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TUESDAY, MARCH 21, 2006
The House met at 10:03 a.m.
Prayers.
Introductions by Members

Hon. T. Christensen: It's my pleasure this morning
to welcome three guests to the Legislature. Joining us
this morning are Grand Chief Edward John and Dave
Porter from the First Nations Summit, as well as Chief
Stewart Phillip from the Union of B.C. Indian Chiefs. I
would ask that the House please make them all very
welcome.

Introduction and
First Reading of Bills

NEW RELATIONSHIP TRUST ACT

Hon. T. Christensen presented a message from His
Honour the Administrator: a bill intituled New Rela-
tionship Trust Act.

Hon. T. Christensen: Mr. Speaker, I move that this
bill be introduced and read a first time now.

Motion approved.

Hon. T. Christensen: Last spring this government
announced a new relationship with the first nations of
this province, a relationship of lasting reconciliation
that will be measured by practical progress for all Brit-
ish Columbians. It is a relationship that ensures first
nations share in the economic and social development
of this province in line with the government's five great
goals for a golden decade.

This is a relationship that can only succeed if first
nations are supported in their efforts to become true
partners in British Columbia's progress and prosperity.
This government committed that support through a
New Relationship fund of $100 million.

[1005]

Today, by introducing the New Relationship Trust
Act, we begin the process to put this fund in place. I
am proud to be joined on the floor of the House today
by Grand Chief Edward John and Dave Porter from
the First Nations Summit, as well as by Chief Stewart
Phillip with the Union of B.C. Indian Chiefs. They are
here in recognition of the new relationship and in
support of the legislation I will introduce today. Their
organizations form the First Nations Leadership
Council, representing about 200 first nations through-
out the province.

Today I'm honoured to introduce Bill 11. The act
means $100 million can be invested to make it possible
for first nations to develop expertise and experience in
their own communities and to support skills develop-
ment that in time will reduce reliance on external con-
sultants. This means that first nations can develop the
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capacity they need to work side by side with govern-
ment and industry on important social and economic
matters.

The legislation will enable an independent board of
directors to oversee the $100 million fund and to en-
sure that the fund remains dedicated to the capacity-
building priorities of first nations. It establishes clear
public reporting measures, annual reports, strategic
plans, audited financial statements and a review every
five years.

Again, I acknowledge the First Nations Leadership
Council for walking this path together with government.
We are stronger because we are doing this together.

Mr. Speaker, 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 11, New Relationship Trust Act, introduced,
read a first time and ordered to be placed on orders of
the day for second reading at the next sitting of the
House after today.

Tabling Documents

Mr. Speaker: Hon. members, I have the honour to
present a report of the Auditor General, report 8, 2005-
2006, Managing Pharmacare: Slow Progress Toward Cost-
Effective Drug Use and a Sustainable Program.

Orders of the Day

Hon. M. de Jong: I call, in Committee A, Commit-
tee of Supply — for the information of the members,
continued discussion on the estimates of the Ministry
of Children and Family Development. In Section B, this
chamber, is second reading of Bill 6.

Whenever that is complete, we anticipate commit-
tee stage debate on Bill 2.

[1010]

Second Reading of Bills

MINISTERIAL ACCOUNTABILITY
BASES ACT, 2005-2006

Hon. M. de Jong: I move second reading of Bill 6.

I don't expect I will add a great deal beyond what I
mentioned in first reading. The Supply Act, 2005-2006
(Supplementary Estimates No. 1) was debated and
passed by this Legislature a few weeks ago, in Febru-
ary, and that vote provided an additional $1 billion
spending authority to the Minister of Finance and min-
istries to make, specifically, incentive payments as part
of the collective bargaining process. That process is
well underway, and members will have read of the
progress that has been made with respect to the utiliza-
tion of those additional resources.

In speaking in support of the bill we have before us
now, which accommodates that additional expenditure
for the purpose of the obligations that the minister has
to ensure that they come in on budget, I would hasten
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to point out that this is a decision that the government
has made to take additional revenues that were unan-
ticipated at the time of the original budget — the
budget last fall, specifically — and allocate those mon-
eys for a specific purpose. It is, I note, a decision that
the House, as I recall, endorsed uniformly and unani-
mously a few weeks ago. It follows, therefore, that the
Balanced Budget and Ministerial Accountability Act, as
was intended at the time that act was proclaimed in
2001, now needs to purposely be amended by this
House to take into account that adjustment to the
budget as contained in the supplementary estimates.

I should just make this point, because I actually had
one or two people contact me and say: "Well, why do
you need to do this?" And ironically, in the spirit of
accountability, they said: "Isn't this a bit of overkill?" I
would say that it's not. I would say that the purpose
behind the Ministerial Accountability Act was very
clear, and that was to ensure that when a budget is set,
ministries and ministers live within those budgets, and
that if government makes a decision partway through
the fiscal year to adjust those budgets, however defen-
sible and appropriate that decision might be, there
would be an obligation for government to come before
the House, explain that adjustment and explain why it
should not result in a penalty in the guise of a wage
reduction befalling a particular minister.

I would submit to the House that in this case the
decision, given what the fiscal circumstances were and
how they change and how the money has been put to
use and the support of the House for that use, is an
entirely appropriate step to be taken and that the pro-
cedure which we are following in the House today is
also the appropriate manner — albeit, as someone has
pointed out to me, somewhat cumbersome from the
point of view, perhaps, of a government or individual
minister. But I think that is appropriate also, and I will
listen with interest to the comments of other members.

J. Kwan: I rise to speak to Bill 6.

It is interesting, actually, listening to the Minister of
Labour as he discusses this bill. I was recalling back to
2001, when the government first introduced the Bal-
anced Budget and Ministerial Accountability Act. It
was, in fact, introduced by the former Finance Minister,
Gary Collins — with much fanfare, I might add.

[1015]

I certainly recall that there was much to-do about
accountability, much to-do about how great the gov-
ernment was going to be and how they were going to
hold themselves to account on the government bringing
budgets in, with their respective ministries, on target.

Of course, within all of that context we know that
in the act itself, the Balanced Budget and Ministerial
Accountability Act, there was a provision — an out
clause, if you will — that would allow ministers not to
have to pay the penalty. This is not the first time that a
minister is being exempted from the penalty. In this
instance it's the Minister of Finance. In the past, in fact,
the Minister of Labour himself.... When he was the
former Minister of Forests, to my recollection, an act

such as this one was brought forward so that he could
be exempt from penalty.

Really, at the end of the day, what are we talking
about in terms of accountability? With much fanfare it
was that each minister was going to hold themselves to
account. They weren't going to overspend their budget.
When they do, though, what happens is that we have a
new bill in the House that will exempt them from the
very penalty that the ministers and the government
had said they were going to be held accountable by for
any overspending.

[S. Hammell in the chair.]

But at every turn — so far, to date — the govern-
ment has found an out to exempt themselves. This is
using the act, and it is the proper way of doing it. As
the Minister of Labour says, it is the proper way of
doing it — by bringing it before the House. That is the
process, and that is the procedure. Make no mistake
about it, though. The fact is that the government en-
sured that there was an out in this process of the Bal-
anced Budget and Ministerial Accountability Act.

That's one thing. The other thing I want to highlight
is this. Of course, there are other incidences in which the
government has run into situations where their budget
would be over budget per the blue books, the budget
books that were provided during budget time. You
know what? The one situation that comes to mind where
that was the situation happens to be the Premier's office.

I raise this because I think it's very interesting. The
minister and the government found a way to get
around that, too, so that the Premier was not faced
with the embarrassing moment of having a 20-percent
reduction of his salary for running over his own
budget. All he did was move an element within his
bailiwick in the Premier's office into another minister's
area so that he could say: "Well, I'm not overspending.
For sure, I'm not overspending, because we're moving
some of the stuff away so that I don't have to take the
budget associated with it."

The item that comes to mind around that, to my
recollection, happens to be a thing called the portal.
You'll remember the portal situation, Madam Speaker.
That was the time when the Premier had this big portal
experiment with computer systems that he wanted to
oversee, and it was, therefore, in his ministry, if you
will, or in his budget for the Premier's office.

It turns out that the portal experiment was a bit of a
failure. It couldn't quite deliver on what the govern-
ment had hoped it would. It cost a lot more money
than they thought that it would. It was a complete dis-
aster. So I guess the Premier thought better of it and
said: "Better move that out of my office so that (a) the
failure doesn't reside in my office and (b) I wouldn't be
over budget."

That's how the government deals with that on the
accountability measure — not that the government
actually went out and gave detailed information on the
failed portal experiment to the public to be held ac-
countable on how that money — I believe it was $6
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million — didn't quite yield the return to the govern-
ment. It's not that kind of accountability but the ac-
countability of making sure that the Premier's salary
was not dinged by 20 percent. They found a way to
deal with that.

[1020]

Interestingly, I actually spoke with some folks in
the tech sector about the portal experiment. Some folks
in the tech sector actually said to me, in fact, that they
were so interested in working with the government, in
trying to make the project work — they wanted to
really build some credibility, to use their expertise to
assist the province in this work — that they offered to
do this project for free for the government. It was
turned down by the government at that time. Why? I'll
never know. If that made some sort of financial sense,
I'll never know.

That would not only have delivered a project that was
valuable to British Columbians, but it would also have
allowed the Premier — without having to move that em-
barrassing failed project, which the government had tried
to undertake, into someone else's bailiwick, into another
minister's bailiwick — to not have to face the embarrass-
ing moment of a 20-percent reduction in his salary for
overruns in the Premier's office. But that was rejected by
the Premier's office, I believe — by this government.

There's a question that needs to be asked, perhaps,
around the accountability on that. Why wouldn't the
government explain to British Columbians why they
rejected that offer? And what financial sense did that
make for British Columbians?

That's the second thing that I want to highlight re-
lated to this bill in terms of government's ability to get
away from accountability. That's the truth of it. There are
a number of ways in which the government can embark
on getting away from explaining to the public and being
held to account to the public around these issues.

The issue, of course, before us with this bill centres
around the bonus payment. Yes, in fact, before the matter
was even brought before the House for discussion around
the $1 billion bonus paid for the public sector, the minister
had already announced that that was what she was doing
— before the debate came before this House. It's true, as
the Minister of Labour says, that when it did finally come
before this House for debate, it was debated — albeit late,
but it was debated in this House — and was passed by
every member in this House.

I remember, in engaging in that debate, my wish
was that the Minister of Finance would be successful.
Because to achieve labour peace for British Columbians
is significant for every one of us, and I do believe every
one of us wants that in this province. I was a bit wor-
ried — given the history of the past, given the last four
years of performance by the Liberal government and
their treatment of labour and given how, for example,
they reduced and rolled back wages for some of the
health care workers in the province and how they
really just generally treated labour with such disrespect
— whether or not this would be successful.

Nonetheless, my wish was, as is the entire NDP
caucus's wish, for the government to achieve success in

that process. We're seeing some successes arising from
it. There's still some work to be done with some other
sectors, but to date there's been some good news
around the issue of labour peace.

I want to say this very clearly to the people who
contributed in that process, the negotiators who've
worked hard in achieving that: thank you to the nego-
tiators on both sides — on both sides — for achieving
and reaching agreement on the negotiations with the
public sector.

[1025]

The dollars that we're talking about — 20 percent of
the Minister of Finance's salary, which is the base MLA
salary of $75,400, with the additional $39,000 for minis-
terial duties, comes to $114,400. So 20 percent of that is
$22,880. So I would venture to say that this bill gives
the Minister of Finance a bonus of $22,880 — effec-
tively, that's what it is — because this bill exempts the
minister from violating the government's own law on
accountability of not overspending. However you jus-
tify it, the reality is that we have a bill before us that
exempts the penalty that came with the Balanced
Budget and Ministerial Accountability Act for any min-
ister for overspending their own budget.

