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TUESDAY, MAY 16, 2006
The House met at 10:03 a.m.
Prayers.
Petitions

R. Lee: I have two petitions to present. The first one
is 312 signatures to eliminate the TransLink parking
site tax. The second one is 1,663 signatures to reopen
the liquor store at Kensington Plaza in Burnaby.

Hon. I. Chong: I also would like to present a peti-
tion on behalf of 856 registered nurses from around the
Greater Victoria area requesting changes to regulations
to prevent injuries.

[1005]

Orders of the Day

Hon. M. de Jong: I call Committee of Supply — for
the information of members, in this chamber the esti-
mates of the Office of the Premier and in Committee A
continued debate on the estimates of the Ministry of
Attorney General and Minister Responsible for Multi-
culturalism.

Committee of Supply

ESTIMATES: OFFICE OF THE PREMIER
(continued)

The House in Committee of Supply (Section B); S.
Hawkins in the chair.

The committee met at 10:07 a.m.

On Vote 9: Office of the Premier, $12,482,000 (con-
tinued).

C. James: Continuing on with where we finished
up last evening when we were talking about climate
change and the B.C. government's approach to climate
change. I was asking a question around global warm-
ing and the targets, which were in the government's
plan they released on climate change in 2003, around
reducing emissions. The Premier said there were tar-
gets, and if you take a look at the plan, it's very clear
that the target for government is to actually be the best
in climate change — number three across Canada.

We know the Premier has set a number of great
goals for our province — to be number one, to be the
best. We've seen that in a number of areas. My question
to the Premier is: why number three, and does the
Premier think that's a good enough goal for British
Columbia?

Hon. G. Campbell: If we look at page 31 of the stra-
tegic plan, it's clear that we are using per-capita green-
house gas emissions as a measure. The last line says

4875

that by 2015-2016, our target is to improve B.C.'s rank-
ing.
[1010]

We recognize that we are third in Canada. We rec-
ognize that Washington and Oregon are doing things
that we are not doing. We have launched a number of
initiatives to try and start to meet these challenges as
we go through the next decade. My goal certainly is to
move up the ladder, if you want, to number one.

I just remind the Leader of the Opposition that her
own party has pointed out that our government has
been a government that's put a plan in place, which we
are working on and acting on. The whole purpose of
setting out goals for ourselves is so that we can strive
to improve, as the strategic plan says.

As the member for Maple Ridge-Pitt Meadows
said: "...the record of the last NDP government, being
the NDP in the late '90s, was not good on climate
change...but times have changed. We as a society,
hopefully, are much more acutely aware...of the neces-
sity to act. It is paramount that the government now
take some specific actions on climate change."

We have done that. Major investments in public
transit. Major investments in new cycling and transpor-
tation opportunities for people within their communi-
ties. New procurement requirements with regard to
alternative hybrid vehicles across the board in British
Columbia, in terms of our procurement policies. The
acquisition of Burns Bog. The NDP thought they might
pave it. We thought we might save it. We saved it, and
everyone recognizes that's a major plus in terms of
climate change.

In terms of the Gateway strategy, one of the objec-
tives is to open up a public transit corridor which has
been closed for the last 20 years.

We are currently in the midst — I'm sure the
Leader of the Opposition is aware of this — of a review
of our energy plan. Our initial energy plan in 2002
called for 50 percent of all energy to be created with
alternative, clean B.C. energy. We are going to be re-
viewing that.

We are looking for new opportunities. We are
looking for biomass. We're looking for clean sources
of energy that will benefit all of us. In doing that, step
by step by step we will move our way up the ladder
from number three to number one. We want to do
that in a way that's constructive and positive. The
measure that we will use will be per-capita green-
house gas emissions.

As I mentioned last night, the opposition thought
the measure we should use was investments in public
transit. Frankly, this government has invested literally
hundreds of millions — indeed billions of dollars — in
public transit. We will continue to create opportunities
for communities to be built that encourage the use of
public transit, and the public itself will be encouraged
to use public transit. So I think we're making signifi-
cant steps on that, and we will continue to work on it.

C. James: Some questions around time lines on the
energy plan. The Premier mentioned the strategy and
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the goal of the energy plan — so time lines, and when
we expect that energy plan to be out.

Hon. G. Campbell: I'm sure this was canvassed
somewhat with the Minister of Energy, Mines and Pe-
troleum Resources. Let me say that the plan will be
developed over the next number of months. We expect
to have a fairly good framework for a plan by the fall of
this year. It's really updating the previous plan.

We've set some critical goals for ourselves. Clearly,
we want to be self-sufficient in energy within the next
ten years. That is a major challenge for the province.
People in British Columbia think we are already self-
sufficient. In fact, we've been importing energy for a
number of years now. We have to look at opportunities
to create additional energy for the province, for the
people of British Columbia, for the industry and the
communities of British Columbia. We have to do that
in a way that's clean and sustainable and that does in
fact maintain the competitive advantage we've had.

As I'm sure the Leader of the Opposition knows,
British Columbians have over the last number of years
invested substantially in their energy plan. I think it is
a tribute, again, to British Columbians that they were
way ahead of the curve in terms of clean energy and
alternative energy, in terms of the investments. Liter-
ally hundreds of millions of dollars were invested.

One of the challenges that I think we sometimes
forget as we benefit from the investments that were
made earlier in our province's history is that the his-
toric competitive advantage was actually earned by
earlier generations.

[1015]

We want to make sure that our generation not just
maintains that competitive advantage but also earns
another competitive advantage for future generations of
British Columbians by developing clean British Colum-
bia energy that will be sustainable and self-sufficient. We
believe it's a critical resource for our province, for our
economy and for the people who live here.

C. James: I'm glad to hear the Premier acknowledge
the work done by the past generations, including gov-
ernments that actually did put some energy into climate
change, did put some energy into green energy pro-
grams and assisting consumers in being able to shift. So
I'm pleased to see the Premier actually acknowledge
that.

My question is around the issue of a national strat-
egy on climate change. I wonder if the Premier has had
any conversations with the Prime Minister around a
national strategy and what role British Columbia may
play in that.

Hon. G. Campbell: Premiers at both the Western
Premiers Conferences that I have attended, as well as at
the Council of the Federation, have talked, with regard
to the Kyoto accord, about creating a national strategy
that is provincial and federal. It's not good enough, we
don't believe, for the federal government to decide
they're going to simply try and impose costs across the

board. For a long time, under the Kyoto plan, the fed-
eral government was telling us that they were going to
take credit for the natural resource that British Colum-
bians had invested in: our forests.

British Columbians have invested billions of dollars
in our forests. We have invested, as I mentioned earlier,
billions of dollars in creating clean energy for British
Columbians. In fact, back in the 1980s we started to
move forward to change the way our industry — not
the governments.... Our industry moved to change
their plants so that they were more environmentally
sustainable and healthier. The federal government was
not at that point willing to give British Columbia cred-
its for that. Indeed, they were expecting British Colum-
bia to go one, two and three quantum leaps ahead of
the rest of the country, which would have caused sub-
stantial additional costs to the province and to the peo-
ple of British Columbia.

One of the things that we felt was important was to
sit down with the federal jurisdiction, talk about what
the provinces were doing and talk about how, together,
we could meet the goals and objectives that were laid
out under the protocol. We never succeeded in bring-
ing the federal government to the table. There was a lot
of discussion back and forth. It remains on the Pre-
miers' agenda in terms of what we've been trying to
accomplish in terms of working in a new collaborative
and constructive kind of federalism.

I don't know what this current government will do.
I have not dealt specifically with the federal minister or
with the federal Prime Minister around the issue of
climate. I know that Minister Penner has been in touch
with the federal minister. I can't say for sure whether it
was with regard to climate change or not. It will be
something that we will pursue as provincial Premiers
coming out of the initiatives that we'll launch at the
Western Premiers Conference at the end of this month.

The issue that we have tried to really push is
through the Minister of State for Intergovernmental
Relations. We have tried to make sure that PNWER
works to try and create an environment that deals with
our airsheds and air quality. The Minister of Environ-
ment for British Columbia is developing an air strategy
over the next few months that will provide, I think, a
road map to improve the quality of air management
and air generally in British Columbia. I think all of
those things will be important building blocks as we
work with the federal government to try and make
sure that we don't just reduce greenhouse gases but try
and deal directly with the issues of climate change.

The Chair: A reminder: we don't use names of
members. We use their titles or their ridings.

Hon. G. Campbell: Excuse me, Madam Chair. I
said PNWER, not Penner. They're different things.

Interjections.

Hon. G. Campbell: Excuse me, hon. Chair. I did
say Penner as well as PNWER.
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C. James: Good hearing, Madam Chair.

To follow up on that issue around discussions with
the federal government, I'm disappointed that that
hasn't been on the agenda for the Premier with the new
Prime Minister, particularly with specific cuts to pro-
grams that are going to impact British Columbians.

[1020]

I was pleased to hear the Premier mention indi-
viduals and the work that individuals have undertaken
to take personal responsibility for dealing with climate
change. In fact, one of those programs that has assisted
people was the federal government program that pro-
vided support to families to be able to look at energy-
saving issues in their own homes. That program has
been cut by the federal government, both for low-
income families as well as other families.

My question to the Premier is: how will these pro-
gram cuts impact British Columbia, and has the Pre-
mier or the government actually taken a look at the
impact of those program cuts on our province?

Hon. G. Campbell: T do not have before me all of
the information of what was discussed during the En-
vironment estimates or the Ministry of Energy, Mines
and Petroleum Resources estimates. That would be a
question which they could answer in more detail.

I could tell you that in terms of the government, we
are pursuing a conservation strategy across the board
in British Columbia. We think that's important. The
Power Smart program is important. The PST exemp-
tion for window improvements, etc., is an important
part of the energy conservation issue. Hybrid vehicles
get a special tax relief. Insulation gets a tax relief. All of
those are part of what the energy strategy is.

I would refer the Leader of the Opposition to the
Minister of Environment to deal with the details of that
and to the Minister of Energy, Mines and Petroleum
Resources. I believe they've both had estimates, and
that would have been a great time to canvass those
things.

Let me say that in terms of dealing with the Prime
Minister or the federal government, we deal with a
whole range of issues across the board. I have had one
meeting with the Prime Minister to date. I outlined a
number of initiatives that British Columbia has been
pushing for, which we believe benefit British Columbi-
ans. The Pacific gateway strategy and the mountain
pine beetle strategy, particularly, were important to us.
Clearly, it was important to us that the federal gov-
ernment understand those strategies, and the Prime
Minister particularly. The energy and environment
ministry has been in touch with, I'm sure, the federal
Minister of the Environment.

We have a whole menu on the agenda that we have
to pursue. We will continue to pursue our work in
terms of our climate change plan. We are the only gov-
ernment in British Columbia that's ever laid one out. In
laying that out, as I have said earlier, we've set some
broad strategic goals with regard to greenhouse gas
emissions. We will do more in government over the
coming years, I am sure.

I think it's important to recognize that's another one
of those cross-government initiatives which is so criti-
cal. The alternative energy task force, which reported
into the Premier's office, has laid out a number of
things we can consider as government, which I hope
the public will consider as part of developing a new
energy strategy. All of those things are important to us.

I note that the federal Minister of the Environment
has called for a made-in-Canada solution. We're going
to be part of that. We're going to be working with the
federal government on that, and all of these issues will
come before us. I do think it's important to note,
though, that as we move ahead, the objectives that
we've set for ourselves have got to be brought into bal-
ance.

When we deal with the pine beetle, as an exam-
ple.... We sought a billion dollars over the next number
of years. The current federal government committed to
a billion dollars over the next ten years. We are now
working with the federal government to make them
understand. One of the arguments that we used in pur-
suing those with all parties at the federal level was that
in fact, it was a direct program that could respond to
the climate change challenges that we may face in Brit-
ish Columbia or in Canada. They have responded to
that.

I would be certainly interested in hearing what the
opposition feels about how that $100 million a year
should be invested. We'll be working with the federal
government on that. They will then reach their conclu-
sions and make their decisions.

I do think it's important, as we move towards a
made-in-Canada climate change strategy, that we work
with the federal government, that we work with other
provinces, that we look at how we can maximize our
benefits across the country. That's why having a con-
structive and collaborative federalism that's based on
mutual respect is so critical as we move into the years
ahead.

[1025]

C. James: Certainly, it's important to have that rela-
tionship with the federal government. Certainly, it's
important for the ministers in government to be doing
that work and to be able to move ahead on their portfo-
lios, but the public also expects that the Premier, in
taking forward issues, and that the leadership from our
province would be leadership on a range of issues that
matter to British Columbians — pine beetle, the
Kelowna accord. I think it's disappointing that climate
change and child care weren't on that list.

Just to follow up on the pine beetle question. The
Premier mentioned that he raised the pine beetle crisis
with the federal government. Did the provincial gov-
ernment put in a detailed plan for the use of that billion
dollars?

Hon. G. Campbell: We laid out a mountain pine
beetle action plan, working with local governments,
with first nations, with industry and with environ-
mental organizations. One of the key components of
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the ongoing plan with the federal government was to
identify areas where we thought there could be im-
provements, where they could make investments.
We've been very clear with the federal government that
we're looking to them to complement our investment.

Those areas could include transportation infrastruc-
ture, environmental restoration, streamside restoration,
forestry, husbandry, research in terms of not just how
we deal with the pine beetle and other potential infes-
tations but how we can use the fibre we have left. It
will include areas where we can develop new partner-
ships. We've done that through the Cariboo-Chilcotin
as a community group, as you know, and the Omineca
Beetle Action Coalition has also come together and is
receiving funding from us.

We're trying to have the federal government not try
to reinvent that framework but to work with the
framework to try to invest where they can maximize
the potential. A good example, though, of the challenge
we face: the government was elected in February, and
they announced that there would be $100 million a
year, effectively, over the next ten years. The new
budget came out just recently. There was $400 million
allocated over the next two years not just to pine beetle
but also to potential relocations for forest workers
across the country.

A critical component for us was dealing with first
nations. The Minister of Forests has dealt with the first
nations communities twice. The most recent activity
led to the agreement that we would go with first na-
tions to the federal government and outline what first
nations thought was going to be most appropriate.

In terms of the general framework of what we are
suggesting, good investments we'd make and how those
investments would work, we think we've made good
steps with regard to that. We also believe that the com-
mitments we've made to local communities and through
the development initiatives like the northern develop-
ment initiative create an opportunity for local input to
start to deal with the pine beetle and to create transition
over the long term. Also, it allows us to bring the federal
government to the province in a constructive framework
that exists locally, provincially and federally.

At this point we believe that the federal govern-
ment has resources in place. We'd like to hear from
them what their plan is and use that to complement the
provincial plan.

