
Fourth Session, 41st Parliament

OFFICIAL REPORT
OF DEBATES

(HANSARD)

Wednesday, March 6, 2019
Afternoon Sitting

Issue No. 216

THE HONOURABLE DARRYL PLECAS, SPEAKER

ISSN 1499-2175



PROVINCE OF BRITISH COLUMBIA
(Entered Confederation July 20, 1871)

LIEUTENANT-GOVERNOR
Her Honour the Honourable Janet Austin, OBC

Fourth Session, 41st Parliament

SPEAKER OF THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY
Honourable Darryl Plecas

EXECUTIVE COUNCIL
Premier and President of the Executive Council ............................................................................................................... Hon. John Horgan
Deputy Premier and Minister of Finance............................................................................................................................Hon. Carole James
Minister of Advanced Education, Skills and Training..................................................................................................... Hon. Melanie Mark
Minister of Agriculture.........................................................................................................................................................Hon. Lana Popham
Attorney General .................................................................................................................................................................Hon. David Eby, QC
Minister of Children and Family Development ............................................................................................................ Hon. Katrine Conroy

Minister of State for Child Care......................................................................................................................................Hon. Katrina Chen
Minister of Citizens’ Services.................................................................................................................................................... Hon. Jinny Sims
Minister of Education ............................................................................................................................................................ Hon. Rob Fleming
Minister of Energy, Mines and Petroleum Resources ...............................................................................................Hon. Michelle Mungall
Minister of Environment and Climate Change Strategy.............................................................................................Hon. George Heyman
Minister of Forests, Lands, Natural Resource Operations and Rural Development ..............................................Hon. Doug Donaldson
Minister of Health .....................................................................................................................................................................Hon. Adrian Dix
Minister of Indigenous Relations and Reconciliation ......................................................................................................... Hon. Scott Fraser
Minister of Jobs, Trade and Technology............................................................................................................................ Hon. Bruce Ralston

Minister of State for Trade...............................................................................................................................................Hon. George Chow
Minister of Labour ...................................................................................................................................................................Hon. Harry Bains
Minister of Mental Health and Addictions............................................................................................................................ Hon. Judy Darcy
Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing.................................................................................................................. Hon. Selina Robinson
Minister of Public Safety and Solicitor General ........................................................................................................... Hon. Mike Farnworth
Minister of Social Development and Poverty Reduction..............................................................................................Hon. Shane Simpson
Minister of Tourism, Arts and Culture.....................................................................................................................................Hon. Lisa Beare
Minister of Transportation and Infrastructure................................................................................................................ Hon. Claire Trevena

LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY
Leader of the Official Opposition................................................................................................................................Andrew Wilkinson, QC
Leader of the Third Party ....................................................................................................................................................Dr. Andrew Weaver
Deputy Speaker................................................................................................................................................................................ Raj Chouhan
Assistant Deputy Speaker................................................................................................................................................................... Joan Isaacs
Deputy Chair, Committee of the Whole ................................................................................................................ Spencer Chandra Herbert
Clerk of the Legislative Assembly ....................................................................................................................................................Craig James
Acting Clerk of the Legislative Assembly............................................................................................................................... Kate Ryan-Lloyd
Clerk Assistant — Committees and Interparliamentary Relations ..........................................................................................Susan Sourial
Sessional Law Clerk...............................................................................................................................................Loredana Catalli-Sonier, QC
Parliamentary Counsel ...................................................................................................................................................................... S. Suzie Seo
Sergeant-at-Arms ................................................................................................................................................................................. Gary Lenz
Acting Sergeant-at-Arms......................................................................................................................................... Randall Ennis, MMM, CD



ALPHABETICAL LIST OF MEMBERS
Ashton, Dan (BC Liberal) ........................................................................ Penticton
Bains, Hon. Harry (NDP)...............................................................Surrey-Newton
Barnett, Donna (BC Liberal) ................................................... Cariboo-Chilcotin
Beare, Hon. Lisa (NDP).............................................Maple Ridge–Pitt Meadows
Begg, Garry (NDP) ..................................................................... Surrey-Guildford
Bernier, Mike (BC Liberal) ....................................................... Peace River South
Bond, Shirley (BC Liberal)......................................... Prince George–Valemount
Brar, Jagrup (NDP)..................................................................... Surrey-Fleetwood
Cadieux, Stephanie (BC Liberal)....................................................... Surrey South
Chandra Herbert, Spencer (NDP) ..................................... Vancouver–West End
Chen, Hon. Katrina (NDP) .....................................................Burnaby-Lougheed
Chouhan, Raj (NDP) ............................................................... Burnaby-Edmonds
Chow, Hon. George (NDP)............................................... Vancouver-Fraserview
Clovechok, Doug (BC Liberal) ................................ Columbia River–Revelstoke
Coleman, Rich (BC Liberal) ...............................................................Langley East
Conroy, Hon. Katrine (NDP)......................................................... Kootenay West
Darcy, Hon. Judy (NDP) ............................................................New Westminster
Davies, Dan (BC Liberal) ..........................................................Peace River North
de Jong, Michael, QC (BC Liberal) ............................................ Abbotsford West
Dean, Mitzi (NDP)...............................................................Esquimalt-Metchosin
D’Eith, Bob (NDP) ...............................................................Maple Ridge–Mission
Dix, Hon. Adrian (NDP)......................................................Vancouver-Kingsway
Donaldson, Hon. Doug (NDP).....................................................................Stikine
Eby, Hon. David, QC (NDP).............................................Vancouver–Point Grey
Elmore, Mable (NDP)....................................................... Vancouver-Kensington
Farnworth, Hon. Mike (NDP) ...................................................... Port Coquitlam
Fleming, Hon. Rob (NDP) .....................................................Victoria–Swan Lake
Foster, Eric (BC Liberal)........................................................... Vernon-Monashee
Fraser, Hon. Scott (NDP) ................................................ Mid Island–Pacific Rim
Furstenau, Sonia (BC Green Party) ........................................... Cowichan Valley
Gibson, Simon (BC Liberal) ................................................. Abbotsford-Mission
Glumac, Rick (NDP)........................................................Port Moody–Coquitlam
Heyman, Hon. George (NDP) .............................................. Vancouver-Fairview
Horgan, Hon. John (NDP) ............................................... Langford–Juan de Fuca
Hunt, Marvin (BC Liberal) .......................................................Surrey-Cloverdale
Isaacs, Joan (BC Liberal) .........................................Coquitlam–Burke Mountain
James, Hon. Carole (NDP)...................................................Victoria–Beacon Hill
Johal, Jas (BC Liberal)............................................... Richmond-Queensborough
Kahlon, Ravi (NDP)..............................................................................Delta North
Kang, Anne (NDP)..................................................................Burnaby–Deer Lake
Kyllo, Greg (BC Liberal) ............................................................................ Shuswap
Larson, Linda (BC Liberal) .............................................Boundary-Similkameen
Lee, Michael (BC Liberal) ...................................................... Vancouver-Langara
Leonard, Ronna-Rae (NDP) ....................................................Courtenay-Comox
Letnick, Norm (BC Liberal)............................................Kelowna–Lake Country
Ma, Bowinn (NDP) ................................................... North Vancouver–Lonsdale
Malcolmson, Sheila (NDP) .......................................................................Nanaimo
Mark, Hon. Melanie (NDP) ..................................... Vancouver–Mount Pleasant
Martin, John (BC Liberal) ...................................................................... Chilliwack
Milobar, Peter (BC Liberal).................................... Kamloops–North Thompson
Morris, Mike (BC Liberal) ..........................................Prince George–Mackenzie
Mungall, Hon. Michelle (NDP).................................................... Nelson-Creston
Oakes, Coralee (BC Liberal) ...........................................................Cariboo North
Olsen, Adam (BC Green Party)........................... Saanich North and the Islands
Paton, Ian (BC Liberal)......................................................................... Delta South
Plecas, Hon. Darryl (Ind.) ..........................................................Abbotsford South
Polak, Mary (BC Liberal) ............................................................................ Langley
Popham, Hon. Lana (NDP)..............................................................Saanich South
Ralston, Hon. Bruce (NDP) .......................................................... Surrey-Whalley
Redies, Tracy (BC Liberal) ..................................................... Surrey–White Rock
Reid, Linda (BC Liberal) ................................................ Richmond South Centre
Rice, Jennifer (NDP) ............................................................................ North Coast
Robinson, Hon. Selina (NDP) ....................................... Coquitlam-Maillardville
Ross, Ellis (BC Liberal)..................................................................................Skeena
Routledge, Janet (NDP) .................................................................. Burnaby North
Routley, Doug (NDP) ................................................Nanaimo–North Cowichan
Rustad, John (BC Liberal) .............................................................. Nechako Lakes
Shypitka, Tom (BC Liberal) .............................................................Kootenay East
Simons, Nicholas (NDP) ........................................Powell River–Sunshine Coast
Simpson, Hon. Shane (NDP)................................................ Vancouver-Hastings
Sims, Hon. Jinny (NDP) .............................................................Surrey-Panorama
Singh, Rachna (NDP) ........................................................Surrey–Green Timbers
Stewart, Ben (BC Liberal) ................................................................Kelowna West
Stilwell, Michelle (BC Liberal)..............................................Parksville-Qualicum
Stone, Todd (BC Liberal)........................................ Kamloops–South Thompson
Sturdy, Jordan (BC Liberal).......................................West Vancouver–Sea to Sky
Sullivan, Sam (BC Liberal) ...............................................Vancouver–False Creek
Sultan, Ralph (BC Liberal) ......................................... West Vancouver–Capilano
Tegart, Jackie (BC Liberal) ................................................................ Fraser-Nicola
Thomson, Steve (BC Liberal).....................................................Kelowna-Mission
Thornthwaite, Jane (BC Liberal) ............................. North Vancouver–Seymour
Throness, Laurie (BC Liberal) ..................................................... Chilliwack-Kent
Trevena, Hon. Claire (NDP) .............................................................. North Island
Wat, Teresa (BC Liberal) ................................................Richmond North Centre
Weaver, Dr. Andrew (BC Green Party) ......................... Oak Bay–Gordon Head
Wilkinson, Andrew, QC (BC Liberal) .............................. Vancouver-Quilchena
Yap, John (BC Liberal) .......................................................... Richmond-Steveston

LIST OF MEMBERS BY RIDING
Abbotsford-Mission ..........................................................................Simon Gibson
Abbotsford South ..................................................................... Hon. Darryl Plecas
Abbotsford West .................................................................... Michael de Jong, QC
Boundary-Similkameen..................................................................... Linda Larson
Burnaby–Deer Lake ...............................................................................Anne Kang
Burnaby-Edmonds ..............................................................................Raj Chouhan
Burnaby-Lougheed................................................................... Hon. Katrina Chen
Burnaby North................................................................................ Janet Routledge
Cariboo-Chilcotin ............................................................................Donna Barnett
Cariboo North .................................................................................. Coralee Oakes
Chilliwack.............................................................................................. John Martin
Chilliwack-Kent..............................................................................Laurie Throness
Columbia River–Revelstoke ........................................................ Doug Clovechok
Coquitlam–Burke Mountain................................................................. Joan Isaacs
Coquitlam-Maillardville ..................................................... Hon. Selina Robinson
Courtenay-Comox ................................................................. Ronna-Rae Leonard
Cowichan Valley ............................................................................ Sonia Furstenau
Delta North ...........................................................................................Ravi Kahlon
Delta South................................................................................................. Ian Paton
Esquimalt-Metchosin.............................................................................Mitzi Dean
Fraser-Nicola........................................................................................ Jackie Tegart
Kamloops–North Thompson............................................................Peter Milobar
Kamloops–South Thompson ................................................................Todd Stone
Kelowna–Lake Country....................................................................Norm Letnick
Kelowna-Mission............................................................................. Steve Thomson
Kelowna West.........................................................................................Ben Stewart
Kootenay East .....................................................................................Tom Shypitka
Kootenay West ...................................................................... Hon. Katrine Conroy
Langford–Juan de Fuca............................................................. Hon. John Horgan
Langley.................................................................................................... Mary Polak
Langley East .......................................................................................Rich Coleman
Maple Ridge–Mission ............................................................................ Bob D’Eith
Maple Ridge–Pitt Meadows ..........................................................Hon. Lisa Beare
Mid Island–Pacific Rim .............................................................. Hon. Scott Fraser
Nanaimo .................................................................................... Sheila Malcolmson
Nanaimo–North Cowichan.............................................................. Doug Routley
Nechako Lakes ...................................................................................... John Rustad
Nelson-Creston.................................................................. Hon. Michelle Mungall
New Westminster ......................................................................... Hon. Judy Darcy
North Coast.......................................................................................... Jennifer Rice
North Island ............................................................................ Hon. Claire Trevena
North Vancouver–Lonsdale ................................................................. Bowinn Ma
North Vancouver–Seymour ......................................................Jane Thornthwaite
Oak Bay–Gordon Head ..........................................................Dr. Andrew Weaver
Parksville-Qualicum .....................................................................Michelle Stilwell
Peace River North.................................................................................. Dan Davies
Peace River South ............................................................................... Mike Bernier
Penticton................................................................................................ Dan Ashton
Port Coquitlam .................................................................... Hon. Mike Farnworth
Port Moody–Coquitlam .....................................................................Rick Glumac
Powell River–Sunshine Coast ..................................................... Nicholas Simons
Prince George–Mackenzie ..................................................................Mike Morris
Prince George–Valemount ................................................................. Shirley Bond
Richmond North Centre ........................................................................Teresa Wat
Richmond-Queensborough ....................................................................... Jas Johal
Richmond South Centre........................................................................ Linda Reid
Richmond-Steveston.................................................................................. John Yap
Saanich North and the Islands............................................................Adam Olsen
Saanich South............................................................................Hon. Lana Popham
Shuswap .................................................................................................... Greg Kyllo
Skeena ......................................................................................................... Ellis Ross
Stikine ..................................................................................Hon. Doug Donaldson
Surrey-Cloverdale............................................................................... Marvin Hunt
Surrey-Fleetwood ...................................................................................Jagrup Brar
Surrey–Green Timbers ......................................................................Rachna Singh
Surrey-Guildford ....................................................................................Garry Begg
Surrey-Newton.............................................................................Hon. Harry Bains
Surrey-Panorama........................................................................... Hon. Jinny Sims
Surrey South............................................................................... Stephanie Cadieux
Surrey-Whalley ........................................................................ Hon. Bruce Ralston
Surrey–White Rock ............................................................................. Tracy Redies
Vancouver-Fairview ............................................................ Hon. George Heyman
Vancouver–False Creek....................................................................... Sam Sullivan
Vancouver-Fraserview .............................................................Hon. George Chow
Vancouver-Hastings .............................................................. Hon. Shane Simpson
Vancouver-Kensington ..................................................................... Mable Elmore
Vancouver-Kingsway ................................................................... Hon. Adrian Dix
Vancouver-Langara .............................................................................. Michael Lee
Vancouver–Mount Pleasant ................................................... Hon. Melanie Mark
Vancouver–Point Grey...........................................................Hon. David Eby, QC
Vancouver-Quilchena ......................................................Andrew Wilkinson, QC
Vancouver–West End....................................................Spencer Chandra Herbert
Vernon-Monashee ...................................................................................Eric Foster
Victoria–Beacon Hill ................................................................ Hon. Carole James
Victoria–Swan Lake .................................................................. Hon. Rob Fleming
West Vancouver–Capilano ................................................................. Ralph Sultan
West Vancouver–Sea to Sky ..............................................................Jordan Sturdy

Party Standings: BC Liberal 42; NDP 41; BC Green Party 3; Independent 1





CONTENTS

Wednesday, March 6, 2019
Afternoon Sitting

Page

Routine Business

Introductions by Members..................................................................................................................................................... 7535

Introduction and First Reading of Bills ................................................................................................................................ 7536
Bill 14 — Heritage Conservation Amendment Act, 2019

Hon. D. Donaldson
Bill M203 — Equal Pay Reporting Act

S. Cadieux
Bill M204 — Interpretation (Uniform Pacific Time Zone) Act, 2019

L. Larson
Bill M205 — Name Amendment Act, 2019

M. Polak

Statements (Standing Order 25B) ......................................................................................................................................... 7537
Equal Voice and women in politics

M. Dean
Women’s participation and leadership

E. Ross
Lymphedema

N. Simons
Vancouver International Auto Show

E. Foster
B.C. Tech Summit

R. Glumac
Steveston Karate Club tournament

J. Yap

Oral Questions......................................................................................................................................................................... 7539
Speculation and vacancy tax

S. Bond
Hon. C. James
T. Redies

Panel report and government policies on natural gas fracking
S. Furstenau
Hon. M. Mungall

Community benefits agreement and workers
S. Cadieux
Hon. C. Trevena
T. Wat

Forest industry tenures
C. Oakes
Hon. D. Donaldson

Government handling of issues
M. Polak
Hon. J. Horgan

Petitions .................................................................................................................................................................................... 7544
S. Furstenau

Tabling Documents ................................................................................................................................................................. 7544
Office of the Registrar of Lobbyists for B.C., Investigation Report 19-01, lobbyist: Utilia Amaral, January 24, 2019
Office of the Registrar of Lobbyists for B.C., Investigation Report 19-02, lobbyist: Iuliana Calin, January 24, 2019

Motions Without Notice......................................................................................................................................................... 7544
Membership changes to Finance Committee

Hon. M. Farnworth

Orders of the Day

Second Reading of Bills .......................................................................................................................................................... 7544
Bill 6 — Supply Act, 2018–2019 (Supplementary Estimates)

Hon. C. James



Committee of the Whole House............................................................................................................................................ 7544
Bill 6 — Supply Act, 2018–2019 (Supplementary Estimates)

Hon. C. James

Report and Third Reading of Bills......................................................................................................................................... 7545
Bill 6 — Supply Act, 2018–2019 (Supplementary Estimates)

Second Reading of Bills .......................................................................................................................................................... 7545
Bill 12 — Supply Act (No. 1), 2019

Hon. C. James
T. Redies
Hon. C. James

Bill 5 — Budget Measures Implementation Act, 2019
Hon. C. James
S. Bond
Hon. G. Heyman
T. Redies
A. Weaver
N. Simons
D. Routley
Hon. C. James

Bill 9 — Attorney General Statutes Amendment Act, 2019
Hon. D. Eby
M. Lee
B. D’Eith
D. Routley
Hon. D. Eby

Committee of the Whole House............................................................................................................................................ 7569
Bill 2 — Protection of Public Participation Act (continued)

Hon. D. Eby
M. Lee

Proceedings in the Douglas Fir Room

Committee of Supply .............................................................................................................................................................. 7578
Estimates: Ministry of Children and Family Development (continued)

Hon. K. Conroy
D. Clovechok
I. Paton
L. Throness
Hon. K. Chen



WEDNESDAY, MARCH 6, 2019

The House met at 1:34 p.m.