In this sense, I would venture to say that what
we're doing here is passing a bill to give the Minister of
Finance a $22,880 bonus. Effectively, that's what this
bill does, that's what the government is asking the Leg-
islature to do, and effectively, it is the way in which the
minister and this government can come around and
say that they have been accountable.

Of course, as I mentioned, the whole structure of the
Balanced Budget and Ministerial Accountability Act was
set up in such a way that the government always has an
out, so that the penalty would never actually apply.
That's what we've seen in the past with other ministers
where they've had such a bill brought forward so they
would not be penalized. Today, with the Minister of
Finance, it is the same pattern that follows. With that,
what Bill 6 does is to write a bonus cheque for the Minis-
ter of Finance in the amount of $22,880.

Hon. M. de Jong: Thanks, Madam Speaker, and to
the member for her contribution to the debate.

I won't take long in summation except to make, I
hope, two points — or try to make two points. I heard
during the course of the member's remarks a phrase
that troubled me a little bit. I may have heard more
than one phrase that troubled me a little bit, but there
was one that stuck in my mind particularly. The sug-
gestion was made that the debate around the granting
of the spending authority for the incentive pay oc-
curred too late. I think I know the point the member
was trying to make, and I'm simply going to say that I
disagree profoundly.

[Mr. Speaker in the chair.]
Yes, the Finance Minister — at a time when she was

obliged to, in my view, practically if not legally — dis-
closed what the mandate was moving forward through
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negotiations late last fall and indicated what the gov-
ernment hoped to bring to the table, based on the in-
formation available to her. Then, at the first opportu-
nity upon the resumption of the sitting of the House —
the very first opportunity — she tabled the necessary
legislation for consideration by this House.

I think it bears for members, some of whom were
here and some of whom weren't — the opposition Fi-
nance critic, of course, was — to compare what has
taken place here, and what does take place here now,
with former practices. We now have a parliamentary
calendar which affords all members the certainty of
knowing when we're going to be sitting here and when
we're not. I can assure those that weren't here that that
provides great peace of mind and certainty.

Moreover, we have a fixed budget date, and ironi-
cally, that fixed budget date takes place prior to the end
of the fiscal year, which I can tell you was not always the
norm under previous years — and not just previous
NDP administrations, but earlier than that as well. So we
now have a situation where we can give proper consid-
eration to the budget, proper consideration to the esti-
mates and, as we are in the process of doing right now,
proper consideration, absent of any sense of crisis, of
interim supply while we move through that.

[1030]

Here's the key point that I do want to make: the
Finance Minister and the government came before this
House prior to committing to the expenditure of any of
that $1 billion to seek the authority of this House to
enter into those agreements.

Now, let's contrast that specifically with how an
NDP government functioned. I was here. The opposi-
tion Finance critic was here as well. What happened
then? Without any legislative authority, the NDP
spent the money. They did it on the basis of some-
thing called special warrants, and then they came
back here and said to this House: "Oops, we were
over budget. Not only were we over budget, gro-
tesquely over budget, but we spent the money. Now
we're asking your forgiveness and your endorse-
ment." And armed with a majority, as governments
generally are, they would get it.

But that is a far different, far less transparent and, by
any measure, far less accountable process than the one we
have now. I hope the member will forgive me. I didn't
hear her final comment, and I didn't actually hear whether
she is supporting the opposition or supporting the bill or
not. But if they're not, then I would like to know that. Be-
cause if there is opposition to the notion that the govern-
ment would come before this House and say, in as pro-
cedurally clean a manner as I can conceive of in a parlia-
mentary democracy, that we have realized additional
revenues that no one could have anticipated because of
what was happening with natural gas prices....

We have made a corporate decision as government
to allocate a significant amount of those revenues to the
negotiating process. We seek the approval of this Legis-
lature to do that, and in the pro-cess, we don't think
any one member of this assembly or cabinet minister
should be penalized for doing that.

If the opposition thinks that seeking that approval
from this assembly.... In fairness to the member, she
conceded that seeking the approval was appropriate.
But if they don't want to give it, if they think the Fi-
nance Minister today should be penalized for following
a process that in my view is as transparent and as ac-
countable as any Legislature could conceive of, then
they should make that clear. They should stand up and
tell people that they think the Finance Minister should
be penalized.

I suppose they would bring the same argument in
the event of a Forest Minister having to dip into addi-
tional revenues to fight forest fires. That would techni-
cally require a similar provision that hasn't passed, and
they would take the view that the minister responsible
should be penalized.

The purpose behind this act is to bring a sense of
personal accountability to the management of taxpay-
ers' resources. That's what this act is about. If you look
at the record, if you look at the fact that we have a fixed
budget day, if you look at the fact that we file service
plans, if you look at the fact that each and every budget
cycle, each and every fiscal year the government has
over-performed, then I think by any comparative as-
sessment that this government has performed well and
satisfies any test of accountability.

[1035]

Let's just keep in perspective what's taking place
here. The government has come before the chamber
armed with the knowledge that it had additional reve-
nues and, at the very earliest instance following the
throne speech and introduction of the budget, said:
"Before we can spend that money, we require the au-
thorization of this chamber, in our view. We require
that authorization to enter into those agreements. And
yes, there is urgency. We need to do so this fiscal year,
because — you know what, Mr. Speaker? — the gov-
ernment did something else. It not only accepted gen-
erally accepted accounting principles; it embraced
them and said: "Our operations will be guided by those
principles."

That, if one looks at what has happened in the past
under the NDP, is very much a foreign concept for
members of the New Democratic Party, because under
those principles you can't actually roll money over into
other years.

An Hon. Member: Are you asking for our support?

Hon. M. de Jong: It actually gets spent in that fiscal
year, or it goes to the repayment of the debt.

The member asks if we are asking for support. Of
course I am, and I hope we get it. If we don't, I think it
will speak volumes. It will speak volumes in addition
to what we've seen in the past when the NDP were in
power. It will speak volumes about what the notion of
accountability truly is for members on that side of the
House.

The bill is a logical application of the principle of
accountability as set out in the Balanced Budget and
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Ministerial Accountability Act. I commend it to all
members of the House, and I move second reading.
[1040]

Second reading of Bill 6 approved unanimously on
a division. [See Votes and Proceedings.]

Hon. M. de Jong: I move that the bill be referred to
a Committee of the Whole House for consideration at
the next sitting of the House after today.

Bill 6, Ministerial Accountability Bases Act, 2005-
2006, read a second time and referred to a Committee
of the Whole House for consideration at the next sitting
of the House after today.

[1045]

Hon. M. de Jong: I call, in this chamber, committee
stage of Bill 2.

Committee of the Whole House

BUDGET MEASURES
IMPLEMENTATION ACT, 2006

The House in Committee of the Whole (Section B)
on Bill 2; S. Hammell in the chair.

The committee met at 10:47 a.m.
On section 1.

J. Kwan: I have some questions for the minister. I
guess it would be, really, the cluster of questions for
sections 1 to 5, centred around the Home Owner Grant
Act. First of all, I would like to ask the question: the
non-profit sector and the co-op sector — are they quali-
fied for this grant?

Hon. C. Taylor: There has been no change in the
eligibility, so yes, they still qualify.

J. Kwan: Just so that I'm completely clear.... I'm not
quite sure, actually, how that system works with non-
profits and with co-ops. Is the application for each unit,
or is it for the entire site — per building?

Hon. C. Taylor: It is for the co-op as a whole.

J. Kwan: So it's for co-ops. Is it just co-ops? I
think the earlier answer from the minister was that it
applies to both the non-profit sector and the co-
operative sectors. I just want to have some clarifica-
tion on that.

Hon. C. Taylor: If it is residential — obviously; this
is a homeowner's grant — and if they pay property
taxes, then it applies to the owner.

J. Kwan: In most instances it would be owned by a
non-profit for the non-profit housing side. For a co-

operative it would be the cooperative, so they would
put in an application and they would get $100 off their
property tax. Essentially, that's what we're talking
about, whether it's a 60-unit housing project or a three-
unit housing project.

[1050]

Hon. C. Taylor: We do believe it's per unit. We
were looking to see if there were any subtleties or odd
circumstances. But my response to you at this point....
We'll check to see if there are any variations on that,
but it's per unit. This is assuming that paying property
tax is assessed per unit — right?

J. Kwan: So the earlier answer on whether it's per
building or per unit, when the minister said it was per
building, is not the case. It's per unit. This is the latest
answer from the minister.

Understanding that, then, it's on a per-unit basis
with the non-profit sector. Presumably, for some of
them that's true. I know that in the city of Vancouver
some of the non-profit housing projects are exempt
from property taxes by the city of Vancouver, under a
special act that the city had actually brought forward
from years and years ago. Some of them now have to
pay, though. I'm sure that's the case all throughout
B.C., in other communities as well.

It's on a per-unit basis in terms of the calculations.
So each unit.... If it's a 60-unit building, let's just say,
then they would be eligible for 60 $100 homeowner
grants, and it is not on a per-building basis. If the min-
ister can confirm that, then I'll ask my next question
around this area.

Hon. C. Taylor: As I said, when you ask to whom
the cheque went, it would be to the co-op. The amount
would be determined. If the property tax is per unit,
then the grant is per unit in terms of the dollars, but it
would be paid to the co-op.

J. Kwan: The minister said that if the property taxes
were per unit, then the calculation would be on a per-
unit basis, but the cheque would be sent to the co-op or
to the non-profit society. Property taxes, as far as I
know, generally don't break it down on a unit-by-unit
basis. Generally, it's a tax bill that comes for the site.

The only scenario that I can think of where prop-
erty taxes are calculated on a unit-by-unit basis would
be condominiums, for example, that are stratified. I'm
not quite sure what the minister means by that in terms
of that calculation pertaining to non-profits and to co-
operatives.

Hon. C. Taylor: As I said, we're looking to see if
there are any exceptions to this, and we'll certainly get
the answers to you while we continue the discussion.

J. Kwan: If the minister could provide clarity on
this issue as she gets the information, I would appreci-
ate that. It would be good to know how this would

apply.
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Okay, then. What about the assisted-living sector?
Does this apply?
[1055]

Hon. C. Taylor: In clarification of the previous
question, the corporation itself applies for the home-
owner grant, but it's based on a per-unit. In your ex-
ample where the co-op had 60 units, it would be 60
homeowner grants, but it's the corporation that applies
for that grant.

On your question on assisted living, there are vari-
ous definitions of assisted living. One of the things I
should emphasize here is that we haven't changed any
of this. These have been the homeowner grant regula-
tions and criteria all along. We have not done any ad-
justments here.

In assisted-living units, they go from minimal as-
sisted living to some that are pretty closely aligned
with extended care. So it would depend on the specific
unit you would be talking about, whether they are des-
ignated as residential and whether they're in fact pay-
ing property tax. As we said before, there are some
facilities that are exempt from property tax, so it would
depend on the specific location — the specific defini-
tion that you are asking.

J. Kwan: If a unit, whether it is a cooperative housing
unit or a non-profit housing unit or assisted-living unit
or extended care unit.... As long as the designation is
residential, then it qualifies. Would that be a good way
of summarizing the minister's answer and understand-
ing how this homeowner grant would apply?

