction of what it would be for somebody in a higher
income bracket.

Madam Speaker, I regret that I don’t have with me – I’ll find it for
later debate on this bill – the actual text of the analysis I did for
constituents.  I went through and said, given different incomes, what
your tax saving would be.  I think people have responded in a very
strong way by saying that with this single-tax system, the flat-tax
system, they see there’s something about it that is radically different
from the system of taxation we’ve understood in this country.  They
understand that sometimes in the rush to adopt things that seem to be
simpler and in the rush to adopt things that just seem to be less
complicated, you sometimes work substantial injustices to signifi-
cant groups of citizens, and that clearly will be the case, in my
opinion, with Bill 18 if it proceeds unchanged.

The bill also tells us a couple of other things.  Maybe I’ll make
this observation now because we are dealing with the principle of the
bill and so many of my concerns are going to relate to some of the
minutiae and some of the specific sections and subsections in the act.
What I’d like to do is recognize that in Bill 18 what we’re doing in
effect is saying to an awful lot of Albertans, a lot of middle-income
Albertans, that you haven’t been paying a big enough share, that
those wealthy entrepreneurs, the people who are making incomes in
excess of $150,000, need a break, that they’ve just been carrying too
much of the burden.  Now, I don’t know about you, Madam Speaker,
but I think this government spends too much time worrying about
people who have incomes close to and exceeding $200,000 a year
and far too little time worrying about those Albertans that are
managing on incomes somewhere between $30,000 and $70,000 a
year in terms of family income.  [interjections]

Madam Speaker, I see there are some government members that
are offering some advice from their seats.  I’m always interested in
learning more about the machinations of the government caucus in
terms of how they review these bills.  All I’m left with is the bill
that’s produced from this process at the end, and when I have
questions about it, some of those questions are about the process.
You start wondering who had input into this.  I mean, who are you
listening to?  It’s a lot like Bill 11.  You see a bill that is not going
to advantage the vast number of Albertans, and you say: why is this
bill coming forward?  You say to the government: who are you
listening to; who’s driving the agenda?  There’s a suspicion that the
same people that would drive the agenda on Bill 11 are now
apparently working hard behind the scenes to promote Bill 18, this
new flat-tax regime.  So I’ve got those kinds of initial concerns in
terms of reviewing this.

What’s going to happen is that in the 2000 tax year, under the
federal government tax plan – and this is the other thing.  I might
just digress and say that it appears the former Provincial Treasurer
was in such a rush to launch his leadership campaign for the
alternative, he moved heaven and earth to be able to move up the
date for the provincial budget.  Normally the provincial budget
comes about two, three weeks after the throne speech, but you’ll
remember that just a week after the throne speech we had the budget
speech.  Many of us asked: why is that?  What seems apparent, I
think, to most of us is that it was a chance for the Provincial
Treasurer at that time to show that he’d stolen the march on Ottawa.

Of course, what happened was that as a result of the changes
announced in the federal budget, we then discovered that Albertans
are having to pay more.  What we find out is that the government in
its haste and its absolute fixation with trying to score another cheap
headline compromised the interests of Albertans, just as they have
done on Bill 11.  In the 2000 tax year, under the federal government
tax plan the middle-income tax bracket will be reduced from 26 to
40 percent effective July 1, 2000.  There will be an increase in the
threshold of middle- and high-income tax brackets to $30,000 and
$60,900 respectively, and the basic and spousal exemptions will
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increase to $7,231 and $6,140 respectively.  Now, the impact of
those tax measures in Alberta is going to be some $66 million, and
that is just in the 2000 tax year.
8:10

What we find is that Alberta taxpayers below $70,000 in taxable
income will be paying more in provincial personal income taxes
under an 11 percent single rate in the 2000 tax year and subsequent
tax years than they would under the existing tax system.  Madam
Speaker, this surely represents some kind of new height in audacity.
Our provincial government comes forward and tries to present
Albertans with a present – and that’s the way they couch it and
package it – which means that we would pay more income tax and
we will pay more income tax than we would have before Bill 18
came along.

Now, one can only say – and we’re getting some terrific body
language from the Member for St. Albert, who appears to be
signaling her disagreement.  Well, I hope she’s going to stand up and
explain to me how the confluence of the federal budget passed in the
last year and Bill 18 will not represent an increase in tax.  If that can
be shown, let’s demonstrate it.  Let her stand up after I sit down.
She can take us through and explain to us how this is not going to
cost Albertans more.  I put my calculations on the record, and I’m
going to specifically challenge that Member for St. Albert to tell me
where she parts company with my analysis and how she comes to
any different conclusion.  I’m open to learn that, and I’m looking
forward to seeing it.

On March 14, 2000, we heard the Provincial Treasurer say: well,
maybe we’ll then reduce the 11 percent single rate and raise
exemption levels in order to flow through federal government tax
measures.  We might ask: why would we expect that this govern-
ment will be any more competent in terms of making that adjustment
than they were in bringing in the bill in the first place?  You know,
this is pretty serious stuff when you start changing your tax system.
I think it’s completely unacceptable that the Provincial Treasurer
would not have foreseen how much smarter it would have been to
wait and see what was in the federal budget before charging ahead
with his flat-tax proposal.  [interjections]

The Member for Calgary-Egmont, who seems to profess some
expertise in terms of tax law, and the Member for Calgary-Fish
Creek are offering lots of advice, the two of them.  They represent
that corner in south Calgary, and there are lots of high-income
earners in those areas.  In Calgary-Fish Creek you can drive around
and see those big, fancy homes.  In Calgary-Egmont there are some
lovely single-family residential homes.  It may be that the constitu-
ents in Calgary-Egmont and Calgary-Fish Creek don’t care about
those people whose incomes are less than $70,000, whose taxes are
going to go up.  It may be that that’s the position they take, Madam
Speaker.

THE ACTING SPEAKER: Calgary-Egmont on a point of order.

Point of Order
Imputing Motives

MR. HERARD: Madam Speaker, section 23.  The hon. member is
imputing motives to my constituents, and I think he should apolo-
gize.

THE ACTING SPEAKER: On the point of order, Calgary-Buffalo.

MR. DICKSON: My response to the point of order is that it is
contrary to the Standing Orders to impute motives to other members
of the Assembly.  I was doing no such thing, and in fact he sug-

gested that I was imputing motives to his constituents.  Well, I’m not
imputing motives other than the sense of desperation and fear they
may experience in Calgary-Egmont and Calgary-Fish Creek when
they understand what’s coming forward in Bill 18.

If you want to make a ruling, those are my observations on the
point of order, Madam Speaker.

THE ACTING SPEAKER: Excuse me.  Order please.  Hon.
Member for Calgary-Buffalo, I would ask that we do look at Bill 18
and try to discuss the overall principles of that bill, and let’s not try
tonight to be confrontational.  I think you can make a point without
being confrontational.

MR. DICKSON: Madam Speaker, can I propose a bargain?  If the
Member for Calgary-Egmont and the Member for Calgary-Fish
Creek will not offer commentary during the course of my presenta-
tion, I will be happy to follow the absolute guidance I get from the
chair and stick on the bill.  Without the provocation I’m happy to
focus on those things.

THE ACTING SPEAKER: It’s fine to stand in this House and point
fingers and name names, hon. member, but I think the chair sitting
up here could say that we will not have anyone do that.  There are
people on both sides of the House with interjections and interfer-
ences.  I’m not going to name names here, but it sort of goes back
and forth.  This isn’t totally one sided.

The chair wants to be fair and equitable in all of this.  
I would ask that if our remarks pertain to the bill we have in front of
us, as you talked about earlier, the principles involved in Bill 18,
without naming names, without naming constituencies, and talk
about the overall principles of the bill, we’ll all be better off.

Go ahead.

MR. DICKSON: Madam Speaker, thank you very much for your
advice and direction.  I take it that what you’re not suggesting is that
we can’t talk about the people who are going to be directly affected.
I want to be absolutely clear that what we’re talking about is the
people who are going to be affected by this bill.

THE ACTING SPEAKER: Hon. member, you’re not arguing with
the chair, are you?

MR. DICKSON: Of course, I’m not arguing, Madam Speaker.

THE ACTING SPEAKER: Well, then let’s get on with the princi-
ples of the bill.

MR. DICKSON: I want it to be absolutely clear in terms of what I’m
attempting to do.

Debate Continued

MR. DICKSON: So let’s spend a moment identifying the major
flaws with Bill 18.  The first one is the fact that it compromises
equity and compromises fairness.  What happens is that the whole
system is skewed to the top 4 percent of tax filers.  The top 4
percent.  I thought that at some point our responsibility was to make
legislation that’s going to advantage most Albertans, not the top 4
percent of tax filers.  But doesn’t that tell us something about the
priority of this government?  I mean, whether it’s private health care
for those that have deep pockets and can afford it or special tax relief
for those people who are in the top 4 percent of tax filers – that’s
fine.  That’s a priority for this government.  But for the vast majority
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in this province, the three million people, it’s an entirely different
story.  It’s called not so benign neglect.  [interjections]

Now, Madam Speaker, if you direct the minister to hold his
remarks, I’d be happy to finish mine.  You’ve enjoined me not to
respond, so if the member opposite will keep his comments to
himself, I’ll try real hard to finish the observations I wanted to make.

THE ACTING SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Calgary-Montrose
on a point of order.

MR. DICKSON: Certainly, Madam Speaker.

Point of Order
Reflections on Nonmembers

MR. PHAM: Madam Speaker, I have been listening to the speech
from my colleague from Calgary-Buffalo, and I would like to raise
a point of order under Beauchesne 493(4): “The Speaker has
cautioned Members to exercise great care in making statements
about persons who are outside the House and unable to reply.”

Your statement earlier referring to the constituents of Calgary-
Egmont who do not care about other people was very, very rude.  I
think you should make an apology to those people who are not in the
House and cannot defend themselves.

THE ACTING SPEAKER: I really don’t think there is a point of
order, because we did just deal with that a few minutes ago.  May I
suggest again that we look at the principles of the bill instead of
identifying areas.

MR. DICKSON: Okay.  Would it be okay if I refer to Calgarians,
Madam Speaker?  I represent some of those people too.

8:20 Debate Continued

MR. DICKSON: In terms of following through on the bill, we’ve
identified that the priority of this government is the top 4 percent of
tax filers.  The people who receive much smaller cuts are those
Albertans who are the 39 percent of middle-income tax filers who
earn between $30,000 and $70,000.  They pay over 45 percent of the
personal income taxes in this province.  They receive much smaller
cuts as a percentage of the current personal income tax that’s paid.

Now, the second problem we have with Bill 18 is a major one.
This is sort of the end of the progressive tax system as we’ve known
it in this province, because what it provides is that every single
taxpayer in this province regardless of taxable income will pay the
same 11 percent rate.  Now, because 132,000 people at the bottom
end are taken off the tax rolls and because there has been an increase
in basic and spousal exemptions to some $16,000 and change, the
government would have us believe that this is a way of maintaining
fairness.  But that’s deceitful, Madam Speaker.  That’s not the reality
at all.  That’s not the reality.  You know it and I know it, and I think
every taxpayer in this province is soon going to discover that with
the bill as we understand it.

The other concern is that the people who are really injured by this
are what we’d call middle-class, middle-income Albertans.  Those
taxpayers who earn less than $70,000 in taxable income would
receive a larger provincial tax cut starting in 2001 if the federal tax
measures flowed through than they will under the 11 percent single
tax rate.  That’s a simple fact.  It’s a consequence of the skewing.
The distribution of tax cuts under the 11 percent single rate is
skewed towards taxpayers earning over $100,000.

Now, the other major concern is the marginal rate increases for

low-income earners and middle-income earners.  If we assume the
elimination of the .5 percent flat tax rate on January 1, 2001,
taxpayers in the 17 percent bracket – that’s up to $30,004 – and the
24 percent middle-income bracket – that’s $30,000 to $60,000, plus
or minus – would have a higher marginal rate under the 11 percent
single rate than they would under a tax-on-tax system in the 2001 tax
year.

My MLA is here.  We have an accountant here in the front row on
this side from Calgary-North West.  Now, here’s a guy who’s spent
his life as a respected member of the chartered accountant profes-
sion.  I’m looking forward not only as a constituent but as a fellow
Calgarian to hearing him develop his analysis.  I’d like to attest his
proposition.

MR. MELCHIN: I’ve already spoken.

MR. DICKSON: Well, I haven’t been persuaded by anything he’s
said so far, but I wanted to specifically ask him – I’d like to test with
him these assumptions that I’m making.  I’d like to know with as
much specificity as the Member for Calgary-North West can provide
how his analysis would differ from mine, because I want to share
that with my constituents.

I think the point to make is that if you’d had a tax reduction
package of, say, $877 million, if you were to do, independent of Bill
11, if we just pretended for a minute . . .

AN HON. MEMBER: Bill 18.

MR. DICKSON: Bill 18.  I’m sorry.  They become interchangeable.
I told you they’re closely linked.

If you imagine just hypothetically that you had a tax-reduction
package under the current progressive system of $877 million . . .

I think I’m out of time, but I’ll pick this up at committee stage.
Thank you very much.

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

MS CARLSON: Thank you, Madam Speaker.  I’m very happy to be
able to speak in principle to Bill 18, the Alberta Personal Income
Tax Act, the legislation before us this evening.  In principle this is
a very lousy bill.  I have to say that to begin with.  There are many
reasons for that.

AN HON. MEMBER: Don’t hold back.  Tell us how you really feel.

MS CARLSON: Well, I could say a lot more than that but it would
be unparliamentary, so I will stick with “lousy” for the time being.

Let me tell you what a number of people said about this bill last
evening in front of the Legislature.  I had the good fortune of
speaking to about 2,000 of the people who were gathered outside the
Legislature last evening to protest other forms of legislation before
this Assembly.  It was early in the evening.  Later on in the evening
about 4,000 people accumulated, but early in the evening I asked
those 2,000 assembled people what they thought of the flat tax.

First of all I said: put your hand up if you support the flat tax,
because that’s what we’re debating in the Legislature this evening.
Madam Speaker, you’d be surprised to hear this but not a single
hand went up, and of course the boos resounded throughout the
crowd.  Not a single hand went up.  So then I said: who opposes this
particular flat tax?  Everybody’s hand went up, the sirens went off,
the horns honked.  Resoundingly, to a person, there wasn’t a single
person out there who supported a flat tax.  So, once again, the
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government hasn’t done their homework on legislation that they
brought to the floor of this Assembly.

I think the government believed they could just slide one past the
people of Alberta.  Everybody’s concentration is on Bill 11, because
it’s a hugely important bill that’s going to change the nature of our
province forever.  This government thought they could just slide in
Bill 18 when nobody was looking and pass legislation that also
would be harmful to the people of this province.

Albertans are a lot smarter than that, and we know that because
we’ve been talking to them, listening to them, seeing them gathered
outside, reading the e-mails, meeting them throughout the province,
and so on.  People aren’t fooled by what’s going on here.  They see
that Bill 18 and Bill 11 are companion pieces of legislation that will
establish precedents in this province that are harmful to most
Albertans, in fact all but 4 percent of high-income earners that my
colleague from Calgary-Buffalo referred to.

Definitely a flat tax differentiates between those who have in this
province, those who are maintaining a middle-class life style, and
those who have not.  High-income earners pay proportionately less
money with the flat tax.  There is no way the facts can be argued on
that point.  We’ve had the odd chirping from across the way this
evening on that, but I don’t see anybody standing on their feet to
defend the government’s position and to explain how it could be
anything else than this particular bill disproportionately benefiting
a few people in this society and disproportionately harming the
balance of them.  That’s what this bill does.

Madam Speaker, let’s face it.  The high-income earners, that 4
percent of people in this province, do not need any more breaks.
They have the greatest flexibility in terms of tax planning.  They just
don’t need another break there.  They have all kinds of options in
terms of how to defer income and do a variety of tax planning.
Because they have the cash flow, they have the maximum tools
available to them, not like middle-class taxpayers like me and most
of my colleagues and most of the people in this province where it’s
a tough go these days.  We don’t need to pay any more tax.  By the
time we get finished with user fees, with school fees, with tuition
fees, with all those other costs this government has downloaded on
us since 1993, we can’t afford to pay any more tax burden.  It isn’t
reasonable for us to expect other people to not pay their fair share.

It isn’t that Albertans aren’t prepared to pay their fair share,
because we are.  We know what it’s like.  When we have extra
money, Madam Speaker, we contribute that to a variety of charitable
foundations, churches, nonprofits, all kinds of organizations.  How
do we pay that money?  We do it according to the kind of income
we’re making, the excess disposable income we have.  When we
have more money, we pay more money.  So those who earn more
money should pay more money.  They should pay their fair share of
taxes in this province.  We would do that if we were in those high-
income brackets.  We do that in a volunteer way now in charitable
donations and other kinds of giving.  We would do that if we were
high-income earners.  Why should we expect specific breaks for
these people in this particular legislation?  It is simply unfair.

It is unfair in a global context in terms of what’s happening in this
province too, Madam Speaker, and it impacts Albertans in the long
term in a very, very negative fashion.  Because the high-income
earners won’t be paying their fair share of the tax, in general we will
have less tax revenue coming into the Alberta coffers.  What does
that look like?  Less tax revenue coming from tax generated income.
We are in a declining position for oil and gas revenues in this
province.  In spite of what the Minister of Resource Development
will tell us every chance he gets, we do not have unlimited oil and
gas reserves in this province, and best estimates are 10 years to 25

years in both oil and gas in terms of reserve possibilities.  So we’re
going to have less income coming in through those areas.
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This government, in spite of a 30-year attempt to do so, has not
been able to sufficiently stimulate tertiary development in this
province so that we have that kind of corporate taxable income
coming in.  They’re still floundering.  We’re a resource-based
economy still.  They haven’t been able to get it right no matter what
they’ve done, so we don’t have that kind of a tax base coming in.

Yes, we have more gambling revenue, Madam Speaker, but what
does that mean?  For every dollar that we collect in gambling
revenue, we pay $3 out in social costs, so that doesn’t mean that
there’s a net benefit to the tax base of this province.

So we’ve got less personal tax coming in, less corporate tax
coming in, less than what we could have had had we promoted
development properly in this province, fewer tourism taxes and
dollars coming into our economy because of the way this govern-
ment has promoted oil and forestry development in the province.
We are losing some of our best tourism resources, and we have the
gambling revenue that’s really sucking dollars out of the system, at
a rate of 3 to 1.

So what does that look like long term?  It means that this govern-
ment is going to be in a position where they will be less able to fund
basic services like health care and education.  That’s where we can
see that Bill 18 is the companion bill to Bill 11, Madam Speaker,
because this government is deliberately forcing a situation in this
province where there is no option but to go to private health care and
private education.  There will not be the tax dollars to adequately
fund a basic system.  They are setting the stage now for private
operators to be able to come in to skim off the cream of the profits
in this province, not to the benefit of Albertans, not in terms of
service providing, and not in terms of tax revenue, because in both
of those areas, health care and education, the best possible service is
provided when it’s provided in a universal kind of system.  We’ve
seen that globally.

This government, in spite of all of the calls for documentation to
be tabled in this Legislature to this day, to the date of closure, has
been unable to put any proof on the table that in fact what they’re
proposing to do will be cost-effective or will provide better service.
This won’t happen.  So why are they doing it?

Speaker’s Ruling
Relevance

THE ACTING SPEAKER: Edmonton-Ellerslie, the chair will
remind you that we are in second reading of Bill 18, and I would ask
that you debate the principles of Bill 18.

MS CARLSON: Thank you, Madam Speaker, for that ruling, and
definitely in principle these bills are linked because of the long-term
effects they have on Albertans.  But I will keep your ruling in mind
and will explain it in more detail if it’s escaping some of their
attention spans.