C. James: Just a question on the $400 million that
was mentioned in the federal budget, in discussions:
how much of that money is expected to come to British
Columbia? Do we have an idea yet about the focus of
the federal government — $400 million?

Hon. G. Campbell: I can't tell the Leader of the
Opposition at this point exactly how much we think
will flow, but we believe there are substantial resources
there that will be in place for the pine beetle action
plan. We intend to go and discuss that in detail with
the federal government in the coming weeks. We think
it's an important framework. We want to maximize the

benefits for taxpayers and for people who are going to
be directly impacted by the pine beetle infestation.
[1030]

We're not going to just say to the federal govern-
ment, frankly: "Go and spend it where you want." We
want it to be part of an overall plan. I can say that
when I met with the federal Conservative government
caucus in Ottawa a few weeks ago, they were very
much interested in complementing the British Colum-
bia plan and in working with local communities. I'm
encouraged by their comments. I think the resources
will certainly be available that we need. I think the im-
portant thing is that over the next two years it's not just
a matter of investing the money; it's a matter of invest-
ing the money in places that will have the best long-
term benefit.

That's why we'll continue working with the federal
government. I would expect that sometime in June or July
we will have their response complementing our response,
complementing the local action committees' responses.

C. James: Continuing on with the discussion around
the forest industry in British Columbia and to talk a little
bit now about the softwood deal. After the softwood
deal was announced, we saw the Premier make a state-
ment that it was a good deal for British Columbia. We
then heard that the Premier wrote a letter to the Prime
Minister expressing concerns about the deal and reserv-
ing the right to withdraw it. My question to the Premier
is: what were the exact concerns the Premier had about
the proposed deal?

Hon. G. Campbell: What we had been informed of
was that there would be no filing of the extraordinary
challenge. When there was a filing of the extraordinary
challenge, the letter I sent to the Prime Minister simply
pointed out that indeed, we were going to maintain
our legal options. We believe that the fact of the matter
is that this is a framework that will work for British
Columbia. We think it's a reasonable deal for the coun-
try. There are lots of details that have to be ironed out
as we go through it, but there are a number, I think, of
significant and important benefits to our industry.

First, it creates some stability over the next seven
years, something we haven't had. Second, most of us,
including the Leader of the Opposition, have felt that it
was better to negotiate an agreement with the Ameri-
cans than to constantly litigate. As is being pointed out,
the litigative role, over the long term, costs substantial
resources and doesn't solve the problem. One of the
things we were trying to do was solve the problem for
all sectors of our industry — coast as well as the inte-
rior. I believe the framework of the agreement does
that.

Now we have to get on with the details of the
agreement. As we get through and into the details, I
can tell you that we will be ensuring that this is an
agreement that works for British Columbia's industry.

C. James: Will the Premier table that letter in the
Legislature?
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Hon. G. Campbell: No.
C. James: Why not?

Hon. G. Campbell: Correspondence between gov-
ernment officials on matters of this nature are not ap-
propriate to be put out. We are in the middle of a nego-
tiation. We're going to carry on that negotiation, and I
think it's important for us to keep our eye on the ball
here.

Our particular objective, as was the Leader of the
Opposition's as recently as March of this year, is to end
up with an agreement that works for British Columbi-
ans, where the federal government understands what
our position is clearly as they take that position to the
negotiating table so that before an agreement is signed,
we are confident in its future and so is the rest of the
country.

It is not appropriate to put intergovernmental rela-
tions correspondence on the table, particularly when
it's ongoing. We are carrying out all of our activities
within the Freedom of Information and Protection of
Privacy Act.

C. James: I certainly think it's important for us to
negotiate an agreement. I also think it's important for
British Columbians to know what's in that agreement.
My understanding from the Premier and others is that
we have a deal. If we have a deal, then I don't under-
stand why you wouldn't put forward a letter around
negotiations when the negotiations are complete.
That's certainly what we've heard from the govern-
ment.

Nevertheless, if that letter won't be tabled and the
Premier won't table a letter that he says simply in-
cludes concern about the federal government and the
United States going forward with their lawsuit, then I'll
leave that alone for now, since the public obviously
doesn't have a right, according to the Premier, to have
that information.

To continue to ask a question around the issue of
softwood itself and the deal: did the Premier have any
discussions with the Prime Minister around concerns
that any kind of forest direction and forest policy in
British Columbia would be subject to United States
government approval before we made decisions?

[1035]

Hon. G. Campbell: First of all, I do think it's impor-
tant for the Leader of the Opposition to take the time to
review the documents which are available on line in
the Ministry of Forests office and on line through the
federal websites as well.

Let me simply be clear. There is a framework for an
agreement. There is not an agreement. So for the
Leader of the Opposition to suggest there is agreement
is not correct. There is a framework for an agreement.

It was clear when the framework was put out that it
would take 60 to 90 days before we got to the conclu-
sion of that and before softwood was completed. That
was fully canvassed in the Forests estimates with the

Minister of Forests and the critic for the opposition. I
think it is critical to note, as we have often said, that we
have to pay attention as we go through that exercise.
We will make sure that British Columbia is fully in-
volved with the federal government as they're at the
table. It is critical for us to do that.

The second thing I would say with regard to my
conversation with the Prime Minister.... I have always
been clear with the Prime Minister that this had to be a
deal that worked for British Columbia. We worked
very hard to find an agreement that would work for
other parts of the country as well as for British Colum-
bia and that reflects some of the issues that British Co-
lumbia faced.

We were quite concerned about our coastal indus-
try and it being significantly different than our interior
industry. That has been reflected in the agreement. We
were quite concerned that we maintain the flow of
goods on the basis of 2004-2005. That is reflected in the
agreement. We were concerned about the return of
deposits. Earlier on there was talk of the return of de-
posits at just over 50 percent. We're pleased that we
have returns of deposits of 80 percent, with the poten-
tial for interest to be included in that.

Those are things that were important parts of the
framework. Now the details of the agreement have got
to be worked through. In terms of British Columbia
forest products policy, British Columbia forest policy
has been set. We have been clear about that. We an-
nounced market-based pricing for the interior. I think it
was in February or so. We have that taking place in
July of this year. That is going ahead. There will be no
interference with that, and in the future — the issue
that people have been discussing quite clearly — what
we intend to do is live up to our agreement, and we
expect the Americans to do the same thing.

C. James: To follow up on the issue of a market
pricing system, we know that in April the Premier an-
nounced that his government would introduce that in
September. We've now heard, yesterday in the Legisla-
ture, from the Minister of Forests that that date has
been moved to July 1.

Certainly, we have heard the concerns from indus-
try about the terms of the softwood deal and whether
that would impact the direction of government to
move in market pricing — whether that would, in fact,
take away our ability to be able to set our own policy
when it came to the forest industry here in British Co-
lumbia. So my question to the Premier is: was the date
moved to July 1 because of those concerns that were
raised?

Hon. G. Campbell: We moved the date to July 1
because it was the right thing to do in terms of market
pricing. We thought that we could move it forward
more quickly. It was a strong signal about the competi-
tive nature of British Columbia's marketplace.

I also think it is important to note that as we dealt
with market pricing, there was never any question in
my mind that that was going to carry on. Under the
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softwood agreement, I had full expectation, and we
have full expectation, that that will carry on. It will
carry on. The policies that we've set as a government
are in place. They will remain in place. They will not be
vetted. They will not be changed.

C. James: Another question that has been raised
by the public and by some in industry is a concern
about pressure from the federal government to settle
this deal quickly. On behalf of those concerns, my
question is: did the Premier ever have any conversa-
tions, or did the Forests Minister have any conversa-
tions, with the Prime Minister about pressure in sign-
ing this deal and whether any resources coming to
British Columbia because of the forest industry —
whether those resources would be pulled if this deal
was not signed?

Hon. G. Campbell: Let me say that I felt the pres-
sure from the Leader of the Opposition saying that we
had to get on with signing a deal. "We've gone on long
enough," she said. "Get to the table, and make sure you
sign a deal."

That's what we did, March 17. "It's time we signed a
deal. It's gone on long enough." I felt that pressure. I
also felt the pressure from forest companies across the
province who were saying that.... You know, many of
them were on the verge of bankruptcy because of the
deposits that had been taken illegally by the United
States. We think that was an important pressure that
we had. We've been working on this for some time.
That created some pressure.

[1040]

I talked with the Prime Minister on a number of
occasions prior to the terms of agreement being laid
out, and yes, the Prime Minister was hoping to sign the
agreement. So were we. The pressure that I was putting
back to the Prime Minister was: this has got to be an
agreement that works for British Columbia. We are
willing to work to try and make sure it works for the
rest of the country, but obviously, my concern was to
make sure that it was an agreement that was reason-
able for British Columbia.

In pursuing that agreement, there was constant
contact between the Ministry of Forests and industry
representatives — both large and small, interior and
coastal — to try and be sure that we understood what
their position was, what they thought were going to
be issues that would create challenges or not, com-
petitive challenges, productivity challenges. We did
communicate with them, so we obviously canvassed
those issues.

I can tell the Leader of the Opposition unequivo-
cally, though, that there is no such thing as unanimity
in the forest industry. The forest industry has a lot of
players with a lot of interests and a lot of different
opinions. Our job is to try and gather together those
opinions and make the best decision for British Colum-
bia.

We felt that seven years of stability.... Having ac-
cess to the marketplace, effectively unfettered, at least

50 percent of the time; having the opportunity to ex-
pand the flow of fibre south of the border, which was
never there before; recognizing third-nation inputs into
the marketplace and how that could work against our
interests in Canada and in British Columbia — all of
those things were part of the terms of agreement that
were laid out in consultation with our industry but also
directly in terms of my conversations with the Prime
Minister.

C. James: This side of the House does want a set-
tlement on softwood. This side of the House does sup-
port the forest industry in British Columbia.

The questions we're asking are direct questions
being asked by the industry and by people living in
forest communities who don't feel they're getting the
answers from this government. That's why the ques-
tions are being asked.

What are the time lines around finishing up the
negotiations and getting that deal inked so you can
actually say that we have a deal?

Hon. G. Campbell: The federal government has
brought together the parties in Ottawa. I believe it was
this week. Maybe it was last week that they had them
together. The federal government obviously wants to
keep pushing this — to push it to conclusion. I think the
American government would like to do that as well.

Our position has been very clear. This is not some-
thing that you rush. We want to do it with focus. We are
going to be there to keep pushing the agenda. We would
like to do that as quickly as possible. I would expect we
will see it over the next maybe 60 days or so. I can't say
specifically what the time lines will be.

As I said, following the meeting of heads of govern-
ment — the President of the United States and the Prime
Minister — in Cancun, if this wasn't sort of arrived at
and agreed within 90 days, then it was probably going to
continue down through the litigative route.

We've got people that are working it from our gov-
ernment, from the federal government and I'm sure in
the United States as well. There is going to be ongoing
work, focused work, and we will do it as expeditiously
as possible. But we're going to do it carefully, we're
going to do it prudently, and we're going to do it dili-
gently to make sure that British Columbia's interests
are fully reflected in that agreement before it's final-
ized.

C. James: Now moving on to another critical issue
in British Columbia. It's certainly the critical issue, I
would say, in communities as I have travelled around
the province. That's the issue of health care.

If we take a look at the direction that the Premier
has taken on health care and that the government has
taken on health care, we certainly see nothing but
chaos in our province. Madam Chair, it's important
that the Premier answers the questions. We expect that
kind of leadership, at a time of chaos in our health care
system, from the Premier.
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I want to actually start with some very basic ques-
tions on health care and then look at some examples for
us to talk about as well. As we know, right now we do
see a crisis all around the province, regardless of which
area of British Columbia you're talking about.

That's a direct relation to two fundamental mis-
takes made by this government. The first was to not
build 5,000 long-term care beds, as was promised by
this government back in 2001 — a commitment made
not only to the seniors of British Columbia but in fact to
all British Columbians.

[1045]

The second fundamental mistake was that after the
government came into office, the government closed
one in four acute care beds. When you take those two
pieces and put them together, you see the kind of chaos
that we see right now — a direct result of those two
fundamental mistakes.

My question to the Premier, through you, Madam
Chair: why did your government break your promise
on long-term care, and why did you cut one in four
acute care beds?

Hon. G. Campbell: This will be an interesting dis-
cussion, because the Leader of the Opposition has now
decided that the challenges are because of something
this government did or did not do.

Let's start with the 5,000 beds. The 5,000-bed issue
was fully canvassed last year. I'll canvass it again this
year. Currently we've added 1,489 net new beds.
There'll be 2,700 net new beds by the end of December.

What was the reason for that? I know the Leader of
the Opposition doesn't like to listen to this reason, but
the fact is that there were no health plans in British
Columbia when this government was elected in 2001.
There was one person in an entire ministry with a $9.3
billion budget that was responsible for health planning.

The first thing we did when we were elected was
increase health budgets, and we said that we'd better
start stabilizing the system across the board. So we did
a review of those beds, and we found that many, many
of those beds were not at the appropriate level of care
or physical performance to be able to provide our sen-
iors with the kind of care that they deserved or the
kind of well-being that they deserved.

Unfortunately, because there had been virtually no
significant investment in those kinds of facilities over
the previous ten years, we had to start repairing the
damage that was done. We did that. Today there are
5,900 beds, including replacements and renovations
that have been put in place. On top of that, there'll be
2,700 new beds by the end of December. By 2008
there'll be 5,000 new beds. As I said to people before,
it's unfortunate that's what we were faced with, but
that's what we were.

Today what we're trying to do is balance the beds
across the health care system, and we've identified very
clearly the plan that we put in place. Because here's the
challenge we face. The challenge we had was that the
NDP government had cut nurse training. The NDP
government had not added one physician training

space to the universities in British Columbia. The NDP
government had cut positions and programs for medi-
cal technologists.

All of those people.... It's the nurses and the doc-
tors and the medical technologists that actually provide
the care for the people. As the Minister of Health said
the other day, a bed is a bed. Without the people
around the bed, the facilities around the bed, the
equipment around the bed, it doesn't do very many
people very much good.

We have tried to create that new balance, and that
balance requires us to invest heavily in nurses, heavily
in doctors, heavily in new capital plant. We are invest-
ing $330 million to build a hospital. Unfortunately, we
had to start it in 2003. It was promised by the NDP
government in 1993 — and promised again and prom-
ised again and promised again. Now the opposition
says: "Gee, we've got a problem here. We have no...."
Of course we've got a problem. We've got to work
through it.

Candidly, for the Leader of the Opposition to say
that our health care system is in crisis or in chaos is
simply irresponsible. We deal with 900,000 procedures
a year in this province. Most people that come out of
the health care system that talk to me say what great
care they got from our nurses and our doctors. Most of
the people who work in the health care system say to
us now, as the ambulance attendants do, that for the
first time ever we have a plan where we can work,
build our training activities and provide the care that
people need.