The Chair: Excuse me for a minute. What we're do-
ing is talking about the previous act rather than the exist-
ing bill. The rules and regulations are existing with the
existing act. What this act is doing is moving from the
act to regulation, setting the amount. Is that correct?

Hon. C. Taylor: That is part of this. The other part
is to add a definition to the threshold amount but also,
as you have suggested, to say that we can do the
changes in dollar amount by regulation going forward.

The Chair: Okay. The debate should be relevant to
the section under consideration.

J. Kwan: Sorry. I was waiting for the minister's an-
swer.

Hon. C. Taylor: Hon. Chair, I take your advice, and
we will just answer questions on....

J. Kwan: The question put to the minister, I think, is
relevant to the bill in this context. There is an extension
of a $100 homeowner grant. Its application of who can
qualify for it and how one goes about qualifying for it,
I'would think, are within the context of this debate.

[1100]

So to get some clarity on it.... I'll tell you that I'm

not clear in terms of that. If I was a non-profit sector, I

would be sitting there wondering if I would be quali-
fied for this $100 addition in terms of the homeowner
grant. I don't know that, Madam Chair, which is why I
think the clarity is important for them to know. There
are many housing projects out there, assisted-living or
otherwise, and it would be good for them to know
whether or not they have $100 for the whole site in
terms of a grant coming back to them or if it's $6,100
per building, and so on, which can make a significant
difference for the budgeting of the non-profits in that
context. So that's why I ask the questions.

Then, of course, in another realm my colleague the
critic for Small Business was asking the minister in the
estimates debate around the application of the home-
owner grant related to float homes versus manufac-
tured homes, for example. In fact, the Minister of Small
Business referred those questions to the Minister of
Finance when we debate this matter, so we need some
clarity in terms of who qualifies and who doesn't. So to
the minister on that question, and then also around
float homes and manufactured homes.

Hon. C. Taylor: I will just say again that this bill
does not touch the present criteria, so anyone who is
currently receiving the homeowner grant will receive
the additional grant. It's that simple. We are not chang-
ing any of the criteria for to whom this applies.

J. Kwan: Float homes — are they qualified?
The Chair: Member, it's not relevant to this bill.

J. Kwan: Well, thank you for that advice, Madam
Chair. If it's not relevant to the bill in terms of who is
qualified and who is not qualified, then I will just ask this
of the minister. In terms of trying to get this information
for the public, will the minister then simply provide this
information to me by writing so that I could let the com-
munity know? I've had questions from the community
around this bill — whether or not they qualify for the
additional $100 — and I can't answer that question. I sim-
ply don't know, and I thought the purpose was to get
clarity here in these debates. But apparently that's not the
case. So can the minister actually provide that information
to me in writing at a separate time?

Hon. C. Taylor: Obviously, who is eligible for the
homeowner grant is public information, and we'd be
happy to supply that information.

J. Kwan: I would think that is actually information
that the minister will want to send out to the public.
There is confusion around who is qualified because, as
far as I know, manufactured homes are qualified, for
example, but float homes are not, and that confuses me.
Why wouldn't float homes, for example, be qualified
for this additional $100? And is there an appeal
mechanism, for example, for one to want to raise these
matters if they don't qualify for the additional $100?

These are all relevant questions, public information
that I would think the public would want to know and
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would want to get clarity from the minister on. So I
would appreciate that information from the minister.

How many individuals or corporations, coopera-
tives, non-profits, and so on, would be qualified for
this additional $100? What is it now?

Hon. C. Taylor: Hon. Chair, 95 percent of the homes
in British Columbia are covered by this homeowner
grant.

J. Kwan: What's the number on that?
Hon. C. Taylor: It's over 900,000 homes.

J. Kwan: So it's 900,000 homes, and that includes
the co-op, the non-profits, the assisted-living and so on.
Okay. So I'll just await that list in terms of who is quali-
fied and who's not.

Is there anybody that's not qualified that comes to
mind for the minister?

[1105]

Hon. C. Taylor: People who are not homeowners.

J. Kwan: Wow, that's a good revelation. Would a
float home be considered as a home?

Sections 1 to 5 inclusive approved.
On section 6.

J. Kwan: Yes, on section 6, which deals with the
Income Tax Act. This piece deals with the taxpayer
being able to claim medical expenses on behalf of a
dependent — from $5,000 to $10,000. Is it the case that
anybody who was formerly qualified for the deduction
would be eligible to access this higher level of deduc-
tion?

Hon. C. Taylor: Yes.

J. Kwan: What does the record show now in terms
of the number of people that are qualified?

Hon. C. Taylor: In B.C. there are about 800 who
claim this expense.

J. Kwan: What's the impact of this on the provincial
revenue?

Hon. C. Taylor: With this increase of claims that
you can have for a dependent relative, it will increase
our costs to about $500,000 — so from $250,000 to
about $500,000.

Section 6 approved.

On section 7.

J. Kwan: On section 7, which deals with the B.C.
flow-through mining expenditure. Again, the question

on this is: what's the impact of this tax credit on the
provincial revenue?

Hon. C. Taylor: It's expected to cost an additional
$3 million a year.

J. Kwan: What was it before?

Hon. C. Taylor: Since this is just an extension, a
continuation of the program.... It's not an addition, so
the same number applies. This is just extending the
period of time that this tax credit exists.

J. Kwan: When was this brought in?
[1110]

Hon. C. Taylor: It was brought in, in July 2001.
Sections 7 to 9 inclusive approved.
On section 10.

J. Kwan: Sections 10 and 11 deal with the film in-
dustry tax credit. Yes. So again, on this question, it's for
film and video productions to 2008.

On this tax credit, could the minister please advise
on the question of how much the impact is on the pro-
vincial treasury on this tax credit? And what was it, I
guess, running up till now?

Hon. C. Taylor: The additional tax credit is about
$30 million per year.

J. Kwan: Does that break down in accordance with
what's outlined in the bill under the explanatory notes
— that being "10 percent of the qualified B.C. labour
expenditure in respect of eligible productions for
which the principal photography begins" for this pe-
riod, and then the tax credit of 7 percent for the accred-
ited qualified B.C. labour expenditure for the Decem-
ber 31 period to 2008? In other words, the $30 million,
in terms of the tax credit that's yielded to the compa-
nies for the film and video productions — does it break
down in terms of what percentage for what area?

Hon. C. Taylor: The breakdown for the B.C. film
and the foreign film: the B.C. film, the cost is approxi-
mately $48 million a year; and the foreign, $77 million.

J. Kwan: So that $30 million additional — how does
that break down?

Hon. C. Taylor: It's obviously in the same propor-
tion, so we're just doing our math. It works out to
about $12 million and $18 million — so 12 B.C., 18 for-
eign.

J. Kwan: In total, then, for B.C. film. With this addi-
tional tax credit, we're looking at about $60 million per
year on the provincial treasury, and then for the for-
eign films, $95 million. Did I do my math right?
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Hon. C. Taylor: The 12 and 18 were included in the
48 and 77.

J. Kwan: So I guess, then, subtracting as opposed to
adding it in terms of what it was. Then we're looking at
$36 million for the B.C. film and $59 million for foreign.

Are we expecting that figure to stay constant until
2008? Is that our expectation?

[1115]

Hon. C. Taylor: Because this, of course, is depend-
ent on the success of the industry, it does bounce
around a little bit. But at moment the industry seems to
be very strong, so we certainly think it will be at least
this.

J. Kwan: If the budgeted amount, which I guess is
the extra $30 million budgeted for this fiscal, and pre-
sumably that's been budgeted for every budget cycle
after that until 2008.... If the dollars or the credit come
in at a higher amount than what the government has
budgeted for, would that money then come out of con-
tingency within the ministry?

Hon. C. Taylor: The government books don't work
exactly like that, because with revenue, of course, if the
business is doing very well, then we will be getting
more in corporate income tax from it. At the same time
the tax credit numbers would go up as well.

J. Kwan: Yes, we would be getting more revenues,
but the revenue would actually then be calculated in
the ministry of revenues — right? When that money
comes in but is not money that's allocated for spending
other than what's been budgeted.... If it goes above the
budget, how does one go about calculating and ac-
counting for that portion that's over the budget?

Hon. C. Taylor: Of course, tax is just a revenue
item. It's not a spending item. So we see these numbers
change constantly throughout the year in terms of the
tax dollars that come in or in terms of credits. If the
credits go up, it means that's fewer dollars in.

It's not a matter of talking about contingencies or
where else do you get it. It just shows you the dollars on
your bottom line that have come in from revenue. If the
business is doing extremely well, then we will get extra
revenues on the line that says corporate income tax, and
we will get fewer dollars because we will spend more on
tax credits than we might have assumed.

Sections 10 and 11 approved.
On section 12.

J. Kwan: The section here deals with a formula to
calculate the international financial activity income,
and under the explanatory notes, it states that it re-
moves the adjusted interest from the formula to calcu-
late adjusted international financial activity income.
Could the minister please explain how this would

work? And when it talks about the adjusted interest,
what is it referring to?

Hon. C. Taylor: The exchange is being made because
we don't believe that the original formula worked prop-
erly. It was intended initially to make sure that compa-
nies weren't overstating interest income, but we now
have very low interest rates, and for a lot of reasons, the
formula wasn't working. This is just clarifying it for
companies so that they know what the rules are.

[1120]

J. Kwan: When the minister says the formula before
wasn't working, was it based on a fixed interest as op-
posed to an adjusted interest? Is that the problem, and
that's why the amendment is being brought here?

Hon. C. Taylor: The previous formula actually re-
duced the interest expense to 65 percent of interest
income whether, in fact, that was the number. So, espe-
cially if you're dealing with very small numbers, that
just didn't make any sense at all. There have been some
problems trying to figure it out, and our Finance staff
had a look at it and believed that it wasn't working as a
formula. That's why we were taking it out.

[S. Hawkins in the chair.]
Section 12 approved.
On section 13.

J. Kwan: Section 13 deals with the Mineral Tax Act,
which is supposed to clarify the gross revenues from
the operation of a mine for cases where mineral prod-
ucts from the mine are sold to a related person operat-
ing the same mine and the sale is for the purposes of
fulfilling a pre-existing contract.

When it says that it's clarifying the gross revenues,
could the minister please explain what that means?

Hon. C. Taylor: This is an attempt to close a loop-
hole where we're trying to prevent companies being
able to sell to a related firm or company at a low cost.
Therefore, it would show on their books as being low
revenue, and they wouldn't have to pay much tax on it.
This is to prevent that.

J. Kwan: So in other words, we've had situations
where, I guess, companies try to take advantage of this
tax act by purposely lowballing, if you will, the value
of their company or their shares, thereby coming up
with a lower gross revenue figure. I presume it's the
formula on the next page, on page 3 of the bill, where it
says that proportionate share equals transaction value
times purchased mineral product over total mineral
product. Using that formula would fix the problem?

Hon. C. Taylor: We had one example where it was
a difference of opinion and not someone who was spe-
cifically trying to avoid the tax, but because of their
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circumstances they did sell to a related party at a lower
price. We disagreed with them and, from Finance Min-
istry's point of view, assessed them at a higher tax.
They appealed it, and actually the situation was such
that we thought we had better clarify this, because they
were technically following the previous act properly.
We want to do this now so that that can't happen in the
future.

[1125]

J. Kwan: Okay. We know, then, what's happened in
the past and what this is trying to correct. With the
formula that's on page 3 of the bill, is it the case that the
application of this formula will then fix the problem?
Am I understanding this correctly?

The incident that the minister alluded to, did it only
occur once? Is that why this is brought to light at this
moment?