[Mr. Speaker in the chair.]

Routine Business

Prayers.
[1:35 p.m.]

Introductions by Members

M. Polak: Joining us today in the gallery are Mayor Jack
Froese from the township of Langley and Coun. Brent
Asmundson from Coquitlam. Would the House please make
them very welcome.

J. Thornthwaite: I have some very special guests today.
First of all, Nirmala Raniga — she’s the founder of the Chop-
ra Addiction and Wellness Center. She got a 2008 nomina-
tion for the YWCA Women of Distinction Awards; she was
nominated for the 2008 Celebration of Business Excellence
Awards; and she is a certified master educator of primordial
sound meditation, the seven spiritual laws of yoga and per-
fect health Ayurvedic lifestyle.

She’s got five out-patient clinics, one in the Lower Main-
land. I visited one in Squamish. And she co-founded all of
these clinics with Deepak Chopra. She has her colleagues
here with her today, and I wish that the House would make
them welcome: Nirmala herself, Shalina Kajani, Dr. Mario
Baff, Helen Chen, Inderpal Sahans, Subhaq Sami and
Michelle Ibaraki, all from Chopra Wellness. Could the
House please make them welcome.

R. Kahlon: I have a good friend visiting today from Delta,
Mark Gordienko. He’s the former president of the ILWU, and
he’s come all the way over to watch the proceedings today. I
hope the House can please make Mark welcome.

T. Redies: I think my colleague is going to make an intro-
duction as well, but I just wanted to acknowledge my con-
stituent. Scott Ellis with Guide Outfitters Association is here
in the House with some of his colleagues.

Lovely to see you, Scott.
I hope the House will make all the people from the Guide

Outfitters very welcome today.

D. Davies: Just to follow on my colleague’s tails, I just
want to introduce a couple of members that are here with the
Guide Outfitters of B.C. We have Doug McMann, Michael
Schneider and Scott Ellis, as just mentioned; and all the
way down from the thriving metropolis of Baldonnel, Sean
Olmstead. Please make them feel welcome.

M. Dean: Today it’s my great pleasure to welcome mem-

bers of Equal Voice B.C.: Thoren Hudyma, Hannah Waldaez,
Karen Aitken, Astraland Phillips and Nicole Johnson. Would
the House please make them very welcome.

S. Malcolmson: As we recognize International Women’s
Day, I encourage members of the House to make welcome
my friend and Nanaimo businesswomen Ashwa Siri, who
was a founder of what we called Women in Politics in
Nanaimo, now formed as an Equal Voice chapter for central
Vancouver Island.

Also in the gallery, friends that I met initially in Ottawa’s
parliament from the Canadian Jewish Political Affairs Com-
mittee, Rachael Segal and Jaime Reich — women that I met
along with our colleague Robyn Fishbein in Ottawa. Very
glad to have you here, also, representing the need to have
more women in politics.

Hon. M. Mungall: As you can see, Zavier insisted on join-
ing me to make this introduction, because the people I’m
introducing are very important to him. They are his godpar-
ents. Jeff and Lisel Forst are in the gallery today joining us all
the way from Nelson. Can the House please make them very
welcome.

[1:40 p.m.]

M. Lee: I’d like to rise to introduce my young friend,
Jonathan Ling, who’s here from Vancouver visiting for the
day. We all have many young supporters who support us
in our efforts, and Jonathan was a great volunteer for me
in my 2017 local election campaign. He’s a Langara student
who’s finished his couple of years and off to SFU university
through the great transfer program that Langara College has.
Will the House please join me in welcoming Jonathan.

Hon. D. Donaldson: Today I’d like to introduce ministry
staff, joining us in the gallery, who worked hard on amended
legislation that I’ll be introducing this afternoon: Jillian
Rousselle, director of the archaeology branch; Leanne Dav-
ies, manager of the archaeology branch; Richard Linzey, dir-
ector of the heritage branch. They’re joined by staff from
the archaeology branch. I think there are more than 20 of
them here today. I won’t name all of them, but will the House
please make them welcome.

P. Milobar: Today in the precinct we have students from
the ASCEND school based out of Kamloops. I would ask the
House to make them feel welcome.

S. Furstenau: I’d like to introduce Mary Gallagher, who’s
here in the precinct today with a group of her students from
ASCEND Online school. I look forward to meeting with
them later this afternoon. Would the House please make
them welcome.

D. Barnett: I, too, would like to ask the House to welcome

7535



Doug McMann, a guide-outfitter from the Cariboo-Chilco-
tin, and welcome him here today.

Introduction and First Reading of Bills

BILL 14 — HERITAGE CONSERVATION
AMENDMENT ACT, 2019

Hon. D. Donaldson presented a message from Her
Honour the Lieutenant-Governor: a bill intituled Heritage
Conservation Amendment Act, 2019.

Hon. D. Donaldson: I move that the bill be introduced
and read a first time now.

Today I introduce changes to the Heritage Conservation
Act to enhance the protection of areas with heritage and
archaeological values in the province. The Heritage Conser-
vation Act, whose purpose is to encourage and facilitate the
protection and conservation of heritage property, has not
been substantially amended in over 20 years.

The heritage of our province is vitally important because
it connects us all to the rich cultural history of B.C., and
especially to that of B.C.’s Indigenous peoples. These changes
act, in part, on our commitment to implement the United
Nations declaration on the rights of Indigenous peoples.

Changes will allow government to take more decisive
action to preserve heritage and archaeological sites and
objects. For example, people will be legally required to report
discoveries of specified sites of objects with potential herit-
age value. As well, a person may be required to obtain and
pay for a heritage inspection or investigation as a precondi-
tion of alteration of a site, and compliance and enforcement
tools will be improved.

Mr. Speaker: The question is first reading of the bill.

Motion approved.

Hon. D. Donaldson: I move that the bill be placed on the
orders of the day for second reading at the next sitting of the
House after today.

Bill 14, Heritage Conservation Amendment Act, 2019,
introduced, read a first time and ordered to be placed on
orders of the day for second reading at the next sitting of
the House after today.

BILL M203 — EQUAL PAY
REPORTING ACT

S. Cadieux presented a bill intituled Equal Pay Reporting
Act.

S. Cadieux: I move that the bill intituled Equal Pay
Reporting Act, of which noticed has been given in my name
on the order paper, be introduced and read a first time now.

As I look around this chamber at the 33 other women
who have taken up the reins of elected public service and the
three women who sit here at the Clerk’s table, I’m enorm-
ously grateful to be living in this time. I am grateful to have
been raised by parents who never, ever placed limits on my
potential, my worth or my opportunity. The B.C. Legislature
is fortunate to have strong, determined male and female
leaders in all caucuses. My wish is that we would work
together, because there are still, in 2019, inequalities that
need to be addressed.

[1:45 p.m.]
Women make up 60 percent of the workforce. However,

we are still affected by the reality of the gender gap. The
gender pay gap is still 31 percent in Canada — 31 cents on
every dollar that could be used for better accommodation,
more savings, a route out of poverty or investments in educa-
tion. It’s 31 percent of your wage every day that just vanished
because of your gender. This money isn’t taken up by taxes
or other deductions, just by the invisible hand of inequality.
It only gets worse for low-income, racialized and Indigenous
women. It’s the reality, still, of our modern world.

What do we do to make important and lasting change in
B.C. and set the tone for other provinces to follow? First, we
admit the gap exists. We admit that we have work to do, and
we act on solutions. We here have the power to prescribe
transformational measures to compel employers to do what’s
right and what is best for British Columbians.

This bill intends to bring pay inequality into the light by
requiring any employer in B.C. with 50 or more employees
to publicly post an annual breakdown of gender wages in
their business. The information will include wage and bonus
pay for male and female employees and will be available on
a company website or by other easily accessible means. The
aim of the bill is to drive change, facilitate conversation and
allow both employers and the public to see where there is
still work to be done.

It’s time to move past passively acknowledging that there’s
a problem. Yes, there’ll be lots of conversations that it will
spark, lots of theories and lots of excuses, but really, the only
question I ask of this House is: would you be okay with it if I
were to pay your daughter less than your son?

Mr. Speaker: The question is first reading of the bill.

Motion approved.

S. Cadieux: I move the bill be placed on the orders of the
day for second reading at the next sitting after today.

Bill M203, Equal Pay Reporting Act, introduced, read a
first time and ordered to be placed on orders of the day for
second reading at the next sitting of the House after today.
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BILL M204 — INTERPRETATION
(UNIFORM PACIFIC TIME

ZONE) ACT, 2019

L. Larson presented a bill intituled Interpretation
(Uniform Pacific Time Zone) Act, 2019.

L. Larson: I move that the bill intituled the Interpretation
(Uniform Pacific Time Zone) Act, of which notice has been
given in my name on the order paper, be introduced and
read a first time now.

In 2017 and in 2018, the city of Grand Forks put a resol-
ution on the floor of the UBCM asking for support to end
time-shifting and to keep daylight savings time as our per-
manent time in British Columbia. On-line surveys show that
nearly 85 percent of British Columbians were in support
of ending time-shifting, and there continues to be growing
public support in B.C. to stop this 101-year-old practice.

Also in other parts of the world, there is a rising debate on
this issue. The European Parliament is currently reviewing
the practice of time-shifting. More notably for British Col-
umbia, Washington state and California are currently debat-
ing bills to maintain Pacific Daylight Time as the new Pacific
Standard Time. It would be prudent that we maintain our
good economic relationship with these west coast states and
follow suit.

If this act should come into effect, it will allow the Lieu-
tenant-Governor, by order-in-council, to establish a uniform
time zone, as outlined in the Interpretation Act.

Mr. Speaker: The question is first reading of the bill.

Motion approved.

L. Larson: I move that the bill be placed on the orders of
the day for second reading at the next sitting of the House
after today.

Bill M204, Interpretation (Uniform Pacific Time Zone)
Act, 2019, introduced, read a first time and ordered to be
placed on orders of the day for second reading at the next
sitting of the House after today.

BILL M205 — NAME
AMENDMENT ACT, 2019

M. Polak presented a bill intituled Name Amendment
Act, 2019.

M. Polak: I move that the bill intituled Name Amendment
Act, 2019, of which notice has been given in my name on the
order paper, be introduced and read a first time now.

Many people in British Columbia choose to adopt a
hyphenated or combined surname when they marry.
Unfortunately, the act as it is currently worded does not

afford those individuals the ability to do so without a
formal name change.

[1:50 p.m.]
While this does affect men, the impact is disproportion-

ately felt by women, who must either struggle through dif-
ficulties with their identity documents or face the expense
of a formal name change. This amendment will mean that
those who choose a hyphenated or combined surname will
be treated in the same manner as those who adopt the sur-
name of their spouse.

Mr. Speaker: The question is first reading of the bill.

Motion approved.

M. Polak: I move that the bill be placed on orders of the
day for second reading at the next sitting after today.

Bill M205, Name Amendment Act, 2019, introduced,
read a first time and ordered to be placed on orders of the
day for second reading at the next sitting of the House after
today.

Statements (Standing Order 25B)

EQUAL VOICE AND WOMEN IN POLITICS

M. Dean: Today it’s my honour to recognize and thank
Equal Voice for all their work and for being here today to
help us all celebrate International Women’s Day and women
in leadership.

Working with women, men and gender-diverse people
across political parties and from all parts of the country,
Equal Voice is a multipartisan organization that has been
advocating for the equal representation of women in
Canada’s governments since 2001. The work of Equal Voice
includes celebrating women in politics as well as outreach
to inspire women to engage in politics, and encouraging
women to run for office at all levels.

The work that Equal Voice is doing to support more
women being elected to all levels of government is so
important, because having women represented at the centre
of decision-making is how we move the dial on gender
equality. We can all agree that our governments should rep-
resent our communities, and I’m very proud that women
make up half of our government’s cabinet for the first time in
B.C.’s history.

Seeing more women in leadership positions not only
ensures that our lived experiences are represented; it also
shows young women and girls what they are capable of
and what they can achieve. Events like today’s Equal Voice
gathering at the Legislature help to raise awareness about
the impact of women’s underrepresentation, and it impels
us to keep improving the representation of women in gov-
ernments, on boards and in leadership positions. Our
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actions today will lay the foundation for the future our
children will inherit.

WOMEN’S PARTICIPATION
AND LEADERSHIP

E. Ross: March 8 marks International Women’s Day, and
as a father of two girls, I gave my daughters the lessons my
father gave to me: be strong, stand up for yourself, and don’t
let anybody put you down.

As a coach of a girls’ 17-and-under basketball team and
later as a coach of a 17-and-over women’s team, I tried to
deliver the same message, because I wanted to break the idea
of women being treated as wallflowers and show them that
they could succeed at anything they want to. It’s the same
message I give to Aboriginals in all walks of life no mat-
ter what their gender identity. That’s the theme of this year’s
International Women’s Day: “Balance for better.”

However, 14 years ago, I was made painfully aware of the
issues women face in leadership roles. I was at a conference
in Montreal where academics were presenting reports on
issues from all over the world. One woman who was advoc-
ating for female empowerment asked me about the role of
Haisla women in our Haisla council structure. I proudly
pointed out how over a third of our council was female, and
the amount of women in our staff was overrepresented. She
then asked me if I noticed that these women had influence at
our table or if they were often overlooked or overpowered by
more outspoken men.

It was the first time I’d been asked this question, and in
self-reflection, I had to admit that in many cases this was
true. I then started to look at how leaders are treated based
on their gender, from Christy Clark to my own chief coun-
cillors, including the current chief councillor, and saw the
unfairness, even in terms of pay equity.

There are no real differences between a male or female
leader in terms of their abilities or skill sets. The difference
is how we view and treat women. Sometimes even women
treat female leaders differently, as it’s a habit that society has
ingrained into far too many of us. Women have made tre-
mendous strides in terms of their roles in society. Now we
have to ensure that everyone catches up and recognizes the
equality and respect of female strength and leadership.

LYMPHEDEMA

N. Simons: Today, March 6, is World Lymphedema Day.
If you’re wondering what lymphedema is, that’s why there is
a lymphedema day, and I’m pleased to tell you about it.

[1:55 p.m.]
It was new to me until a constituent and the president

of the B.C. Lymphedema Association, Christine Chandler,
approached my office to tell me about it. It’s a condition
that can be hereditary, but it’s most commonly caused by the
removal of or damage to one’s lymph nodes — as part of can-
cer treatment, for example.

It results from a blockage in the lymphatic system, a part
of the immune system. The blockage prevents lymph fluids
from draining, and the fluid buildup leads to swelling. The
swelling caused by lymphedema ranges from mild, hardly
noticeable changes in the size of your arm or leg to extreme
changes that make the limb hard to use.

It’s estimated that around one million Canadians are living
with lymphedema or lymphatic diseases. While there is no
cure for lymphedema, it can be managed to varying degrees
of success with early diagnosis and diligent care.

The condition has a serious impact on its sufferers.
People who have lymphedema have to adjust their life sig-
nificantly. They have to ensure they’re doing all the things
they need to do to reduce the swelling, and they often have
to use specialized compression clothing. They have to be
very careful about their skin care. There is no cure. Sur-
gery is in its infancy.

The purpose of raising awareness is to accomplish a few
things. First, to be aware that there are individuals in our
communities who are suffering silently in pain and discom-
fort, and we should be aware of that. Too many who suffer
feel alone. Also, too many go without the care they need.

The other benefit of raising awareness is to inform
policy-makers and to ensure there are adequate resources
allocated to diagnosis, treatment and care options and, of
course, research.

As advocates like Christine say, it all starts with awareness.

VANCOUVER INTERNATIONAL AUTO SHOW

E. Foster: The annual international auto show is the best-
attended consumer show in western Canada. It’s a gathering
place where car and truck lovers are dazzled by the latest
vehicles, classics, modified supercars and speciality one-off
creations.