Does that mean there are no problems? Of course
there are problems. This is a big system. It was a big
system that was starved for a decade. Right now we
look at our situation in British Columbia, and we say
that there's lots that goes right, and there are some
things we can improve upon.

[1050]

It wasn't us that wrote the Conference Board report
that said we had the number-one health care system in
the country. It's a third party that looks at all the prov-
inces and says: "In British Columbia you're doing a
pretty darn good job." Does that mean we're perfect?
No. One of the questions we've asked as a government
is: how do we sustain this health care system? How do
we sustain the quality of services that people have
come to expect?

When I look today at what we've tried to do....
We've increased the number of palliative care beds
substantially across the province. We've increased the
number of assisted-living beds across the province. We
annually invest $3.5 billion more in health care than
was invested in 2001. That's a significant amount of
money. And $57 billion has been invested in health
care in the last five years. As we look at British Colum-
bia and we see what the per-capita costs are for health,
they've gone up substantially. Now about 43 to 44 cents
out of every dollar is going to health care.

I'm glad to hear from the Leader of the Opposition
on how she would expand on what we're doing, but
again, we get confusion from the opposition. We've got
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the critic for Health saying we don't have to spend any
more. We've got the leader saying that maybe we do,
or vice versa. It's hard to tell what the opposition wants
to do.

This is what we want to do: add doctors, add
nurses, add support staff, create new capital plant and
invest hundreds of millions of dollars in new emer-
gency facilities. Unfortunately, none of that happens
overnight. Unfortunately, what we inherited was a
situation that called for action. And action's what we've
got — $330 million in a new Abbotsford hospital; $200
million in a new facility for Surrey; investments in
Cranbrook, in Kamloops, in Prince George; invest-
ments in new health facilities in Nanaimo.

I can remember, when we opened in Nanaimo,
people there actually being in tears, saying how long it
had taken with the previous government to get anyone
to pay attention and to invest in those facilities. We did
that, and we're going to keep doing that.

I would invite the opposition to recognize that
we're all trying to create and provide an excellent pub-
lic health care system. We're building new partnerships
with nurses, doctors and health authorities. We've got
a chance to continue to build on our record of success.
That's what we intend to do on this side of the House,
and we invite them to join us on that side of the House.

C. James: It's hard to know where to start with all
of that, but start I will.

If the Premier had spent some time actually build-
ing the 5,000 long-term care beds that they promised in
2001, we wouldn't see the kind of chaos that we're see-
ing right now. And for the Premier to say that the op-
position is raising the red flag and raising concerns.....

It's unbelievable to think that the Premier, after all
this time, is not listening to the doctors, to the patients,
to the seniors, to the communities, to the municipali-
ties. There's a long list of people who have been raising
concerns with this government — not simply in the last
month, not simply in the last year, but for years, as
we've discovered — and are not being listened to.

We have not seen in this province the kind of out-
cry that we see from physicians coming forward, rais-
ing concerns about crises in emergency rooms, raising
concerns and handing letters to patients saying that
they're concerned about being able to provide good-
quality care to their patients. That is unprecedented in
British Columbia.

The Premier likes to quote the Conference Board
report about the quality of health care in British Co-
lumbia. The other piece of that study that the Premier
doesn't raise, in fact, is that we have the lowest patient
satisfaction rate in the country right here in British Co-
lumbia. That's a very sad statement, and it's even more
disappointing to hear the kind of comments that we
heard today from the Premier. When you see those
kinds of results, when you see people speaking out,
when you see people genuinely raising concerns to try
and improve a system and be completely dismissed
like that, I think it shows a remarkable lack of respect
for the people of British Columbia.

My question comes back to the cuts in acute care
beds. The Premier said that there were real challenges
when they looked at the health care system. If the Pre-
mier knew that there were challenges there, why, then,
did he make the decision to cut the number of acute
care beds that he did?

[1055]

Interjections.

The Chair: I am going to remind members that if
they're going to comment, they must be in their own
chairs. Just a reminder from the Chair.

Hon. G. Campbell: It's interesting when I hear the
Leader of the Opposition saying that we're not working
with people. We are working with everyone. The only
group that doesn't seem to be part of this group that's
trying to put together a response that's positive, con-
structive and sustainable over the long term is the op-
position.

Let me simply point out that in terms of balancing
the beds, one of the members of the opposition yester-
day raised the issue of mental health beds. We've been
investing in mental health facilities across the province.
We've been providing for that. One of the issues we
faced when we started in government was that there
was no mental health plan. Again, another one of those
NDP announcements of a plan with no resources —
not a cent — and no action for the people of British
Columbia.

Mental illness is a significant issue, and it's one that
we pursued on this side of the House. It's important to
think about all of the capital improvements that have
been made. We've made literally hundreds of millions
of dollars of capital improvements as we've gone
through this. When we look at beds, we've increased
the number of palliative care beds. That was important
for British Columbians. We've increased the number of
long-term assisted-living beds. That was important. It
was important.

The opposition can say it wasn't important to invest
and to focus on trying to raise up to standards the kind
of quality that we had our seniors living in. We don't
agree with the opposition on that. We think we should
have done it. One of the things, as you carry that pro-
gram through, is to make sure it's comprehensive and
meets the needs of people across the province.

The Leader of the Opposition says we haven't been
listening to doctors. Well, let's just be clear about this.
This is a government that has now, for the first time
that I'm aware of, signed agreements with doctors,
with nurses and with the health employees union for
four years, as we work in partnership to improve the
system. As one of the heads of one of the unions
pointed out, you know what this government is doing?
We're doing it step by step by step, and we're making
progress.

The Leader of the Opposition says we should listen
to doctors. This is what doctors told us. Under the
NDP, not one new doctor was trained in British Co-
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lumbia. It wasn't that they weren't asked. It's that the
NDP said: "No, let's not train them." What did this
government do? We've doubled the number of doctors
that are being trained in the province.

The Leader of the Opposition hasn't been listening to
doctors, the BCMA, leaders of universities, the dean of
the school of medicine, because what they've pointed
out is that it takes a little bit of time, actually, to train a
doctor. Maybe the NDP didn't know that in 1990 when
they didn't add any doctors. Maybe they didn't know
that when there was no human resources plan for the
health care system in British Columbia.

The critical component of any health care system is
the human resource. We now have an unprecedented
four-year period where we can work in partnership
with the members of the human resource phalanx, if
you want — the army of people in health care that pro-
vide care to people. They provide — let's be clear about
this — excellent service to the people who are in our
health care system.

We've had a 67-percent increase in palliative care
beds in British Columbia. We've done that because we
listened to doctors. We listened to nurses. We listened
to families, who said they didn't want their people to
be just institutionalized. They wanted us to be more
responsive and more sensitive to their needs.

[1100]

We talked to patients about what their concerns
were. Patients said to us quite clearly that they were
concerned how long it was taking to have hip and knee
replacements. Because of the work done in the public
health care system — working with doctors, working
with health authorities and creating special teams,
starting in Richmond — we now have the new surgical
innovation centre at UBC, a $60 million investment in
improving hip and knee replacement times and out-
comes. We have a new research centre. We have a new
patient registry — all of which is aimed at providing
better care more quickly to people across the province.
It's being recognized in what's taking place.

Residential care. It used to be that it could take you
more than a year to get into residential care. We've
managed, because of the investments the government
has made and the work that's been done by people in
the Health Ministry and the health authorities, to cut
that down to 60 to 90 days. That's progress. We're not
claiming we have finished the job; we're claiming we're
on the job.

The Leader of the Opposition says we're not listen-
ing to seniors. We have been listening to seniors. We've
been listening to seniors and providing them with top-
quality accommodation. The Leader of the Opposition
should talk to some of the seniors in some of the new
facilities and hear how much better they like their qual-
ity of life — whether those facilities are in Cranbrook,
Victoria, Kamloops or Prince George.

The Leader of the Opposition says things are way
worse than they've ever been. I guess the Leader of the
Opposition was asleep through the late 1990s, when we
had thousands of people in Prince George saying they
needed doctors and they needed health care. They

needed it for the north. This government invested in
health care and doctors. For the first time ever there's a
medical school in Prince George. Go and ask them at
the medical school and go and ask them at Prince
George whether we were listening to them.

We are going to continue to work on health care.
We're going to continue to work with doctors, nurses
and health workers across the province. We're going to
continue to work with communities. We're going to be
straightforward with them. We're going to say that
these are not easy issues. That's exactly why we're go-
ing to launch the conversation on health care that we
hope will be started this fall with all people in this
province, because there are positive answers to the
difficult challenges we face.

I understand the Leader of the Opposition will
probably blame us for the fact that the population is
aging as well, but let me say this. We believe that in
British Columbia with creativity, with constructive
work, with open dialogue and with consultation with
doctors, patients, families, nurses and health workers
across the province, we will continue to build on our
ranking as the number-one health care system in Can-
ada according to the Conference Board.

C. James: I didn't get any answer to my question, so
I'm going to ask my question again. You blamed us for
everything. It's possible that, yes, people may be aging
because of New Democrats as well, according to you.

I want to ask a question about acute care beds, as
I've been asking for the last three questions. Why did
the government cut one in five acute care beds in this
province after they were elected in 2001? The second
part of my question is: what rationale was there for
cutting one in five acute care beds?

Hon. G. Campbell: To deal specifically with the is-
sue of acute care beds, we do recognize there have been
some acute care beds that have been closed in this gov-
ernment's term. Of course, we also recognize that the
NDP itself closed about 3,000 or more acute care beds.

Let's talk about how that works and why that
works, because I think that's what's critical in terms of
the opposition leader's question. One of the reasons it
has taken place is because there is a much shorter time
frame that people are using their beds in the system
today.

[1105]

Another issue I think we have to recognize is that
one of the greatest challenges we face is trying to pro-
vide balance across the system. There has been an in-
crease in residential long-term care beds to help offset
some of that. There has been, as I mentioned earlier, a
67-percent increase in palliative care beds to help offset
some of that. There has been an increase in community
mental health beds by 29 percent and in addictions
treatment by 19 percent. All of those used to put pres-
sure on the acute care beds.

One of the things we have tried to do, as we've
tried to balance the system across the entire province, is
recognize that as we do that, we need to see a signifi-
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cant improvement in the number of physicians and
nurses we have and medical technologists that are
available. Without those physicians and nurses and
medical technologists, we're not going to be able to
provide the kind of quality care we've had.

On top of that, there has been a 62-percent increase
in the funding for nursing in the province. We have 67
nurses in training at any one time now in British Co-
lumbia. We're hoping that many of those graduates
will stay with us in British Columbia.

We've also, as we've gone forward, tried to create
the kind of plan that moves out into the community
and provides services for people in the communities
where they are living. We've seen a substantial increase
in the number of procedures that are done. We've seen
a substantial decrease in the wait times to get out into
those alternative beds and alternative facilities that are
available. All of those things are part of a comprehen-
sive strategy to move across the board.

You can't take one issue and say, "That's the an-
swer," in health care. I think anyone who talks about
health care would confirm that.

One of the issues we want to try and canvass with
the opposition as well as with the people in British Co-
lumbia is: how do we create the kinds of transforma-
tions that are necessary in a way that really invigorate
people to be part of the health care solution? We've
done a number of things to try to do that.

First of all, we want to make sure that past com-
mitments are followed through in a sustainable man-
ner. We have to be sure we can afford the health care
system. The new capital planning process we have in
place is built around not just creating new facilities but
creating the resources that are necessary to operate
those facilities over the long term.

We want to learn lessons from past performance. I
think that's something all of us would want to learn.
That's why we have opportunities in terms of the
health authorities to report back to us on what's taking
place, on where their decisions are being made as they
try to maximize the benefits for people across the
board.

Finally, we have to try and find ways we can main-
tain our financial equilibrium, as we try and deal with
these health issues, if we're going to create long-term
and sustainable health care. The conversation on health
care we would like to have, not just with the opposition
but with the people of the province, is: how do we ac-
tually sustain this system over the long term?

Any change creates a challenge. We have added
$3.5 billion to health budgets across the province in the
last three years. If there are places the opposition feels
we should refocus those dollars — put them in another
place or focus on another area — I would be glad to
hear that, as long as there's an understanding that if
you put into one part of the health system, you're tak-
ing from another.

I think there's an opportunity for us to do some-
thing that's pretty significant. We have a substantial
$150 million commitment from the federal government
for Canada Infoway to improve electronic health.

That's going to be very important. E-health is going to
be critical in connecting patients with doctors in centres
that can provide for an immediate kind of response to
challenges, as opposed to what used to be literally
hours and sometimes days before those responses
could be done.

There's a lot that is going to change in the health
care system, and it's trying to deal with that change in a
constructive, positive way with health professionals
across the province that will allow us to create the kind
of system that patients, doctors, nurses, communities
and that we all want for our families.

C. James: Just so I'm clear, the rationale from this
Premier for cutting one in five acute care beds is that
shorter times are needed for patient stays?

[1110]

Hon. G. Campbell: First, it was the NDP, actually,
that cut more than one in five beds, not this govern-
ment. Second, as I've said, there has been a reduction in
the number of acute care beds.

I'd like to say this again, and I'll say it slowly. First of
all, there has been an increase in residential services beds
by 6 percent. There has been an increase in mental health
community beds by almost 30 percent. There has been
an increase in addiction treatment beds by 18 percent.

One of the things, as I've said, is that we're trying to
balance the system, because one of the things we've
heard consistently is that there are people in acute care
beds who shouldn't be there. We should be moving
them out to other beds that meet their needs, as op-
posed to keeping them in acute care beds.

When we add 67 percent to palliative care, the op-
position may think that's not an important choice. That
was a choice that was made by health authorities, be-
cause they felt that was better for the people they were
working on behalf of.

As the government works to improve the quality of
health care in British Columbia, we will not just build
new facilities, but we will invest in the people who are
necessary to make sure those facilities are actually able
to provide the care they should. We certainly don't
want to have the kind of debacle where there was an
announcement about a major hospital facility being
created in Vancouver, which sat there empty for ten
years — no facility, no beds, no equipment, no people,
no patients, no care.

What we've been trying to do is invest in capital
plant, in equipment, in facilities, in human resources,
so that we do provide the people, the facilities and the
care in communities all around the province.

C. James: I find it incredible that the Premier of the
province wouldn't know that his own government has
cut one in five acute care beds in this province. I find it
actually extraordinary that the Premier would be so
out of touch with health care and so out of touch with
something that's so critical to British Columbians that
he won't even acknowledge what the facts are, which
are: one in five acute care beds cut in British Columbia.
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Let's try another area that in fact the Premier may
answer on. Why, when the government was elected
and they didn't keep their promise to build 5,000 long-
term care beds, did they begin shutting other long-term
care beds?