Hon. C. Taylor: Yes.
Section 13 approved.
On section 14.

J. Kwan: Section 14 adds biodiesel fuel to the defi-
nition of marine diesel fuel and motive fuel. My under-
standing is.... Oh no, I'm sorry. That's actually the next
section. Okay.

By doing this, what kinds of impacts are there with
respect to the provincial treasury?

Hon. C. Taylor: Virtually no impact. It's such a small,
small part of the market that it will have no impact.

J. Kwan: How did this get brought forward to be in
the bill?

Hon. C. Taylor: In doing our own due diligence, we
noticed that biodiesel fuel at 100 percent was not taxed,
whereas diesel fuel, of course, is. That's not proper, so
we're just trying to make sure that it gets captured.

Sections 14 and 15 approved.
On section 16.

J. Kwan: Section 16 deals with the Motor Fuel Tax
Act, which authorizes the use of coloured fuel in all
unlicensed motor vehicles. I guess the question for the
minister on this relates to 16 to 18, actually. Sections 16
to 18 all deal with this. Could the minister please ex-
plain again why this amendment is tabled at this time?

Hon. C. Taylor: This is one that has come up to us
from our various round tables that we've done around
the province looking at small business and some of the
taxation issues. It was pointed out that our current leg-
islation is set up so that we would list the piece of
equipment that would be exempt and would be able to
use the coloured fuel, which has a lower gas tax.

However, we couldn't keep up with all of the ma-
chinery that's used off-road in, for instance, the forestry
industry, oil and gas and mining. Rather than continue
to chase after this and keep adding a different name of
a different piece of equipment, we have turned it
around and said the better way to do it is say that all
unlicensed vehicles — in other words, that are not us-
ing our roads — may use the coloured fuel.

J. Kwan: In that consultation process, did the gov-
ernment bring this item up for consideration with, let's
say, environmental groups or other groups?

[1130]

Hon. C. Taylor: No, my impression is that it came
up through all of our prebudget consultation around
the province. That took various forms, of course, and I
know that the member opposite actually sat on the
Finance Committee that listened to a lot of the requests
from the community. Since I wasn't at all of those meet-
ings, I can't say with certainty, but to my knowledge I
didn't receive any specific consultation with the envi-
ronmental communities.

J. Kwan: Maybe the minister could provide infor-
mation to the House, then, on the list of groups with
which the government consulted related to this. I sat
on the Finance Committee, and to my recollection —
and I'm looking to the Chair of the Finance Committee
— I don't recall a presentation on this. That doesn't
mean that it might not have been made, but to my rec-
ollection I don't remember any presenters coming to
talk about coloured gasoline and diesel for unlicensed
vehicles.

In any event, though, the minister says the consul-
tation was done, and I'd be interested in getting a list of
folks that the government consulted with. If I could get
that at some other time, that would be great.

Hon. C. Taylor: The consultation comes to us in
various ways. Sometimes we receive letters. I'm not
sure if we received any letters on this particular one.

A major job for our Minister of Small Business and
Revenue is to do these business round tables around
the province, where he invites people to come forward
and talk about issues that they believe are unfair and
bring them to our attention. This was certainly a major
one that the minister brought to our attention.

J. Kwan: Should my request be directed to the Min-
ister of Small Business and Revenue?

Hon. C. Taylor: I'm sure that the Minister of Small
Business and Revenue could give a much more de-
tailed presentation of how many people spoke to the
committee about this issue.

J. Kwan: I take that answer as meaning that I
should ask the Minister of Small Business and Revenue
for that information, which we'll follow up on. I'm just
curious about it in terms of how it came about —
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maybe it makes ample sense — and also in terms of
who the government consulted with and whether or
not there are different issues related to this. That's all
that I'm trying to figure out.

I'm ready, then, to move on to section 21.

Sections 16 to 20 inclusive approved.
On section 21.

J. Kwan: Section 21 eliminates the PST on all the
labour services related to software. It also impacts sec-
tion 22 in terms of personal property. Could the minis-
ter please tell us, for the PST component: what is the
estimation within the ministry of where the application
of this PST elimination would apply to corporations
versus individuals?

[1135]

Hon. C. Taylor: The overwhelming part of this will
apply to businesses, benefit businesses primarily. We
did an estimation, but we won't know until we've been
through a year. But we broke it down: $30 million and
$5 million, but I emphasize that that is an estimation.

J. Kwan: I'm sorry. Did the minister say $30 million
and $5 million? So $30 million goes into corporations,
and then $5 million is estimated to be going to indi-
viduals for a total of $35 million.

In terms of the corporations, and I guess that's for any
corporation.... For example, in the health care sector with
doctors, part of the settlement that relates, I read in the
paper, deals with a promotion to upgrade their database
and so on, so this would actually make a significant dif-
ference for them. Am I correct to assume that?

Hon. C. Taylor: First of all, it's not just big busi-
nesses; it's small businesses in particular. We felt this
will make an important difference for them. But I must
remind everyone that this is just on the servicing of
software. This is not on the purchasing of software.
This is the servicing of software, the installation, the
modifications, the upgrades.

J. Kwan: I do know that it is about upgrades of
software and so on. Of the $30 million, what's the
breakdown with the subgroups within that in terms of
the sizes of the corporations?

Hon. C. Taylor: This is a new program, and we
would not be able to guess what that breakdown will
be until we've had a little bit of experience with this.

J. Kwan: I'm sorry. I was interrupted for a moment.
I didn't catch the last bit of the minister's answer.

Hon. C. Taylor: This is a new program, so we would
not know at this point how exactly that will break down.

J. Kwan: Does the ministry have an estimation? The
minister does have an estimation of $30 million for

corporations, but within that, is there some sort of an
estimation in terms of how that would break down
with the sizes of the corporations?

Hon. C. Taylor: Our information, of course, will
come from the person providing the services. They are
the people collecting the tax, so we would not have any
idea who their customers are.

J. Kwan: One more question, and then I'm going to
yield the floor to my colleague. When the minister gets
the information, then — when the numbers are coming
in — could the minister provide that information by
way of that breakdown for the opposition?

Hon. C. Taylor: We will never have that informa-
tion. The companies who provide the services and in-
stall and upgrade and improve software do not tell us
and would have no intention of telling government
who their customers are.

J. Kwan: You know, I do find the minister's answer
troubling. The issue here is not about telling anybody
who their customers are. The government is providing
a tax break for corporations. They are providing a tax
break for individuals.

The minister said, in her answer to me earlier, that
the tax break is not necessarily for big corporations or
small businesses, that it's just generally for people who
want to access the service. But the government has an
estimation of the amount which the minister expects
that this tax break would apply to corporations: $30
million. Surely there's some interest in trying to find
out how that breaks down.

[1140]

Nobody is telling anybody that they should be say-
ing who their customer base should be. But if we're
going to give a tax break to British Columbians,
shouldn't we actually have more information and work
towards getting the information on who this should be
benefiting and how tax dollars are being used in that
context? That's the basis of my questions.

Hon. C. Taylor: Surely the member opposite un-
derstands that when you give a tax exemption to a ser-
vice provider, they are the business that receives the
benefit. It is to go two steps further and say: "Oh, and
by the way, Mr. Server, whose computer did you fix
today?" He's not about to tell the government that, and
I don't think any of us want to be in a country where a
person cannot properly do their own business.

This is very simply a PST exemption for those peo-
ple who provide servicing on computer software.
Whether they're installing it or upgrading it or modify-
ing it, or whether they're doing it for the grocery store
down the street or for a big corporation or for anyone
in this House, it's PST-exempt on the services that are
provided for upgrading computer software.

J. Kwan: The issue, of course, is that in terms of
taxation policies, it's all centred around priorities —
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priorities of who we're targeting and for what commu-
nities, and which individuals, corporations and busi-
nesses are trying to get a benefit that the government is
trying to promote. One would assume that much, but
without this basic information, it's hard for anyone to
be able to say: "Hey, you know what? The government
is supporting small businesses to this degree."

All that the government would be able to say is,
"Oh, we're supporting businesses," and make this sort
of broad statement. Maybe that's the intent here
around this section of the bill, so that government can
claim they are supporting everyone without telling
British Columbians who exactly they are supporting
and to what degree and by how much, using taxpayers'
money.

B. Ralston: Just a couple questions of clarification
about the application of this particular alteration of the
Social Service Tax Act. If a company does those modifi-
cations internally, using their own pre-existing labour,
then this would not apply to them?

Hon. C. Taylor: There is no benefit to a company
doing the work themselves internally.

B. Ralston: Then is the perceived purpose of this
policy to provide incentives to those companies who
provide that service to other companies as an external
service?

Hon. C. Taylor: This initiative came to us very di-
rectly and forcefully in our Small Business Roundtables
as we went around the province. A lot of companies
were complaining about the complexity of what they
were trying to handle but also the necessity to do this.
One of the issues that became apparent was that it
would probably benefit smaller companies more, be-
cause a lot of big companies internally, as the member
opposite has suggested, take care of their own software
issues.

For a couple of reasons, this looked like an impor-
tant initiative to do. It would encourage productivity
within the businesses, but it would also — probably
disproportionately — help smaller businesses.

B. Ralston: The breakdown that the minister has
spoken of, the individuals who provide those services
— presumably, then, those are self-employed indi-
viduals who would self-report the work that they've
done.

Hon. C. Taylor: I believe the member opposite is
misunderstanding the $35 million breakdown. That
was in breaking down who would be served by this
PST exemption. We think $5 million will be directly in
individuals' hands, but we estimate $30 million will be
in businesses. The whole package is a PST exemption
for the people who provide the services, who install
software, who modify software.

Sections 21 and 22 approved.

On section 23.

J. Kwan: Section 23 deals with the tax threshold for
higher-cost vehicles. Could the minister please advise:
the dollar figures that have been selected for the pur-
poses of this bill — where did the figures come from?
How did the government arrive at these figures?

[1145]

Hon. C. Taylor: This initiative came to us from,
again, not just the Small Business Roundtable but also
from the Finance Committee. The suggestion was that
for people, especially in rural areas and in the north,
who drive pickups to all of a sudden, because they are
more costly than our previous threshold, be paying
luxury car tax on a work vehicle.... This was a very
strong lobby saying that we must change this. So we
based it on the price of a three-quarter-ton, diesel, well-
equipped pickup. The attempt was there to make sure
that those people who are using these kinds of vehicles
for their work would not be subject to the luxury tax.

J. Kwan: Yes, I remember that debate, actually, in
the Finance Committee. We were trying to figure out,
in the context, how to apply it, particularly for those
rural communities where weather and road conditions
have a major impact for people. Therefore, bigger vehi-
cles are often necessary for them to get around. There
were issues, then, related to that in terms of how you
distinguish those individuals who used the vehicle for
the purposes of work versus not, for example, and
therefore, what the appropriate size is.

The Finance Committee never actually arrived at
what the appropriate size was and how to distinguish
all of these issues. In the end, the Finance Committee
just simply decided: "Well, let the Ministry of Finance
worry about that." However, we noted that there are
issues related to rural communities.

Then coming to that, on the question around dis-
tinguishing workers — people who use their vehicles
for work versus people who don't, for example — was
that a consideration in how the government came up
with this proposal?

Hon. C. Taylor: We struggled in Finance — just as
the Finance Committee struggled — with this issue,
because it's a hard one to get at. I initially felt that it's
pretty easy to define a pickup truck. Let's just say it's
for pickup trucks, because the one-ton trucks, of
course, are exempt. But this three-quarter-ton area was
getting hit with the tax. We found that, in fact, it was
very hard to define, for legislative purposes, a pickup
truck. If you start to say "a truck base," then all of a
sudden you've got lots of very expensive SUVs that use
truck bases, and so that didn't work.

