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WEDNESDAY, APRIL 26, 2006 
 
 The House met at 2:03 p.m. 
 
 Prayers. 
 

Introductions by Members 
 
 D. Hayer: It is my pleasure today to welcome mem-
bers of Surrey Memorial Hospital Foundation to this 
House. Joining us today are the Hon. Herb Dhaliwal, 
Chris Midmore, Laurie Tetarenko and Genesa Wheaton. 
They are here today to meet with MLAs on both sides 
of the House. I will be meeting with them later on this 
afternoon. Would the House please make them very 
welcome. 
 
 H. Lali: I, too, would like to join the hon. member 
in welcoming my good friend Herb Dhaliwal, the for-
mer federal Minister of Natural Resources Canada, 
who is here in the galleries today. 
 Also, I have two constituents: Evelyn Armstrong 
and Anne Chong. I guess her real name is Guek Cheng 
Pang, commonly known as Anne Chong. They're con-
stituents of mine from Merritt. Would the House please 
make all three welcome. 

[1405] 
 
 V. Roddick: In the gallery today are several mem-
bers of the Scleroderma Association of British Colum-
bia. Visiting from Delta South and the GVRD are 
founding president Jeannette Stach, current president 
Barbara Stanyer, vice-president Bob Buzza, secretary 
Joan Kelly and members of the fundraising committee, 
Jocelyn and Vic Barber, Rino and Kelly Mauro and 
John Lewis. Also attending from Victoria are Cookie 
Dubney, Chris Stayr and Joan Roberts. Would the 
House please welcome them all. 
 
 N. Simons: In the House today I'd like to welcome 
Louise Herle, an inspirational teacher from school dis-
trict 46. It's a pleasure to have her here. I wish I was 20 
years younger and still in elementary school. Would 
the House please make her welcome. 
 
 Interjections. 
 
 Mr. Speaker: Members. 
 
 Hon. C. Hansen: About two months ago I had the 
opportunity to be flipping through a copy of the Times of 
London, and I came across an article about UBC's dean 
of the Sauder school of business, Daniel Muzyka. It was 
a great article talking about the tremendous job that he's 
done in leading that school and the great reputation that 
the Sauder school is developing around the world. 
 Dan was able to come to British Columbia because 
of our provincial nominee program. He was able to 
come as a landed immigrant to British Columbia and 
take up that very important post to lead our pre-
eminent business school in this province. I know we'll 

be learning a little bit more about the PNP program in 
a few minutes, but I hope the House will join me in 
welcoming Daniel Muzyka to the Legislature today. 
 
 M. Sather: Joining us today is Janice Wycherley, 
who is a teacher at Hammond Elementary School in 
my constituency. Janice is here for the B.C. Teachers' 
Institute on Parliamentary Democracy. Would every-
one join me in making her welcome. 
 
 Hon. B. Penner: This week we are saying farewell 
to someone who has been a valued part of our gov-
ernment and the Legislature since 2001. For almost five 
years, Delphi Hoodicoff has had the daunting task of 
making me and my fellow colleagues of the govern-
ment and the Legislature look good on camera. 
Whether she's been interviewing MLAs…. 
 
 Interjections. 
 
 Hon. B. Penner: Nobody's perfect, Mr. Speaker. 
 Whether she's been interviewing MLAs on video 
for their constituency reports or recording the Read On 
B.C literacy program with the Premier, Delphi has been 
an important part of how we communicate with British 
Columbians about the work we do on their behalf. I'm 
advised she will now be pursuing a new small business 
venture of her own in terms of video production in 
Crescent Valley in the Kootenays. Without question, 
the capital's loss will be a net gain for the constituents 
of the member for Nelson-Creston. It's possible that Del-
phi will be able to make even the member for Nelson-
Creston look good. 
 I want to personally thank Delphi for her endless 
patience and professionalism behind the camera more 
times than I can remember. I know that all members of 
this House will join me in wishing Delphi all the best in 
her new home and her new business. I'm sure she will 
be a very bright light well into the future. 
 
 M. Farnworth: A couple of days ago I introduced a 
group of students and their teachers from Archbishop 
Carney School in my riding, who were visiting the Leg-
islature. Well, they obviously had such a good time that 
the teachers decided to bring another group back here. 
So I would ask the House to please make welcome…. 
 
 Interjections. 
 
 M. Farnworth: I don't wish to disappoint the hon. 
House Leader, but Bill has decided he is enjoying pri-
vate life and will not be challenging the member at the 
next election. 
 In the gallery today are Mr. Jerome Francis, Mr. 
John Borizzilo, Mr. Brygide Reis, Mr. Charles Harris 
and the students of Archbishop Carney Secondary. 
Could the House please make them most welcome. 

[1410] 
 
 S. Hawkins: In the gallery visiting us today are two 
members of the Massage Therapists Association of 
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British Columbia. Damon Marchand is the president — 
that's his second term — and he's the newly re-elected 
president of the Canadian Massage Therapist Alliance. 
Bodhi Haraldsson is vice-president of the Massage 
Therapists Association of British Columbia and their 
director of research. I would ask that the members 
please help me make them welcome. 
 
 C. Trevena: I, too, will mention the member for 
Nelson-Creston, who earlier today met with teachers 
and students from Phoenix Alternative School on 
Saltspring Island and had a long conversation with 
them. They are now in the gallery. I hope the House 
could make them welcome. We have with us students 
Emily Timchuck, Geneva Lerner, Hauke Mackensen, 
Daniel Hoy and Alex Blanes. They are being accompa-
nied by their teachers Stephen Berry and David Banks. 
I hope the House will make them very welcome. 
 
 D. Hayer: Today we have Brenda Locke, who's the 
executive director of the Massage Therapists Associa-
tion of British Columbia and my constituent, good 
friend and a hard worker from Surrey, a former MLA 
for Surrey–Green Timbers and a former minister of 
mental health. Would the House please make her very 
welcome. 
 
 Mr. Speaker: Hon. members, in the House today 
I'm pleased to welcome and introduce 15 teachers from 
across British Columbia who are participating in the 
Legislative Assembly's third B.C. Teachers' Institute on 
Parliamentary Democracy. They will be with us for the 
remainder of this week, expanding their knowledge of 
both parliamentary and political systems. They are 
joined by four of their peers who are acting as facilita-
tors. I trust many of you have had the opportunity to 
meet with them during the institute. 
 Accompanying them is Brad Hendrickson, deputy 
secretary from Washington State Senate, who is with us 
to learn from the neighbours to the north how to offer 
educational opportunities to their teachers. Would the 
House please make them welcome. 
 

Introduction and 
First Reading of Bills 

 
PUBLIC SAFETY AND SOLICITOR GENERAL 

STATUTES AMENDMENT ACT, 2006 
 
 Hon. J. Les presented a message from Her Honour 
the Lieutenant-Governor: a bill intituled Public Safety 
and Solicitor General Statutes Amendment Act, 2006. 
 
 Hon. J. Les: Mr. Speaker, I move that the bill be 
introduced and read a first time now. 
 
 Motion approved. 
 
 Hon. J. Les: I'm pleased to introduce amendments 
to several statutes that are administered by my minis-
try. These statutes that are to be amended are the Gam-

ing Control Act; the Insurance (Motor Vehicle) 
Amendment Act, 2003; the Liquor Control and Licens-
ing Act; and the Motor Vehicle Act. 
 The bill will strengthen our rules to ensure the in-
tegrity of the gaming industry. With this bill, govern-
ment will be able to bring into effect the key measures 
introduced in 2003 to increase consumer choice and 
competition in the motor vehicle insurance industry. 
Public safety will be improved because we are stream-
lining the process for delegating authority to inspect 
liquor establishments to the police. This bill will help 
the commercial trucking industry by reducing red tape 
and paperwork and providing permanent trailer de-
cals. Finally, the AirCare program will be able to utilize 
on-board diagnostic testing of vehicles when conduct-
ing emissions testing. 
 I move that the bill be placed on the orders of the 
day for second reading at the next sitting of the House 
after today. 
 
 Bill 31, Public Safety and Solicitor General Statutes 
Amendment Act, 2006, introduced, read a first time 
and ordered to be placed on orders of the day for sec-
ond reading at the next sitting of the House after today. 
 

TENANCY STATUTES 
AMENDMENT ACT, 2006 

 
 Hon. G. Abbott presented a message from His 
Honour the Administrator: a bill intituled Tenancy 
Statutes Amendment Act, 2006. 
 
 Hon. G. Abbott: I move that this bill be introduced 
and read a first time now. 
 
 Motion approved. 

[1415] 
 
 Hon. G. Abbott: On behalf of the Minister Respon-
sible for Housing, I am pleased to rise and introduce 
Bill 27, which proposes amendments to the Manufac-
tured Home Park Tenancy Act and the Residential 
Tenancy Act. 
 These amendments will mean that residents in  
assisted-living and supportive housing facilities will be 
protected by existing tenancy legislation. Until now, 
landlords and tenants of these facilities had to deal with 
disputes themselves or resort to the courts. Costly and 
complex court procedures meant that complaints often 
went unheard and unresolved. This bill will ensure that 
there is a simple and inexpensive way to resolve their 
disputes using the existing mechanisms in the Residen-
tial Tenancy and Manufactured Home Park acts. 
 Bill 27 also adds new penalties for violating the 
Manufactured Home Park Tenancy Act and the Resi-
dential Tenancy Act. These penalties can be adminis-
tered by the residential tenancy office rather than the 
courts, which means better accountability and more 
protection for tenants and landlords. 
 This act also amends the way residential tenancy 
office administrators are employed by the province. 
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Currently, arbitrators work as part-time appointees for 
the ministry, earning an hourly wage. With these 
amendments, arbitrators can be hired to work as full-
time ministry staff. 
 Mr. Speaker, I move the bill be placed on the orders 
of the day for second reading at the next sitting of the 
House after today. 
 
 Bill 27, Tenancy Statutes Amendment Act, 2006, 
introduced, read a first time and ordered to be placed 
on orders of the day for second reading at the next sit-
ting of the House after today. 
 

Statements 
(Standing Order 25B) 

 
CARSON CAMARO PROJECT 

 
 K. Whittred: High school students in the Carson 
Graham BCIT automotive technician training program 
have refurbished a classic 1981 Z28 Camaro and turned 
it into a sleek racing machine. In my community we 
affectionately call it the Carson Camaro. 
 Too often, we see and hear about the terribly tragic 
outcomes of street racing. Too many lives are lost and 
families destroyed because of speed by a few. Most 
street racers are youth. The Carson Camaro project 
aims to get the message to these youth that street rac-
ing is dangerous and deadly. Carson Camaro is part of 
an aggressive-driving, street-racing project that is 
based on the belief that youth listen to youth. 
 The project — a joint effort between the North Van-
couver school district, the North Vancouver RCMP and 
a generous group of community sponsors — aims to 
take racing off the street and put it on the track. After 
all, if it's about racing, then let's get their attention 
through racing. 
 The Carson Camaro is built to compete at the B.C. 
high school motorsport association's drag racing com-
petitions held at Mission Raceway.. Mission Raceway is 
a place where racing is promoted safely and legally. By 
getting the students involved in building this car, they 
have the opportunity to be leaders in their peer group 
and to show fellow students the merits of speed and 
racing in a controlled, safe and competitive environ-
ment. 
 Carson Camaro is the only one of its kind and will 
be used in many future presentations throughout the 
community. It's a great project. I encourage all of you 
to welcome Carson Camaro when it comes to your 
community. 
 

HAZARDS OF ATOMIC ENERGY INDUSTRY 
 
 K. Conroy: Today, April 26, is the 20th anniversary 
of the Chernobyl nuclear disaster. Until that ill-fated 
day 20 years ago, Chernobyl's power plant was a suc-
cess. Its energy output exceeded all expectations, and 
its safety record was unstained. The chief engineer who 
designed the Chernobyl reactor used to brag that this 
type of reactor was so safe, it could be built in Red 

Square in Moscow. However, the unthinkable hap-
pened. Due to a number of reasons, the reactor ex-
ploded, causing serious repercussions still felt today. 
 A young woman from Russia, Elena Filatova, sent a 
constituent of mine three documentaries and 250 of her 
photographs. She motorcycled through the Chernobyl 
area, capturing the haunting pictures of the ghost town 
Chernobyl 20 years later. 
 I had the opportunity to see some of these pictures 
at a meeting in Beaverdell on Monday, April 17. That 
night, Easter Monday, the community cleared out the 
firehall so that over 150 people could talk about their 
concerns about uranium mining. The story Elena tells 
with her pictures, one of which I keep with me, and the 
documentaries remind us all of the hazards of uranium 
mining. 

[1420] 
 The facts presented of the health risks also laid bare 
the potential devastating repercussions: how the prod-
ucts of uranium have not only an incredibly long life — 
up to 4.5 billion years — but have proven to cause many 
cancers and blood diseases. Last week a new interna-
tional report said that more than 93,000 people could 
still die as a result of the accident. This will be on top of 
the over 200,000 deaths that have already occurred. 
 The people at the meeting that night were a mix of 
the community and the region — ranchers, loggers, 
environmentalists and miners from Rock Creek to Bea-
verdell and retired folks who live in Kelowna but have 
property at the Big White Resort — all brought to-
gether for a common issue: the concern of uranium 
mining and its potential devastating effects to our area. 
 There is big money to be made in the atomic energy 
industry. The Blizzard deposit in the area next to Big 
White is said to contain ten million pounds of uranium, 
which at recent prices of $50 a pound is worth about 
half a billion dollars. However, we were told by an area 
rancher who is also in the mining industry that it is just 
not worth it. 
 Today on this 20th anniversary of Chernobyl…. 
 
 Mr. Speaker: Thank you, member. 
 

PROVINCIAL NOMINEE PROGRAM 
 
 I. Black: With our booming economy, we have be-
come increasingly aware that immigration of skilled 
and educated newcomers is vital to keep British Co-
lumbia strong and prosperous. Not only do immi-
grants enrich our cultural mosaic, they also bring skills, 
investment and more of the entrepreneurial spirit. 
 One plan to recruit skilled and in-demand immi-
grants to B.C. is the provincial nominee program, or 
the PNP. Since its inception in 2001, it has proven to be 
quite a success. In fact, over 1,750 skilled and business 
immigrants plus their dependents have made this 
province their home through the PNP. This creative, 
made-in-B.C. program approves applications in as little 
as four weeks, in comparison to the time frame for the 
traditional permanent resident status of as much as 
four years. 
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 This enables the PNP-approved professionals to 
come to Canada, to B.C., quickly and to immediately 
establish or continue their careers while the rest of the 
federal immigration process takes its natural course. It 
is an excellent tool for B.C.'s businesses, allowing them 
to fill crucial labour vacancies by identifying immi-
grants with an ability to immediately contribute to our 
province. 
 I would be remiss today if I didn't acknowledge 
one PNP applicant who has joined us in the gallery, 
who has made significant contributions to our prov-
ince. American Dan Muzyka was nominated into the 
PNP in 2002 and, since settling in B.C. with his family, 
has made immeasurable contributions as both the dean 
of the prestigious Sauder school of business at UBC 
and as the chair of the Vancouver Board of Trade. 
 I am delighted to advise that he and his family have 
all applied for Canadian citizenships. I would ask 
members to join in thanking Dean Dan, as the students 
affectionately call him, for his many contributions to-
wards education and also call on all of us to promote 
the provincial nominee program in order to allow Brit-
ish Columbia to continue in its historical prosperity. 
 

IMPACT OF FERRY SINKING 
ON SHELLFISH INDUSTRY 

 
 G. Coons: I was pleased that the Premier and the 
Environment Minister had the opportunity to visit the 
village of Hartley Bay, home of the Gitga'at Nation, 
and bestow upon them the first award for heroic 
achievement by a community. After the sinking of the 
Queen of the North, I spent three days in the village vis-
iting the site, listening to the stories and witnessing the 
trepidation. 
 I was relieved to see and join with FNESS, the First 
Nations Emergency Social Services, as they were there 
to professionally debrief those in the village and espe-
cially those who were first on scene. I had the honour 
to join in the memorial feast that the Gitga'at prepared 
for the families and friends of the missing passengers. 
The donations of a rescue boat, a Polaris Seamaster, to 
the Hartley Bay division of the Coast Guard Auxiliary 
will definitely be put to good use, and any other 
equipment is more than welcome. 
 There is still a long haul to go. There's a major con-
cern and a crisis about the long-term environmental 
impacts on the traditional shellfish harvesting grounds 
and the Gitga'at vital shoreline vegetation. 
 When I was in the village, the spouse of a heredi-
tary chief wrote a story with her young granddaughter, 
entitled But I Never Tasted One. I would like to share 
that with you. 

Today my teacher asked us how many of us had tasted 
abalone. I know that abalone was an animal that lived on 
the rocks in the water and that the shells were a beautiful 
rainbow colour. But I've never tasted one. My grand-
mother told me that long ago they used to be able to get 
abalone by the sackful, and they were delicious. But I've 
never tasted one. She said they were good raw, but if 
you're going to fry them that you had to pound them and 
then fry them and eat them with rice. But I've never 

tasted one. I don't know what happened to them all. I just 
know there aren't any anymore, and I've never tasted 
one.  
 What will happen in 2010 if my teacher asked us 
how many of us have tasted clams? I wonder what I will 
say. I hope that it won't be that I have never tasted one. 

[1425] 
 As band councillor Cam Hill recently stated: "Our 
natural resources are everything we have. The best 
anyone could give back to us is what we had before the 
sinking — a clean environment." 
 

SCLERODERMA ASSOCIATION OF B.C. 
 
 V. Roddick: This two-minute statement is to raise 
awareness of scleroderma, or hard skin, which is a 
chronic progressive vascular and autoimmune disease 
of the connective tissue, resulting in the hardening of 
skin and multiple internal organs. Scleroderma does 
not discriminate. It's found in all countries and ethnic 
groups and affects all ages, from infants to the elderly. 
It is estimated that there are approximately 36,000 Ca-
nadians living with scleroderma, which is often ex-
tremely difficult to diagnose. Tragically, there is no 
known cause or cure. 
 One of my constituents, Joan Kelly, introduced in 
the gallery today, provided me with information about 
her amazing support group, the Scleroderma Associa-
tion of B.C., which was founded in 1984 by five pa-
tients — one of whom is Joan. 
 Joan went on to discover four other patients in the 
lower mainland with the disease. By the determination 
and perseverance of these five women, the association 
brought this rare disease to national attention and con-
tinues to provide support and information to patients 
right across our country. 
 This local association supports the B.C. scleroderma 
research clinic at St. Paul's Hospital and is attended by 
patients from all over B.C. I would like to thank Joan 
and her team for making and keeping us aware of this 
disease and for her group's strong support and efforts 
on behalf of us all. Lives lived in the shadows are now 
being illuminated with hope. 
 

100 MILE HOUSE LIONS CLUB 
 
 C. Wyse: Recently 100 Mile House celebrated the 
50th anniversary of the 100 Mile House Lions Club. It is 
indeed a major achievement for any service club to 
reach such a momentous birthday. Guests attended 
from all over North America. 
 The master of ceremonies, Ron Graves, recognized 
three charter members who were able to be in atten-
dance on that evening: David Ainsworth, James Bruce 
and Charles MacLaren. This year's president, Mitch 
Campsall, introduced the evening's main speaker, Judge 
Ryan Stephenson of Calgary. Judge Stephenson is a past 
president of the international association of Lions Clubs. 
 Needless to say, the 100 Mile House Lions Club has 
served this community well over these 50 years. A few 
building projects it has supported over the years in-
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clude the construction of a health centre and two hospi-
tals as well as two arenas. The Lions Club supported an 
untold number of individuals requiring financial sup-
port while also providing for the needs of many indi-
viduals by purchasing such items as wheelchairs and 
support lifts that were too expensive for the person to 
purchase on their own. 
 The final achievement I wish to advise the House of 
today involves the Lions Club's ability to provide for 
the service needs of the Cariboo in general. This club 
sponsored or assisted the formation of service clubs in 
Clinton, 108 Mile House, Interlakes, Forest Grove 94, 
Williams Lake, Highways 24 and Lac la Hache. 
 In closing, I request that the House not only recog-
nize the achievements of the Lions Club and its cele-
bration of its 50th birthday. I wish the House to extend 
best wishes as the 100 Mile House Lions Club moves 
towards 100 years of service to its community. 

[1430] 
 

Oral Questions 
 

CLOSING OF ST. MARY'S HOSPITAL 
 
 C. Puchmayr: Yesterday the Minister of Health said 
that there was a crisis in the health care system. It was 
a long-overdue admission from a government that shut 
down long-term care beds. B.C.'s bed shortage has cre-
ated a situation in ERs that more and more doctors are 
decrying as deplorable. 
 In New Westminster, at Royal Columbian Hospital, 
the hospital desperately needed more capacity, but 
instead we received less capacity. In fact, St. Mary's 
Hospital used to transfer one-third of their capacity to 
St. Mary's Hospital. Can the minister explain why this 
government closed St. Mary's Hospital and reduced 
capacity in acute care beds in a region that is expand-
ing constantly? 
 
 Hon. G. Abbott: I suppose I should be used to hav-
ing the members opposite take my comments out of 
context, but I will correct the record here. My com-
ments were directly in relation to human resource chal-
lenges in the health care system and, in particular, in 
relation to the need for nursing positions, particularly 
in the emergency rooms of our province. 
 Again, I know members opposite don't like me to 
talk about this, but throughout the 1990s there was not 
a single nursing space added in our province's colleges 
and universities. 
 
 Interjections. 
 
 Mr. Speaker: Members. 
 
 Hon. G. Abbott: Not a single space through the 
1990s. The consequence of that is it wasn't until 2001-
2002, when our government took office and began an 
addition of 2,511 spaces — a 62-percent increase in 
nursing spaces in this province…. Now we are starting 
to see those young nurses graduate, and we will be 

able to see the human resource needs met for the first 
time in a long time. 
 
 Mr. Speaker: Member for New Westminster has a 
supplemental. 
 
 C. Puchmayr: We saw how this government pro-
jects morale by tearing up collective agreements and 
eliminating workforce. 
 The crisis at Royal Columbian Hospital was de-
signed by this government — 200 acute care beds in the 
region, and they closed St. Mary's Hospital despite 
serious warnings. 
 In 2002 an independent review panel submitted a 
report to the government that stated: "The most notice-
able…result of the closure of St. Mary's will be the 
longer wait-lists for surgeries at other hospitals." The 
report went on: "The addition of surgical cases from St. 
Mary's will be an exacerbation." 
 Will the minister finally admit that it was a mistake 
to close St. Mary's and eliminate 20 percent of the re-
gion's acute care beds? 
 
 Hon. G. Abbott: Two important points. Again, the 
members opposite may not want to hear this, but this is 
a fact. During the 1990s we saw the largest-ever closures 
of acute care beds in this province. Over 3,300 acute care 
beds were closed in this province during the 1990s.  
 Apparently some of the members opposite have 
had a conversion on the road to Victoria. But they have 
to acknowledge the factual record, which was that dur-
ing their term there were unprecedented closures of 
acute care beds in this province. 
 
 Mr. Speaker: Member has a further supplemental. 
 
 C. Puchmayr: The minister doesn't get it. Royal 
Columbian Hospital's crisis was created by design. St. 
Mary's dealt with 35,000 patients a year — 11,000 sur-
gical cases, including joint replacements. St. Mary's 
Hospital was critical to relieving the pressure at Royal 
Columbian. 
 In 2003 Dr. Michael Piper, an orthopedic surgeon, 
quoted: "St. Mary's relieves the Royal Columbian Hos-
pital of considerable pressure. Without this safety 
valve, the Royal Columbian Hospital is going to be-
come even more congested and unworkable." 
 The government ignored the doctor's warnings and 
shut down St. Mary's — with 71 acute care beds, seven 
operating rooms — and turned the hospital into rubble. 
Will the minister intervene to ensure that this capacity 
is reinstituted in an area that is growing at the levels 
that it is growing today? 

[1435] 
 
 Hon. G. Abbott: We're certainly doing some de-
signing. We're redesigning the disaster that was this 
former government's health care policies in the 1990s. 
That's the redesign work we're undertaking. 
 They were a government that closed over 3,300 
acute care beds. They were a government that never 
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made any investments in health human resources. 
They were a government that let surgical wait-lists 
grow in this province. They were a government that 
couldn't manage the system. In fact, what we are see-
ing under this government are improvements for the 
first time in a long time in respect of surgical wait-lists. 
 Let's talk about the facts, Mr. Speaker: cataract sur-
gery wait time reduced from 12 weeks down to eight 
weeks, open-heart surgery reduced from 12 weeks 
down to ten weeks. We have the best cancer care in the 
nation, in North America and quite possibly the world 
— less than one week wait time for radiation therapy 
in this province. They should be proud of our health 
care system instead of constantly criticizing it. 
 
 Interjections. 
 
 Mr. Speaker: Members. 
 

HEALTH CARE SERVICES 
IN FRASER REGION 

 
 B. Ralston: Unfortunately, on the other side of the 
House blustergate appears to be continuing. The minis-
ter prefers bluster to dispassionate analysis. Long-term 
care cuts put pressure on acute care spaces. Acute care 
cuts put pressure on surgical wait-lists. All three of 
these put strain on overflowing ERs. 
 That's not my analysis; that's the analysis of Dr. Les 
Vertesi, the Premier's brother-in-law. In 2005 he told 
the CBC all about the competing demands for beds — 
the result, in his own words: "Patients pile up." 
 Will the minister admit that his government's fail-
ure to build 5,000 additional long-term care beds as 
promised and acute care bed cuts have driven the 
health care system — in particular, in the Fraser health 
region — to the situation that physicians decry today? 
 
 Hon. G. Abbott: Again, I know the members oppo-
site don't like to deal with the facts. Any time they hear 
a set of facts that isn't in accordance with their ideol-
ogy, they have a tough time dealing with it, and they 
call it bluster. 
 The facts are the facts. We have substantially re-
duced wait times for cataracts. We've substantially 
reduced wait times for open-heart surgery. And we've 
reduced it for angioplasty and cancer care. In a whole 
range of areas we've reduced it. In addition, the one 
area where we have had a challenge in reducing wait 
times, which is in hip and knee replacements…. Very 
recently we announced a $60.5 million investment by 
this government to ensure that those who are waiting 
for hips and knees get timely service as well. 
 
 Mr. Speaker: Member for Surrey-Whalley has a 
supplemental. 
 
 B. Ralston: The minister talks about facts. Here is 
what the physicians at Royal Columbian say: "The cur-
rent setting of severe bed shortage and lack of re-
sources means patients will continue to suffer from our 
inability to see them in a safe and timely fashion." 

 That's a fact. That's what they said. That's what 
they're saying right now, not ten years ago. Yesterday 
the minister blamed the Royal Columbian crisis on a 
combination of population increase in the Fraser health 
region and an aging population. 
 St. Mary's Hospital, closed by his government, served 
a significant amount of the people the minister would call 
aging. According to Dr. Irwin Stewart, former chief of the 
medical staff at St. Mary's, that hospital was the most 
efficient surgical hospital in the region. On its closure, he 
stated: "Does it make sense? Not on your life." 
 If a growing and aging population is to blame, why 
did this shortsighted government take away critical 
tools the Fraser health region needed to meet growing 
demands? 
 
 Hon. G. Abbott: Again, I know the opposition 
members are always seeking simple solutions to com-
plex problems. You know, when we look at issues 
around emergency rooms or hospitals or other chal-
lenges in this system, we try to look at the system as a 
whole and try to ensure that we add investments and 
resources where it's most appropriate. 

[1440] 
 We have talked about health human resources and 
how important they are and how important training a 
sufficient number of doctors and nurses and health 
professionals is. It appears that the opposition may 
have had a conversion in respect of that. 
 Another area where I hope they will have a conver-
sion is around the need for assisted living and residen-
tial care in this province. Our government has invested 
more than any government ever in assisted living and 
residential care. We have brought thousands of anti-
quated and older units up to standard for today. We 
are making unprecedented investments to ensure that 
the one-year wait time — one-year wait time — for 
residential care that existed under that former NDP 
government is now reduced to between 18 days and 88 
days in this province. 
 

STAFF MORALE IN EMERGENCY ROOMS 
 
 D. Cubberley: You know, it's always interesting to 
hear the minister opposite decry the closing of beds in 
the '90s but fail to take responsibility for closing one in 
five additional beds in this government's reign. Now 
why, if he says one is wrong, would two wrongs make 
a right? I mean, that's the question. 
 Earlier the minister was commenting on the staff 
shortages as being the reason for the crisis in emer-
gency rooms — not bed cuts. So it's interesting how he 
doesn't want to listen to doctors. 
 What did doctors say yesterday? Dr. Glazer said 
the staffing problems are related to stress involved in 
doing emergency room work. Staff turnover is prob-
lematic. "We used to be considered one of the more 
desirable ERs to work in. In the past we poached sev-
eral emergency physicians from VGH." 
 Now listen. "Now no one wants to work in the con-
ditions we are forced to endure. Several emergency 
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physicians have voiced concerns about leaving. Experi-
enced nurses have also been leaving our department 
because of the working conditions. The situation has 
become very demoralizing." 
 My question to the minister: do you care about the 
decline in morale in hospital operating rooms across 
this province because of the bed cuts your government 
implemented? 
 
 Hon. G. Abbott: I want to thank the opposition 
Health critic, first of all, for reading that long passage 
from the Vancouver Sun's coverage this morning of this 
situation. I hadn't had time to read the newspaper, and 
I appreciate him doing all the research and bringing 
that very, very complex question forward. I had.… 
 
 Interjections. 
 
 Mr. Speaker: Members. Whoa. Members from both 
sides. 
 Do you want to start again, minister? 
 
 Hon. G. Abbott: Yes. I understood that they had 
human resource challenges over in their QP prepara-
tion department, and I guess I have just seen some con-
firmation with respect to that. 
 I don't want to get into a complex philosophical 
argument with the member about whether two wrongs 
make a right. That's complex stuff that we really 
should reserve for something like estimates. 
 I am happy to say this. We need a range of health 
care professionals to make our system work properly. 
We need nurses; we've talked about that. We need doc-
tors; we've doubled the numbers of doctors that we're 
educating in this province. We have tripled the number 
of international medical graduates, and we've created 
nurse practitioners to meet a very important need. 
 
 Mr. Speaker: The member for Saanich South has a 
supplemental. 
 
 D. Cubberley: I think we understand just how fact-
averse the minister is. But you know, maybe the minis-
ter needs to sit down with his colleague the Minister of 
Income Assistance, because he knows that there's a 
crisis at the ER in Kamloops. In fact, he openly com-
plained, and we quote: "We seem to be lurching from 
one crisis to another." We are in fact lurching from one 
crisis to another. Patients and doctors and nurses are 
tired of being lurched. 

[1445] 
 I'd think a minister would actually want to take 
notice when doctors tell him about unacceptable condi-
tions at public hospitals, but clearly he's not interested 
in what doctors think. He might show a bit of concern, 
go and learn something firsthand rather than just deny 
and dismiss. 
 Now we know that the minister doesn't care 
whether morale is in the dumper in hospital emer-
gency rooms, but my question is…. The Conference 
Board says you have the lowest patient satisfaction in 

Canada. Does patient satisfaction with quality and 
timeliness of care that are deteriorating matter to you, 
minister? 
 
 Hon. G. Abbott: It's good we've moved from to-
day's news over to the archives. I appreciate that. 
 I want to bring the member up to date on Royal 
Inland Hospital and the investments that have been 
done there — a $28 million investment in the emergency 
room alone at Royal Inland Hospital; tens of millions of 
dollars invested in a 44-bed neuropsychiatric centre, 
brand-new in Kamloops; millions more invested in as-
sisted living and residential care in Kamloops. 
 All of those things, I think, are getting us on the 
right road again after a decade of neglect. I know the 
members for Kamloops can tell me about all of the bro-
ken promises that relate to Kamloops by the former 
government. 
 We actually make those investments. We don't just 
talk about what we're going to do. We actually make 
the investments that are going to make this system a 
better one in the long term for British Columbians. 
 

HEALTH CARE SERVICES 
IN KOOTENAY AREA 

 
 K. Conroy: Today we've heard a lot about the crisis 
in New Westminster and the Fraser health region. Per-
haps the minister needs a reminder of the ongoing cri-
sis in the Kootenays and the Interior Health Authority. 
 This government forced drastic bed cuts in Nelson, 
Trail and Castlegar. The consequences were recently re-
ported by the regional district's health care task force. In 
this report the task force states that both Trail and Nelson 
hospitals are chronically overloaded. Average occu-
pancy is often over 100 percent, resulting in inappropri-
ate, dangerous early discharges. Patients are backed up 
into halls and clogging emergency because no beds are 
available — more transfers out of area. This is a crisis. 
 Will the minister agree immediately to increase the 
number of beds in the Kootenays so patients can get 
safe and timely care? 
 
 Hon. G. Abbott: Negative, negative, negative. What 
is it that the opposition members don't like about the $31 
million investment? In Cranbrook, in the Steepleview 
Care Centre, 47 beds; 25 assisted-living units at Joseph 
Creek Village. In Creston, 90 beds at Swan Valley 
Lodge; 21 assisted-living units at Orchard View Vil-
lage; and another 20 residential care beds to open in 
2007. What is it they don't like about that in Fernie-
Sparwood, Rocky Mountain Village, 50 residential care 
and ten assisted-living units were added in July 2004? 
 The list, as they say, goes on and on. I'm sure the 
questions will go on and on, and I'm glad to pick it up 
after the next one. 
 
 Mr. Speaker: The member has a supplemental. 
 
 K. Conroy: I'm glad to know the minister is willing 
to pick up the questions. However, people in this prov-
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ince and especially people in the Kootenays are in-
credibly frustrated about your lack of respect and re-
sponsibility to the people in that region. 
 This report was written by a task force of citizens, 
advocates and doctors in the regions. The minister can't 
just brush off their concerns with his bravado. This 
government cut 42 percent of all acute care beds in the 
West Kootenays. 
 Will the minister commit today that the ongoing 
review of the Kootenay Regional Hospital will examine 
the impact of all the bed cuts, and will he commit to 
add more capacity to get patients out of ER hallways? 

[1450] 
 
 Hon. G. Abbott: One would think from the com-
ments that the member is disappointed to have a major 
regional hospital in Trail. Is that the case? I guess not. I 
guess the member is appreciative, actually, of the huge 
investment that has been made at Trail in the regional 
hospital. 
 I know that in Cranbrook they are very apprecia-
tive of the major investments that have been made at 
the regional hospital in Cranbrook. I understand that 
$8 million was expended in 2002 in the Cranbrook 
Hospital just to create heating, air-conditioning and 
ventilation to keep that hospital functioning. 
 What we have not seen under the former NDP gov-
ernment for that ten years was a reinvestment on the 
capital side that is so essential to keeping hospitals up 
to date. We are doing that. As I said yesterday, we've 
invested $100 million just in emergency rooms. We have 
budgeted another $1.8 billion for the next three years, 
again, to do a major capital reinvestment in those criti-
cal institutions in our province — the hospitals. 
 

FEDERAL-PROVINCIAL 
CHILD CARE AGREEMENTS 

 
 D. Thorne: A report released today found that it 
costs an average of $166,000 to raise a child from birth 
to age 18. A second report, also released today, con-
firmed that under Prime Minister Harper's child care 
plan, families who need the most support will benefit 
the least. Now that the child care tax credit has been 
officially eliminated, it's estimated that a family with 
two working parents and a combined income of about 
$30,000 will actually get to keep about $199 of Harper's 
$1,200 a year. 
 Given the increasingly high cost of raising a child 
and these new concerns about the child care plan pro-
posed by Prime Minister Harper, will this government 
finally take action? The question is to the Minister of 
State for Childcare. Will your government finally take 
action and ask the federal government to honour the 
five-year child care agreement that we reached with 
the federal government last year? 
 
 Hon. L. Reid: I'm pleased to respond to this ques-
tion. Certainly we've canvassed these issues exten-
sively in the estimates process — happy to put the 
comments back on the record. 

 We are indeed building a child care system in Brit-
ish Columbia and have been for a number of years. We 
have increased capital expenditure in British Columbia. 
We've increased operating expenditure in British Co-
lumbia. We will be looking with some detailed exami-
nation of the federal budget when it comes down, be-
cause at this point the member opposite's comments 
are sheer speculation. 
 
 Mr. Speaker: The member has a supplemental. 
 
 D. Thorne: In a very quick response to that com-
ment, I rather think it's not speculation. After listening 
to the throne speech and hearing the comments from 
Ms. Finley and Mr. Harper, I think we know exactly 
where we are in this country, when the cheques are 
probably being printed already and are being delivered 
in July. So I think we know what the situation is. What 
we didn't know was that the.… 
 
 Interjections. 
 
 Mr. Speaker: Members. 
 
 D. Thorne: What we didn't know was that the child 
care tax credit was going to be eliminated when this 
plan was introduced. Now we know this officially. To 
say it's speculation is totally wrong. Four other provin-
cial governments have protested and called for these 
agreements to be honoured. 
 In March our Premier went to speak to the Prime 
Minister. He outlined his five key areas of concern, his 
priorities. Shockingly, with a loss to this province of 
almost half a billion dollars, child care was not one of 
them. 
 
 Interjections. 
 
 Mr. Speaker: Can the member pose the question. 
 
 D. Thorne: Get to the question, yes. 
 I want to ask, once again, the Minister of State for 
Childcare: will her government reconsider these earlier 
decisions? Will they finally stand up to Prime Minister 
Harper and British Columbia families and insist that 
the federal government honour this plan and honour 
B.C. families? 
 
 Interjections. 
 
 Mr. Speaker: Members. 

[1455] 
 
 Hon. L. Reid: The member will recall from the 
press — and it was abundant — that this province was 
the second province to the table to meet with the fed-
eral minister days after she was appointed to cabinet. 
Our advocacy in this area is, I think, unparalleled. We 
in fact have taken…. 
 
 Interjections. 
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 Hon. L. Reid: The discussion underway in terms 
of…. 
 
 Interjections. 
 
 Mr. Speaker: Members. We listened to the ques-
tion. Let's listen to the answer. 
 The minister of state continues. 
 
