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THURSDAY, APRIL 27, 2006 
 

 The House met at 10:02 a.m. 
 
 Prayers. 
 

Introductions by Members 
 
 G. Coons: I have the honour today of introducing in 
the House Jim Terrion Jr. from Prince Rupert. Jim was 
presented with the British Columbia Community 
Achievement Award at Government House. Jim has been 
the most avid supporter of the Terry Fox Run in British 
Columbia and over the last 14 years has collected over 
$400,000. In one year he collected more than Vancouver. 
 Jim is hearing impaired, and in 1990 he walked 
across Canada to increase public awareness of the 
needs of the deaf and to raise funds for the World Win-
ter Games for the Deaf. He must have forgotten some-
thing, because not only did he walk across Canada, but 
he turned around and walked back. 
 Terry Fox had a dream, and Jim has one also: to 
participate in the Marathon of Hope every year until 
cancer is beaten. Jim is accompanied by his proud 
mother Faye Terrion and his brother Mike. Will the 
House please welcome them today. 
 
 [Applause.] 
 
 Hon. S. Hagen: In the precincts today is a class of 
students — 23 grade seven students — from Hornby 
Island School led by Ms. Deborah Graham, who is their 
teacher, plus five adults. Would the House please join 
me in making them feel very welcome. 
 

Introduction and 
First Reading of Bills 

 
ADULT GUARDIANSHIP AND 

PERSONAL PLANNING 
STATUTES AMENDMENT ACT, 2006 

 
 Hon. W. Oppal presented a message from Her Honour 
the Lieutenant-Governor: a bill intituled Adult Guardian-
ship and Personal Planning Statutes Amendment Act, 2006. 

[1005] 
 
 Hon. W. Oppal: Mr. Speaker, I move that the bill be 
introduced and read a first time now. 
 
 Motion approved. 
 
 Hon. W. Oppal: I'm pleased to introduce Bill 32. British 
Columbians are living healthier and longer, but planning 
for the possibility for future incapacity, both individually 
and collectively, is timely and extremely important. 
 The purposes of Bill 32 are, first, to provide adults 
with the best tools possible to plan for their own future 
if they choose to do so; second, to ensure that British 
Columbians who do not plan, or whose plans fail, will 
be well-served by modern guardianship law. To these 

ends, Bill 32 clarifies and modernizes the laws govern-
ing how decisions are made for adults who are incapa-
ble of making decisions about their own personal care, 
health or financial matters. Bill 32 will increase cer-
tainty and protection for adults when they become 
most vulnerable. 
 The Adult Guardianship Act will be amended to 
reflect modern guardianship principles of individual 
autonomy and dignity and to provide appropriate pro-
tections. This will enable the long-awaited repeal of the 
Patients Property Act, an act that's over 40 years old 
and is based on 19th-century English law. 
 In addition, Bill 32 amends several statutes to 
strengthen, simplify and synchronize three personal plan-
ning instruments to provide, first, a representation agree-
ment that will be the only planning tool for an adult to 
appoint a substitute to make personal and health care 
decisions. This instrument will continue to be available for 
all adults in British Columbia. Next, an enduring power of 
attorney will be the primary instrument for capable adults 
to appoint a substitute to make decisions about financial 
matters. Finally, an advance care directive will enable 
capable adults to refuse, in advance, consent to health care 
in non-emergency situations and without involvement of 
a substitute decision-maker. 
 Bill 32 is the culmination of review and consulta-
tion that began after the proclamation in 2002 to 
change the adult guardianship and planning laws that 
had been introduced in 1993. 
 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 32, Adult Guardianship and Personal Planning 
Statutes Amendment Act, 2006, introduced, read a first 
time and ordered to be placed on orders of the day for 
second reading at the next sitting of the House after today. 
 
 Hon. S. Hagen: I believe that the class from Hornby 
Island School that I introduced a few moments ago has 
just entered the precincts. So could we give them an-
other round of applause, please. 
 
 [Applause.] 
 

Orders of the Day 
 
 Hon. M. de Jong: I call in this chamber continued 
committee stage debate on Bill 21 and, in Section A, de-
bates on the Committee of Supply — for the information 
of members, the Ministry of Community Services. 

[1010] 
 

Committee of the Whole House 
 

EMPLOYMENT AND INCOME ASSISTANCE 
STATUTES AMENDMENT ACT, 2006 

(continued) 
 
 The House in Committee of the Whole (Section B) 
on Bill 21; S. Hawkins in the chair. 
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 The committee met at 10:10 a.m. 
 
 On section 5 (continued). 
 
 C. Trevena: Madam Chair, I'd like to take up where 
we left off yesterday evening, very briefly. The minister 
was talking about the approach by the Information and 
Privacy Commissioner to the Minister of Labour and 
Citizens' Services to make sure that in future, there are 
changes in respect to information-sharing agreements 
through legislation, which is all well and good. 
 However, this bill will be going through on existing 
legislation, and this existing legislation has caused the 
Information and Privacy Commissioner some great 
concern. I would like to again ask the minister why he 
is proceeding with this section of the bill, when there 
have been these serious concerns raised by the Infor-
mation and Privacy Commissioner — so serious that he 
is approaching another minister to make changes in the 
structure. 
 
 Hon. C. Richmond: Yes, we have sought an opin-
ion from the provincial Privacy Commissioner on the 
merits of this proposed legislation. The ministry pro-
vided the Office of the Information and Privacy Com-
missioner with a copy of the amendments for the 
commissioner's review. 
 Ensuring privacy protection in information-sharing 
agreements is something both this ministry and the 
commissioner take very seriously. The commissioner 
acknowledges that there are some good reasons for the 
exchange of personal information among or between 
governments and is satisfied that the provisions of the 
Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act 
will provide adequate assurance that appropriate checks 
and balances are in place to safeguard this information. 
 We are amending our legislation so we can more 
effectively participate in cross-government research 
projects and initiatives, which will ultimately benefit 
our clients, and explore new methods of improving 
service delivery. It is a priority of this government to 
protect the confidentiality of personal information. This 
change does not alter that priority. 
 Our clients can be assured that all of the personal 
information they provide to this ministry is collected, 
used and disclosed in accordance with the Freedom of 
Information and Protection of Privacy Act. The Freedom 
of Information and Protection of Privacy Act has been in 
place since 1993 and is the strongest privacy legislation 
in Canada and among the strongest in the world. 

[1015] 
 
 C. Trevena: Minister, this is what you read to me 
last night as well. I am very aware that you have con-
sulted the Privacy Commissioner and that the Privacy 
Commissioner has seen a draft of the bill. The Privacy 
Commissioner was concerned about the bill, so con-
cerned that he responded saying: "My strong view is 
that legislation authorizing information agreements 
should list the purposes of such agreements rather than 
relying on language of part 3 of FOIPPA. A listing of 

purposes for information-sharing agreements allows 
the public to know the scope of the information-
sharing envisioned…." 
 The minister then responded to the Privacy Com-
missioner, and the Privacy Commissioner was so con-
cerned that he again responded to the minister about 
these amendments, voicing his concern about the 
breadth of them and saying that the amendments in 
this bill give your ministry considerable information-
sharing powers, and raising concerns saying that he 
wants to take this further and asking for consultation 
on the legislation. 
 I would therefore like to ask the minister, without 
reading into the record the statement again about the 
protection of people's personal information — we do 
hope that people's personal information is protected, 
because it is very personal information when we're 
talking about income assistance recipients — why, 
when these concerns have been raised by the Privacy 
Commissioner, the minister still believes that it is a 
good idea to move on at this stage with these amend-
ments. Why not hold back on the amendments until 
the consultation, which the minister has clearly wel-
comed, with the Minister of Labour and Citizens' Ser-
vices has taken place? 
 
 Hon. C. Richmond: First of all, quoting from the 
letter from the Privacy Commissioner, he says: "Among 
other things, clear, consistent and substantive govern-
mentwide approach to both legislation and policy on 
information-sharing agreements would be desirable. 
Therefore, I have asked my staff to initiate a discussion 
with the Ministry of Labour and Citizens' Services to 
provide a framework for future legislative policy initia-
tives with respect to information-sharing agreements." 
 Just to reiterate, our Freedom of Information and 
Protection of Privacy Act is the strongest privacy legisla-
tion in Canada and among the strongest in the world. 
The government believes that the most efficient and ef-
fective way to manage information and privacy is to rely 
on the high standards of FOIPPA. Leaving privacy pro-
tection to individual pieces of legislation restricts gov-
ernment's ability to respond effectively and swiftly in 
circumstances where sharing information benefits clients. 
 I would also like to add here that in such a case 
before the FOIPPA act is amended, if we were asked to 
share information with another level of government, 
you can rest assured that our concerns are similar to 
yours. We will go to any end to protect the privacy and 
informational privacy of our clients. We would not 
disclose any information that was sensitive and per-
sonal. If any information-sharing were done, it would 
be on a broad basis with no names attached. There 
would be an information-sharing on maybe the num-
ber of cases that pertain to such and such a situation, 
but we would not share information with any other 
agency or level of government that would in any way 
infringe on the privacy of an individual. 
 
 C. Trevena: The minister quotes quite correctly 
from the letter that he received from the Privacy Com-
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missioner earlier this week, when the Privacy Commis-
sioner talks about the consultation for a framework for 
future legislative and policy initiatives. We're talking 
about the current legislative and policy initiative, and 
this is the concern — that we are discussing apples and 
oranges here. We have the Privacy Commissioner say-
ing we have to look at future legislative initiatives, and 
yet this bill is proceeding currently, not in the future. 
 While it is wonderful that the minister has such 
faith in the Freedom of Information and Protection of 
Privacy Act, he should also further consult, possibly, 
with the Privacy Commissioner. 

[1020] 
 The Privacy Commissioner, in his response to the 
draft of the bill, tells the minister that when it comes to 
privacy protection, FOIPPA, the Freedom of Informa-
tion and Protection of Privacy Act, is the legislative 
floor, not the ceiling — which means that it's the foun-
dation. This isn't the all-encompassing act that will 
protect privacy. This is the real concern, and this is the 
concern I have. 
 The minister gives assurances that people's names 
are not going to be shared without consultation, and so 
forth and so on, but we have seen the government's 
record in selling of computer disks where there is per-
sonal information. We have seen that it is not possible 
to protect people's personal information. We are talk-
ing about very sensitive information when people are 
applying for income assistance and, later on in the bill, 
when people are applying for disability benefit. 
 I would like to ask the minister on section 5(b), 
which clearly widens the ability for information shar-
ing…. There was already a reference to the United 
States. This does cause great concern that there is the 
possibility of sharing information with a state of the 
United States or agency of the United States, because 
there seems to be no reason why information about 
British Columbia income assistance recipients should 
be shared with the United States. 
 However, under the present legislation, it is 
information-sharing agreements over matters relat-
ing to social programs. Section 5(b) in the current 
bill clearly widens that to say "any of the follow-
ing." It deletes the issue of "financial arrangements 
or other matters relating to social programs." I 
would like to know why this has been taken out 
and why this is being widened in such a way. 
 
 Hon. C. Richmond: The amendments in this bill, 
Bill 21, do not create the authority to enter into agree-
ments outside of B.C. This authority pre-existed under 
B.C. Benefits legislation, so this is not new. It doesn't 
create the authority. It just extends what is already 
there, which is pre-existing. 
 The only change to this section is to make clear that 
when the ministry enters into such agreements outside 
of B.C., it does so on behalf of the government of B.C. 
This amendment simply makes that intention explicit. 
There are a number of reasons why the ministry enters 
into agreements outside of B.C. Reasons include the 
need to avoid duplicate payments of assistance to the 

same person or to ensure that clients who are in receipt 
of assistance don't have to provide the same informa-
tion over and over. An example of this is to support 
eligibility determination for the bus pass program. 
 So just to repeat, the amendments in this bill do not 
create the authority to share information outside of 
British Columbia. It just extends the pre-existing legis-
lation which was put into law under the B.C. Benefits 
legislation. The Lieutenant-Governor-in-Council will 
still be required when the minister enters into agree-
ments on behalf of the government of B.C. with an-
other government outside of B.C or with public bodies 
if the purpose is other than the administration or en-
forcement of either act or another provincial act. 

[1025] 
 
 C. Trevena: In the minister's reading of prepared 
answers written by his staff, I would hope that his staff 
could prepare an answer which answers the question I 
asked previously. Why is this widening the sharing of 
information from the previous legislation, which says, 
"financial arrangements or other matters relating to 
social programs," to "any of the following"? 
 
 Hon. C. Richmond: I'm sorry if the member doesn't 
like answers that are provided by my staff, but they're 
very accurate, and they know the legislation intimately. 
We're trying to be accurate here and portray exactly 
what is going on. 
 Under the old act, in section 30(3), it merely said 
that the minister or ministry did not have to go back to 
the Lieutenant-Governor-in-Council every time they 
wanted to share information, which was "only for the 
purposes of administration or enforcement." It means 
that they don't have to go back to cabinet every time 
they want to share that type of information with an-
other government or another agency. 
 In the old act there's a whole litany here, under 
section 30(2) of the old act: "With…prior approval of 
the Lieutenant Governor in Council, the minister may 
enter into any of the following…." It pretty much fol-
lows the new act, with the exception that on sharing 
financial information, we don't have to go back to the 
Lieutenant-Governor-in-Council every time we want to 
do it — anything pertaining to this act, the Income Tax 
Act, the Immigration Act, a social benefit program op-
erated by a government, an agency, a public body or a 
legal entity referred to in subsection (2). 
 The alignment of services and programs across 
government will improve how we deliver services to 
our clients. Our stakeholders and clients have told us 
time and again that it can be time-consuming and frus-
trating to provide the same information to government 
over and over again. That's a written response from my 
staff. 

[1030] 
 
 C. Trevena: I'm very pleased that the minister 
wants to be accurate. I just wanted him to answer the 
question. The minister has now answered the question, 
so I thank him for that. 
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 In subsection (2.3), the changes include information-
sharing "not required for the purpose of sharing for re-
search purposes personal information…." I wondered what 
sort of research purposes the minister might be considering 
when we are talking about income assistance information. 
 
 Hon. C. Richmond: The ministry enters into re-
search agreements for three purposes: 
 (1) To evaluate the effectiveness of ministry pro-
grams or other ministries' programs. An example is to 
evaluate the impact of education programs on income 
assistance clients. We needed to enter into a research 
agreement with the Ministry of Advanced Education. 
This was necessary to identify the education programs 
that our clients were taking. 
 (2) To identify joint clients — clients that have been 
served by other ministries or other agencies. For exam-
ple, the Ministry of Children and Family Development 
and the Ministry of Employment and Income Assis-
tance both offer programs to help children in need. A 
research agreement between the two ministries helps 
identify how many children use programs offered by 
both ministries and why. This allows the ministry to 
identify gaps in service or possible areas for program 
improvements. 
 (3) To research the background of clients to help 
develop programs to help income assistance recipients 
become independent. For example, the ministry has 
conducted research agreements with the Ministry of 
Education to identify the education levels of ministry 
clients. This research has also identified the educational 
attainment of children who grow up in welfare-
dependent families and was used to show that children 
of welfare-dependent parents are less likely to gradu-
ate from high school. This, in turn, has helped the min-
istry develop effective employment programs and 
other initiatives to increase independence. 
 