It’s all happening between March 19 and 24 at the Van-
couver Convention Centre. More than 400 vehicles will be
on display from the world’s leading auto manufacturers, who
will feature their latest products, including those not yet in
the dealer showrooms.

An increasingly important component of the show is the
expanded Electric Vehicle Discovery Centre that will
provide an opportunity for visitors to test-drive and learn
more about clean energy vehicles. In total, the test-driving
section of 36 hybrid and electric vehicles is the largest ever,
and many of the top-selling brands will be available.

Of course, the auto show is about much more than what’s
new or what’s next on the electric vehicle front. The event
will include a number of features that will be sure to turn
heads: the 1965 Notchback Mustang, otherwise known as
the Hoonicorn Mustang — there’s like ten of those in the
whole world right now; the Canadian-made and designed
Felino supercar; the new McLaren Senna; the first new
Toyota Supra; and one of eight VW Bugs used in the Trans-
formers movie Bumblebee.

This is just the tip of the iceberg. This year’s offerings will
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include a who’s who of the luxury and exotic classes and an
ode to the past, with some of the finest original and restored
vintage automobiles you won’t see anywhere, under one roof,
in the world.

There will truly be something for everyone, and I hope
the members of the House will take some time out of their
schedule to enjoy the 99th annual Vancouver auto show.

B.C. TECH SUMMIT

R. Glumac: Technology is all around us, and it’s a major
driver of B.C.’s economy. Next week the province is proud
to once again host the B.C. Tech Summit, western Canada’s
largest annual innovation convention.

It will be held from March 11 to 13 at the Vancouver
Convention Centre. The B.C. Tech Summit showcases B.C.’s
vibrant tech industry. It connects entrepreneurs, start-ups
and tech leaders with accelerators, investors, senior execut-
ives, government and media. All attendees will have a great
opportunity to explore the latest innovations driving B.C.’s
economy and the global economy.

This year’s summit has an impressive lineup, including
world-class speakers from global and local companies and
organizations. This includes presentations from the CEOs of
all five of Canada’s digital innovation superclusters, includ-
ing B.C.’s digital innovation superclusters; also, Dr. Alan
Winter, B.C.’s innovation commissioner, will be there to dis-
cuss precision health technology; and other leading B.C.
innovators.

[2:00 p.m.]
In total, there will be over 120 speakers exploring a range

of topics from clean tech to quantum computing.
The B.C. Tech Summit is a platform to network, educate

and inspire. As B.C.’s Parliamentary Secretary for Techno-
logy, I’m very excited that our government is hosting this
conference. We know that there is a very bright future for the
tech sector here in B.C.

Come out next week, and you, too, can see what the future
holds.

STEVESTON KARATE CLUB TOURNAMENT

J. Yap: On February 23, the Steveston Karate Club hosted
the 46th international invitational tournament at the Steve-
ston indoor tennis court. It attracted over 440 athletes from
Canada, the United States and Japan, and more than 1,500
attendees. I personally had the pleasure of handing out the
John Yap MLA Cup to last year’s Junior Pan American cham-
pionship gold medallist, Stephanie Hillyer.

The history of the Steveston Karate Club dates back to
1973, when Mayor Shozo Ujita of Wakayama, Richmond’s
sister city in Japan, visited Canada and the first and only
martial arts building outside of Japan, opened by the Steve-
ston Community Society. Himself a grand master, Mayor
Ujita was surprised that there was no karate training offered,

so he sent one of his own students, Sensei Takeshi Uchiage,
to begin a club in Steveston.

Since its founding, this club has grown from teaching kar-
ate lessons in a backyard to hosting a tournament which
attracts skilled athletes from all over the world. Each year
this tournament serves as a chance for the karate athletes to
not only learn from each other and show off their skills but
also to make new friends and reconnect with old ones. It also
provides business opportunities for Steveston, as the athletes
explore the village, eat at our restaurants and check out the
historic sites and museums in our community.

I ask that this House please join me in congratulating the
Steveston Karate Club for another great tournament.

Oral Questions

SPECULATION AND VACANCY TAX

S. Bond: The phony speculation tax is targeting the family
cabins of B.C.’s seniors, many of whom are on fixed incomes.
Frankly, it’s a broken promise by this Premier. In fact, here
is what the Premier said: “If you pay tax in B.C., you are not
speculating from outside B.C. A summer home would not
fall in with the out-of-province speculation tax.”

Well, imagine the surprise of 1.6 million British Columbi-
ans when they received an NDP tax notice saying they had to
prove they were not speculators. The Premier promised Brit-
ish Columbians that they would not be captured, when, in
fact, two-thirds of the people paying the tax are British Col-
umbia residents. The Premier broke his promise.

To the Premier, what happened?

Hon. C. James: I think it’s pretty clear from the other side
that they’re continuing their view that there is no problem in
the housing market. It’s the kind of problem that they had for
16 years. They left our province with unaffordable housing, a
zero vacancy rate, and families and seniors struggling to be
able to live and work in the same community. That’s because
of the neglect on the other side when it came to housing.

We saw that in full force with the Leader of the Opposition
talking about renting being a wacky time of life. Once again,
you’d think he would have learned something about the
struggles that people are facing.

We’re listening to British Columbians, we’re acting on our
30-point plan, and we are addressing the housing crisis.

Mr. Speaker: Prince George–Valemount on a supplemen-
tal.

[2:05 p.m.]

S. Bond: Well, what British Columbians have learned is
that this is a Premier that routinely makes promises and then
breaks them. Here is what this Premier said.

Interjections.
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S. Bond: The members that are laughing might want to
hear what their Premier said to promise British Columbians.
He said, on March 22 in 2018: “There was no intention at
any time that I was aware of, and I think the Finance Min-
ister would agree with me, to penalize people who have the
good fortune of having a cottage.” So according to the Premi-
er, there was never any intention of penalizing British Col-
umbians who had, in his words, a cottage.

Well, the Premier broke that promise, and now his mem-
ber for Port Moody–Coquitlam is doubling down on target-
ing the cabins of seniors he is supposed to represent. Mayors
are stepping up to raise the legitimate concerns of their res-
idents, and what are they being met with? Threats from the
NDP. The Premier needs to show some leadership, to stand
up. He made a promise; he broke it.

Will he stand up today and at least apologize for this unac-
ceptable bullying?

Hon. C. James: The member knows full well — we’ve can-
vassed this often — that 99 percent of British Columbians do
not pay the speculation tax.

British Columbians who own second homes, who are for-
tunate enough to be able to own second homes — because
many British Columbians, as we know, don’t have a home
at all, never mind a second or a third or a fourth home —
receive a $400,000 credit that goes towards not having to pay
on the first $400,000, because we’ve ensured that the exemp-
tions are there for families.

Again, I think it is so typical of what we see on the other
side — of ignoring this housing crisis. In fact, even the gov-
ernment’s previous Finance Minister knew that there was a
problem. This was Kevin Falcon, who said — and people
might remember him on the other side: “I realized that after
the B.C. Liberals’ second-to-last budget right away they
didn’t know they were in trouble. They had no significant
investment in the things that people were concerned about,
like housing. They had a ‘don’t worry; be happy’ attitude.
They totally missed it 100 percent.”

It’s one of those rare times I would say I agree with Kevin
Falcon on this issue.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Members.
The member for Prince George–Valemount on a second

supplemental.

S. Bond: Well, the Finance Minister’s continued words
about 99 percent are cold comfort to the two-thirds…. Two-
thirds of the people who will pay this tax are British Colum-
bians, despite the promise of the Premier that’s sitting right
to her left.

No matter how you look at it, this is an NDP cabin tax.
The Premier broke his word, and B.C. seniors are now paying
the price. Instead of owning up to that promise, the NDP….
What did they do? They started using strong-arm tactics

against locally elected mayors who disagree with them. May-
or Young and Mayor Belenkie have been crystal-clear. The
NDP threatened them — not my words, their words.

To the Premier, is he prepared to stand up today and
admit that he’s calling these mayors liars?

Hon. C. James: You know, the previous government left
us with some of the most unaffordable housing in the coun-
try, right here in British Columbia. That impacts families,
that impacts seniors, that impacts young people wanting to
get into the workforce, and it impacts our economy, because
if businesses aren’t able to recruit and retain employees, we
won’t see the kind of economic growth that we see.

That is true across Metro Vancouver, including Belcarra.
Between 2016 and 2017 alone, we saw property values
increase by over 40 percent in Belcarra. That impacts the
families living in Belcarra. That impacts the workers living
in Belcarra That impacts people, when houses are left vacant,
because the community is hollowed out. Belcarra, along with
other British Columbians, wants to make sure that neigh-
bourhoods and homes are there for living in, and that’s what
we’re working at.

[2:10 p.m.]

T. Redies: The Premier claimed a year ago that British
Columbians wouldn’t have to pay the phony speculation tax,
but he broke that promise. He then claimed the family cabins
of British Columbians wouldn’t be taxed. Again, he broke
that promise. Mayors are speaking out because the Premier’s
tax is hurting seniors who aren’t speculators and who can’t
afford to pay the tax.

To the Premier, why have the Premier and this govern-
ment resorted to bullying local officials who are elected to
speak up for their communities?

Hon. C. James: I know the members will find every
opportunity to completely ignore the housing crisis and talk
about anything except the challenges British Columbians
are facing. These are critical issues for the people of this
province. That’s why you see poll after poll that, in fact, the
speculation and vacancy tax is supported by British Colum-
bians. They expect their government to address affordable
housing, and that’s exactly what we’re going to do.

Mr. Speaker: The member for Surrey–White Rock on a
supplemental.

T. Redies: This government seems to be very uncaring
with respect to the people who own these cabins. Gordon
Wrightman has had a family cabin in Crescent Beach for
70 years.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Members. Members, the questioner should
not have to shout over non-stop noise.
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T. Redies: Gordon Wrightman says: “It’s not insulated.
It doesn’t have breakers for electricity. It’s not rentable, but
they’re not exempting it. It’s a money grab.”

The Premier has been caught out breaking his word with
this cabins tax. How does the NDP respond to criticism? By
threatening multiple mayors.

Is the Premier resorting to bullying mayors because he’s so
embarrassed over these broken promises?

Hon. C. James: I discussed these topics with the mayor of
Belcarra last Friday. We’ve continued having conversations
with the mayors. I will look forward to meeting with all the
mayors again as we get closer to the summer and we have the
information that has come forward. We are going to contin-
ue to listen to the people of British Columbia, including the
mayors, including the communities. They will have a chance
to put their information forward.

But we are not going to stray from our focus on affordable
housing in this province. It is critical that we address afford-
able housing for the families and the people who live in Brit-
ish Columbia and for the strong economy that we want to
continue into the future.

PANEL REPORT AND GOVERNMENT
POLICIES ON NATURAL GAS FRACKING

S. Furstenau: Yesterday an article in the Vancouver Sun
stated that B.C. doesn’t know what it needs to know about
the environmental, seismic and other risks of fracking. This
revelation comes from a draft copy of a 200-page technical
report that was leaked to the Times Colonist last week.

The independent panel shed light on some very troubling
facts. It detailed a lack of compliance by the industry around
earthen dams, regulations ignored and permits given ret-
roactively. It highlighted the lack of public trust in this
industry. Basic information about surface and groundwater,
in both the quality and the quantity in the region, is “sorely
lacking.” We have no idea how much groundwater is being
used and how much private landowners are selling to the
industry.

The conclusion of this panel was almost as troubling as its
other findings. It was created to assess risk, but it could not
do so because there is too little data to assess. The panel even
emphasized this point by saying: “They could not assess risks
with any confidence.”

My question is to the Minister of Energy, Mines and Pet-
roleum Resources. Eighty-five percent of B.C.’s natural gas
production now comes from unconventional sources. Given
the complete lack of data and the troubling information
raised in this report, should we not adopt the precautionary
principle and halt a further expansion of fracking in our
province?

[2:15 p.m.]

Hon. M. Mungall: Thank you very much to the member
for the question. It gives me an opportunity, first, to publicly

thank our panellists — Diana Allen, Erik Eberhardt and
Amanda Bustin. They did a tremendous amount of work,
with the help of Nalaine Morin, who provided advice to the
panel on traditional Indigenous knowledge in the region.

They together organized 50 sessions and met with over
60 experts — researchers, industry, First Nations, the regula-
tor and environmental organizations — on this issue. It is
an important issue not just for people in the north, who live
with this practice every day, but it’s important for all Brit-
ish Columbians. Of course, 58 percent of British Columbians
heat their homes with natural gas derived from the north
and, mostly, from this practice.

British Columbians are quite concerned, and that’s exactly
why we put together this scientific panel to start putting
some analysis to this practice. It’s very important in terms of
the report and what they’ve delivered, and it’s very technical.
I think that with 97 recommendations and over 200 pages,
we owe it to British Columbians to make sure that we do our
due diligence in analyzing that report so that we can deliver
good public policy for all of B.C.

Mr. Speaker: House Leader, Third Party, on a supplemen-
tal.

S. Furstenau: More of what we don’t know, I guess.
The expert panel did spend a year researching and con-

sulting experts on the impacts of hydraulic fracturing in our
province. Throughout the report, one thing was clear. The
data is insufficient. We simply don’t know enough to be mak-
ing informed decisions.

But it did emphasize a few things that we do know. For
example, the number of reported seismic events has more
than doubled every year since 2016. This increase in seismic
activity, triggered by fracking operations, is happening in an
area with two large hydroelectric dams, plus the construc-
tion of Site C. As the report notes, these types of ground
motions could be “sufficient to misalign spillway gates.” So
we have an almost complete lack of information on the risks
and environmental damages that fracking is causing in our
province, and we are putting major hydroelectric infrastruc-
ture at risk by allowing it to continue.

My question is for the Minister of Energy, Mines and Pet-
roleum Resources. The expert panel has made it clear that
earthquakes from fracking are a risk to hydroelectric pro-
jects. Site C is in an area surrounded by fracking. How do we
know that this $11 billion project is not at risk?

Hon. M. Mungall: As I said to the member, this is a very
technical report with a substantive number of recommend-
ations, all very technical in nature. We owe it to all British
Columbians, especially to the people who live in the north,
who live with this practice every day in their backyard, to
make sure that we’re delivering good public policy.

We have to let science prevail in this situation. That is
exactly why we’re taking this report very seriously, as we fol-
low on previous activities that we’ve taken to address some
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of the neglect from the previous government, such as…. We
created a new process to make sure that oil and gas dams
have the right permits, we have strengthened compliance for
those dams, and we brought in new legislation last spring to
address the orphan wells.

This panel is going to be able to allow us to further move
forward to protect our air, land and water for the benefit of
all British Columbians.

Mr. Speaker: Members, I’m a little bit concerned here.
We had an exceptional speech from the member for

Skeena and another exceptional two-minute statement from
the member for Esquimalt-Metchosin respecting how we
treat women. All of the speakers have been women, and I
would say that the response to their speeches has not been
respectful.

Next question.

COMMUNITY BENEFITS AGREEMENT
AND WORKERS

S. Cadieux: The Premier has given NDP friends and
insiders monopoly control over contracts on public projects
worth billions of dollars. Industry estimates that this will
increase the cost of public projects to taxpayers by an addi-
tional 20 to 30 percent.

[2:20 p.m.]
Workers are being bullied into joining one of the NDP’s

19 approved unions with no regard — no regard — for indi-
vidual choice or individual rights.

Why is the Premier bullying workers into joining unions
they don’t want to join?

Hon. C. Trevena: I’m very happy to talk about our gov-
ernment’s plan for community benefits agreements, which is
putting people at the heart of our…. When we are doing con-
struction, it’s putting B.C. at the heart of our construction,
ensuring that we are dealing with the skills shortage.

The opposition, when they were in government, did
ignore the skills shortage. We are addressing this. We’re
addressing this through community benefits agreements,
ensuring that apprenticeships will be provided to Indigenous
people, to women, to other underrepresented groups, to
those who will benefit. They’ll learn a skilled trade, and we
will get — the end result — better infrastructure, whether it’s
bridges, highways or transit in the Lower Mainland. We’re
committed to community benefits agreements, and we’re
proud of them.

Mr. Speaker: The member for Surrey South on a supple-
mental.

S. Cadieux: It must be women’s day, because usually we
ask the Minister of Transportation a question, and the Pre-
mier gets up. Today I asked the Premier a question, and he
lets the Minister of Transportation….

On March 19, 2016, the Premier insulted workers from
non-NDP-approved unions. He said: “You don’t build public
projects by going with the turkeys at CLAC. That’s not how I
roll. That’s not how we roll.” The bullying in that statement is
wrong. It discriminates against 85 percent of B.C.’s construc-
tion workers, and it’s bad news for B.C. taxpayers.

To the Premier: can you explain how this is anything but a
violation of 85 percent of workers’ rights?

Hon. C. Trevena: As I say, community benefits agree-
ments are investing in the people of British Columbia when
we invest in our projects. It will increase the participation of
women, of Indigenous people. More apprenticeships, more
women — I mean, the member wanted to see more women
— who are going to have equal pay on these projects, which
are union projects.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Minister.

Hon. C. Trevena: We’ve been very clear that any company
can bid on these projects, and any worker can work on the
projects. And it is….

Interjections.

Hon. C. Trevena: They will be union worksites. I don’t
know what upsets the opposition about that. They will be
union worksites where there will be equal pay for equal
work. That includes women who are going to get good….