Hon. G. Campbell: I appreciate the question from
the Leader of the Opposition. Why were beds closed?
Well, I think we've covered this before, but Il go
through it again.

Beds were closed because they were inadequate,
because they didn't meet needs of the patients, because
in some cases it wasn't possible to get to their wash-
rooms. In some cases it wasn't possible for their wheel-
chairs to get them to their facilities. In some cases it
wasn't possible to have the equipment you required for
nurses and the people who were providing support for
those patients in the rooms. In some cases it wasn't
possible for families to meet with patients in their
rooms.

[1115]

When we did the review that took place in
2002.... Believe me, there's no one more disappointed
than me that we weren't able to accomplish more. As
I mentioned, there are 5,700 units that have been im-
proved substantially. We're opening new units all
over the province. In the Vancouver Coastal Health
Authority there are 370 residential care beds that
have been opened. There are 436 assisted-living units
that have been opened. Unfortunately, we closed 546
residential care beds. The net value is, in fact, a sub-
stantial increase. By December 2006 there will be 727
new beds.

In Richmond, in the Vancouver Coastal Health Au-
thority, we've watched as we've added new beds
across that facility, whether it's for respite facilities,
whether it's for residential care beds specifically, hos-
pice beds — 20 residential care beds in Minoru, ten
new hospice beds in Rotary Hospice.

We're investing a billion more dollars today in that
part of our health care system than was being invested
in 2001. We recognized that there was a substantial
deficit in that kind of facility, and we recognized that
we're going to have to continue investing in it. That's
what we've committed to do. Last September in the
budget was 150 million additional dollars that we put
in place to make sure we could do that.

We recognize the importance of what we have to
do. We recognize the challenge of maintaining quality
health care. Why did we close some of those beds? Be-
cause we're working to maintain quality health care.
Because at the end of the day, we want to be sure that
our seniors are living in safe, secure and good accom-
modations in terms of what they are being provided.

The 1,500 new beds that have now been opened....
There are 4,300 renovated beds. That comes to a total of
5,900 new. Some had to be closed. I obviously wish that
they hadn't had to be closed, because what that repre-
sented was ten years of neglect — ten years when our
seniors were left in facilities where they shouldn't have
been kept.

Unfortunately, it takes time to make up for that.
We're investing in it. We're going to continue to invest
in it. There will be 5,000 additional beds by 2008. That's
an important initiative, but so are the other initiatives
that are taking place in health care.

C. James: Where did the government think those
seniors would go when they closed those facilities?

[K. Whittred in the chair.]

Hon. G. Campbell: Seniors went to other facilities.

The issue that I think is important to note is that
we've gone through this transition. There's a facility here
in the Leader of the Opposition's own riding, James Bay
manor, where there were substantial renovations done.
Those renovations went from having three- and four-
bed wards to private facilities. Some of them were semi-
private so we could keep husbands and wives together
when they wanted to be kept together.

It is a far, far preferable circumstance than what
was there when we started or when we were elected,
and we're going to continue to look for those kinds of
improvements. The issue for us is how you create qual-
ity care for seniors. That's why we've invested over $1
billion in the last five years — to try and make sure we
can provide that to them.

C. James: I think every hospital and every doctor
knows where those seniors went. In fact, those seniors
went into acute care beds in the hospital, which is ex-
actly why we're seeing the kinds of pressures we're
seeing now and the kinds of challenges we're seeing
now. That's exactly what happened.

[1120]

We're now seeing some of those facilities that the
Premier said were unfit and weren't proper facilities
for seniors reopening in communities without, in fact,
renovations. My question is: why are they fine now,
when they weren't back in 2001?

J. Kwan: I seek leave to make an introduction, please.
Leave granted.
Introductions by Members

J. Kwan: I've just been informed that in the gallery
are students from St. Francis School visiting the Legis-
lature today. They are here to take a tour and to learn
about what we do, how we conduct our business.
Hopefully, one day perhaps one or two or three of
them may end up being MLAs in the Legislature here.
Who knows? Perhaps there might be a Premier in the
crowd as well. Would the House please make them
welcome.

Debate Continued

Hon. G. Campbell: First, every health authority has
a transition plan in place. I'm sure the Leader of the
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Opposition can discuss those in detail, or the critic can
deal with those in estimates.

Secondly, there is a transition that's taking place.
There's no question about that. Remediation takes
place in some cases. Transition just carries on, as we've
said. The government has said that they want that
transition to take place.

You know, as you go across the health authorities,
you'll find that there has been substantial investment in
these facilities in authorities across the province and
communities across the province. There's one just
opened in Westbank, for example, to rave reviews from
the residents and from the people that live in the com-
munity.

There are 1,500 new facilities open now. There will
be 2,700 new facilities opened by the end of this year,
and there will be 5,000 additional opened by 2008.

It is important, though, as we look at this, to recog-
nize that there are issues we have to deal with. We
have tried to deal with them. The billion-dollar invest-
ment has been significant, and it's touched communi-
ties large and small.

Whether it's the ten assisted-living units in River-
side Manor in Hope, the 12 hospice units in Mission
Memorial Hospital, the assisted-living units at Dania
place or Nikkei Home or Courtyard Terrace or Seton
Villa in Burnaby — all of those facilities are meant to
improve the quality of the facility that we provide for
our seniors, so we can also improve their quality of life.
Our goal has been to try and assist seniors in remaining
as independent as possible for as long as possible and
to provide them with the choices that they need as they
go through their lives.

I think it's important to recognize that this is going to
continue to be a challenge — no question about it. The
transition that we put in place is aimed at trying to pro-
vide for some stability for seniors as we go through this.

I can tell the Leader of the Opposition that we are
going to be relentless in our pursuit of assuring that
our seniors have top-quality facilities and top-quality
care and top-quality support as we go through the
years ahead.

C. James: My question is very direct. It's important
for governments to take a look at the impact of their
decisions, if they're going to learn from the decisions
they made. My question to the Premier is: what has he
learned from the cuts they made in acute care beds?

[1125]

Hon. G. Campbell: I think there are some very im-
portant lessons to be learned from what's taken place.
The first one is the importance of planning. Planning
and execution are two of the critical components of
creating a health care system that people can rely on. It
takes a long time to make up for a decade of, frankly,
neglect. It takes a long time to try and put together a
program.

I would love for the doctors that we're training now
to graduate in two years. They just can't; it takes ten
years. When a decision is made to cut the number of

nursing positions in British Columbia.... It takes five or
six years to train a nurse.

While we talk about the human resource invest-
ments we've made, clearly.... I'm not being critical
about this. Whatever decisions were made, I'm sure
they were made with the best of intent in the 1990s, but
the fact of the matter is that they didn't work, and those
decisions are being visited on British Columbians to-
day.

I can go to the Fraser Valley, which was the fastest-
growing region of the province for a long time.... It
was constantly committed that they were going to have
a new facility, and it never came. As a result, when we
were elected, we had an obligation to try and create
that facility. We tried to do it in a way that was cost-
effective and sensible for taxpayers, and I can tell you
that that facility is going to open. You know, from the
time that we started, we were looking at how we could
do that, and it's not going to open until 2008. That's a
long time.

When you don't put the dollars in the front, you
don't have the opportunities to deal with the challenges
to be faced. That's why I spend a lot of time talking
about aging — not facetiously. We are an aging society.
The fact that we're aging is going to require a signifi-
cantly changed kind of investment in health facilities.
So what do we want to do?

This government is investing, for example, in ActNow.
We're investing in trying to encourage people to be physi-
cally active, to eat properly. We're looking for ways we can
do that. We have a legislative committee that's looking
right now at issue of childhood obesity and how we deal
with that.

It's not a secret today that if we don't deal with that
issue, if we don't try and find new ways of sustaining
our health care system, it's not going to be there for
people the way we're used to it. Our generation has
been very fortunate. If I said to people today, "I have a
pill I can give you which will reduce the incidence of
type 2 diabetes — it will virtually eliminate it — by 90
percent. It will cut the incidence of cancer in half,"
would people buy that? Yes, they would.

Well, we have that pill today. It's called physical
activity. It's called 30 minutes a day of physical activity.
We know that'll have a huge impact and a huge benefit
for the health care system in the long term, so we have
to plan for that now.

What can we do? Lay out a plan that tries to en-
courage more physical activity. See if we can capture
the spirit, for example, of the Olympic Games, to say
that maybe everyone can get active around that. Maybe
it's a just a hike; maybe it's a walk in the park. It doesn't
matter what the physical activity is. Maybe we can get
them to do that. Maybe by laying out a plan and say-
ing, "How can we measure whether people are more
physically active or not?" we'll be able to respond to
that plan before there's a challenge that confronts us.

Now, we weren't government in the 1990s. The
challenge confronted us, and we had choices to make.
We chose to renovate and improve facilities. We chose
to invest in human resources, recognizing that it would
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take years for those investments to pay off for British
Columbians.

We chose to recruit additional nurses. We've got
hundreds more nurses at work today than when we
were elected. We chose to invest in equipment. We
chose to invest in new technologies to provide more
access to services. We chose to invest in additional pro-
cedures.

[1130]

All of those choices were made to try and lift the
health care system up. You can only do that if you have
a plan. I believe that the biggest lesson for us to learn is
that you have to plan, you have to invest, and you have
to focus your resources on getting the opportunities
there that are necessary. There are a number of things
that we have to do, as well, as we look ahead, and this
is another big lesson.

There's got to be far more public discussion about
what takes place in the health care system. There have
got to be far greater opportunities created for the pub-
lic to understand what the health care system presents
to them. That's what the conversation on health care is
going to be about.

I talked at the beginning of our estimates here
with regard to fiscal imbalance. One of the great
things that pushes fiscal imbalance is the need for
health care investments, health care plans, as well as
the need for educational and training plans. We
have to look at the world. We have to open our eyes
to what's taking place in other jurisdictions and say:
"How can we improve? What do they have that
might be applicable in Canada under the auspices of
the Canada Health Act?"

The fact is that at the end of the day, without a
plan that you work to execute, that you check
against, we're not going to be successful and provide
the kind of care that people deserve. We've made a
choice. We chose to increase health spending in the
province by about 38 percent in the last five or six
years; $3.5 billion more is going into the health care
budget today.

We've tried to allocate that $3.5 billion, yes, to sen-
iors facilities — an extra billion dollars comes out of
that — and yes, to mental health and mental illness
services that we believe are critical and are also one of
the great "bed-blockers" that we have in acute care fa-
cilities. Yes, we've decided to invest in palliative care.
We've decided to invest in addiction services.

All of those things were things that we chose. I'd be
interested in where the opposition leader would choose
to invest. We're investing substantial resources in train-
ing nurses. An additional $26 million was announced
just last week to increase the number of nurse training
positions.

We chose to invest in new medical schools at the
University of Victoria and the University of Northern
British Columbia, and there'll be a third new medical
school that will open at the University of British Co-
lumbia, Okanagan, in Kelowna. We've chosen to train
and to teach nurse practitioners for the first time ever
in the history of the province, because we know how

important nurse practitioners are, not just in the emer-
gency rooms of the province but in some of the more
remote locations in British Columbia. We chose to in-
vest in the Ambulance Service, because we recognize it
as the front line of health care for so many people in so
many parts of province.

All of those were choices we made, which led to a
budget with a $3.5 billion increase. The lesson that I
learned is: you have to have a plan. You have to work
on the plan. You have to work to execute the plan. You
have to look at the plan and see whether it's working or
not in terms of delivering the results. If it's not, then
you have to figure out what you can do better, and you
have to constantly look for improvements.

That's what this government's going to do. We wel-
come the opposition to help us in doing that, and I'd be
interested to know how the opposition would allocate
that $3.5 billion increase. What would they have done
differently? Where would they have gone instead?
What would they have left out? What are the programs
that we've put in place that they don't believe we do
need in the health system?

I believe that all of those programs are critical to
creating the kind of health care system that's important
for the long-term sense of confidence that British Co-
lumbians have. As I've said, as much as the opposition
doesn't like to hear it, when the Conference Board goes
across the country and looks at our health system and
says we're the best health system in Canada, I believe
that's something we should all be proud of in British
Columbia.

C. James: The Premier talks about planning for
health care. The government has now had five years
to plan and execute, as the Premier describes, the
health care plan. Part of that plan, since the Premier
says he likes to talk about the specifics and about
planning, were cuts to home care, cutting one in five
acute care beds — the Premier talked about those cuts
in beds — and not keeping the promise to build the
5,000 long-term care beds.

My question to the Premier is very simple. How's
the plan working?

[1135]

Hon. G. Campbell: Well, let me start by saying that
certainly no one on this side of the House would claim
that we don't have challenges in health care. We do. I
do think it's important, though, as we have these de-
bates, that we are fully aware of what's taking place.

Again, this is maybe something that could have
been covered more completely in the Health estimates,
but there has been no cut to home care. In fact, there
are more hours today than there were in 2001, and
home care has expanded. There is a challenge in home
care of finding the human resource to meet the needs
of people in home care. We're hopeful that the new
agreements that have been signed will help us to build
back on that resource.

Having said that, I do think it's kind of important
that we recognize what's worked in British Columbia
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in the last number of years. We have invested substan-
tial additional dollars, as I pointed out. But let's look at
some of the specifics.

The B.C. cancer care system has been characterized
as the model for all other provinces to follow by the
Cancer Advocacy Coalition. We've watched as we've
substantially increased the number of nurses and doc-
tors that we're training. We've reduced or eliminated
Medical Services Plan premiums for 290,000 lower-
income British Columbians. We've reduced prescrip-
tion costs for 280,000 lower-income British Columbians,
including families, for the first time. We have the low-
est median wait times in Canada for access to diagnos-
tic tests, specialists and cancer care; a 65-percent in-
crease in knee replacements; a 35-percent increase in
hip replacements; a 20-percent increase in cataract re-
moval; a 40-percent increase in angioplasties.

We've invested substantially in new emergency
facilities across the province. We've invested in kidney
dialysis centres, eight new CT scanners, eight new
MRIs, telehealth in 66 communities — $150 million of
funding there. It's important to note, as I mentioned
earlier, that when we train physicians and nurses in
communities around the province, what tends to hap-
pen is those physicians and nurses stay in those com-
munities around the province.

We've seen that the number of specialists in com-
munities has increased. Health Match B.C. has placed
155 physicians and 162 nurses since 2004. There's $58.5
million that has been invested in rural recruitment.
There are seven specialists and five new GPs in Cran-
brook, two specialists and one new GP in Trail, four
specialists and one GP in Prince George, two GPs in
Port Hardy, one GP in Vanderhoof. There are 36 fewer
patient transfers out of the province to other regions in
2003-2004 than there were in 2001-2002.