 C. Trevena: I thank the minister for that. 
 I come back to my original concerns that we are 
talking about sharing highly personal information 
about individuals who are dependent on the ministry 
for their existence. So I want to raise my concerns, once 
again, that this is going ahead despite the concerns 
raised by the Information and Privacy Commissioner 
and that it is taking the ability to share this highly per-
sonal information away from having to get an order-in-
council with the approval of the Lieutenant-Governor 
and being able to do it through the ministry on its own. 
 I think these are highly questionable and cause high 
concern. I hope the minister can continue to assure the 
people of B.C. that income assistance recipients and 
people — once we get further on with the bill — who 
receive disability benefits and PPMB benefits — that 
their personal information and highly sensitive infor-
mation is fully protected…. 
 
 [S. Hammell in the chair.] 
 
 Hon. C. Richmond: I have another response that I 
think is fairly complete, which should satisfy the mem-
ber's doubts about why we're doing this. The authority 

for information-sharing agreements in the employment 
and assistance legislation was simply imported from 
B.C. Benefits legislation. At the time, there were no 
specific provisions for information-sharing agreements 
in FOIPPA legislation, and research agreements were 
simply treated as any other information-sharing 
agreement. This led to some confusion as to which type 
of agreement was required — for information-sharing 
or for research. 
 However, for the purposes of research, personal 
information needs to be shared only for data-matching 
purposes and only to authorized researchers. Once the 
data match has occurred, all personal information is 
destroyed, and only aggregate information is reported. 
For example, a research agreement between this minis-
try and the Ministry of Advanced Education needs 
only to report on data as to the number of MEIA clients 
who completed high school education. It does not need 
to and should not report on specific clients who do not 
have a complete high school education. 

[1035] 
 Since these provisions were originally drafted in 
B.C. Benefits, FOIPPA has recognized information-
sharing agreements as distinct from research agree-
ments. The amendments in sections 5 and 12 of Bill 21 
ensure we align with FOIPPA by expressly providing 
for research agreements and that such agreements 
must comply with section 35 of the Freedom of Infor-
mation and Protection of Privacy Act. 
 
 Section 5 approved on division. 
 
 Sections 6 to 8 inclusive approved. 
 
 Section 9 approved on division. 
 
 Sections 10 and 11 approved. 
 
 Section 12 approved on division. 
 
 Sections 13 to 15 inclusive approved. 
 
 Title approved. 
 
 Hon. C. Richmond: I move the committee rise and 
report the bill complete without amendment. 
 
 Motion approved. 
 
 The committee rose at 10:37 a.m. 
 
 The House resumed; Mr. Speaker in the chair. 

[1040] 
 

Report and 
Third Reading of Bills 

 
EMPLOYMENT AND INCOME ASSISTANCE 

STATUTES AMENDMENT ACT, 2006 
 
 Bill 21, Employment and Income Assistance Stat-
utes Amendment Act, 2006, reported complete without 
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amendment, read a third time on the following divi-
sion and passed: 

 
YEAS — 43 

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

NAYS — 25 
 
 S. Simpson Fleming Farnworth 
 Kwan Brar Cubberley 
 Hammell Coons Thorne 
 Simons Gentner Routley 
 Fraser Lali Dix 
 Trevena Bains Karagianis 
 Ralston Krog Chouhan 
 Wyse Sather Macdonald 
  Conroy 

[1045] 
 
 Hon. M. de Jong: I call second reading debate of 
Bill 28 and — for the information of members, if and 
when that bill completes — then second reading of Bill 
29. 
 

Second Reading of Bills 
 

PARK (CONSERVANCY ENABLING) 
AMENDMENT ACT, 2006 

 
 Hon. B. Penner: I move that the bill now be read a 
second time. 
 I am pleased to present this bill for second reading 
and for consideration by all members of the Legisla-
ture. The bill, of course, is entitled Park (Conservancy 
Enabling) Amendment Act, 2006, which will amend 
both the Park Act and the Protected Areas of British 
Columbia Act. 
 The amendments to the Park Act are intended to 
create a new conservancy designation to protect special 
areas recently set aside by this government's decisions 

respecting the central coast and north coast land and 
resource management plan areas. 
 This legislation also amends the Protected Areas of 
British Columbia Act to establish the first 24 conserv-
ancies encompassing more than 540,000 hectares result-
ing from these land use decisions. Included in these 
new conservancies is the nearly 103,000-hectare Ki-
tasoo spirit bear conservancy on Princess Royal Island. 
These amendments confirm and demonstrate British 
Columbia's international leadership in the establish-
ment of protected areas. We have a protected area sys-
tem to be truly proud of. 
 Earlier this year the Premier announced the his-
toric collaborative land use deals respecting the 
north coast and central coast of British Columbia, 
marking the completion of almost ten years of nego-
tiations with first nations, industry, environmental-
ists, local governments and many other stake-
holders. This government has listened and worked 
hard to ensure protection of some of the most ecol-
ogically significant areas in the province and indeed 
the world. 
 The magnitude of these land use decisions can be 
measured by the attention and interest they've at-
tracted around the world, including front-page head-
lines in the New York Times, the Washington Post, the 
Boston Globe and others. These are internationally sig-
nificant land use decisions because they involve an 
internationally significant land mass. 
 The conservancies will preserve some of the 
world's largest intact temperate rain forests, protecting 
some of B.C.'s most spectacular landscapes and secur-
ing habitat for a number of species, including the rare 
spirit bear. In fact, my colleague the Minister of Agri-
culture and Lands points out that even the renowned 
publication Pravda carried news coverage about this 
announcement on our mid-coast. I wasn't aware that he 
had a subscription to that publication. However, things 
never cease to amaze me. 
 
 Interjections. 
 
 Hon. B. Penner: Maybe it was leaked to him from 
the opposition. That's right. 
 Altogether, these two coastal land use decisions 
will result in approximately 1.2 million hectares being 
set aside in one of the most ecologically diverse re-
gions in the world, creating over 100 new protected 
areas over the next few years. This is in addition to 
600,000 hectares of existing protected areas in that 
region. 
 These land use decisions are internationally signifi-
cant also because of the way these deals were reached 
— using a consensus-based model, highlighting this 
government's relationship with first nations and listen-
ing to the needs of local communities, environmental-
ists and industry alike. 
 With these historic land use decisions, British Co-
lumbia has been able to rebrand its forest products and 
send a signal to international consumers and the mar-
ketplace that we can manage our resources in a sus-
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tainable manner, in a way that is unparalleled any-
where else. 
 
 [S. Hammell in the chair.] 
 
 I'd like to begin now discussing the new conser-
vancy designation by addressing the amendments to 
the Park Act, after which I'll address amendments to 
the Protected Areas of British Columbia Act. 
 The new designation will allow the true spirit of 
the land use decisions and the emerging new relation-
ship with the first nations to be realized. It sets aside 
protected areas, but it also ensures that the people 
living on the north coast and central coast are given 
the ability to continue to live and prosper in their 
communities. 

[1050] 
 As I mentioned, first nations have been involved in 
this process from the very beginning. I would like to 
take this opportunity to describe how we've been 
working together. I will read now a few highlighted 
passages from a letter that I will shortly be sending to 
the first nations involved in the government-to-
government process to establish these conservancies. 
This letter is intended to provide certainty for the man-
agement and operation of the conservancies. 
 Quoting from the text of the letter, it says: 

The conservancy designation protects for future genera-
tions amazing coastal landscapes, areas of importance to 
first nations and areas that will provide wonderful oppor-
tunities for the public to enjoy coastal and marine envi-
ronments on the north and central coast of this province. 
 The province wishes to build a new relationship with 
first nations based on principles of mutual respect, recon-
ciliation and recognition of aboriginal rights, as well as a 
shared vision of increased economic certainty and pros-
perity for all British Columbians. The land use decisions 
for the central coast and north coast demonstrated the 
province's commitment in this regard, as the province 
and first nations work to develop unprecedented gov-
ernment-to-government arrangements that built on the 
excellent work of the public planning tables. 
 Likewise, the desire for this new relationship is re-
flected in the collaborative efforts of coastal first nations 
and the province in developing the conservancy designa-
tion. The conservancy designation explicitly recognizes 
the importance of such areas to first nations. The 
amendments to the Park Act provide a framework for 
first nations and the province to enter into agreements for 
the administration and management of conservancies 
and other protected areas, including first nations carrying 
out activities necessary for the exercise of aboriginal 
rights and for access for social, ceremonial and cultural 
purposes. 
 Conservancies are areas set aside to (a) protect and 
maintain their biological diversity and natural environ-
ments; (b) preserve and maintain social, ceremonial and 
cultural uses of first nations; (c) protect and maintain 
their recreational values; and (d) ensure the development 
and use of their natural resources occurs in a sustainable 
manner consistent with the other purposes for which a 
conservancy may be established. These purposes are in-
tended to work together to ensure that conservancies  
offer a range of uses and benefits for all British Columbi-
ans. 

 Consistent with the wishes of first nations and 
coastal communities, a number of the conservancies will 
be managed to enhance tourism opportunities. Conserv-
ancies may also allow for a range of low-impact and 
compatible economic activities that are consistent with 
the purposes of conservancies' negotiated collaborative 
management arrangements and approved management 
plans for conservancies. 
 In support of the conservancy designation, the prov-
ince commits to working with first nations to establish 
collaborative management arrangements respecting the 
conservancies and other protected areas. These arrange-
ments may take the form of negotiated management 
agreements or less structured protocols, where appropri-
ate and requested by first nations. Further, the province 
commits to working with first nations and others to pre-
pare management plans to guide the protection, man-
agement and operation of these conservancies and other 
protected areas. 

That's the text of the letter, and that letter is now part 
of the public record. I believe it shows this govern-
ment's commitment to the protection of these special 
places and our willingness to forge new relationships 
with first nations. 
 In addition, our government commits to putting 
management plans in place for conservancy before park 
use permits will be considered or issued for activities 
that are not currently conducted in that area. These 
management plans will be developed cooperatively with 
the respective first nations in accordance with negotiated 
collaborative management agreements. The preparation 
of management plans will provide appropriate opportu-
nities for other British Columbians to provide input into 
the management of these significant areas. 
 I would like to provide some clarity as to what ac-
tivities will be permitted in conservancies. Let me state 
clearly that commercial logging, mining and large-scale 
hydroelectric power generation will be prohibited in 
conservancies, and this is made clear in these amend-
ments. There will be a provision to permit local run-of-
the-river hydro projects. However, applications for a 
permit to develop local run-of-the-river hydro projects 
will only be considered within conservancies for the 
purposes of supplying power for approved uses in a 
conservancy or to nearby communities that do not 
have access to the main B.C. Hydro power grid and are 
currently generating electricity through such means as 
diesel power generators. 

[1055] 
 I think most British Columbians would agree that 
switching to this green power source would result in a 
net benefit for the environment, and the local commu-
nities would certainly see a vast improvement in the air 
quality of their pristine valleys. 
 Just last week I had a chance to visit Hartley Bay 
with the Premier, and one of the first things we were 
shown upon our arrival was the location of their old 
diesel generator. In the background I could hear the 
sound of roaring water, and I asked members of that 
first nation if they'd investigated the possibility of util-
izing run-of-the-river hydroelectric projects to replace 
their dependence on diesel power for providing elec-
tricity to their community. 
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 I was told that, in fact, they are currently actively 
examining that possibility. They have retained a con-
sultant, and they believe they have the opportunity to 
provide renewable, zero-emission electricity for their 
community, utilizing a run-of-the-river project that 
would supplant the diesel generator up to eight or per-
haps even nine months of the year. That could result in 
about a 75-percent reduction in their reliance on diesel 
fuel, which in my view, would be a positive develop-
ment. 
 Provisions will also be made for allowing roads 
through a limited number of conservancies for the 
purpose of providing access to natural resources lying 
beyond the conservancy. The issue of access was dis-
cussed during the land use planning processes and the 
subsequent government-to-government negotiations. 
 At this point I would like to address the amend-
ments to the Protected Areas of British Columbia Act, 
which will establish the first 24 new conservancies re-
sulting from government's land use decisions for the 
central and north coast LRMP areas. To emphasize the 
ecological value and uniqueness of these newly desig-
nated areas, I would like to take this opportunity to 
mention a few. 
 Members will have to forgive me as I attempt to 
pronounce some of these areas. The Mahpahkum-
Ahkwuná/Deserters-Walker Conservancy, at just 931 
hectares, is one of the smallest of the new conservan-
cies. It is located 20 kilometres north of Port Hardy and 
protects several small, unique islands and provides 
ecosystem representation in the Queen Charlotte Strait 
Ecosection. This conservancy is part of asserted tradi-
tional territories of the Gwa'Sala', Nakwaxda'xw and 
Kwakiutl first nations. Apologies to first nations every-
where. 
 
 An Hon. Member: Spell it out. 
 
 Hon. B. Penner: I will probably spell this later for 
the good people at Hansard. 
 The Lax-Ka'gaas/Campania Conservancy covers 
the entire 20,500 hectares that make up the island 
and is located 65 kilometres south of Hartley Bay 
and 120 kilometres southwest of Kitimat. The island 
is marked by Mount Pender, which rises up to 700 
metres while the majority of the northern portion is 
lowland topography, large expanses of muskeg and 
occasional shallow lakes and wetlands. Several rare 
and unusual plant communities occur within this 
conservancy. A number of safe anchorages and ex-
cellent recreational opportunities exist, including 
hiking and spectacular white sand beaches, which 
are a particular attraction. 
 The Gitxaala Nii Luutiksm/Kitkatla Conservancy, 
28,000 hectares, is located on Porcher Island adjacent to 
the community of Kitkatla, roughly 45 kilometres 
southwest of Prince Rupert. Gitxaala means people of 
the salt, which is a reference to the oceanfront location 
of the community on Dolphin Island. Nii Luutiksm 
means a special or treasured area, and it is especially 
fitting for this conservancy. Gitxalla, Kitkatla Inlet is 

often referred to as the KitKatla grocery store. The inlet 
provides a wealth of traditional resources that have for 
millennia sustained the local inhabitants. 
 Traditional harvesting of seaweed, roe-on-kelp, 
cockles and salmon are a few of the items that first na-
tions people have relied on. This inlet has a very high 
habitat rating for waterfowl due to its high habitat–
carrying capacity. A grey whale rubbing beach is also a 
special feature within this conservancy. Recreational 
values are very high, with good camping, kayaking, 
fishing and diving opportunities. The conservancy is 
situated in the asserted territories of the Gitxaala, Met-
lakatla and Laxkw'alaams first nations. 