 Hon. L. Reid: The family allowance piece is coming 
forward. The second piece of that is a commitment by 
the federal minister to collaborate with the provinces 
and the territories in terms of an extension of child care 
space in British Columbia and in the other jurisdictions 
in Canada. I intend to advocate fiercely for that second 
proposal. 
 

FUNDING FOR RURAL SCHOOLS 
 
 N. Macdonald: This is a question for the Minister of 
Finance. Tracey Connery is a parent of a student in 
Martin Morigeau Elementary School in Canal Flats. 
This is a small rural school. She has written to the Min-
ister of Education: "Our teachers do an outstanding job. 
However, they juggle three grade splits. There's no 
librarian. There's no music program. There is an inade-
quate special needs program." 
 Now, the mayor and council of Canal Flats have 
passed a motion asking the government to address the 
issue of educational funding formulas and how they dis-
criminate against small rural schools. This is not a new 
issue to the Minister of Education, but nothing is changing. 
 The question to the Minister of Finance is this. Will 
she commit to investigating the issue? Will she under-
stand it? And will she fix it, so that small rural schools 
get the funding they need? 
 
 Hon. M. de Jong: I would like to thank the member 
for the question. I'll take it on notice for the Minister of 
Education. 
 

MICHAEL GEOGHEGAN 
AND LOBBYISTS CODE OF CONDUCT 

 
 M. Karagianis: Michael Geoghegan Consulting, on 
his website, makes the claim that he enjoys "a high 
level of access to decision-makers and opinion leaders 
within the government." Next to that statement is a 
picture of Mr. Geoghegan with the Premier. Mr. Geog-
hegan goes on to say: "We use this access not just to get 
our client meetings with key decision-makers but to get 
results. And we get results that others can't." 
 Mr. Geoghegan has quite a few pictures of himself 
with the Premier and other cabinet ministers in the 
government. But it is funny that Mr. Geoghegan is not 
listed anywhere on the lobbyists registry, although he 
is obviously selling access to the Premier and other key 
decision-makers. 
 My question to the Attorney General is: how can 
Mr. Geoghegan guarantee access within the registry 
without being part of the lobbyist registry? 

 Hon. W. Oppal: The Lobbyist Registration Act and 
the registry were brought in by this government, and 
they are important tools in ensuring openness and 
transparency. I note that the hon. member who asked 
the question was a ministerial assistant in the previous 
government, and I wonder out loud why this legisla-
tion wasn't brought in by that government when they 
were in power. I mean, if this is so important, I wonder 
why they didn't bring it in. 
 If the member has information or evidence relating 
to any transgression of the law and the failure to regis-
ter, then obviously it's her duty to report that to the 
appropriate authorities. 
 
 Interjections. 
 
 Mr. Speaker: Members. Members. 
 Member for Esquimalt-Metchosin has a supplemental. 
 
 M. Karagianis: I do, hon. Speaker. Yes. 
 The Basi-Virk scandal has clearly shown us the 
shortcomings with the lobbyists registry. The federal 
government has recently tightened up the ethics code 
for their lobbyists registry, and their code was exten-
sive and thorough. Here in British Columbia we have 
no code of conduct for lobbyists. Mr. Geoghegan, how-
ever, does have a code of conduct on his website. 
 Again to the Attorney General, I'd like to ask: are 
we left to rely on those selling access to this govern-
ment to set the ethics bar for government? 

[1500] 
 
 Hon. W. Oppal: Is this the Mr. Geoghegan who is a 
former ministerial assistant to the NDP? Just a rhetori-
cal question. 
 If Mr. Geoghegan is in breach of the regulations 
and the law and the act, then that's a matter that ought 
to be brought to the attention of the appropriate au-
thority, the Commissioner of Information and Privacy. 
 
 Interjections. 
 
 Mr. Speaker: Members. 
 
 [End of question period.] 
 

Reports from Committees 
 
 J. Rustad: I have the honour to present a report of 
the Special Committee to Appoint an Ombudsman. I 
move that the report be taken as read and received. 
 
 Motion approved. 
 
 J. Rustad: I ask leave of the House to suspend the rules 
to permit the moving of a motion to adopt the report. 
 
 Leave granted. 
 
 J. Rustad: I move that the report be adopted. This 
report constitutes the committee's unanimous recom-
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mendation for the appointment of the fifth Ombuds-
man of British Columbia. During our selection process 
we received 84 applications, many from eminently 
qualified individuals. Our job was to choose one that 
stood out above the rest. 
 
 Interjection. 
 
 Mr. Speaker: Member, can we have some quiet. It's 
hard to hear what the member for Prince George–
Omineca is reading. 
 Continue, member. 
 
 J. Rustad: Our job was to choose the one that stood 
out above the rest, and it's that individual we are rec-
ommending to you today. The committee is very 
pleased to recommend Ms. Kim Carter to the House. 
Kim Carter has over 20 years' experience in administra-
tive law, criminal law, policy development and public 
administration. She has most recently served as chief 
military judge of the Canadian Forces. During her ca-
reer, she also served as a director of military prosecu-
tions; deputy judge advocate general, litigation; senior 
counsel for the Canadian Forces before the Somalia 
Commission of Inquiry; and director of international 
law for the Canadian Forces. 
 All members of the committee are confident that 
Ms. Carter's expertise, commitment to fairness and 
balanced approach will allow her to build upon the 
strong foundations established by her predecessor, Mr. 
Howard Kushner. Ms. Carter was not able to be here 
today, as she is in Ottawa wrapping up her responsi-
bilities there. I'm sure that I'll soon have the opportu-
nity to introduce her to the House. 
 
 L. Krog: As one of the members of the committee 
and co-Chair, I simply want to express the thanks of all 
members of the committee to this Legislature for the 
trust reposed in us in doing this important work. I 
must say I am absolutely confident, as we all are on 
that committee, that we have selected an outstanding 
candidate who will prove to be one of the best ap-
pointments to any office in this province. 
 
 Motion approved. 
 
 J. Rustad: I ask leave of the House to permit the 
moving of a motion requesting the Lieutenant-
Governor to appoint Ms. Kim Carter as Ombudsman 
for the province of British Columbia. 
 
 Leave granted. 
 
 J. Rustad: I move that this House recommend to 
Her Honour the Lieutenant-Governor the appointment 
of Ms. Kim Carter as the statutory officer of the Legisla-
ture to exercise the powers and duties assigned to the 
Ombudsman for the province of British Columbia pur-
suant to the Ombudsman Act, RSBC, 1996, chapter 340. 
 
 Motion approved. 

Orders of the Day 
 
 Hon. M. de Jong: In this chamber I call continued 
committee stage debate on Bill 24, the Resort Timber 
Administration Act, and in Section A, continued esti-
mates debate. For the information of members, it's the 
estimates of the Ministry of Advanced Education. 

[1505] 
 

Committee of the Whole House 
 

RESORT TIMBER ADMINISTRATION ACT 
(continued) 

 
 The House in Committee of the Whole (Section B) 
on Bill 24; S. Hawkins in the chair. 
 
 The committee met at 3:07 p.m. 
 
 On section 1 (continued). 
 
 N. Simons: I guess we'll just start off where we 
ended yesterday after that lengthy debate. For the pur-
poses of those in the gallery, we're continuing the de-
bate on Bill 24. I'm trying to find out, in section 1, a bit 
about the definitions. I'll wait until the Chair has re-
solved a question. 
 All is well; all right. Carrying on. Yesterday I asked 
the question if the minister specifically could describe 
to the House the process used to establish recreation 
areas, whether or not that was in policy or in legisla-
tion and what the involvement of the public was. 
 My question, to follow up. Many land use deci-
sions involve a public procedure and require public 
involvement before a government decision is made. Is 
the process that establishes CRAs, in fact, a public 
one? 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: I would like to outline for the mem-
bers opposite — because I think there's some confusion 
as to what we're trying to do here with this act — what 
it is that gets you to a controlled recreation area. 
 The process is a lengthy one. The average time it 
takes is about 96 months to get through. That's the av-
erage time. We have some longer ones, which the 
members opposite are aware of — such as Jumbo, 
which has now, I think, been in the process for 14 
years. But I'm just going to outline all the steps that it 
takes. As I said, 96 months is an average time for this to 
go through. It is a policy that has been in the govern-
ment, and that the government has been using, for 25 
years — the commercial alpine ski policy. I'd just like 
to go through the various steps for the resort approval 
and consultation requirements to get us to a controlled 
recreation area. 
 Stage one is the proposal process. Proponents sub-
mit an expression of interest to the ministry, a written 
statement of interest outlining the resort development 
concept. Key agencies and first nations are contacted at 
this stage to determine if there are any significant is-
sues that would prevent a formal proposal from being 
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considered. Expressions of interest are advertised in 
local newspapers to determine public opinion. 
 Stage two is the review of the formal proposal, and 
that's if it gets to the formal proposal. This is a more 
detailed conceptual development plan that provides a 
technical assessment of the area to be developed, a 
statement of the business case, an assessment of envi-
ronmental and land use issues, and proposed mitiga-
tion measures. 

[1510] 
 If the review of the expression of interest finds that 
the project can move forward to the next stage, a for-
mal proposal is requested. Referrals to first nations, 
relevant provincial and federal government agencies, 
local government and other stakeholders are made at 
that stage as well. 
 An interagency review team is established to re-
view formal proposals and provide input into the land 
use decisions. Public meetings are held to solicit input 
into the land use proposal. The formal proposal is 
evaluated, and if acceptable, an interim agreement is 
signed between the ministry and the proponent. The 
interim agreement allows the proponent to conduct 
investigative studies and requires the proponent to 
prepare a resort master plan. 
 This leads us to the next stage — the environmental 
assessment review process. If the process is reviewable 
under the act, then the review occurs during the term 
of the interim agreement. In general, the environmental 
assessment contains four main elements: opportunities 
for all interested parties, including first nations and 
neighbouring jurisdictions, to identify issues and pro-
vide input; technical studies of the relevant environ-
mental, social, economic, heritage and health effects of 
the proposed project are determined and done; identi-
fication of ways to prevent or minimize undesirable 
effects and to enhance desirable effects are taken into 
consideration; and consideration of the input of all 
interested parties in compiling the assessment findings 
and making recommendations about project acceptabil-
ity. 
 We then move to stage four, if it gets past that 
stage, which is a review of the resort master plan. The 
resort master plan is a detailed plan that sets out the 
phased and orderly recreation and real estate devel-
opment, if any, if that is to occur within the controlled 
recreation area. It provides technical and management 
information necessary to support the sustainable de-
velopment of the resort. 
 The proponent prepares the resort master plan 
based on conditions and requirements identified from 
the earlier environmental assessment certificate, from 
first nations consultation, from agency recommenda-
tions and from investigative studies that have been 
done — for instance, as to wildlife, water, sewer, ero-
sion, land stability, wildfires, socioeconomic assess-
ments, etc., which have all been taken into considera-
tion. 
 A draft resort master plan is submitted to the min-
istry to ensure identified issues are addressed. The re-
sort master plan is reviewed again by an interagency 

review team. An open house is held for public review 
and input. The resort master plan is posted on the web-
site for additional public input. First nations consulta-
tion and accommodation discussion is completed at 
that stage. 
 We then move into the resort approval process. At 
this stage, decisions made by the ministry to approve 
the resort master plan are based on an outcome of all 
the consultations completed. We do a master develop-
ment agreement that is issued and incorporates all the 
terms and conditions identified in the resort approval 
process. 
 The resort master plan is the legal component of the 
agreement that sets out the phased and orderly devel-
opment of the resort, and the master development 
agreement then actually establishes the controlled rec-
reation area. Local government officials will also some-
times come into play at that point. 
 This process has been in place for 25 years under the 
commercial alpine ski policy. As I said earlier, it takes an 
average of 96 months to complete. There are many op-
portunities for public review and stakeholder inputs. 
 
 N. Simons: I thank the minister for the explanation. 
Can the minister explain whether this is in legislation 
or regulation? 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: The enabling legislation is the Land 
Act under the Ministry of Lands, Parks and Housing. 

[1515] 
 
 N. Simons: The alpine ski or alpine resort policy, I 
understand, was slated to be replaced. I'm wondering 
if there's any guarantee that the stringent regulations as 
described will be carried forward in any new regula-
tion or policy. 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: The commercial alpine ski policy, as 
I said, has been in force and effect for 25 years. It is 
something that is taking 96 months for us, on average, 
to approve with all of the public inputs that I previ-
ously talked about. We are looking at ways at this mo-
ment to streamline that policy, and this current legisla-
tion is part of that. 
 We have had a task force to look at what we can do 
to streamline that. At the moment, resorts are $2 billion 
of our $10 billion tourism industry. There are 25 exist-
ing resorts that contribute much to our economy, and 
we are looking at ways to streamline that. This current 
legislation in front of you is part of that process. 
 
 N. Simons: Is it possible that controlled recreation 
areas could be designated within any provincial parks? 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: No, not with this legislation. 
 
 N. Simons: My concern isn't so much with whether 
it's possible under this legislation. But is there any pol-
icy that prohibits the inclusion of parks in an area that 
would be under consideration for controlled recreation 
areas? 
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 Hon. O. Ilich: This legislation does not contemplate 
actually creating any controlled recreation areas. The 
controlled recreation areas are created by the process 
that I just outlined. These are policies, and we concern 
ourselves with policies that are outside of parks and 
under the Land Act. We don't have any intention to do 
anything with this legislation under the Park Act. 
 
 N. Simons: Can the minister let the House know 
how many square kilometres are currently designated 
as controlled recreation areas in B.C.? 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: We do currently have a list of 25 con-
trolled recreation areas. We don't have it in square 
miles, but we do have it in hectares. I can give you that 
if you would like. I can give you the complete list. If 
somebody with a calculator wants to add it up and 
figure out how many kilometres that is, then we can do 
that. 

[1520] 
 The areas, generally, are Crystal Mountain ski re-
sort, 2,884 hectares; Kicking Horse, 1,697 hectares; 
Whitewater Resort, 1,314 hectares; Big White, 3,525 
hectares; Silver Star, 3,264 hectares; Apex Mountain, 
732 hectares; Fernie Alpine Resort, 1,103 hectares; 
Panorama Mountain Village, 3,438 hectares; Powder 
King Mountain Resort, 2,027 hectares; Sun Peaks 
Mountain Resort, 4,108 hectares; Whistler Resort, 3,700 
hectares; Blackcomb, 2,076; Mount Mackenzie, 5,160 
hectares; and Canoe Mountain Resort, 2,196. 
 Those are the resorts currently operating with mas-
ter development agreements. There are 14 of them. In 
addition to that, there are some that are working under 
resort operating agreements, which are a little bit dif-
ferent but also have controlled recreation areas. Would 
you like me to list those as well? They're a bit smaller 
— some of them. 
 
 N. Simons: Perhaps I'll get a list of those later, 
when I can use my BlackBerry and do the calculations. 
 That is a significant amount of land, I understand, 
and I just want to make sure…. The purpose of this 
process and the reason I'm asking these questions 
should be taken with the understanding that it's impor-
tant to vet these issues, as this is part of the process of 
establishing legislation. In no way am I attempting to 
criticize or to otherwise denigrate the plan, but I do 
want to make sure that the policy and the legislation 
are good policy and good legislation. In particular, 
there are always areas seen from other sets of eyes that 
could use some help. 
 My question is: could there be controlled recreation 
areas designated for lands that have been included in 
the new conservancy areas that we've just heard about 
earlier today and proposed by the Minister of Envi-
ronment? 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: The answer is no. 
 
 N. Simons: Does the legislation allow for, or does it 
specifically exclude the authority of the Ministry of 

Tourism, Sport and the Arts to make decisions about 
harvesting of timber around resorts in parks? 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: The answer is no. 
 
 N. Simons: One concern that's been raised about 
the establishment of commercial recreation areas is that 
it could reduce the amount of the province's annual 
allowable cut, which could, of course, have an impact 
on harvesting on tenure holders. What assurances can 
the minister give to stakeholders concerned with this 
possibility? 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: The Resort Timber Administration 
Act does not in itself reduce existing timber harvesting 
rights or allowable annual cuts. The province's chief 
forester will continue to make decisions regarding al-
lowable annual cuts based on a range of factors, includ-
ing land use allocation decisions. Existing timber har-
vesting rights will continue to be administered under 
their respective terms and conditions and in accor-
dance with current legislation. 
 
 A. Dix: I ask leave to make an introduction. 
 
 Leave granted. 
 

Introductions by Members 
 
 A. Dix: I wanted to welcome and introduce stu-
dents, parents and teachers from Norquay Elementary 
School in my constituency, who are visiting us here in 
the precincts today. They're going to have the opportu-
nity to listen to a very important debate involving the 
Ministry of Tourism, and I want to wish them welcome 
on behalf of all members of the House. 

[1525] 
 

Debate Continued 
 
 M. Sather: I wanted to ask the minister a further 
question, just to clarify on the issue of parks. My under-
standing is — and if I'm incorrect about this, I'm sure the 
minister will correct me — that the minister has said 
unequivocally that this legislation will not be used in 
any way to facilitate the development of resorts in parks. 
 That is not the perception that the public has at this 
point, and that needs to be clarified. For example, a 
recent headline in one of my local papers said, with 
respect to this legislation: "Province simplifies resort 
development in parks." The first line says: "By May it 
could be much easier for alpine resort developers to 
begin building in provincial parks like Golden Ears." 
 If I am correct in understanding that that is un-
equivocally incorrect and that this legislation in no way 
will be used to facilitate development in parks, could 
the minister commit to getting that word out to the 
public so that is clearly understood? 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: This legislation is only to transfer the 
rights that the Forests Ministry has at the moment to 
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cut down trees in controlled recreation areas, which is 
Crown land administered currently by the Ministry of 
Tourism, Sport and the Arts. Parks are outside our ju-
risdiction, and we will not be using this legislation in 
any way to deal with any trees in parks. 
 
 N. Simons: One question that might actually allevi-
ate some concerns is whether or not this legislation 
really simply applies to alpine and downhill skiing — 
alpine resorts — or if it applies to all forms of wilder-
ness recreation or back-country recreation. 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: This legislation applies only to con-
trolled recreation areas that are currently operating under 
master development agreements with the ministry, and 
that is all. It specifically says that in one of the sections, 
which I think we're going to look at in a few minutes. 
 
 N. Simons: When we get there, I'm sure all our 
minds will be put at ease. Some stakeholders have 
asked if the lands covered by the legislation have to be 
associated with a specific facility or a facility for ac-
commodation. In other words, could a recreation area 
like the one we've just talked about a lot refer, for ex-
ample, to a river landing for rafters or a helicopter 
landing pad, fuel storage sites, wilderness access roads 
or wilderness campgrounds? The list goes on. I'm just 
curious about how this legislation may or may not im-
pact on those. 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: The answer is no. The intent of this 
legislation is to transfer and streamline what we cur-
rently do when we have trees that are in a development 
area, in the controlled recreation area and the controlled 
recreation area only. The current process is that we have 
to send people to the Forests and Range Ministry to ask 
them to cut down a tree that is on a ski hill. 
 What the resort task force has asked for is that we 
streamline it so that they have one-stop shopping, one-
window shopping, for their approvals. That is the in-
tent of this. This legislation restricts itself to controlled 
recreation areas within approved master development 
areas that are operating with an approved master de-
velopment agreement and have a plan attached to it. 
 
 N. Simons: I guess that doesn't seem to be clear to 
the stakeholders who have expressed their concerns to 
us that it has perhaps been described as a couple of 
trees on the ski hill. Many resorts, and many situated 
within a controlled recreation area, may consider ex-
pansion and various numbers of things that may or 
may not be covered under the master agreement, which 
is regulated by regulation as opposed to legislation. 

[1530] 
 The possibility always exists that changes in regula-
tion will open the door wide. So the question that I'm 
trying to have answered — and through this process, 
perhaps it will be — is: are those fears unwarranted? 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: Yes, those fears would be un-
founded. The intent of this legislation is to deal only 

with ski hills that are intensively used at the moment. I 
think the only exception to that would be Valemount, 
which is Canoe Mountain. 
 
 N. Simons: I'm just wondering why that wouldn't 
be included in the legislation if that's in fact the intent, 
because wilderness and back country and all sorts of 
recreation is such an important part of our provincial 
economy and one that we want to encourage. I know 
the laudable goal of doubling tourism by 2015 is one 
that we agree with. I just think that it's important to do 
it with careful and due consideration. 
 Is there a particular reason…? For example, all-
seasons resort. Could the minister elaborate on this 
definition? Could it possibly include in the future — 
whether it does now or not — such resorts that cater to 
back-country skiing or fishing or hiking or snowmobi-
ling or ATVing or campgrounds or horseback riding or 
wilderness lodges, which could potentially be part of a 
controlled recreation area? 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: As I have stated before, the intent is 
to deal with controlled recreation areas. The controlled 
recreation areas — and we've defined that in the legis-
lation — are the subject of those many, many steps that 
I talked about earlier. I can tell you that it's not some-
thing that's going to be used for very small enterprises. 
These are major resort developments. 
 As I said earlier, we've only got 25 of them in the 
province right now. We are looking to help them with 
the administration of the trees within their recreation 
areas right now. But we will not be using such a 
lengthy process to approve small campsites or trails 
and such smaller ventures. 
 
 N. Simons: My concern is that the intent of the leg-
islation is one thing, but what it could lead to under a 
less benevolent regime in the future is abuses of legisla-
tion. I'm not suggesting that will ever happen, of 
course, as my hon. friends across…. 
 
 Interjection. 
 
 N. Simons: No. 
 Ultimately, the concern that we have is that if…. I 
should correct the minister, if I'm not incorrect myself, 
that what a controlled recreation area is, in fact, is not 
defined under legislation. It's defined under regulation. 
Regulation does not require the scrutiny of legislators 
in order to make changes. 

[1535] 
 So in the future, should the purpose of controlled 
recreation areas be expanded to include such things as 
river rafting or back-country snowmobiling — which I 
might enjoy quite a bit myself, I might add — or any 
other activity that takes up large areas and tenures that 
include many hectares, this is what we're anticipating 
to be a potential problem. We're talking about con-
trolled recreation areas in the back country, large pos-
sibilities for forestry to take place, and the conflicts that 
exist in that area. 
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 To repeat, I'm not specifically referring to little 
campgrounds or tenting sites or what have you, but the 
land included in the recreation areas in the future 
could in fact be thousands of hectares. Consequently, 
the timber harvesting that occurs in those areas could 
possibly be large-scale projects. 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: The controlled recreation area is legally 
defined in a resort master agreement, which has a plan 
attached to it. That is what we have the long process to 
get to. It is designated by regulation, but at this mo-
ment I can't see changing regulations that we have un-
der the Land Act. There is enabling legislation which 
allows us to create controlled recreation areas. I can't 
imagine us going through this long process for other 
types of recreational pursuits on Crown land. 
 
 N. Simons: Just a little clarification for me. Do all 
the existing facilities captured in the definitions of "re-
sort" have controlled recreation areas around them — 
the 25 that were mentioned by the minister earlier? 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: Yes, they do. 
 
 M. Sather: A question for the minister on the speci-
fied enactment. It says that the designation of such a 
provision as a specified enactment transfers duties un-
der the provision from the relevant officials of the Min-
istry of Forests and Range to the Minister of Tourism, 
Sport and the Arts. 
 I know the minister explained earlier, in some re-
spect, that there's a multifaceted process that it has to 
go through here with regard to the duties that would 
be carried out. But could you explain to me: if the min-
ister is now responsible for the actual duties of the for-
estry officials, how is that different than it would have 
been before? What authority does the minister have, in 
fact? Or are the Ministry of Forests people still coming 
in and doing work as they would before? How does 
that work on the ground? 

[1540] 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: In answer to your question, the Min-
istry of Tourism, Sport and the Arts will be issuing the 
licence to cut. However, we will be doing so pursuant 
to a memorandum of understanding that we have with 
the Ministry of Forests and Range. They will still be 
responsible for the collection of stumpage and for en-
forcement and compliance and for managing forest 
health within their forestry area. 
 
 N. Simons: To the minister: you mentioned yester-
day that numerous stakeholders have expressed con-
cern about what appears to be a large amount of discre-
tion left to the Ministry of Tourism, Sport and the Arts 
over decisions that were previously, as the minister 
mentioned, under the jurisdiction of the Ministry of 
Forests and Range. 
 Decisions around issues such as roadbuilding, 
wildlife habitat, water diversion and culverts, not to 
mention reforestation, waste disposal, etc., will be left 

to employees of the Tourism Ministry, whose mandate 
it is to assist government in achieving its goal of dou-
bling tourism by 2015 — which the tourism industry 
knows that I support. Can the minister outline what 
safeguards around these important issues will remain 
in place? 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: As I outlined earlier, the proposal 
process for commercial alpine ski areas is a lengthy 
one. All of the things that you were just asking about 
are dealt with during that lengthy process. 
 The controlled recreation area is defined, as I said a 
minute ago, in the resort master plan, which has al-
ready dealt with all of those issues usually under an 
Environmental Assessment Act review. As I said ear-
lier, it does take, on average, 96 months to get through 
that process, which is a very lengthy time period dur-
ing which all of those issues can be fully investigated 
and we can make sure that we're not doing anything 
we wouldn't want to do environmentally for any of our 
Crown land. 
 
 N. Simons: I just wanted to make sure that when 
we're talking about the master plans which are estab-
lished before the establishment of the resort…. But 
this legislation could impact after the establishment of 
the resort while, as the minister might have men-
tioned, cutting down some trees in order to rehabili-
tate the particular alpine ski hill. That would pre-
sumably not require another 96-month process in or-
der to change the master plan in order to allow timber 
harvesting. 
 There's the process that takes place before the mas-
ter agreement has been signed and then the process 
once the controlled recreation area has already been 
established and may be in existence for ten, 15 or 20 
years. That's, I think, where some concern might re-
main. 

[1545] 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: I should make the members opposite 
aware that the master development agreement itself 
contains all sorts of conditions to regulate what goes on 
in the controlled recreation areas, including all things 
that would concern themselves with the environment, 
health, the operation of the agreement, safety. All of 
the local land use and governmental regulations apply, 
and the Forest Act still would apply, so it does not cir-
cumvent in any way all of the laws of the land that 
would normally apply. 
 
 Section 1 approved. 
 
 On section 2. 
 
 N. Simons: Under this section the minister can 
delegate powers and duties under this act to an em-
ployee of the Ministry of Tourism, Sport and the Arts. 
Can the minister name two or three of the job classifica-
tions or titles of ministry employees to whom this au-
thority may be delegated? 
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 Hon. O. Ilich: The answer to the question would be 
that the powers could be delegated to the director of 
resort development for that area or to the major project 
manager. 
 
 N. Simons: Is there any requirement, notwithstand-
ing the MOU, which we haven't seen, that these indi-
viduals have any knowledge or experience working in 
their areas of wildlife management or hydrology or 
forestry? 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: Some of the staff that we currently 
have in the ministry are professional agrologists and 
professional foresters, and they have that professional 
designation. We are going to be hiring a timber techni-
cian. In addition, all of the rules and regulations of the 
Forest and Range Practices Act still apply, and under 
the memorandum of understanding, we will still be 
dealing with the staff there. 
 The intent of this legislation is that we will be doing 
this a little bit more quickly. We will be focusing on the 
trees in the controlled recreation area, because it is a 
priority for us, and it's not as much of a priority for the 
people that work for the Ministry of Forests. 
 
 N. Simons: Can the minister let the House know what 
role the forestry technician will play in relation to that 
MOU and whether that is an advisory role, a decision-
making role or what. 

[1550] 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: They will be in an advisory capacity. 
They're going to be doing field inspections. The resort 
developer would normally do things like timber 
cruises. They will inspect the timber cruises and help 
arrange for timber cruises. They're going to look for 
and protect any special values, and they're going to 
continue to liaise with the forestry officers that will 
continue to operate under the Forest and Range Prac-
tices Act. 
 
 B. Simpson: I want to be clear on a couple of points 
here. First off, the basic intent of this act is to expedite 
the process for removal of timber and so on in a de-
fined recreation area and to give those who have a de-
fined recreation area and a resort one window to come 
to, so they don't have to go to the Ministry of Forests 
and Range? Is that correct? It expedites the process and 
allows them to come to the ministry as opposed to go-
ing to the Ministry of Forests and Range? 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: Yes. Exactly. That's exactly what 
we're trying to do — and just to expedite the process. 
 
 B. Simpson: If I understood the answers to the last 
questions correctly, the work is still going to be done 
under the Forest Act by Ministry of Forests and Range 
staff. They're still going to do the approval process. 
They're still going to go through all of the activities 
they would normally carry on if this was going 
through their offices. Is that correct? 

 Hon. O. Ilich: It is the intent that our staff will be 
performing those functions, but they will be continuing 
to liaise with the Ministry of Forests and Range staff, 
and the Ministry of Forests and Range staff will be do-
ing the enforcement and compliance until we get up to 
speed on that. 
 
 B. Simpson: What's the nature of the MOU with 
MOFR for the functions that they're going to conduct? 
I'm confused now, because before, the minister indi-
cated that the normal functional responsibilities were 
going to be conducted by MOFR staff under an MOU 
with the Ministry of Tourism. Now the minister is say-
ing that her staff is going to conduct the normal MOFR 
functions. Therefore, what is the nature of the MOU? 

[1555] 
 

 Hon. O. Ilich: The memorandum of understanding 
between our ministry and the Ministry of Forests and 
Range does set out who is responsible for what within 
the controlled recreation area. The Forests Ministry 
continues to be responsible for forest health, forest pro-
tection and forestry tenures that might be within a con-
trolled recreation area. We would be happy to provide 
the members opposite with a full copy of the memo-
randum of understanding once it's signed off. 
 
 B. Simpson: Again, one of the points that the minis-
ter made was that the Ministry of Forests and Range 
doesn't have, as a priority for them, the kind of activi-
ties that need to be conducted on a defined recreation 
area. It's slow in the queue. They've got a whole bunch 
of other things on the go, but if they're going to con-
tinue to have residual responsibilities — particularly if 
it's in somebody's TFL, if there's an FSP over the area 
or if there are fire or health requirements, whatever the 
case may be — then MOFR must still be in the process. 
I'll stop there and make sure that this is correct before I 
proceed. 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: Yes. That would be correct. 
 
 B. Simpson: If I understand it correctly, then, the 
process would be: I come to the Ministry of Tourism, 
and I have to deal with new people — who are going to 
be assigned to do the stuff that the Ministry of Tourism 
wants to do in a defined recreation area. They're now 
going to have to turn around and go to MOFR on my 
behalf to deal with them, then maybe come back to me 
to get further clarification. 

[1600] 
 Haven't we just, then, created a situation where, 
instead of one window, all we've done is put another 
layer in the approval process? We have two agencies, 
then, that would potentially have competing interests 
on the land base and that would have to reconcile their 
interests on the land base in order to serve the client. 
 If that's the case, why not leave it with the Ministry 
of Forests and Range, as it is, and find a mechanism to 
expedite the MOFR process? To the minister: as I un-
derstand it, she hasn't finalized negotiations of the 
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MOU, but it seems to me that this is passing the dele-
gated authority to the minister without the functional 
capabilities on the ground to actually expedite the 
process. How will that be reconciled? 
 
 The Chair: Member, I must ask if you could explain 
to the House how your question relates, if it's relevant, 
to section 2 that's being questioned. 
 
 B. Simpson: Madam Chair, section 2 delegates the 
powers and responsibilities from the minister to an 
employee. The employee will then have to act on that. 
If the employee is constrained by activities that are still 
done by the Ministry of Forests and Range, we need to 
understand what the nature of that employee's work is. 
 
 The Chair: Member, could you explain to the 
House how your question is relevant to this section on 
"minister may delegate powers and duties" — in sec-
tion 2 — to an employee in her ministry? 
 
 B. Simpson: I tried to explain, and I'll explain 
again. This is a delegation of the Tourism Minister's 
powers to an explicit employee in the ministry. We're 
trying to understand the nature of that employee's 
functionality. If that employee is going to be responsi-
ble for expediting permitting and approval processes, 
we need to know what remains with the Ministry of 
Forests and Range and what comes over to the Minis-
try of Tourism, so that we understand what the nature 
of this employee's responsibilities are. 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: What will come to the Ministry of 
Tourism is a request for an occupant licence to cut, and 
that is what we will be approving. 
 
 B. Simpson: To the minister: is it an occupant li-
cence to cut or a master licence to cut? 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: It's an occupant licence to cut. 
 
 N. Simons: I'm just curious about this delegation. 
Will it be an ongoing delegation? In other words, will 
the authority be given to an employee for one-time 
approvals? Will this be a permanent position or a new 
role for that employee? 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: It will be a delegated authority to 
whoever holds that position, until he does not hold 
that position any longer. 
 
 Section 2 approved. 
 
 On section 3. 
 
 N. Simons: Section 3(1) reads: "In relation to a con-
trolled recreation area or an all seasons resort in a con-
trolled recreation area, the tourism minister, instead of 
any official referred to in a specified enactment," has 
the power, etc. I'm wondering what is meant by "any 
official referred to in a specified enactment." 

[1605] 
 [J. Yap in the chair.] 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: The Forest Act currently has in it that 
the regional manager or district manager may enter 
into a forestry licence to cut. That will be transferred…. 
This section says that whatever they are now author-
ized to issue, we will be allowed to issue in the Minis-
try of Tourism. 
 
 B. Simpson: Again, the delegation and transfer of 
powers over to the Tourism Minister is an area that — I 
know the minister is well aware — has raised concerns 
even within the forest sector. We need to be very clear 
on what is transferred and, also, clear with respect to 
the desire to expedite the approval process. We need to 
get a little bit of clarity on this. 
 With respect to normal functions under the Ministry 
of Forests and Range that would occur within this speci-
fied recreation area — some of the work that's being 
done on allowable cut determinations under DFAM, for 
example…. If a licensee has a TFL within the area and 
there is some DFAM activity underway, will that still 
continue within the Ministry of Forests and Range? 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: The answer is yes. 
 
 B. Simpson: If, then, the Ministry of Forests and 
Range has some explicit activities ongoing in that area 
with respect to forest health, salvage activities or silvicul-
tural prescriptions — things like that — will that remain 
within the domain of the Ministry of Forests and Range? 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: Yes, it will. It will stay with Forests 
and Range. 
 
 B. Simpson: What exactly, then, are the powers that 
are being conferred on the Tourism Minister that will 
expedite the activities that the ministry wishes to expe-
dite? If I understand it correctly, the person gets an 
occupant licence to cut. Is that actually transferred to 
the Ministry of Tourism to issue that occupant licence 
to cut? Is that the only thing that's being conferred here 
on the minister's watch? 

[1610] 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: The act will be used to grant the 
Minister of Tourism, Sport and the Arts the power to 
issue an occupant licence to cut to a resort developer or 
an operator under section 47.4 of the Forest Act or a 
forestry licence to cut to authorize timber harvesting by 
persons other than the resort operator under section 
47.6 of the Forest Act. The other forestry licence to cut 
will be when there has been an existing forest licence to 
cut where we would perhaps be negotiating a transfer 
or making some sort of compensation, but it's all 
within a controlled recreation area. 
 
 B. Simpson: Again, my struggle is with where the 
efficiencies come from in this. In order to issue those 
licences, all of the other work has to be done around 
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impacts — for example, the impacts on allowable cut, 
forest health, fire and silviculture — on existing licen-
sees. In order to issue an occupant licence to cut, the 
Ministry of Tourism staff, if I understand it correctly, 
will then have to do all that due diligence with the 
Ministry of Forests and Range staff, whereas before the 
person used to be able to go to the Ministry of Forests 
and Range directly and have the work done and en-
gage them directly in that conversation. 
 Once again to the minister: how is this not simply 
putting another party in between the proponent and 
the Ministry of Forests and Range? How is this going 
to get us efficiencies or expedite the process? 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: I think the answer to the question is 
that most of the timber values would have already 
been dealt with and all of the issues related to the for-
ests on the land would have been dealt with under the 
long process that we have to get to the controlled rec-
reation area under the master development agreement, 
which sets out what's going to happen on the plan. At 
the moment we would be dealing with two separate 
applications. We're going to be dealing with an appli-
cation to the Ministry of Tourism, Sport and the Arts 
and also a separate application to the Ministry of For-
ests and Range. 

[1615] 
 What we're looking at, for the most part, are areas 
where there has already been a determination. It's al-
ready been looked at, and we would be allowed to is-
sue that licence to cut. 
 
 B. Simpson: If that's the case, if it's only that ex-
plicit one issuance of the occupant licence to cut, why 
isn't it just made explicit here that that's what's being 
transferred, as opposed to what in both this section and 
the section to come are the full responsibilities under 
the Ministry of Forests and Range being transferred 
over to the minister? 
 Again, what we have, as the member before me 
spoke to, is that there is some intention here, and then 
there is what the legislation allows. Conceivably, as we 
go into the future and as we've already seen, there is 
some question around what constitutes this defined 
recreation area, and there is a looseness there. The min-
ister is talking about a long process now, but conceiva-
bly, that process could be shortened, in which case a lot 
of this work hasn't been done. 
 What this legislation allows, then, is a full transfer 
of responsibilities for a lot of that other work to the 
Ministry of Tourism. For a licensee, is it not possible 
then…? If I'm a licensee not doing the application, now 
I've got two ministries that I have to deal with. 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: I would just like to say one more 
time that this is not a loose process. To get to a con-
trolled recreation area, again, is a long, long process — 
something where, by the time we get to it, a lot of the 
values have been determined. What we are looking at 
here is enabling legislation, which will allow us by 
regulation to take a look at those sections of the Forest 

Act that need to be transferred in order to expedite the 
process to allow a developer to cut down trees on a ski 
hill or within an area that they believe they can de-
velop for condos. 
 It is part of their master plan, subject to the agree-
ment. All of the normal rules, regulations and laws will 
continue to apply. 