We've gone at this from several directions, trying to
most fairly pinpoint the area we were going at. We
believed that by picking off the three-quarter-ton diesel
truck, that was the best way of getting at it. It's impos-
sible, of course, ever to say to someone who's buying a
truck: "How much are you going to use it for work, and
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how much are you going to use it in your private life?"
So we did not look it at it from that point of view.

D. Chudnovsky: Thank you, Madam Chair, and

good morning to you and to the minister and her staff.
I wonder if I could, just for a minute or two, pursue
the issue that my colleague from Vancouver-Mount
Pleasant was discussing and perhaps come at it from a
slightly different perspective. Is the ministry able to
predict how many vehicles we're talking about provid-

ing the exemption to with the change in the threshold?
[1150]

Hon. C. Taylor: Again, of course, these are estimates
because we don't know what the market will be. We don't
know who is buying cars these days, but we estimate that
there will be 8,000 vehicles sold that will benefit from this
which wouldn't have under the previous threshold.

D. Chudnovsky: Is it possible to predict where those
vehicles will be sold and where they will be used?

Hon. C. Taylor: No.

D. Chudnovsky: I'd like to pursue that no for a
minute, if I might. It seems to me that at the centre of
this discussion, which is a real discussion and a real
dilemma.... Certainly, on this side of the House we
have some substantial sympathy for folks in rural areas
who need, for various reasons, larger vehicles. We
know and understand that the price of those vehicles
has gone up. But if we were to find, for instance, that
the vast majority of vehicles — of the 8,000 that the
minister has referred to — are bought and sold and
used in the lower mainland, it seems to me, at least,
that this is public policy reform that isn't hitting the
issue that it purports to hit.

I wonder whether that concern is a concern, as well,
for the minister and her staff and, if it is, whether they
could figure out a way to determine who is buying and
selling the cars and where they're being used. If it isn't
a concern for the ministry, how come?

The Chair: Minister, noting the hour....

Hon. C. Taylor: Noting the hour, shall I answer the...?

In terms of the question that was asked, I will say to
the member just before I do note the hour that we had
looked at this from various directions. One of the very
important issues that was brought up was that a lot of the
construction workers in the lower mainland also want
these vehicles. They use them for their work, even though
it's the lower mainland. There were construction workers
and rural workers who all came forward asking for this.
The other thing I would say is, of course, people don't
always buy their car exactly in their own locality.

For all of these reasons, it would be absolutely im-
possible to track the kind of question that the member
opposite is asking. We do know that even in the lower
mainland, these three-quarter-ton pickups are often
bought for work purposes as well.

Noting the hour, I would ask that we rise, report
progress and ask leave to sit again.

Motion approved.
The committee rose at 11:53 a.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.

Committee of Supply (Section A), having reported
progress, was granted leave to sit again.

Hon. G. Abbott moved adjournment of the House.
Motion approved.

Mr. Speaker: This House stands adjourned until
two o'clock this afternoon.

The House adjourned at 11:54 a.m.

PROCEEDINGS IN THE
DOUGLAS FIR ROOM

Committee of Supply

ESTIMATES: MINISTRY OF
CHILDREN AND FAMILY DEVELOPMENT
(continued)

The House in Committee of Supply (Section A); D.
Hayer in the chair.

The committee met at 10:13 a.m.

On Vote 19: ministry operations, $1,234,026,000
(continued).

Hon. S. Hagen: I'd just like to start by saying good
morning and wishing my colleague a good day.

One of the questions that we left unanswered last
night had to do with the duration of open investiga-
tions, and there are some interesting numbers here. I
also have percentages of the total investigations open.
On the half- to one-year number, and I have them back
to 1998.... I might as well read them all into the record:
in 1998, there were 917 open; 1999, 744; 2000, 504; 2001,
758; 2002, 617; 2003, 458; 2004, 481; 2005, 662; and so far
in 2006, 698. You can see there's quite a variance. For
some reason '98 was fairly high, and it looks to me like
— and I didn't do a mathematical calculation here —
we're just about average.

[1015]

Now, in the duration period of one year: in 1998,
449; in 1999, 433; in 2000, 362; in 2001, 440; in 2002, 380;
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in 2003, 204; in 2004, 172; in 2005, 179; and in 2006, 324.
Again, there's quite a variance. It starts high, goes
down and then climbs back to what appears to be a bit
of an average.

In terms of percentages of total investigations open
in the half to one year, in 1998 it was 17.5 percent. In
2005 it has dropped to 13.9 percent, which is not the
lowest it's been. But it has dropped. Then the percent-
age of total investigations open for one year — in 1998
it was 8.6 percent, dropping to 6.5 percent in 2005.

A. Dix: I'm going to defer briefly to my colleague
from Vancouver-Hastings, who has a brief question. I
was wondering if the minister would share the docu-
ment with the opposition.

S. Simpson: To the minister: I have some very spe-
cific questions related to the Vancouver Aboriginal
Friendship Centre and the contractual role that it plays.
I believe it's called the aboriginal representative for the
lower mainland area, so I'm looking to proceed. I don't
know whether the minister has folks here who can help
him with that right now. If so, I'll proceed. If not, I'd be
happy to come back around 11:30, maybe, and do it
then.

Hon. S. Hagen: Here's a suggestion, because it
might help speed things up. If you give me the ques-
tion now, then I'll get the answer back to you.

S. Simpson: I have half a dozen questions or so,
and they need to play out. Maybe I'll ask some of these
questions. Maybe you'll be able to provide some infor-
mation, but I appreciate that you may not have all the
resources here you need.

The first question I really have is.... It's my under-
standing that the Vancouver Aboriginal Friendship
Centre has contracted with the ministry to act as the
aboriginal representative for the lower mainland area.
Could the minister tell me: what is the role of the abo-
riginal representative in that relation, as it relates to
children who are either being apprehended or under
supervision orders or being placed for adoption?

Certainly, there are some of these questions that
will flow from the answers that I get. I would like to
generally know what the role is there and to have some
understanding about what the expectations are. I'm
happy to let the minister know where I'm going with
this.

This contract, as I understand it, is valued at a little
more than $30,000, which allows the aboriginal friend-
ship centre to hire a half-time person, essentially. I un-
derstand that they have a caseload.... Based on minis-
try projections, they should expect anywhere up to 50
referrals a month over the year. So they may expect as
many as 600 referrals in a year to the friendship centre,
for which they have one 20-hour person to deal with
relations and liaison with families. My understanding
is that their role and responsibility is to play that liai-
son role with families and to make sure that families
understand what's going on and that they're participat-

ing and comfortable with the circumstances around
their children.

Really, the sense here is that I want to know what
the ministry's thinking is around providing that service
and whether the ministry believes that a half-time staff
person is adequate support from the ministry for a
situation like Vancouver or the lower mainland. I un-
derstand they go right out to, basically, the whole
lower mainland, excluding Langley, with a $30,000
contract.

I'm concerned that those don't seem like sufficient
resources for the kind of expectations that the ministry
should have for their aboriginal representative. I know
from talking to people at the Aboriginal Friendship
Centre that they have some concerns about whether
they are in fact going to be able to do the job with those
resources. Or are they going to fail? And nobody wants
them to fail. You don't want them to fail, and they
don't want to fail.

[1020]

I'd like to know what the thinking of the ministry is
around that size of contract for that sort of responsibil-
ity, and how you expect them to deal with that.

Interjection.

S. Simpson: I think that's what I can tell you now,
until I get....

The Chair: Through the Chair, please.

S. Simpson: My apologies, Chair.

That sort of gives you the picture. I may, after I get
some response from that, have some follow-up to it,
but I think that gives you a pretty good idea of where
I'm going with this.

A. Dix: It's very nice to be in the Douglas Fir Room.
It has a very nice ambiance, back and forth, I think, so
it should be enjoyable to pursue some of the issues that
we have to pursue.

I want to follow up.... When I left the minister last
night, we were discussing the changes in the ministry. I
just wanted to get a sense from him, in a corporate
sense, on how it's going.

Last night I quoted from an e-mail sent out by the
acting deputy minister. I just want to remind the minis-
ter what it says. It said that because this is obviously
one of the key priorities for the minister and for the
ministry, and it has been for about four or five years —
oft-delayed and mishandled, but it's still a priority —
to work on the establishment of new governance au-
thorities for aboriginal and non-aboriginal child and
family development services. The memorandum from
the acting deputy minister says:

The ministry continues to work on establishment of new

governance authorities for aboriginal and non-aboriginal

child and family development services. The community
development discussions will be taking place shortly. In

the meantime we should not make new appointments or

funding allocations so as not to prejudge the outcome of
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these discussions. No new appointments or new pro-

gram components beyond what we have already ap-

proved to date should go ahead at this time.
Regions should be aware that our current approach

is under review and that we might expect in April to hear

the recommendations of Lesley du Toit. We will make

further decisions after that.

First of all, I'd be interested to know who the e-mail
was sent to. Was it sent to all ministry staff? The freeze
on action, the freeze on new appointments — to whom
does that apply, and to what areas of the ministry does
that apply? Can the minister lay out to me what was
meant when the deputy minister — the acting deputy
minister — suggested that actions of the ministry
should be essentially frozen at this time pending a re-
port from the Premier's office? What is the extent of
that freeze?

Hon. S. Hagen: As you know, we have $31 million
in the budget in the next three years for aboriginal
governance. The memo, apparently, pertains solely to
the aboriginal governance issue, because Ms. du Toit
has been asked to prepare some advice on that. As
you know, I get advice from a broad variety of peo-
ple, including the first nations leadership, who I meet
with regularly, and they are aware of this as well. The
e-mail was sent to regional directors and the execu-
tive, and as I said, the e-mail applies only to govern-
ance planning.

[1025]

A. Dix: I guess I'm curious just as to the role. As the
minister is aware, Ms. du Toit's announcement was
announced the same day as the departure of the previ-
ous deputy minister.

I just wanted to know the extent of the Premier's
office involvement in what was and is a major prior-
ity of the ministry — the ministry had set clear time
lines and so on — and whether in fact the Premier
consulted the minister when he intervened in this
process and essentially stopped the process within
the ministry in order to put Ms. du Toit in charge.
Was there a process? Was there a discussion? Did
the Premier's office discuss it with the minister be-
fore he essentially froze a major initiative of the min-
istry, or did the minister find out about it as the rest
of us did in the press release announcing the depar-
ture of Alison MacPhail?

Hon. S. Hagen: There are many discussions that go
on between ministers and the Premier, as you know, on
a variety of subjects. The Premier happens to be very
focused on regional governance, just like he's focused
on a number of issues in a number of ministries.

I'm also focused on regional governance, but it
doesn't always move along the way that we would like
to move it along because we are actually doing this in
partnership with the aboriginal community and with
aboriginal leadership. I know that they are satisfied
with the progress that we've made to date. They're
satisfied with how we're moving ahead.

As I say, I get advice from a number of people and
a number of groups. I put all that advice together and
then make my decisions.

A. Dix: I guess what's perplexing about this ap-
pointment and was perplexing about this appointment
at the time was.... I think it was kind of unusual, in
fact, that the government would announce the ap-
pointment of a consultant to balance off a decision to
move a very distinguished and longtime public servant
from a position of Deputy Minister of Children and
Families. At the same time the government, in a coun-
terpart to that, would announce the appointment of a
consultant.