[1100] 
 Hunwadi/Ahnuhati-Bald Conservancy, at 34,532 
hectares, is located on Knight Inlet and connects to Bond 
Sound about 125 kilometres east of Port Hardy. Special 
features in the conservancy include a largely intact, old-
growth ecosystem, representative of the northern Pacific 
ranges that support grizzly bears, salmon and marbled 
murrelets. This conservancy is in the asserted territories 
of the Da'naxda'xw, Kwicksutaineuk-Ah-Kwa-Mish and 
Mamalilikulla-Qwe'Qwa'Sot'Em First Nations, and I 
won't say that again. 
 Last — but certainly not least, in fact, because it's 
the largest of the 24 conservancies to be designated this 
year, at about 103,000 hectares — is the Kitasoo Spirit 
Bear Conservancy on Princess Royal Island. It is lo-
cated approximately 90 kilometres northwest of Bella 
Bella and 120 kilometres south of Kitimat. This area, 
which is adjacent to the K'ootz/Khutze Conservancy, 
protects the rare and special ecosystems that are home 
to the kermode or spirit bear as well as marbled mur-
relets, bald eagles and other wildlife. This conservancy 
is within the asserted territories of the Kitasoo and 
Heiltsuk First Nations. 
 These are but a few of the 24 conservancies to be 
designated this year, with approximately 86 more to 
follow in the coming year, creating a protected-area 
system in this spectacular part of our province that will 
stand as a legacy for all British Columbians. 
 I'm proud to introduce these amendments to build 
on our world-class parks and protected areas system 
and demonstrate this government's willingness to 
work with first nations, environmental groups, indus-
try and communities to find solutions that keep every-
one's interests in mind, building a stronger and more 
prosperous province for everyone. 
 On an administrative note, I want to point out to all 
members that the Office of the Clerk has been provided 
with copies of all the maps that depict the boundaries 
of the new conservancies. These maps are available for 
viewing if any member would like to see them. 
 Mr. Speaker, I move that this bill be referred to a 
Committee of the Whole House to be considered at the 
next sitting of the House after today. 
 
 S. Simpson: I'm very pleased to have the opportu-
nity to get up and speak to Bill 28, the Park Amend-
ment (Conservancy Enabling) Amendment Act. This 
bill is an important piece of legislation. There's no 
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doubt about that. It clearly is a key component in the 
package of work that needs to be done around the 
LRMPs in the north and on the coast. It is a piece of 
legislation that we know will create these conservancy 
areas that, while they are similar, they are somewhat 
different than our class-A parks. 
 As the minister says, this piece of legislation will 
protect some 540,000 hectares of land in these 24 con-
servancy areas, and ultimately — from reading the 
materials that came with the bill — we'll see some 1.2 
million hectares protected over time in what will 
probably be upwards of 109 conservancy areas by 2007. 
This, of course, is in addition to what we see as the 
some 600,000 hectares of existing parks, primarily 
class-A parks, in the affected areas. 
 This legislation, as we know, really is a result of a 
number of initiatives over an extended period of time. 
It's a result of what have been government-to-
government discussions between the province and the 
first nations, discussions that were complex, no doubt, 
and challenging to conclude — to the point that they 
are concluded. I'll speak a little bit more about that 
soon, because there clearly are questions that continue 
to be in front of us about the impacts of the LRMP and 
how the LRMP decisions will be implemented and how 
these decisions around the conservancy areas will be 
implemented. 

[1105] 
 What we can be proud of…. Frankly, this is some-
thing that, as the members of the House will know, 
was an extremely long process. It was a process that was 
initiated by the NDP in the 1990s. The LRMP process 
was a process initiated by the NDP government. It was 
the NDP that really commenced those meaningful dis-
cussions with first nations around questions of inte-
grated land use planning. 
 Those discussions evolved, as the Premier ac-
knowledged at the time that he made the announce-
ment announcing the north and the mid-coast agree-
ments. He said it was really, for more than a decade 
now, I guess, a time when two governments, both the 
NDP and the current Liberal government, worked on 
finding solutions for a sustainable approach to these 
communities. Both governments, the previous gov-
ernment and the current government, can take credit 
for having done this work in conjunction with first 
nations, with the environmental movement, with local 
communities, workers and business interests. 
 We know that this piece of legislation, in particular, 
is a necessary piece of legislation in that it does create a 
key piece of this agreement, which are these conser-
vancy areas — the portion of land — the 1.2 million 
hectares — of new protected areas. 
 The concern, and there is a concern here, really is 
around some lack of clarity with this legislation, and I 
do want to talk about that a little bit. There are a num-
ber of unanswered questions in this legislation, and 
they are questions that hopefully there are answers for. 
They are questions that certainly we will discuss at the 
point when we get to committee stage. They regard the 
implementation of Bill 28 and how the bill will be im-

plemented, how the initiatives in the bill will be im-
plemented and, ultimately, questions around the man-
agement of the conservancy areas and what the long-
term impacts of that will be. 
 The first of those questions really relates to the is-
sue of consultation outside of first nations, and that's 
consultation with other interests. It's consultations with 
local communities. It's consultations with the environ-
mental movement. It's consultation with workers. It's 
consultation with some of the business interests that 
are no longer able to access that land. It's not a question 
of whether it would have materially changed a lot of 
what is in this legislation, but it is a question of 
whether those interests should have been part of this 
discussion in some way, shape or form. What we know 
is that they weren't. 
 I have spoken to a number of those interests — lo-
cal communities, environmental interests, others — 
who all support the principle behind Bill 28, certainly, 
but they are concerned that they were not part of the 
discussion. They are concerned that they didn't have an 
opportunity to speak at a table with the people who 
were going to make the decisions around the crafting 
of this legislation. They didn't have an opportunity to 
have their input into how, in fact, this legislation 
should evolve. There is a question here about why 
those organizations weren't part of that discussion. 
 What I would say is that the first nations have 
done the right thing here. They came to the table, and 
they represented their interests. That's exactly what 
the first nations should do. The responsibility of gov-
ernment, though, is to come and represent the inter-
ests of the others who are affected by these decisions. 
It's the responsibility, I believe, of the government to 
have ensured that they engaged those groups — 
whether they are local governments, regional dis-
tricts, environmental interests, the people who work 
in those communities or the businesses that are en-
gaged in those communities. The government should 
have had a process that engaged those interests in a 
discussion to ensure that their interests were reflected 
in the government-to-government negotiations that 
the minister has spoken about previously. 

[1110] 
 At this point, and in the representations that I've 
had made to me, it does not appear that the govern-
ment in fact had those discussions with those interests. 
I'm sure the first nations came to the table and repre-
sented the folks of their communities and their inter-
ests, and they did that appropriately — and rightly so. 
But I'm not so sure the government came to the table 
and fairly represented all of the interests that might 
have been at the table from the non-aboriginal com-
munities. 
 We really need to look at that question of consulta-
tion, and that seems to be one of the pressing issues 
here. I would hope that we'll see, as other components 
of the LRMPs come forward — and there are a number 
of pieces that clearly will have to evolve over time with 
this — that the government will do a better job on that 
side of the ledger. 
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 The second issue on the table that is not at all clear 
is really a question around funding for conservancy 
areas. What we understand is that there's $1 million 
here. I assume it's an interim funding or a transitional 
funding to allow some dollars to go towards the man-
agement of these 24 conservancy areas over this next 
year or period of time. Then what we'll see, presuma-
bly, is additional dollars come to the table. 
 What's not at all clear here, though, is how that $1 
million is going to be spent. Is it enough money? We 
hear from the minister that the management structures 
have not been worked out. We don't know how these 
areas are going to be managed. We don't know what 
the framework for that is — whether they will be man-
aged by the government, whether they will be man-
aged by first nations, whether they will be managed by 
some combination and partnership of the two. 
 As a consequence, we have this number, $1 million, 
which frankly, for 540,000 hectares of land and 24 dis-
tinct areas, is not a lot of money. It's not a lot of money 
to provide those kinds of services that we might want 
to expect in our parks. Now, we do know that our park 
system is seriously underfunded and that we don't 
have the kind of staffing and resources in the parks 
that we should expect to have in British Columbia. As a 
consequence, maybe $1 million will be enough for the 
status quo, because the status quo is not very good. So 
maybe that will do it. 
 What we don't know is…. There's no indication here 
about what the $1 million will purchase in terms of staff 
and resources. We also have no indication about what 
the expectations are around future costs and what the 
minister and the government anticipate in terms of pro-
viding ongoing funding — presumably through the 
Ministry of Environment — to be able to support these 
areas, particularly when we go to 1.2 million hectares, 
when we more than double the area that's covered in 
this particular piece of legislation and when we go to 
over four times as many areas that have to be managed. 
 We do know that it will be a challenge for the gov-
ernment to be able to do this. We really do need to 
know where the dollars are — both this year and into 
the future — to be able to pay for this, and that's not at 
all clear. 
 The other issue that's not clear here, and we'll need 
to explore this a little bit, is what has happened here. 
With the creation of these areas, what's the situation in 
terms of resource interests that no longer are going to 
be able to access that land? The minister hasn't told us. 
Will they be compensated? Will forest companies that 
are in those areas be compensated? And if they are 
going to be compensated, how will they be compen-
sated? Will it be more annual allowable cut somewhere 
else? Will it be dollars? How is that going to occur? I 
think it's a fair question to know how that's going to 
happen, so people understand exactly what occurs here 
and what expectations there are as we transition these 
economies. 

[1115] 
 We know from discussions that have been had that 
we are looking in these areas to transition these 

economies to more green economies, more effective 
economies under the circumstances of this plan. It will 
be telling, what the expectations are around compensa-
tion for those companies and, in fact, what expectations 
there might be around those companies continuing to 
provide employment opportunities in those communi-
ties in relation to that. 
 Now, I know this piece of legislation is about parks, 
but when you take out 540,000 hectares of land — 1.2 
million hectares of land, ultimately — there's a lot of 
economic activity that's going to move. We really 
should be able to expect that the government, at the 
time it puts forward the legislation to create those pro-
tected areas, should also be able to tell us at the same 
time what the expectation is about how the compensa-
tion and the dollars move on those protected areas. 
 Hon. Speaker, we know that these conservancy 
areas, in some ways, change…. They are different than 
class-A parks. They allow some things to occur that are 
different than class-A parks. Some of these may or may 
not be bad things. We don't know that. We know that 
we have hydroelectric opportunities, independent 
power producers. Run of the river is an allowable ac-
tivity here on a small scale, on a local scale. I'll be look-
ing forward to having more discussion about what this 
means in terms of run of the river when we sit down in 
committee stage, to have assurances that the power 
opportunities being created here are ones that are, in 
fact, beneficial. 
 The minister spoke about Hartley Bay and how they 
deliver much of their power through generators. The 
minister is correct. Small, locally controlled run-of-the-
river hydroelectric power, if it can replace that kind of 
generator operation, may very well be a positive thing. 
But we need to have that discussion, and the legislation, 
in itself, is not as clear as we might like about that. 
 There's discussion in the legislation around roads 
and the provision of roads to be able to access resource 
interests that are outside the protected areas but where 
you may need to cross through. We know that at this 
point — I believe, in the schedules — there's one area 
in particular that's identified to allow those roads, but 
we have an awful lot of protected areas here, and we 
will want to talk. I think it's important that we under-
stand what the criteria are for determining when roads 
will be allowed to be built, on what terms they're al-
lowed to be built, how that's developed, how reclama-
tion of those roads works and what are the reasonable 
expectations about the allowance of what may be tem-
porary roads in and then out again. 
 The management of the conservancies is a critical 
area. The minister spoke about the government-to-
government discussions that are going on to create the 
templates or the structure for what management of 
these areas might look like. I don't have a problem with 
that. I think it's appropriate. The first nations and the 
government need to have those discussions. But those 
management areas will impact communities. They'll 
impact environmental interests. They'll impact busi-
ness interests as well. All of those interests are poten-
tially impacted. 
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 They have the potential, as well, to impact eco-
nomic opportunities as we try to shift these economies 
in these local communities. We're all supportive of do-
ing this. When we transition these economies over to 
more green economies, it's going to mean looking for 
opportunities, whether they're around tourism, ecot-
ourism or other kinds of opportunities that may avail 
themselves of these areas. There are all kinds of possi-
bilities here that we haven't explored at all. The ques-
tion will be: how do people have a discussion around 
this? 
 I did have an opportunity — and I thank the minis-
ter for this — to get a briefing from some of his officials 
on Bill 28. I thank him, and I thank the staff who pro-
vided that briefing. It was informative. What that told 
me, among other things, is that there isn't clarity on 
how this is going to work. It's a problem if all the dis-
cussion around the creation of this template happens at 
one level without other participants being able to have 
their voices heard at the table, and then they will be 
heard when we get down to the individual manage-
ment plans for the areas. 

[1120] 
 That's what I was told: this discussion of the tem-
plate happens at one level, government to government, 
and then we in fact will go down to a second set of 
discussions, which will be around specific management 
areas, and that's when there will be a greater opportu-
nity for other voices to be heard at the table. 
 The problem with that is that there will no doubt be 
decisions made at that big table, the first table, that will 
significantly impact how that second set of discussions 
happens. They can be around who manages, how they 
manage, where decisions get made, how information 
comes to bodies, how budgets get put together, how 
money gets spent. All of these are legitimate questions. 
They're questions that should be answered, and they're 
questions that should include the input of folks who 
have an interest outside of the two governments — the 
first nations and the provincial government. 
 I would refer back to my earlier comments around 
consultation. It is exactly the same situation. The first 
nations, quite rightly, are at that table. They're looking 
after their interests. They're speaking for their people, 
and that's what they should be doing. The government 
has a role at that table, and part of its role is to ensure 
that local communities, environmental interests and all 
of those groups that have been stakeholders to the 
LRMP process over the last decade, that have a vested 
interest in the success of the LRMP process, have an 
opportunity to be heard. Right now I'm being told by 
those groups that that's not necessarily happening. 
 In addition, in our discussions with some of the first 
nations around this, we're being told that, yes, there is 
going to be…. They understand these government-to-
government discussions around the broader template, 
around management, will happen, but they absolutely 
have seen this piece of legislation come forward, and 
they clearly have no sense at this point, from what 
they're telling us, what that looks like. The legislation is 
being put in place before there has been meaningful 

discussion with them around what these structures 
might look like. I know they're anxious to get into that 
discussion and to begin to evolve that. 
 There are unanswered questions there, and we'll 
need to see what those answers look like as this 
evolves. What we will be doing is hoping to flesh some 
of this out in committee stage with some questions 
around these issues. I'm hopeful that the minister will 
be able to provide some additional clarity on what this 
looks like. 
 In addition, there's a question about what the im-
pacts are on other areas of the province. As we know, 
there are a number of areas of the province where we 
have current parks, where we have protected areas that 
may evolve into parks, where there are significant first 
nations and aboriginal interests. Are we going to be 
looking at the creation of conservancy areas rather than 
class-A parks in some of those areas? We don't know 
that, so what kind of template is this? What kind of 
precedent is the creation of these conservancy areas for 
other parts of the province? 
 We'll be looking to talk to the minister about that, 
about what his vision is for the future. Are we going to 
see more and more conservancy areas, which some 
would say are less than a class-A park, or are we going 
to start to see these replacing class-A parks in terms of 
the future protected areas in the province? I'll look 
forward to hearing from the minister on this. 
 Another issue related to this really is the question 
of permitting while these are put in place. I know there 
have been requests made to the minister — and we'll 
be asking for a confirmation of this — that in these ar-
eas, until we get these conservancies in place, that we 
get management plans in place; if there are things oc-
curring there, an infrastructure is put in place that en-
sures we know what is and isn't allowed to occur here. 
That includes putting the overall management plans in 
place — that at a minimum, there won't be permitting 
for activities in these parks. 
 As the legislation points out, the minister has fairly 
broad authority to be able to permit uses in these parks 
under his jurisdiction. What we're going to be looking 
for is some assurances that that authority isn't going to 
be used, or is going to be used at a very minimal level, 
in future until such time as there actually are manage-
ment structures put in place, and there clearly are vi-
sions for each of these areas. 