[1620] 
 
 B. Simpson: I take the minister's point. It's a long 
process to get there, but this will also be giving the 
minister powers over a defined area of the land base, 
and the land base doesn't stay static. The land base 
changes. The land base is subjected to pests, climate 
change; it's subjected to all kinds of things that will 
impact the master plan post its approval. This has im-
plications for other users, who then have to be engaged 
in processes and decision-making with respect to tim-
ber. 
 What this does is pass all of the responsibilities of 
the Ministry of Forests and Range, not just the issuance 
of the occupant licence to cut but all of the responsibili-
ties under the enactment, to the minister. So the ques-
tion is: if I'm a licensee who has done a negotiation in 
the early process and now we've got a change and 
something has to change, who am I negotiating with? 
Do I do it with the Ministry of Forests and Range now? 
Do I do it with the Ministry of Tourism? Or am I stuck 
doing it with both of them? 
 It's not the one with the resort but the other people 
who will be impacted. Just so the minister has a frame 
of reference for this, because it is in the next section, the 
next section does allow the minister authority to 
change the boundaries post that long process. My ques-
tion to the minister is…. Within the delegation of pow-
ers in this section, all of the powers and responsibilities 
have come over. Can the minister guarantee to me that 
other users and people with legal rights within the 
defined recreation area don't end up going to two min-
istries now, so you've served one interest and then 
burdened the rest of the interests with more bureauc-
racy? 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: Anybody else who is wanting to do 
anything within a controlled recreation area is going to 
continue to have to deal with the Ministry of Forests 
and Range. We will only be issuing a forest licence to 
cut to the occupant. 
 
 B. Simpson: Again, I understand the point. The 
intent is for the issuance of the occupant licence to cut. 
But the transfer of responsibilities here is more of an 
omnibus transfer of responsibilities to the ministry. The 
concerns expressed around that are, therefore, from the 
other users. 

[1625] 
 I understand the intent. What we're talking about is 
what the legislation allows, and it's different from the 
intent. 
 Let's do an explicit example that had been given to 
me. If, as we'll see shortly, the Ministry of Tourism 
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engages with a resort operator to extend the bounda-
ries of a resort and that impacts a tree farm licence 
holder or someone with a forestry licence that already 
exists — and may, then, impact their allowable cut — 
what agency will negotiate that process with the other 
licence holders? Right now it looks as if the Ministry of 
Tourism has the authority delegated to them to do 
what would normally be done by the Ministry of For-
ests and Range. 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: I think the member opposite is ask-
ing what happens if there's a boundary change. If there 
is a boundary change, that's a new land use designa-
tion for that area, and that will go through that whole, 
entire, extensive process that I outlined earlier. 
 
 B. Simpson: Thank you to the minister. I guess we 
can explore that a little bit in the next section. 
 Let me ask as simple a question as I can. Rather 
than all powers — because it says, "all powers…." It 
may just be me not understanding it: "(a) has all the 
powers pertaining to a discretion, function or duty 
referred to in the specified enactment, and (b) is 
charged with all the responsibilities pertaining to that 
discretion, function or duty." If I understand, "the 
specified enactment" means a provision of the Forests 
and Range Ministry statutes. If that specified enact-
ment is only the occupancy licence to cut, why isn't 
that enactment named in here so that everybody un-
derstands that all the ministry is doing is issuing the 
occupancy licence to cut to the resort holder? 

[1630] 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: It is the intention at the moment to 
grant to the Minister of Tourism, Sport and the Arts 
the power to issue an occupant licence to cut to a re-
sort developer under section 47.4 of the Forest Act — 
or the forestry licence to cut — and there is the provi-
sion that perhaps there may be other powers added 
later — all to do with the administration of the resort 
under a master agreement in a controlled recreation 
area. 
 I would like to add that it is obviously not in the 
best interests of a resort developer to cut down all the 
trees and not pay attention to the aesthetics of a devel-
opment. Resort developers need to cut down trees that 
are on ski hills and trees around areas that they want to 
develop, but all of this is subject to the development 
agreement that they're working under. Obviously, it is 
not in their interest to clearcut the area of a controlled 
recreation area and thereby deny people the enjoyment 
that they've come to the resort for. 
 I'd like to also add that we have had significant and 
lengthy consultation with the resort development task 
group, which is the resort development constituency in 
the province, and they are all in favour of this. It's had 
extensive consultation with them, and they continue to 
be in favour of this. 
 While you were talking about some of the stake-
holders — that you're interested in — as being con-
cerned, I think that the stakeholders we've been talking 

to, who have been resort developers, are very much in 
favour of this,. They have very much been asking for this, 
because it comes at the end of a very lengthy process 
where they have to go and ask for a licence to cut down 
trees that are in the way of their resort development. 
That's the intent. I don't think it's the intent to be clear-
cutting controlled recreation areas. 
 
 B. Simpson: My apologies if I ever gave the sense 
that what I believed was going to happen here was 
rampant clearcutting. I understand the nature of that. 
The minister talked about who was consulted on this. 
Was the Council of Forest Industries or were any of the 
forest agencies consulted on this? Were ENGOs con-
sulted? Were communities in resort areas consulted? 
How far did the consultation process go beyond the 
resort holders who want this passed? 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: The Coast Forest Products Associa-
tion was consulted, and the Council of Forest Indus-
tries was also consulted. 
 
 B. Simpson: What was the nature of their concerns? 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: The nature of their concern was very 
similar. They asked very similar questions to what the 
member opposite has been asking. We were able to 
assure them of the intent of the legislation, and I think 
they were completely satisfied with the answers that 
they got. 
 
 B. Simpson: I'm not sure "complete" would be a 
word that I would use with respect to their satisfaction. 
Were ENGOs or communities consulted? 

[1635] 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: We did not think that there was a 
requirement to consult with municipalities and other 
NGOs as a matter of course. This is simply a transfer, 
technically, from who issues the licence internally from 
the Ministry of Tourism, and this is something that the 
Resort Task Force has been interested in seeing done. 
 We did consult with COFI and the other group that 
I mentioned earlier. Those are the only groups that 
we've talked to. All of the decisions as to what trees are 
cut, and when and how, are done as part of the resort 
master planning process, which all affected stake-
holders do have a lot of input into. 
 
 B. Simpson: On that last comment, then, does that 
mean there will never be a change to the master plan 
for the resort or that there wasn't an intent to open up a 
face, an intent to go higher in the reaches of whatever 
the resort area is? In which case, if I understand the 
minister correctly, if there's a change to the master re-
sort licence, then all of the other processes all come 
back into play again? Let me just make sure that I'm 
clear on that. If a new slope was to be opened that 
wasn't in the original specifications in the master 
agreement, would that then go through the whole 
lands process and the consultation process yet again? 
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 Hon. O. Ilich: Yes, that would. It would go through 
the whole process all over again. 
 
 B. Simpson: Are the occupants licences to cut only 
ever going to be derivatives of the master plan? 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: Yes. 
 
 B. Simpson: Then why not do them through Minis-
try of Forests and Range? It makes no sense that if 
they're only derivatives of the master agreement…. The 
master agreement is this long-winded process that's all 
signed off and everybody's consulted with, and the 
occupant licence to cut is merely a derivative of that. 
 Why set up another group of people that have to 
issue all those permits and so on? Why not find a dif-
ferent way to streamline it through the existing agency 
of the Ministry of Forests and Range that has all of the 
expertise, that has an understanding of the new regula-
tions, and just do it that way? Again, I fail to under-
stand how this streamlines the process. 

[1640] 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: The development of a resort is some-
thing that takes a long time, and resort developers are 
not going to want to cut down trees in an area that 
they're not going to be using for a while. Once there is 
a master development agreement in place and they are 
developing in accordance with that agreement, there 
will be phases. As they move through those phases, 
they would prefer to continue to work with the people 
at the Ministry of Tourism that they have been dealing 
with all along rather than go back and make new ap-
plications to the Ministry of Forests again. We actually 
have a long project chart which shows what the vari-
ous steps are. This does cut out a number of the steps 
that would be required. 
 I say again that it is something that the Resort Task 
Force, working people that are developing resorts, has 
been asking for, for some time. It makes sense to them 
and continues to make sense to them. They continue to 
ask for streamlining of resort development. It makes 
sense to us, too, if you actually see the number of differ-
ent steps that are required to have a resort approved. 
 At the end of this long process, we are asking that 
we be the people…. It is the intent that we be the ones 
that say: yes, you can now cut down the trees. That is 
something that will have been determined during that 
long process, and once they have the agreement, it's 
still going to take a considerable length of time to fully 
develop a resort. 
 
 B. Simpson: Again, I don't dispute that the group 
that the minister worked with wanted this. I don't dis-
pute that they want some efficiencies in this. However, 
as I said before, the land base doesn't stay static. First 
nations are gaining greater capacity to understand 
what their historical relationships with the land base 
were. For example, they could find, as a result of some 
new information, that an area contained within a resort 
has culturally modified trees or is an area of interest to 

them now when it may not have been an area of inter-
est to them during the resort development process. 
 So the fact that the resort holders want efficiencies 
to just go cut when they want to go cut doesn't take 
into consideration that things do change. The group 
most engaged in watching what happens on the land 
base and understanding the implications for fire and 
pests and the first nations negotiations under the New 
Relationship is the Ministry of Forests and Range, not 
the Ministry of Tourism and a couple of staff that can 
write an occupant licence to cut. 
 By cutting out the Ministry of Forests and Range, 
you cut out all of that expertise when it comes time to 
issue the occupant licence to cut, if indeed, that area 
has been impacted by significant changes. Under the 
current process, you may not, actually, want to issue 
that occupant licence to cut, but the Ministry of Tour-
ism, because of a predisposition to wanting to issue it, 
to streamline it, may very well do that. 
 Again, from our perspective, it's more than resort 
people that count here. It's the first nations. It's the 
ENGOs. It's the other operators on the land base, who 
still have a right to talk about what's going on, on that 
land as the lands changes. 
 I understand the efficiencies from that side. But, as 
an example, what happens if a first nations community 
gains some capacity, learns that an area that they gave 
up in a resort is now an area that may have culturally 
modified trees or an interest for them? Who are they 
talking to? Are they talking to the Ministry of Tourism? 
Or are they talking to the Ministry of Forests and 
Range, in that case, before a licence to cut is issued? 

[1645] 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: I guess I'd like to dispute the fact, or the 
thought, that we're going to be marching Paul Bunyan–
like into the controlled recreation areas and cutting 
down trees without thought to heritage values or first 
nations concerns. We in the Ministry of Tourism have 
responsibility for all of those things and take all of 
those matters very seriously. 
 I will agree that things on the land change, that 
situations do change. We will be governed by all of 
those same considerations that the Ministry of Forests 
now has. 
 
 B. Simpson: I'm too short for a Paul Bunyan kind of 
quip, so I won't rise to that. 
 
 Interjection. 
 
 B. Simpson: Anyway, I'll leave that one alone. 
 One tree in an ecosystem is important. You don't 
have to go in and clearcut. You can remove one tree 
here; you can remove one tree there. How you impact 
the age classification is important. What you do on the 
ground is important. The removal of one tree could 
have significant — either ecosystem or wildlife man-
agement — impacts. So, again, I'm not talking about 
clearcutting. I'm talking about the removal of even one 
tree. 
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 Let's go back to what the minister just said with 
respect to her staff being apprised of all of the Forests 
and Range requirements. The Ministry of Forests and 
Range staff are having difficulty keeping abreast of the 
changes to FRPA and the continuous amendments and 
what the implications of FRPA are on the ground. The 
Ministry of Forests and Range staff are struggling with 
passing FSPs, for example. 
 If the Ministry of Forests and Range staff, who do 
this on a daily basis, are struggling to stay on top of 
what's happening under forest regulation, then passing 
the occupant licence to cut, again, to Ministry of Tour-
ism staff who are not living that on a day-to-day basis, 
seems to me to be an inefficiency, not an efficiency. 
 Through to the minister: how many staff, total, 
does she see having to ramp up in order to carry out 
these functions? How will those staff be trained on 
forestry legislation and regulation? 

[1650] 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: In answer to the question from the 
member opposite, we will be hiring more professional 
staff, professionally accredited and highly trained, to 
carry out this work. That is in addition to the staff that 
we already have who are also professionally accredited 
and trained to deal with these kinds of issues. 
 
 N. Simons: Thank you to the minister for her pa-
tience in answering these questions. I think it's impor-
tant to vet these questions. It's important for the confi-
dence of the public that their interests are being pro-
tected, and I appreciate that this process is sometimes a 
little bit draining. 
 However, with that in mind, I think it's important 
just to continue. Just a few more questions on this sec-
tion. Will the bill result in the Tourism Minister being 
responsible for reviewing the forest stewardship plans 
and, specifically, for administering the resort's tenure 
and compliance with the act that governs that? I'm not 
sure if that was completely vetted already, but I'll ask it 
again, just in case. 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: The forest stewardship plans will 
continue to be administered by the Minister of Forests 
and Range. 
 
 N. Simons: I kind of figured that part. I'm just 
wondering what the relationship will be and whether 
the Ministry of Tourism will have any involvement in 
how that responsibility is shared. 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: Under the memorandum of under-
standing that's going to be negotiated and will be 
signed shortly, the officials of both ministries will con-
tinue to work closely together to make sure that proper 
stewardship of the forest will continue. 
 
 N. Simons: Thank you very much for that answer. 
When is the MOU slated to be completed, and will 
anything take place before the MOU is actually signed 
off? 

 Hon. O. Ilich: The MOU is slated to be complete in 
about two weeks. Nothing is going to happen until 
then. 

[1655] 
 
 N. Simons: My question on the MOU will be: can 
this side of the House be provided with a copy? I think 
we've already asked that. 
 Can the minister outline who was consulted in the 
development of the MOU and who was consulted in 
development of the legislation? At what point did that 
consultation take place? 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: The MOU was actually asked for by 
the Resort Task Force, and consultation was carried out 
with the Canada West Ski Areas Association, the Coast 
Forest Products Association and the Council of Forest 
Industries. 
 
 N. Simons: Were there any resort owners on the list 
you just mentioned? 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: I just want to say that this is some-
thing that was asked for by the Resort Task Force, so 
they are well aware that we are doing this. I also want 
to add that we just had some communication from the 
president and CEO of the Canada West Ski Areas As-
sociation, and this is what he is saying to us. 
 He's congratulating us on introducing Bill 24, and 
he's stating once again: "To have a streamlined sys-
tem of dealing with timber licences to cut will be of 
the greatest assistance to the ski resort industry. The 
present system is extremely laborious and time-
wasting and is an added barrier to an operator work-
ing within a very short building time scale, which in 
the mountains averages only four months between 
seasons." 
 This is something that they have been consulted on, 
and it is something that goes on right now as far as 
cutting of trees. What we're trying to do is streamline 
the process with this and not change the process in any 
other way. 
 
 N. Simons: Really, the question is much more than 
just cutting a few trees on a ski hill, and I think it does-
n't do this process any good by trying to minimize. 
Essentially, what is happening is that there's a pseudo-
streamlining of the process. Unless there is regulatory 
change, unless there is a change in the process that 
people have to go through in order to get the licences 
to cut, what is the point of this legislation if, in fact, it's 
all the same and it's just with a new ministry? 

[1700] 
 Unless there are changes to the regulations, unless 
there is less oversight on the part of professionals or of 
public input…. So I'm trying to find out…. Yes, I'm 
glad that there are stakeholders that are pleased with 
the changes, and of course, there are conflicting views 
on this as well. If it were so easy, it would have hap-
pened a long time ago. The reason it didn't happen a 
long time ago is because we have concern over the 
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competing values that exist in these communities, in 
these resorts and on the land base. 
 I recognize that there are people who want this to 
happen and want it to happen quickly, but we're trying 
to find out what the impact of the legislation is going to 
be. We need to know. I understand that it's not going to 
be implemented in a way that's going to be harmful. 
That doesn't mean it never can be. The legislation 
should be sound, so it doesn't allow for abuses to take 
place. 
 I don't want to be seen as being against streamlin-
ing, but I'd like it to be real…. If it's streamlining, make 
sure that we still account for the competing values. In 
this particular case, it's difficult to see, after the an-
swers we've heard provided to the member for Cariboo 
North, where the streamlining takes place, if it's not in 
the simple reduction of environmental or of first na-
tions community oversight. 
 What can this side of the House be told that will 
show that the process is, in fact, streamlining but not 
sacrificing the important regulatory framework that 
protects the other values? 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: I understand the frustration of the 
member opposite, because it is confusing. What I can 
tell him is that there is going to be no impact as to the 
regulations. The same regulations will apply. There is 
one application, and there is one person or one group 
that will be dealing with these applications, and there's 
one authorization. 
 The Ministry of Tourism is the group that actively 
manages the resort. By the time we get to a licence to 
cut, we have been through the lengthy process that I 
outlined earlier — all with the Ministry of Tourism but 
with extensive consultation from all of those groups 
that I outlined earlier. 
 I don't know if it is possible to enter into the record 
a visual, but I have a visual here of what we currently 
go through. There are nine steps for our process, under 
the Ministry of Tourism process, to get to the stage 
after we've already talked about getting to a controlled 
recreation area. After that, there are a further nine 
processes that are required under the Ministry of For-
ests. What we're going to talk about is streamlining 
that down from something that takes about four 
months now to something that will take about four 
weeks. 
 Most, if not all, of the determinations of values 
will have been done in the earlier stages in that 
lengthy process we talked about to get to the con-
trolled recreation area. That's what's going to create 
the streamlining — that you are dealing with one per-
son who will be allowed to issue the licence — but all 
of the rules and regulations that previously applied 
will still apply. 
 
 N. Simons: Thank you for noticing my frustration. 
 My question has to do with…. I wonder now 
whether there is any government program that re-
wards employees for saving money. I would suggest 
that this could have been accomplished by designating 

somebody in the Ministry of Forests with the sole re-
sponsibility of expediting the applications from the 
resort industry. Why wouldn't that be considered? 

[1705] 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: Part of the lengthy process that I 
went through right at the beginning with the Ministry 
of Tourism is a land tenure agreement, which we still 
have to do. That's something that the Ministry of For-
ests would not have been able to do, and we can do 
both of those at the same time. 
 
 Section 3 approved. 
 
 On section 4. 
 
 N. Simons: Section 4 raises a few concerns that I 
hope to just vet. Cabinet can decide, without legislation 
to guide them, not only what land but how much land 
can be included in a controlled recreation area. It is 
clearly outlined in section 4. Can the minister describe 
what safeguards exist in those situations to protect the 
public interest? 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: If the land area of the controlled rec-
reation area or the boundary changes, we're going to 
go through that same lengthy process for any extension 
or change in that boundary that we talked about ear-
lier, which I don't think you want me to read out again. 
 
 N. Simons: Thanks to the minister for giving me 
the option. I appreciate that. It's on record. 
 Maybe disabuse me of the fear that it doesn't really 
give us the same kind of regulatory oversight. Subsec-
tion (2) of section 4 reads: "Without limiting…." Sub-
subsection (2)(a), the cabinet can designate "Crown 
land as a controlled recreation area, cancelling such a 
designation or amending the boundaries of a con-
trolled recreation area…." 
 It doesn't say anything about adhering to regula-
tion in that particular section, subject to this or subject 
to that. It says simply that, essentially, controlled rec-
reation areas can be decreed, almost. That doesn't seem 
like the regulatory framework to protect the public 
interest. 
 
 The Chair: Member, was there a question? 
 
 Interjection. 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: Right now, the cabinet has the au-
thority to create controlled recreational areas under the 
alpine ski policy. That is what I outlined earlier, and 
those are the powers that we currently have listed with 
or allowed by cabinet — so no change without going 
through all of that lengthy process. 
 
 [S. Hawkins in the chair.] 
 
 N. Simons: The commercial alpine ski policy is 
apparently going to be the basis for the all-season re-
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sort policy, which was supposed to be released before 
the end of 2005 but at this point I don't believe has been 
made public. The government does have an all-season 
resort strategy, and I'm just wondering if that will be-
come the basis of their policy. 

[1710] 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: In answer to the question, the com-
mercial alpine ski policy, as I said earlier, has been in 
effect for 25 years. We are looking at the moment at 
ways to modernize that and streamline that. What 
we're trying to do here is part of that, and we will 
probably have other ways to modernize that in the 
future. 
 
 N. Simons: This section, I understand, is intended 
to facilitate the approval process for resort operators to 
harvest small amounts of timber. I understand that is 
the expressed intent of the minister in explaining this 
legislation. The concerns raised are not about a resort's 
ability to conduct business and attract tourism to the 
province. 
 My concern is really about legislation, the efficiency 
of legislation and the impact of legislation. I believe 
this bill has the potential to allow for a lot more to take 
place than simply the harvesting of small amounts of 
timber. 
 I'm just wondering if there is any sort of limit. I 
know the answer will be that all of this is decided be-
forehand, but I can see big gaps in oversight. I'm won-
dering if there will be limits on not only what land but 
on how much land can be included in a controlled rec-
reation area, for example. 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: I think what the member opposite is 
looking for is in section 4(3). Section 4(3) actually pro-
vides the safeguard that the transfer of power to the 
Minister of Tourism, Sport and the Arts must be neces-
sary or desirable for resort development or operation 
purposes. 
 
 N. Simons: Necessary and desirable, I think, is in 
the eye of the beholder. The bill restricts the minister 
to considering "the planning, development, con-
struction, operation or maintenance of an all seasons 
resort in a controlled recreation area" in all decisions 
related to this proposed law. Does this mean there 
will be no considering of first nations considerations 
or public consultation or even environmental val-
ues? 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: All of those values listed by the 
member opposite are already dealt with in the master 
development agreement, and there won't be any im-
pact on those in what we're contemplating here. 
 
 N. Simons: Can the minister explain how this bill 
will accommodate higher-level land use values estab-
lished through land resource management plans? I 
apologize if the minister has already answered this. It's 
just that specifically higher-level land use planning 

isn't mentioned in the act, so I'm just wondering if we 
can have some clarification. 

[1715] 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: Our resort development agreements 
and the land use plans would be consistent with those 
higher-level plans in the first place. 
 
 N. Simons: How might this section apply should 
the government change the way in which it designates 
recreation areas, which is potentially what will happen 
in the foreseeable future? 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: I think I'd like to point out to the 
member opposite that getting a designation of con-
trolled recreation area under the master development 
agreement with that plan attached is a long and ardu-
ous process. Once you are a controlled recreation area, 
I think that land use designation is made and probably 
will not change. I don't think smaller recreation areas 
will want to go through that long process in order to 
get an approval to enjoy recreational pursuits on 
Crown land. 
 
 N. Simons: What restricts cabinet from arbitrarily 
designating any piece of Crown land as a controlled 
recreation area? 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: The cabinet is guided by the com-
mercial alpine ski policy in designating commercial 
recreation areas, and we are looking at streamlining 
that. But we will still be operating under all of the prin-
ciples that we have been, which would require exten-
sive consultation with all stakeholders. 
 
 N. Simons: This is just one of the government's 
planned deregulating of legislation and streamlining 
and getting rid of what would be considered some 
burdensome procedural processes? 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: Actually, there is no deregulation 
applied to this. What we're trying to do is gain some 
efficiencies by combining the tenure agreement with 
the licence to cut. It's just a transfer of authority for the 
forest licence to cut, but there's no deregulation in this 
process. All of the same rules and regulations continue 
to apply. 
 
 N. Simons: It is simply a transfer of authority 
without the transfer of the same number of FTEs from 
the Ministry of Forests to the Ministry of Tourism, 
Sport and the Arts. Essentially, there will be fewer 
people doing the same job in a ministry that doesn't 
have the capacity to do what the Ministry of Forests 
did. Am I correct? 

[1720] 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: We will be using the existing people 
that we have in the ministry, who administer the ten-
ures. We will be adding some new staff that will be 
trained and accredited. 
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 One of the reasons for the efficiencies is obviously 
that they will be focused on this job, the resort admini-
stration, as opposed to the Ministry of Forests where 
they have many, many more things to pay attention to. 
 
 N. Simons: I remember that being answered before. 
That's what prompted me to suggest that maybe some-
one designated in the Ministry of Forests could be spe-
cifically assigned to the issuance of permits to resort 
developers — that way maintaining the integrity of 
that ministry and not adding yet another somewhat 
incongruous regulatory jurisdiction to the Ministry of 
Tourism, Sport and the Arts. 
 That was my question, so I'll take my seat. 
 
 Section 4 approved. 
 
 On section 5. 
 
 N. Simons: This section makes changes in the For-
est Act, I suppose. For example section 47.6 gives the 
regional manager or the district manager authority to 
enter into a licence to cut. Can the minister explain: 
what is the effect of removing the word "or" in section 
47.6(2)(b)? 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: Removing that word allows us to 
add sub-subsection (d), which says: "to authorize the 
harvesting of timber for prescribed purposes or in a 
prescribed circumstance." 
 
 N. Simons: Can the minister elaborate on what 
prescribed purposes or prescribed circumstances could 
mean? 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: This could be used for purposes 
and circumstances related to the Resort Timber Ad-
ministration Act and essentially allows for the crea-
tion of a new type of forestry licence to cut to be 
used by our officials. 

[1725] 
 The creation of this new category of forestry licence 
to cut is necessary to provide the means for our offi-
cials to authorize the harvesting of timber within the 
resort administration by persons other than the resort 
operator — for instance, within the controlled recrea-
tion area, if there's a third party that has a licence 
where, as I previously said, we want to negotiate an-
other area away from where the occupant licence to cut 
would be. 
 
 Section 5 approved. 
 
 On section 6. 
 
 N. Simons: Can the minister explain to the House 
what the effect of the changes proposed in section 6 is 
— or are, as the case may be? 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: Forestry licences to cut generally 
have small cuts associated with them, and we just want 

to be sure that when we authorize or issue licences to 
cut, we can specify a maximum. 
 
 Section 6 approved. 
 
 On section 7. 
 
 N. Simons: I just want to talk about the con-
cerns. I just want to reiterate that there are solid, 
definite concerns about this legislation that sort of 
override the entire purpose behind it. I think what's 
at question here is not whether or not we're in fa-
vour of allowing resorts to streamline the process 
that they'd like in order to cut down a few trees on 
the ski hill. 
 What really is at issue here is whether this legisla-
tion (a) is necessary or (b) allows for more than the 
stated intent. If in fact it is broader in scope than has 
been determined through this vetting process, it stands 
to cause damage to the other interests that exist in what 
is beautiful British Columbia. 
 I don't have any further questions about the bill, 
Madam Chair. However, this side of the House, as far as I 
know, will be voting against the bill. The reason for this is 
because it hasn't taken into account many factors, many 
interest groups, many stakeholders, many concerned citi-
zens who see this as far beyond what is necessary to ac-
commodate the interests of the important industry of re-
sort development. If in fact it is truly intended to simply 
streamline or shorten the term of the amount of time nec-
essary to make small changes to a land base, then it is not 
necessary to pass legislation like this. 
 It is also — seems to me — inappropriate to 
transfer yet more jurisdiction from what is a special-
ized ministry where they have experts on hydrology, 
on wildlife management, on land use to a Ministry 
of Tourism, Sport and the Arts that doesn't have that 
infrastructure. 

[1730] 
 I'm hoping that it is seen in that light and that we 
will be able to accomplish the goals set out in order to 
accommodate the interests of resort owners. This is not 
the bill to do that. 
 
 Section 7 approved. 
 
 Title approved. 
 
 Hon. O. Ilich: I move that the committee rise and 
report the bill complete without amendment. 

[1735] 
 
 Interjections. 
 
 The Chair: Members, could I please have some 
quiet in the House. 
 
 Motion approved unanimously on a division. [See 
Votes and Proceedings.] 
 
 The committee rose at 5:40 p.m. 
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 The House resumed; Mr. Speaker in the chair. 
 

Report and 
Third Reading of Bills 

 
RESORT TIMBER ADMINISTRATION ACT 

 
 Mr. Speaker: The time has been waived. 
 
 Bill 24, Resort Timber Administration Act, reported 
complete without amendment, read a third time on the 
following division and passed: 
 

YEAS — 41 
 
 Falcon Reid Coell 
 Ilich Chong Christensen 
 Les Richmond Bell 
 Bennett van Dongen Roddick 
 Hayer Jarvis Nuraney 
 Horning Cantelon Thorpe 
 Hagen Oppal de Jong 
 Taylor Bond Hansen 
 Abbott Penner Neufeld 
 Hogg Sultan Hawkins 
 Krueger Lekstrom Mayencourt 
 Polak Hawes Yap 
 Bloy MacKay Black 
 McIntyre  Rustad 
 

NAYS — 23 
 
 S. Simpson Fleming Kwan 
 Brar Cubberley Hammell 
 Thorne Simons Gentner 
 Routley Fraser Horgan 
 Lali Trevena Bains 
 Ralston Krog Chudnovsky 
 Chouhan Wyse Sather 
 Macdonald  Conroy 
 
 Hon. M. de Jong: After the dinner break, for the 
information of members in this chamber, we'll pick up 
with Bill 21, the Employment and Income Assistance 
Statutes Amendment Act, 2006, in committee stage, 
and continue with Committee of Supply, Community 
Services, in the little House. 
 I move the House do recess. 
 
 Motion approved. 
 
 Mr. Speaker: This House stands in recess until 6:45 p.m. 
 
 The House recessed from 5:42 p.m. to 6:46 p.m. 
 
 [S. Hawkins in the chair.] 

 Hon. S. Hagen: I call Bill 21. 
 

Committee of the Whole House 
 

EMPLOYMENT AND INCOME ASSISTANCE 
STATUTES AMENDMENT ACT, 2006 

 
 The House in Committee of the Whole (Section B) 
on Bill 21; S. Hammell in the chair. 
 
 The committee met at 6:49 p.m. 
 
 On section 1. 
 
 C. Trevena: I know that this was in the previous 
bill, but I wanted a bit of clarity on section 1(a)(c) 
where the bill talks about "parental responsibility for 
the person's dependent child" — meaning that it's a 
dependent. 
 I raise this because, as I mentioned in my opening 
remarks in second reading, I have come across cases 
where it's been interpreted to be a dependent if some-
body is regularly helping pick up a child from school 
or regularly helping out with laundry. So I really 
wanted to get some clarification about how this section 
is interpreted. 

[1850] 
 
 Hon. C. Richmond: This section has not been 
changed and is the same language as B.C. Benefits leg-
islation introduced by the previous government. 
 As the member knows, you cannot legislate to 
cover every situation. Each case needs to be as-
sessed on a totality of evidence. Picking up a child 
from school, even if it is every day, is unlikely on its 
own to indicate parental responsibility, whereas a 
birth certificate indicating the other adult as the 
parent is. 
 Our staff consider all the evidence they have avail-
able to them before coming to any conclusions. Any 
decision that results in a reduction or discontinuance of 
assistance, of course, is subject to reconsideration and 
appeal. 
 
 C. Trevena: I did want clarification on that, so I 
hope it will be interpreted in the way that you suggest 
— generously interpreted. 
 I also have a question on section 1(b)(3): "…spouses 
do not reside apart by reason only that a spouse is em-
ployed or self-employed in a position that requires the 
spouse to be away from the residence of the family unit 
for periods longer than a day." I really would like some 
clarity about what this means. 
 
 Hon. C. Richmond: First of all, before I go any fur-
ther, I always like to introduce the staff who are with 
me. Mariann Burka, to my right, is an ADM in the min-
istry. Stephen Dunn is the manager of legislation and 
regulations. Welcome to the House. 
 Before I go any further, I want to read a statement 
which really clarifies the purpose of this bill. It really 
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gets to the crux of the whole matter, so the reasons 
we're doing this are all contained in what I'm going to 
read to you now. 
 It's with regard to financial dependence or interde-
pendence. Section 1(a), which we will start with, re-
moves from the definition of dependent the former con-
dition that a person is a dependent simply because they 
share with another person income or assets or any ne-
cessities of life obtained with shared income or assets. 
 I guess the main reason we're doing this bill is be-
cause a similar provision in Ontario was successfully 
challenged under the Charter of Rights and Freedoms 
and was struck down as being overly broad. The On-
tario case, known as Falkiner, focused on the phrase "a 
mutual agreement or arrangement regarding their fi-
nancial affairs." 
 The Court of Appeal for Ontario found that the 
definition was overly broad and captured relationships 
that are not spousal or marriage-like and ruled that 
there are discriminatory effects from Ontario's defini-
tion of a spouse. Since our definitions were almost 
identical, we decided to be proactive and bring our 
legislation into line with the ruling and, more impor-
tantly, into line with the Canadian Charter of Rights 
and Freedoms. 
 In September 2004 the Ontario government ended 
the spouse-in-the-house rule by introducing amend-
ments which state that residing together is no longer 
sufficient evidence of a spousal relationship. As I ex-
plained, this condition has been removed for precisely 
these reasons. We do not want to capture adult rela-
tionships that are not spouse-like, and we want to be 
proactive in ensuring compliance with the Charter of 
Rights and Freedoms. 
 By virtue of these amendments, unless the two 
adults are married or acknowledge that they're liv-
ing together in a marriage-like relationship, people 
will not be considered as spouses unless they meet 
the following conditions. First, they must have re-
sided together for at least the previous three con-
secutive months or nine out of the 12 previous 
months. Second, they must demonstrate financial 
dependence or interdependence and social and fa-
milial interdependence. 
 
 C. Trevena: The minister has explained the sec-
tion and meaning of spouse — section 1.1 — which I 
am going to come to and have many questions 
about. I was asking about in section 1(3) where we 
are talking about people living apart for one day or 
longer than a day, where they are being still treated 
as couples or not. 

[1855] 
 I know that this has been an issue — and I wanted 
to get clarification — particularly for people who are 
working. One person may be out working in the bush 
and so on. I want to get clarification about just what 
this clause means. 
 
 Hon. C. Richmond: Yes, I understand that. I just 
thought it would be apropos to start with the first sec-

tion of the bill, because it does eliminate a lot of other 
questions. The part I just read about definitions of 
spouse does eliminate a lot of follow-up questions. 
 To answer your question, it is fair to expect a 
spouse who temporarily relocates for employment to 
continue to be responsible for his or her partner. In this 
case, a marriage-like relationship has already been es-
tablished, and the level of assistance has been deter-
mined by the family unit's combined income and as-
sets. 
 The fact that one of the partners in the relationship 
takes a job out of town does not change the nature of 
the relationship or that person's responsibility to sup-
port their spouse. Therefore, it is reasonable and fair 
to expect that the income earned from the job, even 
though it is out of town, be included as income for the 
family and the family's assistance be reassessed by the 
ministry. 
 
 C. Trevena: I just wanted to clarify from the min-
ister…. I have a case here where two people who 
were not spouses were living on the same property. 
One was in a fifth wheel on a friend's property. One 
of the people was out at camp a lot. He was home 
about once a month, and his mail was addressed to 
the house. The ministry argued that these two peo-
ple were trying to fool them about their relationship, 
that they were really spouses, that the fifth wheel 
was just a ruse, and that even though he was gone 
for three weeks out of the month and just back for 
the one week, they were spouses and would be so 
defined. 
 I just want to clarify once more that this rule 
will prevent that sort of situation happening, 
where you have two people living independently 
on the same property, and one is away from the 
property — that they will not be treated as spouses 
from now on. 
 
 Hon. C. Richmond: They would not necessarily be 
treated as spouses, but they may be, depending on 
their lifestyle and whether they demonstrate that they 
are a couple. There are a lot of ways that they can dem-
onstrate that — how they act in public. Do they have 
joint bank accounts and credit cards? Are they interde-
pendent on each other? 
 This is where the ministry staff have the preroga-
tive to determine whether they actually are a couple or 
not — by demonstrating these various things that I 
have just described. This legislation allows them to 
prove to the ministry that they are not a couple, 
whereas before it was too broad — as the Ontario 
Court of Appeal said — and we had to narrow down 
the definition. 
 There are instances — and we have them in the 
ministry — where people even share the same domi-
cile. There is no fifth wheel. They both live in the same 
house, but they are not a couple, and they can demon-
strate that. There is no interdependence. They live 
there as a matter of convenience. In cases like that, no, 
they would not be assessed as a couple. 



4048 BRITISH COLUMBIA DEBATES WEDNESDAY, APRIL 26, 2006 
 

 

 J. Kwan: On section 1 of the bill, it adds the defini-
tion under 1(b), the following subsection: "For the pur-
pose of the definition of 'dependant', spouses do not 
reside apart by reason only that a spouse is employed 
or self-employed in a position that requires the spouse 
to be away from the residence of the family unit for 
periods longer than a day." 

[1900] 
 That, as I understand it, would deem the spouse 
who works away from home does not mean that the 
spouses do not reside together. I just want to clarify 
this section of the bill with the minister. If the spouses 
are together as a unit, sort of like us, for example…. 
Many of us have a spouse at home and because of the 
nature of our work, we're away from home, for our 
purpose, about six months of the year — four days a 
week, at a minimum. But it doesn't mean that we're not 
living in a spousal relationship. 
 
 Interjection. 
 
 J. Kwan: Okay. I'm just going to leave it at that. 
 I'm just wondering why the minister is seeing 
the necessity of having to add this subsection in the 
bill. 
 
 Hon. C. Richmond: For the ministry, dependency 
is premised on the economic principle of a social unit 
where there is support or obligation and, if estab-
lished, considers the income and assets of all parties 
as available to all members of a family unit. This 
again was to bring us in line with the definition as it 
was rewritten because of the decision of the Ontario 
Supreme Court. 
 
 J. Kwan: If it's meant to ensure that families who 
are a family unit will then be assessed for the pur-
poses of a income assistance application, and if the 
family is in fact a family unit, I would expect that 
would not be a problem in that assessment. But what 
about in a situation where two spouses might have 
separated and they're no longer living in, I suppose, a 
marriage-like situation? However, they do share eco-
nomic responsibilities together relative to the de-
pendent. That's what a lot of those kinds of relation-
ships enter into in terms of that economic sharing of 
responsibility for the dependent. In that instance, how 
would the ministry classify those individuals in that 
relationship? 
 
 Hon. C. Richmond: The former provision imported 
the concept of marriage-like relationships from the B.C. 
Benefits legislation — as I said earlier, introduced by 
the previous government — without defining what 
marriage-like meant or providing any guidelines or 
framework. 
 This amendment is a very significant improvement 
by defining marriage-like by reference to two condi-
tions. They must have resided together for at least the 
three previous consecutive months or nine out of 12 of 
the previous months, and they must demonstrate fi-

nancial dependence or interdependence and social and 
familial interdependence. 
 Determining financial dependence or interdepend-
ence and social and familial interdependence is not 
intended to be an easy formula. You cannot legislate to 
cover every situation. Each case needs to be assessed 
on a totality of the evidence. We will be providing 
guidelines and training to our staff on the kind of evi-
dence that is fair and relevant in making these deter-
minations. 