We have made progress, and I think it's important
to note that as we make that progress, we're making
that progress by working with people. We made that
progress in looking at the needs of people, of trying to
plan out over the five-year term where we could go
and what we could do and what we could accom-
plish. We're continuing to do that. There's a three-
year health services plan that was before the Health
Ministry during their estimates that they could look
at.

I can tell you one of the things that I think is most
important. British Columbia is recognized for its lead-
ership in health research. The initiatives we've taken
with regard to Alzheimer's have been lauded across the
country. We have been a leader in terms of mental ill-
ness and addiction services in this province. We have
taken it and put it front and centre and said that mental
illnesses should be treated like physical illnesses.

[1140]

We have worked with communities. We've worked
with non-profit groups. We've invested $30 million in
the British Columbia Healthy Living Alliance. That's a
group that touches out through all kinds of communi-
ties across the province. The Diabetes Association, the
Cancer Foundation — all of those groups are working

to try and make sure that we create a healthier prov-
ince, a more informed electorate, a more informed citi-
zenry, a citizenry that take responsibility for their
health and that also know they can rely on the health
care system when they need it.

I can say that in British Columbia citizens should
know that in spite of the words of the Leader of the
Opposition earlier, we have an excellent health care
system. We have excellent doctors. We have excellent
nurses. We provide excellent care, and British Colum-
bians should be proud of the health care....

[Applause.]

C. James: Once again we hear the Premier ignoring
the reality that's out there in hospitals and communities
around British Columbia. There is a direct impact to the
cut of acute care beds and to not keeping the promise
around long-term care beds. When you make a decision
like that in a health care system, you're going to have a
reaction. The reaction is being seen in every single hospi-
tal and every community around this province.

Perhaps the Premier would like to talk about
specific examples. Perhaps that's a way to actually
acknowledge the challenge that's there. One of the
specific areas that doctors have warned government
about was the consequence of closing St. Mary's
Hospital in New Westminster. That concern came to
government in 2003, so this isn't a past decision, as
the Premier likes to point back to. This was a warn-
ing, almost three years ago now, to this government.
The government then went ahead and closed St.
Mary's Hospital.

My question to the Premier is: why did the gov-
ernment close St. Mary's Hospital after doctors gave
a very clear warning to the government about the
concerns that were going to be created in emergency
rooms?

Hon. G. Campbell: First, let me reiterate that one in
five acute care beds have not been cut. The Minister of
Health was clear about that during his estimates. The
Leader of the Opposition can say it as often as she
wants. There's only one government in British Colum-
bia in the last 20 years that cut 20 percent of the acute
care beds, and that was the NDP. They, in fact, cut in
excess of one in five beds.

In terms of what's happening in the northeast sec-
tor, we've invested literally millions of dollars in Eagle
Ridge Hospital, which is a major health care facility, a
major upgrade, and millions of dollars in the Royal
Columbian Hospital. That was part of the Fraser
Health Authority's plan to makes sure they maximized
benefits for patients in that part of the province. It was
the right decision to make, and it was a decision that
we did make clearly, openly and very publicly.

C. James: I'll come back to specifics in a moment,
but just a different framing of the question, then, to the
Premier, since they won't acknowledge that the cuts in
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acute care beds are one in five. To the Premier: did the
province cut 1,300 acute care beds?
[1145]

Hon. G. Campbell: It's not a question of acknow-
ledging or not acknowledging; it's simply factually
incorrect. There was one government in the history of
the province that actually closed — at least in the last
15 years — more than 20 percent of the beds, more than
one in five. That was the NDP government. The Leader
of the Opposition should understand that and embrace
it. That's what they decided. It's fine; they decided it.

This government has not closed 1,300 acute care
beds in British Columbia. There have been acute care
beds that have been closed. There's no question about
that. The issue, as I mentioned, was.... We did that
because we thought we should be investing in mental
health beds, palliative care beds, addiction services and
assisted-living beds. All of those investments have
been made. I think they're important investments. In
fact, when you look at all of the categories, there are
more beds today available in the health care system
than were there in 2001.

The complexity of the health care system, I think,
would recommend itself to anyone who was paying
attention to it, in that the health care system is not just
a bed. It is a bed with a nurse, with a technologist, with
a doctor and with maintenance people. The beds that
we have in British Columbia are only good health care
beds if they're supported by people.

Unfortunately, it was also the NDP that decided not
just to cut more than one in five acute care beds in Brit-
ish Columbia, but they also decided to cut nurse train-
ing positions in British Columbia. They also decided
not to improve on doctor training, when we knew very
well that there was a demographic challenge to us in
terms of providing the doctors we needed for people in
the health care system.

I don't shy away from the fact that acute care beds
have been reduced in B.C. They have been. We have
also invested in some pretty exciting, new innova-
tions to provide better care, more care to people
across the province, better quality care across the
province, and we'll continue to do that in the years
ahead.

C. James: How many acute care beds did the gov-
ernment cut? What specific communities did they cut
the beds in?

Hon. G. Campbell: I can't tell the Leader of the
Opposition precisely the number. I should note that
there were about 15 hours of Health Ministry esti-
mates, and that would have been the time both to
phrase the question and to get the answer to that ques-
tion. Your ministry critics can decide however they're
going to use that time.

Let me say that it is less than a thousand. I can't say
where those beds are located. I can't say what the tran-
sition period was. I think if the Leader of the Opposi-
tion would like to get specific information, she should

feel comfortable writing to the Minister of Health or
the ministry, and they will provide her with it.

C. James: In fact, the numbers around the cuts to
acute care beds come from the Ministry of Health and
from the direct information from the government. So
again, to the Premier: will he commit to getting those
numbers for us and to getting specific regions to us?

Hon. G. Campbell: I just said to the Leader of
the Opposition: she can be in touch with the Minis-
try of Health, and they will give her that informa-
tion. I can tell you, hon. Chair, I don't know who
told her the numbers that she's been using, but
they're dead wrong. It may have been the Ministry
of Health in the 1990s who told her that they cut
more than one in five beds. That was the NDP; that's
not this government.

[1150]

It's not the information that I'm aware of. If she'd
like to provide that information, I'm glad to tell her
where it's wrong. If she'd provide it to the ministry,
they're glad to tell her where it's wrong. If she'd like to
get additional information from the ministry, she can
communicate directly with the ministry, and they'll
send it.

C. James: It's hard for the Premier to know where
the numbers are wrong if he doesn't know if the num-
bers are right because he doesn't have the informa-
tion.

Once again, it's simply extraordinary to me that
with an issue that has been of such concern to British
Columbians over the last number of years — such
concern, in particular, over the last year by emer-
gency doctors, patients and families, who have
raised concerns about this government's direction,
the cuts to acute care beds and the not keeping of its
promise around long-term care beds — the Premier
of this province would not know the number of
acute care beds cut and would not know the impact
of acute care beds cut. I find that simply extraordi-
nary. So perhaps the Premier will spend more time
listening to doctors.

In Kelowna we've heard doctors speak out about
this crisis. They've been very clear that overcrowding
in ERs is compromising their ability to provide safe
patient care. The doctors point very clearly — no ques-
tion — that bed cuts are the primary reason for this
crisis. If the Premier won't acknowledge to this House,
through his estimates, that there actually was an im-
pact to the bed cuts, then how does the Premier explain
to the doctors the challenge that they're seeing in
Kelowna General?

Hon. G. Campbell: We, in fact, have said that there
has been a substantial increase in pressures on the ERs
across the province. There's a $7 million ER action plan
that's been announced. It has been created with the
Ministry of Health working with doctors and jurisdic-
tions across British Columbia.
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We've watched as the number of visits to ERs has
increased by 6 percent. We have invested over $100
million in renovating and upgrading ERs across the
province. We've put aside $1.8 billion over the next
three years to meet these capital needs: $355 million —
sorry, I said $330 million earlier — for the new Abbots-
ford hospital and cancer centre; $200 million more for
the Surrey Memorial centre. We're training additional
doctors. The fact of the matter is: we know the number
of beds in the system is up by 5 percent over 2001.

Now, I understand that there are pressures. There's
no question that there are pressures. But I think the
critical thing that we have to confront is.... The opposi-
tion may still be in their state of denial, but the fact is
that a lot of those pressures were created because of the
neglect that took place in the 1990s. You know, we in-
herited a budget that was about $9.3 billion for health.
It is today $12.7 billion.

Importantly, those investments have been guided
by health professionals. When we've talked to nurses
and they told us they needed additional lifting equip-
ment so they could do their job more appropriately,
we've invested. When we've talked to doctors and they
said we needed to invest in human resources, we've
invested. When we talked to doctors and patients in
the Fraser Valley and they said, "We need a new hospi-
tal," we invested. When we talked with the people of
Prince George and of the north when they were talking
about their health care challenges, we invested in new
doctors, specialists, emergency facilities and a new
medical school. We invested.

As we go forward, just so the Leader of the Opposi-
tion understands this, there has been a total increase in
the number of beds by 5 percent since 2001. The num-
ber of beds in British Columbia's health care system has
gone up. There has been a shifting in where those beds
are — to palliative care, to mental illness.

Would the Leader of the Opposition suggest that
we don't have those investments in palliative care
and mental illness, in addiction services? All of
those things are part of creating a health care system
that people can rely on, and they can rely on it in
British Columbia.

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

Motion approved.
The committee rose at 11:55 a.m.
The House resumed; Mr. Speaker in the chair.

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

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

Hon. G. Abbott moved adjournment of the House.

Motion approved.

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

The House adjourned at 11:56 a.m.

PROCEEDINGS IN THE
DOUGLAS FIR ROOM

Committee of Supply

ESTIMATES: MINISTRY OF
ATTORNEY GENERAL AND MINISTER
RESPONSIBLE FOR MULTICULTURALISM
(continued)

The House in Committee of Supply (Section A); S.
Hammell in the chair.

The committee met at 10:12 a.m.

On Vote 15: ministry operations, $377,024,000 (con-
tinued).

L. Krog: Thank you to the Attorney General and his
staff for appearing here once again.

Law Line, LawLINK and legal information out-
reach worker initiatives are run through the Legal Ser-
vices Society. They do not receive core funding from
the government. They're obviously an integral part of
legal aid, an innovative approach to providing justice
services. The Attorney General has spoken about them
on many occasions previously in estimates. These pro-
grams will continue to March 31, 2007, with funding
from the society's accumulated surplus.

LSS requested core funding from the Attorney Gen-
eral's ministry for these services, about $1.5 million, but
that request was denied. That's my understanding, and
I'm sure the Attorney General will illuminate me further
if that is not in fact correct. That means they have to use
reserve funds, which leaves less money for piloting new
and other innovative projects.

I understand that the Attorney General's response
has been to suggest that the services provided by LSS
are the province's strategy for legal aid, stating: "Impe-
tus remains to make it easier for citizens to access in-
formation services." My question to the Attorney Gen-
eral is: are services provided by the LSS — such as Law
Line, LawLINK and legal information outreach worker
initiatives — part of the Attorney General's strategy for
legal aid?

Hon. W. Oppal: The simple answer is yes, and we
are considering favourably the possibility of renewing
the obligations we have to them.

L. Krog: As much as I appreciate their being con-
sidered favourably, the question remains: why don't
they receive core funding now? The requests have been
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out there for some period of time. We know that these
programs are successful inasmuch as they provide the
service that they do. Why don't they receive core fund-
ing now?

[1015]

Hon. W. Oppal: We assess all the programs on an
ongoing, regular basis, and there are other programs
out there that are competitive. The circumstances are
that we consider each one of them. It may well be that
sometime in the future some other program may have
more merit, but it's desirable to be more flexible on
these matters. Thus far, we're more than satisfied with
the work being done by these particular groups.

L. Krog: As much as I appreciate that the Attorney
General says he's satisfied with these programs, again,
that begs the question: if the Attorney General is satis-
fied with the programs and wishes to encourage fur-
ther innovation, how is further innovation going to be
encouraged when the LSS has to use its reserve fund-
ing for these projects instead of getting some core fund-
ing and piloting new projects?

Hon. W. Oppal: The Legal Services Society is pay-
ing for the programs out of their surplus, so there
really isn't any concern at this stage for requiring any
further funding to derive from core funding or any-
thing of that sort.

L. Krog: I think it's pretty obvious that the cuts in
2002 have caused service gaps in family law. Legal
representation is restricted to situations involving vio-
lence and child protection. There's no legal representa-
tion for people with serious family law problems that
hinder their ability to stabilize the family, to feed,
clothe and shelter themselves and their children. We
know that legal aid referrals don't extend to issues of
property division in divorce, which may be matters of
some importance and at a level where you simply are
not in a position to hire private counsel to deal with
them because of the value of those assets.

Last year the ministry, as I understand it, spent some-
thing just under $14 million on family law. The Attorney
General has stated that $25 million was being spent on
family justice services outside the LSS, on services de-
signed to resolve conflicts before they go to court, which is
a worthy objective. However, my question to the Attorney
General is: when will legal aid referrals extend to issues of
property division in divorce as well?

Hon. W. Oppal: There are no plans in the immedi-
ate future to fund lawsuits involving property, and the
reasons for that are obvious — that is, if there are par-
ties who have property, then I'm not so sure it's the
function or the duty of government to fund them in
their disputes while they have assets of their own.

L. Krog: As the Attorney General is well aware,
under the previous provisions for legal services, if
there was property of any substance involved in family

law disputes, the Legal Services Society, as part of its
provision of providing funding to counsel, would in
fact get an assignment back. Legal Services would have
the money returned to them if in fact there was recov-
ery of a level of property or cash or whatever when it
came to division of family and other assets.

In a sense, the province would simply act as a
short-term loan for Legal Services in those situations
where there was property involved. Justice would be
done for the parties, and it is most often women who
are on the short end of the stick when it comes to pay-
ing for legal counsel. That was the previous program.

LSS would get its money back. Justice would be
done in the courts. It usually involved situations where
— and again, I emphasize — often women did not have
access to counsel because of limited incomes. Therefore,
it gave them a leg up in a justice system which many
women feel is weighted against them.

My question to the Attorney General is: given the
past experience in which LSS was able to recover its
funding for legal services — the lawyer got paid; LSS got
its money back; justice was done in the courts — why
not return to that system as opposed to the present sys-
tem, which leaves people without income or access to
assets in a marriage breakdown? It leaves them without
the ability to hire counsel, which would absolutely be
necessary in order for them to pursue their claims.

[1020]

Hon. W. Oppal: As I stated yesterday, we are mov-
ing away from the traditional, conventional system,
wherein the process becomes adversarial. We are at-
tempting to resolve the issues between the parties in a
non-contentious way, and I'm not so sure it's produc-
tive for anyone or to anyone to keep funding lawyers
to get involved in property disputes.