Debate Continued

MS CARLSON: The fact is that what’s happening in this province
is not random.  It is a deliberate attempt to establish a private system
in many venues.  If you have no tax base in the province, the only
option for providing basic service is privatization, and this bill is a
Treasury bill which impacts every single department in this govern-
ment.  Therefore, we can talk about every single department in this
government when we’re debating it.
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It also affects every single person in this province.  It is a punitive
kind of bill.  It will not receive support from us.  It does not receive
support from Albertans, and once again this government has called
the situation wrong in terms of meeting the needs of Albertans.
They are playing to a select few, that 4 percent who under this
particular scheme will gain a tax benefit.

We say that is wrong, and we will stand for the people of the
province who do not want this kind of legislation brought in, in spite
of this government trying to divert our attention away by bringing in
another major, horribly planned bill in terms of health care.  In spite
of that, we will fight this bill because it is wrong and it should not be
passed.

It isn’t even well thought out in terms of the consequences of the
federal government’s actions.  The Provincial Treasurer was very
keen to bring this bill in before we saw the federal budget.  Why,
Madam Speaker?  Because for that very short period of time
between the introduction of his bill and the introduction of the
federal legislation, which he knew was coming, he could truthfully
say to taxpayers that middle-income earners were going to receive
a tax break.  Because of the way the federal legislation came in,
which is actually more beneficial than what this bill could have ever
been, now that isn’t the case.  Now middle taxpayers are going to be
paying a disproportionately high percentage of taxes.  So he was
right for about three days, Madam Speaker, but he knew very well
that he was going to be wrong for the rest of the life of this bill.  Yet
he still brought it in.

Why, Madam Speaker?  Because he wants to set up a climate for
privatization within this province, and that is fundamentally wrong,
and because it’s fundamentally wrong in principle, I at this time
would like to introduce an amendment to this particular bill, and I
will have it circulated at this point.

THE ACTING SPEAKER: Just wait a few minutes, hon. member,
until the other members have them.

Okay.  Edmonton-Ellerslie, go ahead.

MS CARLSON: Thank you very much, Madam Speaker.  Here’s
what the amendment says: that the motion for second reading be
amended by striking out all of the words after “That” and substitut-
ing the following:

Bill 18, the Alberta Personal Income Tax Act, be not now read a
second time because the Assembly believes that as a result of the tax
reduction measures announced in the 2000 federal budget, the bill
would not ensure that all Alberta taxpayers receive a fair tax
reduction.

Now, what could be a better amendment than that, Madam
Speaker?  In fact, all of my colleagues here have said that they
support the amendment, and what that means is they’ll all be able to
speak to it too.  So I’m looking forward to what they have to say to
it.

I know that they have been out in their constituencies talking to
people about the flat tax.  See; they’re all agreeing with that.  I know
in my constituency I have had a number of people come in and meet
on this particular issue.  It is a hot topic in the phone calls and at the
doors, and people do not trust this government, that they will be
seeing any kind of lowering of tax.  I’m not surprised that they don’t
trust them, Madam Speaker.  I don’t trust them either, because I
haven’t seen legislation come through that actually supports what
they say they’re going to be doing.  In fact, they fall short on all of
the major pieces of legislation that I have seen in this Assembly
since I have been here since 1993.  So they’re right to question it.

In that regard, it’s very important that the amendment be brought
in at this stage.  This government needs to do what it always does

when it doesn’t know what to do, and that’s go out and talk to the
people, Madam Speaker, be it roundtables or town hall meetings or
whatever this government feels would be an effective process.  They
need to get out there and talk to Albertans and understand how
strong the opposition is to a flat tax in this province, not by those
few 4 percent who are going to achieve a great benefit through this
particular legislation but by the middle-class taxpayers who bear the
burden of taxation in this province and who have just had this burden
increased by this government with this legislation.

Clearly, once again the government did not think through this
process, and they need to do that.  What we need to do is have this
legislation tabled over the summer, let them get out there, talk to the
people, find out what’s wrong with it, and I’m sure at that point
they’re going to do the right thing and withdraw the bill, Madam
Speaker, because that’s what’s required here.

We saw a similar circumstance like that happen last year with Bill
15, the Natural Heritage Act, where the government brought in a
very badly flawed piece of legislation.  We brought in an amend-
ment like this and ultimately had the government stop discussion on
the bill at that stage and put forward a number of meetings and focus
groups over the summer, which the Member for Banff-Cochrane
chaired and did actually a very good job at, and came back with
revised legislation.
8:40

Now, unfortunately, it’s hit a stumbling block in their own caucus
because the Minister of Resource Development won’t support the
kinds of changes that need to be made to help protect the environ-
ment.  However, that process worked quite well up to that point,
Madam Speaker, and I’m suggesting a parallel kind of process to
happen with this bill, that we not now read this bill a second time, as
the amendment says, and that we see a process come forward where
this government can get out from under the dome and actually take
the time to listen, not just sit in front of the people of Alberta but
listen to what they’re saying, to assimilate that and to incorporate it
into this particular legislation and come back in the fall when we’re
in our fall session and announce to us that they made a mistake.
There’s nothing wrong with doing that.

We know that the Premier used to be quite fond of saying that in
this Legislature.  He’d get up quite often and say: I’ve made a
mistake, and we’re going to change direction.  On MLA pensions I
remember very clearly that he stood up in the Legislature just before
he went to the ’93 election looking for some kind of a hook for that
election, and he said: hey, we made a mistake; there shouldn’t be
any MLA pensions.  He rescinded them.  That actually got him
elected in 1993, Madam Speaker, so he should remember how
important the voice of the people of Alberta is.  They want to be
listened to.  We know that.  We’re out there at the doors, and we’re
in the community halls, and we’re talking to the people in the coffee
shops.  We know that this is a very flawed piece of legislation, that
it unfairly burdens middle-class taxpayers and that people in this
province want it gone.  The vast majority of the people want it gone.

There are a couple of small portions of the bill that could be
incorporated into new kinds of legislation, like increasing the
personal exemptions.  That is a good piece of the bill, and I would
like to recognize that as a good piece, but it could easily be incorpo-
rated into other kinds of legislation.  In fact, we would be happy to
see that come through miscellaneous statutes with absolutely no
debate on it, Madam Speaker, because that would be a good piece of
legislation to see in this Assembly.  But when you tie it into
something that’s absolutely abusive to the people of Alberta, like
this particular bill, we are never going to support it.  So for that
reason I think it’s very important that members on the opposite side
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here review this amendment, that we see them speak to it.  The
Minister of Resource Development was very eager to get up a few
minutes ago and make comments on my colleague from Calgary-
Buffalo’s comments.

MR. DICKSON: He was shouting from his chair.

MS CARLSON: He was shouting from his chair.  He wasn’t anxious
to get up, but maybe he’d like to get up now.  He did speak before
on second reading, but I’m sure that he would like to explain to the
people of Alberta . . .

THE ACTING SPEAKER: A point of order.  The hon. Member for
Fort McMurray.

Point of Order
Questioning a Member

MR. BOUTILIER: I would like to know if the hon. member would
entertain a question on the point that she’s raising.

MS CARLSON: No.  I only have a couple of minutes of speaking
time left.

Debate Continued

MS CARLSON: This is what I would like that particular member to
do: get up and speak to this amendment.  He can raise all his
questions at that point.  I will give the notes to one of my colleagues
and answer all of his questions in detail, which that person can then
read into the record.  I challenge the Member for Fort McMurray to
get up here and defend his government’s legislation, which I know
he doesn’t like and can’t defend.  So he has the opportunity to ask
his questions of me at that point in time, and I will undertake this
evening, before this debate is over, to get back to him with full and
detailed answers on this particular amendment.  Let’s see if he’ll do
that.  He’s quite happy to stand and ask a question.  Let’s see if he’s
prepared to enter into debate, because I don’t think he is.  I’m sure
that the people of Alberta would like to know what it is that he has
to say.

THE ACTING SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Fort McMurray
has risen on a point of order.

Point of Order
Questioning a Member

MR. BOUTILIER: I wonder if she will entertain a question?

MS CARLSON: No.  I said no for the second time.

THE ACTING SPEAKER: Continue on, Edmonton-Ellerslie.

Debate Continued

MS CARLSON: Clearly he wasn’t listening because I went on to
explain how I would not use up my valuable speaking time, which
is quickly running to a close, to answer his question but that I would
undertake to answer those questions this evening in full detail.  In
fact, we could circulate those answers to anybody else who would
also be interested in looking at them.

Clearly, the government didn’t think through the process in this
bill, and they need to be asking a lot of questions, Madam Speaker,
and we are quite happy to provide the answers.  In spite of the fact
that they have massive research departments and a lot of resources
at their fingertips to do the in-depth kind of study that’s required for

this piece of legislation, they didn’t do it.  On our very limited
budget, which consists primarily of the ability to listen to Albertans,
we are quite happy to answer their questions on any particular point
they raise, including this particular amendment and including this
particular regressive bill, at any point in time.

MR. DICKSON: We got elected to ask questions.  They got elected
to answer.

MS CARLSON: That’s true.  My colleague from Calgary-Buffalo
says that, as members of the Official Opposition of Alberta, we got
elected to ask the questions, and they got elected to provide the
answers.  [interjections]

THE ACTING SPEAKER: Excuse me.  Please, could we have some
order?  Edmonton-Ellerslie has got the floor and only Edmonton-
Ellerslie.

MS CARLSON: However, Madam Speaker, their point was
excellent.  Next time we will have the opportunity to answer the
questions, and we’ll be quite prepared to do that at any point in time,
and unlike this government, we will answer the questions.  That’ll
be a change, and it’ll be refreshing for the people of the province.
We will continue to listen to Albertans, unlike this particular
government, who for some reason has become isolated and chooses
to speak to the top 4 percent and hear what they have to say and
bring in legislation that benefits them but forgets the rest of the
people in this province.  That is very unfortunate.  However, we
understand that they are going to pay the price at some short time
down the road because people are very upset, and they are upset at
a number of pieces of legislation.  This particular bill, this flat tax
bill, they are nearly as upset at as they are at Bill 11, and I wouldn’t
take that lightly.  There were anywhere between 2,000 and 4,000
people outside the Assembly last night who clearly . . . [interjection]

Well, don’t laugh at that.  Don’t laugh at that.  There were 2,000
to 4,000 people out there, and those people are motivated, Madam
Speaker, not just to vote but also to work for people.  And they will
tell the Premier at the end of the day what the answers will be.

THE ACTING SPEAKER: The hon. Acting Provincial Treasurer.

DR. WEST: Well, Madam Speaker, it’s time to rise in this Assem-
bly, address this bill and this amendment at second reading, and set
the record straight on a few things.  I think we’ve heard a lot of
rhetoric, not a lot of it with detail about what Albertans are expecting
from a tax system.  I think I’d like to start with a little history of Bill
18, on what we did a few years ago in addressing what Albertans
were asking us to do.

This bill, of course, brings us into the 21st century, with Alberta
being the destination of choice for many people who wish to raise
their families, earn a living, and invest their hard-earned dollars in
this province.  This is a forward-thinking plan that’s in place today,
based on the visions of Alberta: a hardworking family that wants and
deserves to keep more of what they earn, who strive for fairness, and
who desire simplicity in their tax system.

When we put together in February of 1998 a Tax Review
Committee that traveled across this province, they came back with
the views of Albertans, some 80,000 who mailed in their views on
this issue as well as many hundreds who came to the meetings and
voiced their opinions.  During the debate that took place in 1998, the
committee identified four problems with the tax system in Alberta.
Bracket creep, also known as the invisible tax, has been an insidious
method of tax collection used by all Canadians’ governments.
Through the simple process of inflation, the salaries of working
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people get pushed into higher tax brackets, and they pay higher
taxes.  This erodes buying power and hits low-income citizens
hardest.  As politicians we began to look around to see where the
bracket creeps were, and as our previous Treasurer said, most of
them were in government.

I have known many people who have come to me over the years
and said, “You know, I work overtime,” or “I go and get some extra
money paid to me.”  And they say, “I turn around and find that I’ve
moved into another bracket, and it’s cutting my income down by 30
percent.”  My own children work in this province, and if they work
overtime, whether it’s doing CAT scans or MRIs or whether it’s
nursing, if they come home and they look at their tax notice today,
it hardly makes it fair for them to go back and work many hours of
overtime on behalf of the people of Alberta.
8:50

The second thing.  The Tax Review Committee also reported that
Albertans were frustrated with the flat tax and surtax, the so-called
temporary deficit elimination taxes of 1987.  We, who had brought
in taxes – and all governments have done this over the years – to
eliminate certain deficits at certain periods of time unfortunately
never removed them.  When these taxes were introduced a long time
ago to reduce the deficit, the deficit continued to rise.  When Premier
Ralph Klein took over the reins of the government, the deficit finally
started to go down.  When we finally eliminated the deficit in ’94-
95, the taxes, however, stayed.  So here in Alberta we have quite
rightly been singing the trumpet song of deficit deliverance, but
when we got to the verse about deficit tax deliverance, we forgot the
words.  Well, we are going to address it now, here in this Assembly
during this session, and I ask the hon. members opposite to join with
the Albertans who want these taxes gone.

Madam Speaker, we also know that families believe we need to
level the playing field for how we tax one-income and two-income
families.  The choice of whether one or two partners work outside
the home should be a personal family choice, but the tax scales are
tipped in favour of two-income families, making the choice more
difficult for those who choose to live on one income.  It is evident in
this province that one person making $60,000 a year with a stay-at-
home parent pays more tax than people who have a two-parent, two-
income family where one member earns $40,000 and the other earns
$20,000.  They want a level playing field put in place for these
families.

Finally, the Tax Review Committee said that we should rid
ourselves of the cumbersome and burdensome effect of the
multibracket system.  They suggested that we break away from the
federal tax structure as a means of setting our provincial rate and
move to a single provincial tax rate on all income and, at the same
time, allow for generous personal and spousal credits.  Breaking our
attachment to the federal rates would give us more flexibility and
would make our provincial rate more transparent to our citizens, less
prone to the whims of the federal Finance minister.

Now I’ll divert from my comments here to one issue that’s been
brought up over and over again in this debate.  Since we were
dehooking from the federal tax system and had announced this and
had brought forth the announcement of a flat tax, the federal
government – and I’m not going to say they did it deliberately –
went into the middle-income bracket and changed their rate there, on
one of their brackets.  We have said in this province – and I stand
here tonight, along with the Premier’s statements – that we will
change this system that we’ve come to by moving the rates and
changing the spousal allowances to ensure that that middle-income
bracket is justly served by this flat tax program.  [interjection]

One of the hon. members says that you have to bring it in in this

bill, but he should know – and you’re an understudy of tax laws, are
you?  You should know that you don’t have to change any one of the
numbers in this bill for a government to effect its tax program.  You
know that.  You know that rates of taxation are changed constantly
without legislation at the time.  It is brought into legislation in the
future.

THE ACTING SPEAKER: Acting Provincial Treasurer, through the
chair, please.

AN HON. MEMBER: They’re baiting him. 

DR. WEST: The individual is de-baiting me; that’s correct.
Now, let me repeat it one more time.  We have said that if the

federal government changes their tax brackets or changes their way
of taxation so that it is injurious to any one segment of Albertans, we
will change the flat tax to address that so there’s no injurious action
to the middle income, to the low income, or to the high income.

Now I’m going to go on to talk about what Bill 18 addresses and
how it does it.  But here’s a speech given by one of our leading
CEOs at the Summit 2000 meeting in Toronto, Canada, on April 5.
He’s talking about the liabilities of working in Canada for his
company and where they invest their money.  It is Mr. Gwyn
Morgan, the chief executive officer of Alberta Energy Company.  He
said:

On the liability side of the ledger, we have one key problem: much
higher personal tax rates make it very difficult for us to bring in
those experienced international people we need.  And, to make
matters worse, we have found that when our Canadian workers are
assigned to international operations, it’s very difficult to get them to
come home.  They just have a lot of trouble undergoing the double
cold shock of moving to after-tax financial realities and to Canadian
dollars from U.S. dollar-based wages, and they often find that the
quality of life elsewhere is better than they thought it would be.

He goes on to say:
The total tax load of Canadians is simply draining the ability of our
economy to provide the investment capital necessary to fuel a
strong, free market economy.

I note that the hon. members of the loyal opposition are chattering
away here, but when I was a boy being raised, I understood that
Liberals did support a free market system, the dignity and self-
respect of having jobs, retaining the largest amount of your earned
income so that you could raise your families, work hard, deliver self-
respect back, build your homes, and accumulate certain evidence of
wealth.  But when we come and make statements like this, they
chatter away, denying the reality that we must lower the taxes in
Canada and in Alberta in order to be competitive.

Bill 18 is about making Albertans live better and making the
Alberta economy stronger.  Bill 18 addresses five general areas of
concern identified by Albertans through that tax review:  Alberta’s
competitiveness with similar jurisdictions, the tax plight of low-
income earning Albertans, the phenomenon of bracket creep,
taxation inequities between one- and two-parent families, and
temporary deficit elimination taxes that linger long after the deficit.

People are concerned about Alberta’s competitiveness.  We
compare favourably with other provinces, but Canada does not stack
up well against other G-7 countries, and we’re not competitive with
the U.S.  Bright young Canadians are fleeing south, where the
before-tax value of each dollar is 50 percent higher and the after-tax
value of each dollar is another 20 percent higher.

Albertans with low incomes deserve a tax break.  Do you not
agree with that?  The current basic personal exemption is just too
low.  Bracket creep means that although people’s incomes are not
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increasing in a real sense, they’re paying more tax.  When Canadian
salaries increase to keep pace with inflation, they are pushed into
higher tax brackets.  This means that most Canadians get less than
the government when they get a raise.  This insidious method of tax
collection has given Ottawa a $10 billion bonus.  In fact, coffers in
every province have been topped up by bracket creeps.  Alberta has
led the fight against . . .

MS OLSEN: Madam Speaker, a point of order.

THE ACTING SPEAKER: Acting Provincial Treasurer, we have a
point of order.

Edmonton-Norwood.

Point of Order
Questioning a Member

MS OLSEN: It’s under Beauchesne, section 333.  I just wondered if
the minister would entertain a question.

DR. WEST: Absolutely.  We’re not afraid of questions.

Debate Continued

MS OLSEN: I just wanted to know, Madam Speaker, if the minister
could tell us if it’s necessary to go to a single-tax system to get rid
of bracket creep.  Is it necessary to go to a flat tax system to get rid
of bracket creep?

DR. WEST: You can change taxes any way you want, but getting rid
of bracket creep is the right thing to do.  It’s not fair for hardworking
young Canadians to have to move into different brackets and pay
more tax just because they work harder than they did before.  I
mean, that is unfair.  The answer to your question is that it’s the right
thing to do.  [interjections]

Madam Speaker, they have the right to ask a question, but if they
don’t like the answer, they can sit there and fuss.

THE ACTING SPEAKER: Very quickly, Edmonton-Norwood.

MS OLSEN: Under Beauchesne, section 333, I have another
question for the minister then, if he would entertain another
question.

DR. WEST: No.  This has gone far enough.
9:00

THE ACTING SPEAKER: The answer is no.  The Provincial
Treasurer will carry on with debate, and I would ask for decorum in
the Assembly, please.

Yes, Calgary-Buffalo.

Point of Order
Reading a Speech

MR. DICKSON: Madam Speaker, I would cite Beauchesne 495 to
500 and the Speaker’s admonition of March 4, 1998, at page 683
that if you’re going to read a speech in the course of a debate, you
have to table the speech.  I don’t know whether the speech has been
tabled, but would the minister please ensure that the speech is tabled
so we can all read it and save the time of the Assembly.

Thank you very much.

THE ACTING SPEAKER: Calgary-Buffalo, I’m sure that the hon.
Acting Treasurer will be glad to table the portion that he talked
about, the CEO I believe it was, through Alberta Energy in his

speech in Toronto.  I’m sure he’ll be glad to table that.  I think that
if we are really going to make any progress tonight, let’s quit this
and get on with the debate at hand.