[1125] 
 What we wouldn't want is the minister going ahead 
and approving a number of activities in these conser-
vancy areas that may impact the ability for them to be 
developed in the way that we hope they are developed 
and to be put in place before, in fact, the management 
structures are put in place. 
 Part of the concerns that have been raised to this 
side of the House come from the province's record 
around our park system, and that's part of where the 
challenge comes from. There's a certain amount of this 
bill…. As one stakeholder said to me when I was talk-
ing to them about Bill 28, "You know, there's a 'trust 
me' component to this legislation," as there is with a 
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number of things that the government does. There's 
this "trust me" component, this: "Trust us. We're going 
to do the right thing." 
 You know, hon. Speaker, there are concerns about 
that as we look and say: "Okay. Well, what does "trust 
me" really mean?" We start to look at the record of the 
government on parks when we start to look at the re-
cord of the government on environmental stewardship. 
What are some of the things we see? The list is a long 
list that we could go through, but I will identify a cou-
ple of these things. 
 We know that shortly after taking office, the gov-
ernment removed land from what was the Chilcotin 
LRMP to accommodate mining interests. That was a 
decision of the government. That was the government's 
view of environmental stewardship. 
 We know that the government has reduced parks 
funding and cut over 800 positions out of parks since it 
was elected in 2001. We know that the government 
introduced parking meters into 41 public parks. We 
know that the government has developed the park 
lodge strategy to commercialize and privatize great 
amounts of our parks, yet we don't quite know what's 
going to happen because this strategy is not being spo-
ken about, but we'll see. We'll see, but the park lodge 
strategy that will create resorts in parks…. 
 We know that the government has instigated a pol-
icy to remove a certain amount of quality ALR. We 
believe that some of the structures around the restruc-
turing of the Land Commission have in fact created 
that circumstance where we are threatening, particu-
larly, some of our class one and two soils. 
 We know that the results-based regulations…. That 
approach to policy has led to a situation…. Because the 
government has reduced its staffing and gutted staffing 
in many cases, it's created a situation where, in fact, we 
can't do the audit in oversight that we need to do in 
many of our forests, in many of our protected areas. As 
a consequence, we are degrading these areas because 
the staff…. We don't have the resources to be able to do 
the job. 
 We know that we've seen a situation with climate 
change where the government has said: "We will be 
third-best." But other than saying that, there are no 
results-based measurements in the climate change 
plan. It's a plan that is woefully inadequate. It's a plan 
that doesn't look at how we measure and how we iden-
tify progress. It's a plan that doesn't tell us how we 
report progress. 
 As members here will know, climate change proba-
bly is a growing concern unlike any other in this coun-
try right now. We saw recently a letter signed by 90 
scientists who are saying this is the issue we need to 
deal with. They were pleading with the federal gov-
ernment to move forward on effective climate change. 
 Unfortunately, the government has been silent in 
joining that voice — for the government to come for-
ward and say: "We, too, join with those 90 scientists to 
say that we have to move forward." Unfortunately, we 
haven't heard the government say that. Maybe the 
government is going to move forward and say some-

thing on climate change, and we'll look forward to that 
should it in fact occur. 
 The people of Vancouver — the people of British 
Columbia — value our parks. They value them very 
much. We know that, and we know that parks in Brit-
ish Columbia are an important part of our legacy as a 
province. Unfortunately, I don't think the people of 
British Columbia are overly confident, when it comes 
to this government acting as the stewards of our parks 
in a way that people believe should occur. 

[1130] 
 That concern in local communities is compounded, 
particularly in the communities that are affected by the 
LRMP, and has been compounded by other decisions 
or lack of decisions or lack of action in some cases 
around the LRMP on the coast. What we're seeing here 
is the fact that we need to start to talk about that. 
 The minister and other government ministers will 
know that the socially responsible investment fund of 
$80 million that was supposed to be there for local 
communities has been killed by the government. It 
doesn't exist. It was a commitment that has not been 
fulfilled. We now have local government, regional dis-
tricts, up and down the coast passing resolutions say-
ing: "We're not sure we support this any longer, be-
cause we've lost the funds that we were told we would 
have and now aren't there — $80 million, much of that 
private dollars for investment and venture capital." 
 Those kinds of decisions by the government to 
make commitments and then not fulfil them — part of 
the government track record, clearly, on many issues 
— are ones that concern people up and down the coast 
as well. 
 We will be supporting the bill, certainly at second 
reading. We support the principle of the conservancy 
areas. We support moving the LRMPs forward in a 
way that will make them successful. We think they are 
important. We think this is an important initiative, and 
we do look forward to that, so we will be supporting 
second reading here. 
 Clearly, what we do need to do is…. We have many 
unanswered questions here about how this will in fact 
work. As they say, the devil is sometimes in the details. 
We'll be looking for those details and that clarification 
in committee stage, and I look forward to that oppor-
tunity to have a more detailed discussion with the min-
ister at that time. 
 
 Hon. B. Penner: I'd like to just close debate with a 
few comments in response. I know we'll have more 
time to do this in committee. In fact, much of what the 
member was saying sounded more like he was in 
committee stage, at least in those portions when he was 
actually speaking in a somewhat relevant way to the 
bill and not delving off in topics completely unrelated 
to the legislation that's before the House at this time. 
 I'd like to point out that when this LRMP process is 
implemented and by next year when the additional 
protected areas are added through legislation, British 
Columbia will have nearly 14 percent of our total land 
base locked up in parks and protected areas and con-
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servancies. That's more than any other place in Canada. 
In fact, I believe that's more than any other place in 
North America. 
 I can understand why the critic had to speak about 
topics other than the bill in order to speak as long as he 
did, because it was very difficult to find things to criti-
cize when we have by far the largest protected-area 
system in North America. I understand the opposi-
tion's role is to try to find something negative, and I 
understand he's put a lot of energy into doing that 
when it comes to this bill. 
 
 [Mr. Speaker in the chair.] 
 
 Communities, industries, first nations and envi-
ronmental groups were consulted. I think the critic 
seemed to have forgotten something here. He said 
there was a lack of consultation, when in fact for ten 
years there have been negotiations with industry, with 
communities, with first nations and environmental 
groups and government. This has all been pretty publi-
cized. It's been in the newspapers a lot off and on over 
the last ten years or so, so it's hardly been done in se-
cret. Everybody knows what the general plan has been 
and where we're at. There was the announcement, of 
course, on February 7. Now we have the legislation 
before the House, so members can debate it and ask 
questions if they see fit. 
 The member expressed concern again around small 
hydro. I know we had small hydroelectric projects that 
are also called run-of-the-river hydroelectric projects, 
which are done with very little impact on the environ-
ment. They are always, of course, assessed in terms of 
their possible fisheries implications and other things 
and would not be approved if they have significant 
fisheries impacts. We debated this at length during the 
estimates debate for the Ministry of Environment a 
couple of weeks ago, but perhaps that's already a dis-
tant memory for some members. 
 Let me point out that while the member was segue-
ing into completely unrelated matters to talk about cli-
mate change rather than the content of the bill, he was 
saying that we need to do more to address climate 
change. Yet at the same time there was a tone of criticism 
in his voice with respect to run-of-the-river hydroelectric 
projects that can help these communities get off of diesel. 

[1135] 
 Well, the last time I checked, the combustion of 
diesel results in greenhouse gas emissions. So if we're 
really serious about doing something, instead of talk-
ing about something, let's get out and support doing 
something for these remotely located first nations up 
and down the coast, which are looking for tangible 
ways to reduce their greenhouse gas emissions by util-
izing a green, clean, 100-percent renewable, zero-
emission form of electricity. 
 Rather than trying to somehow foster concern and 
paranoia, let's say: "Look, we have a permitting process 
that's rigorous." Local first nations are saying that they 
are trying to find a way to tangibly reduce their fossil 
fuel combustion and thereby reduce their greenhouse 

gas emissions. Let's actually salute that initiative rather 
than trying to find ways to criticize. 
 The member also talked about management plans 
and how…. On the one hand, I think he's concerned or 
criticizing the fact that we haven't finalized all these 
management plans here while we're introducing legis-
lation. On the other hand, he's saying that we need to 
make sure people have input into the process. Well, 
that's exactly what the management plans are for. They 
allow people to have input in discussing the specific 
management plans for the different conservancies and 
protected areas that we're talking about. 
 That's exactly what we're doing. Again, the mem-
ber was striving very hard to try and find some way to 
criticize something that's in fact very positive and has 
some incredible support, I believe, across British Co-
lumbia — including some environmental groups that 
took part in the process, including industries that have 
been active in those areas, including communities, in-
cluding first nations and including government. 
 We will be engaging in dialogue with people as we 
formulate these management plans. It's not a fait ac-
compli. We are interested to hear what people have to 
say. Frankly, in answer to the critic's comments, it 
would be presumptuous for us today to stand here and 
say: "Here's exactly everything that's ever going to 
happen in these protected areas." I don't know what 
will come through the management planning process, 
but I imagine a number of things. 
 The member expressed concern — and I know 
there are some other environmental groups who have 
mentioned this — about what kinds of activities would 
be permitted and whether or not….. I think the critic is 
worried that the minister has too much discretion or 
maybe even unfettered discretion. We'll get into this 
more in committee stage, I'm sure. But I want to just 
draw people's attention, if they're following this de-
bate, to section 6 of the bill. It's Bill 28, the Park (Con-
servancy Enabling) Amendment Act, 2006. 
 Section 11 gives guidance about what kind of uses 
can be permitted in these areas, and it states as follows 
in subsection (10): "A park use permit must not be is-
sued to authorize the following activities in a conser-
vancy: (a) commercial logging; (b) mining; (c) hydro 
electric power generation, other than local run-of-the-
river projects; (d) any other activity unless, in the opin-
ion of the minister, the activity will not restrict, prevent 
or inhibit the development, improvement or use of the 
conservancy in accordance with section 5 (3.1)." 
 That test, which the minister must apply, is as fol-
lows. Conservancies are set aside (a) for the protection 
and maintenance of their biological diversity and natu-
ral environments; (b) for the preservation and mainte-
nance of social, ceremonial and cultural uses of first 
nations; (c) for protection and maintenance of their 
recreational values; and (d) to ensure that development 
or use of their natural resources occurs in a sustainable 
manner consistent with the purposes of the paragraphs 
I've just mentioned. 
 So there are criteria. There are a number of criteria 
established in the legislation to provide guidance for 
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any minister who happens to occupy the office when 
applications come forward requesting permitted uses 
in conservancies. So it's hardly unfettered. I've just read 
what the legislation says that the rules are, which the 
ministers are supposed to consider in making their 
decision. That's the guidance. Then, of course, there'll 
be the management plans. 
 It's still too early to say what will come from that 
management planning process. I know in other parts of 
province it's taken years to develop management plans 
for newly created protected areas or parks. 
 Lastly, let me just address the member's comments 
that we've reduced park staffing by 800. Well, that's 
simply false. I'm not sure where he gets that number. 
But if you go back and check the rolls in 2000 or 2001, 
B.C. Parks was not employing 800 people — certainly 
not through direct government employees, in any event. 

[1140] 
 I can tell you this too. During the 1990s when the 
other party was in office, the NDP, they did establish 
new parks. While they were doing that, they actually 
cut the parks budget. So it made it very difficult to 
manage. 
 I understand the member's criticism. He's worried that 
perhaps we aren't adding enough money to look after 
these new conservancies. I think he will acknowledge — 
or most people following this debate will acknowledge — 
that adding money while we're creating new conservan-
cies is far better than what happened in the 1990s, when 
the budget was actually cut while the new areas were 
being created. 
 With that, I would like to move second reading. 
 
 Motion approved. 
 
 Hon. B. Penner: I'll try this for the third time today. 
I move that the bill be referred to a Committee of the 
Whole House to be considered at the next sitting of the 
House after today. 
 
 Bill 28, Park (Conservancy Enabling) Amendment 
Act, 2006, read a second time and referred to a Com-
mittee of the Whole House for consideration at the next 
sitting of the House after today. 
 
 Hon. G. Abbott: I call second reading of Bill 29. 
 

HEALTH STATUTES 
AMENDMENT ACT, 2006 

 
 Hon. G. Abbott: Mr. Speaker, I'm pleased to now 
move second reading of Bill 29. 
 The Health Statutes Amendment Act, 2006, makes 
important amendments to the Health Act and the 
Medicare Protection Act, which will enhance the confi-
dentiality of personal health information while at the 
same time permitting its use to improve health care 
and support the sustainability of the health care sys-
tem. 
 The amendments will create a new level of ac-
countability and clear rules for the collection, use and 

disclosure of the personal health information contained 
in ministry and health authority databases. The collec-
tion, use and disclosure of personal health information 
will only be permitted for specific health-related pur-
poses. 
 This bill also makes several minor amendments to 
the Health Professions Act to complete the work begun 
during our first mandate. All of the legislative changes 
in the Health Statutes Amendment Act support our 
goal of innovation and service quality for health care 
for British Columbians. Quality, patient-focused health 
care is the bottom line. We already know we have the 
best health outcomes in Canada, but we need to do 
better. 
 Bill 29 amends the Health Act by adding seven new 
sections that build on existing provisions regarding the 
collection of information by the B.C. Cancer Agency 
and the health status registry. A key provision of the 
bill is that information can only be collected for health-
related purposes that are set out in the bill. 
 The bill also amends one provision of the Medicare 
Protection Act pertaining to the confidentiality of in-
formation collected to administer the Medical Services 
Plan. Bill 29 will amend section 49 of the Medicare Pro-
tection Act to allow only those disclosures from the 
Medical Services Plan that are consistent with the 
health-related purposes set out in the Health Act. 
 The changes to the Health Act will permit the Min-
ister of Health to designate or create databases that 
contain personal health information as "health informa-
tion banks." These databases are invaluable in deliver-
ing patient care. They are also used for health research, 
as well as planning and administration in the health 
care system. They are vital to the sustainability of the 
health system in British Columbia. 
 To ensure that health information banks are com-
prehensive, the bill will make it mandatory for health 
care bodies and organizations to provide information. 
It's important that health databases be as complete and 
comprehensive as possible to ensure they are effective 
in enabling quality health care decisions. 
 The proposed amendments significantly restrict the 
circumstances in which personal health information 
may be released outside of the Ministry of Health. 
They also restrict sharing of personal health informa-
tion to specific organizations, health authorities and 
other public bodies such as Health Canada or the Col-
lege of Physicians and Surgeons. 
 The specifics of any large one-off or regular sharing 
of personal health information must be set out in an 
information-sharing agreement that is approved by 
ministerial order. Such an agreement can only made 
with a health-related organization. These information 
agreements would put limits and conditions on the use 
of that information. 