Let's keep in mind that it's approximately 3 percent
of all cases that ever go to court. It is with that figure in
mind that the Legal Services Society has focused on a
process wherein we've established a self-help centre.
We're providing assistance for people to gain access.
We're providing ways that people can go to alternative
means in order to resolve their disputes.

In my view, the continued funding of lawyers who
get involved in contentious, acrimonious cases — and
as the member well knows, there's been a volume of
those cases in the past in the courts — is really a non-
productive way of resolving disputes between parties
who are separating.

L. Krog: As much as I appreciate the Attorney Gen-
eral's comments, it seems to me that we are neither fish
nor fowl in this. We had a system previously that
funded, if you will, a more adversarial approach, but
we have not yet moved to a system.... I'm talking par-
ticularly about people who, by and large, would not be
seen as having the income available to hire counsel.
There is no really effective process for them to get jus-
tice.

Again, I come back, particularly, to the point
around women. We still have a society where women



4892 BriTisH COLUMBIA DEBATES

TUESDAY, MAY 16, 2006

generally make less than men, and even if you have
both parties working outside the home, it is more likely
that a husband in a family breakdown situation is go-
ing to have the ability to hire counsel than is his female
partner. In those circumstances, we have a situation
that develops where, if you've got the ability to pay for
those initial applications to court and you've got a fe-
male on the other side who's not in a position to hire
counsel, she will find herself at a distinct disadvantage.

The Attorney General says only 3 percent of cases
end up in court — well, end up in a trial. The reality is
that in family law the vast majority of cases get settled,
just like most civil cases. But it is the victories along the
way on interim applications that often determine the
outcome, and if you do not have access to a lawyer for
those interim applications, you are at a distinct disad-
vantage.

My question is: if the Attorney General is saying
that we want to move to a less adversarial system, then
what programs are going to be in place to assist that? I
don't want to hear the answer back from the Attorney
General that it is simply the provision of duty counsel
in the Supreme Court, because that's not going to an-
swer the question.

If we're talking about a completely alternate dis-
pute resolution process, are we talking about a specific
family court? Are we talking about throwing parties in
front of a judge without benefit of counsel? What is it
that we're going to do to help those people, particularly
women, who can't afford lawyers and who find them-
selves at a disadvantage in a situation, particularly
around property disputes? This may not involve much
property, but if you've only got three eggs, three eggs
seems like a lot of property.

Hon. W. Oppal: The services that are now provided
in the Supreme Court include the providing of counsel
for the preparation of documents for trial records and for
the drafting of proper documentation for chambers and,
as well, for discovery process. This isn't a case where
poor women are left in a disadvantageous position. Ju-
dicial case management processes that now compel peo-
ple to appear before a judge are such that they assist
people in settling their differences before they go into
court. In fact, these services are available up to trial, and
they've assisted countless numbers of people.

[1025]

Having been in the court system, I can tell you that
there are litigants who don't have lawyers. It is those
litigants who we're trying to reach, because most law-
suits are beyond the financial capability of the average
person. What we're doing here is trying to achieve ac-
cess to justice through alternative means. The working
committee that filed this report in May of last year rec-
ommended a more consultative approach — more me-
diation, less acrimony, a less adversarial process. It is
that particular road, that particular policy that we're
now trying to achieve.

L. Krog: The Attorney General will recall that ear-
lier in estimates I referred to a piece of correspondence

from the Nanaimo Citizen Advocacy Association writ-
ten as a result of the Attorney General's responses to
questions in estimates last fall. Their statistics show a
dramatic increase in the amount of services provided to
marginalized individuals in the Nanaimo area. In fiscal
year 2000-2001 there were 4,984 intervention services.
By 2004-2005, after the cuts to Legal Services that re-
sulted in the elimination of the community law office
which dealt with a lot of poverty law cases, those in-
tervention services had increased to some 14,827 — a
tripling of the interventions that that one single service
provider had to deliver in Nanaimo.

The amount of casework has increased significantly.
Legal aid responsibilities were devolved, as a result of
those cuts to Legal Services, to advocacy societies that can-
not provide all of the services requested of them by citizens
in the community. My question to the Attorney General is:
does he believe that this is how legal aid should be pro-
vided to those people in those circumstances?

Hon. W. Oppal: The import of what I've been saying is
that we want to move away from the traditional acrimoni-
ous system, the adversarial system that pits parties against
parties. What we're doing is providing a system that has in
it more mediation services, more settlement opportunities
— such programs as parenting after separation, child pro-
tection mediation, family justice dispute resolution, main-
tenance enforcement and location services.

Those are all programs that are being funded by
Legal Services, and those programs assist people in
resolving their disputes in a less acrimonious and more
beneficial way, and in a way that will meet the public
interest and, obviously, the interests of the parties con-
cerned. The member is more concerned with the fund-
ing — the historical and the traditional way of funding
lawyers to go in and fight cases in the Supreme Court. I
think that may be necessary from time to time. We
know that, but the vast majority of cases, as I stated
earlier, aren't settled in that particular way, aren't re-
solved in that particular way, and the focus in the fam-
ily law now has to be towards a more consultative ap-
proach that doesn't require lawyers.

L. Krog: Perhaps I've not made myself clear. The
subject of the Nanaimo Citizen Advocacy Association
letter dealt really with poverty law issues. I'm not talk-
ing about the average civil litigant whose marriage has
broken down. I'm talking about the situation where
you have people who formerly would have had access
to deal with social assistance appeals, EI appeals —
people who are already on the bottom rung. We're not
talking about a situation involving two personal liti-
gants; we're talking about situations involving people
who have problems with bureaucracies, with funding
agencies, etc.

The poverty law subsection of the Canadian Bar
Association expressed concern about accessibility for
people living in poverty, and they have done it to the
Attorney General many times, from what I can gather.
Prior to 2002 there were 45 legal aid offices province-
wide. There are only seven now, and a call centre.
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[1030]
I appreciate the Attorney General saying that ser-
vices are being delivered in a more efficient way and
that we have new, innovative programs, but quite
frankly, seven legal aid offices and a call centre cannot
be called real accessibility. I have to ask the Attorney
General: how does the ministry...? Or through LSS,
how do we determine where these legal aid offices are
needed? In big centres it may be fine and dandy, but if
you live in rural British Columbia and there's access to
only seven offices, it's not terribly meaningful if you're
in Puntzi Lake or Pouce Coupe to talk about a legal aid
office. So I want to know: how does the Attorney Gen-
eral determine where legal aid offices are located or
needed?

Hon. W. Oppal: Well, at present what we're doing is
the Law Line, which is established and which provided
summary legal advice to over 10,000 people last year,
2005-2006, and legal information to 6,400 people. As well,
we have legal information outreach workers who reached
over 5,000 people. People all over the province have ac-
cess to those services, and it is not feasible to have a legal
aid office in every community in the province.

What we're really talking about here is access. We're
talking about advice, and the creative and innovative pro-
grams that I've already referred to achieved that goal. In
March of this year the ministry issued a grant in the
amount of $50,000 to assist Legal Services Society with the
implementation of a pilot project that establishes a dedi-
cated telephone line separate from the Law Line for exclu-
sive use by community advocates.

These programs are now coming into place, and we're
moving towards an alternative way of resolving these
disputes. I understand the concern, I understand the ques-
tion, but there's no reason why anybody in this province
cannot achieve access to information by the various ave-
nues that are now available to the public of this province.

L. Krog: The Legal Services Society has stated on
various occasions that some of these problems are ob-
viously too complex for people to solve on their own.
Those who can't or who aren't eligible for legal aid or
don't have access to one of the seven legal aid offices
across the province have to turn to community groups
like the Nanaimo Citizen Advocacy Association.

If we are moving towards and have indeed arrived
at this situation where we're discouraging counsel from
acting for people, the obvious question is: is the Attor-
ney General's ministry, then, prepared to provide fund-
ing to advocacy groups like the Nanaimo Citizen Ad-
vocacy Association to attempt to help people? I'm talk-
ing, in particular, about those people who can't handle
a social assistance appeal on their own, people with an
EI problem or people with all sorts of poverty law is-
sues. Is the Attorney General willing to help fund ad-
vocacy groups to assist those people if they're not pre-
pared to fund legal aid to provide those services?

Hon. W. Oppal: Poverty law disputes are dealt
with primarily through administrative tribunals, and

we have streamlined many of the provincial tribunal
processes so that people can approach and access in-
formation such as some of the issues and matters that
the member has made reference to.

For example, the new employment and assistance
appeal tribunal has a new administrative appeal pro-
cess which recognizes that questions of livelihood and
a benefit, entitlement, must be resolved as quickly as
possible. Those are things we have worked on. Appeals
are heard by panels of community members trained to
conduct such appeals where a person has been rejected
for particular benefits. Those programs are in place to
assist poor people in achieving access to justice.

[1035]

L. Krog: With respect to funding for legal services,
the Attorney General has stated that he's committed to
streamlining, modernizing court processes. The AG's
information resource management plan lists integrated,
electronic court documents as a major project. How-
ever, LSS believes that implementing electronic disclo-
sure will result in additional costs to lawyers. LSS can-
not reimburse lawyers for those expenses without ad-
ditional funding. That request for $800,000 was turned
down by the Attorney General.

LSS has proposed several new tariff renewal meas-
ures. These include establishing tiered tariff rates that
link compensation to a lawyer's experience, eliminating
tariff holdbacks, improving the tariffs by compensating
lawyers for various services they are currently not
compensated for. LSS has allocated existing funds to
implement tiered tariffs and will draw on reserves to
proceed with additional measures. A funding request
for that was likewise refused by the Attorney General.

A report by the Family Justice Reform Working Group
entitled A New Justice System for Families and Children rec-
ommends "that the Legal Services Society continue its
innovative work in the family law area and that its family
law policy and family programs respond to the recom-
mendations set out in this report." To do this, LSS will
again require sufficient and reliable funding.

My question to the Attorney General is: why were
funding requests denied for these initiatives, as they
related to electronic disclosure and tariff renewal
measures?

Hon. W. Oppal: The two programs or initiatives
referred to by the member, the electronic service and
the tariff renewal, are able to be funded by the surplus
that the LSS has for this year, so there's no danger of
those programs being cut.

L. Krog: I take it from the Attorney General's re-
sponse that he obviously agrees that these programs
are appropriate and necessary. Is he, then, suggesting
that he is in fact prepared to recommend funding once
the surplus is used up to actually fund these programs?

Hon. W. Oppal: Obviously, that's something for
future estimates. As I stated, the programs the member
has referred to are programs that have benefited peo-
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ple, and there's no reason why we would not recon-
sider funding requests.

On the other hand, each case must be decided sepa-
rately, and each application must be considered sepa-
rately. There is no difficulty as far as the continued
maintenance of those programs is concerned. There's a
surplus, so the programs are being funded. There's
surplus there, so I don't see any issue as far as this fis-
cal year is concerned.

L. Krog: The Attorney General heard in my opening
part of this series of questions remarks about the Family
Justice Reform Working Group, the document A New Jus-
tice System for Families and Children. I'm wondering: does
the Attorney General agree with its findings, and if so,
what is he going to do to help implement those findings?

Hon. W. Oppal: We agree with the general phi-
losophical approach. We agree with the import of the
working group's report and recommendations that we
must find a new way of assisting people who have
family law problems. We have not worked through all
of the recommendations to see whether or not they're
feasible, practical, reasonable or necessary.

[1040]

For instance, the group has recommended a unified
family court. The general consensus appears to be that
that court may not be feasible. While there is such a
court established in other provinces, it has really been
confined in other provinces to particular geographical
areas, and it hasn't really worked out the way it was
intended to work out.

That is an example of a recommendation that was
made by the working group which may have its limita-
tions and may not be implemented. But there are others
that are clearly on the drawing board, and we're encour-
aging the lawyers and all our partners to work with us so
as to go towards that approach, as I stated earlier.

L. Krog: Last year the Attorney General commented to
the effect that the ministry "paid an excessive, quite large
amount of money" in legal fees for defendants under
Rowbotham applications. The Attorney General has also
said that public funding for criminal law creates specific
budgeting concerns, especially around such large cases as
the Air India trial and the upcoming Pickton trial.

My understanding is that the Attorney General
was budgeting approximately $10 million for that.
Can the Attorney General advise: how much is spent
on Rowbotham applications each year, and under
which line item does it fall?

Hon. W. Oppal: The figure I have for 2004-2005 is
$32,668,386. That has been broken down as follows:
criminal legal aid expenditures at over $27 million;
Rowbotham for other than megatrials, $58,000; and the
Rowbotham megatrials of Pickton, Air India and Eron
make up the balance, which is around $5.445 million.

L. Krog: How much money has been budgeted for
the upcoming Pickton trial?

Hon. W. Oppal: I can tell you that the figures are
significant, but we're not in a position to disclose those
for reasons that are apparent. That is, they might well
impact on the accused's right to achieve a fair trial. If
the figure is released to the public, the public may look
at that figure and draw adverse conclusions.

It's for those reasons — in the interest of the pre-
sumption of innocence and a fair trial — that the mon-
eys that are being set aside for Pickton cannot be re-
leased at this time. They will, of course, be released in
due course.

[1045]

L. Krog: I appreciate that that's a perfectly legitimate
answer on the part of the Attorney General in these cir-
cumstances. But I wonder if the Attorney General can
put himself on the streets of British Columbia and say to
some person who can't get assistance to do a welfare
appeal and is living on the lowest rung of our society
that somehow the government, in its wisdom and in the
pursuit of justice and in pursuit of a democratic society
and all those great and glorious principles we're sup-
posed to live by, that we can afford to manage signifi-
cant criminal cases that cost millions, but we can't kick
up a few million dollars to help people make an appeal
to see if they can draw $515 a month to survive on.

Hon. W. Oppal: The answer, I suppose, is that with-
out the benefit of unlimited budgets, we have to assess
and set some priorities. As the member well knows, the
general philosophy or thrust is to look at the downside
or the exposure of any particular person. For instance,
where there is a possibility that someone may be incar-
cerated, that person receives legal aid and a lawyer of his
or her choice, within reason. So all those things are being
done, but it's impossible, having regard to financial con-
siderations, to fund every cause and every person's law-
suit or every person's appeal. This is exactly what I said
at the outset. We have to, in many cases, look for alterna-
tive ways of achieving access, short of assigning lawyers
for every prospective litigant.

L. Krog: Last year I canvassed with the Attorney
General the issue of how women are disproportion-
ately affected by cuts made by this government gener-
ally. Cuts to legal aid and the Attorney General's deci-
sion to end the zero-tolerance policy, combined with
cuts to women's centres, have obviously reduced the
support system available to women. Also, last year the
Minister of Community Services insisted that her min-
istry and the Attorney General's ministry worked in a
cross-government capacity to ensure that legal services
didn't negatively affect women. Can the Attorney Gen-
eral tell me how many women accessed legal aid last
year and how many men?