Now, the hon. Provincial Treasurer has the floor.  The chair is
recognizing him.  I would ask for decorum in this House, and let’s
get on with the job at hand.

Debate Continued

DR. WEST: Thank you, Madam Speaker.  Now I’m going to move
on to the new system that we’re putting forth here tonight.  I want to
emphasize one more time.  They’ve spent a great amount of time
saying that those people at less than $70,000 are disenfranchised by
this.  I’ll say one more time that the Premier of this province and the
government of this province have said that if the federal government
changes any one of their brackets, we will alter the basic exemption
as well as a percentage here to make them part of the tax reduction.

Before I start on the new system, I’d just like to point out
something to correct an image that’s left.  You can paint this any
way you want, but there were some comments about who pays taxes
in the province and who this helps or doesn’t help.  In Alberta, for
example, the top 1 percent of income earners pay 21 percent of all
the tax in the province of Alberta.  Now, the top 5 percent – they
were talking 4 percent over there – pay 40 percent of all the tax.  The
top 10 percent – now, all of you may know some people in the top
10 percent.  A half million plus don’t pay any tax, but the other 90
percent pay 48 percent of all the taxes.  Those top 10 percent pay 52
percent of all the taxes in this province.  To say that they don’t fairly
pay their share of tax is misleading this House and misleading the
people of Alberta.  Those statements are unbelievable.

The new plan announced in Budget ’99 unhooks Alberta from the
federal rate structure, moving the province from our tax-on-tax
system to a tax-on-income system, and when the plan is fully
implemented, Albertans will pay less money to this Provincial
Treasurer.  Under the new system Alberta will unhook from the
federal system by calculating provincial tax as a percentage of the
taxable income rather than calculating provincial tax as a percentage
of the federal tax.  Albertans will see a simpler tax system and will
continue to file only one tax return.  We will move to a single rate
of tax when we unhook from the federal system.  A low rate
interferes less with the choices people make about how they earn,
spend, save, and invest their income.  The single rate makes the
system easier for Albertans to understand and rids the provincial
system of the three federal brackets that until now Alberta has been
forced to parallel.

Under the new system, a single nurse in Lloydminster who earns
$40,765 paid Alberta income tax of $2,665 in 1996 and will pay
$2,475 in the year 2002.  A family in Lethbridge with one spouse
earning $50,215 as a law enforcement officer and the other staying
at home with three children paid Alberta income tax of $3,070 in
1996 and will pay $1,665 in 2002.

A Red Deer family with two children, where one parent is a
firefighter earning $47,345 and the other a teacher earning $43,205,
paid Alberta income tax of $6,315 in 1996 and will pay $5,830 in
2002, and remember that that includes inflation and all the other
costs.

We will increase the basic exemptions and release an additional
132,000 low-income earners from Alberta’s tax rolls.  These people
will pay no provincial income tax whatsoever.  The Liberals’ plan
that they brought forward would see them still paying some tax.
These increases are fully indexed to inflation to pre-empt the
possibility of bracket creep for these low-income people.  This move
will see the basic personal exemption increase by more than inflation
for the first time since 1988.  I’ll repeat it.  These basic exemptions
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will take off an additional 132,000 low-income earners, and as the
population goes over 3 million, this number will be higher.

The level playing field that people talk about.  We will level the
playing field by raising the spousal deductions to the same level as
the personal deduction.  Single parents will also get this enhanced
deduction by applying it to their first child instead of a spouse.  This
will address the inequities between one- and two-parent families.

We will wipe out both of the Alberta deficit elimination taxes, the
surtax and the flat tax.  It just doesn’t make sense to tax people for
a condition that no longer exists.  On January 1, 2000, we eliminated
the 8 percent surtax imposed in 1987 when we were battling the
deficit.  Albertans will have $144 million more in their pockets as a
result.  The flat tax goes January 1, 2001, when the whole system
switches over.  With the population increase that we’re seeing today
and the changes that will be implemented, we will see a decrease of
over $850 million in taxation, and when we address the federal issue,
it could be well over a billion dollars that Albertans will be enhanced
in their jeans.

I’m going to repeat it for the fourth time, Madam Speaker.  Please
bear with me.  We will match any federal tax cuts for 2000 pending
introduction of our new tax system.  We are committed to passing
the savings from the federal government on to Albertans.  It’s
important to keep in mind that we have just begun our fiscal year,
and we will need time to analyze the figures, but those adjustments
we will address through the affordability of the income to the
province of Alberta.  Let me assure you that we will match any
federal tax cuts so that this commitment is held whole to Albertans.

As I say, there are some people outside.  I’m not criticizing them.
We all have opinions.  But if I were to ask many of my constituents
the details of the flat tax reduction and that, they wouldn’t know
without me sitting down with them for coffee and going over the
details of this tax plan.  So to ask people standing outside the
Legislature . . . [Dr. West’s speaking time expired]

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

MR. SAPERS: Thanks very much, Madam Speaker, and thank you
to the Treasurer for that enlightening set of remarks.  I’m glad you
didn’t adjourn debate, because I think it might make some sense to
be able to reply to some of your comments on the record in real
time, as it were.

First of all, there’s nobody in this Official Opposition that doesn’t
stand for fair and equitable taxation.  There is nobody in this
opposition that doesn’t want to move quickly to ensure that there is
comprehensive, sustainable tax reform in this province that ensures
the adequate funding of all of our core social programs and doesn’t
pick the pockets of ordinary Albertan workers any more than they
have to be.  It’s this government and the government that that
minister is a part of that has chalked up an almost $10 billion surplus
by lowballing revenues, continuing bracket creep, continuing high
income tax surtaxes, continuing the flat tax, and then telling people
that the cupboards are bare.  So let’s just express the facts as they
are.
9:10

Now, the reason why I support this amendment from my colleague
to not see Bill 18 read a second time is because fundamentally there
is nothing that I have heard from the government since they
introduced their concept of a flat tax that has convinced me or my
constituents that this flat tax will treat them fairly.  What we hear
from the government is ideology that basically boils down to this: it
is somehow morally offensive to tax people who earn more money,

because if you do, you are creating a disincentive for those people
to work harder.  What this government forgets and what they would
like to pretend is true is that it is only hard work that equals eco-
nomic success.  Of course, we know that’s not true.  Madam
Speaker, nothing replaces hard work; don’t get me wrong.  But it is
not just hard work.  Who you are and where you come from and who
your parents are and the luck of the draw sometimes and a whole
host of other social and economic conditions will also influence the
amount of personal wealth that you may create or that you may be
able to maintain.

Now, Madam Speaker, it is also misleading on the part of the
Acting Treasurer to suggest that anybody in the Official Opposition
– and I say the Official Opposition – is against free markets and the
free-market system.  Liberalism is all about free enterprise.
Liberalism is all about the individual.  But it recognizes that not
every individual starts off from the same place.  We believe very
much in equality of opportunity, and that’s one of the beauties of the
free-market system.  Free markets allow for the creation of wealth,
and the freer the markets are, the more that wealth can grow and
grow and grow again.  So when you’re dealing with the free market,
you also have to understand that the happy result of a free market is
this creation of wealth.

As I said, it’s not just because of hard work.  It may be because of
talent or resources, or it may be because of good luck.  It may be
because those to a greater degree than others were in the right place
at the right time, and that means that there are going to be some who
didn’t have that good fortune.  There are going to be some who, no
matter how hard they work, may not be able to enjoy that prosperity
as well as others, and it is also one of the results of a free market that
you have this growing gap between the very wealthy and the rest.

There is absolutely nothing wrong with those individuals who can
attaining that great wealth.  Equally, there is nothing wrong, from a
social expectation, with those very wealthy contributing in propor-
tion to their wealth to the economic well-being of the society that
allowed them to accumulate that wealth.  Part of supporting the free-
market system is supporting the kind of society that we all choose to
live in, that the free-market system is part of.  You can’t separate the
two, Madam Speaker.  No matter how much the Provincial Treasurer
and his colleagues in cabinet and his colleagues on the backbench
would like to, you can’t separate those two facts.  It is absolutely the
basis of the kind of society, a society that’s based on fairness and
equity and equality of opportunity, compassion, that you would want
to deal with a tax system that doesn’t overly burden one sector,
particularly when it favours that one sector that is already the most
economically advantaged.  That just doesn’t make sense.  There’s
nothing fair about that.

The Treasurer was talking about who it is that pays the taxes, and
he mentioned the 1 percent of Alberta taxpayers.  Those are
taxpayers that earn over $150,000 per year.  Under the provincial
government’s tax plan they will receive a 15 percent cut in their
provincial taxes.  However, the 39 percent, the bulk of taxpayers,
who earn between $30,000 and $70,000 a year, are going to receive
less than 50 percent of that tax cut.  They’re going to receive a 6
percent tax cut.  Now, what’s fair about that?  What is fair about
that?  There is absolutely nothing fair about that.

I heard the Treasurer refer to the CEO of an energy company.
You know, I just had an opportunity to review the annual earning
statements of several CEOs of energy companies.  I guess I wasn’t
surprised to see it, but before bonuses, before stock options, before
you factor in the country club memberships and all those other
things, it was not unusual to see those CEOs earning in excess of $1
million.  When I have been inside their boardrooms and talked with
them, I haven’t had one of them tell me that personally they’re
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thinking that they can’t afford to pay their taxes.
So I would wonder what it was that the Provincial Treasurer was

getting at when he quoted extensively from that correspondence.  Is
he trying to have us feel sorry for the oilmen in this province?  They
pay their fair share.  Nobody wants them to pay anything more than
that, but we don’t want all of the men and women who work in their
corporations that help them create that wealth to pay more than their
fair share either.  We want them to pay exactly what they need to.

I hear members from the government chorusing in, like they are,
and talking and calling us names in the Official Opposition, but let
me quote for a minute from a paper called Why Fairness Matters:
Progressive Versus Flat Taxes.  It’s by Robert Shapiro, April 1996,
written by the Progressive Foundation.  I don’t need to be a front
man for Dr. Shapiro.  He’s a Harvard-trained economist.  He’s well
known, and I’m sure that the people in the Treasurer’s department
well know Shapiro and his work.  Let me quote just briefly.  I’d be
happy to table this if the government members want it, but let me
quote just briefly what Dr. Shapiro has to say.

America’s wide-open markets accentuate the impact of all of these
factors, so that those with more ambition, self-discipline, and talent
can prosper greatly.  Bill Gates and his investors, for example,
would not have enjoyed as great a success in other advanced
countries because their markets and laws would not have provided
so hospitable an environment.  And once a person or family’s
economic success is secured, America’s open markets allow them
to increase the value of their wealth at a greater rate than in most
other places.  The economic benefits of free markets are large and
obvious.  But there are social costs, because our open markets and
laws also produce harsher economic inequality than in other
advanced countries – an urgent issue today when economic
inequality is increasing rapidly and for reasons that most working
people can do little about.

If the members of the government would like to find fault with the
argument about the social justice aspect of tax policy, then I would
suggest they do a little bit of research first and bring their reasoned
comments to the floor instead of just yelling epithets across the way
so as to discredit anybody that wants to stand here and defend the
middle-income earner in this province, because it’s certainly not the
provincial government that’s standing up for the middle-income
earner in this province.

Now, Madam Speaker, the underlying principle behind graduated
income taxes is in itself simply equity.  In other words, fairness
dictates the amount of tax individuals pay.  Those with the greatest
disposable incomes pay a higher percentage of their income in taxes.
Those with less disposable income pay a lower percentage of their
income in taxes.  Most citizens accept this principle.  Most people
recognize that it is this principle that has allowed us to build public
education into excellence and public health care into excellence and
to provide an infrastructure that is excellent.  It is only this govern-
ment which would attack public institutions, which would underfund
public education, which would squeeze and starve public education.
It’s only this government that doesn’t understand that principle of
equity that underlies our progressive tax system.

MR. CLEGG: That’s just garbage.

MR. SAPERS: I hear the hon. Member for Dunvegan say that that
is garbage.  If he would like to take to his feet and enter into debate
exactly what is wrong with that, I’m sure his constituents would love
to hear it, his constituents in Dunvegan, the men and women that
farm there that I’ve had the privilege of getting to know.  I would
love to hear him explain to them why it’s garbage to be arguing for
fairness in taxation policy.  Maybe that Member for Dunvegan will
stand and at some point, instead of just yelling things across the

floor, he’ll enter the debate in the way that an honourable member
would.

Madam Speaker, the 11 percent rate has already been proven to be
grossly unfair.  Many tax filers will have to pay more as a result of
this rate.  The Provincial Treasurer says: “Trust us.  It’s the feds;
they undermined us.  They did it on purpose.”  Talk about paranoia.
9:20

He says, “Trust us; we’ll get it right next time.”  Well, Madam
Speaker, we’re in the middle of a debate on Bill 11, probably one of
the most contentious bills that this Legislature has dealt with.  This
government spent years preparing that legislation.  They spent
millions of dollars trying to sell it.  They’ve had focus groups,
they’ve done polls, they’ve hired outside consultants, and they
brought in lawyers.  Then they brought in their bill, and they still got
it wrong.  They brought in 14 amendments.  This government says:
just trust us; we’ll get it right next time.  If they can’t get it right on
that, why should we trust them to get it right on anything?

THE ACTING SPEAKER: Hon. member, we are dealing with an
amendment to Bill 18.

MR. SAPERS: I thought I was.
So what we’re dealing with is a Provincial Treasurer that says:

“Look, don’t read the black and white of the bill.  Ignore the text of
the bill.  We really will get the rate right.  We really will.”  Now, if
it goes down to 10.5 percent, it’s still going to cost middle-income
taxpayers more.  If it goes down to 10 percent, it’s still going to cost
middle-income taxpayers more.  In fact, if the federal government
carries through on its plan – and I will encourage them to do so – up
until the year 2004 most taxpayers in Alberta will continue to pay
more even if they drop the rate down to 10 percent.  If the federal
government is able to get more aggressive on tax relief – and they’ve
already outstripped this government in terms of tax relief – then
they’re going to have to keep on monkeying around with the rate
year after year, and we’re still going to see a lag.  Taxpayers in this
province are still going to take it on the chin and in the pocketbook.
They’re never going to get it right.

The easiest thing for them to do is to follow the lead of the federal
government, that has been aggressive on tax reform, and to flow
through every penny of those tax benefits by staying linked at least
for the time being.  Let’s make sure we get the maximum benefit of
those federal tax reforms.

Now, the Provincial Treasurer says: what about bracket creep?
Well, he ought to know all about bracket creep.  His government has
raked in millions of dollars in bracket creep, all the while pointing
the finger elsewhere about people who tax too much.  Now, the
federal government has figured out a way to get rid of bracket creep.
They simply indexed it.  They indexed the brackets.  You no longer
have to worry about bracket creep.  This Provincial Treasurer
doesn’t seem to understand that you can index it, and then you don’t
have bracket creep.  You don’t have to go to a single-rate tax.

You know, the single-rate tax was the creation and the baby of the
former Provincial Treasurer, who’s now out seeking greener pastures
someplace else.  Now, that Provincial Treasurer had his own reasons
for bringing in that rate.  He’ll say it’s because he thinks it’s for the
good of all the people of Alberta, and I will say that maybe he
thought it was for the good of him, but that’s an argument we can
have in another place at another time.  But he brought in that rate.

Now, I would say to this Acting Provincial Treasurer that he
doesn’t have to babysit.  He doesn’t have to look after that baby.  He
can recognize the fact that it was wrong-minded to do it.  He can do
just like the Republicans have done in the United States and what the
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other right-wingers have done around the world: abandon this notion
of trying to find the magic to make a single rate fair to everybody,
go back to the principle of equity, maintain the progressive system,
and take full advantage of the flow-through of the federal rates.
Then maybe we could have some all-party support, and we can get
on with the job of maintaining an equitable and fair tax system for
Alberta, not this piecemeal, incremental kind of tax reform where
little carrots are dangled from time to time suspiciously close to
elections and not this notion of just ideology that a flat rate must be
best because it’s simple.  You know what they say about complex
problems and simple solutions.

This government is making a habit out of lazy thinking and trying
to find simple solutions to complex problems.  Well, that’s not the
way it works, and if the government was at least consistent, they
would recognize that this is where hard work would pay off.  Tax
policy is not simple.  The answers to the problems cannot be found
in simply pulling a number out of the air, applying it across the
board, then closing your eyes and crossing your fingers.  That’s not
the way it works.

Now, according to analyses that have been done by individuals
who are far smarter than I and far more experienced than I when it
comes to tax policy – let’s take a look at what the 11 percent rate
would do and why again we have to support this reasoned amend-
ment.

The breakpoints – and for those who are not familiar with that
term, a breakpoint is the point at which a new tax rate will equal an
existing tax rate.  In this case the breakpoint for the 11 percent tax
rate, where it equals the existing 44 percent rate on federal tax, those
breakpoints at the low end of the spectrum are $18,425, and at the
high end of the spectrum, $68,400.  Everyone in between those
breakpoints, in other words everybody that earns more than $18,425
but less than $68,400 – and I think that would describe, if not most,
at least many of our constituents – they would be better off,
according to tax experts, with the existing tax system.  In other
words, even if you just left the rate alone and flowed through the
benefits of the federal tax reform, they would be better off.

Now, imagine how increasingly better off they would be if you
took the responsible approach, if you took the informed approach,
dealt with bracket creep through indexation, and then lowered the
rate at which you collect the tax; in other words, lowered the
proportion of provincial tax payable as a rate of federal tax.  All of
those taxpayers, who would be better off even if you just left it
alone, would be even better served.

I listened to the Acting Provincial Treasurer, and there is no
justification for proceeding with this bill at this time.  It doesn’t meet
any of the fundamental tests.  It may have been a politically
expedient idea.  It may have served the purposes of the former
Provincial Treasurer.  It may have made for some good headlines
right after the budget, but upon careful analysis and careful reflec-
tion, it just doesn’t hold water.

I would suggest that the government, in order to save itself from
embarrassment, in order to prevent itself from having to come back
into this Assembly time and time and time again and admit that it
was wrong with this bill and keep on tinkering with the rate – in
order to save them from all of that, I would hope that all members in
a bipartisan way will support this reasoned amendment.  Then we
can get back to the business of looking at the Tax Review Commit-
tee, waiting for the government committee that’s looking at
corporate and business taxes to report, and we can get back to
ensuring that Alberta has a fair and competitive tax regime.  We can
get away from this chest pounding that the Premier and his col-
leagues in cabinet want to get into to say: you know, we have the
lowest taxes.  I see that Ontario just did something with their taxes.
You know, it’s like little boys in the sandbox.  Now we’re going to

get into this Premier saying: well, no; ours are really lower than
yours.

You know, that is not the kind of stable business environment that
Albertans and Alberta businesses want.  What they want is a
predictable tax environment.  They don’t want to see all of this
politicking around taxes.  What they want is fairness, because
business knows that that’s how business grows: in a fair and stable
environment.  They know that that’s what their employees want,
what their investors want, what their customers want.

I would argue very strongly for the Conservative members of this
Assembly to put aside their partisan interests, listen to the argu-
ments, listen to their constituents, listen to what the experts have said
about this bill, forget about all the things that are going on in that
other party’s national leadership race, put aside all of that and just
focus on these issues at this time and vote according to what would
be best for Alberta taxpayers.  I think that when they do that, when
they make that reasonable assessment, they will come to the
conclusion that Bill 18 is flawed, that this 11 percent flat rate is
unfair, and that we really should get beyond this notion of trying to
impose this arbitrary, simple solution, which just doesn’t fit.

THE ACTING SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Calgary-Egmont.