[1145] 
 As part of the ministerial orders that create or des-
ignate health information banks, an individual respon-
sible for administration of the health information bank 
must be identified by name and position. Access to 
information will be restricted to only those individuals 
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with clear authority, accountability and the demon-
strated need to access personal health information for 
health-related purposes. 
 The designation of health information banks and 
the approval of information-sharing agreements by 
ministerial order is intended to elevate decision-
making above the sharing of data to the highest level of 
the Ministry of Health and to maximize transparency 
and accountability to the public. All ministerial orders 
designating databases as health information banks will 
be published for review by the public in the Gazette. 
This will ensure maximum transparency. In addition, a 
list of all health information banks as well as a list of all 
information-sharing agreements will be published, 
consistent with the Freedom of Information and Protec-
tion of Privacy Act. 
 Existing databases currently governed by the Free-
dom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act will 
be brought under this legislation through ministerial 
order. These include the client registry, the provider 
registry and the chronic disease management registry. 
New health databases will include the public health sur-
veillance system, diagnostic imaging databases, a labora-
tory information system and an enterprise master-
patient index system. Most of these names may mean 
little to patients, who just want to get the care they need, 
but they can be assured that the fundamental purpose of 
health information banks is to improve patient care and 
evidence-based decision-making. 
 These databases are also an important tool to facili-
tate health research and management of the health care 
system. With the electronic health record we are taking 
advantage of new technology that will make patient 
information available to health care providers from 
anywhere in the province. All the evidence across 
many jurisdictions shows that availability of compre-
hensive information drives better health care decisions 
and better health outcomes. 
 The proposed legislation supports the first minis-
ters' commitment to "accelerate the development and 
implementation of the electronic health record," as part 
of the ten-year plan to strengthen health care. The 
province, along with provincial stakeholders and na-
tional partners, is developing a secure network of elec-
tronic health records that will eventually contain in-
formation from doctors' offices, laboratories, radiology 
clinics, hospitals, pharmacies and other places where 
people access health care. 
 British Columbians want the best health care possi-
ble. To meet this expectation, health care providers 
need to know a patient's key health care history. With 
complete and accurate information, health care provid-
ers can better help patients manage chronic disease and 
improve health outcomes. Accurate and complete elec-
tronic health records are vital to an effective, sustain-
able health system. 
 This bill is an example of our government's com-
mitment to utilize technology and leverage investment 
opportunities. The ministry has partnered with Canada 
Health Infoway on several electronic health record 
projects. About $120 million worth of funding from 

Infoway is contingent on the province having proper 
legislative authority to establish these databases to en-
sure confidentiality. I'm pleased to point out that the 
province's Information and Privacy Commissioner, the 
office of the chief information officer, as well as Canada 
Health Infoway have been working closely with minis-
try staff and have reviewed and accepted the draft 
amendment. 
 British Columbia is already an acknowledged 
leader in developing electronic health care capability. 
Electronic health projects are becoming essential tools 
for health care professionals to deliver safe, quality 
health care and to assist the ministry and health au-
thorities with better management of the health system. 
 The Health Statutes Amendment Act, 2006, will 
also result in some minor changes to the Health Profes-
sions Act. Changes to the Health Professions Act will, 
among other things, correct some drafting errors and 
omissions in the 2003 legislation. It will continue the 
legal existence of four of the current regulatory col-
leges. It will make some technical changes to the cur-
rent ownership restrictions that apply to personal ser-
vice corporations of some health professionals and 
clarify that the right to recover debts for services ex-
tends to corporations that are entitled to provide the 
services of regulated health professionals. 

[1150] 
 Finally, and most importantly, it will strengthen the 
protection of the public by clarifying that professional 
responsibilities and liabilities are in no way affected by 
a health professional's relationship to a corporation 
through which his or her personal services are pro-
vided. 
 Most of these amendments to the Health Profes-
sions Act are in response to requests or concerns of the 
regulatory colleges for the professions being affected 
by our regulatory reform initiative. We believe that 
these changes, while minor and technical, are impor-
tant and will ensure that transition to the Health Pro-
fessions Act is completed with minimal financial im-
pact to the regulatory colleges and individual profes-
sionals. We're making every effort to ensure the impor-
tant work being done by B.C.'s regulatory colleges is 
recognized and can continue without interruption or 
financial hardship as they transition to the Health Pro-
fessions Act. 
 In closing, the Health Statutes Amendment Act, 
2006, reflects our ongoing commitment to modernizing 
the system to improve patient care throughout the 
province and to ensure that delivery of safe, quality 
health care by health care professionals can be sus-
tained. 
 I look forward to hearing the comments of other 
members and to debating committee stage of this bill. I 
do know that the hon. Health critic has comments on 
this. Whether he wishes to do them now or wishes to 
adjourn debate…. I understand from the critic that he 
would prefer I move adjournment of debate. I'm sure 
he will be exercising his comments with respect to this 
at the next opportunity, so I move adjournment of de-
bate. 
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 Hon. G. Abbott moved adjournment of debate. 
 
 Motion approved. 
 
 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 11:52 a.m. 
 
 

 
PROCEEDINGS IN THE 
DOUGLAS FIR ROOM 

 
Committee of Supply 

 
ESTIMATES: MINISTRY OF 

COMMUNITY SERVICES AND 
MINISTER RESPONSIBLE FOR 

SENIORS' AND WOMEN'S ISSUES 
(continued) 

 
 The House in Committee of Supply (Section A); D. 
MacKay in the chair. 
 
 The committee met at 10:13 a.m. 
 
 On Vote 21: ministry operations, $236,621,000 (con-
tinued). 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: Hon. Chair, before we begin with 
questions, I think it's appropriate — at the beginning of 
every opportunity — to introduce staff for the benefit 
of the members opposite. I know the critic is aware of 
who they are, but members come and go during the 
debates. To my right is our Deputy Minister of Com-
munity Services Sheila Wynn. To my left this morning 
is the Assistant Deputy Minister of women's, seniors' 
and community services program Barbara Walman. 
Behind myself, again, Mr. Dale Wall, who is the assis-
tant deputy minister of local government and Shauna 
Brouwer. She is the assistant deputy minister for man-
agement services. With that, I'll be happy to take ques-
tions. 
 
 N. Macdonald: First, the minister has always been 
very gracious about offering opportunities to meet 
with staff. There are a few financial items that we 
would like to go through in more detail, perhaps, over 
a longer period of time. 
 
 [A. Horning in the chair.] 

 I know that we are pressed for time here today, and 
just on record, I'd ask for about an hour's time with 
some of your senior staff over the next two weeks. If 
that could be arranged, that would be very much ap-
preciated. If the minister would confirm that that will 
work for her? 

[1015] 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: Certainly, the most appropriate…. 
For the critic or other members of his caucus who hap-
pen to have questions in relation to the financial items 
in the ministry's service plan, I would ask that if he is 
able to summarize or itemize those particular items 
and send them over to the ministry in advance so that 
they can have all that data, that will ensure that the 
hour and half that he has with them will be extremely 
productive and effective for him. 
 
 N. Macdonald: I'll just confirm that I will do that. 
I'll organize the areas that we want to look at, and I 
appreciate very much the opportunity to meet with 
senior staff to do that. 
 Once again, today we're going to be jumping all 
over the place in the next 40 to 45 minutes, and then I 
understand that we're going to move to seniors issues 
for a short period of time. Then probably we'll be mov-
ing on to women's issues or perhaps for a short period 
of time coming back to local government, depending 
on how quickly members who have issues take. 
 There's one question that I was just going to ask 
around policing. I know it's something that I will have 
to raise with the Solicitor General, but the implications 
for communities, for local government, are fairly high. 
Around local policing there is conversation around the 
fact that…. I think there are statements by the govern-
ment that policing costs for communities under 
5,000…. They are going to have to pay portions of the 
cost for policing, and I just want the minister to talk 
about what sort of conversations she's had with the 
UBCM and how this is rationalized based on the fact 
that this is a cost that the province picked up in the 
past. It is now being downloaded to these communi-
ties. I'm sure that many of them have expressed the 
concerns that they have, so I'll just give an opportunity 
for the minister to explain where they are going and 
how this is not a download. 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: To the member: he may recollect, 
because I know he did spend some time in local gov-
ernment, that the matter of policing in small communi-
ties has been an issue that has been around for a num-
ber of years. I know it was around when I was in local 
government, and in fact, it goes back to the 1980s. 
 Certainly, it has been talked about at UBCM since 
the 1980s when we had different various administra-
tions, whether it was the Socreds or the NDP govern-
ment and now our government. It's not anything new. I 
guess what is perhaps difficult is that municipal gov-
ernments change every three years. Back then it was 
every two years. Sometimes the corporate memory is 
lost, but it's not an issue that has been suddenly raised, 
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certainly with our government. It's been one that has 
been a longstanding issue. 
 It has finally come to a place where the discussions 
that took place a number of years ago were to address 
the inequities that existed, the disparities that existed, 
because you did have a number of communities that 
were paying for policing and the smaller communities 
who weren't. Some of the larger communities — and I 
know the member will know this through attending 
UBCM — felt that it was time to put more balance in it. 
 The original way that it was structured was that as 
soon you hit 5,000 you would be required to pay this 
new policing cost. What we attempted to do when we 
became government in 2001 and we listened to com-
munities…. We said: "Is there not a way that we can 
deal with this?" They were prepared to deal with this, 
but in a more graduated way, so that you aren't sud-
denly at 4,998 in population, and a family moves in, 
and you're at 5,001, and you've got this cost, and 
you've had no way of anticipating it. 
 Since 2001, for five years now, we have been very 
proactive with UBCM and the municipalities and said 
that we're prepared to take a look at this. We're pre-
pared to develop a formula that allows for the policing 
costs to come in. Finally, I think, we came to an under-
standing that this was going to be happening. It was 
supposed to happen a number of years ago, but it was 
once again delayed to make sure we could work out 
those intricacies. 
 Again, the member is correct. If he wants to work 
out or ask for those details with the Solicitor General, I 
would encourage him to do so. But the approach that 
we have taken has now finally allowed us to get to this 
point where, effective in 2007, the structure for policing 
financing will in fact take place. 
 I think we have…. Well, I know we have given am-
ple opportunities for dialogue, debate and input to see 
how we move into this direction, as well as ensuring that 
we can deal with the small communities in a fair way. 

[1020] 
 As the member can appreciate, some communities 
have said that some people have not been paying their 
fair share of policing costs for too long, thereby being 
subsidized in that area. So I would not express it in the 
way that he has: that it's a downloading. In fact, many 
municipalities have had, you know, a subsidy for a 
number of years, and it was time to address the sub-
sidy, and this is what's now happening. 
 
 N. Macdonald: It's a matter on which I will spend 
most of my time with the Solicitor General, but I would 
just, on one final point on this…. I mean, it was very 
clearly something that the province paid for in the past, 
and now they're asking these local governments to pick 
up the cost. Therefore very clearly in my mind, it's a 
download. Rather than having that debate, I would 
just…. I mean, our positions will differ on that one. 
 I've heard from a number of communities under 
5,000 that point to the additional burden that this is 
going to place on them. They would raise other issues 
that we canvassed somewhat yesterday around other 

costs that have flowed down to them, and they raised 
the issue of…. I guess I'll ask the minister: with costs 
flowing down to these smaller communities, in particu-
lar, what additional ways does the minister see for 
them to raise funds? It seems that, inevitably, you're 
going to be asking residents to pay more and more in 
property tax, and at what point does the minister feel 
that that's going to be too difficult a burden for many 
people to handle? 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: Before responding to that, I'll just 
go back to the comments that the member made and, in 
particular, to his characterization of this being a 
download, because he's right. We will disagree on this 
point. If what he is saying is that the attempts by his 
previous government to do this was also a download, 
then I guess he would have to accept that that's what 
the previous government had also tried to do. It's just 
that their attempt to find an approach that would work 
didn't come to fruition. They weren't able to have the 
dialogue with UBCM the way we have had to ensure 
that it was going to take place. 
 If the old system is what this member and his cau-
cus are advocating, then I guess I would need to un-
derstand if that is the case, because I'm certainly inter-
ested in that. The old system required that you did not 
pay for your policing because you had less than 5,000 
people, but the moment you had more than 5,000, you 
paid for it. Is that the system that he is advocating that 
we go back to? Because then you will have many 
communities who are saying that well, that's not the 
fair approach. 
 So I can tell the member that I've heard from com-
munities. I've heard it when I was elected as a local 
government member; I've heard it since I've been an 
MLA. From all accounts, they have said that the ineq-
uity that existed in the old system was just not fair. We 
had to find a better way to approach it. So as I say, it's 
been a long outstanding issue. It wasn't one that this 
government initiated in the sense that to deal with po-
licing and the restructuring of police financing, it had 
to come into play. We've done it in a fair and, I think, 
balanced approach and in an effort to reduce the ineq-
uities that exist amongst communities. 
 If he's advocating that we go back to the way it 
was, where as soon as you have a population that goes 
over 5,000…. Then I think he will hear from a number 
of other communities who would disagree, because so 
many small communities that were incorporated 20, 30, 
40 or 50 years ago are coming to that point. They were 
very, very worried, and they, too, wanted to have a fair 
and balanced approach. 
 In regards to his questions regarding the ways of 
local governments and how they are able to deal with 
some of the extra costs, etc., well, I can say to him that 
last year the Premier announced at UBCM the addi-
tional dollars for the small community protection 
grant. That's $27 million, a doubling of it, so another 
$27 million will be added over the course of the next 
four years. That's not a small sum going to small com-
munities. 



THURSDAY, APRIL 27, 2006 BRITISH COLUMBIA DEBATES 4107 
 

 

[1025] 
 I also indicated the fact that traffic-fine revenue-
sharing has been returned at 100 percent versus 75 per-
cent, which was the initial promise. 
 We've also looked at a number of other initiatives 
that we've seen small communities wanting to grapple 
with. This is one of the reasons why we've had a part-
nership with UBCM whereby we've advanced funds to 
them in so many ways to assist them in their communi-
ties and helping them grow so that they can meet the 
challenges and take some pressures off their existing 
budgets. 
 The crystal meth program is one such example. The 
tourism dollars that we provided — $25 million, not a 
small sum of money — again, for those small commu-
nities that had no way of raising those dollars to mar-
ket and to diversify their economy, especially the tour-
ism economy…. Those are just a few ways. There are 
many more. If you were to check the UBCM website, 
you'll see a very large list of sums of moneys that we 
have advanced to them to allow them to help their 
communities to grow. 
 I'm sure we will get other requests over the course 
of the next number of years. We're always open to 
ideas. We also want to ensure that communities have a 
way to provide services to their communities, and 
where senior levels of government can play a role, we 
certainly are listening to that. 
 
 N. Macdonald: Maybe just coming back to the 
point one more time, with policing. Right now com-
munities below 5,000 do not pay for policing. Whether 
they pay for it or not, it makes no difference to the 
other communities. It doesn't change how much they 
pay. It's not as if there's a pool of money that they are 
contributing to. It only matters to the province. Right 
now the province is paying for it, not other communi-
ties. Communities over 5,000 are not paying for the 
policing of communities under 5,000; it's the province. 
 If you are asking communities under 5,000 to par-
ticipate, that only affects the province's money. You're 
changing that. In the past the province used to pay for 
it, and now it won't. That's a download, and there are a 
series of these. We can have arguments around seman-
tics, but the reality…. I guess when you ask who I rep-
resent…. In my area, I have two larger communities 
that are over 5,000, and you know, at a certain level 
they would probably share the minister's perspective. I 
mean, they pay; a community under 5,000 doesn't. So 
there's a bit of, "Well, that doesn't seem fair," but it 
doesn't really affect them. 
 I have a number of communities that are under 
5,000. If you're one of those communities, your per-
spective would be different. Your perspective would be 
that there are certain inefficiencies in running small 
communities. It seems that whenever we have the lan-
guage of fairness, very often the fairness works very 
poorly for small rural communities. In trying to do the 
same thing for everyone, you have a community that 
will never have the economy of scale on any matter, so 
they are constantly being squeezed. 