Hon. W. Oppal: We do not have the figures. The
figures are not broken down by gender.

L. Krog: When devising this policy, does the Attor-
ney General work in a cross-government capacity? In
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other words, can he confirm what the Minister of
Community Services said, and can he provide the
names of other ministries that he consults with, with
respect to this whole issue of whether or not these cuts
have negatively affected women?

[1050]

Hon. W. Oppal: There are initiatives, and there is
consultation between Community Services, MCFD and
the Ministry of Employment and Income Assistance
where the issues overlap. I would also point out that in
cases of child protection mediation for single mothers,
those single mothers are assisted as well.

L. Krog: The statistics for the Nanaimo Citizen Ad-
vocacy Association show an increase in the number of
employment and assistance appeal tribunal cases.
They've gone from 178 in 2000-2001 to 564 in 2004-2005.

The administrative justice project reviewed the
province's tribunal processes in an effort to make them
more efficient and accessible. Changes have hopefully
reduced the need for lawyers and paralegals. Public
funding for poverty law matters now has the stated
goal of "providing people with information and advice
services to help them solve their own problems" — all
very admirable.

However, the significant increase in the appeals, for
instance, around employment and assistance in the last
five years indicates there is a fairly dramatic problem.
The question is: was the funding for poverty law mat-
ters cut in order to pay for the administrative justice
project?

Hon. W. Oppal: The short answer is no.

L. Krog: My question to the Attorney General is:
have the restructured tribunals saved the province any
money?

Hon. W. Oppal: It's a question that's difficult to
answer because the tribunals are in various ministries
and that information, of necessity, has to be accessed
through other ministries. It can be said that administra-
tive tribunals have been of great benefit and assistance
to people in need of those services.

L. Krog: The poverty law subsection of CBA high-
lights that the employment and assistance appeals tribu-
nal doesn't meet the requirements of procedural fairness.
They are obviously concerned that people have to repre-
sent themselves against ministry staff who have exten-
sive knowledge of the acts and regulations. I'm just
wondering: does the Attorney General, in those circum-
stances, think the process is a fair process?

Hon. W. Oppal: I have some difficulty in respond-
ing to that question, in that this issue really lies.... The
jurisdiction is in another ministry. Having said that, we
know there are an increasing number of appeals. I
would think that since there are an increasing number
of appeals, people are aware of their right to appeal. I

am not aware of any institutional bias or institu-
tional.... I don't think that word was used by the mem-
ber, but he says that the rules are unfair or words to
that effect, and I'm simply not aware of any unfairness
in the rules, in the procedures or in the legislation.

L. Krog: My friend from Burnaby-Edmonds is anx-
ious to get on with his section of questions, so I'm go-
ing to have to very much limit mine. My final question
relates to this issue, which has been raised by the At-
torney General in his response. The Attorney General
has to be responsible for, and care about, the justice
system in this province generally. My suggestion is
that what we understand about the poorest in our
province is that they are not getting access to justice or
advice through advocacy groups, from legal services or
from former sources of assistance to help them deal
with what most people would see as legal issues.

[1055]

In the circumstances, I'm asking the Attorney Gen-
eral: is he prepared to engage in a cross-ministry study
of administrative tribunals with a view to determining
whether or not they're fair, whether or not people are
getting genuine access to justice.

If the results of that show, as I think a study would,
that in fact people need assistance to appear before
these tribunals, will he consider funding paralegals or
others or citizens advocacy associations in order to
help the poorest in this province to get some kind of
fairness out of these administrative tribunals?

Hon. W. Oppal: We are in continuous dialogue
with the various administrative tribunals. We have the
administrative justice office that sets certain standards
— standards regarding fairness. I have in the past year
spoken to the administrative justice tribunal — the
subsection, the association — and we are always look-
ing for ways in which we can achieve fairness for those
people who must of necessity access the various tribu-
nals in order to achieve the results and the remedies
that they seek.

We don't directly fund advocacy groups. We don't
directly fund paralegals. But we are constantly looking
for ways, on an ongoing basis, to see how the various
tribunals can achieve the rules of natural justice and
fairness, and that's something I'm most concerned
with.

R. Chouhan: Given that we don't have much time
— only two hours for my section of estimate debates —
I'll get right into the questions. To the minister: what is
this year's budget for all human rights services?

Hon. W. Oppal: The total budget is $5.1 million,
and that is made up as follows: $3.1 million goes to the
funding of the Human Rights Tribunal, and approxi-
mately $2 million goes to the Human Rights Clinic.

R. Chouhan: So there's no increase in the budget
from last year. Last year it was exactly the same
budget.
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Hon. W. Oppal: The answer is no. I should add that
there hasn't been any request for additional funding at
this stage. We work with the Human Rights Tribunal
on an ongoing basis, and from time to time we're asked
to provide more personnel, but to my knowledge, in
the past six months there hasn't been any similar re-
quest.

I should correct that slightly. There are some per-
sonnel issues now that may require further funding
because of illnesses in the system. Personnel who work
in the system are ill. As a matter of fact, I spoke with
Heather MacNaughton this morning about these vari-
ous issues. We have an ongoing dialogue on this, as to
what their needs are.

[1100]

R. Chouhan: Any idea about how much that in-
crease may be necessary to provide to the Human
Rights Tribunal in the budget?

Hon. W. Oppal: Between $60,000 and $100,000 is
required on a temporary basis in order to deal with the
issues regarding illness and absences.

R. Chouhan: What is the current grant to the B.C.
Human Rights Coalition?

Hon. W. Oppal: It is not a grant; it's a contract. It's
$892,000. The Community Legal Assistance Society
gets $907,000.

R. Chouhan: Last year the grant, or contract, if you
want to call it, was $970,000. So it has decreased this
year. What's the reason for that?

Hon. W. Oppal: The numbers haven't changed, in
fact. Under the agreement, the coalition received
$892,458.

I apologize. The budget has remained the same, but
what happens from time to time is that if there's year-
end money left over and they need extra money that
money is then conveyed to them. That's what's hap-
pened. There hasn't been any decrease, as such, at all.

R. Chouhan: Okay. What is the Human Rights Coa-
lition's current caseload?

Hon. W. Oppal: At any given time their ongoing files
will total approximately 200, and they take in 40 percent
of the cases that go to the Human Rights Tribunal.

R. Chouhan: Last year the caseload was 402 cases
that they handled. Is there a trend that they are han-
dling fewer cases this year, or is it the same?

[1105]

Hon. W. Oppal: In any given year there may be 400
to 440 or 450 files that are opened. But as the member
can appreciate, they get settled. So at any given time
the inventory, so to speak, will be around 200 to 220
and thereabouts, because they're turning the cases

over. They may open 440 a year, but then they're set-
tling them as they're going along. The present caseload
is 202 as of December.

R. Chouhan: The Attorney General is familiar with
the report released this March by the B.C. Human
Rights Defenders and UVic International and Human
Rights Law Association. This report examines the di-
rect access model of the Human Rights Tribunal and
human rights protection this government brought in to
replace the former commission system.

This report finds the new system is failing in sev-
eral ways, including undermining the public purpose
of human rights legislation, elimination of early inter-
vention in human rights matters, no independent in-
vestigation of human rights violations, no effective
human rights monitoring, no reporting from the AG on
the state of human rights in B.C. and no proactive
measures to educate the public about human rights.

The Attorney General called this report partisan in
the media and said that B.C. has the best human rights
system in Canada. That was reported in the Times Colo-
nist right after that report. My question to the Attorney
General is this: was there any criticism in this report
that the Attorney General found constructive or upon
which he might consider acting?

Hon. W. Oppal: The member's assessment is quite
correct. When you look at the authors of that report —
Mary-Woo Sims, a former human rights commissioner
who was displaced when the Human Rights Commis-
sion was eliminated, and Harinder Mahil, who worked
there as well — they are members who are associated
with the NDP. That in and of itself doesn't render the
report biased, but it is biased for a number of reasons.

You look at it and.... I've read the report and exam-
ined it, and I don't know if there's anybody objective
who was on the editorial board or who was a writer or a
resource person that wrote that report. There is one issue
they've raised that I think is a valid issue and a valid
matter of concern, and that is the area of education.

Under the direct access model, we have assigned
the task, through agreement, of education to the clinic.
If there is one area where I think that the system could
do a better job, it's in the area of education. The Human
Rights Tribunal is a direct access model. The Human
Rights Tribunal is similar to a court. It hears cases far
more effectively than the Human Rights Commission
ever did.

[1110]

The Human Rights Commission was seen by many
to be cumbersome, repetitive, overlapping and expen-
sive. It often took two and a half years to resolve cases.
It was at most a gatekeeper. I'll quote you what one
member of the tribunal told me. She said that the Hu-
man Rights Commission was dysfunctional. It con-
cerned itself with cases that may not have enhanced its
credibility. Should pregnant women be allowed to play
in the Gibsons slo-pitch softball league? Issues of that
sort were the focal point of much of what the Human
Rights Commission did. The result was that after an
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independent review, it was decided that a direct access
model ought to be established.

I should say that the province of Ontario is now
considering a direct access model as well. While they
have retained what they call a Human Rights Commis-
sion, if this legislation goes through, it will be retained
in a very limited fashion in an educational way only. It
will not have the same kind of status as it previously
did have.

The present Human Rights Tribunal resolves 70
percent of its cases through mediation and settlement.
It is able to give hearing dates within eight months. It
gives decisions within 12 months. Its time line, its
guideline for rendering decisions after a hearing, is 90
days, and it generally meets those targets.

We're very satisfied with the workings of the Hu-
man Rights Tribunal. I think the province has assumed
a leadership role in human rights by adopting this di-
rect access model. But most of all, in the less than a
year that I've been here we've received no complaints
at all about the workings of the Human Rights Tribunal
— except for the member.

I hold the member in the utmost respect because I
know of his record on human rights. I don't discount
what the member has said. But having said that, you
know, the members of the public have not complained
to us about bringing back the Human Rights Commis-
sion, save and except for groups such as those that are
the authors of the report.

R. Chouhan: Several comments on this. First of all,
that report was not authored by the B.C. Human Rights
Defenders. They released it. It was authored by the
UVic International Human Rights Law Association.
These are the people who are experts in their field.

The Attorney General has talked about the issue of
gatekeeper, of the difference between the Human
Rights Commission and Human Rights Tribunal. He
has also referred to the Ontario model that they are
reviewing now. The government of Ontario has now
not only improved the human rights commission
model they have, they have also now established the
anti-racism secretariat, which we don't have here.

If the Attorney General is concerned about the
gatekeeper issues that the Human Rights Commission
had before and is concerned about the benefits of the
direct access program that we have under the Human
Rights Tribunal, would the Attorney General then
support my private member's bill that I introduced last
week, which takes away the gatekeeper role of the
Human Rights Commission and also strengthens the
direct access tribunal system we have now?

Hon. W. Oppal: I don't want to keep beating this,
but since the member referred to it, about that report, I
will make reference to it again. You know, three of the
people who were instrumental in writing that report....
The acknowledgments of that report: Harinder Mahil
was appointed as a deputy chief commissioner of the
Human Rights Commission in the 1990s by the former
government; Mary-Woo Sims, federal NDP candidate

in the last election; Jonathan Chapnik, executive mem-
ber of the B.C. NDP. The general tenor of the report
leaves something to be desired on an academic level.
You know, that's somewhat sensational — "characteris-
tics," "wrong way of...."

[1115]

The Chair: Minister, there are no props.

Hon. W. Oppal: I apologize.

I would have been more impressed with the report
had it had more of an academic and an objective tone
to it. But unfortunately, in my view, it was a political
document.

Getting back to what the member said about ra-
cism, we spend approximately $500,000 a year on pro-
grams to combat racism. We are involved with the po-
lice. We have one and a half Crown counsel working
on a regular basis to document incidents of racism.

This past week, last Friday, I met with the Cana-
dian Jewish Congress on the issue of racism and their
concern about incidents of racism. I can assure you that
we are working with the police, with the Justice Insti-
tute in enhancing programs regarding education and
racism and, particularly, in monitoring incidents of
racism.

R. Chouhan: Other than painting that report politi-
cally, does the Attorney General have any evidence to
back up your assertion that the report does not provide
any meaningful direction in order to improve the hu-
man rights system in British Columbia?

Hon. W. Oppal: Well, it runs counter to exactly
what we are trying to do in this province — that is, to
achieve fairness in human rights issues by a direct ac-
cess model where persons who are aggrieved, persons
who are suffering human rights abuses, persons who
have complaints under the Human Rights Code can
achieve justice and fairness in an expeditious manner.

The Human Rights Commission sat on cases for
two and a half years at the most — sometimes three
years. While it did have an educational component to
it, it did not meet its targets. It was not a success in
achieving just results. So when that report calls for a re-
establishment or reinstitution of a commission that
was, in the eyes of many people and the eyes of the
authors of the independent review, ineffective in deal-
ing with crucial matters such as racism and human
rights complaints, then I have no qualms at all about
rejecting what that report calls for.

As I said a moment ago, some of their recommen-
dations regarding educational endeavours are issues
that are well worth considering. But the answer is no.
We're not going to bring back the Human Rights
Commission for reasons that were well established in
2001 when the independent review was conducted.

R. Chouhan: I didn't have any plans to ask any
questions on the 2001 independent review, but let me
ask, now that the Attorney General has raised it. What
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independent review is the Attorney General referring
to?

Hon. W. Oppal: In 2001 the Administrative Justice
Project released a background paper on human rights.
The authors were the researchers. The authors were
Deborah Lovett, QC, and Angela Westmacott. These
were people outside of government. They were inde-
pendent people who had an expertise in human rights.
They found that the human rights system at that time,
the commission model, was inefficient, as it experi-
enced delays in intake and investigation. The study
also found inconsistency between staff decisions, and
that the commission's system was costly, rigid and in-
flexible, and the staff were seen to lack objectivity.

[1120]

The court decision based on judicial review deter-
mined that the previous Human Rights Commission
failed to send valid complaints to a hearing. That was a
major concern. When I looked at some of the findings,
a person would go before the commission and had
what many people thought and the tribunal thought
was a valid complaint, but it never got any further.

Clearly, at that time it was incumbent upon the
province and was the obligation on the part of the
province — a province that's multicultural and that
deals with human rights issues on an ongoing basis —
to address these very serious issues by the establish-
ment of a direct access Human Rights Tribunal.