MR. HERARD: Thank you, Madam Speaker.  It’s indeed a pleasure
to stand and speak to the amendment to Bill 18.  First I have to look
at the amendment itself.  Typically an amendment in second reading
is somewhat unusual.  It’s usually a procedural ploy that is used by
oppositions to delay the passage of legislation.  We’ve seen that not
only in this bill, but we saw it in Bill 11, and I guess we’ll see it
some more if more come up.
9:30

It’s kind of interesting, I think, when you look at the history of
why we have Bill 18 in front of us at the moment.  I went back into
my files to try and find – I couldn’t believe this.  Way back in
February 1997 is when the hon. Member from Cardston-Taber-
Warner joined the Tax Review Committee, and then shortly
thereafter I was asked to join the Tax Review Committee.  That’s in
1997.  January of 1998 is when the Tax Review Committee of this
province delivered the report and made the recommendation for the
bill that we have in front of us today.

So we have to remember that back on January 26 of 1998 the tax
situation in this country was nowhere on the radar map, but as a
result of the Tax Review Committee’s report in this province, the
whole country woke up to the fact that we as Canadians were being
overtaxed and that bracket creep kept continually eroding and
eroding our take-home pay.

I can remember personally that as a young individual trying to
raise a family, the only way I could get ahead was to work overtime,
but the harder I worked, the less I took home.  So we have here a
situation where the people across the way are telling us, you know,
that we should love that, we should be happy to pay more tax.

I think what we have to do is compare the philosophy of those
across the way who want to have a progressive tax system.  They’re
telling us that the tax system that we’re proposing in this bill is
regressive.  They want a progressive tax system.  What a progressive
tax system does is social engineering on the input side, because it
taxes people at different rates.  It discourages success.  I know that
I certainly was not encouraged by having to work a bunch of
overtime and then taking home less and less and less.  So they want
to do their social engineering on the input side.  That’s what
progressive taxation’s all about.

Well, I think that this government has shown that social programs
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need to be done on the output side, not on the input side, and that’s
what a flat tax does.  What is more fair than everyone paying the
same rate of tax?  And they’re talking to us about fairness?

I think you have to take those things into account and remember
that this was back in 1998.  In 1998 the debate wasn’t about taxation
in this country, but it certainly has turned to taxation in this country
since this government took the lead, as it has in many other ways.

I remember a presentation from a housewife in Calgary, as a
matter of fact.  I’m not sure if it was the first presentation that she
ever made in her life, but she was there asking: why does the tax
system punish single-income families?  Why does the tax system
punish single-income families?  A two-income family pays less than
a single-income family earning the same amount.  You know, that
lady made a huge impact on the committee that sat and listened back
in 1997.  Today we have the result.  We have the result that is
equalizing the personal exemptions, the $11,620 per person, which
takes away the discrimination that the tax system had against single-
family incomes.

You know, if a family wants to have the mother stay at home and
raise the children, why should they be penalized by the tax system?
In this province, we’ve done something about that.  We’ve changed
it, we’ve fixed it, and it’s no longer a penalty.

I don’t understand the arguments that some people make with
respect to who pays for what.  Well, it seems to me, Madam
Speaker, that the top 10 percent of the earners pretty much pay for
everything.  Like, who supports our charities?  Who supports our
arts programs?  Who buys the opera tickets and the symphony
tickets?  Who are those people?  The people across the way would
want us to tax them more.  They’re already paying more than their
share, and I think they very much deserve a break.

So, Madam Speaker, at this point I would just simply move that
we adjourn debate on Bill 18.

[Motion to adjourn debate carried]

Bill 23
Apprenticeship and Industry Training

Amendment Act, 2000

[Debate adjourned May 2: Mr. Gibbons speaking]

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

MR. DICKSON: Thank you very much, Madam Speaker.  A couple
of comments with respect to Bill 23, the Apprenticeship and Industry
Training Amendment Act, 2000.  Firstly, let me start off on a
positive note by acknowledging what I think has been very broad
and very positive consultation that has been undertaken by the
Alberta Apprenticeship and Industry Training Board and by
advanced education and career development, as it then was.

I can say that all of the information I have is that in fact this has
actually been a far-reaching consultation, and the government
deserves credit.  The government deserves credit, Madam Speaker,
for the consultation they’ve undertaken.  I think the government also
deserves credit for putting together in Bill 23 a series of positive
changes that reflect what industry has identified and required.  So
there are some very positive elements in Bill 23.

Now, I’ve had a chance to go through the original act, and it’s
actually some 39 pages in length.  There’s a lot of material in it.
Although the minister of intergovernmental affairs, I think, who
introduced this bill, talked about the consultation, talked about this
being something that’s responsive to industry requirements and
something that people in the respective sectors wanted, I wanted to
test that with a couple of specific questions.  I’d take the minister

and anyone else who’s interested, Madam Speaker, to some of the
questions I’ve got.

[The Deputy Speaker in the chair]

I look for example at section 3(c).  We have provision there for
adding a whole range of new things.  These have to do with
functions of the board.  Now, that’s an essential part.  Maybe if the
minister has answers to these questions – she seemed well versed in
the issue when she presented it this afternoon – she could just fire
over a note with the answers, and we can save some time.  If she
looks at page 3 of the bill, we have a provision there that the
Regulations Act – this is the new proposed section (3).

The Regulations Act does not apply
(a) in respect of any documentation prepared by or on behalf of

the Board relating to the carrying out of any functions under
this section, or

(b) to orders . . . under subsection (2).
Now, what we find in subsection (2) is “the establishment of

standards or requirements.”  This is “criteria or requirements for the
granting and recognition of trade certificates,” the “establishment of
standards or requirements.”  These are not one-off things.  These are
not transitory things.  These are standards.  One would think, Mr.
Speaker – would you not? – that a standard should be able to achieve
as much notoriety as possible.  It should be quickly referenced and
readily referenced by apprentices and by employers and by people
in a particular industry who wanted to know what those standards
were.  But what’s interesting here is that in the proposed section 3
the Regulations Act does not apply.
9:40

Now, Mr. Speaker, members may be saying: so why would the
Regulations Act not apply?  The Regulations Act is not a very long
statute.  It’s only about six pages long.  Section 2 has to do with
filing the regulation with a registrar.  So one might ask: why would
it be that if we are going to have standards set in one of these areas
that are identified on pages 2 and 3, we not be prepared to have that
filed with the registrar?  Is there a good reason for that?

The Minister of International and Intergovernmental Relations
didn’t share with us what the reason would be that those regulations
wouldn’t be subject to the Regulations Act.  Why is it that in this
long list – and what have we got here?  Probably about 20 kinds of
orders the board would make.  Why wouldn’t we make sure that that
was as publicly available to anybody who’s interested in finding
that?

I’m going through the Regulations Act.  What it requires is pretty
minimal.  You file it with the registrar.  It’s published in the Alberta
Gazette.  Now, there are not a lot of people that read the Alberta
Gazette, but at least anybody who’s interested in information knows
that’s the place you can go to find these things.  There are wonderful
librarians.  We have one of the finest public library systems
anywhere in North American in this province, and whether it’s the
Marigold library or the Calgary public library, there are people who
are trained.  They’re professionals, and they can assist people to find
it very, very easily, very, very quickly.

But if it’s not published, if it’s not gazetted and it’s not filed with
the registrar, you know what happens, Mr. Speaker?  That tradesper-
son or that apprentice or that employer now has to go on a where’s
Waldo sort of exercise to try and find out where this regulation is,
where this order is.  It’s not filed in any public place, and it’s not
published in the Gazette.

Is it section 2 in the filing requirement that the government has a
problem with?  Is it section 3 of the Regulations Act, which has to
do with the gazetting, or is it section 5 perhaps?  Section 5 requires
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the registrar of regulations to file a monthly report.  Can the minister
of intergovernmental affairs can tell us which one of these causes the
problem?  Why is it that these would not apply in this case?

All you need are 20, Madam Minister.  All you need are 20
members.

Now, that’s about it.  It seems to me that that should be a pretty
straightforward matter for the government to explain, but that
minister has not chosen to do it.  While there is still a quorum here
in the House, Mr. Speaker, I wanted to ask that question.  I don’t
know what the answer is.  I hope the minister of intergovernmental
affairs will share with us that explanation because I don’t know what
it is.  Maybe the MLA responsible for the regulations task force has
an answer to it, and I’d be happy to accept an answer from that
member as well.  So I have that question.

Then I go on in the bill to section 8, which appears on page 6.  We
have the new proposed 13.1(1): “The Minister is responsible for the
administration.”  Then we see subsection (2):

The Regulations Act does not apply in respect of any documentation
prepared by or on behalf of the Minister relating to the carrying out
of any functions under this section.

So I have to ask in respect of section 8: which element in the
Regulations Act causes this government a problem?  Is it section 2?
Is it section 3?  Is it section 5?  Will the minister tell us that?  Will
any other member of the government stand up and tell us why you
have to carve that out from under the Regulations Act?

And I go on.  If members look at section 16 of this bill, on page
11, we’re going to have a new subsection (6), and what does it say?
Once again, “The Regulations Act does not apply in respect of any
authorization.”  Now, why would that be, Mr. Speaker?  Why would
it be that the government would want to take these things and not
make them as widely available as possible?  Why do we want to
closet them away?

At this point, Mr. Speaker, let me tell you of a problem I’ve
experienced in terms of trying to access material.  There are sort of
three different kinds of subordinate legislation we run into.  We’ve
got the regular gazetted regulations under the Regulations Act, and
any Albertan can find those that has access to the Internet.  You can
find those things, and you can find them readily.  [interjection]
Well, you normally can, Minister of Health and Wellness.

The second kind of subordinate lawmaking is a thing called
ministerial regulations, and then the third one is ministerial orders.
What happens if I as a citizen want to find those things?  Now,
maybe in the Department of Health and Wellness it works differ-
ently, but here’s what you have to do.  You have to phone up the
minister’s office and say that I’d like to see a regulation or a
ministerial order.  They say: “Well, it’s not under the Regulations
Act.  We have that in our library.”  I say: “Fine.  May I come over?
Is that library open to the public?”  “Oh, no, no.  This is a ministerial
library, a departmental library.  It’s only available to people who
have the permission of the minister to access it.”

Now, I’m a tenacious guy, and I spend lots of time in Edmonton,
so maybe I’ve got the time to do a little phoning around and show up
in that minister’s office and ask where that stuff is.  But, you know,
our job is not just to accommodate MLAs, who have to persevere.
Our job is to accommodate individual Albertans who may want to
find out something about the apprenticeship program and want to
find out what those standards are.  Why should you have to go
through the hoop and hurdle and do this bureaucratic dance to find
out what’s in the regulation?  All the government had to do was say:
we make it subject to the Regulations Act, and anybody can access
it through any public library really fast, really easily.  Ideal.  Now,
the government has chosen not to do that, and my question is: why?

You go on and you look at section 17 of this bill, and what have
we got there?  We’ve got, lo and behold, on page 12:

The Regulations Act does not apply in respect of any order made or

documentation prepared by or on behalf of the Executive Director
relating to the making of an order under this section.

What’s to be hidden here?  Why not simply gazette it so that people
can access it and it’s in some standard place?  I think it’s preposter-
ous that any Albertan who wants to find out what the regulations are,
what the standards are with respect to an apprenticeship program,
has sort of got to go on bended knee and beg his or her way into a
department library and hope that there’s some librarian in the
department of health – oh, I don’t mean to pick on the Department
of Health and Wellness – in any department so that they can access
it.  This is not accessibility.  This is not empowering individual
citizens to get this material, and it’s not good enough.

Then we go to section 23 of this bill.  It has to do with regulations
again.  It’s also part of section 20, which makes a further change
here to the regulation provision, and it’s not clear.  It appears these
may be subject to the Regulations Act.  Here’s what we’re left with
under Bill 23.  You have some standards which appear to be gazetted
and filed with the registrar, but you’ve got a whole lot of other
standards and things that are not gazetted, and you have to go on a
bit of scavenger hunt to find those things.  All I’m asking is: why?
I don’t profess to know very much about the administration of the
apprenticeship program, so my question is: give me a reason why
those things can’t be done in gazetted regulations; give me a reason
in terms of why these things have to be such a big secret.  I’d be
happy to see that.

Now, the other question I’ve got.  If you look at a question-and-
answer sheet that was produced entitled Proposed Changes, Appren-
ticeship and Industry Training Act, produced March 20 of 2000, just
a little more than a month ago, there’s a question there where they
talk about what’s going to be done by way of regulation, but it
doesn’t address this question of why these things have to be a secret.
I just find that a curious thing.  Now, I expect I have some col-
leagues that are going to be wanting to join debate on this in three
minutes and 32 seconds, and I know that they’re going to have an
opportunity to further develop some of these themes.

If you were to look at page 6 of this backgrounder that’s been
produced – and I’m not tabling it because my understanding is it’s
already been tabled.  If anybody wishes to see it, I’ve got a copy, and
I’d be happy to have a page take one over.  On page 6 of this
backgrounder that accompanied the changes in the bill, we’ve got
this question: will industry be consulted on proposed changes to the
regulations?  Now, it doesn’t say whether those are the gazetted
regulations under the Regulations Act or whether those are the
ministerial regulations, which are going to be secreted away in a
departmental library.  We don’t know that.
9:50

Here’s the response from the government department: members
of the industry advisory committees, key stakeholders, and the
public will have an opportunity to review and comment on draft
regulations later this year; we hope to complete a review of the
regulations by December 2000.  Great to have a consultation with
stakeholders and people who have been involved, but what happens
to the rest of us?  You know, why are regulations made only in
consultation with those people that government deigns to involve?
What about the stakeholder who is not identified by the deputy
minister as a stakeholder?  What about somebody who’s forgotten
on the list?

Why wouldn’t we publish the regulations, not just for the benefit
of so-called stakeholders but publish them on the Internet?  It’s
really easy to do.  The government spends that $8 million.  The
Public Affairs Bureau produces some wonderful web sites.  I’m very
much in awe of the Department of Health and Wellness web site.
Terrific.  I question the accuracy of some of the information on there
around Bill 11, but it’s a good place to go to be able to find out
information.  It would be no trouble in the year 2000 to get the web
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master to put up the draft regulations.  Then everybody who has
access to a computer screen anywhere in the province . . . [interjec-
tions]  I think I have some colleagues that are concerned that I may
not be delivering the corporate message here.  They may think I’m
on a bit of a frolic on my own, Mr. Speaker, but I want you to know
that I’m speaking to the things that have sort of attracted my
attention on a bill that I think is of some concern.

Those are my questions.  I guess I’m open to information from
people in the gallery who know more about apprenticeship, from
people in the Assembly, from anybody outside who reads Hansard.
If they’ve got answers for any of those things, I hope they’ll send me
a fax or an e-mail so I will have answers to that.  I hope we’ll have
answers to that before we have to vote on Bill 23.

I want to thank my colleague for Edmonton-Gold Bar for what I
thought was a really excellent analysis he did of the bill the other
afternoon.  It was helpful to me, and I’d commend that to all
members who are trying to figure out whether they should support
this bill or not.  In the moment I have left, I’d say to the government:
here’s an opportunity.  This could be a win/win bill.  You can pass
some changes that industry wants and the people affected want, but
you can also signal that government is a lot more than just talking to
a few selected stakeholders.  Whether it’s Bill 11, where you take
your advice from the appointed regional health authorities – it’s sort
of akin to drinking your own bathwater – or whether you take a
broader consultation to involve Albertans, that’s really what we want
to hear.  It’s the same principle, I think, in terms of both bills, and I
think we can do so much better.

My inclination when I pick this bill up is to support it, but I could
do that with an awful lot more enthusiasm and I could remove that
sort of niggling doubt I have if I can get answers to those specific
questions I’ve got.

Those are the questions I’ve got, and I’m looking forward to other
analysis of Bill 23.  Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker.

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER: May the Assembly grant consent to
briefly revert to Introduction of Guests?

[Unanimous consent granted]

head:  Introduction of Guests
THE DEPUTY SPEAKER: The hon. Member for Spruce Grove-
Sturgeon-St. Albert.

MRS. SOETAERT: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker.  It’s my
pleasure to introduce to you and through you to members of the
Assembly two concerned citizens who have been outside the last
couple of nights concerned about Bill 11 and are here tonight to hear
the debate on it.  One is from the constituency of St. Albert and has
expressed her concerns to her MLA.  Her name is Diane Gorman,
and the other is a woman from Edmonton-Manning, and her name
is Trudy Grebenstein.  I believe they’re in the members’ gallery, and
I would ask them to please rise and receive the warm welcome of the
Assembly.

head:  Government Bills and Orders
head:  Second Reading

Bill 23
Apprenticeship and Industry Training

Amendment Act, 2000
(continued)

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER: On Bill 23, the hon. Member for
Edmonton-Meadowlark.

MS LEIBOVICI: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.  It’s a great pleasure to
rise this evening to address Bill 23, the Apprenticeship and Industry
Training Amendment Act, 2000.  I listened very carefully to the
comments that were made by my colleague from Calgary-Buffalo,
as well I have looked at the Blues of the remarks that were made by
the Member for Edmonton-Gold Bar as well as the Member for
Edmonton-Centre and have also looked at the document that was put
out by the Alberta Apprenticeship and Industry Training Board, the
questions-and-answers document.  In putting together the speeches
and some of the comments that have been made, it is a fact that there
has been a fair amount of consultation with regards to the proposed
amendments to this particular bill, and there are several recommen-
dations that have been made that will improve the apprenticeship
and industry training system for employers, employees, and
apprentices.

There are still some outstanding questions as to whether the
proposed amendments are in fact comprehensive enough or whether
in fact there are outstanding concerns still around certain sections of
the bill.  In particular I understand that there are starting to be
expressed some concerns by some of the trades with regards to
sections 16 and 17 of the bill, that would amend sections 23 and 24
of the act.

I have had the experience in the past to work with the Member for
Medicine Hat with regards to the Health Professions Act, which
looked at putting together changes to a large number of bills and
putting together a consensus around a long process that had occurred
with regards to the consultation around that particular act.  I think
there are parallels between what happened with the Health Profes-
sions Act and what we are perhaps seeing right now with Bill 23, the
Apprenticeship and Industry Training Amendment Act.

The reality, Mr. Speaker, is that when the consultation occurs with
different groups and that consultation is synthesized and then put
forward into legislation, sometimes some things are missed out, and
in fact when I think back again to the Health Professions Act, we
had some difficulties that arose out of the drafting of the legislation
with regards to what the impact would be on firefighters throughout
the province.  That impact was unintentional, yet the wording in the
legislation made it a potential for there to be huge costs to the cities
of Edmonton, Calgary, Lethbridge, I believe, and some of the other
cities that have firefighters on staff.  There were also potential
effects on the individuals who do the lifesaving on ski hills, the ski
patrol, and that was also an unintentional effect of the drafting of the
legislation.
10:00

So here we have something very similar in Bill 23, I believe,
where it seems that in the majority the bill has addressed some of the
concerns that have been developed and brought forward over a
period of four years, yet there is still some fine-tuning that is
required to occur.  I would hope that the hon. Member for
Edmonton-Gold Bar will have the opportunity to work with the
Minister of Learning to work out what some of the glitches are
within the act, as addressed by some of the trades at this point in
time, to make this piece of legislation reflect exactly what the
consultations were that have taken place over a long period of time,
because it would be a shame if in fact after four years of work on a
particular bill there are some things that are not quite right.

Unfortunately we sometimes see, in the haste of this government
to push through legislation, that we have to retroactively go back,
whether it’s in the fall session or  the next year, to amend legislation
that could have been amended when it was first introduced.  That is,
I think, something that needs to be looked at very, very closely.

Specifically where the concerns are is the fear that competency
based training will find its way into the apprenticeship trades.
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Again, my colleague from Edmonton-Gold Bar had addressed that
issue in looking at the differences between the different kinds of
trades, in that there are designated trades and there are occupations,
and that there is sometimes optional certification of trades and there
is sometimes compulsory certification of trades. In fact, when you
look at section 22.1, which follows after section 22, what may well
occur is that there are going to be exemptions to the compulsory
certification of tradespersons, so that is a huge, huge issue.

If you go on a little bit further to section 23, the question was
brought up by the hon. Member for Edmonton-Gold Bar as to what
is going to happen with apprenticeship programs in regards to
technical programs and standards, the documentation of the program
or the examination.