I guess the question I want to ask the minister is in
terms of the stability of the ministry. I think he would
agree with me that this is a critical period, a critical
time in the history of the ministry. These are major
reviews taking place — the Ted Hughes review, other
reviews and, I guess, this Premier's office review of the
ministry's functions.

I want to ask the minister, first of all.... Mr. van
Iersel and Mr. Steven are outstanding public servants
as well. They're acting in their capacities. How does the
minister see that process evolving within his ministry?
Does he see the establishment of a sort of permanent
team to implement this agenda, or is the ministry going
to function in kind of an acting way over a significant
period of time?

Hon. S. Hagen: My staff are awaiting with great
anticipation my answer to that question. Did any one
of them ask you to ask that question?

I'll start off my answer by saying that in the history
of this ministry — certainly under the government that
you played a role in and, unfortunately, since we be-
came government — there has been a turnover of staff.
Nobody likes to see that. It's a difficult ministry. Of the
nine ministries that I've had the privilege of leading,
it's the most difficult or the most challenging one.

Having said that, I think that we are in a period of
time now, we're in a period of history, where we'll be
able to make great progress with the ministry — with
the reports and the advice that is coming in from
Hughes, the child and youth officer, the coroner's re-
view, Ms. du Toit and the first nations leadership. I
think we're in a very good period of time.

[1030]

I certainly want to see the leadership at the top of
the ministry stabilized. Having said that, I get to make
recommendations. I don't get to make that decision, as
you know. You probably made that decision more than
I got a chance to in the role you had in the past.

My desire is to see stability at the top and through-
out the ministry, and as I mentioned yesterday, the
turnover of staff in the ministry has actually decreased
substantially, by about a third, maybe 35 percent over
the last number of years. We want to strive for stability.
We've got great people in the ministry. When you lose
a person that's highly qualified or two people that are
highly qualified, as we did, and you can backfill those
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positions with highly qualified people.... I look at my
management team. I've said this publicly many, many
times: the management team in this ministry is proba-
bly the strongest management team I've had in any
ministry that I've had the privilege of serving.

A. Dix: I guess I'd agree with the minister that it
would be good to have stability. I'd just say, in this
case, that it was not the minister or the system that
caused the instability. It was the Premier's office that
caused the instability. They decided at this critical time
in the ministry's history; they decided for reasons that
are their own.... Apparently, according to the Deputy
Minister to the Premier, it was based on a desire to
have a deputy minister in place for the next three years,
and there was a concern that the previous deputy min-
ister wouldn't be prepared to be in place through the
whole process of devolution. I'm not sure what the
explanation was for them making that change at the
beginning of February. The fact of the matter is that
they did.

There was a second very important change made at
that time. Jeremy Berland — who's a distinguished
public servant and who worked on these issues and
served many governments over a long period of time
— also left. I just wanted the.... I think the minister
knows this better than I that under the legislation, there
is a unique and important legal relationship between
the director of child protection and the minister. The
minister essentially provides the status with the direc-
tor of child protection.

I'd like to ask the minister if he would explain how
it was that the change in the director of child protection
didn't involve him in any way, which appears to be the
case, according to what he said. He said: "I wasn't
asked to make that decision. It wasn't my decision."
The minister said that he learned about it from Mr.
Berland after the decision was made and signed off on.

I ask the minister, I guess, to explain that process,
because the minister also has asserted that the Pre-
mier's office played no role in that. I wanted to ask the
minister to take this opportunity, perhaps, to explain
how the departure of Mr. Berland and the negotiations
with the University of Victoria occurred, who was in-
volved and who initiated it.

Hon. S. Hagen: I'm pleased to do that again, but I
would like to correct the member. Mr. Berland has not
left the ministry. He is still an assistant deputy minis-
ter. He is still under order-in-council appointment. So
he has not left. He has gone to the University of Victo-
ria to provide what I consider to be very valuable re-
search that will be valuable not only to the ministry but
to the government and the people of the province of
British Columbia.

As I'm sure the member also knows, there's an
agency in government called the B.C. Public Service
Agency. The role of the Public Service Agency is to
make it possible for public servants to negotiate with-
out threat of losing their jobs when they want to make
a change in their career. That is what happened here.

Those negotiations took place between the Public Ser-
vice Agency, Mr. Berland and the University of Victo-
ria.

This is a policy, as you know, that's been in place
since 1996. This was a personal decision by Mr. Berland.
He did not have to tell me when he did tell me. He
could have waited until the announcement, but be-
cause of the relationship that we have, and we still
have, he came to tell me that he was going to make this
move.

[1035]

Having said that, we were very, very fortunate to
have a career public servant who is now the acting as-
sistant deputy minister, Mark Sieben, who I think has
at least 15 years experience in this field and who could
move into that position without any disruption.

A. Dix: So just to be clear, it's the minister's con-
tention that the change in Mr. Berland's move was
entirely initiated by Mr. Berland and that there was
no involvement by the Premier's office in any way.
They were not involved — Jessica McDonald or oth-
ers in the Premier's office — in any way in the nego-
tiations, and the negotiations took place between the
Public Service Agency, the deputy minister and Mr.
Berland. That's the contention, that in fact — contrary
to what many people in the ministry believe — it was
strictly a decision by Mr. Berland to choose to leave at
that time.

Hon. S. Hagen: I'm advised, and I was advised by
Mr. Berland, that this was a decision reached between
the Public Service Agency, himself and the University
of Victoria. No interference or input from the Premier's
office, certainly, that I'm aware of. The relationship
between Mr. Berland, the ministry and myself is still
solid. I met with him just the other day. I think there's a
grassy knoll conspiracy theory here that is certainly not
evident to me.

[The bells were rung.]
A. Dix: Let's all sit and wait for further instructions.

The Chair: I declare a recess until the division is
concluded in the big House.

The committee recessed from 10:37 a.m. to 10:47
a.m.

[D. Hayer in the chair.]
On Vote 19 (continued).

A. Dix: To continue, I think it's fair to say, given the
statutory responsibilities of the position, that the direc-
tor of child protection is one of the most important
positions in government — in terms of its involvement
in the lives of individuals, the involvement and the
responsibility of the director, the delegation of author-
ity of the director. And given that the authority comes
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directly — not through any other means, but directly
— from the minister to the director, I just wanted to be
clear that that's a very significant change in govern-
ment.

I might add — one of my researchers pointed this
out to me — that Mr. Berland, beyond all that, was in
the year prior to it, they believe, the highest-profile
public servant in the government. Mr. Sieben will be
happy to know he was in second place in terms of the
amount of public statements and involvements that
were made, particularly since the current minister has
become Minister of Children and Family Develop-
ment.

I wanted to ask the minister, just to be clear.... I'm
perfectly happy if the response is that Mr. Berland de-
cided to go, that nobody in the Premier's office was
informed, nor was the minister, and that the arrange-
ment was negotiated that way. It's not a grassy knoll;
it's just a reasonable question, because the position is so
important.

To say that you've got the highest-profile public
servant in the government, one of the most important
statutory positions in the government, and the position
of the government is that the deputy minister of the
Premier wasn't involved, and the Minister of Children
and Families, who gives the delegation authority under
the acts, wasn't involved.... It seems like an unusual
process to negotiate.

Hon. S. Hagen: I happen to believe that it's impor-
tant for people who work in the public service to have
an opportunity to further their careers without the
threat of losing their position. I assume that's why the
Public Service Agency was set up. As I say, it was set
up in 1996.

Also, as I reiterated, Mr. Berland didn't have to tell
me at any point that he was involved in these negotia-
tions, but because of the relationship we have, he
wanted me to be aware of it. I encouraged him. I've
never held anybody back from a career change or an
advancement opportunity or from doing something they
want to do. Was the Premier's office aware? Certainly
they were aware, but they did not make the decision.

[1050]

A. Dix: Surely, though, given — as the minister
reminds us all — that Mr. Berland is still an assistant
deputy minister in the ministry, I think it's fair to say
that these are, at the senior management level, fairly
chaotic times. The minister talks about overall turnover
in the ministry, from which he excludes, presumably,
the layoffs and retirements that were forced by the
budget cuts. He talks about that, but in fact, these are
very dramatic times. The minister himself has com-
mented on that.

I guess what I see as curious is that at this time, the
minister and the ministry chose to negotiate a deal. It's
actually a fairly unusual deal with the University of
Victoria — not that such a deal would be negotiated
but that it would be fully paid and fully funded by the
government, indicating that it was certainly an initia-

tive that the government very passionately wanted to
engage, more so than the University of Victoria. You
can tell that, because the University of Victoria isn't
contributing to the agreement.

What I find very unusual is that the minister says Mr.
Berland didn't have to inform the minister. I'm sure that's
true, but Mr. Berland also derives his authority as director
of child protection directly from the minister. In terms of
managing the ministry, in terms of the crisis facing the
ministry, does the minister not think that it's an unusual
thing for the government to negotiate an unusual
academic deal to move Mr. Berland to the University of
Victoria at that time?

It strikes me that it's an unusual thing, not least of
which, for reasons knowing Mr. Berland's passion and
commitment to his position.... It seems more unusual
than that. Setting aside that fact, isn't it unusual that at
a critical time for child protection in British Columbia,
the government made this change, and seemingly no
one with authority over child protection — neither the
minister, nor the senior people in the Premier's office,
nor the senior people in the ministry — was involved?

Hon. S. Hagen: I would never quarrel with the fact
that the member has a right to be curious and ask ques-
tions. I want to reiterate that this was a voluntary
move. This is a move that's good for the government.
The reason the government is paying for the position is
that we are the recipients of the research that's being
carried out. There's nothing unusual about that. If we
were going to go and buy the research somewhere, we
would be buying the research. Here we have a career
civil servant who has a long history of service in this
field, who can take that experience to the university,
work with others at the university, work with students
at the university and have them learn from his experi-
ence as well.

Is it unusual? I don't think so. Is it beneficial? Abso-
lutely. It's extremely beneficial to the ministry and will
be beneficial to children and families in the province of
British Columbia.

A. Dix: Just with respect, though, to the timing of it,
surely the minister doesn't see it as desirable that the
Premier's office and these other circumstances would
have intervened to leave at this critical time, when the
Premier's office has cut short the ministry's multi-year
efforts with respect to devolution of services and im-
posed its own person to direct the ministry. The minis-
try itself has frozen activities in the area, which is one
of the top priorities every year in the service plan of the
ministry.

At that very time when these important events are
taking place — the inquest in Port Alberni, the multiple
reports — that the government has chosen this time to
move staff; to move a deputy minister such as Alison
MacPhail, with long experience in the area; to move
out an assistant deputy minister who has been
extremely involved in all those initiatives, Mr.
Berland.... Given all these circumstances, given the
Premier's office's apparent desire to run the Ministry of
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Children and Family Development, given everything
else, doesn't the minister think that the timing and the
instability caused by these actions make it difficult for
him to carry out his service plan?

[1055]

Look, we had estimates last fall with respect to
these questions of devolution. The minister laid out his
timing for those things. His timing of those things has
been blown up by the Premier's office.

I wanted to ask the minister if he views it as desir-
able that these changes were made at this time;
whether he can give us a timetable as to when the min-
ister and the ministry will be put back in charge of
these issues; and when either the outstanding people
who he has in those acting positions are made full-
time, which would be one option — they're very dis-
tinguished people — or alternatively, some stability is
brought to bear on the ministry.

Hon. S. Hagen: That last statement by the member
for Vancouver-Kingsway was filled with so many inac-
curacies that I don't actually know where to start.