Interjections.

T. Wat: The Premier’s scheme picks favourites by hand-
ing work to a small group of NDP-friendly unions. This is
a cynical backroom deal that discriminates against the 85
percent of workers who have chosen not to join an NDP-
approved union.

To the Premier, why is the Premier forcing all workers into
joining NDP-approved unions?

Hon. C. Trevena: I just want to remind the member that
these are the same unions that we used in the Allied Hydro
projects for the dams. In projects….

Interjections.
[2:25 p.m.]

Hon. C. Trevena: Well, the B.C. Liberals have the audacity
to even talk about construction projects with their record in
the 16 years they were government. When the Leader of the
Opposition….

Interjections.
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Hon. C. Trevena: They may want to listen to this. Their
Leader of the Opposition…. They are opposition now. When
he was a public servant, we saw the Vancouver Convention
Centre go $335 million over budget.

I have to say that I think that community benefit agree-
ments are going to provide a strong workforce with equal
pay for equal work for women, for Indigenous people and
train apprentices in a way that has been sorely lacking in this
province for the last 16 years.

Mr. Speaker: The member for Richmond North Centre
on a supplemental.

T. Wat: So many local companies can provide plenty of
community benefits without the NDP scheme to funnel
work to their friends. Obviously, the goal here is: do we want
NDP friends and insiders?

To the Premier once again, and I hope the Premier will
have the guts to stand up and answer the question. Why
would all workers be required to join only NDP-selected
unions in order to work on government projects?

Hon. C. Trevena: I’ve got to say that we’ve had this dis-
cussion many times in this House. This side of the House
believes in investing in the people of British Columbia. This
side of the House recognizes that there is going to be a
massive skills shortage. We’ve got a lot of infrastructure
being built in this province. We’ve got skills shortages of
about 60,000 people. We need to address this, and we need
to be addressing this through the people who live and work
in British Columbia.

Community benefits agreements will ensure that local
people get the work, that women and Indigenous people will
get training. Yes, yes, I know it upsets the opposition that any
company can apply for these jobs and that any worker can
work on them. And like whether you’re working in Safeway
or in the liquor store, it’s a union worksite, and yes, you’ll be
a member of a union when you’re working on one of these
projects.

FOREST INDUSTRY TENURES

C. Oakes: Communities are under attack over softwood,
and this Premier has neglected hard-working men and
women in the forest sector. Now he is creating uncertainty
over tenures by announcing that the same restrictions
imposed on fish farms will be applied to forestry. We know
how that turned out, with intimidation letters resulting in
eviction.

Will the Premier commit today that forest permit holders
will not lose their tenures?

Hon. D. Donaldson: Well, the member started off the
question with a premise around the softwood lumber agree-
ment. I’d like to just discuss that for a moment.

We’ve devoted significant time, energy and resources to

fighting the unfounded and unfair application of tariffs by
the U.S. The importance of the forest sector for jobs in all
areas of the province, rural areas included, is not lost on this
government. However, we need a little trip down memory
lane here.

The old government oversaw the loss of 30,000 forestry
jobs. Under the old government, 100 mills closed, leaving
behind rural communities that depended on good forestry
jobs. Under the old government, which knew that the soft-
wood lumber agreement was expiring, they did nothing —
nothing — for the workers in a year and a half that they had
to make moves on the softwood lumber agreement. Not one
trip to Washington in those 18 months.

The Premier took a trip to Washington to fight for our
forestry workers and our rural communities.

[2:30 p.m.]

GOVERNMENT HANDLING OF ISSUES

M. Polak: For all the protestations on the other side, it
actually would have been easy for the Premier or the Forests
Minister to stand up and say: “Yeah. Actually, I’m commit-
ting to make sure these people aren’t going to lose their
licences or their tenures.” But of course, they can’t do that.
They can’t make that commitment.

We’ve seen broken promise after broken promise. We’ve
seen a speculation tax that doesn’t tax speculators. We’ve
seen community benefits agreements — don’t benefit com-
munities. They benefit certain specific NDP unions. And
we’ve seen an employer health tax that has nothing to do
with health.

Then as I listen to the answers yesterday and today, I’m
also forced to conclude that the Premier honestly believes
that taxing the family cabins of seniors in Belcarra is some-
how going to increase the amount of affordable housing in
British Columbia. The answers that we’re receiving to all of
these questions are patently ridiculous. They are in no way
connected to the truth.

The real question then becomes: with the mess of the
speculation tax, the mess of the EHT doubling down on
employers and double-dipping and the mess that has
become the forest industry file on softwood, when is the Pre-
mier going to stand up and be accountable and clean up the
mess that he has made?

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Members.

Hon. J. Horgan: I never know what to make of the oppos-
ition. Two days ago it was, “Why are you answering all of the
questions?” and today it’s: “Why aren’t you standing up and
answering the questions?”

I’m delighted to respond to the Opposition House Leader
and her assertion that the strongest economy in the country
is what we are proud to be doing on this side of the House.
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Hon, Speaker, 61,000 new jobs over the past 12 months, and
that’s just the beginning, because we’re going to continue to
do more with community benefits agreements to put people
back in the centre of our economy — not like the other guys.

I heard the member talk about the employers health tax.
I guess they want to bring back medical services premiums
for people as well.

I appreciate that the Leader of the Opposition thinks that
renting is just a phase you get through. I appreciate that
the Leader of the Opposition says that we should put more
interest on loans for students. Now I understand that the
Leader of the Opposition and his team want to bring back
medical services premiums for the hard-suffering people of
British Columbia.

I know that many in this House would want to hear my
answers, but clearly, the person who asked the question does
not. I’ll suffice by saying to this: the fastest-growing economy
in the country, people who are behind their government
because people are the centre of this government.

[End of question period.]

Petitions

S. Furstenau: I rise to submit a petition today. It has
16,000 names on it calling to ban fracking in British Col-
umbia.

M. Elmore: I seek leave to make an introduction.

Leave granted.

Introductions by Members

M. Elmore: I am very pleased to welcome students from
Sir Charles Tupper Secondary who are here today, grade 11
classes with social studies that are led by their department
head, Auton Lum; and teachers as well — Bonnie Burnell;
also Taylor Micacchi; a student teacher from UBC, Shanna
Albrecht; resource teacher Alana Rentz; and Shauna Math-
ieson, their resource support teacher.

[2:35 p.m.]
I’m very proud that the Sir Charles Tupper Tigers are

ranked No. 1 in the senior boys in the provincial champion-
ships. We wish them all best. Also, the Sir Charles Tupper
Tigers, the girls’ ice hockey team, in their first year, have just
won the Vancouver city finals. They’re the Vancouver city
champions, their first year.

Please make them welcome.

Tabling Documents

Mr. Speaker: I have the honour to present Investigation
Report 19-01 and Investigation Report 19-02 from the Office
of the Registrar of Lobbyists of British Columbia.

Motions Without Notice

MEMBERSHIP CHANGES TO
FINANCE COMMITTEE

Hon. M. Farnworth: By leave, I move:
[That Rich Coleman, MLA and Doug Clovechok, MLA be appointed
as Members of the Select Standing Committee on Finance and Gov-
ernment Services, replacing Tracy Redies, MLA and Peter Milobar,
MLA.]

Leave granted.

Motion approved.

Orders of the Day

Hon. M. Farnworth: In this chamber, I call second read-
ing, Bill 6, Supply Act (Supplementary Estimates).

In Section A, the Douglas Fir Room, I call continued
estimates debate on the Ministry of Children and Family
Development. Upon their completion, we’ll call the estim-
ates for the Ministry of Advanced Education, Skills and
Training.

[2:40 p.m.]

[J. Isaacs in the chair.]

Second Reading of Bills

BILL 6 — SUPPLY ACT, 2018–2019
(SUPPLEMENTARY ESTIMATES)

Hon. C. James: Pursuant to the usual practice of this
House, we will proceed with the remaining readings that are
left of Bill 6.

With that, I move that Bill 6 be read a second time now.

Motion approved.

Hon. C. James: I move that Bill 6 be referred to a Com-
mittee of the Whole House for consideration forthwith.

Bill 6, Supply Act, 2018–2019 (Supplementary Estimates),
read a second time and ordered to proceed to a Committee
of the Whole House for consideration forthwith.

Committee of the Whole House

BILL 6 — SUPPLY ACT, 2018–2019
(SUPPLEMENTARY ESTIMATES)

The House in Committee of the Whole (Section B);
J. Isaacs in the chair.

The committee met at 2:44 p.m.
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On section 1.

Hon. C. James: I think we can move through the sections.
This is a pretty routine bill. I think the other side, as well….

[2:45 p.m.]
If the Chair wishes to move through the sections, I think

we’re ready for that.

Sections 1 and 2 approved.

Preamble approved.

Title approved.

Schedule approved.

Hon. C. James: I move that the committee rise and report
Bill 6 complete without amendment.

Motion approved.

The committee rose at 2:46 p.m.

The House resumed; Mr. Speaker in the chair.

Report and Third Reading of Bills

BILL 6 — SUPPLY ACT, 2018–2019
(SUPPLEMENTARY ESTIMATES)

Bill 6, Supply Act, 2018–2019 (Supplementary Estimates),
reported complete without amendment, read a third time
and passed.

Second Reading of Bills

BILL 12 — SUPPLY ACT (No. 1), 2019

Hon. C. James: I move that Bill 12, Supply Act (No. 1),
2019, be read a second time now.

Existing voted appropriations will expire on March 31,
2019. Bill 12 provides interim supply for ministry operations
and other appropriations for approximately the first three
months of the 2019-20 fiscal year while the House completes
debate of appropriations presented in the 2019-2020 estim-
ates. Interim supply for ministry operations and other
appropriations is required to ensure continuity and continu-
ation of government services until the final supply bill comes
into force.

Bill 12 also provides one-third of combined voted
amounts in schedules C and D of the 2019-2020 estimates
for disbursements related to capital expenditures, loans,
investments and other financing requirements. The one-
third authorization provided for in relation to these dis-
bursements is higher than that authorized in relation to min-
istry operations as disbursements that are in schedules C and

D are not evenly distributed throughout the year. Therefore,
the higher level of interim supply is required to accommod-
ate the payments that will be made under these schedules.

[2:50 p.m.]
Bill 12 also authorizes the full amount of the disburse-

ments referred to in schedule E of the 2019-2020 estim-
ates. Schedule E of the 2019-2020 estimates outlines the
revenue collected on behalf of and transferred to specific
programs or entities. There’s no impact on the operating
results, borrowing or debt resulting from the collection
and transfer of this revenue.

These interim supply appropriations are based on the
accountabilities and allocations outlined in the 2019-2020
estimates. The final supply bill for the 2019-2020 fiscal year
will incorporate these amounts to ensure that it reflects the
sum of all voted appropriations to be given to the govern-
ment in that fiscal year.

[J. Isaacs in the chair.]

T. Redies: I’m pleased to make a few comments on behalf
of the opposition with respect to Bill 12. As this is second
reading in a supply bill directed at keeping government func-
tioning, I’ll be making only a few comments, and I will be
the only speaker on our side.

As the minister just outlined, Bill 12 allows us to continue
to fund government while we go through the estimates pro-
cess. Estimates, we know, are a very important aspect of gov-
ernment, as they allow members to query ministers about
their budgets and policy actions. So Bill 12 essentially allows
us to make sure hard-working public servants continue to
get paid as we go through the estimates process.

This estimates period is likely to be long and detailed.
We on this side of the House remain very concerned with
respect to the direction of this government, its voracious
appetite for spending and its lack of significant measures to
improve the competitiveness of the province and, import-
antly, the businesses within it.

Further, 2019 is the year when this government’s myriad
new tax measures, mostly aimed at businesses, come into
effect. The dreaded employers health tax, which will generate
almost $2 billion a year annually from businesses, is coming
into effect this year. Businesses are, as we know, getting
doubly clobbered in 2019 because they’re still required to
pay MSP premiums on top of the EHT. We’re very concerned
about the impact of this tax and other taxes on investment,
job creation and wages in the province and the subsequent
ripple effect through the entire economy.

We’re also concerned that the government continues to
put the pedal to the metal on spending at a time when eco-
nomic storm clouds are on the horizon. In fact, this gov-
ernment has astoundingly blown through $2 billion in extra
spending in this last year alone when compared to its ori-
ginal budget for fiscal 2018-19 that it tabled in February
2018. So $2 billion. Think about that. This government blew
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through two billion extra dollars of taxpayers’ money in one
year alone.

It’s very concerning that the government is continuing to
spend at such a pace when it’s clear that the global eco-
nomy is slowing and the Canadian economy appears stalled,
based on the fourth quarter of 2018 results, whether it’s
housing starts, consumer spending or exports. The Bank of
Canada noted this morning that it’s holding its key interest
rates steady and that the downturn in the fourth quarter was
“sharper and more broadly based.”

While the B.C. economy has been robust thanks to a lot
of initiatives started under the previous B.C. Liberal govern-
ment, we’re seeing slowing of business investment, worsen-
ing business confidence, plummeting house sales and hous-
ing starts and, in the last quarter of 2018, a net outflow of
British Columbians to other provinces. It would seem that
the economic party that this government has been dining on
is approaching midnight.

We’re going to have a lot to query the government on in
estimates in the coming weeks. As such, while we’ll have
some questions in the committee stage on this bill, we’ll be
supporting it to allow the government to continue to func-
tion in the meantime.

With that, I will end my comments. Again, thank you for
the opportunity to make those remarks.

Hon. C. James: Seeing no further speakers, to close off
debate on second reading.

As the member has said, estimates will provide the oppor-
tunity for individual ministers to be able to talk about their
budgets and talk about the direction being taken by govern-
ment. I think it’s important to recognize how critical that is
for the accountability of democracy and the accountability
to the public. I certainly look forward to the debate, and I
look forward to agreeing to disagree with the member across
the way and their portraying of the budget and the direction
being taken by this government.

[2:55 p.m.]
The member talks about dollars being spent. I think that

really shows the difference between the other side and
ourselves. When we invest in people, those are resources that
are being spent to, in fact, keep the economy growing. B.C.
is expected once again to lead the country when it comes
to economic growth, with prudency built into the budget to
recognize that if there are shifts, that will be critical — over
$2 billion of prudency built in.

The member mentioned housing starts. I think it’s import-
ant to note that in fact, housing starts were lower than we
have predicted in our next two budgets in the previous gov-
ernment’s last two budgets. So they, in fact, had presumed
less housing starts than we have in our budget. If the mem-
ber likes to say that’s doom and gloom, it was the previous
government that, in fact, was looking at lower housing starts
than we were.

I look forward to that debate.

With that, I move second reading of Bill 12, Supply Act
(No. 1), 2019.

Motion approved.

Hon. C. James: I move that Bill 12 be referred to a Com-
mittee of the Whole House for consideration at the next sit-
ting of the House after today.

Bill 12, Supply Act (No. 1), 2019, read a second time and
referred to a Committee of the Whole House for
consideration at the next sitting of the House after today.

Hon. C. James: I will call second reading of Bill 5, Budget
Measures Implementation Act.

BILL 5 — BUDGET MEASURES
IMPLEMENTATION ACT, 2019

Hon. C. James: It’s Finance early afternoon, I think.
I’m pleased to start second reading on the Budget Meas-

ures Implementation Act, Bill 5. This bill works to imple-
ment the critical aspects of Budget 2019. It will amend 12
statutes.

The most significant amendment creates the new B.C.
child opportunity benefit so that all children have the oppor-
tunity to meet their full potential. This new benefit is going
to provide hundreds of millions of dollars each and every
year to families with children. When it’s in place October 1,
2020…. Just to take a moment to mention that the reason
that this doesn’t take effect until 2020 is the work that has to
happen with the CRA. With the Canadian revenue taxation
and our taxation, it takes a year to be able look at implement-
ation of the changes to the tax act.

The tax act is amended in this bill to replace the early
childhood tax benefit with the new B.C. child opportunity
benefit. The previous benefit, the early childhood tax benefit,
was only available to children up to the age of six, whereas
the difference is the new benefit will be available for children
up to age 18. That’s going to mean that many more working
families, middle-class families and families living in poverty
are going to receive significantly more support.

Just as an example, families with one child are going to
receive up to $1,600. With two children, they will receive up
to $2,600. Again, this is per year. Those with three children
will receive up to $3,400. Again, anyone who has raised a
child knows the significant impact that that’s going to have
in a positive way to be able to support children in having the
opportunities that every child deserves to have.

Once the benefit is in place, a family with one child could
receive as much as $28,800 from the time their child is born
until they turn 18. With two children, they may receive up
to $48,000, and with three children, for example, they could
receive $64,400 from the child’s birth till the child is 18. This
will put an additional $400 million into the pockets of B.C.
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families so that every child has the opportunity to reach their
full potential. Transformational is the word I would use.

This bill also amends the Income Tax Act to make the
mining flow-through share tax credit and the mining explor-
ation tax credit permanent, recommendations that were put
forward by the Mining Jobs Task Force. For years, govern-
ments have extended the mining flow-through share tax
credit for one year at a time, which created uncertainty for
the mining industry and for its investors. We certainly recog-
nize, as a government, the critical importance of B.C.’s min-
ing industry to the provincial economy, so making these tax
credits permanent eliminates this kind of uncertainty.