Now, again to go back specifically to the concerns of at least one
of the trades that will be involved, what is indicated is that there’s a
fear

that competency based training will find its way into the apprentice-
ship trades.  While there are some positives to competency training,
it can, through abuse, lead to the breaking down of high standards
that exist at present.

This is actually a quote from a letter, as well as that
“some form of qualifier, for example, written in the Act or in the
Regulations that Level Three does not do Level Four work” is
required.  In other words, what’s needed is “protection of some sort
that protects the Journeyman.”

So this is a very, very key concern that I’m sure can be addressed
quite easily if there is a will to do so.  I would hope that within the
time available before the Assembly recesses for the summer break,
there will be the ability to fix that particular concern within Bill 23
or to hold it over until the fall session so that in fact it can be as good
a piece of legislation as it should be after four years of consultation.

Now, some of the questions that I have and that don’t seem to be
addressed within the bill itself – at least they seem to be still
outstanding, from the document put out by the Alberta Apprentice-
ship and Industry Training Board on March 20, 2000 – are with
regards to the fact that there is some concern around the apprentice
wage percentages and that these wage percentages may pose a
problem for certain sectors of industry because of the way people are
employed.  There is a suggestion that the board will ask the appro-
priate provincial apprenticeship committee to examine the need to
regulate apprentice wage percentages in their particular trade.  I’m
wondering if there was any attempt to address how long that process
would take, because if in fact there is some kind of disparity in terms
of those wage percentages, people should not have to wait three
years for that to be addressed.  In fact, there should be some kind of
finite time when this issue is addressed.

Another key issue is around the journeyman/apprentice ratios,
which are suggested to remain in regulations, and that the norm of
one journeyman to one apprentice, as has been suggested through the
consultation process by the various groups, may not guarantee
suitable supervision and training of apprentices.  There’s an
indication that the board will explore other ways of ensuring the
quality of training, and I wonder whether that is in fact a strong
enough promise, as it were, to the stakeholders involved and whether
or not there should be something outlined as to what those other
ways are of ensuring the quality of training.

There are some issues as well that were pointed out with regards
to looking at the changes.  I had mentioned that one of them could
be made to provide for a competency based certification program in
designated occupations – and that is still remaining as a key concern
– and that there are changes that could be made to allow the board
to address and implement solutions to the various problems being
experienced with the description of some trades.  So it would appear

that in fact that has not occurred in the act and that the Apprentice-
ship and Industry Training Board is still requesting that that occur.

Also, another change that could be made to the act is to strengthen
the operation of industry advisory committees.  Without sitting at the
table with the stakeholders involved, it would be difficult for me to
say whether or not these are key changes that should be addressed
prior to the passage of the bill.  However, it would be useful
information for the Official Opposition to find out from the sponsor
of the bill, the Minister of Learning, whether or not these in fact
have been or will be addressed or what the training board has
indicated with regards to these potentially not being addressed in the
bill.

The other types of issues that have come forward are in terms of
information.  One of the questions is: how would apprentices and
employers get program and process information?  When I was labour
critic for the Official Opposition, the issue of apprenticeship and the
nonsupport, in a sense, at that time of some of the apprenticeship
programs was a very large issue within the labour community.

One of the ideas that was put forward often by the labour groups
was to bring programs and program information into high schools so
that students who were making their career choices would be able to
make a career choice that potentially would guide them into some of
the apprenticeships and some of the trades.  I don’t see that that has
been at all addressed in this particular question.  Granted, that’s not
perhaps what it was geared towards, but I would like to see some
recognition of the fact that there needs to be more information
provided to our youth to make decisions as to what path their life
will take after high school, and this is one piece of information that
I don’t think is always provided even when they do their career days.
There could be more focus put on that as well.
10:10

There are a number of other recommendations that have been put
forward with regards to this particular piece of legislation, and I
know the industry does hope that this legislation will be passed
within the year 2000.  Again, I think that is not an invalid hope.  I
think that is something that could well occur, but there are, as I
indicated at the outset, some outstanding issues that I believe can be
worked out and addressed in terms of where this legislation is going.

There is one other issue the Member for Calgary-Buffalo did talk
to, and that’s with regards to the use of the Regulations Act and why
in fact there is a need to exempt some of these committees from the
Regulations Act.  There are a number of committees that are going
to be established, I understand, under Bill 23.  The question is
whether these committees do in fact need to be established as
separate entities.  Who are the participants on the committees going
to be?  How will the decisions be made as to the choices of the
individuals that are going to be appointed to these committees?  Why
can’t the issues, I guess, work through the existing apprenticeship
committees and within the existing structure?

There’s a whole other stream of questions in terms of accountabil-
ity.  Who is the committee going to report to?  What are the
interfaces between the various committees that are now being
formed?  What is the reporting mechanism?  Are these going to be
open meetings or not?  In fact, again when I reflect back to the
Health Professions Act, it’s very clear as to how individuals were
appointed to the boards of the various professions, what the compo-
sition of those boards was going to be, what the reporting mecha-
nisms are, whether or not they’re going to be held in public.  That’s
laid out in that particular piece of legislation, so the question again
is: why is this piece of legislation so different?  What makes the
requirements of the apprenticeship and industry training sector so
very different from what is happening in other sectors in this
province?
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The Regulations Act, by not having the act applied to any of the
documentation prepared by or on behalf of the minister relating to
the carrying out of the functions of the act, is also of concern,
because in fact a lot of that can be done in secrecy.  We know that
very often this government does a lot of its business behind closed
doors, either through orders in council or through regulations.  What
we need to ensure is that unless there is some very good reason for
any decisions to be made in secrecy, those decisions be made openly
and that there’s accountability built into this whole process.

So those are some of the comments I have with regards to this
particular bill.  I would very much appreciate having some of those
concerns answered in order to make a decision as to whether or not
this bill is supportable in its current form.  As indicated, it seems that
a lot of the concerns of the industry and the other stakeholders have
been addressed, but there still remain some that have not.   Again,
after four years of consultation I find it hard to believe that those
concerns were not brought up, but what I think may have happened
is that some of the more particular aspects of a bill that is technical
were not well understood so that the drafting in fact has managed to
do what the consensus did not indicate should be done.

With those remarks, I will take my place, and hopefully we’ll have
some answers to those questions coming in the near future.  Thank
you.

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

MRS. SOETAERT: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker.  As I look
at Bill 23, the Apprenticeship and Industry Training Amendment
Act, it brings to mind several things and how very important good
legislation is in this case.  I think of standards when we have people
building our homes, people doing work in our homes, and our place
of work.  I think I came to appreciate the trades a great deal when we
built our home over eight years ago.  I would see different skilled
people working.  I had no idea how much work and how much skill
it took to put a home together.  I gained a great deal of respect for
those people who work very hard and are very proud of the job they
do.  In that, I also came to realize that those skills aren’t just
something you get out of a Reader’s Digest book.

In fact, as an example, we once bought an extra stove to put in our
basement.  You know, with the mega family do’s I could have an
extra stove in the basement.  My husband grabbed the Reader’s
Digest electrician book.  [interjection]  Yes, it’s a Raymond story.
Sure enough, he connected it, and it worked.  I was so happy.  It
worked.  The stove in the basement worked.  But you know what?
The stove upstairs did not.  So as I cooked, I was getting into better
shape as I went up and down the stairs.  But we finally called an
electrician, and lo and behold both stoves worked safely.

From that time on, we’ve agreed that we must do what we do well
and call in those to do what we don’t do well.  So there’s just a
simple example from home where you can appreciate that people
need to be qualified and need to have standards, and those people
themselves feel it’s very important that that is implemented for
them.

Now, from my understanding of this bill there’s been quite a bit
of consultation, and that’s good.  I commend the minister and his
work on that, but I also know that there are still some outstanding
concerns.  One of them has to do with section 23 and section 24, and
there is a concern expressed that competency-based training will find
its way into the apprenticeship trades.

Of course, it’s good that we have competency training, but we
have to watch that it doesn’t lead to the breaking down of high
standards that exist at present.  “Some form of qualifier, for exam-
ple” – and I’m sure most of us have this letter that was sent to us –

should be “written in the Act or in the Regulations that Level Three
does not do Level Four work.”  It’s the whole issue of de-skilling.
I think we have to be very cautious that our legislation does not
allow that to happen and that it safeguards that you are qualified to
do the job you do.
10:20

The other thing that I have seen concern expressed about is proper
inspections of those who do the work within the trades and in the
training, that they are properly supervised.  I think the Member for
Edmonton-Gold Bar gave a very good example of what happened at
Swan Hills.  Regretfully, the way things are now, we may never find
out what happened there because of some court order to keep things
under wraps for a certain length of time.  So we don’t know what
happened there, and I would hope another fiasco like that does not
happen until we find out what went wrong and take steps to improve
it.  I would say that would be one thing this government would want,
to find the answers and to make sure they are improved from there.

[Mr. Herard in the chair]

Another section of concern that was expressed was section 15,
where exceptions about compulsory certification of a trade . . .

MS BLAKEMAN: What kind of exceptions?

MRS. SOETAERT: Well, it seems that the minister
may make regulations permitting a person who is not otherwise
permitted under section 21 to work in that trade to carry out work or
perform tasks, activities and functions in respect of one or more
specific undertakings or a portion of those undertakings that come
within the trade, and for that purpose may . . .

and then it goes for (a), (b), (c), and (d).
Now, I would think that once again we’re giving the minister

some responsibility he may not want or may not have the expertise
to administer.  That’s nothing personal against the minister.  I’m
saying a generic minister.  A generic minister wouldn’t want that
responsibility.  There’s no such thing as a generic minister.  I know.
But we’ll move on.

AN HON. MEMBER: There are junior ministers.

MRS. SOETAERT: There are junior ministers.
I would like to continue with the concerns about the exceptions to

the compulsory.  One described here, which the minister would have
control over the regulation of, would be to

(a) prescribe the tasks, activities, and functions that a person may
perform in respect of those undertakings;

(b) prescribe or otherwise establish the qualifications or training that
a person must have to carry out work or to perform tasks, activities
and functions under this section;

(c) prescribe any terms or conditions that a person is subject to with
respect to carrying out any work or performing any tasks, activities
or functions permitted under this section;

(d) provide for any matter that the Board considers to be related,
incidental or ancillary to permitting a person to carry out any work
or to perform any tasks, activities or functions under this section.

So, Mr. Speaker, we have some concerns that there are regulations
that aren’t clarified or that are lumped under the Regulations Act,
where we’re not quite sure where they’re going to be accessible.
That has to be very, very clear.  You know, anybody should be able
to access those regulations, not just people within the trades.
Certainly they should be able to access it, but certainly anyone out
of interest should.  It may come just by chance in your life that
suddenly you are building a home.  You are involved maybe just on
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a committee that may be doing renovations to a school.  I’ve seen
that happen.

In fact, at Woodhaven school out in my riding – and it was a good
move on the board’s part, a very good move – they involved parents
and businesspeople, builders and students to look at what changes
would make that school the very best.  They learned a great deal
about what it takes.  You know, you just can’t add a wall here and
cut down a wall there.  They worked with the tradespeople, with the
architect, and I would say that that’s one of the most successful
projects in a renovated school in Alberta.  I know the Minister of
Infrastructure was at the grand opening of that new wing, as I was.
It was a great event because so many people got involved and
learned about what it takes to build something that would accommo-
date so many people in so many different ways.

So that’s an example of how every one of us should care about the
qualifications, the standards of the apprenticeship and industry
programs and the supervision of them and the evaluation of them. 
Definitely I think that the people who most want this are the people
in the trades themselves.  They take great pride in their work and
they want those standards.  They want to be safe.  They want the
bridges that they build to be safe, and they want to be proud of them.
So they expect that those standards will be set by this government
through legislation and implemented and supervised on those
standards of safety and accountability, the ability to be inspected and
to do quality work that they are proud of.

As you know, I used to teach.  I was in a wonderful composite
school that had many students geared towards apprenticeship and the
trades.  They loved the welding class.  In fact, they built a horse
trailer once and all kinds of things.  I don’t know why they didn’t
like my English class as much as their welding class.  I tried to make
it as interesting as possible.  The reality is that the students were
very, very talented at other things.

I think we all have to recognize the diversity of our wonderful
province and all that these young people are looking at.  They’re
going into these trades, and they have to know that there are
expectations of them.  People in the trades want to say: “I’ll show
you how.  This is what you have to pass, and this is what to do, and
these are the standards we proudly meet.”

I would say that this piece of legislation has to do that.  It has to
ensure that there are standards.  It has to ensure that inspections will
be properly done, that regulations are available, open to everyone so
that everyone knows what they are and people can follow them.

Mr. Speaker, I’m glad this bill is before us.  I know my colleague
from Edmonton-Gold Bar has expressed some concerns, and maybe
we’ll get those answers, maybe in second reading, maybe in
Committee of the Whole.  Maybe he and the minister will have a
chat and some of it will be explained.  I look forward to further
debate on this.  I’m glad the bill is here.  I’m not a hundred percent
comfortable with it for the reasons I’ve indicated, especially sections
23 and 24 and also section 15.

Those are the things I am hoping a good piece of legislation will
bring forward.  I know that the people in apprenticeship programs
and training programs and in the trades want this to be a real solid
piece of legislation.  I think if we work at that, it could be that.

Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker, for the opportunity to speak
to Bill 23 at second reading.

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

MR. SAPERS: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.  One of the side effects of
a healthy and robust economy is often at least a temporary shortage
of skilled labour, and we’re experiencing that in this province right

now.  There are probably lots of reasons.  The training programs, the
ability of the government to forecast, the reduction in funding for
postsecondary training, some uncertainty in terms of other condi-
tions have probably all conspired somewhat to lead to this shortage.

What we’ve come down to now is where many of the megapro-
jects, whether it be the plant at Joffre or the pipeline projects,
whether it be any of the oil sands projects or even just keeping pace
with the commercial, industrial, and residential building boom that’s
taking place in some centres – many of these projects and initiatives
are competing for the same relatively small pool of skilled workers.
So there has been a lot of pressure on the apprenticeship board.
There’s been a lot of pressure to get more people into the workforce
more quickly.  I’m all in favour of more qualified, competent men
and women getting high-paying, skilled jobs as quickly as possible.
I think that would be a good thing.  I think it would be a net benefit
in general.  I think it would serve the public good, and of course it
would serve a very personal purpose, a very personal good for those
men and women who gain the employment based on their skills and
their abilities.
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I’m a little bit concerned because of this coming together of all of
these forces, which has led to a shortage, to a squeeze when it comes
to many skilled workers, that mechanisms are being put in place that
are going to be at least potentially compromising confidence and
therefore confidence in this workforce just in order to meet some
market demand.  I think that would be a very short-term solution.  I
don’t think that would serve us well in the long run.

I’ve had a chance to review Bill 23 and have engaged in some
discussion, limited discussion, admittedly, with representatives of
unions whose members are these skilled workers as well as with
employers who depend on these tradespeople to help them get on
with their job, and they share some of these same concerns.  While
they are clamouring for more workers and while the workers
themselves are looking forward to greater remuneration, more job
security, enhanced benefits because they’re more in demand, they all
agree on one thing.  They all agree that it doesn’t make sense to rush
into law a series of reforms that will weaken what has really been
something that’s very strong in Alberta, and that is a very well
trained, well supervised, well prepared, competent, skilled, technical
workforce.  Both employers and employee groups that I’ve spoken
with don’t want to do anything that would diminish this standing that
the Alberta workforce has.

Now, I think that in at least two areas Bill 23 has the potential of
eroding this high standard.  My colleagues have talked a little bit
about that in their remarks.  I don’t want to repeat their comments,
but I do want to reinforce a couple of things.  This whole question
of competency-based training versus apprenticeship screening and
training is something that I’ve thought about from time to time.

[The Deputy Speaker in the chair]

Mr. Speaker, you may not be aware, but for a short period of time
– I think it was a period of about eight years – I was on faculty at
Grant MacEwan College in the correctional services program, and
one of the things we did in that program was gear the course towards
instructing and then examining against core competencies.  These
were competencies that were identified by potential employers.  The
way the curriculum design and the instruction plan went is that we
would go through a relatively rigorous process of meeting with
potential employer groups and getting input from them as to what
competencies they’d be looking for in potential employees.  Then we
would develop curriculum and instructional technique that was
geared towards ensuring that the men and women, the students, who
graduated from the program had these competencies.  The diploma,
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of course, would be the formal certification that they had these
competencies.

While I think that process was well served and many of those
individuals found their way into employment, with the provincial
government for example, those competencies are very different from
the kind of competency training or development that comes from the
sort of on-the-job experience.  While I’m not going to diminish for
a minute the fact that you can pick up many things on the job, and
in fact I would say that every person that got elected to this Legisla-
ture had to pick up how to do the business of being an MLA on the
job – I don’t think any of us went to MLA school.  I’m not going to
diminish for a moment the notion that you can learn by doing while
you’re doing it, but I will say that there is a huge difference between
that and putting somebody into a position where they’re going to be
called upon to do very precise, very skilled, very technical work and
then allowing that to happen just based on the good or bad habits
that they may pick up on the job.  I think employee safety, colleague
safety, public safety demand that in many areas we expect a higher
level.  We would expect a higher test than this competency that may
or may not come.

We all have different capacities to learn, Mr. Speaker.  You know
what they say about old dogs and new tricks.  So it’s simply not
enough to say that we can run the risk of this competency-based
certification without paying close attention to its potential for
lowering standards or at least compromising standards.

You know, there is an example given in some of the documenta-
tion I’ve seen of boom truck operators.  Maybe they don’t need to be
certified in the same way, don’t need to go through the same
training.  Maybe utility companies could hire people who gain on-
the-job experience, and they can go up in those cherry pickers or in
those boom trucks and do the work that they do and it would be safe
and it would be okay.

You know, we’ve just had the National Day of Mourning for
workers, and I know when I read the newspapers and I listen to the
headlines and the electronic media, it seems that not too much time
goes by between reports of people who have lost life because of
interference with overhead wires and these boom trucks or people
just weren’t really all that well trained and well versed in the
equipment and the tolerances of that equipment.  Unfortunately, that
lack of experience and that lack of knowledge resulted in a tragedy.

So I wouldn’t want to do anything in law that would in any way
accelerate or magnify that potential, no matter how small it may be.
I want to pay particularly close attention to the caution that’s been
raised about competency-based certification or training sort of
creeping into the apprenticeship regime as it’s applied to our
technical trades in this province.

This whole notion is not unrelated to the other major concern that
I have.  That concern is the one about the exemption from the
Regulations Act.  The bill before us would exempt many things from
the Regulations Act.  This means that what’s exempted is not
published.  It’s not known in the same way.  It’s not in the Alberta
Gazette.  So if you have regulations about training, what the bill
would now do is rely on industry to publish these things in trade
publications, in industry manuals, which may be okay most of the
time, but it certainly isn’t okay in a changing environment.

It would seem to me that when we’re dealing with individuals,
particularly individuals who may seek certification in more than one
trade, we would want them to be able to go to one place.  We would
want them to be able to quickly know what it is that’s expected of
them.  We would want the public to quickly be able to go to one
place and see what the standards are and not have to have the
intimate knowledge of the workings of a particular industry or trade
to know where to go to ask for what kind of manual or trade

publication.  So I really don’t see the justification or the rationale for
exempting so much of this key critical information from being
published in the way that it’s being published today.

You know, I’d like to find ways to streamline the process.  I’d like
to find ways to clean it up.  I’d like to find ways to modernize the
process.  I’d like to ensure that there’s not a lot of red tape and
there’s not a lot of bureaucracy but not at the expense of the skill set
and not at the expense of public awareness and public safety.
10:40

I guess my fear, if I get right down to it, is that there is this link
between this potential for the standards to be lower, for somebody’s
notion of competency-based, on-the-job training to take the place of
careful and methodical apprenticeship-based training and that that’s
why you want to remove the requirement for the regulations to be
published.  You see, if you don’t have to have the regulations
published so that they’re there in black and white for everybody to
see, the regulations can be a little bit more flexible or in flux or a
little less knowable, and then it’s easier to go with the flow and
maybe sort of get away with some things that otherwise you couldn’t
because the regulations themselves present a challenge.  They
present a measure, and sometimes that measure might be a disincen-
tive if what you were trying to do was rush people to market perhaps
before they really have the knowledge base that they require to do
their job well and to do it safely.