[1905] 
 The final test of how fair and reasonable our deci-
sions are is that any decision that results in a reduction 
or discontinuance of assistance is subject to reconsid-
eration and appeal. Now, I should add: suppose these 
conditions prevailed at the time of assessment, but then 
the couple, as the member said, separates. The husband 
leaves, which is usually the case. He is still responsible 
for the maintenance of that family unit up until such 
time as they become divorced. Then there is probably a 
final settlement, or there is family maintenance in-
volved. If they are living together at the time that the 
assessment is made, then they are deemed to be a cou-
ple. 
 
 J. Kwan: Let me just get this clear: a family unit 
where the two adults have separated but not divorced 
would be deemed to be a family unit for the purposes 
of an income assistance application. Is that what the 
minister just said? 
 
 Hon. C. Richmond: The key here is that if the hus-
band is employed, whether he's living there or he 
leaves, whether he's in town or out of town, is immate-
rial. If he is employed, he is still responsible for the 
financial support of that family unit. 
 That is the key: if a couple separates and they're 
not yet divorced, the husband, if he is still employed, 
is still responsible for the economic well-being of that 
family. Whether he is in town or has moved out of 
town — or even out of the province — he is responsi-
ble. 
 
 J. Kwan: You could have a situation where a 
woman has separated from her spouse because of is-
sues of violence and has not gone through the proceed-
ings around divorce and gone through the paperwork. 
In that scenario, that woman is still dependent on her 
abusive spouse and, therefore, would not be eligible for 
income assistance because of the amendment of this 
legislation. 
 
 Hon. C. Richmond: Nothing has really changed in 
the case you just outlined. If they separate, as you 
said, because it was an abusive situation, the husband 
is still responsible for supporting that family. That 
has always been the case. If he doesn't, then it has 
nothing to do with her eligibility. If he doesn't sup-
port the family, then she is eligible, but then we 
would go after him through the family maintenance 
enforcement program. 
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 That has always been the case, and nothing changes 
under this. If they are still married and reside together, 
they are, of course, still a family unit. 

[1910] 
 
 J. Kwan: Just so I can get it straight, because I don't 
want to misunderstand the purpose of this section of 
the act: in a scenario where you have a family unit and 
they've separated — it could be for violence issues or 
for non-violence issues, for whatever reason — if the 
remaining spouse who has a dependent is unable to get 
support from her separated spouse, then, for the pur-
poses of an income assistance application, she will be 
assessed as a single spouse with a dependent. She 
would not be assessed as though she was in a family 
unit — am I understanding that correctly? — and this 
section of the legislation does not change that. 
 So that I understand fully the intent of this section 
of the act, all that this section of the legislation is stat-
ing is: if you're a family unit — two spouses and a de-
pendent or a few more dependents — who are living 
together and, because of work circumstances, one 
spouse is away from home but continues to support the 
family and they continue to be a family unit in every 
way…. In that instance, that unit would be considered 
as a family unit for income assistance purposes. If I'm 
understanding that correctly, then I'm okay with it. 
 
 Hon. C. Richmond: Yes, everything you said is 
exactly the way you said it, and nothing has really 
changed. If the spouse — let's say it is a male who 
leaves — separates and does not support the family 
unit, then she is eligible for income assistance. But then 
we go after him, under the family maintenance en-
forcement program, to collect what is owed to support 
that family. 
 If there is a family unit, like you say, "us in this 
house," and one spouse is away, it really makes no dif-
ference. They're still a family unit. One person is just 
working away from home. Nothing is really changed 
under this. 
 
 Section 1 approved. 
 
 On section 2. 
 
 C. Trevena: My first question on section 2 — and 
this is where I think we do get into quite a lot of ques-
tions about what the meaning of a spouse is — is in 
1.1(1)(b), where "Two persons, including persons of the 
same gender, are spouses…for the purposes of this Act 
if…they acknowledge to the minister that they are re-
siding together in a marriage-like relationship." How 
does the ministry define "a marriage-like relationship"? 
 
 Hon. C. Richmond: I go back, in section 2, to 
1.1(1)(b). It says if "they acknowledge to the minister" 
— which means the ministry staff — "that they are re-
siding together in a marriage-like relationship" — in 
other words, they want to be a couple — then they will 
be assessed as a couple. 

 If they say, "No, we're not living together in a mar-
riage-like relationship," then some of the conditions 
that I said earlier would come into play. The staff 
would have to assess: are they just saying "We're not a 
couple" so they can collect as two singles? Or are they 
indeed a couple? Do they share a dependence — inter-
dependence? Do they have joint bank accounts, credit 
cards? In fact, are they presenting themselves to the 
world as a couple? In 1.1(1)(b) they come and acknow-
ledge: "We are a couple; we're married; we're living 
together." Then they are treated as a couple. 
 
 C. Trevena: That is clear enough. You basically say, 
"I'm in a couple; we want to be treated an as a couple. 
We don't want to be treated as two singles," and they 
will be treated as a couple. 
 However, as we move on in the definition, it is an 
either-or. Either people admit to being a couple, show 
their marriage certificate and that they are married, or 
say, "We are living as a couple and want to be treated 
as a couple," or the ministry defines that they are a 
couple with a somewhat arbitrary — as I perceive it, 
and would like to have the explanation why — three 
consecutive months or nine out of 12 months. I'd like to 
know why the ministry or the minister has decided 
that, after three months of people living in the same 
premises, they will be deemed to be a couple. 

[1915] 
 
 Hon. C. Richmond: The length of time residing to-
gether is only one factor in determining whether two 
people can be considered to be spouses. They must also 
demonstrate financial dependence or interdependence 
and social and familial interdependence. The residence 
requirement simply ensures that unless two people are 
married or acknowledge that they are living together in a 
spousal relationship, no one can even question whether 
that relationship is spousal until they have lived together 
for at least the specified time period. Three months of 
living together in combination with other signs of a mar-
riage-like relationship are sufficient to determine if the 
relationship is spousal or just a try-on relationship. 
 
 C. Trevena: May I try this one on? The criteria are 
three months plus other examples like a joint bank ac-
count or this social and familial interdependence. What 
does social interdependence mean? You could be living 
in the same house, as many people do when they're on 
income assistance because, as we've discussed before, 
the shelter allowance…. This is the only way people 
can find accommodation. 
 They are living together in the same accommoda-
tion, and therefore, they interact socially. They may sit 
down and have meals together. They may go off and 
do their laundry at the same time. They may sit down 
and watch television together. They may be in the same 
place together, which in many circumstances could be 
interpreted as either social or familial interdependence. 
I'd like to know how the minister is going to distin-
guish between that being regarded as a spousal rela-
tionship and that being regarded as two people who 
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need to share a place because they can't afford a place 
on their own? 
 
 Hon. C. Richmond: I will read this first, and then 
I'll make some comments: 

The extent of social and familial aspects of the relation-
ship between the two persons is consistent with mar-
riage-like, if shared, parenting. The child's last name is 
the same as the other adult. The child's birth certificate 
lists the other adult as the parent — school registration 
and emergency contact information. A landlord tenancy 
agreement identifies parties as a couple. They present 
themselves in public as a couple. Documents express the 
two are or have been a couple — child support court or-
der, a will, etc. 

 What this does when we bring it into line with the 
Supreme Court of Ontario's ruling is make it possible for 
people who otherwise would have been, under the old 
wording that automatically said you're a couple…. This 
gives them a way to prove to the ministry that they are 
not, that they're living together for economic reasons. 
 We've even had one case where — I don't know if it 
was here or Ontario — people were living in a mobile 
home, and one person was living in one end, one in the 
other. They were able to prove to the ministry that it 
was strictly an economic arrangement. They had been 
married, they're not married anymore, and they live 
there for economic convenience's sake. 
 This act, the way it's written now, the new act, al-
lows people to do that by just proving that it's strictly 
an economic relationship — as you said, people living 
together to share the rent, to share certain expenses. 
They can now prove to the ministry that they are not, 
indeed, in a spousal relationship and that they're 
strictly in an economic relationship. 
 Whereas before, the court said the definition of a 
spousal arrangement was too broad. We had to narrow 
it down so that people under these circumstances could 
live together without being considered a couple. 

[1920] 
 
 C. Trevena: As well as the Ontario challenge, I 
know that B.C. was facing a challenge on this very is-
sue. I know there has been some pressure to make this 
change. What concerns me is that it seems to be making 
it more strict, defining it in such a way that it doesn't 
give people any flexibility. 
 Just in response to what you were saying a moment 
ago, minister…. It is up to the couple of people who are 
living there to defend themselves, as it were, and to 
say, "We are not a couple," because they are going to be 
regarded as a couple unless they prove otherwise. Is 
this the case? 
 
 Hon. C. Richmond: As I explained, the previous 
condition, under the old act, has been removed for pre-
cisely the reasons we're talking about. We do not want 
to capture adult relationships that are not spouse-like, 
which we would have before, and we want to be proac-
tive in ensuring compliance with the Charter of Rights 
and Freedoms. 

 By virtue of these amendments, unless the two 
adults are married or acknowledge that they are living 
together in a marriage-like relationship, people will not 
be considered as spouses unless they meet the follow-
ing conditions. First, they must have resided together, 
as I said before, for at least the previous three consecu-
tive months or for nine out of 12 of the previous 
months. Second, they must demonstrate financial de-
pendence or interdependence and social and familial 
interdependence. 
 The other conditions which I've said are that if they 
present themselves as a couple and all their documents 
and their bank account and credit cards say they're a 
couple, then they are deemed to be a couple. If not — if 
they are just sharing premises for economic reasons — 
then this gives them a way of proving to the ministry 
that they're not a couple, and they won't be treated as a 
couple. 
 
 C. Trevena: I think we've got a bit of a problem in 
the fact that many people, if they're on income assis-
tance, may not have bank accounts. They may not be 
on direct deposit. They may not have any way which 
shows that they're financially interdependent in the 
way that the ministry is suggesting. 
 We have the question of people who may be shar-
ing the accommodation for economic reasons. They go 
out together a lot, and somebody sees them on the 
street and perceives them to be a couple because 
they're seen out a lot. Wherever they go, they are quite 
often seen together. Then, it is up to the two individu-
als to have to prove that they are not a couple. But how 
do you prove that something isn't that it is? It's like 
saying it's…. 
 I raised the issue in second reading about some-
body who had to prove that they didn't have a job. 
Well, if you don't have a job, you haven't got anything 
to show that you haven't got a job. If you're not a cou-
ple, you haven't got anything to show that you're not a 
couple because you're not a couple. I'd like to ask the 
minister how this is going to be proven. 
 
 Hon. C. Richmond: It's the other way around. The 
ministry now has to prove that they are a couple. They 
don't have to prove that they're not. 
 The ministry has to, I would suppose, look for indi-
cators, as I've said before, that they are living as a cou-
ple. They're financially dependent on each other. They 
present themselves as a couple. The client does not 
need to prove a negative. They don't have to prove 
they're not a couple. We have to prove that they are, 
which gives them much more flexibility than they had 
under the old act. 
 I've said this before, but any decision that results in 
a reduction or discontinuance of assistance, of course, 
is subject to reconsideration and then appeal, as before. 
If the clients feel that the ministry has erred in its 
judgment and said, "Yes, you are living as a couple; 
therefore, you're going to be assessed as a couple," they 
can always ask for a reconsideration or appeal the deci-
sion. 
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[1925] 
 C. Trevena: So it's up to the ministry to define 
whether somebody is a couple, through whether or not 
they have shared bank accounts, whether or not they're 
seen together, whether or not they have been sharing 
accommodation for three consecutive months or nine 
out of the 12 months. Assuming that the two people are 
not a couple, that they don't have bank accounts but 
that they are being seen together, how does the minis-
try go about proving this? 
 I raise this because from what I have heard, there 
have been occasions where the ministry has gone into 
people's homes to check whether two people are actu-
ally a couple, whether two people are co-habiting, 
whether two people are sharing the same bed, and that 
ministry workers have, at times, literally checked the 
sheets. I would like to know how the ministry will 
prove that people are couples if the ministry feels 
they're couples. 
 
 Hon. C. Richmond: If the ministry staff explore — 
and we don't go into people's homes anymore; that is 
another part of the act we will get to later — and if the 
evidence does not confirm that they are a couple, and 
in other words, in the judgment of the staff person, the 
evidence doesn't say they're a couple, then they won't 
be treated as a couple. 
 Sometimes, I guess it is going to be…. There is a 
fine line as to whether they are or whether they're not, 
whether they're just saying they're not a couple, 
whether they are and present themselves as a couple. It 
comes down to a judgment call, but those judgment 
calls are always subject to appeal. The ministry staff 
will have to make a call sooner or later, but if the evi-
dence isn't there that they're a couple, then they won't 
be treated as a couple. 
 Determining financial dependence, interdepend-
ence and social and familial interdependence is not 
intended to be an easy formula. As we said before, 
you can't legislate for every situation. Each case needs 
to be assessed on a totality of the evidence, so the staff 
person has to look at the totality of the evidence and 
make a judgment call: yes, they are a couple, or no, 
they're not. 
 We will be providing guidelines and training to 
the staff, as I said earlier, on the kind of evidence 
that is fair and relevant in making these determina-
tions. The final test of how fair and reasonable our 
decisions are is that any decision is subject to recon-
sideration and appeal. What this does is conform 
with what the Supreme Court said: that the defini-
tion previously of a spousal relationship was too 
broad. It just caught everybody in the net, and they 
said to narrow it down. 
 The suggested wording and the wording I read 
earlier about try-on relationships were the words of the 
Ontario Supreme Court, not mine. They said you must 
narrow the definition of a spouse and — that was their 
phrase as well — a marriage-like relationship, so it will 
come down in some cases to a judgment call by the 
worker. 

 J. Kwan: I have to say this. First of all, when the 
minister says that this definition, this amendment, ac-
tually narrows the definition of a spouse with these 
conditions, he is right to a certain degree. What the 
minister is doing is putting in legislation that says: "I'm 
sorry, income assistance recipient. You don't get to 
define whether or not you are in a spousal relationship. 
I am, in fact, going to take that away from you; then I'm 
going to give authority to the staff to make that deter-
mination." 

[1930] 
 That's because of the wording under section 2 that 
reads: 

Two persons who reside together, including persons of 
the same gender, are spouses of each other for the pur-
poses of this Act if (a) they have resided together for at 
least (i) the previous 3 consecutive months, or (ii) 9 of the 
previous 12 months, and (b) the minister is satisfied that 
the relationship demonstrates (i) financial dependence or 
interdependence, and (ii) social and familial interde-
pendence, consistent with a marriage-like relationship. 

 In other words, if a person shows up in an income 
assistance office and says to the worker, "No, we're not 
in a spousal relationship. We are residing together, but 
we're not in a marriage-like relationship" — in other 
words, the applicants do not acknowledge to the minis-
ter that they're residing together in a marriage-like 
relationship — then the staff goes, "Sorry, I don't be-
lieve you, and therefore, I'm going to exercise section 
2(2) to deem that you are in fact a spouse, because I 
think that you are living consistent with these criteria." 
 By doing that, the minister, through the worker, has 
deemed someone to be in a spousal relationship. For 
that person to challenge that, the person would have to 
go through an appeal process. 
 Formerly, the onus was on the minister, on the gov-
ernment, to prove that the applicants were in a spousal 
relationship. The ministry had to prove that, but now 
we're reversing the onus, which I think is quite critical. 
I'm not sure how easy it would be for the applicants to 
prove that, especially when you are living in a very 
marginalized situation and you're feeling particularly 
intimidated around these issues. I don't know how 
successful people would be in bringing that challenge 
forward, and I'm not sure how successful with people 
appealing the process. 
 In my experience, in my community of Vancouver–
Mount Pleasant, we have a lot of people who are on 
income assistance, and they are very challenged in a 
variety of ways. Many of them have legitimate reasons 
to appeal denials of decisions of government around 
benefits that they deserve, but fail to do so because of 
the challenges they face. 
 In fact, there was a recent study done in the city of 
Vancouver where there were a number of homeless 
people. A pilot project was done in the city of Vancou-
ver. A number of people who are homeless, on the 
streets, failed to get income assistance, because they 
couldn't get through the process. They were denied. 
When the city of Vancouver sent out outreach workers 
to work with these homeless people and assisted them 
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in the process of re-applying, they were successful in 
getting income assistance. 
 That tells me that it wasn't because they weren't 
eligible, but because they didn't have the wherewithal 
to get through the system in the first place and needed 
assistance to do so. So to demonstrate this point, I am 
very worried with this amendment that puts the onus 
on the applicants to prove that they don't live in a 
spousal relationship. 
 Let me ask the minister: when the minister says to a 
couple, "Sorry, I don't believe that you are not in a 
spousal relationship," and then the minister's office 
deems that those applicants are in a spousal relation-
ship, and they're going to appeal, what can they bring 
forward as evidence to persuade the people at the ap-
peal that they are, in fact, not in a spousal relationship? 
 
 Hon. C. Richmond: Firstly, the member ranged all 
over the place. It was this ministry in conjunction with 
organizations in Vancouver that launched the outreach 
program and brought them into our ministry. Mainly, 
a lot of the people on the street were unaware that they 
were entitled to any benefits. The pilot project she talks 
about has been very successful. One of the first things 
we did with people was to not only get them shelter 
and some food but get them some identification, which 
they didn't have before. 

[1935] 
 To come back to this issue, let's go back to the way 
it is right now before we pass this bill. The former pro-
vision in the old bill imported the concept of marriage-
like relationships from the B.C. Benefits legislation in-
troduced by the previous government, of which that 
member was a member. The previous legislation didn't 
define what marriage-like meant or provide any guide-
lines or framework. What we have done with this, in 
accordance with what the Supreme Court says, is we 
had to narrow the definition of a spouse down and 
define it more clearly, and once again, the client doesn't 
have to prove that they're not in a marriage-like rela-
tionship. The ministry has to prove that they are, only 
when there's sufficient evidence to support that deci-
sion. 
 It was always like that before. Cases were investi-
gated, and they still will be because, let's face it, there 
will be a lot of people who will be in a marriage-like 
relationship but will say they're not, because they want 
to collect income assistance as two singles. But they're 
in a marriage-like relationship. Now there may not be 
many of those, but there will be some, and there are 
also some who will not be caught by this legislation 
where they would have been before, because they're 
not in a marriage-like relationship. 
 
 J. Kwan: Let me just put this example forward to 
the minister, and then let the minister tell me whether 
or not this scenario would deem these individuals to be 
living in a marriage-like relationship. 
 Two people share an apartment. They have sepa-
rate accounts. They pay their portion of the rent. They 
sleep in separate beds. But they work together. They 

socialize together. They go out to functions and events 
together. Often they go home together, because their 
social group and work group are the same group of 
people which they hang out with. Very consistently 
they do this. 
 Would these two individuals be deemed to be…? In 
fact, on the time-line question, they have been living in 
this kind of arrangement and been socializing in this 
kind of arrangement together for more than the pre-
scribed period — certainly for three consecutive 
months, and certainly for nine out of the previous 12 
months. 
 
 Hon. C. Richmond: If this hypothetical couple 
you're talking about, and there are probably lots of 
them out there, don't present themselves as a couple, 
then they probably would not be deemed to be a cou-
ple. 
 
 J. Kwan: When the minister says, "If they don't pre-
sent themselves as a couple," what does that mean? 
What does "present" mean? 
 
 Hon. C. Richmond: It would be like any couple, I 
guess. If they present themselves as a common-law 
couple in a spousal-like relationship, they would 
probably be deemed to be a couple. But if they don't, 
and there is no financial interdependence — they sim-
ply share the same domicile for economic reasons — I 
doubt very much if they would be considered a couple. 
 
 J. Kwan: Financial dependence or interdependence. 
When people share living quarters together, when you 
have the same friend group, when you have the same 
work group, when you show up at events together and 
you often go home together and so on…. When you 
often, as many people do, buy food and you put it in 
the fridge and the other person says: "Hey, you know, 
can I have that yogurt? Can I have that glass of 
milk…?" You're making breakfast, and you say: "Hey, 
you want some breakfast?" Just a cordial kind of thing 
to do…. 
 People drop in to my house. I may not be living 
with you as a spouse, but I'll say: "Hey, I'm having 
breakfast. You want to come in and have some break-
fast?" So often we do that. You share all sorts of stuff. 
Would that be deemed to be interdependent finan-
cially? 

[1940] 
 
 Hon. C. Richmond: First of all, we're not going to 
be sitting there when they open the fridge to see who 
shares yogurt with whom. We have no intention of 
that. Sharing some groceries, sharing some things, is 
not interdependence. 
 When it comes right down to it, I guess every gov-
ernment — your government, this government — is 
concerned with fraud. There will be people who will 
fraudulently say they're not a couple. Then the worker 
who is familiar with these people has to make a judg-
ment call as to: are they truly in a spousal-like relation-
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ship or are they not? Like I say, that's when the recon-
sideration and appeal process would take over. 
 
 J. Kwan: Well, let's be clear about one thing. It's 
true that I suspect that all members of the House are 
concerned with people who defraud the system. I think 
that's fair comment. 
 I will also say this. Where this side of the House 
differs from that side of the House around this issue 
is that this government would go through extraordi-
nary lengths to get after people on issues around 
fraud. 
 We'll recall the issue around disability benefits and 
how the government actually went after — spending 
$5 million — 46 people who were found not to be eligi-
ble for disability benefits. The opposition said: "No, 
don't do this. It's not the right thing to do." We also 
said: "I suspect there aren't that many people who are 
defrauding the system." Government plowed ahead 
anyway. 
 Here we have a section of the bill, an amendment, 
which gives extraordinary powers, in my view, to min-
istry staff to determine whether or not two income as-
sistance applicants are deemed to be in a spousal rela-
tionship. Basically, what it does is it gives the govern-
ment the authority to decide for those individuals, and 
define for them, whether or not they're in a spousal 
relationship. 
 We're talking about a group of people who are 
marginalized. People who probably have — many do 
— challenges in dealing with authority. People who are 
very afraid, oftentimes, to speak and to fight for their 
rights. People who are faced with tremendous chal-
lenges. 
 That authority is given here. So far I haven't 
heard anything from the minister to give me the as-
surance that those income assistance recipients and 
applicants would be dealt with in such a way that 
when the issue of whether or not they're in a spousal 
relationship…. When they say they're not in a 
spousal relationship, there's very little that they 
could go forward on to say to the government that, 
in fact, they're not — other than they can appeal, 
and nothing specific from the government on what 
grounds they could appeal other than their word. 
Hence, that's the challenge. 
 I would also say the appeal process has been 
changed fundamentally, because formerly it was a set 
of tribunal processes where there was a person from 
the ministry who would put on the tribunal to hear the 
case. The income assistance recipient who was chal-
lenging that decision also got to appoint someone, and 
then those two individuals mutually chose a third per-
son to chair that tribunal. Right now that appeal process 
is entirely dominated by government people, which I 
dare say makes it even more difficult for a person to go 
through. 

[1945] 
 In that light, maybe the minister can clarify for me: 
what is social interdependence, and what is financial 
interdependence? What does it mean when the minis-

try would use those two conditions to determine 
whether or not two people are in a spouse-like rela-
tionship? 
 
 Hon. C. Richmond: First of all, I don't know if I can 
clear that up for the member, because the member 
seems to have it in her mind that we're taking away 
privileges from people. It is quite the opposite. We're 
taking away powers from the ministry. 
 Let me read the section (c) of the old act. The old act 
says that a dependent, in relation to another person, 
means anyone who resides with the other person and 
who — section (c) — shares with the other person in-
come or assets or any necessities of life obtained with 
the shared income or assets. This new act takes that 
away. 
 It's as the Supreme Court said: the definition of a 
spouse before was too broad. The ministry could just 
go in and say: "No. You're living together; therefore, 
you're in a spousal relationship." That's gone. They 
can't do that now. The ministry now has to see evi-
dence that it is a spousal relationship. So this new act 
takes away powers from the ministry in accordance 
with the Charter of Rights and Freedoms. 
 I know the member is fond of recalling things, and 
she recalls some money that was spent to reassess per-
sons with disabilities. Let's recall the mid-'90s. When 
they talk about the different philosophy between that 
side of the House and this side, let's recall 371,000 peo-
ple on welfare in this province. 
 
 C. Trevena: We are looking at amendments to legis-
lation which your government has brought in and 
which, clearly, there have been many problems with, 
and we are looking at the definition of dependent and 
spouse. You read the definition of dependent, and I 
agree with the minister that there have been problems. 
The ministry was being challenged and could've been 
taken to court. That is why the ministry, I believe, de-
cided: before it gets to court, let's change things and try 
and make things better. 
 What we are asserting from this side of the House, 
minister, is that this is not going to make things better. 
The definition of spouse previously was: "'spouse', in 
relation to another person, means anyone who (a) is 
married to the other person, or (b) is living and cohab-
iting with the other person in a marriage-like relation-
ship, including a marriage-like relationship between 
persons of the same gender." 
 The amendments which are being put forward, 
both for the employment and income assistance legisla-
tion and for people on disability benefit, are that a 
spouse will have to be: 

…persons who reside together, including persons of 
the same gender, are spouses of each other for the 
purposes of this Act if (a) they have resided together 
for at least (i) the previous 3 consecutive months, or 
(ii) 9 of the previous 12 months, and (b) the minister is 
satisfied that the relationship demonstrates (i) finan-
cial dependence or interdependence, and (ii) social 
and familial interdependence, consistent with a mar-
riage-like relationship. 
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 While I can understand that people were very con-
cerned that the previous definition of dependent and 
spouse was too undefined, was letting too many loop-
holes come through, I believe the new definitions that 
have been put down are too restrictive. It gives too 
much latitude to ministry workers to define who is a 
spouse — who may have been living together in the 
same accommodation for three months and two weeks, 
sharing food from the fridge, going out together be-
cause they want the company. They are deemed by a 
worker to be a spouse. Yes, they have the right to ap-
peal that, but as my colleague from Vancouver–Mount 
Pleasant said, many, many people are not in a position 
to appeal. Many people are intimidated to appeal. 
Many people, even though they've been told about 
appeal, once they are refused or once they are rejected, 
that's it. 

[1950] 
 People who are on income assistance are often the 
most marginalized people. These are people who are 
insecure, and this is why we want to make sure that 
when somebody is going to be barred from assistance, 
there is a legitimate right. I don't think that the minister 
has explained clearly enough what social and familial 
interdependence is, consistent with a marriage-like 
relationship. What is a marriage-like relationship? 
What is this interdependence, particularly when it is 
up to the ministry to be satisfied that that relationship 
is a spousal relationship? 
 
 Hon. C. Richmond: First of all, let me read you the 
old definition of "spouse: "'spouse', in relation to an-
other person, means anyone who (a) is married to the 
other person, or (b) is living and cohabiting with the 
other person in a marriage-like relationship, including 
a marriage-like relationship between persons of the 
same gender." That's all it said. 
 Now we've added an awful lot to that. In the new 
legislation: "(1) Two persons, including persons of the 
same gender, are spouses of each other for the pur-
poses of this Act if (a) they are married to each other, or 
(b) they acknowledge to the minister" — or ministry — 
"that they are residing together in a marriage-like rela-
tionship." 
 Subsection (2) says: 

Two persons who reside together, including persons of 
the same gender, are spouses of each other for the pur-
poses of this Act if (a) they have resided together for at 
least (i) the previous 3 consecutive months, or (ii) 9 of 
the previous 12 months, and (b) the minister is satisfied 
that the relationship demonstrates (i) financial depend-
ence or interdependence, and (ii) social and familial in-
terdependence, consistent with a marriage-like rela-
tionship. 

 Secondly, to answer the member for Vancouver–
Mount Pleasant, the tribunal system still exists. First, 
there is a reconsideration by the ministry. Then it goes 
to an independent tribunal which is arm's length from 
government. To say that it's an onerous thing for peo-
ple to do…. We have dozens and dozens and dozens of 
tribunals every year — three-person tribunals, arm's 
length from government. If they don't think they've 

been fairly treated, they can present their case to the 
tribunal. 
 The amendment helps clients understand what 
constitutes "marriage-like" and is more consistent with 
the Charter. 
 Guidelines for assessing marriage-like relationships. 
Guidelines for assessing if relationships are consistent 
with the term marriage-like will include the following 
three factors: the length of time the couple have been 
together is greater than three months, financial interde-
pendence is consistent with marriage-like, and social 
and familial aspects are consistent with marriage-like. 
 I'll read some of this. They've resided together, as 
we've said over and over, for the time periods. The 
residency factor is satisfied if absence is due to em-
ployment. 
 Mail. Bills are received by each party at the resi-
dence, the tenancy agreement is verified by the land-
lord that they presented as a couple, and there's a his-
tory of sharing common residence. The extent of social 
and familial aspects of the relationship between the 
two persons is consistent with marriage-like — shar-
ing, parenting, child's last name the same, birth certifi-
cates listing the other adult as a parent, school registra-
tion and emergency contact information. Landlord-
tenancy agreements identify the parties as a couple. 
They present themselves in public as a couple. And 
documents express that the two are or have been a 
couple. 
 The extent of the financial support provided by one 
person to the other person or the degree to which fi-
nancial interdependence between the two persons is 
consistent with marriage-like. Application forms iden-
tify parties as spouses. Shared financial products. 
Credit cards. Bank accounts. Declared spouse on tax 
documents. Canada Revenue Agency. Third-party 
cheques indicate a dependent spouse relationship ex-
ists. In a relationship it is reasonable that one party 
could rely on the other party for financial or social 
support when in need and in a way that is unique to 
couples. 

[1955] 
 In other words, there has to be a preponderance of 
evidence there that says to the worker that this is a 
couple. It's up to us to prove it, and if they wish to ar-
gue the case, they go to reconsideration by the ministry 
and thence to the tribunal system, which still is in exis-
tence, as it was under the former government and the 
government before that. They're arm's length from 
government, and they make decisions. Sometimes the 
client wins the decision; sometimes they don't. The 
tribunals overturn a lot of our decisions. 
 
 J. Kwan: Let's just be clear on the appeal process. 
Formerly, the people on that appeal process were peo-
ple…. One person was selected by the income assis-
tance recipient, the other person was selected by the 
ministry, and then they'd jointly select a third person. 
Right now all the people on the tribunal or appeal 
process are people selected by the government. Let's 
just be clear about that. Whether or not they're success-



WEDNESDAY, APRIL 26, 2006 BRITISH COLUMBIA DEBATES 4055 
 

 

ful…. That's another story for another day, which I 
won't get into. 
 When the minister says the onus is on the govern-
ment — the minister and the ministry — to prove that 
the persons who do not acknowledge to the ministry 
that they are residing together in a marriage-like rela-
tionship…. Is the minister then saying that before a 
ministry representative can declare someone to be liv-
ing in a marriage-like relationship, they have to provide 
evidence related to the list of items that the minister had 
provided? They have to come back with cheque stubs to 
show that cheque stubs have been written to these two 
individuals for a joint bank account? In other words, the 
minister would have to produce evidence to show that 
the two individuals have the same joint bank accounts, 
and the ministry would have to come up with applica-
tion forms which those two individuals had filled out to 
say that they are in a spousal relationship? 
 
 [H. Bloy in the chair.] 
 
 Is that what the minister is saying? Or is the minis-
ter saying: "No, that kind of documentation would be 
subject to the applicants, for them to provide"? Whose 
responsibility is it to provide the list of information that 
the minister had read out? 
 
 Hon. C. Richmond: As I've said several times now, 
it is up to the ministry to provide. Those things I read 
off are examples of what a staff person would be look-
ing for to prove or disprove a spousal relationship. We 
would probably ask for certain documents — release 
agreements, etc., bank accounts and the other things I 
listed off. It is up to us to determine. It is not up to the 
clients to prove that they're not in a spousal relation-
ship. It is up to us to prove that they are. 
 There is no question that now the onus is on us, 
because it is much more difficult now to prove that 
someone is in a spousal relationship if they say they're 
not. It is far more difficult than it was under the old act. 
 
 C. Trevena: It is nice to hear the minister saying the 
onus is now on the ministry. 
 What happens if people don't have any of these 
records? How do people…? The ministry, in all good 
faith, wants to find out that these people who happen 
to be sharing accommodation for four months are not 
married or in a marriage-like relationship. But if they 
don't have any papers, how does the ministry then go 
about proving that? Is there a penalty for people if they 
can't prove that? 
 
 Hon. C. Richmond: First of all, when the member 
says, "It is nice of the minister to say the onus is now on 
the ministry…." I have said it four or five times: it is on 
us. If people don't have any documentation then we 
cannot prove that they're living as a couple, but it is 
pretty hard to live in this world and pay rent and con-
duct your daily business without any paper trail of any 
kind. Still, it is up to the ministry to prove that these 
people are in a spousal-like relationship. 

[2000] 
 We have examples of it. Whether it is in the old bill 
or this bill, we will still have examples, lots of exam-
ples, of people trying to defraud the ministry. That's 
why we hire staff who do nothing but chase down 
fraud, and they find lots of it. I guess it's probably not 
any more than there was 20 years ago or ten years ago 
or today, but it does exist, and it costs taxpayers lots of 
money. There are always people who will try to cir-
cumvent the system. 
 What we're doing with this legislation is using, 
very closely, the wording that the Ontario ministry 
used. It was their case that was shot down, literally, 
by the Ontario Supreme Court because it doesn't 
comply with the Canadian Charter of Rights and 
Freedoms. We're trying to be proactive and, rather 
than be defeated in court at some point, say: "Look, 
we've got to come in line with the Charter; we've 
done that." 
 That's what these amendments do. It gives people 
more latitude, I suppose, in their relationships, and it 
puts the onus squarely on the ministry. 
 
 N. Simons: I need to have some clarification with 
regard to the default position that the ministry will 
take. As a former financial assistance worker, I know 
how difficult it is to determine eligibility. In this par-
ticular case, besides the fact that same-sex couples who 
come in and may not even believe in same-sex mar-
riage might suddenly be determined to be spouses, 
which is perhaps contrary to what their belief system 
is…. 
 What happens if a couple comes in and states that, 
in fact, they're not a couple? Is the default position of 
the ministry to presume that if they meet these two 
criteria, that's all the evidence they need that they are, 
in fact, considered spouses — simply those two sec-
tions that are part of the amendment? 
 
 The Chair: Excuse me, member. 
 May I remind all members that they are not al-
lowed to use electronic devices while on the floor. 
 
 N. Simons: Yeah, I'll get the paperwork. Yes, thank 
you, hon. Chair. Sorry about that. It was to refresh my 
fading memory. It's been a long day. 
 
 Hon. C. Richmond: Under section 2(1.1)(2): 

Two persons who reside together, including persons of 
the same gender, are spouses of each other for the pur-
poses of this Act if (a) they have resided together for at 
least (i) the previous 3 consecutive months, or (ii) 9 of the 
previous 12 months, and (b) the minister — 

or ministry 
— is satisfied that the relationship demonstrates (i) finan-
cial dependence or interdependence, and (ii) social and 
familial interdependence, consistent with a marriage-like 
relationship. 

 
 M. Sather: This is a frustrating discussion, I must 
say. I expect it is for the minister; it certainly is, I think, 
for us on this side of the House. 
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 The context for me, and the reason I want to speak 
to the bill, is that I get a lot of income assistance appli-
cants and recipients coming to my office for service. I 
have to say that I have found the perspective this gov-
ernment has brought to this ministry to be nothing 
short of punitive in many, many respects. 
 It is not the case, either, that the reduction in in-
come assistance recipients is necessarily due to some 
great works of this government. They have put up 
more barriers to people receiving assistance, such as, 
quite frankly, the phoney three-week waiting list. But I 
will accept that the government is trying to make some 
changes as a result of the Charter. 
 However, along with my colleagues, I cannot see in 
any way that this legislation, that these amendments, 
make the issue more clear in any respect whatsoever. If 
anything, it has all the appearance of being more diffi-
cult for the recipient to make their way successfully 
through this. 

[2005] 
 The minister says that previously there was no 
definition of a marriage-like relationship, yet I heard 
him talk…. I don't see any definition of a marriage-like 
relationship here either. I heard a whole bunch of 
guidelines that the minister read about how to deter-
mine if two people were spouses, but that doesn't de-
fine whether they're in a marriage-like relationship. 
That's what's in the legislation. It's about a marriage-
like relationship. Whoever is faced with having to deal 
with this legislation…. It is a mug's game. It really is. 
 Whether or not the minister says that the applicant 
doesn't have to prove they're not spouses, that the min-
istry has to, we all know that in reality, it's going to be 
those who are charged with carrying out the wishes of 
the minister on the ground who are going to make that 
determination. That is the fact. That's the way it will be. 
It is those workers who will decide whether or not this 
person is in a spousal relationship, in a marriage-like 
relationship. 
 The minister says, well, not to worry, because they 
can go through a reconsideration process and an ap-
peal process. I would take no comfort in that whatso-
ever if I was an applicant or an advocate on behalf of 
one, because when they get to that appeal process, 
they're going to be going by what the words in the leg-
islation are. 
 The legislation clearly does not say anything. What 
it says is that the minister has to be satisfied. So, in ef-
fect, the applicant has to argue about whether or not 
the minister is satisfied, which is obviously an impos-
sible thing for them to do. That may not be the intent of 
the legislation, but that's what it says. 
 Surely, I would put to the minister, if the intention 
is to make it more clear that if people say they're not in 
a spousal relationship and they meet those guidelines 
that the minister discussed, it could be made far more 
clear than this that it's the case. This is not clear at all. I 
expect I am going to see applicants come to my office, 
and they're going to be told that they're in a marriage-
like relationship, that they're spouses, for the reasons 
that are here. 

 I would just ask that the minister have a look at this 
and see if, at the very least, they can't make it much 
more straightforward and clear. 
 