There's no control over the ministry by the Pre-
mier's office. We have a person who brings outside
eyes to the challenges that we face. We will consider
her recommendations and input just like we'll con-
sider Mr. Hughes's, just like we'll consider all of the
recommendations that we get from the aboriginal
leadership.

The activities of the ministry, as I said last night
and this morning, are not frozen. We were making ex-
cellent progress last fall and early this spring on the
aboriginal governance issue. We were actually asked
by aboriginal leaders to slow down. I would have liked
to have proceeded this spring, but we were asked by
the leadership to slow the process down, to take an-
other year to fully consult with the communities, which
we're certainly doing and will continue to do.

With regard to the position of the child protection
officer, as I've said many, many times, we were fortu-
nate to have a longtime civil servant with 15 years' ex-
perience in this field who moved right into that posi-
tion. There was no disruption at all, and I'm of course
very thankful for that.

We'll continue to work with the aboriginal leader-
ship. They are walking down the same path that we
are. We want to continue to walk down that path, but
it's not something that I would try to impose on them.
I'm sure that the member opposite would agree with
that, as much as he would like to impose a whole
bunch of things. We don't work that way with the abo-
riginal community.

As you witnessed in the House this morning, the
relationship between the aboriginal community and
this government is better than it's ever been with any
previous government, whether it's a government that
the member worked for or a government that I was a
member of. We will continue to move down this path,
and I'm hopeful that over the period of the next year
we could do the consultation that's necessary so that

we can move ahead with regional aboriginal govern-
ance.

A. Dix: The minister talks about that process and
his commitment to it. I mean, we know it's been a
process of fits and starts. The ministry first promised
money for the process and then took it off the table in
2002 and 2003, then put it on, then took it off and put
it on and took it off. Deadlines — not because of
the desire of the aboriginal community — have been
consistently missed because the ministry keeps
changing direction on these questions, not because
aboriginal communities do. Now the ministry has a
new direction, and there's been this intervention by
the Premier's office.

Just on that question, though, perhaps the minister
can let us know what his vision is, going forward, of
the future in terms of the timetable, both on the abo-
riginal side and on the non-aboriginal side, for that
process. How he sees that timetable going and what....
The original deadlines set by the government were, in
fact, reneged on by the government, because the gov-
ernment didn't go forward in 2002 and 2003 and 2004. I
wanted to know what the process is, what the expecta-
tion is now of the minister and where he plans to go on
both the aboriginal and non-aboriginal side over the
next couple of years.

[1100]

Hon. S. Hagen: Unfortunately, the member oppo-
site is wrong again. I'm sorry to have to tell him that,
but I'll probably have to do that for the rest of these
estimates, and maybe future question periods as well.

Funding was not taken off the table, Mr. Chair. We
have not changed direction. I am not setting the time
lines. We will do that in conjunction with the aborigi-
nal leadership. I will not arbitrarily do that. We will
arrive at those time lines by consulting and working
together with them. As the member well knows, we
have $31 million for investing in governance planning
over the next three years — $31 million. If that isn't a
commitment, I don't know what is.

A. Dix: Well, I think it's a reasonable question. The
minister — it wasn't me — in our last set of estimates
set a goal for '06-07 for the devolution. Can he tell me
what his goal is now?

[H. Bloy in the chair.]

I understand, when he said that, that he was going
to work in consultation with aboriginal communities at
the time. I'm just asking him a very simple question.
He was the one who said it. I didn't say it — what his
goal is now.

Hon. S. Hagen: My goal is to work together with
the aboriginal community to determine with them the
timing for moving forward. As I said, we were on a
very distinct path last fall and early this spring, until
the aboriginal leadership told me at the last JAMC
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meeting that they felt we were moving too fast. They
wanted to slow down the process and give it another
year of consultation.

A. Dix: Just a small question on another subject for
the minister. This will be good news. It's something
that the minister will be able to report on his activities,
which will be good news. One of the issues that I know
the minister has received significant amount of corre-
spondence on recently.... His excellent assistant deputy
minister Mr. Markwart has been involved in this issue
around the sweat lodge at Willingdon and the shack-
ling of prisoners.

I think this is good news, as I'm prepared to ask on
behalf of Justice for Girls and some concerns raised by
aboriginal groups about this practice. I understand that
Mr. Markwart recently had a series of meetings with
groups who were concerned and that the ministry has
come to a solution. I just wanted to move, certainly in
the last days of Willingdon anyway, for a temporary
solution. I just wanted the minister to have an oppor-
tunity — for those groups who may not have heard
that, who weren't involved in the meeting but who are
obviously interested in that question — to present what
the discussion has been, what the issue is and what his
response is to concerns around the shackling of resi-
dents at Willingdon during sweat lodge ceremonies.

Hon. S. Hagen: First of all, I visited the Willingdon
Youth Custody Centre about a month and a half ago —
something like that. So I was aware of the location of
the sweat lodge. But if I can categorize this type of de-
cision this way, these are the types of difficult decisions
that are faced every day in this ministry — not just
with youth in care or in custody, but with youth in care
and choices that are made by front-line workers, who
make these decisions.

[1105]

As you know, this is a policy that was put in place
in 1999, which was under the government that the
member worked for at that time. It was put in place
because young people were escaping when they went
to the sweat lodge. So in consultation with the elders at
that time, they came up with a procedure where they
would put ankle restraints on these youths.

Don't forget that these youth are in secure custody.
That means that they have committed very serious
offences. Having said that, certainly I compliment my
assistant deputy minister and the staff at the facility for
examining the policy and wanting to come up with a
change — an interim change, because as you know,
that facility is moving to the former women's correction
facility where the sweat lodge will be located inside the
perimeter fencing, so that won't be necessary.

This policy change was also discussed and devel-
oped in concert with the centre's aboriginal liaison
worker, who is an elder and chief of the Semiahmoo
band and who, in turn, consulted with other elders. So
I want to compliment the staff and, certainly, my senior
executive for coming up with a different solution. I'm
sure that the solution that was arrived at in 1999 was a

solution that was found with the existing circum-
stances that happened. You know, I can understand,
going back to that time, that if a youth in custody es-
capes, you tend to look for a solution that may be
based on that.

I think that they've done an exceptional job. But I
do want to reiterate that this was a policy not just for
aboriginal youth. This was a policy for aboriginal and
non-aboriginal youth, because non-aboriginal youth in
secure care also sometimes go out of the perimeter to
go to church or to attend other community activities.

A. Dix: Can the minister just detail, just so I'm clear,
what has come out of that process, who the ministry
has met with and whether there's sort of an agreement,
broadly, around the changes and the adjustments that
have been made.

I think one of the things that I did when this issue
was raised to my attention was really encourage the
groups involved to engage with the ministry, and with
Mr. Markwart in particular, because I think I felt, given
the efforts that had been made there at Willingdon, at
Prince George, which the minister and I both recently
visited and so on, that extraordinary efforts are made
in the youth justice system to accommodate aboriginal
people and to make these ceremonies possible.

I just wanted to.... If the minister could just detail
the nature of the consultations, who's consulted,
whether groups are satisfied and just the timetable as
well around the moving of the facility.

Hon. S. Hagen: The staff, including my assistant
deputy minister, have met with elders who are part of
the advisory committee of the Coast Salish territories,
who have agreed to this interim measure, until the fa-
cility is moved to its new place next June, that the
sweat lodge can be moved inside. I'm sure you've been
there. If you remember where the trailers.... There
were a bunch of trailers parked, and they removed
those trailers. That's where they're going to relocate the
sweat lodge. I'm told the relocation should be in place
by next month.

[1110]

A. Dix: I want to thank both the minister and his
staff for having acted so expeditiously. I think a con-
cern was raised by a whole number of groups, and
circumstances change, and people's positions change. I
think it was good that the minister was able to take a
second look and come to a solution that was acceptable
to everyone there. So I wanted to congratulate both the
minister and the staff on that.

I wanted to ask the minister, with respect to an-
other question. As you know, the delegation agreement
with Xyolhemeylh, the aboriginal agency in the Fraser
Valley, expired January 31, 2006. Then there was sup-
posed to have been a process to.... When the extension
was made in that case, there was supposed to have
been a process to involve the whole community in the
renewal process. It's just one of those things. The minis-
try, I think, let down on that. There are many other
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issues, so they came to a very hard deadline and had to
be involved — I believe it was Mr. Berland; I don't
know — in some very last-minute negotiations with
respect to the renewal of that agreement.

I'm wondering if the minister can bring us up to
date on where that is — the timing, right now — where
those negotiations are, and what the ministry's plans
are on that issue. There's a lot of concern, as the minis-
ter will know, because he gets some of the same corre-
spondence I do from Doug Kelly and others in the
Fraser Valley.

Hon. S. Hagen: Well, we talked before about some
of the difficult challenges faced in this ministry. This is
an example of another challenge, but it's also, I think,
another example of a solution that will be found. My
deputy minister and assistant deputy minister have
been working with both the St6:16 Tribal Council and
the St6:16 Nation to resolve this.

You're right. The agreement expired January 31, but
it was agreed that they would extend it to March 31.
All of the members of both the St6:16 Nation and the
5t6:16 Tribal Council have agreed to work with a gen-
tleman named Steven Point, who has a stellar reputa-
tion and good negotiating skills.

[1115]

They have formed a transition committee. The tran-
sition committee consists of members that have been
agreed to by both parties. They're developing recom-
mendations, including some recommendations on
board governance and the makeup of a board. We
hope that we will have a resolution to this by March 31.

A. Dix: It's just a small issue that comes to the min-
ister's attention as well. It's not something I expect him
to answer immediately. There's a group called.... The
initials are BCANDS. This is an aboriginal agency that
deals with disabled people in the city of Victoria. They
have specific funding concerns that I think have been
raised with the minister. I don't expect him to have that
now, but in terms of their correspondence, they kind of
feel like a lot of their things have been shuffled back
and forth in various ministries.

There's some involvement by the Ministry of Chil-
dren and Family Development, so I just wanted to put
that on the table and ask the minister or his staff if they
can maybe bring back some information about that in
the next couple of days in estimates. I don't need that
now, but I wanted to give that to the minister.

I wanted to ask a few questions in the coming pe-
riod around issues around, first of all, agencies, and in
terms of the funding that they've received and have
received over time. I guess one of the questions I want
to ask is.... Most agencies have seen — and child and
family services have seen — rollovers of their contracts.
Increased costs — costs of insurance, costs of transpor-
tation and so on — have to be taken up, presumably by
fundraising. I wonder if the minister is planning to
review the funding of agencies that provide such ser-
vices to ensure that the funding can remain consistent
with the costs of the services they provide.

Hon. S. Hagen: The funding decisions for agencies
are made at the community level by the community
service manager. The contracts, as you know, set out
expectations, and we match that against the funding.
There are always ongoing discussions between the
agencies and the ministry. If there are concerns that are
raised, then we try to address those concerns, but it's
not done at the minister's level or the executive level.
It's done at the region level.

A. Dix: Well, I think what these agencies point to,
and so people understand what we are talking
about.... It's not that these particular agencies have
raised specific concerns, but I think the groups repre-
senting them have — groups like Family Services of
Greater Vancouver, like Options, like the Okanagan
Boys and Girls Club. Groups that operate programs
for the ministry have essentially not received opera-
tional increases for years.

[1120]

I want to ask the minister two questions about that.
First of all, two concerns that I think a lot of these
groups have. One is the length and the duration of con-
tracts. They tend to be year rollovers. Whether the min-
ister would consider extending those contracts to two
or three years in order to provide more stability in
terms of funding.... I know it's not universal in the
system, but that's a suggestion people make. I pass it
on to the minister, in hopes that he will listen and con-
sider that.