So I do see this relationship between the issue of competency
training and the move by the government.  It’s not unique in Bill 23.
We’ve seen it in other places as well.  Government reduces public
accountability by leaving things either to order in council regulations
or, even worse, by exempting things from the Regulations Act.

I want to go on record as saying that along with these comments,
Mr. Speaker, I think that Alberta and Albertans are incredibly well
served by the apprenticeship and industry training system that is in
place in Alberta.  I am not for a minute with my comments suggest-
ing that there is some conspiracy or collusion here to somehow
damage or weaken or undermine this industry training system.  I’m
just saying that the way the bill is written, given the current climate,
given the economic pressures, given the track record of this
government, the potential for these dangers is very real.

I haven’t heard from government any soothing words.  I haven’t
read in their press releases and I haven’t seen in the bill itself
anything that puts my mind at ease on these matters.  So I would
hope that as we see this bill move from this stage of debate into
committee, the sponsor of the bill will take the opportunity to reply
to these concerns and to do so with an open mind.  These aren’t just
my concerns or the concerns of the Official Opposition.  As I say,
these are concerns that have been expressed by those men and
women who are closest to the matter.  If there are ways to improve
the bill to address these concerns, I’d hope that the minister of
course would be open to amendments.  I want to say that for the
most part I find that the bill is supportable, but I do have these
concerns that I want addressed before the bill receives this member’s
vote.

Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker.

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

DR. MASSEY: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.  I’m pleased to have an
opportunity to speak to Bill 23, the Apprenticeship and Industry
Training Amendment Act, 2000, at second reading and to make
some comments about the principles that underlie the bill.  I wanted
to start off with some preliminary comments about the context under
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which the bill is being presented to the Legislature at this time.
I think it’s widely recognized, the need for a competent and

skilled workforce at this particular time.  There are a number of
areas, a number of trades that have really had the pressure on them
in terms of needing more workers, more apprentices, more trainees.
The government has actually done some specific funding through the
access fund to try to accomplish it.  There is expanded training in
specific trades, including welders.  There are expanded opportunities
in the electrician field, heavy duty equipment technicians, machin-
ists, millwrights, steamfitters and pipe fitters, bricklayers, roofers,
plumbers, painters and decorators, floor covering installers, recre-
ation vehicle service technicians, sheet metal workers, and partsmen
trades across the province.  That’s part of the list of trades that are
facing increased pressure to increase the number of tradespeople for
the industries in the province that need those skilled technicians and
workers.

This has been a constant problem for our province.  When times
are good, we have that pressure.  There’s a lot of construction, a lot
of projects under way, the economy is growing.  We’ve had this
same kind of pressure in the past.  I think Bill 23 is in part a good
response to making sure that changes as a result of those pressures
will be reasoned changes and will fit into an overall plan for
apprenticeship and training in the province.

We’re also seeing a change in the kind of technology.  A number
of the professions and a number of the trainee areas and a number of
the trades areas are changing because of technology, because of new
ways of doing things.  The challenge, of course, is to make sure that
existing workers have the skills needed to meet new requirements
and that those being prepared currently will have the kinds of skills
that are needed and that are current and contemporary and useful to
them.  So there’s a change in technology that I think is affecting a
wide number of the trades that we rely on in the province.

There are also a wide number of changes in the ways that training
programs are being delivered to the kinds of traditional modes that
we are used to, with the tradition of a journeyman being responsible
for the work of an apprentice and that being a fairly stable relation-
ship over a three-year period.

There’s mobile delivery of training now.  The boom truck operator
program is being delivered in Grande Prairie, Bonnyville, Fort
McMurray, and Brooks by NAIT, so instruction out of an institute
in this city being delivered mobilely in areas remote from this city.
The bricklayer training is being delivered by SAIT.  So here we have
bricklayers in our city being trained by mobile instruction centered
out of SAIT in Calgary, the communications and electrician
programs delivered in Calgary again by NAIT, and the roofer
program in Lethbridge delivered in Calgary by NAIT.  The instruc-
tion has become much more mobile than it was in the past, when
apprentices were tied to institutions or specific locations where
instruction was being offered.  Another mobile program is the tile
setter.  The first period is being delivered again in Edmonton by
SAIT.  So here we have our two largest technical institutes working
in each other’s home cities and in various smaller communities
across the province.

Distance education, of course, has become a fact of life in almost
all aspects of education.  Our province has a long history through the
correspondence school of delivering, I guess, very rudimentary
distance education in Athabasca University.  But now we have
electricians being able to receive their training from NAIT through
distance education programs.  We have locksmiths being able to
receive their programs from Red Deer College through distance
education and welders at all periods being able to receive distance
instruction by NAIT.

10:50

Even the apprenticeship programs, the way the blocks were
traditionally broken up in terms of work and school, have been
changed with weekly apprenticeship training available for cabinet-
makers and carpenters at Lethbridge Community College; for cooks
at SAIT and Lethbridge Community College; for machinists at
NAIT; for partsmen at SAIT, NAIT, and Lethbridge Community
College; and millwright and welders at NAIT.  We have the delivery
of that instruction now broken up in periods that differ quite
differently from what was traditionally the pattern.

We’ve seen in the bill a movement to competency-based instruc-
tion.  Again, the idea behind that is placing the importance on what
the trainee knows rather than how the trainee came to that knowl-
edge.  So the notion of putting in fixed periods of instruction or
experience before certification could be acquired has changed
dramatically. The competency-based apprenticeship training is now
a fact of life in the carpenter program at SAIT and the carpenter
program at Lethbridge Community College; the electrician program
at NAIT, Fairview, Lakeland, Lethbridge, and Red Deer colleges;
the locksmith program at Red Deer College; and the welder program
at Red Deer College, NAIT, and SAIT.

Those are fairly significant advances in terms of how training is
delivered, and Bill 23 has in its principles tried to bring that kind of
competency-based education or training into focus in that it makes
it clearer the context under which that training will take place.

There are a variety of ways now of programs being delivered, so
it makes the consideration of changes to the Apprenticeship and
Industry Training Act really very, very important.  It is important
that we scrutinize them carefully so that we can assure ourselves that
standards that are held to be extremely important in terms of the
trades are maintained, that the kinds of certificates that tradespeople
acquire during their training are well respected and are certificates
that both the public and industry can have great confidence in in
terms of the ability of the recipients.

It’s important that those standards be maintained, and I think that
if there’s been a concern raised about Bill 23, it’s the concern with
standards around competency-based instruction.  Competency-based
instruction, of course, has been around for a long time.  In its early
form in grade school and in high school it was seized upon as being
a panacea, a way of being able to lay out exactly what a learner
should know or understand, to be able to put in place a series of
steps that learner would go through and that would ensure that
competency was acquired.

Well, it didn’t work out quite that simply, Mr. Speaker.  One of
the downsides of the early competency-based instruction was the
fact that what is most easily defined and what is most easily laid out
in terms of instruction are very simple tasks, so the competency-
based instruction seemed to focus primarily on very simple tasks,
and the more complex operations were in many cases abandoned.

That same issue has been raised by some of the trades in terms of
this bill.  They want to be assured that competency-based instruction
and the kinds of standards, the kinds of skills and knowledge that
trainees participating in those programs gain are indeed the kinds
that are required by the trade and are of a quality that the trade
would sanction and that industry and the general public, too, would
have confidence in.  So I think we may want to look back again and
return to the competency-based component of this and really assure
ourselves before we proceed with passing the bill that those fears are
unfounded.

In concluding my comments, Mr. Speaker, I would be remiss if I
didn’t comment on the kind of extensive consultation that went into
the proposals that we have before us.  There was widespread
involvement of employers and employees and apprentices and



1272 Alberta Hansard May 2, 2000

journeymen, and I think that consultation over the last number of
years serves us well in the bill that we see before us.  I’m sure that
the kinds of reservations we have are ones that can be easily
resolved as the bill proceeds through second reading.  So with those
comments I look forward to the clause-by-clause discussion of Bill
23 at committee stage.

Thank you.

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER: The hon. Government House Leader.

MR. HANCOCK: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.  I would move that we
adjourn debate on Bill 23.

[Motion to adjourn debate carried]
11:00
head:  Government Bills and Orders
head:  Committee of the Whole

[Mr. Tannas in the chair]

THE CHAIRMAN: I’d like to call the Committee of the Whole to
order.

For the benefit of those in the gallery, this is the less formal side
of the Legislative Assembly.  Members are allowed to sit in various
places and indeed may remove their jackets and hopefully will not
make loud noises.  Members are also allowed to bring juice or coffee
in here and to move to other places, so you can see it is not as
formal, and the Speaker moves from the chair to the table.

Bill 11
Health Care Protection Act

17. Mr. Hancock moved:
Be it resolved that further consideration of any or all of the
resolutions, clauses, sections, or titles of Bill 11, Health Care
Protection Act, shall, when called, be the first business of the
committee and shall not be further postponed.

[The voice vote indicated that the motion carried]

[Several members rose calling for a division.  The division bell was
rung at 11:02 p.m.]

[Ten minutes having elapsed, the committee divided]

[Mr. Tannas in the chair]

For the motion:
Boutilier Herard Nelson
Broda Hierath O’Neill
Cao Hlady Paszkowski
Clegg Jacques Pham
Doerksen Jonson Renner
Dunford Klapstein Severtson
Evans Klein Smith
Forsyth Langevin Stelmach
Friedel Lougheed Tarchuk
Fritz Magnus Taylor
Graham Marz West
Haley McClellan Woloshyn
Hancock Melchin Zwozdesky

Against the motion:
Blakeman Leibovici Pannu
Bonner MacBeth Sapers

Carlson MacDonald Sloan
Dickson Massey Soetaert
Gibbons Olsen

Totals For – 39 Against – 14

[Government Motion 17 carried]

THE CHAIRMAN: The hon. Government House Leader.

MR. HANCOCK: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  I would seek
unanimous consent of the House to suspend the operation of Rule
32(2) so that the division bells, if any, tonight in committee on Bill
11 would be such that the next vote would be the usual 10-minute
division bell and every vote thereafter would be a one-minute
division bell.

[Unanimous consent granted]

THE CHAIRMAN: The next vote will be a 10-minute standing vote
if one is called.  Any that’s called after that will be one minute.

The hon. Leader of Her Majesty’s Loyal Opposition.

MRS. MacBETH: Mr. Chairman, it is a very black evening in this
Legislature when this government decides to move closure on a
piece of legislation.  Probably nothing has more impact on the
people of this province and on their sense of being Canadian and
Albertan than their health care system.  Here is a government which
has failed to make a case for the privatization of health care, which
they want to now ram through this Legislature, using all the abusive
power they have with their majority, ignoring the people out there in
our foyer and the people on the grounds of this Legislature who have
come to watch this historic night.  That vote that we just took, the
vote to say that we oppose closure, the vote that every single
member sitting in this Legislature for the government side stood up
on, is going to be a major legacy for the defeat of this government
in the future.

Mr. Chairman, on two occasions this evening I have been able to
go out and walk through the crowd that is demonstrating peacefully
on the grounds of our Legislature, the families that are there, the
senior citizens, the couples, the kids on their bikes, the people who
have walked over, the mothers with their strollers.  Constituents,
people in this province, people who have come, people who are
gathering tonight in Calgary at the McDougall Centre, people who
gathered in Ponoka this weekend to give a requiem for public health
care in the constituency of Ponoka-Rimbey, people who gathered in
Lethbridge last week who protested, people who held a public
meeting who protested, people all over this province are wondering
what has happened to this government, what has happened to the
government that said not one word about the privatization for health
care when they last sought a mandate in ’97.

But you know what Albertans know, Mr. Chairman?  They know
that when this government goes to seek a mandate the next time,
which will be within two years, it’s going to be a very different
story, for Albertans have lost trust in this government.

Today in the question period when I was able to ask the questions
of course surrounding the subamendment, the questions about the
whole fundamental purpose of this legislation, which is to provide
for the regulation of overnight stays in the province – mind you, Mr.
Chairman, the Premier and his government members have never
explained why they need this legislation when in fact overnight stays
are not allowed now.  Why is the purpose of this legislation to
control them when the control is obviously there?  So the key is that
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this government simply wants to allow overnight stays, wants to
allow private hospitals to get a foothold in this province.  The people
of this province know it, even if the government tries to ignore them.
11:20

Mr. Chairman, just to sum up the kind of work that has been done
by people across Alberta, and we as an Official Opposition have
tried to amplify the voice of concern of the people, let’s look at the
government’s failure to build a case around why they need this bill.
I raised the questions today.  Interestingly, these questions would
have been the subject of the amendments we would have been
bringing forward had the government not brought in its closure
motion and shut off any further discussion.

First of all, Mr. Chairman, where is the proof that it won’t cost
more?  This is fundamental to this bill, fundamental to the
subamendment we’re discussing here tonight, fundamental to good
fiscal management of the province.  Well, guess what?  The proof is,
the case is, the evidence exists that this in fact will cost more.  The
government has ignored that and failed to bring forth any evidence
that says it’s going to do anything but cost more.  A shameful
display of a government that has lost touch with people and lost
touch with the role it has been entrusted to do for governing.

Secondly, Mr. Chairman, where is the proof that this bill won’t
lengthen waiting lists?  Guess what?  The proof is that in fact it will
lengthen waiting lists, and this government hasn’t shown one shred
of evidence to allow . . .  [interjections]

Chairman’s Ruling
Decorum

THE CHAIRMAN: Hon. members, the Leader of the Opposition has
the floor, not Calgary-Fish Creek or anyone else, only the Leader of
Her Majesty’s Loyal Opposition.  Could we not do the courtesy of
listening or hearing her out.  We’ll have other chances for other
people to speak following that.

Hon. leader.

Debate Continued

MRS. MacBETH: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  The third question
that I asked today was: where is the proof that the costs won’t
escalate as private facilities compete with public facilities for a
limited supply of health care professionals?  Speaking to the
subamendment, it’s clear that in fact the costs will escalate as a
pricing war is set up between these new private facilities and public
facilities, yet we know that one of the very pressing issues within our
province is the lack of health care personnel, probably in part
attributable to the fact that so many of them were laid off when the
government was in a cutting mode back in the early ’90s, a cutting
mode that of course resulted in a 30 percent cut in the hospital
budgets in this province.  [interjection]  Thirty percent.  They don’t
like to hear it, Mr. Chairman.  That’s because they don’t like the
truth and that is the truth: 30 percent on hospitals.  It’s very clear.
They should check the Canadian Institute for Health Information
studies and they’d see the number.

Mr. Chairman, speaking to the subamendment, the next question
– and of course these were all very legitimate questions and there
were no answers given by this Premier.  [interjections]

Chairman’s Ruling
Decorum

THE CHAIRMAN: Order.  Hon. members, we only have 25, 35
minutes to go.  Surely to goodness most of you can keep it down so
that at least we have a chance to hear the hon. leader.

Hon. leader.

Debate Continued

MRS. MacBETH: Thanks, Mr. Chairman.  I know they don’t like to
hear it.  But guess what?  They’re going to have to hear it because
it’s true.  No answers to the questions.  They failed to make their
case.

Why does this Premier refuse to stop the queue-jumping that is
going on right now with private MRIs?  In fact, the Member for
Spruce Grove-Sturgeon-St. Albert had a call from one of her
constituents this evening who found out he needed an MRI and was
told tonight that he would not be able to get that MRI for three
months.  The only choice he has is to go for a private MRI and pay
$600 for that MRI, and this government doesn’t even cover it in its
Bill 11.  This government doesn’t even acknowledge it.  They’ve
turned a deaf ear and a blind eye to the people of this province.

On the subamendment, Mr. Chairman, let’s move on.  No
answers.  No answers to the question: why wouldn’t the Premier
create one, single conflict-of-interest standard that will apply across
the province and show a little bit of leadership in this issue rather
than hiding behind the coattails of the 17 regional health authorities
that he’s appointed?

Mr. Chairman, as we were preparing for this discussion on the
subamendment this evening, it was interesting to hear the minister
of energy speak.  I quote from the Hansard when he said that they
put together a February 1998 Tax Review Committee that traveled
across the province and “came back with the views of Albertans,”
some 80,000 people, he said, “who mailed in their views on this
issue as well as many hundreds who came to the meetings and
voiced their opinions.”  Guess what the result was?  The result was
the flat tax legislation which we’ve been discussing here for the past
several days.  Well, guess what?  The government, hearing the
message and passing legislation on the flat tax – why do they ignore
80,000 people who have signed a petition, tens of thousands of
people who have attended rallies, people who have written letters,
spoken to their MLAs?  I guess the 80,000 only applies if you’re
telling the government what the government wants to hear.  If you’re
telling the government to stop privatizing health care, they turn a
deaf ear.

Mr. Chairman, let’s get back to the steps that have been taken.
Speaking to the subamendment on the purpose of this bill being
overnight stays, which of course we would remove from the
legislation, let’s look at the steps that moved this government to
moving closure this evening.  They knew full well they were going
to move closure last week when the House was in recess.  But what
did they do?  They spent another however much, probably by our
estimate about $70,000, putting these big ads in dailies right across
the province.  The government talks about the truth.  They call it
fact.  You know what it is?  It’s fiction.  It’s falsehood, because it
says, for example, that Bill 11 is similar – speaking to the subamend-
ment, Mr. Chairman – to legislation already in place in other
provinces, including Saskatchewan, Ontario, and Manitoba.  What
utter nonsense.  Saskatchewan, Ontario, Manitoba: none of them
have overnight stays, the very amendment that we are talking about
here in this Assembly this evening.  Not one of them has overnight
stays.  Not one of them allows enhanced services, uninsured
services, to be delivered alongside insured services in private
surgical clinics.  So it is complete fiction that they would tell that.

Mr. Chairman, this is a government that talks about telling the
truth but does anything but.  This is the government that talked about
the Shouldice clinic.  Remember that?  That was the example they
were going to use.  [interjections]

Chairman’s Ruling
Decorum

THE CHAIRMAN: Hon. members, we now only have 30 minutes
left.  Could you please keep the noise down?  Those who are helping
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their leader, would they mind just listening to their leader?  [interjec-
tion]  I’m saying it to both sides, hon. member.  Surely one is no
better than the other.  They’re all noisy.  I’m just trying to get them
to be quiet in all corners of the committee.

Hon. leader.
11:30

MRS. MacBETH: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Another one of the
theses in this government piece of propaganda – our tally, of course,
is that the government is up on the subamendment.  The government
has said in their so-called fiction sheet that Bill 11 has absolutely no
implications for the health system under the NAFTA agreement.
You know what?  Not even the government can say that.

THE CHAIRMAN: The hon. Government House Leader, rising on
a point of order.  Would you share it with us?

Point of Order
Relevance

MR. HANCOCK: Mr. Chairman, yes.  Under Beauchesne 459,
relevance.  We have had a lot of debate over the last few weeks on
this particular bill, and the opposition has kept us on the subamend-
ment to the amendment, overnight stays, for in excess of nine hours.
And if I remember correctly, that’s where we still are, on the
subamendment to the amendment, which deals with overnight stays.

NAFTA has nothing to do with overnight stays. [interjections]  I
wasn’t debating the bill.  I was pointing out that the hon. Leader of
the Opposition was speaking about NAFTA and speaking about an
advertisement in a newspaper on issues other than this subamend-
ment.  It’s very clear that if they wanted to speak about all of the
other amendments, we could have had that opportunity, but they
didn’t give us that opportunity, Mr. Chairman.  So I suggest that the
hon. Leader of the Opposition should speak to the subamendment in
the few remaining minutes she has left.