 Hon. C. Richmond: Let me repeat what I said be-
fore. Under the old act, there really was no latitude for 
people: "'spouse', in relation to another person" — this 
is the old act — "means anyone who…(b) is living and 
cohabiting with the other person in a marriage-like 
relationship, including a marriage-like relationship 
between persons of the same gender." Period. There 
was no latitude. 
 Now, the worker who is working with the person 
has to satisfy themselves that there is financial depend-
ence or interdependence and that a social and familial 
interdependence consistent with a marriage-like rela-
tionship exists. If that doesn't exist, then the worker has 
no choice but to say: "You're not in a marriage-like rela-
tionship." 
 Let me read this again: "Determining financial de-
pendence and social and familial interdependence is 
not intended to be an easy formula." As I have indi-
cated: "You cannot legislate to cover every situation. 
Each case needs to be assessed on a totality of the evi-
dence. We will be providing guidelines and training to 
our staff on the kind of evidence that is fair and rele-
vant in making these determinations." 
 
 C. Trevena: I will save the minister from reading 
the definitions and the criteria again. I think we all feel, 
as my colleague from Maple Ridge–Pitt Meadows sug-
gested, that we are going…. This is very frustrating for 
all of us. In reading the definitions, what is becoming 
more and more clear and what does concern us on this 
side of the House is that under the previous defini-
tions, the previous legislation, the criteria were very 
broad, and so many people were caught in that. 

[2010] 
 Under the amendments that are being presented to 
us this evening, the difference is that the ministry now 
can have the authority to define who is in a marriage-
like situation. We have: "The minister can be satisfied 
that a couple, two people, have been living together, 
have this financial interdependence, have the familial 
and social interdependence, therefore they can be 
deemed to be married." 
 My last question on this section — I hope it's my 
last question on this section: what does concern me is 
that with the onus on the ministry to define whether or 
not somebody is married, to find out whether some-
body is or is not married…. When two applicants are 
asked to prove that they are not married, and they are 
not able to provide the information to prove that they 
are not married because they are not married, and they 
don't have any information which does prove the nega-
tive, they will not be penalized and will not face either 
the fact that they will not get assistance or will have 
financial clawbacks. 
 
 Hon. C. Richmond: Let me make it clear: the minis-
try has always had the authority to make this determi-
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nation. You said in your last remarks that the ministry 
now has the authority to determine whether someone 
is in a marriage-like relationship. We've always had 
that authority. Now it's more difficult for us to prove. 
The onus is on us to prove. 
 Under the old act, there was no difficulty. It said: "If 
you are living together, you're a spouse." Now we have 
to prove it to be in compliance with the Charter of Rights 
and Freedoms. We have the authority, as we always 
have had, but now it is more difficult for us to prove it. 
 The client doesn't have to prove it. We have to 
come up with evidence, which I've read over about 
three times, that demonstrates that this couple is in a 
marriage-like relationship. I guess, to stop there for a 
minute, you can't just…. I don't know how else you 
could define it any more clearly, short of taking away 
any requirements. 
 If two people just walk in the door and say, "We're 
living as singles," then you just accept their word and 
say it. Then everyone would be living as singles — 
wouldn't they? If we just took away any requirements 
at all to show that you are in a spousal-like relation-
ship, why wouldn't anyone living together just come in 
and apply as two singles? The cost would be unbeliev-
able, and it wouldn't be honest. 
 All we're doing is saying to people: "Be honest with 
us." If we feel you are not being honest, then it is up to 
us to prove it. 
 
 An Hon. Member: Aye. 
 
 C. Trevena: Were you calling the vote? I apologize. 
I wanted to respond to that, if I might. 
 I think we all want to make sure there is no fraud. 
We don't want to see the system defrauded. We all want 
to make sure that people are treated fairly. This could be 
a move to treat people more fairly. What concerns us is 
that in trying to treat people more fairly, in trying to 
make the definition…. The definition that is being ap-
plied here is still too broad. Once we start defining "mar-
riage-like" and "spouse," and once we start getting into 
the parsing that was happening here, it is still too broad. 
 Too much discretion is being left at the hands of the 
workers who are dealing with people who are under 
pressure. The workers themselves are under pressure. 
We don't want to see the system defrauded, but we 
also don't want to see people facing undue hardship 
and being potentially cut off from something to which 
they're entitled. This is really the concern we have here. 
It is not a matter of people defrauding the system. It is 
not a matter of people being.… You know, everybody 
coming and saying: "We are all singles." 

[2015] 
 That shows such a lack of trust of the users of the 
system. Everybody is going to come and say: "We're 
going to try and get as much money as possible from 
the system." Most people are honest. Most people do 
face real hardship when they are coming to income 
assistance. 
 So what I'm hoping is that this act is interpreted 
extremely cautiously; that people who are sharing ac-

commodation because, as we have discussed in the 
past, they can't afford to get accommodation of their 
own — because of the assistance rates — are not 
deemed to be married for convenience of the workers 
or for convenience of the ministry; that in dealing with 
people who are facing real difficulties, who are claim-
ing welfare because they are facing difficulties, there is 
a degree of trust; and that there is not the assumption 
that because they happen to be co-habiting because 
they can't afford to get their own place because assis-
tance rates are so low, they're deemed to be married 
and therefore their benefits are further cut. 
 
 Hon. C. Richmond: What we are saying is: we're 
making it easier for people to say: "We are not living in 
a spousal relationship." They couldn't say that before. If 
they were living together, they were deemed to be a 
couple, and that was it. Now they have alternatives — 
to say: "No, we're not living as a couple." We have to 
see evidence to the contrary before we can say: "Yes, 
you are." If we don't see the evidence that I have out-
lined, or the ministry workers don't see evidence of it, 
then they are deemed not to be a couple. They didn't 
have that option before. 
 So I agree with you. We're all trying to be fair here. 
We want people to get what they're entitled to, but no 
more. We don't want people to be dishonest with that. I 
don't know how many regulations we can put in place 
to cover every eventuality, because you couldn't cover 
every eventuality. The onus is now on the ministry far 
more than it ever was before to find evidence that peo-
ple are living as a couple. 
 
 The Chair: Shall section 2 pass? 
 
 Interjections. 
 
 The Chair: Division has been called. 

[2020] 
 
 Section 2 approved on the following division: 
 

YEAS — 42 
 
 Falcon Reid Coell 
 Ilich Chong Christensen 
 Les Richmond Bell 
 Bennett van Dongen Roddick 
 Hayer Lee Jarvis 
 Nuraney Whittred Horning 
 Cantelon Thorpe Hagen 
 Oppal de Jong Taylor 
 Bond Hansen Abbott 
 Penner Neufeld Hogg 
 Sultan Hawkins Krueger 
 Lekstrom Mayencourt Polak 
 Hawes Yap MacKay 
 Black McIntyre Rustad 
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NAYS — 25 
 
 S. Simpson Fleming Kwan 
 Brar B. Simpson Cubberley 
 Hammell Coons Thorne 
 Simons Puchmayr Gentner 
 Routley Horgan Lali 
 Trevena Bains Karagianis 
 Ralston Krog Chouhan 
 Wyse Sather Macdonald 
  Conroy 

[2025] 
 
 Section 3 approved. 
 
 On section 4. 
 
 C. Trevena: I have a question on section 4: 
"15.1(1)(b) the income assistance, hardship assistance or 
supplement was provided to or for the family unit on 
the basis of inaccurate or incomplete information pro-
vided by the applicant or recipient." 
 Once again I ask the minister: we are all very con-
cerned about the issue of fraud and people defrauding 
the system — and this section is clearly one where it is 
an attempt to prevent fraud — but I wanted to ask the 
minister how a judgment can be made on somebody, 
an applicant, providing incomplete information, and 
how that could be seen to be defrauding the system. 
 
 Hon. C. Richmond: One example that comes to 
mind right off the bat: incomplete information would 
be if a person had underreported any income that they 
might have received. They received hardship assis-
tance or supplement, and then it was found later that 
they were not completely reporting any income that 
they had earned. 
 
 C. Trevena: I would suggest that that is inaccurate 
information, rather than incomplete information. "In-
complete" sounds like they haven't managed to finish 
the form, that for some reason they are not able to 
complete the form and they're going to be penalized 
$25. At the present level that the minister mentioned 
the other day, it's $25, and then it's increasing amounts 
for further occasions. I'd like to know, as I say, how this 
can be judged. 
 
 Hon. C. Richmond: The sanction is not automatic, 
and the amendment makes clear that a sanction cannot 
be applied until there is a determination that the re-
cipient failed to take necessary steps to ensure the ac-
curacy or completeness of the information. The person 
would be given an opportunity to explain the steps 
taken before a determination was made and a sanction 
applied. 

[2030] 
 The amendment clearly provides that where there 
are extenuating circumstances for inaccurate or incom-

plete reporting — for example, a death in the family — 
the ministry would not impose a sanction. If, on the 
other hand, a recipient submitted a monthly report, a 
cheque stub, and failed to declare employment income 
or incorrectly stated the amount of income after they 
had received the paycheque, in the absence of extenu-
ating circumstances, a sanction could be imposed. 
 Ultimately, any decision by the ministry to impose 
a sanction is subject to reconsideration and appeal. We 
want to make it clear that we're not here to penalize 
people. It's not automatic. What we're saying to people 
is: "Be honest. Tell us the truth on any forms you fill 
out or anything you tell us." Sanctions are not auto-
matic. 
 
 C. Trevena: I'm very pleased that sanctions are not 
automatic. It would be very concerning if they were, 
particularly as people are often stressed when they are 
applying for income assistance and are often trying 
their hardest but not really understanding the system 
and needing assistance. 
 I further wanted to ask the minister about section 
(c): that the minister can take action if "in the minister's 
opinion, the applicant or recipient failed to take the 
necessary steps to ensure the accuracy or completeness 
of the information before providing it…." Again, I 
wanted to know how the ministry workers will judge 
what the necessary steps are, particularly since when 
people are applying for assistance they are really most 
often at their last resource, very stressed and very con-
cerned about whether or not they are going to get the 
assistance. 
 
 Hon. C. Richmond: One example would include a 
recipient who submits a monthly report, a cheque stub, 
but fails to declare employment income or incorrectly 
guesses as to the amount of the income — which hap-
pens, even after the recipient had received the funds or 
the pay stub. If the two didn't jibe — the person 
guesses at their income and it's incorrect — they would 
probably, in most instances, be asked to correct it, to be 
honest and report how much income they earned. Fail-
ing that, then they could be sanctioned by the worker. 
 
 C. Trevena: What sort of time frame are we talking 
about? If somebody doesn't have their stub, and they 
guess their income and they're told, "We believe this is 
the wrong income. Please correct it," is it something 
that they're supposed to do immediately? In fact, it's 
not an automatic punitive approach? Do they have the 
chance to correct their mistake? Is that possible? 
 
 Hon. C. Richmond: If a person should have re-
ported income and they didn't, and they received an 
overpayment, in most cases we just ask for that over-
payment back. We are not — to repeat, we are not — 
out to see if we can fine people for making mistakes. 

[2035] 
 If they make a mistake, they didn't declare some-
thing, we say: "Okay. We will take that overpayment 
back from you, probably on your next cheque." But if, 
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in our opinion, you're just not telling us the truth, and 
this happens over and over, then we have the means of 
saying: "Okay, we're going to impose a sanction upon 
you now, because you're not being honest with us." We 
do not want to punish honest mistakes, and we don't. 
 Quite often people will say: "Look, I earned more 
money last month than I told you about." They'll come 
in and be honest about it, and we'll say: "Okay, it's an 
overpayment." If it's a huge overpayment, we won't 
even take it all back in one month. We will take it back 
over a period of time, but if they're deliberately under-
reporting income, that's a different situation. 
 
 C. Trevena: I'd like to ask the minister further. In 
the same section 15.1(1)(c), it says: "the applicant or 
recipient failed to take the necessary steps to ensure the 
accuracy…." How do the workers determine what the 
necessary steps to ensure the accuracy are? It's judging 
that people have taken certain actions, so what criteria 
are used to ensure that people have taken certain ac-
tions? 
 
 Hon. C. Richmond: What usually happens is that 
the worker would say to the person: "Look, this is what 
you should have done, but you didn't. Now you have 
to go back and take the necessary steps to ensure the 
accuracy and completeness of your information." 
 Usually when the worker is talking to the person, 
the mistake has already been made. It's already been 
done, so the worker has to say to them: "Look, here's 
what you should have done. You didn't do it. Now go 
back and take these steps and correct it." 
 
 C. Trevena: If I might, I'd just like to go back, be-
cause it's…. No. I apologize. That was under section 3, 
which we have already approved. 
 When the worker is assisting the applicant, assist-
ing the recipient, on this…. We've heard in the previ-
ous debates of a lot of guidelines that the worker 
would be given for certain criteria. Again, will the 
worker be getting guidelines for these criteria? 
 
 Hon. C. Richmond: Yes. Before any legislation is 
proclaimed, the staff will be fully briefed and trained 
on how to interpret the legislation and the guidelines 
required. This legislation will be proclaimed probably, 
I would say, sometime this summer. I can't give you an 
exact date. It will be passed and given royal assent 
here, but it will not be proclaimed until later this sum-
mer. 
 
 Section 4 approved. 
 
 On section 5. 
 
 C. Trevena: I have a number of questions about 
section 5. The minister in his statements, when he was 
introducing the bill in second reading, was very effu-
sive about the importance of section 5 and how it will 
give people more protection — that their information 
will have more protection because it is under the Free-

dom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act and 
that it will be really creating a sense of security for 
people. 

[2040] 
 However, I really would like to challenge the minis-
ter on this. I know that in drafting the bill, the Office of 
the Information and Privacy Commissioner was ap-
proached. The Office of the Information and Privacy 
Commissioner had certain concerns about this, about 
the information-sharing agreements. In fact, he said — 
if I may quote from a letter written to the minister, of 
which I received a copy — that he "strongly believes 
that the Legislature should approach provisions au-
thorizing information-sharing agreements with care 
and should ensure that clear and reasonable limits on 
the exchange of personal information exist as appro-
priate in each case." 
 I'd like to ask the minister: with these cautions that 
the Information and Privacy Commissioner made, why 
has he gone ahead and widened the information-
sharing agreements under section 5? 
 
 Hon. C. Richmond: I'd be happy to do that. It does 
get fairly complicated. I'll read just a few short para-
graphs here. The third set of amendments shifts the 
oversight for the protection of client information from 
employment and assistance acts to the freedom-of-
information and personal privacy act — the strongest 
privacy legislation in Canada and amongst the strong-
est in the world. This change will not compromise the 
client's personal information in any way and will allow 
the ministry to more effectively participate in cross-
government shared-services projects and research 
agreements. 
 Privacy is most effectively governed by the high 
standards of our Freedom of Information and Protec-
tion of Privacy Act, not by leaving it to individual 
pieces of legislation and setting up yet more silos 
within government. All these amendments are reason-
able and fair to our clients, to taxpayers and to all Brit-
ish Columbians and will ensure that B.C.'s income as-
sistance system continues to meet the needs of our 
most vulnerable citizens. 
 I further want to read from a letter from the Infor-
mation and Privacy Commissioner, subsequent to the 
one that you spoke of. We did discuss it with him at 
length, and we have exchanged letters back and forth. 
This is his response to us as late as April 25, when this 
is dated — which was the day before yesterday: "Your 
letter" — that is, our letter to him — "says that the pro-
posed information-sharing powers in the statutes being 
amended will fully align with the privacy protections 
in FOIPPA" — which is short for the freedom-of-
information and personal privacy act. He goes on to 
say: "I agree with you that FOIPPA should, except in 
the rarest possible cases, be the source for public sector 
privacy provisions and principles." 
 I should add my own comment in here, too, that 
this way — no matter which ministry is introducing 
another act — rather than their trying to put freedom 
of information into every separate act, they put it all 
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under the Freedom of Information Act. He goes on to 
say — and I won't read the whole letter: "Among other 
things, a clear, consistent and substantive govern-
mentwide approach to both legislation and policy on 
information-sharing agreements would be desirable." 
 I'll continue on from the next paragraph: "There-
fore, I have asked my staff to initiate a discussion with 
the Ministry of Labour and Citizens' Services to pro-
vide a framework for future legislative and policy ini-
tiatives with respect to information-sharing agree-
ments." He's literally agreeing with the statement I 
made a minute ago that any privacy information and 
information sharing should be under the Freedom of 
Information and Protection of Privacy Act, rather than 
in individual pieces of legislation. 
 
 C. Trevena: I thank the minister. I have copies of 
both letters. If I may respond by quoting some of the 
sections of the letters that the minister didn't read into 
the record…. This is of serious concern. 

[2045] 
 I have specific questions on various sections within 
section 5. I want to come to them later on in our discus-
sion, but I think it's extremely important that we find out 
the protection that people are going to have for their 
personal information because this is highly sensitive 
personal information. This is personal information for 
people who are on assistance, people who are very vul-
nerable, and it reflects later on in the bill when we come 
to talking about people who are on disability benefits. 
 The same information and protection of personal 
information counts there, so I think it's very important 
that we have on the record the concerns of the Office of 
the Information and Privacy Commissioner before we go 
into the explanations of why certain organizations may 
even want to share information of such personal nature. 
 While the minister talks about how wonderful 
FOIPPA is and the importance of the Freedom of In-
formation and Protection of Privacy Act, I again quote 
from the April 6 letter of the Information and Privacy 
Commissioner, who states, "When it comes to privacy 
protection, FOIPPA, the Freedom of Information and 
Protection of Privacy Act, is the legislative floor, not 
the ceiling," which to me implies that it's a good basis, 
but it doesn't encompass everything and cannot be 
depended upon in everything. 
 I think the Information and Privacy Commissioner 
really confirms this by, as the minister has quoted ear-
lier on, saying that he wants to initiate a discussion for 
future legislative and policy initiatives, because what 
we have at the moment doesn't go far enough. I con-
tinue to quote from where the minister left off in the 
April 25 letter, where the minister was talking about 
how "the proposed information-sharing powers in the 
statutes will fully align with the privacy protections in 
FOIPPA." 
 The Information and Privacy Commissioner con-
tinues: 

The difficulty, however, is that the Freedom of Informa-
tion and Protection of Privacy Act, FOIPPA, does not 
contain provisions that substantively regulate informa-

tion-sharing powers and activities such as those contem-
plated by the amendments in issue here. As my April 6, 
2006, letter pointed out to you, part 3 of FOIPPA author-
izes the ministry to disclose information where another 
enactment authorizes it. The amendments in this bill give 
your ministry considerable information-sharing powers. 
 The general issue that is raised is that FOIPPA con-
tains no principles that in a substantive way guide or 
regulate the collection, use or disclosure of information 
through information-sharing agreements. 

 This is leaving, as I interpret it, the case wide open. 
It's leaving people extremely vulnerable in the view of 
the person whose responsibility is to protect the infor-
mation and privacy of individuals in British Columbia. 
The commissioner is highly concerned about the 
changes which are being suggested in the bill. 
 
 Hon. C. Richmond: The paragraph that the mem-
ber just read is precisely why the Information and Pri-
vacy Commissioner wants to, as he says "initiate a dis-
cussion with the Ministry of Labour and Citizens' Ser-
vices to provide a framework for future legislative and 
policy initiatives with respect to information-sharing 
agreements." 

 He has come around to our way of thinking that it 
should be under his jurisdiction when he says: "I agree 
with you that FOIPPA should, except in the rarest possi-
ble cases, be the source for public sector provisions and 
principles." But he does have concerns over information-
sharing agreements. That's why he says that he wants to 
initiate discussions with the Ministry of Labour and 
Citizens' Services, where this legislation resides. 

[2050] 
 If the hon. member has concerns whether the stan-
dards in FOIPPA are adequate, a more appropriate 
way of addressing these concerns would be through a 
dialogue with government about amendments to 
FOIPPA. 
 I think that's really what the commissioner is saying 
— that he wants to discuss it and possibly bring in 
amendments. I firmly believe, as does my ministry — 
and so does the commissioner — that, as he says, 
FOIPPA should, except in the rarest possible cases, be 
the source of our public sector privacy provisions and 
principles. We, too, are concerned about very sensitive 
information that belongs to very vulnerable people, 
and we don't want to see any information get into any 
hands where it doesn't belong. This is why we feel that 
the commissioner's office is the best place for it to re-
side. 
 
 C. Trevena: Noting the hour, I move that the com-
mittee rise, report progress and ask leave to sit again. 
 
 Motion approved. 
 
 The committee rose at 8:51 p.m. 
 
 The House resumed; Mr. Speaker in the chair. 
 
 Committee of the Whole (Section B), having re-
ported progress, was granted leave to sit again. 
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 Committee of Supply (Section A), having reported 
resolution and progress, was granted leave to sit again. 
 
 Hon. B. Penner moved adjournment of the House. 
 
 Motion approved. 
 
 Mr. Speaker: This House stands adjourned until 10 
a.m. tomorrow. 
 
 The House adjourned at 8:53 p.m. 
 
 

 
PROCEEDINGS IN THE 
DOUGLAS FIR ROOM 

 
Committee of Supply 

 
ESTIMATES: MINISTRY OF 
ADVANCED EDUCATION 

AND MINISTER RESPONSIBLE FOR 
RESEARCH AND TECHNOLOGY 

(continued) 
 
 The House in Committee of Supply (Section A); H. 
Bloy in the chair. 
 
 The committee met at 3:08 p.m. 
 
 On Vote 11: ministry operations, $1,981,707,000 
(continued). 
 
 C. Wyse: Minister, we understand there's an ac-
creditation review for the physiotherapy school at UBC 
being undertaken at this point in time. Further, we 
understand that UNBC's accreditation for the physio-
therapy school is dependent upon a successful review 
being given for the accreditation of UBC. We under-
stand that the potential for a failure in this accredita-
tion is likely or possible, and that puts additional stress 
upon an area where we have a shortage already. 

[1510] 
 The question I have for you, minister, is: what is the 
Minister of Advanced Education's response to the pos-
sibility of the school not obtaining its accreditation? 
Likewise, his response should only provisional accredi-
tation be granted, which would be unacceptable for our 
only physiotherapy school here within British Colum-
bia. 
 
 Hon. M. Coell: Universities are responsible for 
meeting the standards set out by such bodies as the 
Accreditation Council for Canadian Physiotherapy 
Academic Programs. Our government funds each insti-
tution as a whole rather than funding particular or 
separate programs, and the post-secondary institutions 
are in the best position to decide how their funding 
should be spent. Government does not and has not in 
the past interfered in any way with those decisions. 

 Just for an example, government has provided UBC 
with almost $400 million this year. That's more than all 
the other British Columbia universities combined. 
 The physiotherapy program that the member men-
tioned at UBC moved from a three-year undergraduate 
program to a master's-level program before this new 
process was put in place, so it's difficult for me to an-
swer those questions in that it's really up to UBC to go 
through the accreditation process and to offer the pro-
grams and the level of programs that it sees fit. 
 
 B. Simpson: I have a couple of questions, particu-
larly around the College of New Caledonia. I know 
that the critic has canvassed some of the broader issues, 
but certainly, as I have grown into this role over the 
last little while, I've been canvassed by a number of 
folks in the post-secondary institutions around my 
area. This is what they are telling me. Decreased sup-
port for student services, for counselling, for various 
other career programming and increased tuition and 
student costs are putting unreasonable burdens, and 
that particularly impacts rural campuses. The funding 
formulas for post-secondary institutions are resulting 
in a restriction in options. 
 What has been told to me is that this is creating a 
perfect storm. Those are words that aren't mine; they're 
from people who are in the institutions. The perfect 
storm is that we're beginning to see, and started seeing 
in 2003, a decline in enrolment in our post-secondary 
institutions while our skills gap is growing. 
 I know that the critic has canvassed these. What I'm 
curious about is a very explicit aspect of this, and that's 
the 90-percent utilization rate criterion for funding. 
What I'd like to know is whether or not that has been 
assessed with respect to the impact it's having on pro-
gram offerings, particularly programs in smaller cam-
puses where they don't have the luxury of always put-
ting enough bums in seats to offer the full range of 
programs. 
 To the minister: what has been done to evaluate the 
impact of the 90-percent utilization rate on program 
offerings? 
 
 Hon. M. Coell: There were a number of questions 
in there. I tried to jot them down, and I'll try and an-
swer them all. 
 There isn't a 90-percent utilization requirement. 
How we fund institutions is block funding, and there 
isn't a decrease in CNC's allotment. They're actually 
seeing a 2.9-percent increase in the amount of money 
they are receiving this year, and they have a 2.3-
percent increase in target for seats. So they'll see an 
increase of seats and an increase in their budget. They 
also had a 0-percent increase in tuition last year, to put 
those questions in context. 

[1515] 
 Yesterday we talked about reallocation of some 
seats, and there have been areas of the province that 
have given up some seats and other areas of the prov-
ince that have received those seats. I'll give you an ex-
ample. I think CNC decided that they wouldn't take 20 
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of the allocated seats for this year, and they were real-
located to Emily Carr, which can use those seats. There 
were only 72 out of the literally thousands of new seats 
reallocated, but those are two examples. 
 What we've tended to do is block-fund. Every insti-
tution is seeing increases in the number of seats. Some 
are seeing more than others, of course, by the size of 
the institution. They're all seeing increases in allotment 
for block funding. What we've done generally — and, I 
think, historically — in the ministry is that if someone 
is not able to use those seats over a period of time, we 
could reallocate them, but right now they're all receiv-
ing an increase in seats and some more than others. 
 
 B. Simpson: Where does the 90-percent utilization 
rate come from? Because I'm being told from a number 
of fronts that that is a funding criterion that's being 
used. Where does that come from? 
 
 Hon. M. Coell: It's not a criterion that the ministry 
uses. If someone is telling you it is, I'd be interested in 
knowing in what context they're mentioning it. 
 
 B. Simpson: I'll follow up on that and find out for 
the minister. 
 Continuing with CNC, the college has concerns — 
and I believe these concerns have been expressed to the 
minister's staff — that its future is uncertain. It's not 
sure where it sits in the scheme of things with respect 
to a perceived preference for universities, and with 
UNBC sitting right there, then, there's concern around 
what the future holds for CNC. 
 At the general meeting for the faculty association, 
those concerns were captured in the faculty associa-
tion's minutes with respect to 50 full-time, regular fac-
ulty members that have been lost due to layoffs since 
2002. More layoffs are due this year, the faculty asso-
ciation has been told. I'll just read directly from one 
portion of it. 

Program reductions, suspensions and terminations have 
been equally dramatic, as well as virtually throughout 
cross-program areas. Faculty layoffs in business, college 
foundations, community education, technologies, trades, 
UC arts and science. Program reductions have been seen 
in every area. Suspension of first-year student intakes has 
recently hit new media, computer information services 
and social services in Quesnel. The IBT, home support 
and long-term care, electronics common core, wood 
technology and engineering design programs have all 
been terminated. 

 The sense in the College of New Caledonia is that 
they're in a downward spiral where they're offering 
fewer and fewer programs. They're being driven more 
to university transfer, which then positions them 
poorly against the university for attracting students. So 
for the sake of the folks who work there and the sake of 
the community, does the ministry have any intent of 
rolling CNC into UNBC in the near or distant future? 
 
 Hon. M. Coell: I can say definitely not. We view 
the colleges as a very, very important part of the post-
secondary system in the province. 

 I think one of the interesting things with Prince 
George is that the college, being connected to the com-
munity, is looking at what the community needs to offer, 
and they are readjusting some of the courses. The new 
courses that they're offering are in apprenticeships and 
entry-level trades training, vocational programs. In the 
last little while they've actually just completed a new 
building for trades, and I've been through that building. 

[1520] 
 There are some changes, but that's what the col-
leges do. They will, from time to time, change the di-
rection because of the needs of their local community 
and the Prince George area. I think they're having a 
snapshot look at what they think is needed now and 
four years out. They're changing some of their courses, 
so there'll be changes in needs for some of their staff 
members, I'm sure, and in putting those courses to-
gether, there'll probably be additional hirings as well. 
Some of those staff may fit into other jobs. They're do-
ing exactly what colleges do, and that's looking at the 
community and what the community needs. 
 
 B. Simpson: One other question. The minister and I 
have had this conversation before with respect to 
smaller campuses and the struggles that smaller cam-
puses have. They get caught in a catch-22, where they 
have to go out and try and get people to register for 
courses, but they can't guarantee that they will be offer-
ing the courses. From a retention strategy, particularly, 
it becomes very difficult. 
 I'm wondering. Given that we have a brand-new 
Quesnel campus, that we have the combination of 
UNBC and CNC in that campus and that the community 
is desirous to move, as I'm sure the minister is well 
aware, into the second phase — the trades and technol-
ogy phase, which is what lots of members of the com-
munity are very interested in and moving on to — is 
there any possibility of the Quesnel campus becoming a 
pilot for alternate funding models where we can put in 
core programming to attract first- and second-year stu-
dents to remain with us and to give the longer-term 
guarantee, at least on a pilot basis, for our local students 
to remain in our community? So a core first- and second-
year university transfer and various other programs that 
will require different funding than we have just now. 
 Is it possible for CNC and UNBC to engage the 
ministry in finding a way to fund such a pilot in our 
community so we can then utilize what we have and 
move on to what we want to have as well? 
 
 Hon. M. Coell: It's not something we've consid-
ered, but it's something we will consider. I think that 
any collaborative models that can be put together with 
UNBC and CNC would be worth looking at. 
 
 B. Simpson: Thank you to the minister, and I will 
make a point of following up with that. 
 
 C. Trevena: I'm actually going to be following on 
directly from my colleague the member for Cariboo 
North and asking about alternative funding models. 
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 As the minister knows, I've talked in the past about 
this. The community college in my constituency is 
North Island College. It covers a huge area, right out to 
the west coast through Alberni; up through Comox, 
where it's got a campus; Campbell River, where it's got 
a campus; Port Hardy, where it's got a campus. It's got 
locations in Bella Coola. It goes right into the central 
coast. It does cover a huge area. It will never have huge 
student numbers because it is a community college and 
there aren't huge student numbers there to attend it, 
but it does serve a very important role in the commu-
nity. 
 We've already got concerns that the college has cut 
back its locations, its different sites, and I've been dis-
cussing this with the president. One of the issues, as my 
colleague from Cariboo North mentioned, was the issue 
of funding structures for rural colleges. I wondered 
whether the minister could elaborate a little on how he's 
going to be looking at funding for rural colleges. 

[1525] 
 
 Hon. M. Coell: I've got a couple of answers for the 
member. North Island College this year will see a tar-
geted increase for students of 2 percent. That's made 
up of an increase of 16 for nursing and health and 36 
for general growth. We'll see an increase of about 2.4 
percent in their budget, which is $447,000. 
 When we put the tuition cap on, we did a study 
with the universities and identified a $30 million gap 
between what they would get out of it — an average 2-
percent increase, or the cost of inflation — and so we 
added that $30 million into the university budgets. 
 We also did the same thing with the colleges — 
worked with them individually and collectively 
through their consortium. There was a $10 million dis-
connect, I guess, between what they thought they 
needed from tuition increases and the 2 percent, so 
we've added that $10 million into their base budgets as 
well. That's ongoing for five years and will be reas-
sessed at that time. 
 At the same point, we're also doing a review of the 
colleges, expected later this year, to look at funding 
and levels of funding in the different colleges through-
out the province. Also, I think that in the fall the mem-
ber and I talked about a study, and we funded that 
$15,000 study for North Island College to look at the 
needs assessment — at what they might need in the 
next three or four years. 
 
 C. Trevena: I thank the minister for that. 
 I wonder whether it is possible that the government 
will be looking, actually, at different structures, be-
cause when we are talking about large rural colleges, 
even…. As you say, they've got a 2-percent increase in 
students, but we're talking about, in most scenes, a 
handful of students — about 40 or 50 students in total. 
The linking of budgets to student numbers when 
you're covering a very large geographical area I think 
is one of the main challenges that colleges face. It's an 
actual different structure that is needed rather than just 
simply adding to the pot on student numbers. 

 That is what I would hope the government will be 
looking at, particularly since North Island College has 
the lowest per-capita funding of all rural colleges. Even 
though it's going to be getting the $447,000 increase, it's 
still going to be the lowest. It would need about $5.8 
million to get it to be the second-lowest. I wondered if 
there was any way that I could urge the minister to 
increase that amount for North Island College. 
 
 Hon. M. Coell: The rural colleges all do receive a 
higher level of funding than the urban colleges. It looks 
like they're at $8,590 per student for North Island Col-
lege, which is ahead of some of the other rural colleges 
and definitely ahead of all of the urban colleges at this 
point. 

[1530] 
 
 C. Trevena: I thank the minister on this. 
 I have one further question. One of the ways of 
trying to enable students to access North Island Col-
lege — which, as I say, has a decreasing number of 
locations — is through the Internet and linking the 
different locations through new technology. Unfortu-
nately, with a rural college there is also the issue of 
broadband access. Certain of the campuses have 
broadband access, and certain ones don't. I wondered if 
the ministry can give any assistance in upgrading all of 
North Island College's locations so that there would be 
broadband access everywhere. 
 
 Hon. M. Coell: I'm informed that we just recently 
did an upgrade to the Campbell River campus, but I 
will look into it. We are trying to do all parts of the 
province with broadband, so we'll look into that for the 
member. 
 
 C. Trevena: I thank the minister for that answer. If I 
can follow up with staff about that…. I understand 
staff are also coming up to North Island College, which 
I very much look forward to. 
 With that, I'll hand over to my colleague from 
Vancouver–Mount Pleasant. 
 
 J. Kwan: I would like to ask the minister on three 
areas in terms of questions. The first is an important 
project in my constituency, a project that has been on-
going for quite some time. Following from last year's 
estimates…. I shouldn't say last year, because it really 
wasn't that long ago — last fall, more specifically. It's 
the project with respect to Simon Fraser University in 
the Woodward's building. 
 At that time it was not finalized yet as to whether 
or not SFU would be successful in getting the capital 
funding necessary to be a participant in the Wood-
ward's project. I wonder if the minister can provide me 
with an update in terms of where that is at now. 
 
 Hon. M. Coell: I still don't have anything to an-
nounce at this point. As you're aware, SFU is using a 
lot of capital right now in their capital projects on cam-
pus and at their new campus. There isn't an announce-
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able at this point, but we continue to work with Simon 
Fraser. I can tell the member that I think it's a good use 
of the Woodward's building to have an educational 
facility in it, so we're continuing to work with them on 
that. 
 
 J. Kwan: There may not be a particular need for a 
time line on the minister's side in determining whether 
or not SFU will get the funding; however, on the com-
munity side of the project, there is a time line. At some 
point in time, you know, the community and the peo-
ple involved in the project will need to move on if SFU 
is not going to be a partner. At what point, then, will 
the minister be able to advise on a sort of time frame in 
terms of when the decision will be made so that we 
know on our community side what's going to happen 
with respect to Woodward's? 

 [1535] 
 
 Hon. M. Coell: We probably need a couple of 
months before…. There are a number of ways this pro-
ject can move ahead with different levels and different 
kinds of funding as well. I think SFU is desirous to see 
this move ahead, and I think that they have a great deal 
of capital priorities. They're putting their priorities in 
place, probably in the next few months, with us doing 
a capital review — as we do every year, as the member 
would know — for capital plans for the next year, so I 
will keep her informed as quickly as I can. 
 
 J. Kwan: I would appreciate if the minister would 
endeavour to update me either by phone, by writing or 
by e-mail as the project development progresses one 
way or another. If it's good news, great. If it's not-so-
good news, I would appreciate knowing as well. 
 I'm going to move on, then, to another area for the 
minister's response. I have a letter from a college in-
structor, and it's somewhat perturbing, actually, with 
respect to the situation. I'm going to put the letter on 
the record, and then I would I like to get the minister's 
response to that. 
 The letter is addressed to me because this is a con-
stituent. 

I've been a skills instructor at Vancouver Community 
College for over 15 years, and they have been the most 
rewarding years of my working life. Our middle name is 
Community, and we do focus on meeting the unique 
needs of our community. 
 Currently I'm the acting department head of the auto 
technician program. You may know that this is the oldest 
such program in the entire province, having begun at 
Vancouver Vocational Institute — now our City Centre 
Campus — in 1947. 
  For various reasons the government of the day 
abruptly wound up the affairs of ITAC, replacing it with 
nothing immediately. The resulting confusion — as its 
replacement, the Industry Training Authority, the ITA, 
slowly emerged — is still a major challenge both to the 
college and our community. 
 You may be aware that the ITA is currently propos-
ing to drastically cut the training timing for entry-level 
trades training from 50 weeks to 20 weeks. Some people 
speculate that this is to level the playing field so that the 
private trainers can economically compete. VCC has built 

up a curriculum…and technical plant and equipment 
over decades to offer training that results in employable 
students. Thus a firm and durable first step up the eco-
nomic ladder is acquired by our graduates. 
 De-skilling to fit into the 20-week mould will bring 
serious repercussions both to business and to our stu-
dents. This will be especially hurtful to the students of our 
community, which is largely composed of new Canadi-
ans. While working with new Canadians is both exciting 
and rewarding, my confidence in their ability to overcome 
any obstacles is tempered by the fact that no hard work 
can overcome a total lack of hands-on experience in such a 
technically oriented field as auto mechanics. 

[1540] 
 Such will be the case if the ITA defaults, to use their 
term, to their 20-week model. The ITA has stated that 
they are there to carry out industry's wishes as to training 
time. This has some dubious effects in other trade areas, 
but in our industry area, spokespersons and process par-
ticipants have been wholly onside in support of a 40-
week training model as a workable compromise. In spite 
of this consistent and energetic industry response in sup-
port of a workable training time, the ITA seemingly re-
turns, again and again, to their 20-week ideal. 
 In summation, I've taken the liberty of approaching 
you, as our MLA, in hopes of getting answers and gar-
nering support for our community's need. I'm aware that 
some other MLAs have been vocal in their support of 
their local community colleges and high schools that also 
offer trades training. Prince George is a good example. 

 The letter goes on with some other issues, but I do 
want to just pause here for a moment and ask for the 
minister's response with respect to the training time 
that's been suggested which is required to train skills 
individuals in the auto mechanic industry. 
 