R. Chouhan: If T remember correctly, prior to the
2001 election the Leader of the Opposition, the current
Premier, made a very political decision and a public
announcement that, upon getting elected in 2001, the
Human Rights Commission would be dismantled. I
also remember during that period of time there was a
public meeting somewhere — I've forgotten exactly the
date — and the current Attorney General was equally
disturbed when the Human Rights Commission was
dismantled. He was the hon. judge and a defender of
the human rights commissioner at that time.

Moving beyond that, my question now is: what's
the tribunal's current caseload?

Hon. W. Oppal: In 2004-2005 they opened 822 files.

R. Chouhan: What's the current average wait time
for HR complaints to be heard?

Hon. W. Oppal: I spoke to a chair this morning,
and she advised me that they could get hearing dates
within eight months or even quicker, depending upon
the availability of counsel, of witnesses and of com-
plainants. The average length of time for a hearing is
eight months.

I said a moment ago that they have a 90-day time
line as a guide to when they get their reserve decisions
out. In most cases those are met. If one were to put it
on sort of a global basis or make a general statement,
you could say that you could get a hearing date within
eight months and have a decision within a year.

R. Chouhan: Last year during the budget estimate
debates I gave an example of Jeffrey Moore of the Van-
couver school district, and that decision was rendered
shortly after that, but it took the tribunal more than
three years on that case.

I have another example. The British Columbia Vet-
erinary Medical Association filed their complaint in
August 2004, and the hearing date they have received
is December 2007.

Would that also fit in that average seven-month,
eight-month time line?

[1125]

Hon. W. Oppal: Well, I'll make a brief reference to
Moore. Moore was a case that was unusual. It was
started under the Human Rights Commission in 1994.
There were unusual reasons as to why it took so long.
One of the reasons was that the Auton case was before
the courts at that time, and I think they had to wait for
a decision. In fairness, that's one of the reasons why it
took a long time.

As far as the veterinarians are concerned, I can't give
an answer to that as to why the hearing date is set for
2007. It might well be the availability of counsel. I do
know that there's a parallel lawsuit going on. The most
that I can say is that the chair of the tribunal has told me
that they can give hearing dates within eight months quite
easily, depending upon the availability of lawyers. With-
out knowing more about the case involving the veteri-
narians, I can't really say why the case is going on in 2007.

I share the member's concerns that 2007 is an ex-
traordinarily lengthy period of time to wait for a hear-
ing date and a decision — and justice, at the end of the
day. I share the concern.

R. Chouhan: I'm glad the Attorney General has
clarified Jeffrey Moore's situation. It was filed in 1994
but, because of the court's involvement, it could not be
heard until 2001. When it was heard in 2001 — sorry;
later on — it then took three years to render that deci-
sion. That's behind us now.

Let's move on to human rights education. Last year
when we discussed human rights education, the Attor-
ney General said that he believed Canadians are pretty
well informed as to what their rights are. That was the
statement made by the Attorney General on November
2, 2005. I respectfully submit that that is not the issue.

Instead, the problem seems to be that too many
Canadians are underinformed as to what the human
rights of others are, as evidenced by recent incidents of
sexual harassment of female firefighters in Richmond.
As well, due to our high levels of immigration, we
need to be proactive about informing newcomers of the
rights they are entitled to in Canada. This requires a
more systemic approach to human rights education
than this government is currently providing. Will the
Attorney General take any steps to rectify the short-
comings of the current system?

Hon. W. Oppal: When I said that Canadians are
aware of their rights, I meant exactly what I said. Peo-
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ple are aware of their rights. Where we need to educate
the public is in the area of human rights, particularly in
light of our changing demographic picture.

[H. Bloy in the chair.]

Our increasing immigration levels have led to an
increase in racism, so we need to educate the public
more about the customs of other people. We have to
educate newcomers who come here. We have work to
do in that area, and it's work that has to continue on an
ongoing basis. I share the member's concern about that.
As our so-called visible minority population increases,
so, too, does our obligation increase — our need and
our duty to inform the public of rights.

[1130]

As far as the Richmond firefighters' case is con-
cerned, I'm not so sure that any type of education was
needed in that particular case. I'm not so sure that the
existence of a commission or anything of that sort
would have assisted people in rules regarding decency.
I would have thought it was fairly common ground
and common knowledge that if those things took place
as alleged — and they are, at this stage, allegations....
Clearly, I don't know if those people who are said to
have done those things would have benefited from any
type of education. Obviously, it is horrendous and it is
wrong to engage in aggressive acts of gender discrimi-
nation that are said to have existed in the Richmond
fire department.

I think when we're examining human rights issues
and the effectiveness of Human Rights Tribunals, we
have to be a little bit careful in judging the case of the
Richmond firefighters, because I would suggest with
respect that some of the circumstances and the inci-
dents that have been outlined and alleged to have
taken place are aberrant behaviour, and I think we can
all recognize that.

R. Chouhan: Now, the Attorney General is respon-
sible for education on human rights and anti-racism
programs. Has the ministry organized any public fo-
rums to educate people about human rights and anti-
racism issues?

Hon. W. Oppal: The coalition conducts workshops
and forums. They attend workshops and training ses-
sions to employers, employee groups, service provid-
ers, labour councils and unions, community groups
and various other organizations.

There are public legal education organizations that
do the same. The Law Courts Education Society, a
group that has been recognized internationally, goes
into the schools and speaks to visible minorities. They
teach courses, and they advise people on questions of
racism and tolerance. I don't like using that word "tol-
erance," but it's used often.

There are a number of NGOs that receive financial
assistance from the government — the Law Courts
Education Society.... If I'm not mistaken, I think the
People's Law School has human rights cases as well. 1

should say that the Kamloops Cariboo Regional Immi-
grant Society will host a series of dialogues on multi-
culturalism which are designed to bring the local
community together with local businesses to discuss
diversity.

A Voice: It's a pilot.

Hon. W. Oppal: It's a pilot project.

These programs are taking place on an ongoing
basis. Now I'm sure the member and I would like to see
a lot more of these taking place. I can tell you that it's
something that we're very much concerned with and
dedicated to.

R. Chouhan: Just one more question before we
move to immigration settlement services issues. My
friend from Nelson has a couple of questions as well.

This subject is very near to my heart, as the Attor-
ney General will recognize. It's about migrant farm-
workers. This spring the problems of a group of Mexi-
can migrant farmworkers attracted attention in the
lower mainland. These workers were denied access to
drinking water and bathroom facilities on a Maple
Ridge farm. Their human rights were grossly violated.
Did anyone in the Attorney General's ministry take any
action regarding this case or make any effort to educate
these workers about their rights?

[1135]

Hon. W. Oppal: I share the concerns of the member.
I'm well aware of the work that he's done with the
farmworkers, particularly in the '70s and '80s, when it
was a difficult task for him, and I congratulate him. Hav-
ing said that, I'm also concerned with some of the abuses
that are said to have taken place with the Mexican
farmworkers who are now being employed in the Fraser
Valley, but that's an issue that I'm informed is now being
addressed by the employment standards branch.

It is something that I agree has to be addressed. It
requires ongoing vigilance. I'm told there were some
isolated examples of abuses that were taking place, but
I'm also advised that they are being addressed. It is
something that, obviously, is going to require ongoing
monitoring, particularly in light of the fact that we in
this province need more workers. In particular, we
need seasonal workers, and they may at times be sub-
ject to abuses.

C. Evans: I guess my first question for the Attorney
General would be: can you guess what my questions
are about?

The Chair: That's speculative.

Hon. W. Oppal: Bountiful.

C. Evans: It was speculative, but I wanted to get it
on the record, because we're going to keep on doing

this until the issues in Creston are resolved in some
satisfactory way. I think that will be true, certainly as
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long as I work here, and I would guess it has been true
for previous Attorneys General and will continue to be
true. I think it's appropriate, and I think it needs to be
done in public.

My first question. I was pleased that the Attorney
General met with his counterparts from the United
States, and I myself had a quite long and educational
conversation with the Attorney General in Utah. He
advised me that he and the Attorney General in Ari-
zona would be getting together this summer for a tour
of some communities in the United States, continuing
to try to bring the light of day and governance to the
polygamy issue, where it exists. We had discussions, as
I think the Attorney General did, about the similarities
between their situation and ours.

My question, twofold, to the Attorney General is:
one, has he been invited to further discussions with his
counterparts in the United States? And two, if those
discussions involve physical visits, either of the Attor-
neys General from the United States to British Colum-
bia or vice versa, can I be invited to participate?

Hon. W. Oppal: No, there have not been any fur-
ther discussions with either the Attorney General of
Utah or the Attorney General of Arizona. We had
agreed during the meeting we had in December to
maintain an ongoing dialogue. If I was invited and if I
felt it was necessary in the circumstances, in that it
would further our investigations, I would clearly get
involved, and I would have no objection at all. In fact,
I'd invite the hon. member to take part, if the hon.
member so wished.

There is a delicate area here, of course, and that
involves whether or not criminal charges would be
laid. That's something that is a little bit different. That's
a question I get asked a lot: "Are you going to lay
charges?" Well, the most I can say is that it's an ongo-
ing police investigation, and under normal circum-
stances I wouldn't even say that. But in this case, the
case is sort of out of the ordinary.

[1140]

When the police have told the public that there's an
ongoing investigation, they haven't specifically named
any names. | take some comfort in that, but as the
member knows, under normal and ordinary circum-
stances we don't apprise the public as to whether or not
there is an ongoing criminal investigation.

C. Evans: I appreciate half of the question that the
Attorney General answered about business to the
United States, and I appreciate the offer to come if in-
vited. Now, the possibility is that there might be some
benefit to Canada or British Columbia of inviting those
folks here.

The last time that we canvassed these matters, the
Attorney General put on the record, and I've heard him
and his predecessors say in the past, that the most dif-
ficult problem of polygamy on both sides of the border
is the difficulty in finding a victim willing to press
charges. Of course, without belabouring the point, this
has to do with the possibility that such a person might

go to hell and with the indoctrination of children that
speaking outside the polygamous community is an
offence against God.

I think there are various tactics being taken in the
United States that we might try, to encourage citizens
to come forward and press charges when there are of-
fences that have been committed. I think there are
ways that we might convince people that our society is
willing to care in a respectful fashion for their beliefs
while going through a criminal investigation and
court-of-law process.

Will the Attorney General consider reversing the
process and inviting the American Attorneys General
here to British Columbia to have a discussion about
what works and what does not work in the encour-
agement of citizens who have been victimized to press
charges?

Hon. W. Oppal: The issues raised by the member
are valid and may be helpful. I can say that the Minis-
try of Community Services has assigned a social
worker in order to determine from another perspective
whether or not there are persons we may characterize
as victims who are prepared to come forward to seek
assistance.

To address the other issue, this really is a policing
issue as well. As I said, the police are involved, and I,
of course, am not privy to exactly where they are in
their investigative process. I would invite the Attor-
neys General of Utah and Arizona to come here if I
were of the view that that somehow would assist us.

I want the member to know that this issue has been
around for ten years, and I do want to resolve it. I've
gone on record as saying that this is something we
need to resolve for reasons that are obvious. The sexual
abuse and exploitation that is said to have been going
on is something that no decent society should tolerate
and condone. I have serious concerns about what's
going on, and I'll do anything and everything in my
efforts to see that we can address this issue and even-
tually bring it to a close.

[1145]

C. Evans: I'll try to be brief, because I note that it's
getting close to lunch hour. The Attorney General says
that he will think about inviting his counterparts from
the United States to British Columbia if it's useful. I
would encourage the Attorney General, if he decides
that it might be useful, to invite also the MP who repre-
sents the Creston Valley and perhaps the federal gov-
ernment Immigration officials or minister, because we
have issues with the United States as people move back
and forth across the border related to the community of
Bountiful.

I think one of the reasons that we have, for decades,
been unable to resolve this is that we have, for decades,
been unable to get ministries and levels of government
to work together, which brings me to my last question.
There is the possibility.... There is a press conference in
Creston today. I imagine it will follow other things that
Mr. Blackmore has said in the past in which he, in the
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last few weeks, has suggested that he expects to be
arrested.

I have no opinion on whether or not that's true. I'm
not going to ask about it, and I don't have any opinion
about whether or not he's guilty or has done anything.

My concern is that if that were to happen, or if Mr.
Jeffs, the other leader of the sect at Bountiful, was to be
arrested, it would have a destabilizing effect on the com-
munity, and we don't know, here in this room, what will
happen. The last time that there were criminal charges in
Creston was just before I was MLA in the '90s. This would
be in the late 1980s, and there was a circle-the-wagons
kind of effect where the community stopped interacting
with the larger Creston community. Kids didn't go to Girl
Guides. People didn't get help from Mental Health. The
whole social services and community network ceased to
function while there were criminal charges.

I am concerned. I have no opinion on what the po-
lice do or the Attorney General does or what they do in
the United States. However, I am concerned that if
there is another major event, there needs to be a minis-
try in charge and a minister in charge. Someone has to
hold the file for Children and Families, for Social Ser-
vices, for Mental Health, for Immigration so that there
is a unified governmental response and we do not turn
the legal process into some major, destabilizing social

event for people in and out of Bountiful in the Creston
Valley.

My question is: should there be major events in the
coming months, who is the minister in government
who will hold this file for all of government and make
sure that the ministries are going in the same direction?
And I want to say that in the last year I think we've
done well with, say, the Ministry of Education; it has
begun to make changes, similar to the Attorney Gen-
eral. I just want to know who's going to be in charge so
we don't have 19 different responses or, worse, a big
vacuum where all government backs off and says: "Oh
no. It's in court, ergo we have no responsibility."

Hon. W. Oppal: I'm grateful for the advice and the
suggestions that the member has raised. Unfortunately,
I can't answer the question as to what minister would
be in charge. It's something that I would have to take
back to cabinet and seek instructions on.

R. Chouhan: I move that we rise, report progress
and ask leave to sit again.

Motion approved.

The committee rose at 11:49 a.m.






HANSARD SERVICES

Director
Jo-Anne Kern

Acting Production Manager
Robert Sutherland

Editorial Supervisors
Janet Brazier, Christine Ewart

Senior Editor — Galleys
Heather Bright

Technical Operations Officers
Pamela Holmes, Emily Jacques

Research
Mike Beninger, Dan Kerr, Sarah Wiebe

Editors
Shannon Ash, Laurel Bernard, Andrew Costa,

Heather Gleboff, Margaret Gracie, Jane Grainger, Iris Gray,

Linda Guy, Bill Hrick, Paula Lee, Elizabeth Levinson,

Cristy McLennan, Marg MacQuarrie, Constance Maskery,

Jill Milkert, Lind Miller, Lou Mitchell, Karol Morris,

Melissa Nelson, Dorothy Pearson, Erik Pedersen, Janet Pink,
Melanie Platz, Robin Rohrmoser, Camilla Turner,
Heather Warren, Arlene Wells, Tara Wells

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

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

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