THE CHAIRMAN: The hon. Member for Calgary-Buffalo on the
point of order.

MR. DICKSON: I’ll be brief.  It seems to me the Government House
Leader is now trying to invoke closure on closure, because he’s
going to use the time talking about points of order.

The point is simply this.  I have listened to the hon. Leader of the
Official Opposition repeatedly reference the subamendment.
You’ve heard that too, Mr. Chairman.  You know that she’s
specifically talking about subamendment SA1 that’s in front of us,
and I invite you, sir, to allow this member the same kind of latitude
you’ve accorded each one of those many government members that
have spoken to the subamendment and let us get on to make the
optimal use of the limited time this government affords us before
they bring down the heavy hand at midnight.

Thank you very much.

THE CHAIRMAN: The chair would observe that strict adherence to
the thoughts of Beauchesne under 459 would be true, but the chair
has given leeway, and the Speaker commended the two chairs for
giving wide leeway to debate this while, strictly speaking, it should
be only on the amendment.  But both sides have had the benefit of
the relaxation of the rules of relevance on this particular bill so that
we could have wide-ranging debate even though we were only on a
subamendment.

So, hon. leader.

Debate Continued

MRS. MacBETH: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  I do get a little carried

away when I’m talking about this subamendment to ban overnight
stays, because of course this is one of the primary problems with the
legislation.  Of course the legislation opens up – it doesn’t just, as
the Premier is fond of saying, put a fence around what exists.
Albertans know and anybody in the gallery knows that what it does
is in fact open up a whole new cottage industry, with subsidies from
the taxpayer, in terms of private, overnight, approved-stay surgical
facilities, or what everybody else calls private hospitals, and at the
same time ignores, does not include, private diagnostic facilities and
others which lead to queue-jumping.  The deceptions in the bill are
widely known, and the deceptions in advertising it before the
government moved on closure on this subamendment on overnight
stays are clear and understood.

Finally, in terms of the ad and the government’s decision to move
on closure and on the subamendment, is the statement that this bill
that would permit overnight stays “is one more tool, in compliance
with the Canada Health Act, to help reduce waiting lists.”  What
fiction is that supposed to be?  We already know that waiting lists
have been increased, because in fact there’s been a 50 percent
increase in the amount of privatization that’s gone on in Alberta
even without this legislation and the waiting lists are longer. So how
can they possibly argue that because of their folly and mismanage-
ment of the health care system over the past seven years, the
responsibility for the waiting lists and the mess that’s been created
doesn’t fall squarely on their shoulders, Mr. Chairman?

I think it’s important that we look at some of the important
insights which have been gained by listening to the people of this
province, by being out there and going around in that crowd and
hearing the things that are on people’s minds.  You know, Mr.
Chairman, speaking to this subamendment on the overnight stays,
people understand that this discussion in here this evening and the
actions of the government to close off debate is not just about an
issue of health care policy.  I know the government would like to
think this is just a single issue of health care policy, but in fact it is
not.  It has grown legs.  This has become an issue of distrust in this
government and an issue of the kind of relationship that this
government has with the people of this province: that they will
ignore them, that they won’t respond to their questions, that they will
ignore petitions, only hear the people they want to hear, and ignore
the very people that put them where they are.

Well, guess what, Mr. Chairman.  The voters in this province will
have the final say when the day of reckoning occurs.  And as I have
said on many occasions, I am looking forward to when this Premier
finally has the courage to come out and debate me on this legislation,
because of course he has refused to do that on many, many occa-
sions.  He has refused to do it because he’s afraid to stand and try to
defend this legislation anywhere other than in his safe little office
and at his political fund-raising dinners where people have to pay to
hear him.

Mr. Chairman, this government has a record on health care.  You
bet they do.  They created the climate.  They created the pain.  They
created the shortage of workers in terms of health care, because of
course they laid them all off in the early ’90s and created that pain.
I believe 8,000 nurses were certainly laid off, and now they’re crying
foul because there aren’t enough.  These are the very people they
want to bring back, but as the question was put to the government
today and they refused to answer: what are they going to do with the
cost competition between the private and the public sector with the
shortage of nurses?  Guess what?  The cost is going to go up, not
down.

In fact, as some of the members have said, if their only purpose is
to break the unions and the organization of nurses in this province,
if they do happen to set up private health care and have nurses
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outside of the union, where do you suppose the profits from the cost
of those nurses will go?   Where will that profit go?  Do you think
it’s going to come back to the public sector, as it does with the
Shouldice clinic, Mr. Chairman?  No, sir.  That will go straight into
someone’s pocket.  It will be a shift away from the public sector
being the funder of health care and a shift to the cost of health care
being on the workers as opposed to on the shareholders, who should
be bearing that risk.

Anyway, Mr. Chairman, I have a very dear friend of mine, my
friend Jennifer, who actually lives in Calgary but was born and
raised on a wonderful farm in this province.  I told her that I was
going to be talking about Bill 11 probably tonight when this
government invoked closure, when it decided that it didn’t want to
hear any more, and she sent me an e-mail tonight which was just
fascinating.  I want to read a little excerpt from it, because she’s
always been someone that’s very concerned about our farmers.  I’m
quoting now from my friend Jennifer.

Our Alberta farmers are also in a terrible and complex failure not of
their own making.  A Bill 11 solution is the solution that says, “Just
sell the Farm.”  Selling the farm won’t increase the price of wheat.

We know that.
It won’t raise the water table, return the topsoil or buy equipment or
seed or insurance.  A Bill 11 solution [in speaking to the subamend-
ment] would have you still make the mortgage payments on the land
anyways.  A Bill 11 solution leaves nothing for our children or
grandchildren.  A Bill 11 solution is not a plan for Albertans.  Bill
11 is part of someone else’s plan [somebody else’s benefit].  It’s part
of an investment plan.

Yet she had always thought and I had always thought that health
care was about looking after each other, Mr. Chairman.  Well, it
appears not.  This whole scene that this government has created is a
private business plan, subsidized by the taxpayers by the way, under
the guise of being something innovative.
11:40

You know, Mr. Chairman, there is real innovation that’s needed
in health care.  This government, after eight years, has lost any sense
of direction in health care other than to move towards privatization.
This bill really creates a vehicle by which our health care system can
be slowly pared away.  A little piece of public health care can be
given out to the private sector, a private sector that quite frankly
doesn’t need a subsidy from the public sector in order to make a
profit, but this is a government that’s giving it over to them and
leaving it to them.  The legacy of this Premier is going to be a legacy
of working to destroy the public health care system.

We will continue to fight for public health care.  I’ve done it all
my life; I’m not about to stop now.  I will continue, whatever it
takes, to fight for public health care, and I am proud to do so.

THE CHAIRMAN: The hon. Minister of Children’s Services.

MS EVANS: Thank you.  This evening it is probably most appropri-
ate, because I am Minister of Children’s Services as well as an
MLA, for me to begin by reading a letter sent unsolicited to my
office by a mother who’s quoted her daughter, reading up on Bill 11
and writing this letter as a grade 7 school project.  Mr. Chairman, I
would beg your indulgence for the Assembly to listen to this letter,
because it does in fact reflect the faith and the considered and
informed opinion of a child.

What is the truth on Bill 11?  The bill would allow people to open
up private health care centers.  What’s so bad about that?  If you
think about it, Bill 11 makes a lot of sense!  Right now people are
always having to wait in long lineups to be admitted into the
hospital.  If Bill 11 was intact there wouldn’t be so many lineups
because there would be more places to go for help.  Everyone keeps

saying that if we had this Bill poorer people wouldn’t get help if
they needed it, but that’s just not true!  You see, even if the private
health care centers started to charge more money for people to get
help (which they won’t because the government promised that
wouldn’t happen) they would always have the public health care
centers to go to, so I think that this Bill is basically asking if you
trust your government, and I think you should.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
My great disappointment in listening to the debate on this

incredibly important issue is that when you look at the subamend-
ments, two thoughts strike you.  Number one, the mover has
absolutely assured, by putting words around or subtracting words,
that the people of Alberta feel suspicion that this government is
trying to undermine health care.  The second issue is that something
is terribly wrong with a challenge to the point of view . . . [interjec-
tions]  Mr. Chairman, I would like the same courtesy afforded to the
hon. Leader of the Opposition.  I would like that same courtesy.

I have been in politics for over 20 years, and I can guarantee you
of one thing.  When you in fact enrage, misinform, engage in fearful
debate, people – mothers and strollers, seniors, people who are least
capable of gaining that information sometimes for themselves,
except through their elected representatives – those people if in fact
it is proven that they have trusted somebody blindly and gone in that
direction, if at one time they find that that confidence is shaken, they
will never turn back.

Mr. Chairman, the kind of misinformation that has gone on in this
debate is shameful indeed, because it has engaged a fearful attitude
in people who don’t deserve to feel that kind of fear.  We have
people at night who aren’t sleeping, who are concerned.  They are
saying: what is this government doing to us?  It’s very clear what we
are doing.  We are trying to protect the public health care system.
We are saying no to private hospitals.

One of the things that I’ve also learned is that if in fact you enrage
the public to that extent, then if at some time you are ever responsi-
ble yourself to take that governance leadership, they will return in
kind the same kind of performance that you have encouraged them
to engage in.  In other words, Mr. Chairman, it’s a very dangerous
ploy to engage people in the debate when you know that you are not
providing them all of the information and in an honest fashion.  In
the end, when the history is written of this day, I would suggest that
the absolute atrocity that has occurred is that people will have been
unnecessarily inflamed about a piece of legislation on the basis of
what- ifs or what could happen, a shadow box of mystery that is in
fact not the reality of this bill.  When that is recognized by a member
of Her Majesty’s Loyal Opposition who has in fact spoken, believing
this does not engage in a two-tier system, I think the Leader of the
Opposition has some real soul searching to do among her own
troops.

Mr. Chairman, over this last year of listening to a discussion on
health care reform, of having my own forum, I anticipated in January
that the tabling of the bill might in fact engage in considerable
debate in my community.  So with a random selection but not in fact
selecting any known Conservative Party members, three names were
selected from each page of the phone book in my constituency, and
I had . . .  [interjection]

THE CHAIRMAN: Edmonton-Norwood, it is not incumbent upon
you to answer each and every piece of rhetoric that is now being
given.  Would you please let the hon. minister continue.

MS EVANS: Mr. Chairman, I mailed out 385 surveys with questions
asked about their predominant concerns, what was second, third,
fourth, fifth, and asked them to rank their concerns and give their
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comments.  Let me tell you about their number one concern, which
was health.  Let me tell you what their number one concern boils
down to, and I will be pleased tomorrow to table in this House a
copy of all of the survey information.  Their number one concern is
access.  When our Premier first spoke to this bill, he said that his
number one concern was the long waiting lists and the pain and
suffering of Albertans who were waiting for treatment.

Mr. Chairman, I’m going to quote from some of the comments
that have been made.  “Line-ups are very silly especially when we
are asked how to spend a surplus.  Obviously emergency and
hospital service needs.”  “With . . . empty beds in our hospitals why
would you even consider paying private companies to look after our
health needs” in a private hospital?  “Maintain our health system so
it’s easily accessible to all and not favoring any one group, whether
it is status or wealth.”

Both mental and physical health of children, adults and the elderly
[are important].  The health and well being of the community and
society is directly related to the health and well being of its people.

“Without a health population - not much else matters or can hap-
pen.”
11:50

They say further: “No two-tiered system - health care should be
universal.  It is a Canadian right to good health care.”  “Use facilities
that already exist . . .[and] open up empty beds and wards.”  We are
concerned about a “shortage of medical staff.”  “Hospital stays [are]
too short, release of surgical cases too soon with no supplementary
care provided.”  “Health is essential,” and 
“homecare is a fabulous concept which needs to be continued.”
“Health care needs immediate attention.”  “Better care for seniors,
health related assistance at an affordable cost.”

I could go through a litany of the comments here.  Most of these
comments relate to concerns about many issues involving our health
system, and many of these issues, Mr. Chairman, are in fact engaged
within the context of Bill 11: no private hospitals, queue-jumping
addressed, transparency of contracts.

Many of the concerns that have been brought forward by people
who do not want to pay out of their own pockets for health care are
addressed in this bill.  You hear words like this:

Based on the service to my loved ones - the problem that I encoun-
tered is that if a large emergency was to occur no single hospital . . .
could handle large numbers of people who would need attention –
a large flu epidemic, accident, etc.

Mr. Chairman, during the time of the tornado here in 1987 a huge
concern was having the capacity to provide adequate emergency
response.  I have to believe at one time, a decade or more ago, when
surgical facilities were opened in this province, it was because of the
frustration of long waiting lists to get in with minor procedures.  It
was because there wasn’t adequate space in public facilities to look
after both major surgical needs as well as minor procedures that also
were needed by the people that brought them forward.

We have a great challenge in Canada, and that is to get health care
right.  We have a great challenge in North America, and that is to get
health care right.  We have a great challenge globally to get health
care right and affordable, and we have a great challenge, Mr.
Chairman, not to work in isolation of people but to work together on
all sides of this House to set the example that we set when we sing
O Canada.  We have that great challenge to commit too in our
communities so that we work as one in leadership and in governance
to make sure that the people in our province, in Canada are as
healthy as they can possibly be.

But, Mr. Chairman, when any one elected person attacks another,
I can guarantee you this: when anyone attacks the other, to those
people out there we all look the same.  So while people in the

opposition think that they have won the great debate, let me tell you
that in God’s eyes that cannot be true, because we have not dealt
fairly with the people and the respect that people should have for
their government and, I believe, ultimately will diminish on all sides
of this House because of the attitude of people who show no respect
in their disagreement.

I have heard repeatedly day after day petitions being tabled in this
House that suggest, Mr. Chairman, that people out there feel that
they are going to have private health care rammed down their
throats.  That can’t possibly be the truth.  That can’t possibly be the
truth because we already have private surgical facilities.  We have
over 50 private surgical facilities.  Did the 30 some odd facilities in
the early ’90s come as a great revelation, a great horror story?  Did
people on all sides of the House yell and scream and barrage and
engage in protest?  Well, doesn’t it make sense that if we’ve got a
legislative gap today in the matter of dealing with surgical facilities
that we have to close that?  Doesn’t it make sense that we should
work in co-operation?

The opposition would try and make people believe that there
hasn’t been a filibuster.  Mr. Chairman, when you look at the amount
of time we have spent discussing this bill, not only attributed to Bill
11 but attributed to Bill 18, you can hardly believe that we haven’t
been focused on a very small and very particular part of this bill
without looking at this total bill in the context of how it will help
Albertans.

Mr. Chairman, we have a responsibility to the health of Albertans,
to the other five points of the surgical plan, but what I am hearing in
this House to my great disappointment is not the issue of health but
the issue of politicization of an issue to the great detriment of the
people of Alberta.  We have actually managed to make this issue an
issue not to unite for the health of the people but to divide for our
own political self-interest.  We have managed to make this issue an
issue that is tearing apart the very fabric of the attitudes within this
House that we engaged in at the time of Canadian unity, when I had
such hope that this House – Her Majesty’s opposition, the third
party, and ourselves – would work well together in a spirit of co-
operation.

On a personal basis I suppose the one thing that really grabs me
– because I have been in a leadership position.  Mr. Chairman, it is
wonderful when it’s quiet.  When I have been a leader, it has been
most painful to me and to my family to hear motives attributed to
what I have done or what I am trying to do that are not my motives.
The motives that have been ascribed to our Premier have been
unworthy and undeserving.  Our Premier like any good leader . . .
[interjections]

THE CHAIRMAN: Hon. members who are sitting on the front
bench . . .  [interjection]  Premier.  Hon. members on both sides, we
have but a couple of minutes.  May we hear the hon. minister
conclude her remarks.

MS EVANS: Mr. Chairman, our Premier deserves respect not only
for the man he is but because the majority of Albertans have said
that he’s our Premier and our leader and have given him the trust and
respect that they have shown when they marked their ballot in favour
of him and in favour of this party.  When he has provided this bill
and the opposition has challenged that you can’t trust this Premier
and this caucus, they are belittling everything that this Premier and
this government have done in reducing debt, reducing expenditure,
eliminating waste, and in fact promoting the health and the safety
and the education and the environmental concerns all for the people
of Alberta.  There will be a day of reckoning when the people in fact
come to the realization that the period in which this government
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legislated on behalf of the people was one of the most glorious times
in our history.  We not only dared to do what was different; we dared
to make a difference, not only for our children but for our grandchil-
dren and our great-grandchildren.

For that, Mr. Speaker, I stand with pride with this Premier and
caucus and vote for Bill 11.

12:00

THE CHAIRMAN: Hon. members, due notice having been given by
the hon. Government House Leader under Standing Order 21 and
pursuant to Government Motion 17, agreed to May 2, 2000, under
Standing Order 21(2), which states that all questions must be
decided in order to conclude the debate on Committee of the Whole
consideration of Bill 11, the Health Care Protection Act, I must now
put the question on the subamendment as proposed by the hon.
Member for Edmonton-Meadowlark.

[The voice vote indicated that the motion lost]

[Several members rose calling for a division.  The division bell was
rung at 12:01 a.m.]

[Ten minutes having elapsed, the committee divided]

[Mr. Tannas in the chair]

For the motion:
Blakeman Leibovici Pannu
Bonner MacBeth Sapers
Carlson MacDonald Sloan
Dickson Massey Soetaert
Gibbons Olsen

Against the motion:
Boutilier Hancock McFarland
Broda Herard Melchin
Cao Hierath Nelson
Clegg Hlady O’Neill
Coutts Jacques Paszkowski
Doerksen Johnson Pham
Ducharme Jonson Renner
Dunford Klapstein Severtson
Evans Klein Smith
Fischer Langevin Stelmach
Forsyth Lougheed Tarchuk
Friedel Lund Taylor
Fritz Magnus West
Graham Marz Woloshyn
Haley McClellan Zwozdesky

Totals: For - 14 Against - 45

[Motion on subamendment SA1 lost]

THE CHAIRMAN: We next have up for our consideration amend-
ment A1-A, as moved by the hon. Minister of Health and Wellness.

[Several members rose calling for a division.  The division bell was
rung at 12:15 a.m.]

THE CHAIRMAN: Hon. members, just so we understand, it’ll be a

30-second bell, then a one-minute space of time, and then a one-
minute bell.

[One minute having elapsed, the committee divided]

[Mr. Tannas in the chair]

For the motion:
Boutilier Hancock McFarland
Broda Herard Melchin
Cao Hierath Nelson
Clegg Hlady O’Neill
Coutts Jacques Paszkowski
Doerksen Johnson Pham
Ducharme Jonson Renner
Dunford Klapstein Severtson
Evans Klein Smith
Fischer Langevin Stelmach
Forsyth Lougheed Tarchuk
Friedel Lund Taylor
Fritz Magnus West
Graham Marz Woloshyn
Haley McClellan Zwozdesky

Against the motion:
Blakeman Leibovici Pannu
Bonner MacBeth Sapers
Carlson MacDonald Sloan
Dickson Massey Soetaert
Gibbons Olsen

Totals: For – 45 Against – 14

[Motion on amendment A1-A carried]
12:20

THE CHAIRMAN: The next vote is on A1-B, as moved by the hon.
Minister of Health and Wellness.

[The voice vote indicated that the motion carried]

[Several members rose calling for a division.  The division bell was
rung at 12:21]

[One minute having elapsed, the committee divided]

[Mr. Tannas in the chair]

For the motion:
Boutilier Herard Melchin
Broda Hierath Nelson
Cao Hlady O’Neill
Clegg Jacques Paszkowski
Coutts Johnson Pham
Doerksen Jonson Renner
Ducharme Klapstein Severtson
Dunford Klein Smith
Evans Langevin Stelmach
Fischer Lougheed Tarchuk
Forsyth Lund Taylor
Fritz Magnus West
Graham Marz Woloshyn
Haley McClellan Zwozdesky
Hancock McFarland
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Against the motion:
Blakeman Leibovici Pannu
Bonner MacBeth Sapers
Carlson MacDonald Sloan
Dickson Massey Soetaert
Gibbons Olsen

Totals: For – 44 Against – 14

[Motion on amendment A1-B carried]

THE CHAIRMAN: Our next amendment is A1-C, as moved by the
hon. Minister of Health and Wellness.