 Hon. M. Coell: This is one of the issues that sort of 
crosses two ministries. The Economic Development 
estimates will be up, I believe, later this week or next 
week, so you'll probably have a more in-depth ques-
tion to them as to why the change. 
 I think, from our perspective, there were a number 
of colleges that were delivering similar programs at 
different lengths of time, and working with the Minis-
ter of Economic Development, they have tried to stan-
dardize what's expected out of those courses. Some 
will be shortening up a little bit — some more than 
others — and some staying the same to deliver the 
same courses. 
 That's about the extent of my background on that, 
other than to say that the courses are all going to still 
be delivered through the colleges. There's actually no 
reduction in ITA funding in any institution this year or 
next year or the year after, so the colleges will still be 
funding those programs, although some of them will 
be shorter in length. 
 
 J. Kwan: I will take the question to the Minister of 
Economic Development, who has the ITA program 
under his ministry. I am aware that they are different 
lengths in terms of the programs, but with the case of 
VCC, we're talking about a need for a 50-week pro-
gram, and they're being reduced to a 20-week program. 
From the instructor's point of view, he's saying that 
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that's insufficient to train the skills labour force that's 
needed in that industry. Both industry and the partici-
pants agree. I will raise that with the Minister of Eco-
nomic Development. 
 I just have a few more moments, so I'm going to ask 
another question of the minister on a completely differ-
ent issue. This is something that I've actually written to 
the minister about approximately a month ago, and I've 
not had a response from the minister since that time. 
 It's regarding a particular constituent. He has given 
me permission to use his name — George Papajon. He's 
a constituent in Vancouver–Mount Pleasant, and he's 
been in touch with my office. In June of last year he ap-
plied for interest relief, and on December 12 he filed an 
appeal. On January 20 he received an unsigned letter 
dated September 16, 2002, which refused his appeal. 

[1545] 
 On his behalf my staff had requested an explana-
tion as to why he received a letter dated September 16, 
2002, and an explanation of how BCSAP reached the 
calculation of his annual gross income as $23,210, since 
his appeal form documented his income as $770 a 
month, well under the amount for which the calcula-
tion was used to deny his interest-relief assistance. He 
had copied that information with the appeal forms to 
the various people and subsequently received a tele-
phone call, though the caller did not provide a name, 
explaining in an unsatisfactory manner that the letter 
was simply misstated, but not offering any explanation 
of how the income was calculated. 
 I have written to the minister on this issue, and I've 
not yet received a response. It's been a month since 
then, and still the person is wanting to get relief. The 
relief issue here is based on the miscalculation of what 
was thought was his actual income. He has the docu-
mentation to verify his actual income, so he should be 
qualified for relief. 
 I know it's an individual case; it's complicated. 
What I'll do is copy this letter again and give the pack-
age to the ministry staff and to the minister. If the min-
ister could endeavour to get back to me and to my con-
stituent on that, I would appreciate that very much. 
 
 Hon. M. Coell: I will do that right away. 
 
 C. Wyse: Through the Chair to the minister, I 
would like to take you back to the question I started off 
with, without going into the preamble. I well appreci-
ate you being in charge of Advanced Education so that 
we could make that announcement, that jump. 
 There is no accreditation for the physiotherapy 
program. If the accreditation doesn't take place, then 
that means the graduates will not be eligible for writ-
ing the national registration examination and thus will 
not be able to work in Canada. No accreditation could 
mean a one-year gap in having students while the pro-
gram gets its act together and thus, also, no UNBC op-
portunity for expanded training in partnership with 
UBC. 
 The question I have been asked to pose to you: can 
you advise me of what backup plan your ministry 

would have to address this situation, should either full 
accreditation not take place or only partial accredita-
tion be granted? 
 
 Hon. M. Coell: Just to answer the member, we're in 
communication with UBC on this issue. My staff have 
met with staff at UBC, and we're going to monitor the 
situation. If we see anything else coming out of this 
accreditation that isn't positive, we'll be working with 
the Ministry of Health and UBC. 
 
 J. Brar: I have a couple of simple questions. The 
first one…. I'm aware that Kwantlen University Col-
lege in my riding, in Surrey, has in the past been lobby-
ing for university status. I would like to ask the minis-
ter to provide some updates on that file, if there are any 
updates. 
 
 Hon. M. Coell: Actually, I spent a day and did a 
tour of all the campuses of Kwantlen not too long ago 
and was very impressed with their staff and the opera-
tions that they have. I have requests from the univer-
sity colleges to change all the titles from university 
college to university. I also have the same request from 
Emily Carr. 

[1550] 
 We're reviewing all of those. We also want to have 
a review of the post-secondary system over the next 
year to look at where we can make improvements and 
changes. I think there are always options to make ad-
justments to the post-secondary system, and that's been 
done historically every while. There are changes being 
made. We're making some major changes in the build-
ings on campuses right now — and the 25,000 new 
students. I've literally approved probably 20 or more 
new degrees within the system in the last year as well. 
We take the request seriously, and we're reviewing it. 
 
 J. Brar: A similar request was also made to the min-
ister by a number of people — including the Abbots-
ford mayor, George Ferguson, and city councillors and 
friends of the University College of the Fraser Valley — 
for changing the name or getting a university status. 
 At that time the minister indicated to those people 
that the ministry is conducting a provincewide review 
to assess the need and subsequently make some deci-
sions on that. I think the Kwantlen university request 
will be part of the review as well. 
 My question is: how much time will that review 
take? And what is the deadline that we have at this 
point in time? 
 
 Hon. M. Coell: In speaking to the presidents of all 
the university colleges and Emily Carr, I've said we're 
looking at about a 12-month period. There will be lots 
of input from the university colleges and the rest of the 
post-secondary system as well. We want to make sure 
that the review looks at their requests in a serious way 
and also looks at how the rest of the system is working 
and running and where we need to go in the future. I 
look forward to working with them on that. 
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 J. Brar: I understand the 12-month review, but I 
wanted to know when that starts. And what is the end 
date? 
 
 Hon. M. Coell: Well, I think probably within the 
next calendar year would be the review process. I don't 
know whether there will be any need for legislative 
changes, so we'd need to work that into a legislative 
calendar as well. 
 
 J. Brar: If I understand that correctly, the minister is 
talking about 2006, not 2007. 
 
 Interjection. 
 
 J. Brar: Okay. 
 My understanding is — and correct me if I'm 
wrong — that the number of FTEs in each college is 
based on the population that the particular college is 
serving. The number of FTEs at Kwantlen University 
College is significantly low compared to many of the 
colleges in the lower mainland. 
 My question to the minister is: is the minister aware 
of that discrepancy? If the minister is aware, what is 
the action plan to address that issue? 
 
 Hon. M. Coell: It's not strictly the case that you go 
with population. Historically in British Columbia, the 
ministry has tried to serve every part of the province 
with some post-secondary opportunities. 
 The lower mainland is actually the best served in 
the province. There's a 4-percent increase in the FTEs 
this year in the budget for Kwantlen and almost 3.8 
percent next year and then 3.6 percent the following 
year. 

[1555] 
 It's bumping up a 5.7 percent increase in their 
budget this year, 4.3 percent next year and then 4.1 
percent the year after that. They're seeing increases 
every year and increases in FTEs every year as well. 
 
 B. Ralston: I want to ask the minister a question 
about Simon Fraser University's Surrey campus which 
I had pursued in the fall of 2005. It's really the same 
question, but I think that at that time the minister said 
he was prepared to consider reviewing it. 
 As the minister will know, the enrolment projection 
for SFU Surrey for up to 2015 is 5,000 students. There 
are presently 2,000 there. It's the fastest-growing region 
in the province, and the leadership at Simon Fraser has 
shown me statistics that demonstrate that spaces and 
participation in post-secondary education is signifi-
cantly lower in that region, particularly among men 
aged 18 to 25. 
 My question is…. I think the minister had said he 
would consider this last time, because SFU has assured 
me that they're able to meet much higher targets. In 
other words, they would like to see enrolment ex-
panded much more dramatically, particularly given the 
time horizon of nine years out. It's barely 500 or 600 
students more a year. So will the minister agree to re-

view the funding in those projections and consider 
more funding for Simon Fraser in order to meet what is 
obviously a demand for university spaces in our re-
gion? 
 
 Hon. M. Coell: We did do that review approxi-
mately two months ago with SFU and agreed on the 
5,000-FTE target. We will probably do that review 
again with them in the next year or so to see that we're 
on that target and that we both agree with the funding 
formula. We also did look at the funding mix and 
compared that to UBC Okanagan and found that the 
amount of funding for that mix was agreeable to both 
of us as well. 
 
 B. Ralston: I will pursue that in the next set of esti-
mates, because notwithstanding the commitment that 
you've made to them, I'm not convinced that they 
couldn't do more and that there isn't a greater demand 
in that region. 
 I now want to ask my second question. I hope I've 
alerted your staff. There's a program at Kwantlen Uni-
versity College called the sheet metal youth-skills-link 
program, which is a program that has some funding 
from Human Resources Canada. It's a program which 
has been operating for three years there. It takes at-risk 
youth in Surrey to get access to valuable training in the 
sheet metal trade. This was brought to my attention by 
Terry Van Steinberg, who represents the faculty asso-
ciation there. 
 I understand from talking, as recently as today in 
another meeting, to someone involved in the sheet 
metal union that there's a strong demand for trained 
sheet metal workers. Apparently, what happened is 
that the application was made to HRDC, and then, for 
some unexplained reason, they sought a huge increase 
— a $90,000 increase — in their budget. I think the fear 
is that it may jeopardize the funding and that therefore, 
the whole program will not go forward. 

[1600] 
 I'm wondering: can the minister advise if he's re-
ceived any representations on that and what steps his 
office has taken to ensure that what appears to be a 
very valuable program continues at the Kwantlen Uni-
versity College? 
 
 Hon. M. Coell: It's something that I can't recollect 
coming across my desk, so I'll ask staff if they can look 
into that. Or maybe if the member has a copy, he could 
copy it and hand me a copy, and I'll look into it for him. 
 
 B. Ralston: I thank the minister for that, and that 
concludes the questions I have. 
 
 The Chair: I will now call Vote 11. 
 
 C. Wyse: The information I have was that we were 
here until 4:30. Is that information inaccurate? 
 
 The Chair: That's fine. It's yours, so continue with 
your questions. 
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 C. Wyse: Thank you, hon. Chair. 
 For the record, I've just been handed an additional 
question that I'd like to read into the record, and then I 
will pass this on to his staff to pursue. I have an indi-
vidual that has made five attempts to get a tax receipt 
for the interest paid on his student loan in 2005. There 
has been no response, and rather than reading all of the 
letter to you, minister, I would simply ask for your 
assurances that your staff will investigate this and deal 
with it immediately. That's my question. 
 
 Hon. M. Coell: We'll certainly look at it for the 
member. 
 
 R. Fleming: I just wanted to ask the minister a couple 
of questions related to institutions adjacent to my riding. 
 
 Interjection. 
 
 R. Fleming: I wasn't going to hit you up yet for that. 
 One of them, the University of Victoria…. I just 
wanted to ask the minister a question. Since tuition fees 
have approximately doubled, student loan disburse-
ments in British Columbia have also approximately 
doubled since 2001. I think the rationale was that higher 
tuition fees, more revenue for the institutions, would 
allow more course offerings and therefore enhance 
timely completion of degrees for students. I just wanted 
to ask if degree completion rates have improved over the 
past several years at the University of Victoria to date. 
 
 Hon. M. Coell: That's not information we would 
have, but I'll endeavour to get that from UVic and pass 
it on to the member. 
 
 R. Fleming: Of the 25,000 new post-secondary 
spaces that the government has projected or prescribed 
as a goal for the province, I'm just wondering if the 
minister can tell me what approximate share that UVic 
is expected to shoulder and what the percentage of the 
enrolment growth will be over, say, the next three 
years that are in the ministry three-year budget. 
 
 The Chair: If I could remind all members that they 
are not allowed to walk behind the Chair. We have the 
staff from the Sergeant-at-Arms or the Clerk that can 
move the material for everybody. 

[1605] 
 
 Hon. M. Coell: Of the 25,000 new spaces, UVic will 
be handling 1,900 of those. 
 
 R. Fleming: That is, I'm just going to say, approxi-
mately a 10-percent or 11-percent growth, because I 
think the student body is about 19,000 currently. I'm 
just wondering what the percentage of funding that 
accompanies that enrolment growth would be, if it's a 
similar percentage.  
 
 Hon. M. Coell: Actually, the funding growth is 13.4 
percent. We have three-year rolling service plans, so 

this year they're having an increase in FTEs by 1.6 per-
cent, but their actual budget is increasing by 4.6 per-
cent. Then in 2007-2008 it's a 1.8 increase in FTEs, a 1.4-
percent increase in budget, and the following year l.7 
increase in FTEs and 1.4 in budget. So at end of the 
25,000 seats, you would see that their budget, I would 
imagine, would go up by approximately the same 
amount as the FTEs, give or take a bit. 
 
 R. Fleming: The budget figures that you just cited 
in terms of the increases, is that inclusive of capital and 
operational grants? 
 
 Hon. M. Coell: That's just operational. 
 
 R. Fleming: Questions — just a couple about Camo-
sun College in our region. In terms of skills training 
funding, I know that in Budget 2006 most of the dollars 
go to industry, not post-secondary institutions. I'm just 
wondering if there is additional funding to increase ap-
prenticeships and skills training at Camosun College for 
this year and for the three-year budget plan. 
 
 Hon. M. Coell: This is an issue that kind of crosses 
two ministries. The ITA funding, there would be no re-
duction to the college sector in this year or next year or 
the year after in the three-year plan. Our budget for 
Camosun, they have an increase of 1.5 FTEs this year, 
then 1.7 the next year and 1.6 the year after. The increase 
in their budget is 2.9 percent this year, 2 percent next 
year and 1.8 percent the following year to cover the cost 
of those increases in FTEs. They're going to be increas-
ing, but they also get some funds from the ITA. The Min-
istry of Economic Development's estimates aren't up yet. 
You might want to talk to the minister about where 
those funds are going and how they're being allocated. 
 The other thing we did do was have $5 million for 
funding for the colleges for trades training, and that's 
gone out this year as well. 
 
 R. Fleming: I will indeed follow up on that sugges-
tion, because I understand that there's still a two-year 
waiting list for the electrician program and a 1.5- to 
two-year wait-list for the plumbing program at Camo-
sun College. I think, from senior executives at the col-
lege, the outlook for at least the next academic year is 
that there are no anticipated new course offerings to 
help with that situation. 

[1610] 
 Again, a question for the minister about Camosun 
College, whether he can confirm…. Due to a policy 
change of this government several years ago, tuition fees 
were reintroduced for adult basic education. Some insti-
tutions — a very, very few, I think, maybe two or three 
in the province; Camosun College has been one of them 
— resisted the ability to bring back tuition fees for adult 
basic education. I wonder if the minister can confirm 
whether that's still the case at Camosun College. 
 
 Hon. M. Coell: Throughout the whole college sys-
tem, if you haven't graduated from grade 12, ABE is 
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free. I don't have that information, but I believe on their 
websites each one of them has what courses are free 
and what cost. I can get that information for the mem-
ber as well. 
 
 R. Fleming: Just a question again about Camosun 
College to do with the practical nursing program. I 
understand that in 2005-2006, this current year, it was-
n't offered — officially due to lower enrolment. I'm just 
wondering if the practical nursing program will be on 
offer for 2006-2007. 
 
 Hon. M. Coell: This year we have allocated and 
funded an additional 44 for nursing and health, and 
next year an additional 16 for nursing and health. I'm 
not sure whether they have the breakdown as to what 
is practical nursing and what are other health pro-
grams at this point, but they should have it very 
shortly if they're going to be offering them in the fall. 
 
 C. Wyse: In following up, a few weeks ago the 
member for Cariboo North and I had written your min-
istry with regards to a licensed practical nurse program 
being offered in Williams Lake. There has been demon-
strated a huge need for this particular program. The 
course offering would provide for 16 seats to be run 
out of Williams Lake. By the time that program would 
be completed, we have identified the need for 41 LPNs 
in the Cariboo area. 
 The demand is huge. We've heard many times in 
the House the need for the provision of this increased 
care area. My question to the minister is: what support 
has he been able to provide for the assurance that this 
program will be offered in the Williams Lake campus 
this fall? 
 
 Hon. M. Coell: We've just had a number of work-
shops with the Ministry of Health and the health au-
thorities to identify needs for the next few years. We 
haven't got that completed as yet. There are allocations 
for the number of nurses, but that hasn't been broken 
down by region and/or by institution as yet. 
 I don't have that level of detail that the member is 
asking for, other than that the overall numbers of 
nurses have gone up by 62 percent in the last four 
years, and that was the goal. There are a number of 
others, and yesterday we did go through all of the dif-
ferent ones that have been added in the supportive 
field for health as well. 

[1615] 
 
 C. Wyse: I appreciate the information from the min-
ister, but to go back, this is a licensed practical nursing 
program — significantly different than possibly other 
conversations that have been taking place. 
 The need is demonstrated, and it is important to 
put here into the record that when the two MLAs for 
the Cariboo sponsored such a meeting around this type 
of need, IHA did not see fit to send representatives to 
attend one of those meetings in which that did take 
place. This correspondence has been forwarded to 

various different venues, so I wish to leave the request 
that the minister does follow up with this item and 
advise us when he has that detail. I've seen a nod, so I 
will take that as being the affirmative. 
 
 Hon. M. Coell: Just to say that I will follow up on 
that. CNC has received 32 nursing FTEs for '06-07, but 
I'll get the breakdown as to what type of nursing. 
 
 C. Wyse: This is the Williams Lake branch, which 
will be located differently. Thank you. 
 My final question is with regards to a change in the 
method of presentation for the apprenticeship pro-
gram, and possibly an unseen side effect of the modu-
lar approach. Out of the TRU campus, formerly the 
University College of the Cariboo, we've had a very 
successful apprenticeship program that has met the 
enrolment and kept instructors in the area for at least 
20 years. But on a modular program, and having de-
creased the amount of time necessary in that type of a 
setting, it is highly conceivable that the instruction pe-
riod of time from this 20-year record will no longer be 
year-long with therefore a loss of the instructors in that 
environment. What had been full-time employment 
now becomes approximately halftime. 
 My question is: what consideration has been given 
to that possible effect as a result of the change in the 
modular presentation? 
 
 Hon. M. Coell: We talked about this a little earlier. 
It's another one of those issues that basically crosses 
two ministries. We're supplying the facility, staff and 
students, and the ITA is funding the program. 
 I guess for a long period of time many of the col-
leges were funding the same courses. Some of them 
were longer; some of them, shorter. In negotiations 
with the ITA, they've tried to standardize the length of 
courses so that if someone's applying at one college, 
they know they can get the same course for the same 
length of time at another one. There's no reduction in 
the amount of money going to the colleges from the 
ITA, but there is a standardization of courses that will 
have a change in some of the institutions. There's no 
doubt about that. 

[1620] 
 
 C. Wyse: I appreciate that acknowledgment. That 
comes back to this situation of the smaller rural com-
munities providing those services over protracted peri-
ods of time. The geography, as a result of what may 
work very well in other communities, potentially 
means a cancellation of the availability of that program 
covering the central part of the Cariboo area. So my 
question, once more, to the minister is: given that type 
of elaboration, what is his ministry doing to ensure that 
that isn't the net effect of the standardization that he's 
referred to across the province? 
 
 Hon. M. Coell: The intent, actually, is to have more 
students go through faster. You would be able to…. If, 
let's say, your course was a year long and it came down 
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to being half a year, you'd run two courses, and so 
you'd have more students going through. 
 I think it actually is important to have some stan-
dards as to the length and the content of courses, but it 
would be worthwhile when the Ministry of Economic 
Development is up with their estimates for the member 
to ask the minister the rationale and how they intend to 
monitor that. 
 
 R. Fleming: I just wanted to ask the minister what the 
trend is. What's happening provincewide, with enrolment 
in the residential caretaker programs that our community 
colleges and university colleges have offered? 
 If he has any particulars about Camosun College, 
I'd be particularly interested to know that as well. 
 
 Hon. M. Coell: My staff actually were out at Camo-
sun a week or so ago talking about these two issues. It 
looks like it's too early to put a number on it, but both 
residential care and home support are up this year over 
last year. 
 
 R. Fleming: Well, it would be hard not to be up 
over last year, because I understand that enrolment at 
Camosun has taken a significant hit in the residential 
care programs. I'm just wondering provincewide, 
again, to get back to the first question about what the 
trend is in terms of enrolment growth — or decline, as 
it has been in previous years. 
 
 Hon. M. Coell: The member is correct: the trend was 
down. We feel with the new collective agreement that 
people will see that as a benefit — increased pay — and 
that may increase the number of people interested in 
both the residential care and home support workers. But 
we're aware of that, and we want to make sure that both 
of those programs are fully funded, for starters, and that 
they have a full FTE count in them as well, because 
they're both important parts of an aging population. 
 
 R. Fleming: I appreciate the answer, because I think 
the 15-percent across-the-board wage cut was certainly 
a powerful advertising tool, if you will, to dissuade 
people from pursuing that as a career path and, per-
haps, with the settlement, to maybe recover some of 
the wages that were cut — at least part of it — over 
time, mind you. 
 I think the government probably has to go out and 
do some recruiting, because it's my understanding — 
and perhaps the minister can tell me this — that in or-
der to staff the 5,000 new residential beds that it in-
tends to create, it would probably need several thou-
sand — perhaps 4,000 — staff. 
 I wonder if the minister could comment on what 
plan they have in place actually to go out and redress 
the situation of declining enrolment in this sector and 
to meet the demand that it intends to create through its 
residential care bed construction program. 
 
 Hon. M. Coell: I appreciate the question. Both the 
Minister of Health and I have had a number of meet-

ings with our senior staff just to address that issue. It's 
very important, as you look at the 5,000 new long-term 
care beds. Even some of the assisted living component 
to that will need staff. We're aware of that and are 
working on it. 
 
 C. Wyse: Thank you, Chair, and through you, on 
behalf of this side, we'd like to acknowledge the minis-
ter and his staff for the time given to answer our ques-
tions. That would finish it from this side. 
 
 Vote 11: ministry operations, $1,981,707,000 — ap-
proved. 
 
 The Chair: Committee A will now stand recessed 
for five minutes. 
 
 The committee recessed from 4:25 p.m. to 4:37 p.m. 
 
 [V. Roddick in the chair.] 
 

ESTIMATES: MINISTRY OF 
COMMUNITY SERVICES AND 
MINISTER RESPONSIBLE FOR 

SENIORS' AND WOMEN'S ISSUES 
 
 On Vote 21: ministry operations, $236,621,000. 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: Hon. Chair, if I may, I'll begin to-
day's estimates debate, in particular Ministry of Com-
munity Services. 
 I'd like to start by recognizing, first of all, a num-
ber of staff who are with me here today. To my right: 
Sheila Wynn is the deputy minister. To my left: Dale 
Wall, assistant deputy minister for local government. 
Also, behind us I have Barbara Walman, Assistant 
Deputy Minister of Seniors' and Women's Issues and 
Community Services. Also behind me is Mr. Jim 
MacAulay, director of finance and administrative 
services. They are here today to provide additional 
information for questions that members opposite may 
have. 
 I would also like to begin by offering my thanks 
to the opposition critic, the member for Columbia 
River–Revelstoke, for having provided us with a list 
of items they would like to canvass with the minis-
try. Certainly, it makes the debates more thorough 
and also more organized in terms of having staff 
here to provide clarification. I do appreciate him for 
his work in organizing these estimates with his col-
leagues to ensure that the minimal amount of dis-
ruption occurs in ministry offices and that everyone 
can still work around their tasks while the estimates 
are taking place. 
 I want to begin by saying I am very pleased to rise 
to present the estimates for the year 2006-2007. It cer-
tainly was an honour for me when I was first ap-
pointed as the Minister of Community Services and the 
Minister Responsible for Seniors' and Women's Issues 
and, as well, the minister responsible for the Public 
Service Agency. 
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 It's not even a whole year since the appointment 
last June. It seems like I've been here for a long time, 
and I'm sure the critic has also felt he is perhaps getting 
to know this ministry a lot more. Over the next number 
of years, I'm sure he will be very, very familiar with it. 
It's one of the wonderful opportunities you have. 
Whether you're in government or in opposition, you do 
learn in detail a particular ministry, especially if you 
stay as that particular critic or even that minister stay-
ing in that particular portfolio. 
 I am very proud to carry on the transformation that 
the Ministry of Community Services has undergone 
over the past four years to one that now facilitates the 
most effective and efficient delivery of programs and 
services for British Columbians. The key areas I oversee 
in the Ministry of Community Services include local 
government, regional districts and municipalities — 
some people still ask what local government implies — 
and women's and seniors' issues. 

[1640] 
 In the area of local government we have worked 
hard to forge proactive, cooperative and genuine part-
nerships with municipalities, regional districts and the 
Union of B.C. Municipalities, because local govern-
ments are most closely connected to the needs of com-
munities. We firmly believe in local autonomy and 
decision-making. 
 I know from my experience — as well as the mem-
ber opposite, the critic — that we have gained invalu-
able experience in the local government arena. We 
have most recently backed this up with a variety of 
new funding partnerships with UBCM, most particu-
larly and most recently an $80 million B.C. community 
water improvement program. 
 Of course, we all know about the historic new deal 
for municipalities. The new deal will see $635 million 
in federal gas tax revenues flow back to municipalities 
directly through UBCM. This is an unprecedented 
funding arrangement, one that was first brokered right 
here in British Columbia and marks a new relationship 
among the three orders of government. 
 As the Minister Responsible for Seniors' and 
Women's Issues, I am working with my colleagues to 
ensure that women from all backgrounds have the op-
portunity to reach their greatest potential. Since we last 
met in this particular forum, we've undertaken several 
new and exciting projects. 
 We've provided new funding for women fleeing 
domestic violence, especially those most at risk and 
those who are least likely to report abuse — aboriginal 
women, immigrant women, visible minority women 
and older women. At the same time, we're supporting 
women through a mentorship program to enter or re-
enter the workforce so that they may participate fully 
in British Columbia's economic renaissance. 
 Of course, through the Premier's Council on Aging 
and Seniors Issues, we're embarking on a long-term 
plan to ensure that seniors are fulfilled and are the 
productive contributors to society they want to be and 
can be. Through all these endeavours, our approach is 
consistent: to collaboratively and cooperatively work 

with all our stakeholders, agencies, community and 
government partners to be a facilitator and problem 
solver. 
 As the minister responsible for British Columbia's 
Public Service Agency, I am also responsible as the lead 
agency for HR management services in government. I 
am really proud to be the minister responsible for that 
agency, the PSA, because I know and truly believe that 
public servants provide valuable and important ser-
vices to British Columbians every day. 
 I was very pleased not too long ago to attend the 
Premier's innovation and excellence awards here in 
Victoria. We saw so many projects initiated from vari-
ous ministries and agencies that showed not only their 
commitment and dedication to British Columbians 
around the province but were able to bring forth new 
ideas and be innovative and creative in how they can 
excel in their areas of endeavour. 
 I'm sure it was very hard for the judges or the pan-
els to make decisions as to who should be the recipi-
ents of those particular awards. I can tell you, Madam 
Chair and members opposite, that it was a very signifi-
cant evening. I think we have to continue to show the 
rest of British Columbians what our public servants do 
for us each and every day. 
 I certainly know the support I receive from the min-
istry staff in my area of responsibility, and I certainly 
could not do this job without their constant support 
and their commitment and dedication. This govern-
ment does want British Columbians to know about 
these achievements the public servants provide. 
 We also want British Columbians to know that the 
public service is a great place to work and to grow a 
career. We believe that working for the government 
offers our employees extensive training opportunities 
as well as the personal satisfaction of contributing to 
their communities and to the province as a whole. To 
make sure we have the best and brightest employees, 
we are enthusiastically confronting the challenges and 
opportunities presented by an aging workforce and 
increasing the competition from the private sector for 
talented employees. 
 Madam Chair, that summarizes in brief a number 
of the areas of responsibility we have. I'm sure that as 
we canvass the estimates, we will find even more fully 
just how we touch so many lives of so many British 
Columbians around the province. I would be very 
pleased now to entertain any questions from my col-
leagues opposite. 

[1645] 
 
 N. Macdonald: Madam Chair, thank you very much 
for the opportunity to canvass the minister. I welcome 
the opportunity to again see staff from the ministry. It 
doesn't seem that long ago that we were here, and I look 
forward to the opportunity to ask questions. 
 We'll begin with some of the financial aspects laid 
out in the service plan. This year's budget states that 
operating expenses for local government is $181 mil-
lion. Could the minister please break down some of 
these expenditures, and in particular, how much of this 
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money is dedicated to the operating expenses of the 
ministry itself? 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: For the benefit of the member, the 
amount of $181 million is broken up in…. I'll just give, 
perhaps, the categories. That makes a bit more sense. In 
terms of grants to small communities, protection, traffic 
fine revenue sharing and regional district grants, that 
totals approximately $84.25 million. Infrastructure pro-
grams include things like the Canada-B.C. infrastruc-
ture program; local government grants programs; the 
B.C. community water improvement program, which I 
spoke about in my introductory remarks; the municipal 
infrastructure fund; and B.C. infrastructure planning. 
That totals just over $55.2 million. 
 The Peace River Fair Share is a program, as well, 
and that's $21 million. Other local government trans-
fers amount to about $4.1 million. We have a local gov-
ernment structure grant program, and $1 million is 
there. The local government administration operating 
cost expenses of our ministry are $6.8 million, so that is 
local government services and transfers. That totals 
about $171 million. 
 The other $10 million relates to the University En-
dowment Lands. Approximately $5 million includes 
things such as planning, land use regulation, building 
regulation. It's in the ministry expenditures, but that 
amount is recovered. While the amount comes in, we 
do recover it from the University Endowment Lands. 
Then, as well, there is statutory appropriation for about 
another $4.6 million. That makes up the total of the 
$181 million the member will see in his blue book. 
 
 N. Macdonald: Is the money that is being spent to 
implement the 2010 Winter Games inner-city inclusive 
commitments something that's included within the 
$181 million, or am I misreading that? 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: I'm just wanting a bit more clarifica-
tion from the member. Is he specifically referring to a 
segment of the 2010 agreement or the Games, or is he 
saying overall…? The Olympics rest with the Minister 
of Economic Development. That's his area of responsi-
bility. I would just perhaps ask the member if he can be 
more specific as to what he is asking in terms of what 
this ministry may or may not be involved in, in terms 
of the funding. 

[1650] 
 
 N. Macdonald: There are a few things the ministry 
may have connection with, but the money may not be 
flowing through. It sounds like this is one of the pro-
grams that would be funded by a different ministry. 
What I'll do is just go through a number that I had 
questions with. It's possible that they all are from dif-
ferent ministries. 
 The community transition program, in particular to 
deal with the mountain pine beetle. It's possible that 
flows through a different ministry. I also had questions 
about money dedicated to the World Urban Forum and 
whether that was something that flows through this 

ministry. I also had questions about the new urban 
development agreements and, as well, a further ques-
tion as to the status of the Victoria urban development 
agreement, which is a slightly different question but 
one that we can perhaps give to you at this time and 
get an answer. 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: I thank the member for his clarifica-
tion. Perhaps it would be best to also state at the very 
beginning that while he was asking for the financial 
data, the areas he wanted to canvass, I thought we 
were going to talk specifically about local govern-
ments, which is where the $181 million…. Some of 
these areas he's referring to have to deal with other 
parts of the ministry as a whole in, as I expressed, the 
$236 million vote. 
 In terms of the community transition, there is $1.1 
million that we have allocated in our ministry for that. 
Specifically for the pine beetle, the lead minister is Min-
ister of Forests and Range and Minister Responsible for 
Housing. He is the lead minister coordinating that. 
 We work with that ministry to determine some of 
the needs in the various communities and to ensure 
that in addressing economic development, revitaliza-
tion and things like that, we can show where there 
might be some financial pressures or where there 
might be some supports in terms of human resources 
and management in that area. We have staff who also 
provide support towards that, so it may not appear as 
an actual line item or cost for that particular item, but 
we do supply staff support in that area. 
 The World Urban Forum was not an amount that 
was specifically dedicated in terms of our budget '06-07 
going forward, but last year, in our '05-06 budget year, 
we were able to allocate approximately $300,000 to-
wards that. About $250,000 was initially to support an 
earth summit, I believe, and another $50,000 for youth 
to be able to attend that. 
 It's going to be an amazing forum when it comes to 
Vancouver — Canada being chosen as the destination 
for the World Urban Forum and British Columbia be-
ing able to host it — and will bring in 8,000 to 10,000 
registrants and participants. We'll have world leaders, 
not just from across our country, and global leaders 
arriving on our doorstep, and we have a chance to 
showcase what British Columbia has to offer. That will 
be an exciting time. I expect that the federal govern-
ment will be very much involved. As I say, it is not 
considered British Columbia's World Urban Forum, 
but certainly Canada's, with British Columbia being the 
host province for it. 

[1655] 
 The member mentioned a new urban development 
agreement. I'm not sure if he means the existing urban 
development agreements, such as the Vancouver 
agreement, which is in its own category, shall we say. 
We did have accrued last year an additional $2.5 mil-
lion toward that. In terms of new urban development 
agreements, as was Canada's last session, these are 
very much still in the discussion phase, especially with 
the new federal government that is in place. 
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 The new ministers are certainly being brought up 
to date on this, so we haven't finalized any details. The 
Victoria urban development agreement, in particular, 
has been the one that has progressed the furthest along, 
but at the same time, it's not yet ready to sign. Until 
you have some document you can sign, or an agree-
ment or partnership, it's still a bit premature to go to 
the federal government and say: "Here it is." 
 Again, we're not sure what their commitment will 
be, but we have been very much in discussion with 
them. They know these are agreements that have been 
initiated at the local government levels, and I know 
they are very interested to see how they take shape 
here in British Columbia. I hope that provides a bit 
more clarification for the member. 
 
 N. Macdonald: Thank you for the answer. Some of 
the other ministries have media relations now associ-
ated with the ministry. Does this ministry have any 
media relations they need to pay for out of the minis-
try? 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: The amount the ministry has allo-
cated, which I think the member is referring to…. If 
you look at the blue book at STOB 67, and I was just 
getting that information from staff, it's for non-
statutory advertising. I presume that's what he's refer-
ring to. It's not a large amount: $140,000 is what we've 
allocated. 
 
 N. Macdonald: With the New Deal for Cities and 
Communities, just a question: has the $635 million in 
New Deal funding been distributed to municipalities 
yet? What stage is that at? 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: As the member may recall, this is a 
five-year arrangement, and the moneys will come in 
over the five years. It came in with a small amount last 
year. It was brought by the former minister responsi-
ble, Minister Godfrey, with, I believe, a $22 million 
amount. Over the next number of years it will gradu-
ally increase, and it will amount to the $635 million. As 
the member is aware, it will be up to the UBCM to dis-
tribute those dollars. 
 At this point I don't know how much has actually 
gone out to every municipality, because UBCM is cer-
tainly entitled to make that distribution. For this year's 
amount, for '06-07, of the $635 million there will be $76 
million that UBCM receives in its account. Then they 
will make the distribution according to the population 
base — as the member is aware, in some cases, as a 
straight per-capita amount. 
 In many areas or regions, there is a sharing of the 
dollars on the per capita based on 75 cents of that dol-
lar going to the particular municipality. The other 25 
cents goes to a pooled amount, which then is distrib-
uted based on applications that come forward. As the 
member is also aware, there are some small communi-
ties that cannot undertake large projects that benefit a 
region. That is one of the reasons why a pooling of 
these dollars was determined. 

 Collectively and collaboratively and cooperatively, 
a number of the cities and the regions understand the 
necessity to have a larger project. This is why they 
agreed to the pooling. If the member is looking for 
more details as to who has received those dollars, we 
can get that information. I think it would be easier just 
to contact UBCM and see how they have distributed 
those dollars. 

[1700] 
 
 N. Macdonald: There was some discussion with 
TransLink. The Greater Vancouver regional district, I 
think, had talked about TransLink receiving some of 
the New Deal money. Is that something you would be 
aware of, or is that something the UBCM would be 
dealing with? 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: I'm a numbers person, and I hope 
the member opposite can appreciate that I like to have 
the numbers add up. 
 As I indicated, the $76 million we are going to be 
receiving in the '06-07 year…. In '05-06 we also received 
$76 million. For the first instalment of $76 million, ap-
proximately $23 million has been released through the 
non-pooled amount, and $36 million has been allocated 
to the Greater Vancouver Transportation Authority for 
their transit investments. That would make $59 million. 
The balance of $17 million is still sitting in the pooled 
account, which I was clarifying at very beginning — with 
the UBCM account. That will be distributed based on the 
applications they receive from the particular regions. 
 
 N. Macdonald: Now, the commitment from the 
federal government. With the change in government, 
there's no indication at all that any of the commitments 
are going to change? These are solid commitments that 
will continue? 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: Yes. 
 