Secondly, whether the fact that over a very signifi-
cant period of time there haven't been operational in-
creases.... Given the increased costs that agencies face,
would he consider that? I think we also have, in terms
of ongoing costs of accreditation and other issues, sig-
nificant costs that have been imposed on agencies by
the ministry.

Hon. S. Hagen: I'm going to actually consider that
those suggestions are the positive part of the opposi-
tion's role.

I have thought for a long time — actually, since I
was Minister of Social Services — that we should be
looking at longer-term contracts with agencies that
have a track record. We've already started having some
discussions on that. I'm not going to make any com-
mitments to that, but I don't see why we can't get into
that sort of rolling funding. I mean, even school boards
have some idea of what their next two years are going
to be, depending on school population, etc.

I'm not opposed to looking at that. I think that if
you look at the administrative savings to the Crown as
well as the administrative savings to the agencies, that
might go a long way in helping them address the sec-
ond concern that you raised, and that is the administra-
tive costs that these agencies have.

I have visited many agencies, and it does get raised
from time to time. They also have opportunities to raise
moneys themselves, which is a great advantage to the
partnership that takes place between government and
agencies that deliver services. People are not likely to
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make a donation to government to help deliver ser-
vices, but they are likely to make donations to an
agency.

I have a classic example in my home community.
The Comox Valley Child Development Association has
a telethon every year. They raise about $65,000 or
$70,000 every year from people who have a chance to
view local entertainment and phone in their pledges.

I think we certainly need to be aware of this. We
need to be concerned about it. We need to know that
the needs are being met, so that the services can con-
tinue to be delivered. I am certainly interested in look-
ing at the opportunities of longer-term funding ar-
rangements.

A. Dix: Just to follow up with the minister on the
operational side. I think he's right. The agencies do
have fundraising opportunities. But certainly it was my
experience as a non-profit executive director that those
fundraising opportunities — and they're real — also
tend to be effective when they're for new services or
new ideas or new proposals. You know, you tend not
to be able to fundraise when the cost of insurance goes
up. You tend not to be able to fundraise when the cost
of fuel goes up, or administration costs. That's just the
reality of the non-profit sector.

I'm delighted to see that he'd consider extending
the length of contracts, because I think that will pro-
vide a lot of agencies with a greater sense of security
after a period of some insecurity. That's a great idea.
Would he consider working over the course of the next
year with everybody in the community, including
those agencies, to make the case to Treasury Board, if
that's what's required?

[1125]

Just in a general sense, will he undertake to review
those operational costs, which can't be dealt with by
fundraising, and which often are dealt with by agencies
just in sort of keeping things working with duct tape?
Would he consider reviewing operational costs in those
contracts to ensure that agencies receive the funding
they need to do the incredible work — the minister
knows this well, and I know it well — that agencies do
across British Columbia?

Hon. S. Hagen: Certainly, I don't disagree with
many of the examples the member for Vancouver-
Kingsway has used as far as presenting difficulties. But
I think it should be remembered that the job of the min-
istry is to fund services. I'm sure that in the discussion
of funding those services, there are talks that go on
about the cost of delivering those services. I don't want
to get into the labour situation, because we're in nego-
tiations.

We have to focus. We have a limited amount of
money. Even with the 273 million new dollars that we
got, it's still not enough to satisfy everybody's dream
and everybody's need. So we have to deal with
those.... You know, they're taxpayers' dollars. I look
upon them as trust funds. We have to deal with those
very carefully. So we really have to focus on the service

delivery aspect, and that's, in fact, what we do focus
on.

A. Dix: Just to say to the minister: in conclusion on
that point, I think the minister often talks about want-
ing to spend more money and people wanting to spend
more money. In some respects, we may be talking
about somewhat modest sums of money in the context
of what the ministry spends but important for the
agencies' functioning. I actually think, and I think the
minister would probably agree with this, that the min-
istry and the people of British Columbia get an out-
standing deal when they work with agencies across the
province. We get a good deal.

The contribution we can make, in terms of making
the lives of people involved in the agencies and the
incredible work they do in communities just a little bit
easier, would have an important effect. I thank the
minister for his consideration in that regard.

I think I've got to make Mr. Markwart move again.
I appreciate all the work he's doing as well.

I want to ask the minister next about wait-lists for
special needs children. It's an issue that I know he's very
concerned with and interested in. We had a discussion
about this last fall. The concern that I think both the
minister and I shared on this question of wait-lists for
infant development programs and other programs and
talking about.... People, in fact, sometimes are on wait-
lists up until their child reaches the age when they drop
off the wait-lists because they're no longer eligible for
the service and get on another wait-list, where they may
wait for a significant period of time.

The incredible value of early intervention the sys-
tem.... I think the minister understands all of those
things very well, as do L. I wanted to talk because I
think we talked last fall about a wait-list number in the
7,000 range for those services. I'm wondering if the
minister could provide me with an update in terms of
wait-lists.

[1130]

Hon. S. Hagen: As you probably know, Mr. Chair,
Budget 2006 provides $36 million over three years to
reduce wait times for services to children and youth
with special needs and their families. This builds on the
September update which provided an additional $11
million in '05-06, increasing to $17 million by '07-08, for
assessments, reducing wait-lists and for services for
school-aged children.

By 2008-2009 approximately 3,000 additional chil-
dren and families will receive infant development pro-
gram services. This program serves children from birth
to age three who are at risk for or who already have a
delay in development. Also, 3,000 to 4,500 children
with special needs will receive 5,200 new therapy ser-
vices; 1,150 additional children between the ages of six
to 12 years will access supported child development.
Supported child development provides a range of con-
sulting and support services so that children with spe-
cial needs can be included in regular child care or pre-
school settings.
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Another 1,000 additional children will receive spe-
cialized fetal alcohol spectrum disorder and other de-
velopmental behavioral interventions. Some 800 addi-
tional families will benefit from respite, and another
650 children with complex needs will receive special-
ized services.

Now, those are all pretty impressive figures, but
there's a driver in the system. We've also put money in
through the Ministry of Health for early diagnosis, as
the member referred to. The more early diagnosis you
do, the more you're going to drive the caseload. So it's
important, from this ministry's perspective, to make
sure that we do allocate the resources to assist the chil-
dren, whose numbers are really being generated by
government to some extent. That's what we're trying to
do.

A. Dix: You see, hon. Chair, I asked that question
because I knew that would be the answer of the minis-
ter. I wanted to give him the opportunity, because I
think it's really exciting that new resources are going in
there to address that problem.

But I wanted to focus on the question that I asked. I
understand that the ministry has undertaken a review
of wait-lists in this area. That review indicates that in
fact wait-lists are considerably longer than previously
understood by the minister, myself and others last fall.

I wonder if the minister can describe this review,
tell us the results and perhaps even.... This might be
hoping too much, but we're on a roll here, so I'm going
to ask for it anyway — whether he would share the
review with the public and the Legislature.

Hon. S. Hagen: The member for Vancouver-
Kingsway is correct. There was some work done last
summer. I have not been briefed on that yet. I under-
stand I will be in about two weeks, and I'll make that
information available to you.

A. Dix: I'd say to the minister that just in a general
sense, is it fair to say...? I think there's a response here
because clearly there's a significant increase in targeted
money to deal primarily with wait-lists in this area. Is it
fair to say that the problem is more significant than we
understood it to be, more significant than the 7,500
figure that we've heard in terms of wait-lists? Or is it
the case that that number is still the working kind of
number that the ministry uses when it, say, goes to
Treasury Board and asks for money, etc.?

[1135]

Hon. S. Hagen: The number that the member men-
tioned is really an estimated number. As I mentioned,
we're making a significant new investment in this, ob-
viously because we think that the numbers are there
that have to be looked after. But again I mention that
every time we invest new money in this field, new
families step forward too.

What is being done — and this will become more
apparent, I guess, when we release this review — is
that we're now starting to use a more detailed method-

ology to calculate wait times. This is obviously infor-
mation that we need for Treasury Board as well, but it's
information we need for ourselves in order to deal with
the challenges. I'm told by staff that the new methodol-
ogy of collecting this information will provide us with
much more accurate information that we need to base
our requests on, but also for how we develop the pro-
grams.

A. Dix: I wanted, in this area, to ask the minister a
question. A young parent contacted me last week and
asked me to ask this in the wake of the budget an-
nouncement, so I'm going to put the question to the
minister. She asked whether any money will be going
to improve the two-year wait for psychoeducational
assessments. She also asked what kind of waiting
time decrease we can expect. That was a question she
wanted to ask.

I don't necessarily expect the minister to have an
answer for that off the top of his head, but it's a ques-
tion that a parent raised with me. It's consistent with
this area, so I wanted to put it to the minister.

Hon. S. Hagen: I would ask you, because my staff
is not clear on what you're asking for.... If you could
maybe put that in writing, then we'll get you an answer
as quickly as we can.

A. Dix: Sure. I'd be happy to put it in writing. I
would just say to the minister that it's also an issue
that's been raised by the Learning Disabilities Asso-
ciation. It's an issue that they've raised. This parent
has her own concern, and I thought they wanted....
The association has written to the ministry and the
government on this question. As I understand it,
Diane Sugars, the executive director of the agency,
has. I don't know whether there will be a response,
but I'd be happy to put the question in writing for the
minister.

Hon. S. Hagen: I'm told by my staff that that in-
volves school districts, so it's probably a question that
should go to the Minister of Education.

[1140]

A. Dix: It is, I think, not simply an issue that in-
volves school districts, actually, although it does in-
volve school districts. But I'll be happy to raise that
then, and I'll be happy to put it in writing so that the
minister can then provide a comprehensive response.

I'm about to change topics, and seeing the hour, it
might be a good time for a break. I move that the
committee rise, report progress and ask leave to sit
again.

Motion approved.
The Chair: Committee A will now stand adjourned.

The committee rose at 11:41 a.m.






HANSARD SERVICES

Director
Jo-Anne Kern

Acting Production Manager
Robert Sutherland

Editorial Supervisors
Janet Brazier, Christine Ewart

Senior Editor — Galleys
Heather Bright

Senior Editor — Editorial Support
Robyn Swanson

Technical Operations Officers
Pamela Holmes, Emily Jacques

Research
Jaime Apolonio, Mike Beninger
Dan Kerr, Cristy McLennan
Sarah Wiebe

Editors
Shannon Ash, Laurel Bernard, Andrew Costa,

Heather Gleboff, Margaret Gracie, Jane Grainger, Iris Gray,
Linda Guy, Bill Hrick, Paula Lee, Elizabeth Levinson,
Marg MacQuarrie, Constance Maskery, Jill Milkert, Lind Miller,
Lou Mitchell, Karol Morris, Melissa Nelson, Dorothy Pearson,
Erik Pedersen, Janet Pink, Melanie Platz, Robin Rohrmoser,
Camilla Turner, Heather Warren,

Arlene Wells, Tara Wells

Published by British Columbia Hansard Services, and printed under the authority of the Speaker by the
Queen's Printer, Victoria. Rates: single issue, $2.85; per calendar year, mailed daily, $298. GST extra. Agent:
Crown Publications Inc., 521 Fort St., Victoria, B.C. VW 1E7. Telephone: (250) 386-4636. Fax: 386-0221.

www.leg.bc.ca
Hansard Services publishes transcripts both in print and on the Internet.

Chamber debates are broadcast on television and webcast on the Internet.
Question Period podcasts are available on the Internet.