The bill also amends the Income Tax Act to extend the
farmers food donation tax credit for one more year, as, again,
we look at the strength of each of those credits. That will take
it to the end of 2020. This extension reaffirms our govern-
ment’s commitment to support B.C. agriculture, while look-
ing at this credit to see if it really does what it’s meant to do,
which is provide food to food banks that comes from farm-
ers, and if this is the strongest way to look at it or whether
there are other opportunities as well.

[3:00 p.m.]
The training tax credits for apprenticeship and employers

are also extended for one year. These credits help support on-
the-job training for tradespeople, while allowing the govern-
ment time, again, to review these credits.

We’re also extending the shipbuilding and the ship repair
industry tax credit for three years. This tax credit supports
employers in this important industry, who also provide
apprentices with on-the-job training.

The bill also makes some minor changes to the Income
Tax Act to better align B.C.’s personal income taxes with
federal taxes. As I mentioned earlier, we do a coordination,
and when taxes change at the federal level, you will often
see pieces come forward in the budget implementation bill
to coordinate the taxes. This time around, that includes
expanding B.C.’s pension tax credit to allow certain veterans
benefits to qualify towards the credit — a plus, again, for the
coordination.

Bill 5 also enhances the small business venture capital tax
credit through amendments to the Income Tax Act and to
the Small Business Venture Capital Act. This tax credit will
provide an incentive for investors to put their money and
expertise to work in new businesses by providing investors
with a tax credit worth up to 30 percent of their investment.
However, the funding assigned for certain segments of this
program was not being used fully, so the program hadn’t
been updated in a decade.

We worked with the business community, as government,
to review the program and look at where we could make
improvements, in partnership with business. As a result,
with these changes, individual investors will now be able to
receive tax credits of up to $120,000 per year. Previously, the
limit was $60,000. That hadn’t been adjusted for inflation.
Obviously, there have been changes when it comes to invest-
ment dollars.

Similarly, small businesses will be permitted to raise up to
$10 million through the tax credit program, up from $5 mil-
lion — again, recognizing that there hadn’t been changes in
these programs.

The small business venture capital tax credit is also expan-
ded to allow for investments to be housed within a tax-
free savings account. We, for a long period of time, had the
investments being able to be housed in an RRSP, but it wasn’t
amended because there wasn’t a tax-free savings account at
the time. This makes the change to include tax-free savings
accounts after they were introduced in 2009.

In addition, the tax credit is being expanded to include
convertible equity investments, in addition to share pur-
chases. Convertible equity is often used to invest in busi-
nesses at the very early stage where they aren’t clear yet on
what the company’s valuation is. Businesses are generally
expected to remain in the program for five years. That’s the
general expectation of the tax program.

We also recognize that there are circumstances that
require businesses to exit the tax credit program early. So
this change that comes forward in this bill will provide that
businesses that leave the tax credit program after two years
will be eligible for a reduction in the amount they’re required
to reimburse the government, instead of having to wait three
years for this reduction — again, recognizing success, in fact,
in businesses.

Finally, technical amendments are also included in this
bill. There are updates in a reference to a regional district.
There are updates to clarify requirements to file tax credit
certificates with an income tax return.

Then Bill 5 also amends the Provincial Sales Tax Act to
streamline tax collection, reporting and remittance require-
ments for businesses that make sales or conduct leasing
through an agent. I know we’ll get into this when we get into
committee stage, but when an agent is used to make a sale or
a lease or when a billing agent is used to collect payments,
the principal and the agent will be able to jointly designate
a single party to be responsible for the tax collection, for the
reporting and for the remittance obligation. This partnership
isn’t recognized. These changes will recognize that.

It also confirms that an auctioneer who acts as an agent in
making auction sales on behalf of the principal is respons-
ible for these same obligations, unless the parties jointly elect
to assign them to another principal. We’ve heard from busi-
nesses that they want these types of legal arrangements to
have certainty around the PST obligations — who’s respons-
ible for ensuring the PST obligations. So these measures are
going to provide that certainty and give the parties involved
in very complex business arrangements a way to simplify
how the PST works for them.

The bill also amends the Motor Fuel Tax Act and the
South Coast British Columbia Transportation Authority Act.
The changes will enable TransLink, in partnership with the
Mayors Council, to levy an additional motor fuel tax on clear
gasoline and clear diesel of up to 1.5 cents per litre. This
responds, as members will know, to the request for these
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powers from TransLink and the Mayors Council on their
regional transportation plan.

[3:05 p.m.]
It allows the region to raise the revenue it needs to finance

its share of funding for phase 2 of TransLink’s ten-year vision
of the transportation network improvements. All of this
additional revenue raised will go directly to TransLink.
Funds raised by an increase in TransLink dedicated fuel tax
will provide support to improve transit in Metro Vancouver,
in the mayors plan, such as the Broadway SkyTrain exten-
sion, the Surrey-Newton-Guilford LRT and the new Sky-
Train cars.

Many of these changes have been talked about in previous
announcements and are now included in this bill.

We also have a number of technical changes to a number
of different acts. They ensure that our tax statutes are up to
date and operate as intended.

For example, the Carbon Tax Act in this legislation is
amended to authorize a penalty if an unauthorized person
sells natural gas.

The Income Tax Act, along with the Property Transfer Tax
Act and the Taxation (Rural Area) Act, are amended to cla-
rify and update information-sharing provisions — again, an
important technical piece in the bill, for clarity.

The Financial Administration Act is amended to permit a
remission of a forfeiture, a fine or a penalty that has already
been paid. Again, this is consistent with how remissions may
be provided for taxes, royalties, fees and other sums to create
that consistency.

The Speculation and Vacancy Tax Act is amended to make
three technical changes. First, there’s a minor typographical
error in the act, which is corrected. Second, we’re ensuring
that the exemption for properties that are uninhabitable
because of a natural disaster or other hazardous condition
operates as intended. Again, a clarification to ensure it oper-
ates as intended. And third, to clarify the due date for taxes
for certain types of reassessments.

The Motor Fuel Tax Act is also amended to clarify refunds
of security related to relabelled fuel, allowances for tax col-
lectors and appeal rates.

Finally, the Provincial Sales Tax Act is amended to provide
several clarifications, including the tax treatment of vehicles
brought into B.C. that are going to be immediately licensed
as multi-jurisdictional vehicles; refunds for motor vehicles
that are returned to their manufacturers; suspensions and
cancellations of collector registrations; conditions for small
seller eligibility; the obligation to pay tax when an exemption
is not documented; the timing of tax payments, for promo-
tional distributors; and procedures regarding unspent muni-
cipal and regional district tax revenues held by dissolving
societies.

S. Bond: Obviously, I’d like to recognize how important
it is to be able to make a few comments about Bill 5 in the
Legislature.

As the minister herself has pointed out, this is an

incredibly technical bill. She has outlined a long list of acts
and changes and amendments. I think it’s important for
British Columbians to recognize that this is really the tech-
nical bill that breathes life into the budget that the govern-
ment has tabled.

As the minister pointed out, and read through the long
list of amendments, there are multiple acts, including the
Income Tax Act, the Motor Fuel Tax Act, the Community
Charter. There are bills that are being amended. But this is
really the practical application that is necessary to make the
adjustments that are required to implement the 2019 budget.

Now, as you can imagine, this is a very necessary piece
of legislation, and we will make a few comments at this
stage and second reading. But the minister knows and is well
advised to the fact that we don’t support many of the initiat-
ives that are included in the budget.

We are going to ask questions about the technical imple-
mentation pieces, but frankly, as the minister herself pointed
out, we are going to agree to disagree. That is a very accurate
statement. And not with every item in the budget. There are
some that we’ve stood up — my colleagues have stood in
this place — and actually given the government credit for.
It’s important. Budgets do have items that have merit from
everyone’s perspective. But we are very concerned about the
sustainability, the nature of this budget — what’s in it and
what isn’t in it.

[3:10 p.m.]
We’re going to talk about some of the technical pieces, but

make no mistake about it, my co-critic and I have made a
number of references to our concerns throughout the dis-
cussion about the budget more generally. We are, obviously,
going to ask questions when we get to committee stage. But
I think it’s fair to say that we have both indicated, as have
my colleagues on this side of the House, that we’re extremely
concerned about the sustainability of this minister’s budget,
particularly in the context of growing economic uncertainty.

In fact, since we last had a chance and an opportunity to
discuss the budget, we’ve actually had further indications of
a troubled economy, exactly the issue that we have been rais-
ing relentlessly with this minister.

Today the governor of the Bank of Canada issued the fol-
lowing statement: “Recent data suggests that the slowdown
in the global economy has been more pronounced and wide-
spread than the bank had forecast in its January monetary
policy report. While the sources of moderation appear to be
multiple, trade tensions and uncertainty are weighing heav-
ily on confidence and economic activity.”

The report goes on to say: “The bank had forecast weak
exports and investment in the energy sector and a decline
in household spending in oil-producing provinces. However,
the slowdown in the fourth quarter was sharper and more
broadly based.” The bank had forecast weak exports and
investments in the energy sector. However, the fourth
quarter was much sharper and more broadly based.

The latest fourth quarter results from Statistics Canada
indicate that the country’s economy quite literally ground to
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a halt, with a growth rate of just 0.1 percent. This represents
the worst quarterly performance in 2½ years. The slowdown
is already affecting the retail sector.

Only five days ago, clothing retailer The Gap announced
it will be closing 230 retail outlets in North America. At the
present time, we’re not yet clear how many outlets will be
closed in Canada. This retailer joins Payless Shoes. It was
announced on February 19, just one week after the provin-
cial budget was delivered, that it will be closing all of its 248
outlets in Canada. On February 22, Hudson’s Bay is shutter-
ing all 37 Home Outfitters outlets in Canada.

It’s not just Canadian economic growth that has underper-
formed. B.C. retail sales were also revised down in 2018. This
appears to be having an effect on PST earnings, bringing in
$110 million less in revenue.

On a provincial level, residential housing sales have also
plummeted 24 percent in 2018. In greater Vancouver, it’s
even worse. The latest data for housing sales show they are
down 42.5 percent in greater Vancouver, which is below
the ten-year average and the lowest level since 2008. We
are, therefore, compelled to question whether there will be
another miss on these projections going forward.

This begs a fundamental question: what is the consequen-
tial risk, and how will weakening economic indicators pose
challenges to this budget? Storm clouds, as I said in my
budget remarks, are gathering on the economic horizon. Yet
what do we see? This bill is about to implement a budget
where this minister and government continue to spend.

The minister characterizes that as investing in people.
There is a significant issue with that statement. Economic
trends are deteriorating. What we do not see in this budget
is any attempt to actually grow the economy in British Col-
umbia. This is about increasing debt, making sure that we
are spending everything we can spend and, in fact, expensive
promises.

The Finance Minister referred to one of the expensive
promises, which is contained, and the implementation is
outlined, in this Budget Measures Act. But perhaps, thank-
fully, it isn’t being implemented until 2020. The minister sug-
gests it’s because we had to do the work with the CRA. If this
was such an important promise by this government, why on
earth didn’t the work start earlier?

[3:15 p.m.]
Now British Columbians are being given the shiny bauble

that says we’re going to have a brand-new billions-of-dollars
program. We are not even sure British Columbia will be in a
position to pay for it, yet we have it all outlined in the Budget
Measures Implementation Act.

The economy is deteriorating. All of the experts around
the world are suggesting it’s time to be prudent and to be
cautious. And what do we see in British Columbia? Well, we
continue to see pedal to the metal. Let’s just keep spending.
Let’s grow the debt, and let’s make expensive promises.

According to Statistics Canada, the economy has been
doing relatively well. In fact, the minister today — both in

question period and here in her opening remarks — com-
mented on the strong economy that British Columbia has.

Well, I would like to clarify the record. The strong eco-
nomy that British Columbia has today was not created in the
last 18 months by this government. It took years and years of
a relentless focus on growing the economy, creating new jobs
in British Columbia. And when this transition took place,
when our government moved to the opposition benches, this
government inherited the number one performing economy
in the country — the number one performing economy.

So to stand in this House and suggest that somehow this
government is responsible for that is simply not accurate.
Anyone who takes even five minutes to think about that
knows that you can’t take an economy that, the last time this
government was in power, was the worst in the country and
move it to the first in the country in 18 months. That simply
is not possible.

We are very concerned about today’s announcement by
the Bank of Canada. In fact, the Bank of Canada confirms
the concerns we have been expressing. We noted that B.C.
has performed well in the past, but we are not an island.

Let’s look at competitiveness. Let’s look at south of the
border. Federal tax cuts are now coming into effect and mak-
ing British Columbia less competitive. What is the number
one thing that business leaders in British Columbia are talk-
ing about today? The loss of competitiveness. It’s essential
that we remain competitive.

It’s not just from our neighbours to the south. We’ve
already heard that if there is a change of government in
Alberta when the provincial election is held next May, we
can expect the corporate tax rate to be cut as much as 4 per-
cent lower than British Columbia’s. So what does that mean?
We’re an island all right. We’re an island surrounded by other
jurisdictions who recognize the importance of being com-
petitive. This budget does absolutely nothing. In fact, it actu-
ally undermines the competitiveness of British Columbia.
Yet what do we see? Spending, more debt and expensive
promises.

It should also be noted that our competitors — a pretty
critical word when we’re talking about the economy — to
the south, to the east and to the north are not subject to the
minister’s newly implemented employer health tax. So not
only are we not considering the economic circumstances
that are happening both in Canada and around the world;
we’re also layering on additional taxes to the very people
that create jobs and grow the economy — small businesses
in this province. This puts British Columbia at a compet-
itive disadvantage.

The minister knows this, and I’m certain that people on
that side of the House know this. In the event of an economic
downturn, our province could experience an outflow of tal-
ent and capital. And where will they go? To more compet-
itive jurisdictions. We’ve also pointed out that Budget 2019
lacks any new incentives to attract investment, and there’s no
jobs plan either.

As the member for Surrey–White Rock and I have both
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observed, the increase of program spending by more than 26
percent…. So here we have a minister who wants to stand
up and take credit for the number one economy in Canada,
which, by the way, she inherited 18 months ago. What she
should probably stand up and take credit for is an increase in
program spending by 26 percent in just 18 months.

From our perspective, that puts British Columbia in jeop-
ardy. The prospect of a structural deficit is quite real if eco-
nomic growth indicators fail to match the rapid escalation
of program spending. If you don’t have the growth, and you
keep spending and spending and spending, ultimately, Brit-
ish Columbians will face exactly what they faced the last time
this government was in power. And that was a structural
deficit that took us literally years to claw our way back out of.
We are headed in exactly the same direction.

[3:20 p.m.]
The minister will have also noted our comments with

regard to the rollout of the EHT and the spec tax. In our
view, and the best way that we can think of to describe it, it
is tax policy on the fly. And what has it caused? Uncertainty.

One of the most troubling aspects of the speculation
tax…. I note that the minister noted that there are several
adjustments to the speculation tax regarding homes that are
uninhabitable because of natural disasters. Well, this whole
tax is a natural disaster.

We should be clear. This minister announced it, and from
day one, we have been trying to fix it, to tweak it. Com-
munities were in; they’re out. Belcarra is in; it wants to be
out. My goodness. And when you look at who’s now out, you
wonder how they were actually taken out of the tax. It is tax
policy on the fly, and it’s been a disaster.

There’s another more troubling aspect. The members on
the other side of the House may want to diminish this, but
people are concerned about the privacy of their personal
information. British Columbians want to make sure that
there is integrity in their personal information and to make
sure that they are protected against identity theft.

People have a right to know what information the govern-
ment is gathering and, more importantly, how it’s going to
be used and who is going to have access to it. Our offices,
including this building’s office, have been flooded with calls
and emails from people — seniors in particular — who are
saying: “I don’t want to give my social insurance number.”

I would defy any member on the opposite benches to
stand up and say they haven’t heard from some of their con-
stituents. In fact, we know they have, because after they get
no answers in those constituency offices, guess where they
call. They call our offices. Do you know what they ask for?
They ask for help. They ask for help because they get on the
help line….

I just got a new case today where a couple came back to us
and said: “We called the help line, and here’s what they told
us, ‘We can’t help you.’” That doesn’t exactly define the pur-
pose of having a help line.

This minister and this government know full well that
the speculation tax is a mess and that there are people in

this province deeply concerned about providing their social
insurance number. The people on the help line continue to
insist: “You have to give us your social insurance number.”
Well, I can tell you, there’s going to be a whole lot of the 1.6
million British Columbians who are going to be in for a rude
awakening when the tax bill arrives because they wanted to
protect their personal information.

By the way, for the record, and on behalf of the official
opposition, they are not speculators. They should never
have been captured. The Premier promised that. The Min-
ister of Finance even stood up and said: “No, I can’t ima-
gine cottages or cabins being captured.” And what’s
happened? Exactly that.

Madam Speaker, you can understand why the opposition
has concerns about looking at a bill that implements policies
that we don’t agree with. I heartily endorse the Minister of
Finance’s comments that we’re going to agree to disagree. We
are going to agree to disagree. We don’t believe that a 26 per-
cent spending rate in 18 months is sustainable. We absolutely
want to urge this minister to go back and take a look at her
budget. It has completely ignored the world that is surround-
ing British Columbia.