[Several members rose calling for a division.  The division bell was
rung at 12:27 a.m.]

[One minute having elapsed, the committee divided]

[Mr. Tannas in the chair]

For the motion:
Boutilier Herard Melchin
Broda Hierath Nelson
Cao Hlady O’Neill
Clegg Jacques Paszkowski
Coutts Johnson Pham
Doerksen Klapstein Renner
Ducharme Klein Severtson
Dunford Langevin Smith
Evans Lougheed Stelmach
Fischer Lund Tarchuk
Forsyth Magnus Taylor
Fritz Marz West
Graham McClellan Woloshyn
Haley McFarland Zwozdesky
Hancock

Against the motion:
Blakeman Leibovici Pannu
Bonner MacBeth Sapers
Carlson MacDonald Sloan
Dickson Massey Soetaert
Gibbons Olsen

Totals: For – 43 Against – 14

[Motion on amendment A1-C carried]
12:30

THE CHAIRMAN: The next amendment is A1-D, as moved by the
hon. Minister of Health and Wellness.

[The voice vote indicated that the motion carried]

[Several members rose calling for a division.  The division bell was
rung at 12:32 a.m.]

[One minute having elapsed, the committee divided]

[Mr. Tannas in the chair]

For the motion:
Boutilier Herard Melchin
Broda Hierath Nelson

Cao Hlady O’Neill
Clegg Jacques Paszkowski
Coutts Johnson Pham
Doerksen Jonson Renner
Ducharme Klapstein Severtson
Dunford Klein Smith
Evans Langevin Stelmach
Fischer Lougheed Tarchuk
Forsyth Lund Taylor
Fritz Magnus West
Graham Marz Woloshyn
Haley McClellan Zwozdesky
Hancock McFarland

Against the motion:
Blakeman Leibovici Pannu
Bonner MacBeth Sapers
Carlson MacDonald Sloan
Dickson Massey Soetaert
Gibbons Olsen

Totals: For – 44 Against – 14

[Motion on amendment A1-D carried]

THE CHAIRMAN: All those in support of amendment A1-E, as
moved by the hon. Minister of Health and Wellness, please say aye.

[The voice vote indicated that the motion carried]

[Several members rose calling for a division.  The division bell was
rung at 12:37 a.m.]

[One minute having elapsed, the committee divided]

[Mr. Tannas in the chair]

For the motion:
Boutilier Herard Melchin
Broda Hierath Nelson
Cao Hlady O’Neill
Clegg Jacques Paszkowski
Coutts Johnson Pham
Doerksen Jonson Renner
Ducharme Klapstein Severtson
Dunford Klein Smith
Evans Langevin Stelmach
Fischer Lougheed Tarchuk
Forsyth Lund Taylor
Fritz Magnus West
Graham Marz Woloshyn
Haley McClellan Zwozdesky
Hancock McFarland

Against the motion:
Blakeman Leibovici Pannu
Bonner MacBeth Sapers
Carlson MacDonald Sloan
Dickson Massey Soetaert
Gibbons Olsen

Totals: For – 44 Against – 14

[Motion on amendment A1-E carried]
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12:40

THE CHAIRMAN: The next amendment is A1-F, as moved by the
hon. Minister of Health and Wellness.

[The voice vote indicated that the motion carried]

[Several members rose calling for a division.  The division bell was
rung at 12:42 a.m.]

[One minute having elapsed, the Assembly divided]

[Mr. Tannas in the chair]

For the motion:
Boutilier Herard Melchin
Broda Hierath Nelson
Cao Hlady O’Neill
Clegg Jacques Paszkowski
Coutts Johnson Pham
Doerksen Jonson Renner
Ducharme Klapstein Severtson
Dunford Klein Smith
Evans Langevin Stelmach
Fischer Lougheed Tarchuk
Forsyth Lund Taylor
Fritz Magnus West
Graham Marz Woloshyn
Haley McClellan Zwozdesky
Hancock McFarland

Against the motion:
Blakeman Leibovici Pannu
Bonner MacBeth Sapers
Carlson MacDonald Sloan
Dickson Massey Soetaert
Gibbons Olsen

Totals: For – 44 Against – 14

[Motion on amendment A1-F carried]

THE CHAIRMAN: All those in support of amendment A1-G, as
moved by the hon. Minister of Health and Wellness, please say aye.

[The voice vote indicated that the motion carried]

[Several members rose calling for a division.  The division bell was
rung at 12:46 a.m.]

[One minute having elapsed, the committee divided]

[Mr. Tannas in the chair]

For the motion:
Boutilier Herard Melchin
Broda Hierath Nelson
Cao Hlady O’Neill
Clegg Jacques Paszkowski
Coutts Johnson Pham
Doerksen Jonson Renner
Ducharme Klapstein Severtson
Dunford Klein Smith
Evans Langevin Stelmach

Fischer Lougheed Tarchuk
Forsyth Lund Taylor
Fritz Magnus West
Graham Marz Woloshyn
Haley McClellan Zwozdesky
Hancock McFarland
12:50

Against the motion:
Blakeman Leibovici Pannu
Bonner MacBeth Sapers
Carlson MacDonald Sloan
Dickson Massey Soetaert
Gibbons Olsen

Totals: For – 44 Against – 14

[Motion on amendment A1-G carried]

THE CHAIRMAN: All those in support of amendment A1-H, as
moved by the hon. Minister of Health and Wellness, please say aye.

[The voice vote indicated that the motion carried]

[Several members rose calling for a division.  The division bell was
rung at 12:52 a.m.]

[One minute having elapsed, the committee divided]

[Mr. Tannas in the chair]

For the motion:
Boutilier Herard Melchin
Broda Hierath Nelson
Cao Hlady O’Neill
Clegg Jacques Paszkowski
Coutts Johnson Pham
Doerksen Jonson Renner
Ducharme Klapstein Severtson
Dunford Klein Smith
Evans Langevin Stelmach
Fischer Lougheed Tarchuk
Forsyth Lund Taylor
Fritz Magnus West
Graham Marz Woloshyn
Haley McClellan Zwozdesky
Hancock McFarland

Against the motion:
Blakeman Leibovici Pannu
Bonner MacBeth Sapers
Carlson MacDonald Sloan
Dickson Massey Soetaert
Gibbons Olsen

Totals For – 44 Against – 14

[Motion on amendment A1-H carried]

THE CHAIRMAN: All those in support of amendment A1-I, as
moved by the of the hon. Minister of Health and Wellness, please
say aye.

[The voice vote indicated that the motion carried]
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[Several members rose calling for a division.  The division bell was
rung at 12:56 a.m.]

[One minute having elapsed, the committee divided]

[Mr. Tannas in the chair]

For the motion:
Boutilier Herard Melchin
Broda Hierath Nelson
Cao Hlady O’Neill
Clegg Jacques Paszkowski
Coutts Johnson Pham
Doerksen Jonson Renner
Ducharme Klapstein Severtson
Dunford Klein Smith
Evans Langevin Stelmach
Fischer Lougheed Tarchuk
Forsyth Lund Taylor
Fritz Magnus West
Graham Marz Woloshyn
Haley McClellan Zwozdesky
Hancock McFarland

Against the motion:
Blakeman Leibovici Pannu
Bonner MacBeth Sapers
Carlson MacDonald Sloan
Dickson Massey Soetaert
Gibbons Olsen

Totals: For – 44 Against – 14

[Motion on amendment A1-I carried]

1:00

THE CHAIRMAN: All those in support of amendment A1-J, as
moved by the hon. Minister of Health and Wellness, please say aye.

[The voice vote indicated that the motion carried]

[Several members rose calling for a division.  The division bell was
rung at 1:02 a.m.]

[One minute having elapsed, the Committee divided]

[Mr. Tannas in the chair]

For the motion:
Boutilier Herard Melchin
Broda Hierath Nelson
Cao Hlady O’Neill
Clegg Jacques Paszkowski
Coutts Johnson Pham
Doerksen Jonson Renner
Ducharme Klapstein Severtson
Dunford Klein Smith
Evans Langevin Stelmach
Fischer Lougheed Tarchuk
Forsyth Lund Taylor
Fritz Magnus West
Graham Marz Woloshyn

Haley McClellan Zwozdesky
Hancock McFarland

Against the motion:
Blakeman Leibovici Pannu
Bonner MacBeth Sapers
Carlson MacDonald Sloan
Dickson Massey Soetaert
Gibbons Olsen

Totals: For – 44 Against – 14

[Motion on amendment A1-J carried]

THE CHAIRMAN: All those in support of amendment A1-K, as
moved by the hon. Minister of Health and Wellness, please say aye.

[The voice vote indicated that the motion carried]

[Several members rose calling for a division.  The division bell was
rung at 1:07 a.m.]

[One minute having elapsed, the Committee divided]

[Mr. Tannas in the chair]

For the motion:
Boutilier Herard Melchin
Broda Hierath Nelson
Cao Hlady O’Neill
Clegg Jacques Paszkowski
Coutts Johnson Pham
Doerksen Jonson Renner
Ducharme Klapstein Severtson
Dunford Klein Smith
Evans Langevin Stelmach
Fischer Lougheed Tarchuk
Forsyth Lund Taylor
Fritz Magnus West
Graham Marz Woloshyn
Haley McClellan Zwozdesky
Hancock McFarland

Against the motion:
Blakeman Leibovici Pannu
Bonner MacBeth Sapers
Carlson MacDonald Sloan
Dickson Massey Soetaert
Gibbons Olsen

Totals: For – 44 Against – 14

[Motion on amendment A1-K carried]
1:10

THE CHAIRMAN: All those in support of amendment A1-L, as
moved by the hon. Minister of Health and Wellness, please say aye.

[The voice vote indicated that the motion carried]

[Several members rose calling for a division.  The division bell was
rung at 1:12 a.m.]
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[One minute having elapsed, the committee divided]

[Mr. Tannas in the chair]

For the motion:
Boutilier Herard Melchin
Broda Hierath Nelson
Cao Hlady O’Neill
Clegg Jacques Paszkowski
Coutts Johnson Pham
Doerksen Jonson Renner
Ducharme Klapstein Severtson
Dunford Klein Smith
Evans Langevin Stelmach
Fischer Lougheed Tarchuk
Forsyth Lund Taylor
Fritz Magnus West
Graham Marz Woloshyn
Haley McClellan Zwozdesky
Hancock McFarland

Against the motion:
Blakeman Leibovici Pannu
Bonner MacBeth Sapers
Carlson MacDonald Sloan
Dickson Massey Soetaert
Gibbons Olsen

Totals: For – 44 Against – 14

[Motion on amendment A1-L carried]

THE CHAIRMAN: All those in favour of amendment A1-M, as
moved by the hon. Minister of Health and Wellness, please say aye.

[The voice vote indicated that the motion carried]

[Several members rose calling for a division.  The division bell was
rung at 1:16 a.m.]

[One minute having elapsed, the committee divided]

[Mr. Tannas in the chair]

For the motion:
Boutilier Herard Melchin
Broda Hierath Nelson
Cao Hlady O’Neill
Clegg Jacques Paszkowski
Coutts Johnson Pham
Doerksen Jonson Renner
Ducharme Klapstein Severtson
Dunford Klein Smith
Evans Langevin Stelmach
Fischer Lougheed Tarchuk
Forsyth Lund Taylor
Fritz Magnus West
Graham Marz Woloshyn
Haley McClellan Zwozdesky
Hancock McFarland
1:20

Against the motion:
Blakeman Leibovici Pannu
Bonner MacBeth Sapers

Carlson MacDonald Sloan
Dickson Massey Soetaert
Gibbons Olsen

Totals: For - 44 Against - 14

[Motion on amendment A1-M carried]

THE CHAIRMAN: All those in support of amendment A1-N, as
moved by the hon. Minister of Health and Wellness, please say aye.

[The voice vote indicated that the motion carried]

[Several members rose calling for a division.  The division bell was
rung at 1:22 a.m.]

[One minute having elapsed, the committee divided]

[Mr. Tannas in the chair]

For the motion:
Boutilier Herard Melchin
Broda Hlady Nelson
Cao Jacques O’Neill
Clegg Johnson Paszkowski
Coutts Jonson Pham
Doerksen Klapstein Renner
Ducharme Klein Severtson
Dunford Langevin Smith
Evans Lougheed Stelmach
Fischer Lund Tarchuk
Forsyth Magnus Taylor
Fritz Marz West
Graham McClellan Woloshyn
Haley McFarland Zwozdesky
Hancock

Against the motion:
Blakeman Leibovici Pannu
Bonner MacBeth Sapers
Carlson MacDonald Sloan
Dickson Massey Soetaert
Gibbons Olsen

Totals: For – 43 Against – 14

[Motion on amendment A1-N carried]

THE CHAIRMAN: Now, with respect to the bill itself: Bill 11,
Health Care Protection Act.  On the remaining clauses of the bill, are
you agreed?

[The voice vote indicated that the motion carried]

[Several members rose calling for a division.  The division bell was
rung at 1:26 a.m.]

[One minute having elapsed, the committee divided]

[Mr. Tannas in the chair]

For the motion:
Boutilier Herard Melchin
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Broda Hierath Nelson
Cao Hlady O’Neill
Clegg Jacques Paszkowski
Coutts Johnson Pham
Doerksen Jonson Renner
Ducharme Klapstein Severtson
Dunford Klein Smith
Evans Langevin Stelmach
Fischer Lougheed Tarchuk
Forsyth Lund Taylor
Fritz Magnus West
Graham Marz Woloshyn
Haley McClellan Zwozdesky
Hancock McFarland

Against the motion:
Blakeman Leibovici Pannu
Bonner MacBeth Sapers
Carlson MacDonald Sloan
Dickson Massey Soetaert
Gibbons Olsen

Totals: For – 44 Against – 14

[The clauses of Bill 11 as amended agreed to]

THE CHAIRMAN: On the title and preamble, are you agreed?

[The voice vote indicated that the motion carried]

[Several members rose calling for a division.  The division bell was
rung at 1:30 a.m.]

[One minute having elapsed, the committee divided]

[Mr. Tannas in the chair]

For the motion:
Boutilier Herard Melchin
Broda Hierath Nelson
Cao Hlady O’Neill
Clegg Jacques Paszkowski
Coutts Johnson Pham
Doerksen Jonson Renner
Ducharme Klapstein Severtson
Dunford Klein Smith
Evans Langevin Stelmach
Fischer Lougheed Tarchuk
Forsyth Lund Taylor
Fritz Magnus West
Graham Marz Woloshyn
Haley McClellan Zwozdesky
Hancock McFarland

Against the motion:
Blakeman Leibovici Pannu
Bonner MacBeth Sapers
Carlson MacDonald Sloan
Dickson Massey Soetaert
Gibbons Olsen

Totals: For – 44 Against – 14

[Title and preamble agreed to]

THE CHAIRMAN: Shall the bill be reported?

[The voice vote indicated that the motion carried]

[Several members rose calling for a division.  The division bell was
rung at 1:36 a.m.]

[One minute having elapsed, the committee divided]

[Mr. Tannas in the chair]

For the motion:
Boutilier Herard Melchin
Broda Hierath Nelson
Cao Hlady O’Neill
Clegg Jacques Paszkowski
Coutts Johnson Pham
Doerksen Jonson Renner
Ducharme Klapstein Severtson
Dunford Klein Smith
Evans Langevin Stelmach
Fischer Lougheed Tarchuk
Forsyth Lund Taylor
Fritz Magnus West
Graham Marz Woloshyn
Haley McClellan Zwozdesky
Hancock McFarland

Against the motion:
Blakeman Leibovici Pannu
Bonner MacBeth Sapers
Carlson MacDonald Sloan
Dickson Massey Soetaert
Gibbons Olsen

Totals: For – 44 Against – 14

[Motion to report Bill 11 carried]

THE CHAIRMAN: The hon. Government House Leader.

MR. HANCOCK: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  I would move that the
committee now rise and report Bill 11.

[The voice vote indicated that the motion carried]

[Several members rose calling for a division.  The division bell was
rung at 1:39 a.m.]

[One minute having elapsed, the committee divided]

[Mr. Tannas in the chair]

For the motion:
Boutilier Herard Melchin
Broda Hierath Nelson
Cao Hlady O’Neill
Clegg Jacques Paszkowski
Coutts Johnson Pham
Doerksen Jonson Renner
Ducharme Klapstein Severtson
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Dunford Langevin Smith
Evans Lougheed Stelmach
Fischer Lund Tarchuk
Forsyth Magnus Taylor
Fritz Marz West
Graham McClellan Woloshyn
Haley McFarland Zwozdesky
Hancock

Against the motion:
Blakeman Leibovici Olsen
Bonner MacBeth Sapers
Carlson MacDonald Sloan
Dickson Massey Soetaert
Gibbons

Totals: For – 43 Against – 13

[Motion carried]

[The Deputy Speaker in the chair]

MR. HERARD: Mr. Speaker, the Committee of the Whole has had
under consideration a certain bill and reports the following with
some amendments: Bill 11.  I wish to table copies of all amendments
considered by the Committee of the Whole on this date for the
official records of the Assembly.

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER: Does the Assembly concur in this
report?

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Agreed.

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER: Opposed?

SOME HON. MEMBERS: No.

[The voice vote indicated that the motion carried]

[Several members rose calling for a division.  The division bell was
rung at 1:46 a.m.]

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER: The chair would observe that we had a
one-minute agreement, but that was only for committee.  Committee
cannot tell the Assembly what to do, so we’re in the 10 minutes.

[Ten minutes having elapsed, the Assembly divided]

[The Deputy Speaker in the chair]

For the motion:
Broda Haley O’Neill
Cao Hancock Paszkowski
Clegg Hlady Pham
Coutts Jacques Renner
Doerksen Klapstein Severtson
Ducharme Lougheed Smith
Dunford Magnus Stelmach
Evans Marz Tarchuk
Fischer McClellan West
Forsyth McFarland Woloshyn

Fritz Melchin Zwozdesky
Graham Nelson

Against the motion:
Blakeman Leibovici Olsen
Bonner MacBeth Sapers
Carlson MacDonald Sloan
Dickson Massey Soetaert
Gibbons

Totals: For – 35 Against – 13

[Motion carried]

MR. HANCOCK: Mr. Speaker, in light of the good work done by
this Assembly tonight and the hour, I move that we adjourn until
1:30 this afternoon.

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER: The hon. Government House Leader has
moved that the Assembly do now adjourn until 1:30 this afternoon.
All those in support of this motion, please say aye.

SOME HON. MEMBERS: Aye.

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER: Those opposed, please say no.

SOME HON. MEMBERS: No.

[The voice vote indicated that the motion carried]

[Several members rose calling for a division.  The division bell was
rung at 1:59 a.m.]

[Ten minutes having elapsed, the Assembly divided]

[The Deputy Speaker in the chair]

For the motion:
Broda Hancock O’Neill
Cao Hlady Paszkowski
Clegg Jacques Pham
Doerksen Klapstein Renner
Ducharme Lougheed Severtson
Dunford Magnus Smith
Evans Marz Stelmach
Fischer McClellan Tarchuk
Forsyth McFarland West
Fritz Melchin Woloshyn
Graham Nelson Zwozdesky
Haley
2:10

Against the motion:
Blakeman Leibovici Olsen
Bonner MacBeth Sapers
Carlson MacDonald Sloan
Dickson Massey Soetaert
Gibbons

Totals For – 34 Against – 13

[At 2:12 a.m. on Wednesday the Assembly adjourned to 1:30 p.m.]
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