 With the policing issue, it's very much that way. It 
is an additional cost. This was one area. You know, the 
minister has characterized it as a subsidy, and in a way, 
it is how provincial government supports rural areas. It 
is one way, and it's a way that worked, and now it's 
being changed. 
 I know that we will disagree on this. I know that, 
appropriately, I would be spending time with the 
Solicitor General, and we will. We'll go through that 
with the Solicitor General. As with a number of 
things, we'll just probably agree to disagree on this 
one as well. I'll give an opportunity for the minister to 
respond to that if she would like. If not, I can move on 
to the next item. 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: Again, I'll respond very quickly, 
because I know the limitation of time. 
 I guess what I'm hearing from the member is that 
he prefers the traditional approach in dealing with po-
licing. He feels that municipalities under 5,000 should 
not pay and that the moment they reach 5,000 or 5,001, 
then they should have to pay for 70 percent of their 
policing costs without regard to the fact that they, too, 
will be in a situation where they are suddenly faced 
with police costs that they did not have prior to going 
over the one extra body. 
 If that is the approach he's advocating, then that's 
fair enough. We will disagree. He believes that's the 
best approach. We don't happen to believe that is the 
best or balanced approach. 

[1030] 
 
 N. Macdonald: I'll give the minister the last word, 
as I should, and I'll move on to the transition program. 
This is something that the member for Cariboo North 
talked about somewhat. I hope I don't repeat some of 
the questions that he had, but just to clarify: I have six 
communities that have been involved with the transi-
tion program — Midway, Port Alice, Tahsis, Tumbler 
Ridge, Port Edward and Gold River. 
 I guess, just a question: is the minister aware of any 
other communities that the transition service will be 
helping in the near future? Are you in the midst of 
working with any other communities? 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: The member is correct in listing the 
number of communities that have availed themselves 
of the transition services: Gold River, Sayward, Tahsis, 
Tumbler Ridge, Port Edward and Port Alice, which is 
still ongoing. The only one that currently is in the 
pending state, I guess, because it's relatively new, is the 
community of Midway. 
 
 N. Macdonald: Some of the questions that the 
member for Cariboo North raised with the minister 
yesterday evening were around the program changing. 
The community that I represented went through a sig-
nificant transition with the mill. This was in Golden, 
with Evans Forest Products. The mill was shut for a 
short period of time — that was in 1996 — so the ex-
perience that I had was of a community that was forced 
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to really look at where it was going to go. It faced some 
very, very difficult situations. 
 Now, at the time, the job protection commissioner 
was in place. That program brought tremendous re-
sources, and there was at that time a commissioner, a 
very capable man, who came in and assisted in a process 
that allowed the mill to reorganize and get back on its 
feet. I'm happy to say that it successfully employs 500 
people now and remains the cornerstone of the com-
munity's economy. 
 Some of the concerns that I had around Midway 
and the discussion we had in the fall were around the 
program that Community Services is able to offer to 
communities that are going through this sort of a 
change. The transition program, as I understand from 
last night, has been in place for a long time. It hasn't 
changed, but there are a series of communities that will 
be going through things that I think are similar to what 
my community went through in 1996. For my commu-
nity it was successful, but I see in place different 
mechanisms for the provincial government to assist a 
rural community. 
 Without the job protection commissioner, you now 
are basically with only this program. Does the minister 
think it's going to be adequate to deal with communi-
ties that are going to go through the shock of losing 
perhaps their major employer? In the communities that 
are listed here — certainly a majority, probably all of 
them — that's what's going on. They're losing their 
main employer. 
 They have the immediate problem of losing local 
tax revenue, but they also have the substantial job of 
going through sort of a rebirth if that industry is per-
manently gone. How are they going to reorganize 
themselves? That's a huge job. It demands a tremen-
dous amount of provincial resources if you're going to 
seriously do it. Do you think this program actually 
offers that sort of support? 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: The purpose of the community 
transition program in this ministry is really about 
working with communities which are affected by a 
closure or significant downsizing of a major industry, 
as I indicated last evening. Those communities are fac-
ing unique challenges and therefore require solutions 
based on their particular case. 

[1035] 
 The goal is to work with those impacted munici-
palities or towns to assist them so that they can retain 
municipal finance viability, and that's important as 
well. But the member, I think, will understand that 
when a municipality or a village or a town is going 
through changes as a result of a significant downsizing 
of a major industry, things will not be the same as they 
once used to be. 
 Our ministry, in that sense, comes in to see how 
we can help mitigate or provide assistance, whether 
that's sometimes in a financial way or more likely, to 
begin with, in a human resources or staff way, where 
we can help them, guide them, through a number of 
options. 

 It's important that the communities that are affected 
know that this ministry will work across government, 
that we will coordinate a number of ministries to en-
sure that that community will not be devoid of all ser-
vices. We are there to assist in finding ways to protect 
the municipal services — perhaps not all of the mu-
nicipal services that the citizens once had, but at least 
to assist in a role that we have to play, to assist in pro-
tecting municipal services and responding to other 
issues, such as access to health services, local schooling, 
perhaps some counselling. Those are the things that 
our ministry is able to do by coordinating that across 
government, across ministries, to provide that. 
 There's also a responsibility, because they are local 
government. They themselves have to take a look at 
where they are, where they're going to be and where 
they think they want to be. If they believe that they can 
diversify their economy; that a transition study would 
be helpful in having a look at what their particular as-
sets are, where they're located; that they think they 
may want to move into tourism development; or that 
perhaps they want to bring in a different kind of indus-
try, that's where a community transition study would 
be most helpful. 
 If the locally elected officials determine that's not 
where they want to go and that, in fact, the town will 
be reduced in size, the transition study will be helpful 
in identifying that and, also, in determining what their 
immediate needs are and, in some cases, in reducing 
services until they can fulfil those needs when the 
population rises again. 
 I can tell the member, having gone up to the town of 
Port Alice about a month ago and having met with the 
mayor — who I think was extremely, I guess, innova-
tive, particularly in his leadership — that when they 
realized the significant impact of the loss of that industry 
to their town, he immediately did their inward-looking 
at their services. They acknowledged that because of the 
loss of some of the population, because of the loss of the 
tax base, they should scale back on a number of munici-
pal services. They did close down their recreation com-
munity for a time. Now they're hoping to be able to re-
establish that with a new industry. 
 I hope the member understands that community 
transition services are there to guide a town, a munici-
pality, a local government, to assist them to see what 
their viabilities are. 
 
 [The bells were rung.] 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: I hear the bells. I know we are being 
once again called away, and I'll allow you to recess 
until we…. 
 
 The Chair: I'll declare a recess, and members can go 
and vote on division. 
 
 The committee recessed from 10:39 a.m. to 10:48 
a.m. 
 
 [A. Horning in the chair.] 
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 On Vote 21 (continued). 
 
 N. Macdonald: To continue where we left off…. The 
example of Midway. Could the minister just outline the 
resources that were available for Midway, the work that 
was done there and continues to be done there, as an 
example that we could use for the program, please? 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: In the village of Midway — and I'll 
just provide the member a very quick status update…. 
As he was aware, Midway had contacted our office and 
asked that they have some assistance and support. 
Starting in November of last year, November 2005, our 
staff did meet with the mayor and council and a wide 
range of stakeholders, and that will continue on an 
ongoing basis as needed. 
 Again, every case is dealt with on its own basis as 
to what is necessary. Work commenced on March 1 — 
so about six weeks ago — to develop a community 
transition study to help determine the economic, social 
and financial needs of the community. 

[1050] 
 As I indicated, with a community in transition, of-
tentimes when they first hear news of a change or are 
aware of a change, the local mayor and council need to 
get together to understand what it is that they would 
like and determine what their next steps are. In this 
particular case, they determined that they wanted to 
commission a study. They wanted to take a look at 
their economic opportunities, the social and financial 
needs of the community. We said that certainly we 
could provide assistance in having that study take 
place — in particular, financially. I believe a grant of 
$45,000 was advanced to Midway, and that amount 
will be used to ensure that this study is able to proceed. 
 Once the study is complete, though, there may be 
recommendations or suggestions within that study 
report. Then it would be another step where our staff 
would work with the community and the council in 
particular to see exactly how they wish to address this. 
As the member can appreciate, a study may have a 
variety of options. But the council may limit them-
selves to a few, or they may wish to exercise all of 
them. That would be another step we take to see ex-
actly how they want to implement that. 
 That's where we are right now. Our staff continue 
to regularly make contact. Also, it's incumbent on the 
town or the village itself to contact our ministry if they 
were to encounter any stumbling blocks so that we can 
help the process keep moving ahead. 
 
 N. Macdonald: I'll just make one comment on this, 
and then I'll pass it on to other members to ask ques-
tions. I realize we have some time constraints in terms 
of dealing with local government. I think we're going 
to be switching to seniors fairly soon and then possibly 
coming back to local government questions. 
 The experience I had with Golden was that the 
community had resources that went beyond the transi-
tion program. With the job protection commissioner, 
we had a tremendous number of resources that would 

come from the province to help the community go 
through what in the end was a very healthy transition. 
Our forestry sector was changed. 
 The point I would make to the minister is that with 
Midway and with many of the communities that you'll 
be dealing with, the primary industry is forestry. For-
estry is impacted tremendously by government actions. 
The province makes decisions on things like appurte-
nance. They make decisions on different costs for the 
industry, and it changes what the industry will do. 
 It's not like many other businesses where there are 
all sorts of factors that the government doesn't neces-
sarily impact on. With forestry, the province makes 
decisions that cause the industry to react and act in a 
certain way. Sometimes those decisions have huge im-
pacts for communities. 
 In the case of Midway, it's possible that changes to 
appurtenance might change what the company is go-
ing to do in a place like Midway. For the province to 
come in and have a program that brings in, perhaps, a 
very limited amount of resources…. A $45,000 transi-
tion study, while appropriate, is a relatively minor in-
vestment in that community considering the impact for 
everyone that lives there. Not to judge how appropri-
ately it will work out, but I compare that to what was 
available to our community. It's something that I 
would raise as a concern. It's something that I would 
hope the minister is going to look at. 
 With that, I'll give the minister the opportunity to 
respond if she wants to. I mean, it was more of a com-
mentary than a question. If she doesn't need to, then I 
would turn it over to one of my fellow members. I think 
the minister probably does want to respond and give an 
example of this program and some of the success she 
feels that it has had, so I'll give her that opportunity. 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: Very quickly, I do want to stress 
that I think the program has had successes. As I say, 
we've identified Gold River, Sayward, Tahsis, Tumbler 
Ridge, Port Edward, and we're dealing with Port Alice 
and Midway now, who I think are seeing some oppor-
tunities here. 
 I also want to say that as recently as about two 
weeks ago, on April 10, there were some public hear-
ings. The first of two public hearings was held in Mid-
way. At that point there were approximately 65 com-
munity members who attended. 

[1055] 
 The participants — and I think this was very effec-
tive on their part — brainstormed. When they did so, 
they brainstormed on socioeconomic development pro-
jects and scenarios for Midway's future. The whole pur-
pose is to allow the community to take a look at what 
projects or scenarios that they may wish and how they 
want to see their community be shaped in the future. 
 I do believe that transition studies are important. I 
do believe that communities in transition do benefit 
when we're able to provide them resources in looking 
at that. But if the member is suggesting that every time 
a community that has a major industry finds itself in 
particular financial struggles, it's up to government to 
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come in and save that particular industry, then I would 
have to point out that that has happened in the past. It 
hasn't worked. I mean, he knows all too well — I think 
he does, and I know his members must know — the 
disaster that occurred when the government of the day 
tried and kept pumping money into Skeena Cellulose. 
We know that didn't help that community in the end. 
 I think it's important that when a community does 
go through a significant challenge, as a government we 
can provide assistance. We can find ways to facilitate 
meetings and bring the community leaders together to 
discuss, to brainstorm, to determine what their future 
is. At the end of the day I know that good suggestions 
are made, and we will facilitate to ensure that some of 
those ideas can come to light. But at the same time, I 
think we do have to leave it up to the community lead-
ers in various communities to be able to make the deci-
sions they think are best for their community. If it's to 
allow an industry to flourish or to diversify with an-
other industry, that, too, will be their decision. 
 
 G. Coons: Thank you, staff, for being here, and 
minister. I was actually going to bring up the situation 
with what happened in Prince Rupert. The other side 
indicates that they refer to it as a waste of money, but 
in the north we saw that as an investment. We take it 
very seriously when governments decide not to invest 
in northern and rural areas, and we're seeing it right 
now across the province. The money that was commit-
ted to the north was money that helped those commu-
nities strive and make it through situations that they 
are now struggling through again. 
 I was going to start off with an acknowledgment to 
the staff and to the minister about how they are han-
dling the situation right now, so I'll get to that before I 
get to my other questions about the transition pro-
grams that this government sometimes has in effect. 
 I want to acknowledge that the responses from the 
minister and the staff are very encouraging in respect 
to the situation in Prince Rupert and following up on 
the Kennedy report. Our community is very optimistic 
and looks forward to a timely and positive conclusion, 
especially since our region was hit with another blow 
with the sinking of the Queen of the North. We're seeing 
a huge hit of 60 percent less traffic coming into Prince 
Rupert and coming into the region. I can't reiterate the 
importance of this assistance — the community transi-
tion program assistance — that was promised to our 
community, and we look forward to a timely and posi-
tive conclusion to that. 
 I do want to touch briefly on what my colleague 
from Cariboo North was discussing last night. Again, 
as my colleague mentioned, we were on a four-day trip 
to Haida Gwaii–Queen Charlotte Islands. We heard the 
frustration. We saw the fear of communities facing 
prolonged land use uncertainty, an economic down-
turn in the coastal forest industry, the devastating ef-
fects of the current situation of the sinking of the Queen 
of the North, tourism — a big hit on small and larger 
businesses, and this for at least two to three years. We 
know that. 

 I've talked with mayors. I've talked with regional 
district directors on the islands, and they need help 
desperately. They're crying out. The mayor of Port 
Clements is definitely responding to our communica-
tions that we had passed back and forth. I contacted his 
spouse last night, and we were in contact. They defi-
nitely need assistance in new initiatives and infrastruc-
ture. 

[1100] 
 I'm just wondering. To the minister: what other 
ministries does the minister work with, and are there 
currently any cross-ministry initiatives that could come 
into play and that could save island communities on 
the Queen Charlotte Islands? 
 