When we think about our lack of competitiveness…. The
global economy is deteriorating, and what are we doing in
British Columbia? If this minister wants to talk about taking
care of people, then it’s time for her to go back to the drawing
board, get rid of the ill-planned speculation tax that actually
taxes the wrong people and have a good look in the mirror.

The world around us is changing, and what are we doing?
We are just moving straight ahead. Batten down the hatches,
British Columbia.

British Columbians deserve better than to be required
to prove they are not speculators. They should not have to
provide personal information with a lack of clarity and not
have any assurance on whether or not it will be safe.

Let’s look at some of the specific measures in Bill 5. The
bill includes the formula and technical changes that would
be needed to create the B.C. child opportunity benefit.

During committee, my colleague and I…. She is incred-
ibly skilled, and I know she’s already analyzing the formulas
and all of the details. I have every confidence that there will
be some very tough questions about this benefit in particu-
lar. But during committee, we want a better understanding of
the benefits thresholds. Who exactly is going to receive the
benefit, and how will families access the program?

[3:25 p.m.]
Once again, as I said earlier, we see an expensive promise

with a very long timeline for implementation. We’re still
waiting to see $10-a-day daycare in British Columbia. We
know the price tag attached to that. And where did the
renters’ grant go? That’s completely missing.

There are huge, expensive promises, and they’re not cap-
tured in the 26 percent increase in spending over 18 months.
There are lots of unanswered questions about what is
undoubtedly the signature piece of the 2019 budget. Does
that sound familiar — the signature piece? I seem to remem-
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ber all of the government MLAs out on the campaign trail
promising $10-a-day daycare. “It’s going to happen. We’re
going to make it happen.”

Well, today in British Columbia there is no $10-a-day
daycare program. In fact, you’re a winner of a lottery if you
get to one of the pilot daycares. Expensive promise — no
delivery.

As we have said numerous times, the devil is in the details.
We see extensions of some tax credits, some for one year and
some for three. We will want to know why the differentiation
and on what basis are there different extension periods and
how are they determined. Again, there are multiple sections.

This is important to British Columbians. And the irony of
this? I remember it clearly that when those members were on
this side of the House, every single time that we’d talk about
regulation-making power or we’d talk about collecting infor-
mation, we would hear about it. Oh, would we hear about
it. There would be ongoing criticism about the collection of
personal data. How is it going to be captured? Who’s going
to use it?

What do we see in every single piece of legislation, includ-
ing this one, that comes before the House? Guess what.
They’re collecting more information. They’re sharing it from
one agency to the next. That’s exactly what this implement-
ation bill talks about. Guess what. We’re collecting more
use and disclosure of personal information. It’s interesting.
Apparently, that was then, and this is now. I’ll tell you: they
would stand in this House and rail, especially about regula-
tion-making power, because then everything was going to be
decided behind closed doors.

I don’t think I’ve seen a bill yet that’s come through since
this government has been in power that doesn’t have regu-
lation-making power. In fact, half the time British Colum-
bians have no idea what kinds of consultations are going
on. In fact, look at mountain caribou. Nobody in the world
knows what’s going on there. Apparently a few do, but we
certainly don’t.

We’re going to seek clarity in every single case about why
information is needed and what protections are being put
in place. Virtually every bill contains regulation-making
authority and data collection.

Bill 5 also allows for additional gasoline taxes under the
South Coast British Columbia Transportation Authority Act.
This tax increase of up to 1.5 cents will be in addition to
the carbon tax increases. Well, guess what. Just the other day
Dan McTeague of gasbuddy.com said this: “You’re looking
at about a 3.5 percent increase in costs, bringing taxes to 53
cents a litre which, of course, will make Vancouver” — wait
for it — “the highest-taxed jurisdiction of any major city not
just across Canada, across North America.”

[R. Chouhan in the chair.]

Well, congratulations to the Finance Minister. She won an
award. In fact, we’re ramping it right up to the ceiling. We
now, the people of Vancouver, with this Budget Measures

Implementation Act and the carbon tax that’s going to be
added on an ongoing basis, have now ramped Vancouver
costs to the highest tax jurisdiction of any major city across
North America when it comes to gas.

Well, I can tell the minister opposite that, in fact, this has
been, according to her, all about affordability and all about
putting money back in people’s pockets. Well, the fact of
the matter is that apparently, from the minister’s perspective,
having the highest gasoline prices in North America, look-
ing at ongoing costs for employers and small businesses, lay-
ering on taxes, including the speculation tax — I think we’re
going to have a pretty good argument that demonstrates that
while we may be putting money in one pocket, they’re tak-
ing it out of the other pocket at a faster rate than most British
Columbians can actually imagine.

There are many other sections that will require additional
information, and we will endeavour to get answers through-
out the committee stage of this.

[3:30 p.m.]
From our perspective, as I said, Bill 5 implements a

budget that is full of risk, and that’s our most heartfelt con-
cern. There are enormous risks for British Columbia on
the horizon.

Interjections.

S. Bond: The members opposite can guffaw and make
comment about that, but perhaps they want to listen to the
Bank of Canada, which today just issued a very dire warning
about the future of the economy. In fact, we’re talking about
references to 2008.

I would suggest it’s about time that the minister and her
team paid a bit of attention to the storm clouds that are
gathering. There are razor-thin surpluses in this budget,
growing debt and continued tax increases and, again, a
complete lack of a jobs plan or economic growth strategy.
The government has even given up defending that. They
basically just said: “We’re investing in people. That’s how
we grow the economy.”

Actually, the way you grow the economy is making sure
that British Columbia has a thriving economy, that it is com-
petitive with other jurisdictions. We’ve already pointed out
that geographically, we are becoming an island, an island
that is not competitive. And it’s going to continue to get
worse, as we look at what other jurisdictions are doing in
terms of looking at tax reductions, focusing on growing the
economy, supporting a private sector economy.

We’re going to continue, every opportunity we get, to urge
this minister to reconsider her approach in view of all of the
economic warning signs. It’s time that this government took
a second…. It’s time that the government actually paid atten-
tion to what’s going on around us. It is simply not enough to
continue to spend, to continue to grow debt in the province,
without a single reference to a job strategy. No economic
growth strategy.

And what are we seeing? Dropping consumer confidence.
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British Columbia’s economy is strong because of the confid-
ence that consumers have had in British Columbia. We’re
seeing that weaken. Needless to say, we do not support
Budget ’19, and the Budget Implementation Act simply gives
life to a budget that we have fundamental concerns about.
We are concerned about the risks. We’re concerned about the
growing economic storm clouds that we see, with warnings
that we’re hearing day after day.

It’s evidenced by businesses being closed, people choosing
to leave British Columbia. British Columbians deserve better
than that. It is time for this government to rethink their
efforts. We’ve seen 19 tax increases since the government
took office. There have about no new tax cuts announced
since the ones made by the previous government. The list
goes on.

With those initial comments…. I know that my colleague
and my co-critic will want to make additional comments,
but I end my remarks on this note. There are concerns being
expressed around the world about the continued deteriora-
tion of the economy. British Columbians deserve a govern-
ment that actually is aware of those issues, that recognizes
the importance of prudent and sound fiscal management. It
is not about expensive promises promised in 2020, promises
that have disappeared from this government’s radar screen
and, most importantly, from their budget.

It’s a time for prudence, for caution and for protecting the
interests of British Columbians. In our view, this budget and,
thus, the implementation of it are simply not sustainable. As
the minister in her own words said, we will agree to disagree
and certainly will not be supporting either these measures or
the budget in its entirety.

Hon. G. Heyman: It gives me great pleasure to stand and
speak to Bill 5, the Budget Measures Implementation Act,
although, frankly, judging by most of the comments from
the member for Prince George–Valemount, it’s not actually
critical that I speak to the bill itself.

However, what I will say is this bill gives life to a number
of important measures that are contained in the budget,
measures that speak to what British Columbians asked for
from their government. The member opposite said that
this government needs to pay attention to what’s going on
around us. I would say that’s exactly what this government
is doing.

[3:35 p.m.]
I would say there are probably 40 MLAs on the other side

of the House that wish the previous Finance Minister had
paid even a jot of attention to what was going on around
them with housing affordability and any number of other
measures that British Columbians were crying for day in,
day out, which are now getting addressed by a government
that puts them in the centre of the budget, in the centre
of our policies, and not their corporate friends, to the sole
exclusion of everyone else.

The member opposite said this budget doesn’t have neces-
sary prudence. I would beg to disagree. This budget has

ample amounts of prudence, and that has been affirmed by
commentators across the political and business and civic
spectrum. We are more than aware, and the Finance Min-
ister is more than aware, of the challenges facing the global
economy. That’s why there are so many measures in this
budget to address competitiveness, to address small busi-
ness, to address venture capital, to give the stability to the
mining industry that they have sought for many, many years.

Let’s talk about the claim that we don’t care about compet-
itiveness. If we didn’t care about competitiveness, we would
not have worked with the Business Council of British Col-
umbia on how we can diversify B.C.’s economy, how we can
work together to market B.C.’s innovation while addressing
the challenge of reducing carbon, to give stability and cer-
tainty to resource communities, to our existing industrial
sectors and to the workers who depend on them.

The members opposite have claimed at times that there is
no difference between our climate plan, CleanBC, our cli-
mate and economic plan, and what they had started. But
there is a difference in every single metric you want to look
at, not the least of which is an express commitment that we
have talked about, that we will introduce, that will address
the competitiveness issues for emissions-intensive, trade-
exposed industries in full consultation and partnership with
them. That was never found under the previous government.

They simply ignored both the climate challenge and the
competitiveness issues that go with addressing the climate
challenge for many, many large industrial operators in Brit-
ish Columbia, who recognize that their survival depends on
reducing emissions and cooperating with a government that
will make it possible for them to do so without putting them
at risk of competition from other jurisdictions and will help
them invest in the measures and technology that can make
them world-leading.

Apparently, members opposite think that everything good
came from them and everything bad can be attributed to us
who are now in government. That’s an interesting perspect-
ive, but to me, I think it simply speaks to the fact that they
have yet to accept that British Columbians disagreed with
their view that they had a natural right to govern in perpetu-
ity in British Columbia, that whatever they did would result
in their re-election.

I know that there are many members opposite who look
at any one of the investments in programs for communities,
programs for families, programs for people that are con-
tained in this budget and wish the previous Finance Minister
had invested in even one of them. Because in their heart
of hearts, they believe that if they had made some of those
investments that people were crying for, instead of telling
everyone, year after year after year, that paying off debt came
before investing in their future and their children’s future,
they might still be in government.

I don’t believe that’s the case. But certainly, when the
member opposite says that they have people, British Colum-
bians, calling them for help every day in their constituency
offices…. I can tell them who’s calling us for help — or call-
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ing us, more correctly, to thank us for help. It’s the parents
and families who finally have affordable, accessible child care
and see it expanding week after week, month after month
and year after year. It is enabling them to have a life and to go
out and achieve the participation in the workforce that, for
many of them, was previously denied.

[3:40 p.m.]
The renters who were seeing double-digit, sometimes

in the mid-30s, rent increases made possible by loopholes
are now calling us to thank us for closing those loopholes,
for taking the challenges of renters of all ages — students,
middle class, seniors, people who can’t afford homes —
taking their concerns seriously and taking measures to
increase the stock of rental housing and increase the
affordability of renting.

Students. Students are not allowed to borrow however
much they want under the student loan programs but are
drowning under tens of thousands of dollars of debt with
interest accruing. Many students who I know left school
because they could not face the mounting debt that they
knew lay ahead of them and instead chose to try to make
their way in the economy without the degrees that would
help them make a decent living and help our economy
grow and thrive. Those students are thanking us for the
measures contained in this budget to eliminate the interest
on student loans.

This budget and this Budget Measures Implementation
Act are delivering to British Columbians who work hard
day in and day out, in communities throughout British
Columbia — people who own small businesses; people
who have steady jobs; people who are starting out in their
careers; people who are dreaming of taking their skills,
whether it be in technology or as craftspeople or as trades-
people, and starting their own small businesses. They see
assistance in this budget — not just in the tax measures
that encourage investment in small business, investment
in innovation but also the many measures that help them
on a day-to-day basis with their families, whether it’s child
care, whether it’s investment in education, whether it’s
support for renters or any of the number of other supports
that British Columbians have been crying for, for 16 long
years. We’ve listened, we’re answering their concerns, and
we’re taking measures to help them.

Members opposite talk about how there is nothing in
this budget about jobs. If that’s the case, why did they
have nothing to say when they oversaw the elimination of
30,000 jobs in the forestry sector and then have the temer-
ity to accuse us of not taking the softwood lumber threat
and industry seriously?

We’re working to rebuild rural communities in B.C., to
rebuild our natural resource industries by adding value and
providing secure jobs to British Columbians. We’re working
to make the mining industry, the fossil fuel industry and
the forest industry less carbon intensive, more productive,
more stable, therefore providing more jobs for British Col-
umbians. That’s what this government is about. If we weren’t

about jobs, we wouldn’t have gone to the lowest unemploy-
ment rate in Canada under this government’s watch — not
that government’s watch, but this government’s watch.

There are any number of measures in the bills that we’ll be
debating before this House and in the budget and in Clean-
BC that will provide impetus to our technology sector that
will use technologies to make our resource sector more pro-
ductive; that will create jobs for British Columbians, not just
in the Lower Mainland, but in communities all around Brit-
ish Columbia. The members opposite can scoff if they want,
but they are going to have a very long time on that side of
the House to do their scoffing, because British Columbians
know that we’re providing a better, more affordable and more
comfortable life for them.

Let me simply close by saying that when the member for
Prince George–Valemount stated that we care not a whit for
the tax cost or burden on Vancouverites…. It takes some
gall to say that when under the previous government’s watch,
house prices in British Columbia generally, but in Vancouver
and Victoria specifically, drove almost everyone, every
young person, out of a position of ever, ever imagining being
able to own a home. Rents skyrocketing. That’s what made
Vancouver unaffordable.

As for the gas tax, it’s a permissive measure. It’s a per-
missive measure for municipalities, and Metro Vancouver in
particular, who have asked for tools in order to fund trans-
it expansion. Funding for transit expansion was consistently
denied by the previous government.

[3:45 p.m.]
Every measure that Metro Vancouver sought to put for-

ward to fill the funding gap for expanding public transit in
Metro Vancouver was turned down by the previous govern-
ment or put to a phony, ill-advised referendum that nobody
wanted, that was guaranteed to fail and that resulted in
massive congestion and costs to the people in Vancouver,
both in terms of lost time and the costs of being stuck in
congested traffic instead of having an efficient and effective
transportation system.

If the members opposite want life to be better for British
Columbians, if they want life to be more affordable for
people in Vancouver, if they want jobs for British Col-
umbians, if they want innovation, if they want prudent
budgets, then they can stay on that side, support this bill
and let us do our job.

Interjections.

Deputy Speaker: Members. Members.
Member for Chilliwack, if you want to make a comment,

you have to do it from your own seat, please.
The member for Surrey–White Rock has the floor.

T. Redies: I’m pleased to stand here to make some brief
remarks with respect to Bill 5, the Budget Measures Imple-
mentation Act, 2019. This bill, as we know, contains a num-
ber of tax measures, including the main feature of the 2019

Wednesday, March 6, 2019 British Columbia Debates 7553



budget, the government’s new child opportunity benefit,
although it is not coming into effect until late 2020. It also
contains a number of other tax measures, some consequen-
tial, some extending programs that were put in place under
the former B.C. Liberal government, such as the farmers
food donation tax credit and the shipbuilding and ship
repair industry tax credit.

I know a number of members on the other side think
that I’m overly critical of this government and I that don’t
always acknowledge some of the good things that the gov-
ernment has actually put in place. So let me say that I appre-
ciate that the government is seeking to provide some addi-
tional relief to families with children, with incomes mostly
under $100,000, with this new child opportunity benefit.

It’s very clear, especially in the Lower Mainland, that
young families are struggling to keep pace with costs — costs
that seem to keep rising year over year. Based on some of the
language in the budget measures bill and in the budget doc-
ument, though, it’s not clear to me that this benefit is going
to do as much for these families as the government purports,
however. It also seems to be eliminating existing benefits for
some families who currently receive them. We’ll be explor-
ing that in the committee stage of this bill and in estimates.

When I looked at this child opportunity benefit, I
wondered about other people — couples with no children
who are making less than $80,000, for example, who are also
finding it hard to get ahead, especially in the Lower Main-
land. Seniors who are renting. Young people who are living
paycheque to paycheque. Young couples trying to save up for
a down payment for an apartment or a townhouse. It appears
that there’s little relief in this budget or in this budget meas-
ures bill for them.

I’d also say that it was kind of curious to me that the child
opportunity benefit will not be implemented until late 2020,
although the Finance Minister has indicated that’s because
the CRA can’t get it in place in time. But for me, for a gov-
ernment that indicates that it wants to address affordability
challenges for British Columbians…. Why are they not ask-
ing the feds to speed up the implementation? These will be
some of the questions we’ll be pursuing in the committee
stage and, perhaps, estimates.

Now, on the business side…. The members opposite are
going to be very surprised, because I’m going to speak pos-
itively about another measure in this budget measures bill. I
was pleased to see the mining flow-through share tax credit
as well as the mining exploration tax credit both made per-
manent in this budget. As we all know, mining is a very
important industry to this province, and it’s integral, in my
mind, that B.C. be able to develop its resources on a sustain-
able basis. Our go-forward standard of living depends on it.