 N. Macdonald: Just moving to a slightly different 
topic — well, to a completely different topic, actually 
— around autonomy. The minister will be aware of the 
comments of the Minister of Forests and Range made 
at the Council of Forest Industries meeting. The con-
vention was in Kelowna, I think, and it was several 
weeks ago. I'm not sure if it was Kelowna, but it was 
several weeks ago. 
 Basically, it was around small resource-dependent 
communities. I think the comment was that they were 
dining out on property tax collected from industrial 
property. It was suggested that the government was 
considering restricting local governments' right to tax 
property. 
 The question is to the minister. I know that in the 
speeches I've heard…. I know that you are committed 
to local autonomy, so the question I would have is 
around that suggestion. Has the minister had discus-
sions with other ministers, municipalities, organiza-
tions around restricting local governments' right to tax 
in any way? 
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[1705] 
 Hon. I. Chong: As the member and I have both 
been involved in local governments, we know the diffi-
culty that comes during fiscal budget times, where 
we're struggling to see what kinds of services we want 
for our municipalities or our regional district areas. It's 
always difficult, because you want to keep the tax rates 
as low as possible, especially for your residential rate-
payers. If you are an entirely residential community, 
then you may not have any difficulties, because you 
base it every year on your residential properties. 
 Towns or communities that have a rather large base 
that the municipality depends on, on an industrial 
base, are going through some difficulties if they're 
dealing with a particular industry that they are de-
pendent on that provides a large portion of the mu-
nicipal tax base. I think it is fair to say that in some 
areas the municipal tax rates are high when you com-
pare them even from jurisdiction to jurisdiction within 
the province versus comparing them to other provin-
cial jurisdictions. 
 I can say that I am aware of the comments that have 
been made from a number of people. The B.C. Compe-
tition Council, in particular, has made the observation 
about municipal tax rates that are particularly high in 
some particular sectors. The B.C. Competition Council 
was designed to take a look at ways to encourage in-
vestment, particularly for British Columbia. We are 
going through some rather good economic times. We 
want to be able to continue to do so, so that we have 
the financial resources to sustain a number of the social 
programs that everyone wants to have sustained. The 
observation made by the B.C. Competition Council was 
that tax rates can, in fact, be a serious disincentive to 
investment. It's an important observation, so I just 
want to make that statement. 
 At this time I think it's important that we know, as 
well, that it's important that British Columbia is competi-
tive in many ways, in terms of our regulations and in 
terms of our taxes. The Ministry of Finance certainly will 
want to be engaged in talking about any possibility of 
changes to any particular taxes as a whole. From my per-
spective, I intend to consult with and work with UBCM 
to try to find ways to address this issue, because we have 
seen a number of towns, a number of communities that 
have undergone a rather difficult period when they had 
that heavy reliance on a particular industrial sector. 
 We want our municipalities to be healthy in many 
ways, financially as well, so they can provide the ap-
propriate services for citizens, but I think it is early to 
speculate on what may or may not occur. 
 As a government, we will continue to find ways to 
ensure that our small communities, as well, can con-
tinue to look at opportunities. It was for that reason last 
year at UBCM that the Premier announced the dou-
bling of the small community protection grant — 
again, another good measure to give our small com-
munities an opportunity to continue to do some plan-
ning. 
 Our commitment, as well, in terms of traffic fine 
revenue sharing — 100 percent being returned — has 

not changed. As traffic fine revenues have, interest-
ingly enough, gone up, those dollar amounts have been 
transferred to those municipalities. 
 I think that in the context of a number of financial 
resources being provided to municipalities, we will 
continue to work with them. They will continue to 
have a voice. Through me and our ministry, we will 
continue to represent their views as to what they think 
are some of the solutions and opportunities that are out 
there to meet some of the challenges that I know some 
may be facing. 
 
 N. Macdonald: On this point, I know that the min-
ister's belief in autonomy is sincere. From '93 through 
to, I guess, '99, when I would attend the UBCM, I 
would hear the current Premier speak again and again 
about local government being a third and completely 
independent level of government. I believe that that 
was a sincere belief. 
 The challenge, I think, for the minister will be that 
within cabinet there are going to be a range of views. I 
just want to reinforce the view that I'm sure you share. 
You have an autonomous level of government, even 
though constitutionally it is within the province's abil-
ity to make rules for them. 

[1710] 
 Nevertheless, the whole language that this gov-
ernment has used around local government has been 
that they are essentially autonomous. As recently as 
March 30 the Minister of Economic Development spoke 
about his views on local government. It was really clear 
— I won't read it to you — just about their independ-
ence, their ability to make their own decisions. 
 Rather than just read quotes, because I know we all 
say those things…. Nevertheless, it is a fundamental 
point. If local government is making its own decisions 
and is responsible for those decisions, whether the rates 
that they are charging their industrial properties are too 
high or too low…. They are either autonomous and re-
sponsible for making those decisions, or they are not. 
 It's very difficult to have it both ways: for the prov-
ince to say that this level of government is autonomous 
and then to move in and make decisions for them. You 
simply cannot do it, and I know that's a conversation 
that will need to take place in cabinet. I guess I would 
just ask the minister: does she accept the point that it 
would be very difficult to say that they are completely 
autonomous and yet at the same time step in and make 
any changes to restrict the way that they would tax an 
industrial area? 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: I appreciate the member opposite's 
comments, and I think it's important when we talk 
about local government's autonomy to also add a cou-
ple of other subjective words or descriptive words that 
are applied. They are a responsible and an accountable 
order of government as well. We both certainly knew 
that when we were on local government. We had to be 
responsible to our taxpayers — otherwise, three years 
later we wouldn't be there to represent them — and 
accountable as to how we spent those dollars. 
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 As the member indicates, we certainly respect the 
fact that our local governments can make decisions to 
do that and set their tax rates, if this is the line of ques-
tioning he wants to go with. But at the same time, we 
know that if the local governments do so without ac-
cepting some accountability and responsibility for 
what the outcomes may be, then they will very likely 
come back to the provincial government or the federal 
government seeking assistance or seeking a remedy. 
 When we have these discussions…. I think it's im-
portant we know that we're partners in this discussion. 
I would just put that to the member. I would hope we 
would engage in a good dialogue with members of the 
UBCM. We know that this observation that the B.C. 
Competition Council has put out is one that is impor-
tant. We need to talk about it. Burying our heads in the 
sand won't change the fact that we are going to have 
some communities that are going to face some financial 
challenges, and we all have to ensure that the province 
as a whole continues to prosper economically, and that 
every region does, and that we have an opportunity to 
dialogue and talk about that. 
 At the same time, as I say, we expect to continue to 
dialogue through UBCM to the municipalities to see 
what kinds of remedies or what kinds of solutions they 
might want to put forward or how they might want to 
address that, because the last thing I think any of us 
wants is to see a number of municipalities act in isola-
tion to the extent that they will come back to the prov-
ince or to a senior level — another senior level being 
the federal government — and find themselves in a 
situation where they cannot provide services to their 
citizens. As I say, they are a responsible and account-
able order of government. 
 
 N. Macdonald: On this point — I don't think this is 
the place to debate it, necessarily, but I would feel 
strongly…. I think the minister has similar feelings 
around autonomy, and that's a discussion we will 
have, probably at a different point, if the government 
decides to go in that direction. 
 I do have just one more question to finish up with 
this topic, which is: at what stage has this discussion 
taken place? Before the Minister of Forests and Range 
made that statement, had he entered into discussions 
with other ministries, including yours? Have you met 
with representatives of municipalities that…? Have 
you had discussions with the UBCM on this topic? 
What sort of stage have you moved to? 

[1715] 
 The report came down two weeks ago, so you per-
haps were aware, even ahead of then, what sorts of 
things were being talked about — so just a sense of where 
we are in the discussions that would have to take place 
before government would move ahead with something 
as radically different from what you would expect to 
have happen, given the sorts of statements that have been 
made over time by important members of the cabinet. 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: To their credit, I think municipali-
ties have been thinking about the whole area of taxa-

tion for a number of years, which is one of the reasons 
why I suspect it was very timely when the Premier 
announced the Competition Council coming together 
and coming forward and being able to have a review 
and make the observations they've made as well. 
 I think the discussion has been taking place over 
the last number of years, especially as we've seen the 
economy change around us — even from heavy indus-
trial economies to some knowledge-based industries 
that have now shown up around the province as new 
technology has come about. I don't think this is any-
thing new in the sense that local government, elected 
officials, aren't aware that they need to take a look at 
the property tax and taxation issues in their communi-
ties. 
 What I can say is I know that when the report came 
out a number of weeks ago, I did get a very brief sum-
mary of it. I haven't had a chance to review it totally. I 
haven't had a chance to meet with the UBCM execu-
tives specifically in that area. I've had regular meetings 
with UBCM executives. They call them every few 
months. I usually expect that they have an agenda, and 
they want to address issues. At the time I last met with 
them, which was in February, I believe, the report had 
not come down, so it wasn't a matter that we dis-
cussed. 
 I imagine that in another meeting they might want 
to discuss this and perhaps set the stage as to what 
kind of dialogue we may wish to have. I'd be very 
happy to entertain a forum or some avenue by which 
we can discuss any of these concerns they have. They 
may wish to take this out in a different place, or they 
may want to have other kinds of venues to discuss this. 
 I think it's fair to say it's on the minds of many of 
our locally elected politicians, especially having gone 
through an election last November. I think many of 
them were there looking to see…. They wanted to have 
some say and some influence over how their commu-
nity is run and how the taxation issues affected their 
neighbours and their families. 
 I think, again, it's a bit premature to conclude 
where we are, where we're going. I think it's fair to say, 
though, that there will be ample opportunity to have 
the discussion. At the end of the day, we want to have 
a solution that sufficient members agree on. I don't 
expect we'll have 100-percent agreement around the 
province, with 183 municipalities and 27 regional dis-
tricts. 
 I don't expect that everyone will come to terms with 
what may or may not occur, but I think we will have a 
healthy debate regardless and, at end of the day, one 
that I believe is going to ensure that we have a very 
strong province and a very strong economy. 
 
 N. Macdonald: We'll move from this topic, but I'll 
just finish, and then if you want to comment on what I 
say…. We're going to have this discussion, probably in 
more detail, as time goes on. 
 You know that my experience was as a mayor of a 
small industrial community. In general, I thought we 
always got it right in terms of taxation. An awful lot of 
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people as you walk around the street never think you 
quite get it right. I do believe in the autonomy and the 
ability of local government to make those decisions, 
and we always had a good relationship with our indus-
trial tax base. They probably always want to pay a little 
less than they're paying. Nevertheless, there's a social 
contract that people understand and is important in 
these smaller communities. 
 Like I say, we'll probably come back and have that 
discussion. The issue of autonomy and true autonomy 
for local government is an important one. I would hope 
that the minister within cabinet, as the champion for 
that point of view…. I wish her the best of luck on 
pushing that agenda. 

[1720] 
 To move on to the other act that touches on auton-
omy, the Significant Projects Streamlining Act, I know 
this is one that has a history. We touched upon it 
somewhat in the first session. The fact that it has not 
been used yet is one of the reasons I think it hasn't been 
highlighted very much since its inception. 
 I would raise it again, because it's something that 
brings questions from local governments and touches 
very much on the autonomy of local government. The 
question I would have for you: have you had any con-
versations with ministries, organizations or municipali-
ties about the possibility of using the streamlining act? 
Is there any possibility in the next year or two that this 
act is actually going to be used? 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: The member is quite right. The act 
that was brought in was designed to ensure that local 
governments were aware that should there be signifi-
cant projects, we needed to have an opportunity to 
ensure that streamlining was available to occur so that 
the provincial interest could be met. 
 It hasn't been used since its inception. I have not heard 
that its use is necessary at this point, but to suggest that it 
can or won't or may be would really be speculative on my 
part. I want to also say to the member, to assure him, that 
I would agree with him that it's important that our local 
governments are given the autonomy to have the services 
and programs in place for their communities. 
 Again, I would not use that in isolation of the fact 
that they are also responsible and accountable to their 
taxpayers, who sometimes think their local governments 
may not be acting in their best interests. Then I get letters 
from local citizens coming directly to me. I think it's im-
portant we ensure that when we talk about their oppor-
tunity or their right to be autonomous, it also requires 
the right to be responsible and accountable. 
 What I hear from local governments, too, though, is 
that they want to have not just…. I hear very few of 
them wanting to just be a community of homes. They 
want businesses in their communities. They want in-
dustry in their communities, because that creates jobs 
for their young people so that they'll stay. That then 
allows them to have their recreation facilities, the mu-
nicipal services that they want, their policing, their 
protection, their fire, water, sewers — all these kinds of 
things. 

 Local governments certainly want to have all the 
opportunities to build their communities. We want 
them to have that, so we will continue to ensure that 
they have that opportunity. At the same time, if a pro-
vincial matter needs to be looked at, we would work 
with them to see how that would be, but I haven't 
heard of Bill 75 being used. 
 
 N. Macdonald: Just to clarify, no ministry, no or-
ganization has been in conversation with you suggest-
ing that one of the things they may want to see used is 
the Significant Projects Streamlining Act. There has 
been no approach to the ministry at all asking for this 
to be considered. 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: I just wanted to seek some clarifica-
tion. This particular legislation, when it was intro-
duced, was introduced by the Minister of State for De-
regulation, who is currently the Minister of Transporta-
tion. The responsibility for this piece of legislation 
originally came through that minister, so it is not a 
piece of legislation I have total responsibility for. If 
changes were to be made, I believe the Minister of 
Transportation would be sponsoring any changes to 
that legislation or anything of that nature. 

[1725] 
 The fact that it's a piece of legislation that's out 
there means that if someone needed to exercise or use 
the sections of it, it would be there for that. Our minis-
try in particular has not received — I've just checked 
with staff — any calls in regards to that. I hope that's 
sufficient for the member. 
 
 N. Macdonald: The question that often comes up is 
just around…. While it's not, perhaps, legislation that 
you're responsible for, nevertheless, with your job as 
the spokesperson within cabinet, within government, 
for local government…. It's certainly local government 
that has the biggest issue with this particular piece of 
legislation, and it would probably come to the minister 
first if they had an issue. 
 Under what circumstances would the government 
be willing to use the Significant Projects Streamlining 
Act? Have you had conversations around what limita-
tions you would put on it? Is it something that would 
be used only in the most extreme circumstances? Can 
you foresee any possibility of it being used on land use 
issues, for instance? 
 One question that came to me from my area was 
around Jumbo Glacier Resort. The resort is being 
dealt with through a zoning process that the re-
gional district controls. Is it a possibility that would 
be something the Significant Projects Streamlining 
Act would deal with? 
 
 The Chair: Member, I would just like to read into 
the record that, really, legislation is not a proper subject 
for the Committee of Supply. In fact, only the adminis-
trative action of a department is open to debate. I just 
wanted to clarify that. Thank you. 
 Minister. 
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 Hon. I. Chong: Hon. Chair, thank you for your 
direction. 
 I think it might be helpful to provide the member 
with some of the, I guess, draft guidelines and princi-
ples regarding whether projects are considered eligible 
for designation as a significant project. We would be 
looking at the importance of the economic, social or 
environmental well-being of the province when we're 
looking at a particular project, and we would need to 
take a look at the impacts and benefits that extend be-
yond the project's location in particular. It would also 
be ensuring that, to be eligible for a designation, it 
would have to contribute to the furtherance of the 
province's key economic development interests and, 
also, towards enhancing competitiveness. 
 These were the principles under which, I think, the 
legislation was originally drafted and intended, and it 
provided the kind of language to ensure that people 
and, in particular, local governments understood that 
should there be a project eligible for designation, these 
were the guidelines that would be adhered to. Again, 
at this time we've not heard that there have been any 
items or projects that have come under those particular 
guidelines. 
 
 [H. Bloy in the chair.] 
 
 N. Macdonald: My purpose was not to redebate the 
Significant Projects Streamlining Act, but as the minister 
mentioned in her first statement, this is, of course, some-
thing that, if you've been in local government, you agree 
with and feel strongly about: the principle of autonomy. 
Those two issues are the things that have been raised 
with me — the first one around the possibility of restrict-
ing communities' ability to tax. That's an issue that has 
been raised and that we will debate as well. 
 The other sensitivity is around the possible use of 
the Significant Projects Streamlining Act. There are 
still very strong feelings around that. As you say, 
within the service plan, the commitment of this minis-
try to the independence of that local government is 
something that, certainly, local government feels 
strongly about and supports statements. Just to rein-
force, it's important that those statements are consis-
tent with actions. 

[1730] 
 Something that's somewhat touching on autonomy 
as well is just around TransLink. The Minister of 
Transportation has recently initiated a review process 
of TransLink's governance structure. Where does the 
minister stand on local autonomy there? Should local 
government continue to control those local transporta-
tion decisions? How are you involved in the process to 
push for the interests of local government? 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: Thank you, hon. Chair, and wel-
come to the estimates debate. 
 I just want to say that while the issues that he's 
raised in terms of taxation, in terms of the project legis-
lation…. While these are important to local govern-
ments, they also know — I would hope that they'd 

know — that to be autonomous does not mean that 
they would be entirely independent from the rest of the 
province, because that would not serve the entire 
community well. 
 I hear the bells ringing, but let me just conclude on 
this so that we are able to come back. I won't make 
anyone late; I promise. 
 In terms of the TransLink governance review, I 
think it's an important area. It is the area of responsibil-
ity of the Minister of Transportation, and I think for me 
to comment would be inappropriate because I haven't 
all the mechanisms under which he is acting to ensure 
that this governance review takes place. I hope he can 
canvass that with the Minister of Transportation. 
 
 The Chair: Noting the time, I will call a recess until 
6:45 p.m. as there's a division and a vote in the other 
House. 
 
 The committee recessed from 5:32 p.m. to 6:48 p.m. 
 
 [R. Cantelon in the chair.] 
 
 On Vote 21 (continued). 
 
 M. Sather: Hon. Chair, I'm really pleased to have 
this opportunity to ask the minister some questions 
about a really significant issue in Maple Ridge. Maple 
Ridge, of course, is an area of expansion. We're on the 
edge of a huge metropolitan area, so there's a lot of 
controversy around land use issues in our area. 
 Most recently — although it's not particularly 
new, but it has come to the fore recently — it's 
around the livable region strategic plan and the fact 
that Maple Ridge…. Part of the LRSP is the designa-
tion of a green zone as part of that process. In Maple 
Ridge, the council of the day placed all lands in the 
agricultural land reserve also within the green zone 
in Maple Ridge. 
 If one looks back through the minutes of council 
meetings of the day, they were very aware of what 
they were doing at that time. It has been said that they 
weren't, and they clearly were. In any event, of course 
the whole idea is about managing growth, but it has 
become a bit of an area of consternation for some. 
 I know the minister met not long ago with the 
mayor of Maple Ridge and a couple of councillors and 
some staff. As a result of that, there has been some lack 
of understanding or miscommunication or confusion 
about what information was received from the minister 
at that time. The question being put, as I understand it 
— and I think this is clear to the minister — is about 
amending the green zone, because those that are want-
ing to develop the land that's in the agricultural land 
reserve may have been excluded from the agricultural 
land reserve, but it's still in the green zone. I've been 
talking about that process to the minister. 

[1850] 
 I'm wondering if the minister could clarify for me 
the discussions that took place and what direction she 
and her staff may have given. 
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 Hon. I. Chong: He is correct. I have had a meeting 
with his mayor. As he would know, as everyone would 
know, it's a constant flow of mayors and councillors 
that come through the door in my office. That's fine, 
because that's what we're there for — to provide direc-
tion and advice, sometimes an interpretation of legisla-
tion or other particular bylaws and changes such as 
that. 
 In essence, the discussion that we had was about 
the land use planning, things of that nature. As the 
member is probably familiar with, in many munici-
palities official community plans are in place, and 
generally you abide by that. In this particular area, 
the green zone and how that came about was dis-
cussed. 
 What we essentially did was listen to what the 
mayor had to say, clarified that these were set by the 
Greater Vancouver regional district, the GVRD, and said 
that if there is a desire for change, there is a process for 
how that can take place. GVRD would have to take a 
look and refer it to all the member municipalities that 
are involved in that. 
 Also, if necessary, there is always a dispute resolu-
tion process that would come into play, should there 
not be consensus or should there need to be some fa-
cilitation in order to make any changes. If for some 
reason any member municipality wanted to make a 
change and it was unanimous, then that's pretty much 
how they can pass a motion in that respect. But if there 
isn't that kind of unanimity, then, as I say, a dispute 
resolution process is available. 
 That's essentially the tone of the discussion that we 
had — just to provide background information as to 
what can or cannot take place. We always offer, when 
we meet with municipal officials, if there's a way that 
we can assist them, as I say, in interpreting legislation, 
in interpreting their authority or powers or responsi-
bilities. If staff is able to provide any kind of assistance 
from the ministry level, we always make that offer to 
them as well. 
 
 M. Sather: I thank the minister, and I think that's 
helping to clarify some of the issues for me. The under-
standing certainly has always been that in order to put 
in an amending formula, in order to take land out of 
the green zone, it would require unanimity, as the min-
ister has indicated, of all members of the GVRD. It's 
being said now that that in fact was not the information 
that was given and that it would perhaps only require 
reference to municipalities that had an interest, such as 
our neighbouring municipalities — Pitt Meadows on 
one side and Mission on the other. 
 The process, then, as I understand it, is that if a 
municipality wants to remove land from the green 
zone, they would make an application to the GVRD. 
Let's suppose the GVRD doesn't vote unanimously in 
favour of the proposal that the municipality — in this 
case Maple Ridge — is putting forward. The minister 
mentioned that there is a dispute resolution mecha-
nism, and I wonder if she could say a bit more about 
what that mechanism is. 

 Hon. I. Chong: In order to clarify, I had said that 
should changes be necessary if the GVRD was dealing 
with a motion, if it was unanimous, it certainly makes 
it that much easier. But I wasn't suggesting that 
unanimous consent was a requirement for any 
changes. 

[1855] 
 In this particular instance, where you're talking 
about this livable region strategy and the green zone…. 
The GVRD board can in fact discuss a matter and vote 
on it. The vote would then be carried by a majority of 
members as to whether any changes are necessary or 
are desirous or even wanting to move forward. If that 
vote at the GVRD is such that a majority agree that it's 
worthy of consideration, they would have to refer it to 
all the member municipalities. All the member munici-
palities have an opportunity either to support that or to 
object to that. 
 In that particular case, when that occurs, our minis-
try can assist in a facilitative manner to provide some 
facilitation. Further, if it requires even more assistance, 
we would move to either mediation or an arbitration 
process. 
 If a request is made, it would go to the GVRD, 
firstly, for a vote. Then if the majority of members on 
the GVRD say, "Yes, we want to make changes," then 
all member municipalities would be entitled to offer 
their opinions on that particular change. Again, it's 
difficult to speculate as to what would be the next step 
in terms of the dispute resolution process, but there 
certainly is a mechanism in place that we would try to 
help by facilitating. Ultimately, it could go to a media-
tion or arbitration. 
 
 M. Sather: I am a little bit more confused again, 
because the minister had mentioned a while ago that 
there was a requirement for unanimity. So could you 
explain again, then, where that requirement for una-
nimity comes in. What I heard you say was that if the 
municipality took it to the GVRD, it would depend on 
whether the majority of the board wanted to make a 
change. So there's not unanimity in that. 
 Then if they decide that they want to make a 
change and they send it back to the member munici-
palities — there needn't be unanimity there either, the 
way I heard it. So I'm not quite clear about the unanim-
ity thing now. 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: When I attempted to answer in the 
first instance, I just was trying to suggest that, as in any 
case, if a council votes unanimously on any decision, 
then things are pretty well straightforward — but not 
to suggest that unanimity was required in this particu-
lar case. 

[1900] 
 If, in fact, a requirement or a request to make a 
change…. The GVRD would have to put forward that 
motion, and the motion has to pass by at least a major-
ity of the people to then say that the matter has to be 
referred to all the member municipalities. If the GVRD 
did not want to entertain the motion and it didn't get 
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past that level, then the motion wouldn't carry to for-
ward information to all the member municipalities. So 
that's where that happens. 
 If a motion was placed and the decision was to refer 
it to the member municipalities, they all have an op-
portunity to present their views — objections or sup-
port. No one member municipality has an absolute 
veto on the decisions that are made. What can occur, 
though, is that member municipalities that have strong 
support or strong opposition to it — but, in particular, 
strong opposition — may wish for more information 
and more ability to debate the matter, which is one of 
the reasons why we can move it to a dispute resolution 
process. 
 This is where we would have some facilitators in-
volved and, ultimately, mediation or arbitration. The 
purpose of that is to ensure that perhaps those member 
municipalities that may be most affected by any pro-
posed changes have an opportunity to present their 
views in a different forum than those who may be less 
affected or who may not have an interest, in particular. 
So that's the process that can take place. 
 I want to also just advise the member that this was 
legislation brought in, in 1995, as I understand it, by 
the former Minister of Municipal Affairs — I think it 
was Minister Darlene Marzari — and that legislation, 
since it was brought in 11 years ago, has not changed. 
This process has been in place for that entire time. 
 
 M. Sather: I think I'm getting the picture more 
clearly now. The dispute resolution part of it…. First of 
all, the GVRD board decides they want to proceed with 
this idea. Then municipalities have their say, and pre-
sumably, it's not unanimous, and there's some inability 
to come to agreement on that. Then it goes to a dispute 
resolution mechanism. 
 First of all, what does the dispute resolution 
mechanism look like? Is it one person? Is it a group of 
people at that stage, and who would choose them? 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: I wanted to get as much clarifica-
tion for the member, because I don't know if this has 
happened that often in the past. I haven't been made 
familiar that it has occurred that often. 

[1905] 
 Being specific to the issues that he's concerned 
about, what would occur is that if the GVRD had voted 
on a motion to look at a possible proposal or change, 
they would refer it to all the member municipalities. 
For the member municipalities who support it, there 
obviously wouldn't be an issue. Those who would ob-
ject to it, therefore, would be objecting to the fact that 
the motion came from the GVRD board, that it be re-
ferred to the member municipalities. That is one of the 
reasons why there would be a dispute resolution process 
in place between the objections raised by that member 
municipality and the GVRD as a result of their motion 
to send it out to the member municipalities. 
 In that particular case, then our ministry would 
appoint a facilitator — generally, one person — to see if 
there were issues that could be resolved or clarification 

that could be provided. As well, if we had to go further 
and have some mediation, our ministry would also be 
involved in appointing that. 
 A further step that could take place is the arbitra-
tion process. Again, that person would be appointed. It 
could be a single person. It could be a panel of peers, 
and they could be former municipal people who have 
an understanding of local governments and that, or an 
arbitration panel. The arbitration panel, mediator or 
facilitator, depending on what stage it was at, would 
deal with the objection of that particular member mu-
nicipality. They would provide that ruling back to the 
GVRD. 
 I hope that is the full explanation that I can provide 
for the member. Again, unless there was something 
very specific that the member is aware of, maybe we 
can look into it further for him. 
 Back to the original question he raised. At the meet-
ing that I had with the mayor, this was explained to 
him. Staff also went further to provide the mayor and 
council and staff as to how the legislation was set up 
and the mechanisms behind it. 
 
 M. Sather: Well, I think there's not too much doubt 
that the mayor of Maple Ridge is pretty serious about 
trying to change the green zone. So if it's at all possible, 
I would anticipate that he probably will be bringing 
something forward, if he gets the support of his council 
to do that. 
 On the information that the minister the provided 
so far, then, what I understood the minister to say was 
that if the member municipalities could object to the 
GVRD even referring the question to them, then there 
could be a sort of dispute resolution around that as-
pect. What if they are okay with the question being 
referred to them? They're okay having their say about 
it, if you will. But then, some say that they agree with 
the proposal to change the green zone, and others say 
they don't. Is it the same mechanism that you've just 
described — if I'm on the right track here — that takes 
place in those circumstances? 

[1910] 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: I just wanted clarification. I thought 
it would be easier to know whether this has ever oc-
curred, so therefore, I could give an example for the 
member to follow through or to follow on. I've been 
advised that this has never happened, so it would be a 
new opportunity, I guess, or challenge to deal with. 
 In the case that the member raises, the proposal or 
the motion that the GVRD passes that they would en-
tertain a possible change indicates that's exactly what 
they are considering: entertaining a change. Therefore, 
they have the obligation to send it out to the member 
municipalities. That is the reason why, if a member 
municipality had an objection to that, the objection 
would be based with that member municipality and 
the GVRD. 
 Essentially, if the GVRD has by a majority agreed to 
that, they're obviously…. I shouldn't say obviously. I 
don't want to presuppose, but they're more in a posi-
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tion to say that they would agree with the proposed 
change that would be made. This is where the member 
municipalities have that opportunity to have a facilita-
tor or where we could go to arbitration or mediation to 
assist them in making their case so that when they go 
back to the GVRD, they can possibly convince the 
GVRD that while they have sent forward that motion, 
perhaps it is one that needs further work or further 
consideration. 
 We do have a published guide, staff has advised, if 
that would be of help to this member. Or I could offer 
that if the member would like to speak to the staff in 
more detail on this, we can arrange that as well. I think 
it's interesting to note, though, that we've never gone 
through that process. Even dealing with other regional 
districts, I understand the furthest we've ever had to 
deal with is usually facilitation. We've been able to 
resolve the issues at that level. So this is why I was just 
trying to clarify why staff have never gone as far…. 
We've never gone to that extent, so it still is fairly new 
for us if we did go to the mediation or arbitration state. 
 
 The Chair: Member, I'm just going to say that we 
should move back. We're dealing in the realm of the 
highly hypothetical. If this has never happened again, 
then I'd ask you to come back to Vote 21, which is the 
estimates. But we'll let one more pass if it's brief. 
 
 M. Sather: I'll make it quick. 
 I appreciate the minister's offer to get the guide. I'd 
love to get that, and I'd also love to meet with staff to 
discuss it in more detail. 
 One last quick question, though. All this is covered 
under which legislation? Is it the Local Government Act? 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: Yes, it would be the Local Govern-
ment Act. 
 
 N. Macdonald: Just to keep you jumping from 
place to place, we'll head back to TransLink for just a 
few more minutes. Just a question around whether the 
minister has had any discussion with the Minister of 
Transportation about the TransLink governance re-
view: is it something you've participated in, or have 
you had conversations with the minister? 

[1915] 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: His question was whether I'm di-
rectly involved with the governance review, and I 
would say to him that I am not personally, directly 
involved. What I can say, though, is that my deputy 
minister is also on a steering committee with the Dep-
uty Minister of Transportation to assist where neces-
sary with the panel that has been put in place to look at 
the governance review. As the member is aware, the 
panel consists of Chair Marlene Grinnell, Dan Doyle 
and Wayne Duzita. I hope I didn't mispronounce his 
name. 
 Again, our involvement in terms of our ministry is 
that the deputy is involved to provide advice, if neces-
sary, on the steering committee to ensure that from the 

municipal perspective, if there were any questions in 
relation to that, we can provide information or advice 
on that. 
 
 N. Macdonald: From a municipal perspective, the 
instructions that you would give your staff around 
your perspective would be that you believe an ap-
pointed TransLink board by government is preferable 
to a locally elected board? Do you have an opinion on 
that which you would state and share with your repre-
sentative there? Or is it something that you get to make 
a decision on? 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: No. The purpose of the deputy min-
ister from the Ministry of Community Services being 
on a steering committee is to provide information or 
advice as to how…. If there were questions as to what 
changes might impact municipalities, that would be the 
advice that we would provide, because from the per-
spective of how municipal governments work, we 
would be the ministry that provides that information. 
 It is an independent panel that is reviewing the gov-
ernance models. This independent panel would, as I say, 
have their discussions, their dialogue, their delibera-
tions, but should they need information as to how the 
Local Government Act or the Community Charter 
works, this is where our deputy is available to provide 
that information as part of the steering committee. I am 
also of the understanding that it's just beginning — that 
this process is just starting to take place. So I don't be-
lieve there has been much requirement from our deputy 
so far to provide any information or advice to the panel. 
 
 N. Macdonald: Maybe just to finish off with this: is 
there a position that you have, then, that ultimately, it 
will be a political decision? Is your position that you 
would prefer a locally elected board, or do you think 
that it serves the public better to have a provincially 
appointed board to oversee TransLink? What's the ra-
tionale for either of the two decisions or positions? 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: I think it would be important to 
allow the panel to do its work. It was appointed by the 
Minister of Transportation to do the governance re-
view. At the end, whatever conclusions or recommen-
dations that they come to, then certainly, we would be 
happy to see that. But ultimately, this is a decision that 
the Ministry of Transportation put in place. I think if 
the member requires more than that, I would ask that 
he refer those kinds of questions to the Minister of 
Transportation. 
 
 N. Macdonald: As a further test of your flexibility 
here, we're going to turn it over to my colleague here 
for a few minutes to talk about an issue that I'm sure 
you're familiar with, and he's going make you aware 
of. Thank you very much. 
 
 J. Horgan: I think the critic's selection of the word 
"flexibility" might have been apt in this instance. 
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 It's a pleasure to be here in the estimates of the Min-
istry of Community Services. I had taken the opportu-
nity to speak with staff prior to tonight, and I had ex-
pressed the view that I would be harsh with the minis-
ter, initially, because of my profound disappointment 
with her recent decision. But now that I've got that out 
of my system, I think we'll just move back to perhaps 
trying to find some solutions to the issues that I know 
the minister is aware I want to raise — that is, the situa-
tion in and around the district of Sooke, particularly 
Otter Point, Shirley and the unincorporated area of 
East Sooke. 

[1920] 
 The minister will know that the community is se-
verely divided on what is the best course of action for 
them, as an unincorporated area within the capital re-
gional district. I'm wondering if the minister could ad-
vise me what the status is of the proposed governance 
study and how much money is going to be put into that. 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: To the member for Malahat–Juan de 
Fuca: I appreciate his graciousness this evening, and I 
trust we will have a good, thorough debate. 
 First of all, I have to say that it must be particularly 
difficult for him. I can appreciate that he has a commu-
nity he represents which has so many diverse views on 
what should or should not take place. I know his job is 
to represent as many of his constituents as possible, but 
when you have so many different views, it can't be 
easy. While I'm not trying to offer my condolences, I 
just do acknowledge the fact that he has a very difficult 
situation that he has been put into. 
 I will tell him, though, that we have provided some 
dollars. That was forwarded to the CRD to explore the 
structure that currently is in place and other structures 
that might be there. The letter I sent along with the 
funds was based on the fact that…. Perhaps even be-
fore the last municipal elections, because of the difficul-
ties that arose, we had made a commitment that we 
would provide some dollars to study a planning grant 
for whatever assistance — that could help — once the 
municipal elections had taken place. That was the pur-
pose of sending those dollars out. 
 I have since had a chance to speak to the chair of 
the CRD and basically express the view — because I 
have heard some concerns — that the dollars are there 
to make sure that the board can move forward on a 
planning restructure study, if that's what they want. 
But if there are still different views on what should 
take place and they want to take a step back and de-
termine the terms of reference of the board, they can 
well do that before they proceed with that. 
 I'm trying to provide as much latitude for the right 
outcomes, which we hope eventually will take place, be-
cause the CRD is very much involved with this process. 
We have initiated the discussions with the CRD. It's 
our hope that they will further explore the study's in-
tent and provide terms of reference with all affected 
municipalities and communities. 
 At this time I have not heard back as to whether 
they've developed those terms of reference, and I cer-

tainly would encourage the member that if he would 
like to provide input to the CRD, I'm sure they would 
accept that as the MLA representing the area with so 
many constituents with so many different views. 
 
 J. Horgan: I thank the minister for her response. 
 One of the challenges with those areas that are 
within the CRD of my constituency…. Of course, I also 
have representatives from the CVRD above the Mala-
hat. I know my time is limited, and I do want to get to 
some discussions around the city of Duncan and poten-
tial restructuring there. I believe there are some re-
sources put to that. But let's leave that aside. Just to be 
forewarned, you can be ruminating on that while I 
pose the next question with respect to Otter Point, 
Shirley and East Sooke. 

[1925] 
 The minister has met with the mayor of the district 
of Metchosin. He proposed an idea which has been 
dubbed "the rural alliance" as a possibility for some of 
the areas in and around the district of Sooke. The chal-
lenges in Malahat–Juan de Fuca — with the very high 
growth that's taking place in Langford and spilling into 
Colwood, spilling into Highlands and butting up 
against the now-intransigent Metchosin — are also 
having a ripple effect out through to Port Renfrew. I 
appreciate that the minister understands this very well 
and appreciates the position that I'm put in. But the 
commitment I made to the residents of Shirley and 
Otter Point was that I would work on their behalf to 
get this governance study off the ground, and I'll cer-
tainly take that up with the chair, the mayor of Victo-
ria. 
 My recollection from the correspondence from Feb-
ruary was that the funding was $10,000, which I think 
won't get you a whole lot in the consulting business 
that I just left. So I'm curious as to whether, after we 
review the options, the minister would be receptive to 
increasing that funding so that a thorough review 
could be done that would potentially include this no-
tion of a rural alliance. 
 While I'm on my feet, could she perhaps give her 
views on what she thinks about this idea of rural being 
a mindset rather than a place and that those residents 
in and around the incorporated areas of Langford and 
Sooke may well find common ground in terms of a 
philosophy and a rural perspective that may not lend 
itself to traditional and historic municipal boundaries. 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: As the member continues to share 
with us the various areas that he represents, I know 
how difficult it is, because he certainly has a very wide 
range of communities in the area, from the very urban 
and those that have huge areas of growth to those that 
want to maintain their rural perspective. 
 As I've indicated, we provided the dollars for the 
planning study grant because there had been a request 
in place. We had suggested that because of the govern-
ance challenges that were in place, we had to do as 
thorough a review as possible. We did receive re-
sponses from the CRD, the district of Metchosin, and 
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the Otter Point and Shirley Resident Ratepayers Asso-
ciation in support of pursuing a governance study, and 
I think he's aware of that. That's important, which is 
one of the reasons why we funded that. 
 When I met with the mayor of Metchosin, I wanted 
to assure him that all possibilities or options are cer-
tainly on the table. I didn't want to presuppose any 
conclusions. However, I did encourage him — because 
of the nature of what was happening and the kinds of 
letters I was getting, some in support and some not — 
to speak with the mayor of Sooke. I understand that 
that perhaps did not go as well as he had hoped. I have 
not received anything in letter form. But just because 
you live in a town such as we live in, we hear it from 
various people that it did not go well. 
 The mayor of Metchosin did reinforce the district 
support to conduct a study for East Sooke to join 
Metchosin, so I think that has been positive in that re-
spect, with the addition of including the Malahat and 
some of the TimberWest lands. But again, I think it's 
important that the governance study includes as many 
options as possible. 
 The member asks whether there was any opportu-
nity to provide further funding. He knows better than I 
what kind of consultant fees are being charged. I wasn't 
in that business. So if he's suggesting that the $10,000 
won't get very much, I've checked with staff, and we are 
able to provide a further amount if that's necessary. I 
don't know if that $10,000 has even been expended or if 
it's sitting in the security bank account right now. 
 As I say, I have not yet heard. If the member is 
aware…. If he would like to pursue this and facilitate 
that and speak with Sharon and then come back to us 
and advise us, then I would be most happy to be able 
to do that so that he is able show his representation of 
his constituents as to what he's able to procure for 
them. We'll see what additional dollars we can provide. 
 
 J. Horgan: This is proof positive that when you just 
stay angry and get over it and then come and try and 
cooperate, good things can happen. So I'm very pleased 
that the minister had a capable staff person able to take 
the brunt of my frustration so that we could work co-
operatively. That's the way it should work. I nod to 
both of you for that. Thank you very much. I will take 
you up on that. 