 [H. Bloy in the chair.] 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: Hon. Chair, welcome. 
 I also want to make comments on his remarks 
about investments, particularly investments in the 
Prince Rupert area. As I say, there are different ways of 
making investments and assisting communities. I can 
tell the member — and I know he's aware — that in 
order to support economic development in that area, 
the government committed $30 million for the conver-
sion of the Fairview Terminal and the container facility 
there. Those are some investments that we have made 
in the north. 
 We've also established the Northern Development 
Initiative Trust, of which Prince Rupert is also a mem-
ber. That trust is there to support new economic oppor-
tunities and also cross-regional economic advance-
ments throughout the north. You know, the member 
may want to disregard some of the kinds of supports 
that this government has provided. But I can tell you 
that there have been substantial investments and com-
mitments made, and we continue to meet with people 
in the north to see how they want to diversify their 
economy. Those are just a number of examples. 
 In particular, though, the member is referring to 
matters regarding the Queen Charlotte Islands. He 
knows that I was there last December, as well as him-
self, when we celebrated the incorporation of the vil-
lage. I met with the mayor, and she showed me the 
town. We had a very quick tour of the town, and she 
was most excited about the opportunities that lie ahead 
for her. I have no doubt that with her energy and her 
council, they will accomplish many things. 
 I think it's important that communities know — 
and I do believe they know, because we stressed this, 
whether at UBCM or at other area associations that we 
attend — that this ministry, as the ministry responsible 
for local governments, acts as a one-window approach 
into government, into all other ministries. We do work 
cross-ministerially, and if we are contacted for assis-
tance as to where they may direct their inquiries to 
because they're not exactly sure, then we are the minis-
try that can provide that information to them. 
 
 G. Coons: Just a few comments on the development 
trust initiatives. I'm hearing this with the LRMPs — 
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that there are existing funds out there. But those exist-
ing funds are meant for specific reasons. That's what 
this government is doing. They're playing with the 
lives of residents in the north and rural communities 
by claiming there are existing funds. Those funds were 
designated and put forth for specific reasons, not for 
communities in transition. I would hope the minister 
realizes that. 
 I'm hearing the same thing with the Minister of Agri-
culture and Lands, saying that the north coast and cen-
tral coast can access the north Island development fund. 
There is no way that the north Island is going to let 
Prince Rupert access any of their development funds. 
 The minister also talks about the $285 million for 
the northern development initiative that's available to 
the north and central coast. I don't think the Cariboo 
regional advisory committee or the Prince George re-
gional advisory committee or the Peace regional advi-
sory committee are going to let their funds funnel 
through the central coast and north coast so that the 
government doesn't have to meet its obligations for the 
funds that were promised. I'm talking about the so-
cially responsible investment funds. 
 I hope the minister gets off of these other existing 
funds that are not accessible, especially the northern 
development funds, which in some cases you need to 
leverage by another $2.50 for every dollar you try to 
access. I don't think that is what the funds were initi-
ated for. 

[1105] 
 But getting back to my question. Sandspit is unin-
corporated, and their tax base is limited. They rely on 
forestry, fishing, tourism — all drastically hit. I know 
Sandspit is a proud, hardy community. They want to 
survive, and they will survive. I hope it's with the min-
ister's blessing and with some action taken on their 
behalf to make sure that unincorporated areas get ac-
cess to community transition funding. 
 Are there any vehicles available to Sandspit in that 
area? 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: To the member: I hesitate to start 
this way, but I don't think he serves his community 
particularly well when he suggests that the develop-
ment trusts that have been established to encourage 
local communities to diversify — to take a look at their 
economic opportunities and how they may wish to 
diversify — are funds that are not accessible to them. 
 The people who serve on the board of the trust are 
primarily local government appointees. If he's suggest-
ing that the local government appointees are not doing 
their job, then perhaps he should take it up with them. 
 These are trusts that were set up outside of gov-
ernment to allow the local communities the opportu-
nity to discuss amongst themselves what it is that they 
believe is necessary for revitalization, for economic 
opportunities — whether it's done in a local area or 
whether it's done on a regional basis. I know that some 
of them are still setting up some terms of reference. 
That's fair enough, because this was their opportunity 
to do that. 

 If the member is suggesting that the people who are 
serving on the boards of these trusts aren't doing a 
good job, then I would suggest that he take it up with 
them. 
 Specifically in relation to his questions regarding 
Sandspit, I can also tell the member that I have not re-
ceived — I have just checked with my staff — any letter 
directly from the mayor or the representative from 
Sandspit. I know the member may think it's appropri-
ate for the ministry or the minister to go out to com-
munities, to actively seek requests for assistance, but 
that isn't the role. It is about locally elected officials 
having the opportunity to sit down themselves to make 
a determination as to what direction they wish to take. 
Once they decide that they want assistance from the 
ministry, then they have every opportunity to call the 
ministry, and we will therefore work with them to see 
how we can facilitate their particular community that 
may be in transition. 
 
 G. Coons: Just one comment about the city of 
Queen Charlotte. Yes, it was incorporated. We were 
there. We had a wonderful time. 
 I'm not talking about Queen Charlotte. I'm talking 
about Sandspit and Port Clements in the areas that are 
seeking and needing assistance. Yes, they will be get-
ting in the information, but I wanted to make sure that 
the minister clarifies how the community transition 
funds would be available or what vehicles an unincor-
porated area could access. 
 My last question is about small community grants. I 
believe it was announced by the Premier that small 
community grants would be doubled. Communities all 
over British Columbia, especially in my region — 
whether it's Bella Bella, Bella Coola, Port Edward, 
Stewart — rely heavily on these grants to maintain 
services and to keep taxes reasonable. I think it's vital 
to know, especially in these smaller communities, what 
these grants are. Stewart, for example, has a 95-percent 
residential tax base, compared to other places that may 
have a 95-percent commercial tax base. 
 Two questions. Is the minister considering a float-
ing grant that would take rural communities into con-
sideration, or would it be a set amount? Correct me if 
I'm mistaken, or just answer my question — whether or 
not small communities know their grants for the next 
couple of years. 

[1110] 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: Thank you to the member for North 
Coast for the benefit of the question that he has asked. 
 The small community protection grants are allocated 
using a formula that is, in fact, described in section 3 of 
the local government grants regulation. If the member 
wishes to have a look at that section, he can do so to fa-
miliarize himself with how that allocation is made. 
 What's important is that when the Premier made 
the announcement last year at UBCM that we would be 
doubling the small community protection grants, I 
know it was a surprise to many of the small communi-
ties — and a welcome surprise at that. 
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 What we have been doing is working with UBCM 
to complete a consultation process with them, because 
they see this as a unique opportunity — first time ever 
that this has happened — to have a look at the formula 
to make sure that whatever changes that need to be 
made…. That a new formula, if it were to be devel-
oped, would be the right formula…. 
 We are doing that. We are encouraged by their 
comments at the UBCM level. What will happen is that 
we are hoping, by the end of May, to have something 
more concrete available. But if UBCM thinks they want 
more time, certainly we'll provide that. As I say, it is a 
unique opportunity to have a look at the formula, and 
they're very much engaged in that process. 
 
 K. Conroy: We're moving on to issues around sen-
iors — that part of your ministry. 
 In reading over the service plan, I want to talk a bit 
about the proposed initiatives that this ministry is put-
ting into place to ensure that seniors have the enhanced 
opportunities to participate in community life and im-
prove their well-being. 
 As I travel around the province talking to seniors 
individually and in seniors groups, in communities like 
Prince George, Kamloops, Victoria, the lower 
mainland, Kelowna and throughout the interior, I am 
getting the impression that seniors are for the most part 
not experiencing these enhanced opportunities. The 
initiatives I see coming from the ministry are the 1-800 
help line, the seniors guide, the website, the Council on 
Aging, as well as various programs funnelled through 
the UBCM. 
 What I would like to know is where the ministry 
goal is to actually improve social and economic well-
being for seniors. What major initiatives are being un-
dertaken by your ministry to achieve those goals? 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: I thank the member for West 
Kootenay–Boundary for her participation in these es-
timates debates. 
 I think what is important, and what she has already 
acknowledged, is one of the initiatives this ministry 
was able to be very much a part of. That is the Pre-
mier's Council on Aging and Seniors Issues. As she 
may be familiar with, that was established last October, 
and it is expected that this November — end of No-
vember — the council will report out. 
 This council has been travelling around the prov-
ince, bringing in experts and also having communities 
engaged to the extent that input is being received either 
by e-mail or by presentations or by letters, so that we 
don't have any preconceived notion on what those rec-
ommendations are — what solutions may be out there 
that seniors themselves want — to improve their qual-
ity of life, to improve their community involvement. 

[1115] 
 I do know — and we both know; all of us in this 
House know — that seniors are living longer and living 
healthier lives. They do want opportunities to partici-
pate in their communities. Some of them want to con-
tinue to work. 

 One of the specific mandates that the Premier's 
council has, in fact, is looking at the issue of mandatory 
retirement. While that seems very easy to change, I can 
tell you that when you get input from other individu-
als, they somehow feel that we should re-establish 
other thresholds. We are listening to everyone. I do 
believe that ultimately, at the end of the day, there will 
be a change made to that. 
 I'm hearing from seniors, as I'm sure this member is 
— especially those well into their 70s — that 70 is the 
new 50. When they say that, it just brings a smile to 
everyone's face in the room, because they absolutely 
feel that. 
 Seniors also want to participate in their community 
by volunteering with young people, and that's another 
encouraging aspect of it as well. So we take a look at 
how across government we might be able to enhance 
programs that currently exist in other ministries to 
provide those kinds of opportunities. 
 In the area of social and economic well-being, that 
is important too. The member will note that when we 
provided some initial work with UBCM, $2 million was 
advanced to UBCM for them to engage their communi-
ties, their local governments, on how they may want to 
increase participation or provide safer communities for 
seniors. That was designed particularly to see that sen-
iors have input. Simple things such as building designs 
or lighting make a difference in neighbourhoods and 
quality of life. That's important. 
 The other part of the economic side of it. As the 
member knows, the Minister of Finance increased the 
SAFER grants that were provided. We've also reduced 
the income taxes for our low-income individuals, pri-
marily for seniors, basically eliminating the provincial 
tax. We can't do anything about the federal side. I can 
tell you, having just done a few tax returns recently, I 
know that reducing the provincial income tax is some-
thing we were able to do. So for those earning $15,500 a 
year or less, of which there are seniors, they no longer 
have to pay for that part of it. 
 The member will also be aware of a number of pro-
grams that are listed for seniors, in particular, through 
the seniors handbook. More importantly, though, we 
want to ensure that seniors have access to information, 
which is one of the reasons why the website and the 
help line were established. Some seniors were saying: 
"We hear others who have this. We don't know." What 
we're trying to do is encourage more sharing of that 
information around the province. Coming from an 
urban area, I can tell you that I know the seniors here 
avail themselves of services or programs that they 
know much better than those who live in the rural ar-
eas. 
 I am very pleased that a number of MLAs on both 
sides of the House have a supply of those seniors book-
lets and will put them in their office, because I know 
that every year I get asked for them. I saw the member 
for Saanich South, the Health critic, recently have in 
one of his ads: "Come and pick up a seniors guide." I 
think it's great that he is making sure his constituents 
know there is a book that allows for that. 
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 There are a number of initiatives that we continue 
to work on. This ministry works across government to 
ensure that when it comes to programs for seniors, 
where we can provide additional information that we 
gain as a result of going out to the community and 
hearing from groups, we will provide that to those 
ministries where they might wish to change or enhance 
or better those particular programs. 
 
 K. Conroy: I'm going to focus on some of those ini-
tiatives the minister talked about and just ask questions 
around them. I'm going to start with the council on ag-
ing, seeing as you brought that one up first. I think one 
of the issues with the council on aging is that there were 
preconceived topics that people were allowed to speak 
to when they did presentations to the seniors council. In 
fact, the groups I talked to in Prince George said they 
were only allowed to speak to transportation and mak-
ing connections, the information network. 
 They all acknowledged that seniors can submit 
written presentations, but we all know, especially those 
of us who are working with seniors, that seniors want 
to talk about their issues. They want to enter into dia-
logue. They want to have feedback. For the seniors in 
Prince George, their issues in that community are 
around housing issues. It's extremely important for 
them, and they did not have the opportunity to dia-
logue with the council on issues that are very, very 
specific and really very important to their community. 
 There is concern from a number of groups around 
the province that when they go to make presentations 
to the council, they can only speak to these issues, and 
that anything else has to be done in a written format. 

[1120] 
 There's also concern from the people I talked to 
around the province that the locations have been very 
selective and not very inclusive around the province. 
So I'm asking if the ministry is in fact going to be con-
ducting any more site visits or community visits, for 
instance, in the West Kootenays. The north Island has 
not had any. The only visit to the north, the entire 
north, was to Prince George. That's halfway up our 
province, so it doesn't even begin to cover the true 
north. 
 It's a huge distance to cover, so all those seniors are 
grateful that they have the ability to respond electroni-
cally or handwritten. They really feel that it is very, 
very important to have the opportunity to have the 
dialogue with the council. The other issue that's come 
up with the different groups is whether there are going 
to be more meetings and more of an opportunity for 
open dialogue from these different groups throughout 
the province. 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: The member will know, by check-
ing the website, the mandate that was provided to the 
council. It was a unique opportunity, because of our 
aging demographic change, where the council wanted 
to be able to take a look at the implications of a demo-
graphic shift where one in four will be seniors in about 
25 years. 

 In order to deal with that emerging trend, the coun-
cil wanted to bring in experts, to bring in people who 
wanted to present on specific topic areas. I want to 
assure the member that we are not directing the council 
specifically. The presentations that are being chosen 
are, in fact, ones that the council has deliberated on or 
talked about amongst themselves as to what they felt 
was important. The subject matters which I know come 
to the top of mind, not just for seniors but for everyone, 
are housing and health. Those are government pro-
grams or services that are in place. 
 I believe the seniors council felt it was important 
that, while they're important and existing, they focus 
on emerging trends and changes. Again, we don't di-
rect the council, specifically, as to what the presenta-
tion should be. They want to focus on the future, ac-
knowledging that government currently does have a 
number of programs and services, and that they need 
to continue to work on those. 
 The site visits, as well, are determined by the coun-
cil. I'm not familiar with their schedule or…. Well, I am 
when I check the website. I haven't been able to go to 
every particular meeting that they've had, but I know 
they've had them around the province. I know the next 
one is scheduled for Vancouver, and then another one 
will be in Cranbrook. So I think they've tried to select 
locations where the council felt they would get a vari-
ety of information from the community as well as to 
take a look at those communities, because the council 
has members who come from rural communities as 
well as from urban centres. 
 I can say to the member that originally when the 
council was set up, the applications that came in…. We 
had over 200 applications, and at one point close to 65 
percent were all from Victoria and Vancouver. The 
difficulty, of course, was that we wanted to reflect as 
much as possible the seniors around the province, 
which is one of the reasons, if you recall, that we ex-
tended the deadline for applications so that we could 
encourage people in the north, in the east and the 
southeast to apply for it. We were able to get a good 
representation in that regard. 
 The council, when they have their meetings, do 
have particular subject matters they want to explore. 
They do that so they can focus on that particular sub-
ject, because if they made it a free-fly, they thought that 
would make it more difficult for them to provide rec-
ommendations. At the lunch break, I believe at every 
particular site visit that they're at, council members — 
and there are 18 of them — spread themselves around 
the room, go to the various tables and then allow the 
community to provide whatever feedback they have or 
whatever issues are on their mind at the time. The 
council members come back at the end of the meeting 
and bring those back and say that this is what they 
heard. So there certainly is an opportunity for voices to 
be heard at these meetings. 