B.C. has the fastest-aging society in Canada — indeed,
one of the fastest in North America. I worry that we can-
not get our resources to market fast enough, whether it’s
mine commodities, natural gas or even Alberta oil and
bitumen, which do and could generate substantially

increased tax revenues and transfers for the country and
province respectively.

[3:50 p.m.]
Given our aging population and the spectre of an increas-

ingly fewer number of working people supporting a balloon-
ing retiree group, we face a potentially significant drop in
our standard of living if we can’t get our resources to mar-
ket, albeit we must ensure we do it in a responsible and sus-
tainable manner. So it’s good to see the government making
the flow-through tax credits for mining permanent in this
province to encourage ongoing investment.

The mining of commodities, of course, is a very challen-
ging, high-risk business. And in recent years, it has become
increasingly difficult to get permits and mines off the ground
in our province. The government’s new mining oversight
body, one of the touted initiatives that are, so-called, helping
the mining industry, is not likely to make that any easier. But
I am digressing from being positive.

Let me talk about another program that I was pleased to
see in the budget measures act. While it was started under
the previous government, it’s good to see that the small busi-
ness venture capital tax credit was enhanced with this budget
measures act, although I have a few questions on the pro-
gram that we’ll canvass at a later stage. The increase of the
annual tax credit from $60,000 to $120,000 and the raising
of the maximum amount that eligible business corporations
can raise through the program from $5 million to $10 mil-
lion are welcome changes, and it will support increased
investment in start-ups in our province. So I thank the gov-
ernment for making these two changes.

Now after that list of positives, let me talk to the issues
that I have with this budget measures bill and, indeed, with
the overall approach to the budget in 2019. Notwithstanding
the two programs that I just spoke to, the budget measures
bill and Budget 2019 do little for the overall business climate
in this province. In fact, beyond these two initiatives, there
is glaringly little in this budget and the budget measures act
for economic development, job creation and growth in the
private sector. It’s the private sector that grows the economy
sustainably, not the public sector.

The government is spending at a rate that is not sustain-
able, especially in a downturn. And capital spending is grow-
ing at a compound annual growth rate of almost 14 percent
per year. That’s not sustainable, particularly if the economy
does go into a downturn. Again I say that there is very
little in this budget to stimulate the private sector. It’s the
private sector that grows sustainable jobs, not the public sec-
tor. When the government spends, taxpayers have to pay it.
When the government spends on capital spending, taxpayers
have to pay it. So it’s very, very important that government
creates a healthy climate for the private sector to invest and
to grow jobs.

There certainly isn’t anything for business in this budget
measures bill in terms of reducing the growing tax burden
on businesses or sufficient initiatives for growing jobs and
investment across our province in the private sector. I guess
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we should be thankful there were no new taxes in this
budget. But most B.C. businesses are about to get punished,
in 2019, with the advent of the myriad of business taxes
introduced last year. From the employers tax to the double-
dipping with MSP premiums to the increased corporate tax
to yet another increase in the carbon tax as of April 1, B.C.
businesses have been hard hit by this NDP government.

Over the last two years, B.C.’s marginal effective corporate
tax rate has plunged to the 14th worst of 14 jurisdictions in
North America. And that was before the leader of the UCP,
the United Conservative Party in Alberta, announced yester-
day that if he becomes Premier of our neighboring province
to the east, he will cut corporate taxes by one-third — from
12 percent to 8 percent. Moreover, many of the new taxes
aren’t even accounted for in the marginal effective corporate
tax rate that I referred to.

The onerous employers health tax alone will generate $2
billion annually in tax revenues off the backs of businesses.
And this tax will be on top of the MSP premiums that busi-
nesses must continue to pay in 2019 because the govern-
ment chose to double-dip in order to support its massive
spending increases. In fact, I did a rough calculation that
the EHT, corporate tax and 50 percent of the carbon tax
will add about $8 billion in taxes to the business sector
over the life of this plan.

The other side seems to think that businesses can take all
of this. In fact, actually, we’re hearing stories of businesses
who are seeing their profits decimated by this EHT and other
taxes. In one case, we’ve been advised of a small business in
the Fraser Valley where their net profits are being brought to
near zero as they now have to pay $200,000 in EHT.

If the businesses are feeling the pinch, there is a reason.
That’s because this government has declared an all-out war
on the business sector, who are getting hit with the lion’s
share of the tax increases implemented by this NDP minority
government.

[3:55 p.m.]
We’re already starting to see the impacts of this. I said

last year around this time that all of these taxes have the
potential to send the economy into a downward trajectory
by dampening competitiveness, increasing costs and chok-
ing off the private sector investment. And what are we see-
ing? A 6.4 percent decline in housing starts, with another
almost 30 percent predicted to climb through the balance of
the plan period. Housing sales down year over year in Janu-
ary by 40 percent and down year over year in February by 32
percent.

Business confidence is tanking. According to the Cana-
dian Federation of Independent Business, the B.C. small
business confidence index now sits at 55.4 points, placing it
below the Canadian average of 59 by 3.6 points. Compared
to last year, according to the CFIB, entrepreneurial confid-
ence in B.C. has dropped 14.1 points. That does not bode
well for investment.

In fact, Muriel Protzer, the policy analyst for the CFIB for
B.C. and Alberta, described the situation as follows: “This

year is already proving to be a challenge for local businesses
in B.C. The 2019 provincial budget shows no new meaning-
ful measures to support local businesses. Entrepreneurs still
face a mountain of cost increases as a result of last year’s
budget that are just coming into play, such as the employer
health tax, carbon tax increases and minimum wage hikes.”

Further, as raised by my co–Finance critic from Prince
George–Valemount, this budget also introduces another
1.5-cent-per-litre tax on gasoline. At the same time, the gov-
ernment is introducing yet another increase in the carbon
tax, of $5 per tonne, in April. This government is on track
to raise the carbon tax by 67 percent by 2021, and they’ve
removed the revenue neutrality.

On top of that, British Columbians in the Lower Main-
land are now expected to pay another 1.5 cents a litre more
for their gasoline. So much for making life more afford-
able. Far from it. This government’s actions have resulted
in British Columbia now paying the highest gas prices of
any jurisdiction in North America. And gas taxes are only
going one way: up.

Governments have to make choices and must walk a care-
ful balance between providing social services and taxing
individuals and businesses to such an extent that they either
leave the province or, in the case of businesses, stop investing
— or, worse, lay off people. I think we are precariously close
to that now.

This government has shown no signs of letting up on
expenditures. In fact, it is pedal to the metal on spending.
Astoundingly, to me, this government spent an extra $2 bil-
lion in fiscal 2018-19 than it forecast it would spend. In just
one year alone, two billion extra dollars of the taxpayers’
money was spent.

This is all coming at a time when the economic growth
party appears to be grinding to a halt in Canada, and, as my
colleague from Prince George–Valemount raised, there are
a lot of storm clouds on the horizon. The five largest eco-
nomies in the world are all expected to experience economic
slowdowns in 2019, mostly due to self-inflicted wounds but
some dealing with economic headwinds, like Japan, due to
its changing demographics.

The Canadian economy in the last quarter only grew by
0.1 percent. The governor of the Bank of Canada, Stephen
Poloz had this to say: “Consumer spending and the housing
market were soft,” speaking with respect to the last quarter,
“despite strong growth in employment and labour income.
Both exports and business investments also fell short of
expectations. And after growing at a pace of 1.8 percent in
2018, it now appears that the economy will be weaker in the
first half of 2019 than the bank projected in January.”

The bank is changing its projections after one month. This
is happening a lot faster, I think, than people are expecting
or people on the other side are anticipating. And while B.C.’s
economic growth has remained relatively strong, it’s still
declining. Make no mistake. It cannot weather these eco-
nomic storm clouds untouched.

All of this to say it’s not a given that the strong B.C. eco-
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nomy will go on forever. From our perspective on this side
of the House, it seems to us that this government is continu-
ing to spend like there is no tomorrow. As such, while there
are positives in this budget measures bill, I remain very con-
cerned with the overall direction of this government, its free-
spending ways and its inordinate disregard for the compet-
itiveness of the province and the businesses within it. There
will be a reckoning. No economic cycle, positive or negative,
goes on forever.

[4:00 p.m.]
I worry that this government will have structured spend-

ing in such a way, between the union benefit agreements and
public sector contracts, that it will be difficult to avoid signi-
ficant budget deficits in an economic downturn. When that
reckoning comes, I just hope it’s not British Columbians that
pay dearly for it in the form of much higher tax increases or
substantial cuts to needed programs.

A. Weaver: It gives me great pleasure to rise and speak on
second reading on Bill 5, Budget Measures Implementation
Act, 2019.

As we know, this bill implements a number of the tax
changes that were outlined in the budget. I won’t go into
rather gory detail on this. Of course, I did speak quite a long
time to the original budget, and we’re seeing a few of the
items there reflected in the implementation act here.

There are, obviously, a number of initiatives — major
new initiatives like the new B.C. child opportunity benefit,
as well as things like expanding existing programs like the
small business venture capital tax credit. I’ll come to some
others shortly. There’s a number of other minor changes
that we’ve been told clarify administrative aspects of exist-
ing taxes. By and large, I and my colleagues are supportive
of the overall direction of this budget, as we articulated in
our budget speech.

The first one I want to address, though, is section 1 of Bill
5, 2019. This is a proposed change to the Carbon Tax Act.
Now, it’s been suggested to us that the legislative change here
just clarifies that the existing penalty already exists for selling
natural gas without a certificate, and the legislation wasn’t
clear enough previously. I must admit a flag was raised by
this section, and I look forward to a briefing on this section,
in approximately 45 minutes, to ask a few questions directly
about what was intended here.

Other sections in the bill are not particularly controver-
sial, from our perspective.

I want to address the flow-through mining tax credit.
This is a key piece of ongoing legislation — now becoming
permanent — that we’ve seen in budget implementation
act after budget implementation act at least every year
since I’ve been here. It’s either done for one year or a
couple of years, sometimes three years. We know that cer-
tainty is critical to the industry. One of the reasons why
this is essentially being made permanent is to provide said
certainty for the mining sector.

In that aspect, I’m very pleased to see this become a per-

manent feature of legislation, because we know — I mean,
pun intended — mining, literally, is the bedrock industry of
our economy. It’s the foundation of much of what we have —
that and forestry. We build a foundation with mining and the
house with wood from our forestry sector, so it’s critical that
we continue to support these industries.

I recognize that the mining sector would have approached
the government and suggested that this would be something
that they’d like to see. Government has already announced
this. In January, they announced that they were going to be
doing this and that the tax credit would continue to flow dir-
ectly from a company through to investors.

My one caveat in all of this is not that I’m opposed to
the notion of flow-through tax credits to the mining sector.
The problem I have, of course, with this is that we need to
ensure that there’s government oversight. The flow-through
program is important in terms of attracting investment, par-
ticularly into venture capital. But without proper regulatory
oversight, it can be exploited.

It is very difficult for the average investor to get access to
this flow-through tax credit. You have to be part of private
placements. You have to, sometimes, know the right person
who is issuing it. So it’s not really a tool that’s open to the
average retail investor, and that’s one of the caveats and flags
I have. It allows so-called in-the-know investors or invest-
ment corporations to get the flow-through tax credits. If
there’s no hold on them…. And the holds vary. These can
actually be dumped on the market, as soon as they become
tradeable, at a discount to the market. In essence, it can be an
unfair advantage that certain people in the know get when
they have access to the flow-through.

So the notion and concept — very much support. I hope
government ensures that there’s regulatory oversight and
that we ensure that, in fact, the average retail investor is not
put at disadvantage, as only a select few have access to these
programs for private placements and so forth.

[4:05 p.m.]
The child opportunity benefit, I would argue, is a flagship

change in this government’s budget. It’s a flagship change
that we’re very pleased to support. What’s fascinating about
this is that you can actually view this as an important trans-
ition credit to…. As we start to worry more and more about
gig economies and start to worry more and more about arti-
ficial intelligence replacing certain jobs in our society, this
really is looking like a form of basic income. But it’s really a
form of basic income that applies to people with children. I
suspect, both in the province of British Columbia and feder-
ally, we’re going to see more and more of these kinds of initi-
atives take place as the gig economy continues.

This change aligns very nicely with the fundamental core
values of our party, which is the notion of intergenerational
equity. This is a benefit that’s being applied for people with
children, who are struggling now with affordability issues.
They’re going to be given a little bit of a leg up, and that
is something we’re very proud to support — an initiative
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that we think is a very timely initiative that government has
brought in.

Child poverty in British Columbia is stubbornly high.
One in five children in B.C. has been growing up in poverty.
Honestly, when you think about it, this is not Zambia. This
is not some Southeast Asian country that’s struggling with
a dictator. This is British Columbia. Twenty percent of chil-
dren living in poverty in British Columbia? This is unaccept-
able. I think most British Columbians would argue that this
is an unacceptable situation, particularly as our province is
so wealthy and as we have so many opportunities before us.

We believe that supporting children in their earliest
years…. Whether it be through education by ensuring that
kids get the services they need when they need them in the
school system, those critical developmental years; whether it
be through support to ensure that parents struggling to make
ends meet have access to early childhood education provi-
sions and services; whether they have access to child bene-
fits — these are all critical for income security for struggling
families in British Columbia. So good on government for
doing this.

We understand that it can’t go until 2020. I’m a little…. I
understand that the critic from the official opposition was
troubled that it’s going to take a year to get in, and govern-
ment has argued that the revenue agency needs this lead
time.

I’m not so sure, knowing the way governments work, that
in fact it would be possible for the federal government to do
the necessary changes in the time frame that the member
opposite wants, in light of the fact that they can’t even still get
their payroll system done federally. I don’t know how many
years they’ve been working on that. They can’t even fix the
T4 slips for their own employees who are filing tax returns
this year.

With the greatest respect to the member opposite, I’m
going to go….

Interjection.

A. Weaver: Yeah, benefit of the….
I look forward to the question at committee stage, because

I agree it’s a very legitimate question. But I am quite troubled,
federally, when I hear that people are getting T4 slips that
don’t reflect the income they actually made.

This credit. One of the good things about this, of course,
is it’s being extended to children who are 18. Hon. Speaker,
it seems that I always miss out on these. My children have
just passed the 18 threshold yet again. When you are born
right at the boundary of the baby boom era, you get nothing.
When you graduated from university…. We always look at
the millennials, and we always look at the baby boomers,
but there are those people who were born in the early 1960s,
those transition people. They didn’t reap the benefits of the
boomers. They didn’t have the people coming to the uni-
versities when they graduated, interviewing for jobs.

Back in the day, you had a degree? You got a job. Back in

the 1980s, we didn’t have that. So yet again, had I been born a
few years later — my generation; those transitional boomers,
let’s call them — there would have been a benefit. But no, we
don’t get a benefit. So I feel no conflict at all in resoundingly
voting for this, for the extending of this tax credit, given that
my children have all aged out of this benefit.

[4:10 p.m.]
I’m not sure that families with higher-end incomes, at

the higher end, will be better off. In fact, they might even
be worse off than under the existing credit. However, I
think most people would reflect upon the fact that we have
a society where it’s difficult to make ends meet if you’re
earning below, say, $80,000 as a net income of your family.
It’s really tough, in places like Victoria and Vancouver, to
make ends meet.

If you have a couple of children living in a two-bedroom
house, you’re maybe spending $1,500 to $2,000 a month of
after-tax income. That’s a lot of money. Groceries aren’t going
down, transportation costs. Hydro — heaven forbid you get
a hydro bill. It’s going up dramatically. I think people under-
stand that it is important to target those families that need it,
particularly families that are on the lower income stage.

We’ve got some changes to the motor fuel tax. This is an
important change, the one allowing for an additional 1½
cents per litre of gas to be collected in Metro Vancouver. Of
course, this is the power that the mayors wanted to fund
their phase 2 transit projects. Again, they’re responsible for
20 percent of the cost, and they have a $30 million shortfall.

I suspect people in Vancouver will be concerned, but I
suggest that with the transitioning to…. If you view this in
the context of the ZEV mandate that’s been introduced, we’re
going to find more and more people, particularly in Metro
Vancouver and on Vancouver Island, switching to electric
vehicles in a timely fashion. The one danger is that if you
become overly reliant on fuel taxes, at some point, with the
adoption of electric vehicles, you’re going to be in a shortfall
down the road — which is a good problem to have, I would
suggest, a good problem to find alternate sources.

Let’s continue on, moving forward with this. TransLink’s
estimate was that this small tax — 1½ cents — is going
to cost the average vehicle $24 a year. I think most people
in Metro Vancouver would be pretty okay with a much
revamped and upgraded transit system. One of the things,
I think, we need to look at is getting transit out into the
Fraser Valley in a very efficient manner. It troubles me that
TransLink stops and B.C. Transit picks up. There are trans-
itional issues that they have to deal with, and hopefully, that
will get dealt with in the months ahead.

The small business venture capital tax credit. A small
change here but an important change: effective 2019, the
annual tax credit limit that an individual can claim for an
investment will increase from $60,000 to $120,000 a year.
Again, it’s a small change but a very important change, par-
ticularly for the innovation community in British Columbia.