[1930] 
 I'll discuss this with the mayor of Victoria and other 
parties. I do want to say, while I'm on my feet with 
respect to this issue, that the district of Sooke is also 
within my constituency. I'm very excited about the 
opportunities in that area. It's not the same direction 
that many of the residents around the boundaries as 
they exist now want to go. That's part and parcel of the 
challenge. The East Sooke component sits nicely beside 
Metchosin, so the continuation of annexation or amal-
gamation can continue there, I suppose. But you raised 
the timberlands and the Malahat as well. 
 While we're moving up the road, let's look at the 
Cowichan Valley regional district for a moment. Could 
the minister advise me what the status is of discussions 

around expanding the boundaries of the city of Duncan 
and the impact that would have on electoral area E, 
which is the communities of Sahtlam and Glenora, and 
also electoral area D, which is Cowichan Bay? 
 
 [V. Roddick in the chair.] 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: In terms of Duncan, I understand 
there has been a longstanding request to review its 
boundaries. It was late in 2005 — I was just getting 
clarification from the staff whether it was before or 
after the last municipal elections, and it was, in fact, 
after the last municipal election — that the request had 
come in that they did want to continue to pursue or 
review its boundaries, and they asked for some finan-
cial assistance. 
 We did provide a planning grant — a fairly substan-
tial one, more than the $10,000. They received $30,000, 
as I understand it. Obviously, they are very serious 
about having a look at that. I believe it's because they 
only received those dollars that they're still very early in 
that process. We don't have any information as yet as to 
what they're looking at — again, what terms of refer-
ence, what issues that are being raised that the planning 
grant has been able to provide them with information 
on. I'm sure the member will…. As it progresses, I 
would hope that he's kept informed by the Cowichan 
Valley regional district or the municipality of Duncan. 
 If we receive information and we're able to share 
that with the member, I will commit to provide that to 
him so that he can be kept aware of all those possible 
changes. But again, it's fairly early in the process. We 
have nothing yet in our office in regards to that. 
 
 J. Horgan: Again, I thank the minister. The chal-
lenges within the boundaries of Malahat–Juan de Fuca 
are significant. With the rapid growth in and around 
Mill Bay, the Bamberton project has reappeared on the 
landscape. There are numerous developments — just 
last week another 5,000 units, the member will know, 
in Langford. So it's a big, big challenge, not just for me 
as a member of the Legislature but for residents in the 
provincial electoral area of Malahat–Juan de Fuca. 
 Any help that I can offer to the minister as she 
grapples with some of these issues…. I'm more than 
happy to offer my services and expertise, such as it is, 
at significantly lower rates than I would have had I not 
been elected to this place. 
 Again, the minister answered the first question by 
pointing out the size of the grant for Duncan, which is 
a much smaller area than we're dealing with in the 
Sooke–Otter Point area. So I'll thank her again for her 
time, and a personal thank-you — I've even written it 
down — for her aide on my right, her left. 
 I'll end my questioning there. Thank you to the 
critic as well. 
 
 The Chair: Member for…. 
 
 S. Simpson: I'm pleased to have the opportunity to 
ask the minister a couple of questions about situations 
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that go on in my constituency of Vancouver-Hastings 
and generally in the city. 

[1935] 
 
 The Chair: Thank you. That's what I needed to say 
— Vancouver-Hastings. 
 
 S. Simpson: I appreciate that. I understand. 
 
 B. Lekstrom: But you don't skidoo there. 
 
 S. Simpson: Oh, you don't know that. Not in 
Vancouver-Hastings I don't skidoo; I will give you that. 
 I have questions in a couple of areas, but the first one 
relates, really, to planning issues related to the GVRD 
and locally in that area. Could the minister maybe tell us 
a little bit about her views on the question about authori-
ties for regional districts, particularly the GVRD? 
 As the minister will know, it's a complex region. 
We have things like the livable region strategic plan 
which is being advanced. I think most people would 
say that it's a good plan. There are obviously parts of it 
that have not been as successful as people might have 
wished. Some of the argument for why it hasn't been 
successful is that local governments maybe haven't 
adhered to the plan in the way that the region might 
have desired. I'd be interested to get the minister's 
comments around that question, around growth man-
agement and local area planning or regional planning 
and what she believes needs to happen in places like 
the Greater Vancouver regional district to ensure re-
sponsible growth management and regional planning. 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: To the member for Vancouver-
Hastings: a short while ago his colleague the member 
from Maple Ridge was canvassing issues that also per-
tained to GVRD. I would hope that I could refer him to 
Hansard after this evening, and maybe he could check 
on that in terms of the process and how GVRD is in-
volved, particularly with the livable region strategy. 
 In terms of regional districts as a whole, there are 
27 regional districts around the province. Some of them 
work particularly well. Others have challenges because 
of the makeup of the personalities, sometimes, that 
serve on them. Nonetheless, the regional districts are 
an order of government in the sense that they are gov-
erned by legislation by the Local Government Act. 
Generally speaking, the ministry and I, as minister, are 
involved insofar as, sometimes, changes to things such 
as the official community plans and things of that na-
ture. 
 In terms of growth management and regional plan-
ning, I do believe those are very important tools, espe-
cially in regional districts where there is a very large 
population and very diverse kinds of communities. We 
have always encouraged, even before my time here 
and even in the previous government, that regional 
growth strategies take place. We still encourage that 
regional districts undertake them, even if they've 
changed over the years and new municipalities have 
formed and joined them. 

 If the member wants to know my views in terms of 
growth management and regional planning, I think 
they're very important tools. For that reason, the minis-
try does have resources that are there to assist regional 
districts and move them along. At the end of the day, 
though, if a regional district chooses not to request 
assistance in having a regional growth strategy in place 
or to look at growth management plans, we cannot 
make them put that in place. 
 I can tell the member that when I was on the re-
gional district here, I had some great difficulty convinc-
ing my own council, as one of the representatives on 
the regional district, to pursue a regional growth strat-
egy. Unfortunately, it didn't happen until after I left. At 
least I certainly understand the challenges sometimes 
and how member municipalities in a regional district 
may or may not want to be involved. 
 We still encourage them to do this, because it is 
important for sustainability, for transportation — all 
the issues that I think we're all concerned about. 
 
 S. Simpson: The minister spoke about encouraging 
regional districts. The minister also talked about the 
importance of sustainability. As the minister certainly 
will know, sustainability is a pretty complex thing. It's 
complex everywhere, but in a large urban centre like 
Greater Vancouver, it gets particularly challenging. 

[1940] 
 Unlike some of the other regional districts, where 
most of the regional directors are elected, in Vancou-
ver, of course, it's this appointment process through 
local government folks who are elected. I sometimes 
think they tend to be a little more parochial, maybe, 
than regional directors in other areas — not that politi-
cians could ever be parochial, but periodically, it bub-
bles up. 
 The minister spoke about encouraging growth 
management plans and the importance of sustainabil-
ity. Could the minister tell us: how does the govern-
ment encourage growth management plans, and what 
does the government do to encourage sustainability? 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: Oftentimes when I meet with local 
mayors and councillors and regional district represen-
tatives, there are challenges that they face. When I 
mentioned to the member that I encourage them, some-
times the encouragement comes from the fact that they 
come in the door and they say: "We have a problem 
here." So I do encourage them. I say: have you thought 
about doing a number of things? 
 From that respect, I do want to say that I don't go 
out knocking on all the doors of the regional district 
and say: I encourage you to do this; I encourage you to 
do this. Usually, it comes from the regional district 
representatives who are struggling with particular 
challenges. Then certainly, from that point, I encourage 
it. 
 The other way, I guess, that encouragement is pro-
vided, is by providing a number of tools that makes 
that process easier. The Local Government Act includes 
the growth strategy. That was included, I believe, in 



WEDNESDAY, APRIL 26, 2006 BRITISH COLUMBIA DEBATES 4083 
 

 

1995. It's a legislative tool that allows regional districts 
to move forward on those strategies and regional plan-
ning in that regard. 
 Sometimes, again, a regional district is stopped in 
its tracks because they don't have the financial re-
sources, so a further encouragement or tool that we 
provide is the financial dollars. We will provide fund-
ing for them so that that support is available. 
 Thirdly, some regional districts, which are perhaps 
smaller — not the one that this member represents, of 
course — need even beyond the financial support — 
sometimes expertise. So we always have our ministry 
staff to provide staff support, should they need any 
additional assistance in that way. 
 As the member would know, local governments, 
regional districts or municipalities generally work well 
on their own, and it's when they phone us or knock on 
our doors and they have a particular problem that we're 
certainly there to hear it. Then we provide them with a 
variety of options or tools on how to move forward. 
That's the kind of encouragement we make to try to find 
resolutions to some of the difficult challenges they have. 
 It is important, I think, that many areas take a look at 
their managed planning and regional planning from time 
to time, even every ten years or so. We see how changes 
take place in our communities. If a regional district re-
quires some assistance, we want to be able to provide 
that. That's primarily the kind of encouragement that we 
are able to provide from our ministry staff perspective. 

[1945] 
 
 S. Simpson: I'm going to take from that, and the 
minister can certainly correct me, that in the case…. I 
appreciate that particularly in the case of smaller re-
gional districts, there is some resource support avail-
able for those districts for planning support or what-
ever, where they may not have the capacity or the staff 
or the resources. 
 My interest today is particularly the GVRD — my 
own area. The GVRD, of course, didn't have those 
same limitations. It has a greater capacity because of its 
size. I'm assuming they're not going to avail themselves 
of those grants in quite the same way that a small dis-
trict would, and appropriately so. I'm taking from what 
the minister's saying that while there may be encour-
agement there, there are not formal ways to encourage 
some body like the GVRD. I accept that. 
 The other part of my question, though, was around 
sustainability. The minister spoke of sustainability and 
the importance of sustainability. Could the minister tell 
me: what exactly does the ministry do to encourage 
sustainability? In terms of information, in terms of 
data, in terms of research, what does it provide to local 
governments to encourage them to take a more sus-
tainable approach to how they manage their growth? 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: One area that allows us to encour-
age areas to look at sustainability in their communities 
is a new initiative. It's called a smart development 
partnership. That would be to encourage a community 
— perhaps not so much in the GVRD or Vancouver, 

but perhaps in a growing community where they are 
looking to develop — to look at building buildings 
which have the LEED standard, which as he knows is 
the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design. 
 I can tell you that just recently here in Langford 
there is going to be an entirely new neighbourhood. It 
will be the first LEED neighbourhood anywhere in the 
world that is based on that — 40 percent of which is 
going to be greenspace. That's the kind of encourage-
ment. Providing some dollars to lever the thinking to 
going towards a smart-development partnership is 
sometimes all that it takes for a community, a council, 
to be responsive to that idea. 
 The other ways that we as a ministry are able to, 
again, encourage better planning and sustainability are 
in the water and sewer projects that we fund as well. 
Many times we take a look at the conservation aspects 
of the water conservation management. The other area 
that is relatively new is the New Deal for Cities and 
Communities with the federal government, whereby it 
has been built on a number of principles, not just to 
provide infrastructure dollars to communities, but also 
for sustainability in their communities. 

[1950] 
 Within that, again, there are some planning dollars 
to be provided to communities to allow them to look at 
energy efficiency, conservation and sustainability for 
their communities. Those are just some of the things. 
 We have had a long history in this ministry, even 
before I was here — and perhaps the member will 
know — in the previous administration, as to this. Part 
of the role of the ministry is to encourage, as I say, 
communities to be sustainable, to be livable. After all, 
we all belong to one community or another. We will 
continue on with that practice of looking at initiatives 
that would encourage local governments and regional 
districts to do that. 
 At the end of the day, though, if the member is 
wondering if we have the authority to go in and de-
mand a local government — whether it's a municipal-
ity or a regional district — to take a particular action, I 
would say that's generally not possible, particularly 
because those are locally elected people who have, I 
guess, plans for their particular area. But we try to en-
courage, wherever possible, good regional planning as 
well as sustainable planning. 
 
 S. Simpson: I have a couple more questions. An-
other one — I'm going switch gears here. I know the 
minister spoke to the critic about the streamlining act 
— and I believe there were some questions there — 
and talked about how there's nothing happening right 
now around that. There are no instances where that's 
being used. It's not a piece of policy that's been used. I 
appreciate that. But could the minister give us an ex-
ample or examples of when the streamlining act might 
be considered to be used? Under what circumstances 
would you see using the streamlining act? 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: When I spoke to the member's col-
leagues…. I can't remember if it was, in fact, the critic 
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or someone else, but in any event, there were draft 
guidelines put in place when the streamlining act was 
introduced. It was done so as to do exactly that, to pro-
vide some examples of what may take place. Perhaps it 
would be easiest if I read to the member what would 
be ordinarily eligible for designation as a project that 
the streamlining act might be applied to. 

It would be a project that is important to the economic, 
social or environmental well-being of the province and 
have impacts and benefits that extend beyond the pro-
ject's location; contribute to the furtherance of the prov-
ince's key economic development interests; enhance 
competitiveness; encourage the involvement of the pri-
vate sector and financial arrangements — including but 
not limited to things such as joint ventures, joint financ-
ing arrangements, cooperative alliances, etc. 

 Of course, it would have to be supported by cabi-
net, and it would be of a scale that would warrant the 
additional management effort that's required of it. 
Those were guidelines that were put in place. They 
were canvassed at the time the act was brought into 
place. Those are the principles upon which a project 
would be designated and for which the streamlining 
act may potentially be used. But as I indicated, there 
has been no item that has come before me for which the 
streamlining act had to be applied. 
 
 S. Simpson: Just one, hopefully, quick question in 
relation to this. Should the act be used at some point, is 
there any requirement around public consultation be-
fore the act is used? 

[1955] 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: I think perhaps it would be best 
that I refer the member to the streamlining act. I think 
it lays out some of the criteria in the act. Without trying 
to read the act and spend too much time here doing so, 
I think it does lay out the steps for which consultation 
can take place. It perhaps would be easiest that I refer 
the member to the act itself. If he needs a copy of it, we 
can certainly provide it. But I think we all download it 
off the computer these days, and I hope that will suffice 
for the member. 
 
 S. Simpson: I appreciate that things can't always 
happen. But it was my sense, and I get there that 
there's not an obligation for that consultation. 
 I have what I think is a last question, and it relates 
to election spending in local governments, and very 
specifically to election spending in Vancouver. As the 
minister may know, this is often a discussion that hap-
pens in Vancouver. You now have three political par-
ties in Vancouver. Two of them spent in excess of a 
million and a half dollars in the last election. The other 
one spent about three-quarters of a million dollars. In 
an at-large system, what that does is create a situation 
where money becomes a determining factor in elec-
tions. 
 As the minister will know, all of us, when we get 
elected…. We all have spending limits on us that en-
sure that everybody spends close to the same amount 
of money in our local elections and constituencies. The 

elections are largely based on how we campaign, not 
on one candidate being able to spend four times as 
much as another. So it becomes more…. Certainly, elec-
tions are more about ideas, but we still have enough 
resources there to do our advertising and to get our 
message out. 
 There's always the debate in Vancouver among 
differing views about whether there should be spend-
ing limits put in place — in Vancouver particularly, 
though there may be other municipalities that are start-
ing to edge up that way — Surrey, possibly others. The 
question I have for the minister is: has the minister at 
all contemplated this question of whether spending has 
become a determinant in election outcomes in Vancou-
ver, and if so, should that be adjusted so that local elec-
tions in a city where they spend an awful lot of money 
start to look more like provincial and federal elections 
where we have caps on what we can spend? 
 I think it's a good thing that we are capped on what 
we can spend. I'd like the minister's views on that, par-
ticularly as it relates to Vancouver, which is certainly 
where the problem around spending is. I think it's not 
a problem in smaller communities. People spend a 
couple of thousand dollars and get elected or don't. But 
in Vancouver, if you're an independent candidate or 
you're a candidate and you've got $10,000 in the bank, 
it ain't going to do you much good. I'd like to know 
what the minister's view is around putting spending 
limits in place in a municipality like Vancouver. 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: You know, elections certainly have 
changed over the years. I know that when I was first 
elected locally, because I chose to run independently as 
opposed to on a slate, unfortunately, I couldn't reduce 
my costs. I was a first-time person out, so all my ex-
penses were new. I couldn't recycle signs because I 
didn't have any to recycle. It's very difficult sometimes 
to judge whether the amount that a person spends ac-
tually does have an outcome or not, simply because 
some people have an opportunity to be on a slate and 
they can share costs. That, again, can make a different 
as to whether you went independently or on a slate. 

[2000] 
 In his particular area, Vancouver, being such a 
large centre…. I've certainly seen some changes in the 
last two or three elections. He does raise some con-
cerns, I think, that are reasonable. If changes need to be 
made in terms of caps or spending in that area, I would 
need to ensure that there is a process to consult with 
Vancouver, particularly because they have their own 
charter. It's important that they are treated with respect 
in terms of the fact that they have some consultation on 
that basis. 
 I have said that I am open to any ideas that will 
certainly improve an election process and voter turn-
out. Part of that is because after every municipal elec-
tion, or for the last few that have been held, we have 
sent out a survey that local governments undertake. I 
actually have heard back from someone who com-
pleted the survey recently, so I know it's being taken 
seriously. 



WEDNESDAY, APRIL 26, 2006 BRITISH COLUMBIA DEBATES 4085 
 

 

 The results of the survey are, then, also referred to 
the UBCM, because they're the body that oversees all 
municipalities. Also, it's referred to the Local Govern-
ment Management Association, LGMA, to see if there 
is consensus for legislative changes, because that's 
what would have to happen. We would have to make 
changes to the Local Government Act, changes to the 
Community Charter and then possibly the Vancouver 
Charter. 
 We do need to have some consensus for those legis-
lative changes. Because the survey is held fairly soon 
after a municipal election, it does give us the time to 
bring in changes if there is consensus for the next elec-
tion, which would be in 2008. 
 If the member wishes to encourage the people in 
his district, his area, to fill out the survey and provide 
information and feedback, I would certainly enjoy hav-
ing some of that information come back so that I can 
see just exactly what the views are. As in the case of 
many municipal elections, sometimes voter turnout is 
low, and sometimes interest in filling out surveys is 
low. He may have some work cut out for him to ensure 
that we have an interest in these changes. 
 
 N. Macdonald: We're going to make things very, 
very compact here, and we're going to be jumping 
around, as we have this whole evening. 
 Just around the issue of downloading now, this is 
something that I had mentioned to the ministerial as-
sistant that we would talk to you a little bit about. We 
don't really have an opportunity to debate semantics 
on downloading and whether it is or not. 
 In the communities that I speak to, most of them 
will…. When you ask for a list of what has been 
downloaded, using their definition of downloading, 
they will often bring out a fairly substantial list from 
their perspective. For Burnaby, they would give you a 
list that would run into the millions. 
 Communities that I'm more familiar with…. It was 
kind of reinforced when they were talking about how 
much was spent on elections. When I ran for mayor, I 
think I spent $100, so that's the level I'm used to. But 
smaller communities that will deal in much smaller 
numbers that they feel are downloaded, yet for the 
budget they have available to them, they're significant 
amounts of money. 
 The question I have is this…. I'll just put them alto-
gether. There are things like the safe drinking water 
act. One of the smaller communities in my area repre-
sented $30,000 a year that they felt they had to deal 
with in terms of additional costs. You had cross-
connection control, aquifer protection. Some of the 
smaller communities below 5,000 talked about that 
costing over $40,000. Each community would have a 
list of things that they felt the province had 
downloaded, not to enter into the debate as to whether 
there was downloading or not, but just in terms of 
communities having this information. 
 I guess the question is: since the province has indi-
cated that it doesn't download, do you have any 
mechanism for measuring what communities are say-

ing has been downloaded to them? Do you have fig-
ures, for instance, on how much the safe drinking wa-
ter act would have cost communities? Do you have that 
sort of information, or is it something that you wouldn't 
collect? 

[2005] 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: His specific question was regarding 
whether we had information as to costs associated 
with, in his particular case, the Drinking Water Protec-
tion Act. I have to say that I don't have that informa-
tion. We don't have the ministry collect that data. 
 What I can say is that in cases where, for example, 
public health standards need to be improved upon, it's 
something that we do expect that local governments 
would want to take part in. You know, if standards do 
change, local governments — a responsible and ac-
countable order of government — need to take respon-
sibility for that. As a government, we try to be sensitive 
to some of these changes, and where possible, we try to 
work with these local governments to see how they can 
implement such changes. 
 I know sometimes, I guess, it's favourable for some 
to talk about downloading, but I can tell you that over 
the course of the last term, our government has provided 
more dollars to local governments to allow them to do 
more within their communities. As the member knows, 
the traffic fine revenue sharing, the 100 percent that is 
returned to our communities, is evidence of that. Also, 
providing additional grants through the B.C. community 
water improvement program, which was not a program 
that we were able to partner with the federal govern-
ment on, is another example. Again, we wanted to help 
our communities improve upon their public health and 
environmental water systems as best we can. 
 The fact that we've also announced that we're going 
to increase the small community protection grants 
again is another measure that our government has put 
in place to assist our communities. So while I under-
stand that the member who's the critic in this area 
needs to put this on the record, I want to say that we 
have provided more dollars than before. We've also 
levered dollars from the federal government, where we 
have been able to have programs — Canada-B.C. infra-
structure program, the New Deal for Cities — all in an 
effort to ensure local governments have more opportu-
nity to do more for their local governments. 
 I hope the member can appreciate that sometimes 
changes are made, but that's to improve the quality of life 
in certain communities. We would hope that those local 
governments, who are a responsible order of government, 
would accept that and put those standards in place. 
 
 N. Macdonald: I knew that this is something that 
we would not agree on. We certainly don't have time to 
have that debate now, and I appreciate the minister's 
position. I'm sure over time we will continue to have 
this debate in different settings. 
 There are a number of things that I could have 
asked around that, and also around something that I 
raised in last session's estimates: opportunities for 
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communities to generate funds in a different way than 
property taxation. Just the burden that is placed upon 
property owners, whether they're in business or 
whether they're in residences…. You know, this is 
something that we hear a great deal about — some of 
the burdens there. 
 To jump to something related, but a bit more cur-
rent, that we're going to have to deal with in the new 
year: communities under 5,000. I understand that it's 
primarily something that the Solicitor General would 
introduce as a change. But nevertheless, it's probably 
you as the minister that many of the communities will 
be going to, asking you to intercede and make the case 
for them. This is, you know, a download that is going 
to cause difficulty for them. 
 Another related download would be the office of 
the fire commissioner, where communities have identi-
fied costs that are going to come to them, that they feel 
the province used to pick up in the past. 

[2010] 
 I just want to give an opportunity to my colleague 
to talk about the policing issue for communities under 
5,000. We won't spend very long on that, and then 
we're going to move after that to the transition pro-
gram and just some questions around that. So like I 
say, mental gymnastics for you as you jump from one 
place to the next, but I know that you're more than 
capable of handling that. I turn it over to my colleague 
from Cariboo South. 
 
 C. Wyse: Observations that I have are that we have 
a federal government with billions of dollars of sur-
pluses and we have a provincial government with a 
billion of dollars surplus. I'm now talking on behalf of 
a municipality with a total budget somewhere in the 
neighbourhood of around $20 million and its popula-
tion is over 5,000 — Williams Lake. 
 Consistently, the policing costs for this particular 
municipality are now approaching 25 percent of its 
operating budget. They are finding a huge amount of 
pressure in order to be able to juggle the costs of polic-
ing — just the inflationary costs of that sum — con-
tained within that sum of their budget. So my question 
to the minister is: what is your ministry doing to ad-
dress this issue for this particular municipality? 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: The member for Cariboo South: I 
appreciate his participation in these debates. 
 He specifically wanted to know about his commu-
nity, Williams Lake. Specifically, we have two items 
that are assisting small communities, but in his com-
munity, the small community protection grant one. 
Again, last year we announced the doubling of that, 
which means more dollars going to those communities 
— specifically those of his size. 
 Of course, the traffic fine revenue sharing which we 
brought in…. This will be the second budget year that 
the traffic fine revenues have gone back to small com-
munities. So those are two specific real-dollar amounts 
that are being allocated out, if that's what the member 
is specifically wanting to refer to. 

 C. Wyse: Being aware of those particular programs, 
they need to be borne in mind in comparison of the 
portion of the budgets for a municipality that is of that 
type of a population range and is at the centre of a 
transportation route. The pressures that are put upon 
that particular municipality to balance off this cost 
completion are huge, and it has been ongoing for a 
very long period of time. 
 Very recently it's been the municipality that's inher-
ited some additional pressures for further increasing 
their costs for adding additional officers, and I wish to 
very briefly relate them to the minister. The effect of 
drugs can increase related crime. Remember, this is a 
city at a crossroads of two highways. You have home-
lessness. We have people now that are homeless being 
murdered in Williams Lake — very recently. 

 [2015] 
 Likewise, we have got mentally ill that have been 
involved. Pardon me, minister; I need to step back and 
correct that. The issue around the homeless does in-
volve mental illness. One of the other individuals does 
have related mental illness involved with it. In addition 
to that particular set of circumstances, we also have 
recent cases in Williams Lake of mental illness not re-
ceiving adequate care in the community in a timely 
fashion. That individual had been involved, appar-
ently, in some arsons that likewise have occurred 
within the community. 
 With these increased pressures upon this particular 
municipality, to add additional policing costs to them, 
with services that would normally be provided by a 
provincial government not being there, has added ad-
ditional pressures to that particular community. 
 My question to the minister is: what plans does she 
have to address these concerns so that municipalities 
such as Williams Lake do not continue to be forced to 
deal with that pressure for additional police officers 
because other programs are not in place? 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: I appreciate the concerns he's rais-
ing in terms of his community. I guess what I can say is 
I acknowledge that as the world around us is changing, 
and the sophistication of crime that occurs, yes, we 
need more and more tools to fight crime and to protect 
our communities as best as we can. That is, as I say, one 
of the reasons why we did provide the traffic fine reve-
nues back to communities — so that they can take a 
look at their policing or community safety needs as 
such. 
 We also know that one of the reasons why crime 
has also increased in some areas is because we have 
people who have been addicted to crystal meth. For 
that reason, we again partner through UBCM by pro-
viding a program where communities can access dol-
lars to try to stem the incidence or the rise of crystal 
meth use around the province. 
 
 [The bells were rung.] 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: I'm just waiting to see how many 
bells ring, hon. Chair. 
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 The reason why the small community protection 
grants have been provided, as well, was to assist those 
smaller communities that are facing larger challenges. 
If the member is particularly concerned about the po-
licing — that is, the costs that are going to be associated 
as a result of the contemplated changes…. I mean, I 
think he knows that this has been a longstanding issue. 
 Let me just quickly…. 
 
 The Chair: Division has been called. I declare a 
recess. 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: Then, hon. Chair, I will continue 
after the recess. 
 
 The committee recessed from 8:18 p.m. to 8:29 p.m. 
 
 [V. Roddick in the chair.] 
 
 On Vote 21 (continued). 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: My apologies to everyone. I had 
wanted to conclude my answer before we went to do 
the vote in the big House. Let me just provide for the 
member for Cariboo South, regarding his questions, in 
terms of Williams Lake in particular…. In terms of the 
traffic fine revenue sharing, in year 2005, approxi-
mately $181,000 went to the community, and in 2006 
it's anticipated $175,000 would be available. 
 The small community protection grant currently 
sits around $185,000, and the doubling of that grant, 
which will be phased in over the next four years, will 
mean that another $185,000 will be anticipated. These 
are steps to ensure that we are able to assist small 
communities. 
 Over the course of the next number of years, if 
there are infrastructure programs and such things in 
place, these will also alleviate that — things such as the 
crystal meth program that's designed to help the com-
munities deal with that scourge on their citizens. That's 
been made available as well. 

[2030] 
 We will continue to hear from small communities 
as to where their pressures are and what their needs 
are, and we're open to that. We do this at UBCM and at 
the area associations as to what the areas of concern 
are. We always look for ways to partner with various 
levels of government to see how we can work towards 
making our communities a good place for all of us to 
live in. 
 
 B. Simpson: Switching gears again, two things: one 
is interface fire management, and the other, community 
transition. On interface fire management, as the minis-
ter is aware, municipalities now have responsibilities 
for developing plans. There's some funding available 
through UBCM for the plan development. 
 Now we have communities coming up to the actual 
implementation stage. What resources are available to 
those communities for implementation of their inter-
face fire plans? 

 Hon. I. Chong: I know we spoke earlier today 
about a number of changes that take place around our 
communities — where health standards, for example, 
need to be improved. Municipalities or local govern-
ments need to adapt to change. Just because there are 
changes in standards, you would want to encourage 
municipalities to participate in that for the benefit of 
their citizens. 
 In the case of the interface fire management, that 
too is a good initiative — one that you would want 
communities to be engaged in, involved with and ac-
cept. I'm pleased to see that is taking place and that 
communities are putting in plans. 
 The implementation itself, however, is not an area 
that this ministry would have direct involvement in. It 
is Solicitor General and Public Safety and even the 
Ministry of Forests and Range that would deal more 
specifically with that. I would ask the member to refer 
specific questions on to those two particular ministries 
and see what crossover there might be. 
 
 B. Simpson: I will do that. 
 Switching to communities in transition, I have let-
ters to Midway from the minister and a letter to the 
village of Port Clements. Both letters indicate that the 
communities in transition kicks in when "communities 
are significantly impacted by industrial closure or 
downsizing." The minister is aware of our involvement 
in the Midway situation. 
 With the communities in transition program, how-
ever, it appears as if it's an after-the-fact program. 
There has to be a hit first; then the program kicks in. 
From the community's perspective, the minute there's 
an announcement or the potential of a closure, the 
community is already feeling the impact. Housing 
prices drop. You get workers looking to relocate. Busi-
nesses start to lose business and so on. 
 We already know of many communities in this 
province that are going to be impacted by mill closures. 
There are discussions in Revelstoke. There are discus-
sions in many coastal communities, etc. What I'm curi-
ous about, and what I'd like an answer to, is: why is the 
communities in transition program not a more proac-
tive program that can allow communities to plan in 
advance of a mill closure, rather than after? 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: I know he is familiar with the com-
munity transition program. He will know that it's not a 
new program, and it's not one that we initiated. It goes 
back to the previous administration. 

[2035] 
 The program is in place and was set up as it was from 
the very beginning, and we're administering it in the 
same way. It was never designed to be proactive. It was 
always designed to be as a result of incidents occurring. 
The reasons for that, I think, are quite simple. In some 
towns where an announcement is made, there might be 
some impacts felt immediately. In other cases it may not 
be, because they are still exploring other options. 
 We want to deal with these on a case-by-case basis. 
We want to make sure that if, in fact, there is a signifi-
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cant impact, communities are able to come to our min-
istry and ask for a variety of options that can take 
place. Not everybody wants to do a full transition 
study. Some may prefer to do a smaller measure. To 
suggest that we have to go out to communities and 
suggest that they need to have a study done I don't 
think is going to necessarily solve anything. I think it 
actually could cause more concerns than there need to 
be. 
 
 [J. Yap in the chair.] 
 
 The other thing with the community transition is 
that it is about ensuring that where there is a signifi-
cant impact as a result of a major industry or loss that 
affects the community, the transition is there to ensure 
that some of the essential services are there for the citi-
zens. With the major loss of an industry, there gener-
ally is a major loss of the tax base and municipal dol-
lars to fund particular services. But we also require 
communities to take some proactive steps themselves. 
Sometimes they have to change the services they pro-
vide. As I say, there's not one answer that fits all. It's 
certainly one that we monitor on a case-by-case basis as 
it is brought to our attention. 
 The new initiatives that are out now, though, the 
new development trust initiatives that have been estab-
lished around the province, are also another means by 
which communities, if they want to, even before their 
communities go into a transition, can take a look at 
economic opportunities, explore opportunities for di-
versification. That is one proactive step that we have 
taken as a government. 
 Those dollars have been put out in the communi-
ties. They are going to make the decisions that they 
think will allow their towns, their villages, their cities 
to diversify, to be ready in case there are going to be 
some changes. I would also suggest that communities 
look at those development trusts that have been set up 
in their particular region to see if they want to be more 
proactive and, that way, avoid a potential change or 
significant loss to their community. 
 
 B. Simpson: Frankly, I find the logic doesn't work 
for me. The minister has spoken at length about how 
municipalities have to get on with the program, they've 
got to change with the times, and they've got to take 
into consideration all the new things that are put on 
them and just make the adjustments. Yet because the 
community transition program was designed in a dif-
ferent era than the government inherited, they can't 
evolve it. That logic doesn't make sense. 
 The circumstances have changed for many of these 
communities. Many of these communities know they're 
going to be taking a very significant hit. Mountain pine 
beetle impacted communities that know they're going 
to take a significant hit. In Vanderhoof, Prince George, 
Quesnel, if you look in the Queen Charlottes, where the 
MLA for North Coast and I were last week — those are 
communities that don't have a significant industrial tax 
base to be impacted, and yet the communities are 

shrinking. In fact, one could argue that they're close to 
dying. So to fix a program just because that's what this 
government inherited — again, the logic defies com-
mon sense. 
 What we're asking is: why isn't the program evolv-
ing? Why isn't it evolving to change with the times and 
provide additional resources? In the past there were 
also things like mill closure reviews, which gave com-
munities the opportunity to apply resources. There was 
the Job Protection Commission. There were industrial 
adjustment strategies with the federal government that 
were standing and automatically kicked in for retrain-
ing for workers, and so on. There were a lot of other 
resources that have now disappeared that one would 
think would cause the government to sit back and say: 
"Well, maybe we need to evolve the community transi-
tion program as well." 

[2040] 
 Having said all of that, and given that the coastal 
forest industry is in full-blown collapse, given that the 
central interior of the province has mountain pine bee-
tle impacts and the southern interior of the province is 
being impacted because of the waterbedding effect, 
will the community transition program be targeted for 
evolving to meet today's circumstances and today's 
realities for communities? 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: I apologize to the member if he took 
it that, the program that was established some years 
ago, we don't take a look at it. I just simply stated the 
fact that this was a program that was established, and 
the principles behind it were such that the transition 
for communities must be locally initiated and man-
aged. It has been the practice that those communities 
have come forward. In addition, it has been based on 
the principles that every community is different and 
unique and that we deal with them on a case-by-case 
basis. 
 The last thing, I think, he would want is for us to 
rush out to all these communities and suggest that this 
is what they have to do because we've got the experi-
ence from this community or that particular commu-
nity. As I've said, we want to deal with them on a case-
by-case basis. We're prepared to listen to local govern-
ments. They may have solutions that may not require 
community transition or as much community transi-
tion assistance as another community. We want to be 
able to be flexible enough in that sense. 
 Hon. Chair, he raises the question, as well, on the 
mountain pine beetle. That is one area where we have, 
in fact, been proactive. When we were in opposition, 
we acknowledged that this was a problem that was 
occurring, and there was no plan in place. We have 
been working with communities to see how we can 
mitigate some of the challenges that are there. 
 As a result, the mountain pine beetle, their strategy, 
which is under the Ministry of Forests and Range and 
Minister Responsible for Housing…. He is the lead 
minister in this area, but we are engaged and involved 
in terms of providing input and information received 
from local governments, from municipalities, as to 
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what their specific challenges are — in particular, how 
to continue to be a community that will continue to 
survive. 
 There is a 2005-2010 mountain pine beetle action 
plan. It's a five-year plan. It's there to support assessing 
measures to mitigate the effects on communities where 
mountain pine beetle infestation has occurred. If the 
member is wanting to know specifically about that 
strategy, then I would ask him to refer those questions 
specifically to the Minister of Forests and Range. 
 
 The Chair: Member, noting the hour. 
 
 B. Simpson: Noting the hour, I am going to ask one 
more question. 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: It's not my fault. 
 
 B. Simpson: I'll take the pressure off of the minis-
ter. I didn't say that. 
 With respect to the mountain pine beetle strategy, I 
will certainly canvass that with the minister, but I 
would also remind the minister that her service plan 
says that she's got the socioeconomic impacts of this, 
and we've had correspondence to that effect. So there's 
a bit of ping-ponging going on here that doesn't serve 
communities very well. 
 The other issue. Let's move away from mountain pine 
beetle, then, and let's quickly look at the Queen Char-
lottes. The Queen Charlottes are sitting there, saying: 
"Please help us." All of the communities that we visited 
are saying: "Please help us." They don't have a large in-
dustrial tax base, so the community transition program, 
by its criteria, does not apply. They have taken a hit on 
forestry. They've taken a hit on fishing. And now a ferry 
has sunk, and they're taking a hit on tourism. 
 When we were there last week, we were hearing 
40-percent to 60-percent cancellation rates on summer 
tourism and so on. This program does not fit in with 
that sense but is asking for assistance. They can't get a  
 

minister to show up and talk to them. Will the minister 
commit today to go up there and talk to them about 
what their needs are and what will work? 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: I will try to provide a response to 
the member, and very briefly, so that we can adjourn 
fairly quickly. 
 Part of the community transition program also al-
lows this ministry to work cross-ministerially to ensure 
that other services provided by other ministries can 
continue to stay in the community. That's the other part 
that we do that you can't always attach a dollar value 
to, but it's significant in that respect. 

[2045] 
 In terms of the Queen Charlotte and the Sandspit, I 
can tell the member that I have not received a request 
to speak with them or to deal with any issues they cur-
rently have. I was there in December when the village 
of Queen Charlotte was incorporated. They received 
substantial amounts of dollars as a result of incorpora-
tion. They received moneys for their infrastructure 
program, so they were very pleased at the time. I was 
not — and that was only three or four months ago — 
given any idea that they had any issues, and I told the 
mayor as well as other mayors that they can always 
contact our ministry so that we can deal with any is-
sues that emerge. 
 Those two communities — we have not heard from 
them directly. If they do contact us, then we'll look at 
that and deal with it on a case-by-case basis. There is 
not a standard answer for all communities. 
 
 N. Macdonald: I move that the committee rise and 
report resolution and completion of the Ministry of 
Advanced Education and report progress on the Minis-
try of Community Services and ask leave to sit again. 
 
 Motion approved. 
 
 The committee rose at 8:47 p.m. 
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