[1125] 
 Of course, a letter or an e-mail where a senior 
wishes to be very focused on what they want to say is 
helpful too, because then the chair and the council can 
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really review that and have something in front of them. 
That's why they've made it a point at every location to 
ensure that they know there are various ways to con-
tact — by letter, by e-mail, to check the website for 
more information and that sort of thing. 
 Again, I'm not directly involved with the council. 
Our office provides support to them. They very much 
have a free rein in that sense to determine what issues 
they think are important to deal with the focus of sen-
iors in the future. I'm probably going to be as surprised 
as the member, when we get those recommendations 
back, as to what they want to see implemented. I think 
sometimes we have preconceived notions of what sen-
iors are thinking. Certainly, that's not going to be the 
case. They're going to tell us, as a result of their meet-
ings around the province, what they want or what di-
rection they see that this province should take in re-
gard to seniors. 
 
 K. Conroy: I think seniors had an expectation — 
because the mandate is how to support seniors inde-
pendence, and health was one of the bullets in the 
mandate — that they would be able to talk about that 
in their home communities. That was an expectation. 
They also said, "Yes, there is informal input," but they 
recognize that in those informal discussions, it's not 
formal. It's not in writing. It's a conversation with a 
member of the council. There's concern about that. 
 There is also concern about the fact that the meet-
ings are recorded, so the presentations are on public 
record. Those are part of the final report recommenda-
tions, and they want to make sure that all of the written 
submissions have the same amount of importance as 
the verbal reports that are given to the committee. 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: I would expect, as happens in select 
standing committees when people make verbal presen-
tations…. Those who actually provide them in written 
format are, I believe, given the same consideration. It's 
just that the volume of whatever the subject matter is 
that is brought forward is, perhaps, what will be given 
the weighting as to what recommendations may come 
out of that. 
 Again, I am happy to, as a result of the member's 
comments, convey those concerns to the council. I 
mean, they still have two more meetings to go. If they 
think they can still change the structural format that 
they have, maybe they would like to do so. I know that 
they've got Vancouver and Cranbrook still to go. Per-
haps there's an opportunity for them to change it 
slightly to take in those suggestions from the member 
opposite. 
 
 K. Conroy: I'm sure the minister knows that Cran-
brook is on the very, very far side of the Kootenays; it's 
not in the centre. It's very difficult for people in the 
Kootenays and the southern Okanagan to get over to 
Cranbrook, so it's a long drive and a long trip for a 
presentation. It's another thing to pass on when we're 
planning meetings across the province. If we can make 
them more central, it's easier to get to. 

 I just want to move to some of the UBCM funding. 
One of the issues that's come up is the conference that 
was to be held in April. The conference was on initia-
tives around housing and support services for seniors. 
That conference was cancelled, and in the message that 
went out — it was on the government website — it was 
cancelled till the fall to accommodate meetings around 
emerging issues. I would think that housing and sup-
port services to seniors are a rather critical issue right 
now. I've had different comments from people. What 
are the emerging issues that are stopping the confer-
ence from going ahead? 

[1130] 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: I wanted just to find out whether 
we could give the member the correct information as to 
why the forum was cancelled. Because it is a UBCM-
planned event, I don't have any information as to what 
the reasons for that were. 
 As the member may be aware — and I'll just pro-
vide the background — when $2 million was provided 
to UBCM about three years ago now…. I think it was in 
March of '03 or maybe March of '04. My memory es-
capes me, but I remember the announcement was 
made. The understanding was that this was provided 
to UBCM so they can work with communities to take a 
look at issues regarding seniors, in particular seniors 
housing and how communities could work to ensure 
that they are also considering the emerging trends that 
are happening in their areas. 
 Phase one of that initiative, as I understand it, in-
cluded a number of community consultations and a 
series of information-sharing activities. They also de-
veloped the website. They had workshops, question-
naires, presentations at all the five area association 
workshops in 2005. I do recall in UBCM in 2004, when I 
attended that conference — I believe it was in Kelowna 
— that the information-sharing was particularly impor-
tant, because some communities had already begun to 
make their communities more senior-friendly, and also 
to look at particularly housing options and how to 
partner with groups in their communities. So that has, 
in part, been phase one. 
 I believe the second phase was to continue on to 
include communities, inviting them to participate in a 
process where they can dialogue more, where there 
were more workshops that could be hosted — that's, I 
think, what the intention was — extending that into 
this year, into 2006. I believe the intention is still there 
to do that. I can't give the member a definitive answer 
as to why that was cancelled. We will see whether we 
can contact UBCM and find out whether it has been 
rescheduled for another date, and if it has, perhaps I 
can provide that information to the member. 
 Again, phase one had been completed, and they 
were just wanting to continue on, because I think they 
got quite a bit out of that. 
 
 K. Conroy: We'll go on to another…. The Premier's 
congress on aging is definitely from the government. 
We've had one to date — October 28 in Vancouver. Are 
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there going to be additional congresses held, and are 
they going to be taken out of the lower mainland and 
maybe go out into some other part of the interior and 
the province somewhere? 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: The Premier's council was launched 
last October, and the congress that was held was basi-
cally to launch the council and introduce the council to 
a number of people. While I know it's always difficult 
being in Vancouver, the lower mainland, it's always 
where you can get people in a large enough space, as 
well, and have enough focus on that so that people are 
aware of when you'll launch it. Also, the media has 
some interest in what's going on, so you can actually 
make this known around the province. 
 But that congress was, as I said, held to launch the 
council. Then the council thereafter came together and 
decided their workplan for the year, what communities 
they were going to visit. That's the reason why the 
member has indicated where they have chosen some 
site locations. That is how the council has decided to 
proceed. 

[1135] 
 I don't know whether they intend to come back, 
bring all the recommendations together and have an-
other congress. I would think that after they finish all 
their site visits and all the information they've gathered 
as a result of e-mails and letters, they are just going to 
put that together and then work on a report for rec-
ommendations to come to our government by Novem-
ber of this year. At this point I haven't been made 
aware that the council wishes to have another congress, 
but if that were the case, then I would be happy to hear 
from them on that. 
 
 K. Conroy: It was our understanding that at the 
congress in October, it was announced there was going 
to be another one in April that they were talking about, 
so we just wondered what had happened to it. I will 
take the minister's word that it is something they're 
going to be determining. 
 I just want to move on to seniors advocacy. I hear 
that a lot from seniors when I travel around the prov-
ince — the issues around people who are supporting 
seniors issues, the different community groups that are 
working on behalf of seniors, for seniors. A lot of them 
are seniors who, like you say, are very active seniors. I 
have 70-year-old seniors calling me about issues with 
their 90-year-old parents. They're very active, the sen-
iors who I am meeting with. 
 A concern that comes up is that the provincial Sen-
iors Advisory Council has been changed. It's not an 
advocacy role that is working throughout the province. 
We have talked to community groups that have had 
very small amounts of funding taken away but which 
were hugely beneficial to the community groups, 
where there could be a seniors advocate in the com-
munity. 
 They were for the most part retired seniors who 
were working with seniors in the community, and all 
they were getting paid for was their gas and coffee 

basically — if even that. There were very minimal ex-
penses, and they were very small grants. Those were 
taken away from many community groups around the 
province. When I meet with these groups, they talk 
about how they are just so effective in the communi-
ties. They provide so much support to the communi-
ties, and it is not an incredible amount of money that 
could support these groups. 
 For instance, when I was in Kamloops meeting with 
seniors, I met with a very effective group. They have a 
facility, and it's based in the mall in Kamloops. It's 
called the Seniors Information Referral and Resources 
Society, where people can just drop in. They can pick 
up copies of the seniors book that we referred to ear-
lier. They can get all kinds of information around sen-
iors — around housing, around where they can go for 
different supports. 
 They struggle to provide their supports, and yet 
their supports are so needed in the community. They 
have hundreds of people coming in and talking to 
them about the different issues that the seniors are fac-
ing. They are concerned about the lack of support for 
groups like that throughout the province. It's not just in 
Kamloops. It's throughout the province that I talk to 
different groups. 
 It seems to me shortsighted that for just the sake of 
a few dollars, really, we could be providing great sup-
port to these different groups throughout the province 
through the Senior Citizens' Association of B.C. 
They've also expressed concern about the lack of sup-
port in that way. These groups are well-connected in 
the community. They provide an incredible amount of 
support, and many of them have said: "We could do so 
much more with just a little bit of ongoing, sustained 
funding." 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: I thank the member for raising this 
issue. I, too, have met with seniors around the province 
and have been doing so almost from the first time I was 
elected in 1996. I continue to hear from them. I also 
acknowledge that many of the seniors — so from the 
time I was first elected in 1996 to now, ten years 
later…. I have aged those ten years, getting closer to 
being a senior myself. 

[1140] 
 I have seen a change, as well, in the approach to 
how seniors provide services to their communities. 
While I know that in some communities there are a 
number of seniors who would like to continue on with 
the same program that had been in place, I've also 
talked to seniors who said they felt it was time to take a 
look at providing services to seniors in their communi-
ties in other ways. So we have, as I say, encouraged 
that to take place. 
 I know that services continue to operate in about 49 
communities throughout the province. What they have 
been able to do is partner, many times, with the health 
authorities, because many times the services and the 
inquiries that had come into some of these organiza-
tions had a lot to do with more information about 
health and services such as that. So I do know that 
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health authorities have provided some assistance with 
that. But every community is different, and every sen-
iors organization is quite different, and the services 
they're providing have changed. 
 I know in some they're still providing those volun-
tary tax filing services, and in some places they're not 
doing that. Some places they're just helping to fill out 
the form. Some places there are drop-ins for seniors to 
come in, just so they have social interaction. That is 
good as well. One of the reasons why we launched the 
Premier's Council on Aging and Seniors Issues was to 
allow for information and input as to how that man-
date would be filled, how to support seniors in the 
future. 
 I think we're also going to have to have another 
definition for what we call seniors, because some sen-
iors are telling me they don't want to be called a senior 
anymore because of that. Their needs need to be ad-
dressed, and the seniors organizations that provide 
those services are also seeing that they're having to 
change and provide services in a different way. 
 While we want to still provide information to those 
seniors who want it in terms of some basic information 
and access to information, it's one of the reasons why 
we continue with the handbook. It's one of the reasons 
why we have a seniors help line. It's one of the reasons 
why we've also connected with the B.C. NurseLine. 
Those are all ways to support seniors in our communi-
ties. 
 I'm always interested in hearing about new and 
innovative ways, but I can tell the member — and I 
know sometimes, perhaps, representing some of the 
rural communities…. Sometimes change is much more 
difficult in those areas than in the urban centres. But 
I've also heard from seniors organizations in some ur-
ban areas where they are interested in a new approach 
on how to support each other and support their sen-
iors. A number of seniors centres that are thriving have 
connections with their local governments, and they're 
finding great support in that way as well. 
 We continue to work in this area. We continue to 
receive input and, again, welcome all the information 
that we have. I will take the information that this 
member has provided, as well, as another important 
piece of information. 
 
 K. Conroy: I thank the minister for that. I think it's 
fair to point out that a lot of these groups are doing 
new and innovative ways of providing services, be-
cause they have to keep doing that to keep their heads 
above water and in order to sustain their programs. 
Yes, they are connecting with municipal government, 
and non-profit groups are fundraising and getting 
grants, but they're just one grant away from losing the 
ability to provide the services. They talk about that 
quite often. 
 I do think that we need to look at another name. I 
went to a meeting, and I was referred to, at 48, as a 
junior-junior senior. The person talking to me was 55, 
and she was a junior senior. So you're right. They're 
feeling that they need some acknowledgment of that. 

 I think it's important to acknowledge that these 
groups do provide a lot of service in this province and 
often do it with very little funding. They provide in-
credibly important information and support. A lot of 
them are provincial groups. One that comes to mind 
for me is the B.C. Coalition to End Abuse of Seniors. 
That's an incredibly difficult situation and comes across 
in many, many different ways. 
 This group, I know, struggles with funding. It pro-
vides services across the entire province. It's doing ad-
vocacy work with other groups across the province to 
ensure that seniors are not facing abuse situations in 
their homes and the facilities they live in with their 
own families, in their communities. It's an organization 
that ends up saving government money, because they 
can provide the kinds of services that seniors need. In 
the long run, it's very cost-effective to provide groups 
like this with money. 

[1145] 
 I think it's important to acknowledge there isn't a 
formal advocate for seniors in the province. I'm won-
dering if the minister is concerned about the lack of 
that. Is there any intention to put a position like that in 
place for the seniors of this province? 
 
 Hon. I. Chong: I appreciate the member bringing 
that suggestion forward. I can say that it hasn't been 
brought more formally to my attention as to that's what 
people would want, but I would certainly hope that if 
this is a truly expressed desire of many seniors around 
the province, they do make it known. I suggest they 
make it known to the Council on Aging and Seniors 
Issues so that when they put together their recommen-
dations, they can take into account many of the emerg-
ing issues that will focus on the future needs of seniors. 
I would hope that is where that suggestion would 
come into play. 
 I just want to quickly provide some information to 
the member regarding comments that she made about 
seniors groups and organizations. Rightfully, the B.C. 
Coalition to End Abuse of Seniors, a group that I have 
met with a number of times…. They do fabulous work. 
I've been to a workshop where they do a sketch, role-
playing. I found it incredibly empowering — and for 
seniors there. 
 It was a wonderful group. We did provide them with 
$20,000 to support the development and distribution of 
materials and programs to educate the public on the 
abuse of seniors, because I think it's very important that 
people acknowledge that abuse of seniors is not necessar-
ily from their partners. It can also come from family 
members who are children — adult children. That's what 
I think was very startling for many people in the work-
shop, to acknowledge where abuse comes from — mem-
bers of your family. You don't expect it, and it's even 
more devastating when that does occur. They made a 
very strong case as to why that education needed to take 
place, and I agreed with them, so we funded it. 
 We also recently funded the Greater Victoria Elder-
care Foundation, for them to put on the first-ever sen-
iors festival. They're hoping that this will expand. 
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Again, it's about encouraging seniors to be more in-
volved in their communities and, if they wish to volun-
teer, to provide services to each other. 
 Another emerging issue for seniors is the inde-
pendence related to mobility, which is transportation. 
The BCAA Traffic Safety Foundation has a mature 
drivers program, and I attended that workshop as well. 
Many of them were in their seventies, and they were 
still driving, but they were wondering whether they 
would be in their eighties. This was a very helpful 
workshop. It deals with road safety programs. Seniors 
have some comfort knowing, when they reach that age 
where they might think they want to continue on driv-
ing, that they will acknowledge physically whether 
they should or should not. 
 We do find a variety of ways to support programs 
for seniors, and we will continue to do that. But for 
specific suggestions as to the future, those are what I'm 
hoping the seniors council will provide. 

 Just before I adjourn, I want to give the member an 
update regarding the postponement of the UBCM sen-
iors housing and support services conference. I just 
received this information, and this has been put out by 
the executive director of UBCM. They unfortunately 
had to, they say, postpone the previously scheduled 
May 25 to 26 conference that was scheduled for Rich-
mond. They've postponed it till September. They do 
discuss that there are some emerging issues. It's on the 
website at www.civicnet.bc.ca, if the member wishes to 
take a look at how they have indicated the reasons as to 
why that occurred. 
 With that, Mr. Chair, I would move that the com-
mittee rise, report progress and ask leave to sit again. 
 

 Motion approved. 
 

 The Chair: Committee A will now stand adjourned. 
 

 The committee rose at 11:49 a.m. 
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