So I take exception with the notion from members oppos-
ite that said there’s nothing in here for business. It’s actually
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not true. This change, while small, is actually critical for the
innovation industry: technology companies, start-up com-
panies, companies that are looking to make investments in
themselves. This is a very welcome change. It assists compan-
ies in scaling up from being stuck perpetually in the bottom
echelons of corporate hierarchy. With an ability, through this
tax credit, to do some reinvesting in themselves, it allows for
a more efficient scaling up of programs — again, something
that we’re delighted to support.

Government’s expanding support, at the commercializa-
tion stage, to businesses outside of Vancouver and Victoria
only — this is important. You know, it’s a good place to start.
But businesses in Victoria and Vancouver, I would suggest,
also need to get some benefits as well.

Speculation tax. We have a slight change in this bill too.
Another exemption to the speculation tax has been added
for an owner of a residential property, for a calendar year, if
a residence that is part of the residential property becomes
uninhabitable fewer than 60 days before the end of the
immediately preceding calendar year.

You can imagine a house burning down, for example. It
would be pretty rough to be nailed with a speculation tax
if your house is uninhabitable, because it happened to be
habitable, you had a house fire, and it’s no longer inhabit-
able. So I’m obviously supportive of this approach, to add
this commonsense exemption for people who are being bur-
dened. That would be another…. There are other common-
sense exemptions that we might talk about at some point
in the future, but now is not the day for that. I’m sure that
in question period in the weeks ahead, I’ll hear some other
examples.

[4:15 p.m.]
There are a number of other minor changes to existing

taxes. For example, section 33 “authorizes the use and dis-
closure of personal information for the purpose of admin-
istering and enforcing the Income Tax Act”, if collected
under…. This is why that’s important, because we’re now get-
ting a linking there between the Home Owner Grant Act, the
Land Tax Deferment Act and the Income Tax Act, and this
allows for sharing. Gone are the days that you can actually
buy and sell properties and try to avoid, through nefarious
activity, paying the taxes that you’re supposed to pay.

The bill also prevents local governments from averaging
or phasing in the additional school tax that was announced. I
found it interesting that they did this, because I wasn’t aware
that there were municipalities planning to do so. Clearly, if
the minister is bringing it forward, there must have been. It’ll
be interesting to find out more details there.

In conclusion, as promised, not a long second reading
address to this. Obviously, my colleagues and I will be sup-
porting this bill. They’re not all, again, as I say, the things
we would do, but we are not government. We are but three
MLAs who spend a lot of time going through the documents
we have to ensure that the essence of the values that are
reflected in our confidence and supply agreement are in bills
like this. We’re delighted to see that they are. We’re very

pleased, as I said, with the government for funding CleanBC
to the extent that they did. As well, we’re very pleased with
the professional reliance reform, increasing affordability for
students. I could make a cheap shot here, but I’m going to
resist the temptation. Oh, no, I don’t think it’s appropriate.

One of the things that is really, really…. I can’t emphasize
enough how important it was to get the interest removed
from student loans. One of the things I hope to see further,
as our province continues to benefit from a growing clean
economy, is that we start to think about actual needs-based
grants system for certain post-secondary education students.
We’re one of the few — I’m not sure if there are any others
that don’t — provinces that doesn’t have a needs-based grant
system. To me, if I look at the progressive northern
European nations and I look at some of the more progressive
societies in our world, public education, post-secondary
education and education in general is deemed to be a right
as opposed to a privilege.

I would suggest that no student in British Columbia
should have availability of resources be a barrier to them
attending a post-secondary institution. As a society, it’s crit-
ical that we nurture our next generation. If they don’t have
the ability to go to post-secondary institutions, I think it’s
imperative that we actually create some resources to allow
them to do so, in a manner that doesn’t burden them for the
rest of their life.

If you’re a student who, perhaps, comes from a poorer
family, you don’t have the financial wherewithal to pay for
your post-secondary education. You may be working part-
time as you do it. It’s tough working part-time. You may be
working in a restaurant. You may be being paid $13 an hour.
You may be getting even $15, even $20 now. Even with tips,
it’s tough to make ends meet while paying tuition fees and
living full-time in a province. I think a needs-based grant
system is the direction that our society here in British Col-
umbia needs to go in, something we’re committed to con-
tinuing to work towards advocating for. Ultimately, one of
our most important jobs is to preserve our education system
for future generations and to not make it one that only the
elite can actually attend.

I will note across that I did not take that opportunity
to make any cheap shots about any comments that anyone
made about the importance of the grant system there.

As I said, we would have made different choices. We are
very grateful to the minister and her staff for the process
that was put in place here. We do commend the minister
for actually listening to the Finance Committee when I saw
some of the inclusions of support for the Foundry services
across B.C. I was on the Finance Committee last year. The
cases being made by Foundry have been so compelling and
their successes so great that I was very pleased to see that the
minister listened to the report from the Finance Committee.
Both two years ago and, I suspect…. I didn’t read the full
thing this year, but I know that two years ago we were all in
on the Foundry and their presentations. It’s good to see that
that process led to it.
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[4:20 p.m.]
Also, we provided a submission, like others, and we were

pleased that CleanBC was funded. Obviously, one of the
things that we would have liked to see more of…. We would
have liked to see more investment in terms of, say, riparian
habitat preservation; and more investment in terms of pro-
tecting species at risk. We recognize the problems with fed-
eral and provincial jurisdiction.

We would have liked to have seen, perhaps, more invest-
ment in terms of forestry, but again, I recognize govern-
ment is starting the process to build and take a look at the
forest system. Some of the low-hanging fruit that we can
actually deal with and that don’t cost that much money are
regulatory.

I’m quite excited to take a look at government, despite
what question period said — taking a look at our tenure lot
licensing system here in B.C. I can tell you that these are
Crown trees on Crown land. When we give Crown trees on
Crown land to multinationals that don’t actually report to
the people of British Columbia but have a fiduciary respons-
ibility to their shareholders to maximize profits, those said
Crown trees on Crown land are shipped south of the border
as raw logs because (a) you can avoid softwood lumber tar-
iffs, and (b) why have a mill in Burns Lake if you could have
one south of the border and mill it up there?

We really need to take a look at this. I’m not advocating
for reintroducing the appurtenancy requirement, but we’ve
got to do better than this tenure lot licensing system.

We could also stop spraying glyphosate on our forests.
Why on earth do we think it’s okay? Well, the reason why
we do it is not because the forest companies actually want to
go into our pine forests and spray glyphosate. It costs them
money. They have a requirement to allow the stands to come
back, and this is part of what they believe they need to do in
order to meet requirements.

However, we would suggest that if you eliminated that
use of glyphosate, you actually get a double benefit. Number
1, you get the broadleaf undergrowth — the aspens, for
example, and other broadleaf undergrowth, which are crit-
ical food sources for ungulates. These are depleting in our
province, partly because of predator management but also
inappropriate forest management practices which have led
to predators having more take-in on our ungulates — and
food sources going away. Co-benefit right there.

Secondly, if you allow the aspens and the birches to start to
grow up, you provide a natural fire retardancy. We’re spend-
ing money after the fact, in terms of fighting fires. We’re
spending money rebuilding devastated areas. We’re spend-
ing money going into forests and trying to deal with things
after the fact.

Perhaps we could take a little proactive approach and say:
“You know what? A little bit of forest policy change. Let’s
stop spraying glyphosate. Let’s allow that broadleaf under-
growth. We’re not going to have a monoculture stand. We
recognize it may take longer for the pines to come back and
compete, etc., but we’re going to have healthy ungulate pop-

ulations, and we’re going to provide a natural fire retardant.
And guess what. We’re going to save money in the process.”
It seems to me a win-win-win there. Hopefully, the Forests
Minister and budgetary measures moving forward will deal
with this.

Finally, moving forward, we’ll continue to work to ensure
that government continues to deliver on the promises it has
meant…. It has offered British Columbia as putting people
first — the health and well-being of people first — while, at
the same time, ensuring that the innovation agenda that this
government has adopted in partnership with our party con-
tinues to thrive.

And it is thriving. Next week is the B.C. Tech Summit
in Vancouver. I hope to see some members there. I can tell
you the community in B.C. is excited. The innovation com-
munity feels reinvigorated, and I’m very much looking to see
the fruition of this good hard work that’s been going on for
the last 18 months or so play out in the next couple of years.

I thank you for your time. With that, I’ll take my place.

N. Simons: It’s a pleasure to have the opportunity to speak
to this bill, Budget Measures Implementation Act. It’s quite
a technical bill. It puts into effect some of the commitments
we’ve made in Budget 2019. Some of the initiatives that were
put forward, I think, are eminently supportable, and even
members from the opposition have said so. I appreciate the
fact that they mention that there are many good things in
this budget.

I take issue a bit with this idea that under similar circum-
stances, they would have wanted to contribute to particular
areas, but I guess they were being too prudent. Too prudent
to ensure that we addressed the child poverty issues in this
province. A bit too prudent in order to address the education
underfunding that we’ve experienced.

[4:25 p.m.]
Too prudent to ensure that foster parents and home-share

providers were compensated adequately. A little bit too
prudent to ensure that families had the support necessary
in order to ensure their children had adequate opportunities
for extracurricular activities.

I think that if this budget is anything, it’s about ensuring
that families are strengthened, communities are strength-
ened and our ability to provide for people in this province is
better than under the previous government’s watch. I know
that previously, as an opposition member for a long time, it
might take them a little bit longer to get used to sitting on
that side of the House. You get a tan on the distant side of
your face, but the fact is, I think it’s important that they see
that there are different approaches to how public policy is
implemented in this province.

I’m very, very pleased to see that we have a government
that takes into consideration the impact of policies on fam-
ilies. No more clear is that effort to support families than
the introduction of the child opportunity benefit. Now, if
members in the opposition had the same kind of interaction
with constituents that I’ve had, and I’m sure they must have,
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they would have probably been a little bit more sensitive to
the fact that children in this province, children in vulnerable
communities especially, were not having the same levels of
success. They were not having access to the same opportunit-
ies as others. I believe that this particular initiative, the child
opportunity benefit, which replaces the early childhood tax
benefit, not only provides support to families until their chil-
dren reach the age of 18 but also increases the amount that
these families will be receiving.

In my previous career, I saw families whose children didn’t
have the opportunities that others did. If you actually drill
down into the circumstances that families in crisis are exper-
iencing, a lot of times it had to do with economic crisis.
A lot of times, it had to do with the stress associated with
the economic challenges that they happened to be facing.
I’m very pleased that this initiative is being carried through,
and I’m very disappointed that for many years — I’ll say for
over a decade and a half — the interests of children and the
interests of these families were not high on the government’s
priority list.

Now I hear members from the opposition talking about
the storm clouds that are ahead. They take credit for
everything good in British Columbia. They blame the gov-
ernment that has been in power for just over a year and a
half for anything bad. I find that pretty transparently false.
I think it’s obvious that if they want to be able to take cred-
it for something, they should be able to take blame as well.
It’s pretty sad. It’s pretty simplistic, but it’s understandable
from an opposition that is used to being able to just get
their own way.

For so long, they talked about the need for austerity, the
need to cut back, to see the child and family services budget
cut, forestry budgets cut, cuts all across government. It’s
because they have this mantra that the only thing for the
province’s success is the unfettered free private industry. If
they only realized that government investment…. When
they complain about government investing in infrastructure,
who is it that’s going to be doing the work? It’s probably
private businesses. It’s probably businesses that are going to
benefit the most from government’s investment in itself. I
think to say otherwise would be just a little bit disingenuous.

I think when you look at the child opportunity benefit, the
single most important impact on families is to provide them
with the means to live healthy, quality lives. I think that was
one of the most important aspects of this budget. But even at
the same time, I think our recognition of the unanimous….

[J. Isaacs in the chair.]

I will say the bipartisan Finance Committee, representing
members from all three sides of the House, recommended
unanimously the elimination of interest on B.C. student
loans. Now there seems to be a dispute within the opposition
whether that’s a good idea or not. I know that the opposition
leader thinks that there should be interest on student loans.

That’s his prerogative. He should say so. He should say so
clearly. He can even explain that.

[4:30 p.m.]
His reason is that students don’t know how much money

they should borrow, and they might default. I’m not sure I
understand the logic of that, but I don’t believe that’s a par-
ticular position that’s necessarily unanimously supported by
that side of the House. I will say, though, that I am proud
of a government that looks at the interests of students, after
years of requesting that the extra burden of interest be elim-
inated from the B.C. student loans. I think it’s a good thing
to accomplish, and Bill 5 does that through budget measures
implementation.

There are a number of other initiatives. I think that the
mining flow-through tax credit is something that I talked
about with the mining industry when they were visiting the
precinct just last week, I believe it was. We talked about what
the reason was for this annual tax. As the leader of the Green
Party said, every year they just renewed it, year after year
after year.

I’m suspicious, in fact, as to why that was the case. I’m
pleased that we’re providing some certainty to the mining
industry, which I believe is obviously very supported in this
House. The resources that we extract in this province and the
exploration that’s undertaken is an important benefit to our
community. So making permanent the mining flow-through
tax credit is good. The exploration tax credit is as well.

I think that other members have spoken eloquently about
the importance, the relevance, of the initiatives we’ve taken
to improve the economy and ensure that we have a strong
economy. I remember being accused of being negative when
we sat on that side of the House, and I was having flashbacks
about that when I was listening to the two critics of the Min-
istry of Finance who only seem to see doom and gloom on
the horizon.

They’re looking at large world economies and saying
there’s doom and gloom there and we need to be…. Yeah, we
should be prudent. I really respect the fact that our govern-
ment has taken a prudent approach.

We’ve invested in areas that have been neglected. We have
to right a ship that has been badly listing. I think that the
balance that the previous government had was so off-kilter
and so dismissive of the needs of families and of communit-
ies that we have to see some righting of the ship. I’m pleased
that our Minister of Finance and our government, the cab-
inet, has chosen to make the decisions they have done. I’m
really pleased about that.

Hearing the critics — continually, I might add — going on
and on and pointing their fingers and jabbing the air at the
government in a way to somehow make us feel that we’re to
be blamed or to be scolded as children…. It’s a little bit hil-
arious, in fact. I don’t think that it’s deserved at all. I think
that the….

Deputy Speaker: Member, come back to the subject.
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N. Simons: I think that in discussing the Budget Measures
Implementation Act, the constant sort of almost perpetual
negativity speaks volumes about where they happen to be
now. I understand that, having been in opposition for —
what was it? — 12 long years.

Interjections.

N. Simons: Yeah. I’ll give you your opportunity….
So I’m pleased to be able to support Bill 5. I think it’s

taking important measures toward the goals that we’ve set
for the province and that the province heard us commit to.
It’s another step towards rebalancing things in this province
and of making sure that we look after our communities. I’m
pleased to support Bill 5.

Interjection.

Deputy Speaker: Member.

Interjections.

Deputy Speaker: Members. Members.
Member for Nanaimo-North Cowichan.

[4:35 p.m.]

D. Routley: I am pleased to stand up in support of the
Budget Implementation Measures Act, Bill 5. I have to say
that our budget told a story. It started out distinctly as a
story of the Finance Minister’s upbringing in a house of open
doors that was welcoming of everyone in the neighbour-
hood, that was the home of foster children who found love
and appreciation where they had none. This was a story of
how people, as families, care for each other.

It’s like the contrast you’d find if you watched a television
show like Survivor, where people are pitted against each oth-
er. In fact, when people face great pressure in their lives, they
come together, and they share, and they take care of each
other. This is a distinct contrast in world view.

This budget is, in fact, framing that contrast, and the
debate of it so far in this House is underlining this contrast
between the two sides here. Our budget believes in investing
in people in order to have a sustainable economy. Our
budget believes that the economy should be providing to the
people. This budget shows us how that can happen.

This budget is a deep contrast between what people exper-
ienced for 16 years under the B.C. Liberals — where they
were left behind, where their concerns and their challenges
were not recognized or addressed by government — to a
time now where their challenges are being answered, where
they are the priority of government — the people of this
province.

I’m so proud of that contrasting story. I’m so proud,
because what I’m hearing from the other side is that, in a
sense…. They say that the private sector creates employ-
ment and the government doesn’t. This is a religion. If

you look at the facts…. There would not be an aerospace
industry or a shipbuilding industry in the United States
without military support.

The member who made these comments indicated that
the only sustainable jobs are private sector jobs. Does the
member call teaching jobs not sustainable, nursing jobs not
sustainable, child care jobs not sustainable? We will be
providing thousands of child care provision jobs over the
next coming years. This is a massive increase in employment
in this province.

We will be investing $20 billion in infrastructure. That will
create tens of thousands of jobs. We don’t have the audacity
or, perhaps, the nerve to put massive numbers, as the other
side did every time there was a program or project coming to
B.C. — Olympics or anything else. “This will create 100,000
jobs.” None of it materialized. We are materializing benefit
for people.

How can the other side say that investments in the people
of the province and the infrastructure that supports them are
not good for our economy? How could they possibly do that?
In any advanced society that you visit, you will judge their
progress and their strength by exactly the items that we’re
addressing: the infrastructure, the public services, the right
to justice, the equality, the equity in a society.

That is what this budget addresses. It addresses tax fair-
ness. It addresses supporting families. This is what this
budget does at its core. It supports British Columbians. It
supports families.

The B.C. child opportunity fund of $400 million will bene-
fit families of one child to the tune of $1,600 per year, $2,600
for a two-child family and $3,400 for a three-child family.
That money will be spent in local economies, driving the loc-
al economy in a sustainable way, providing jobs.

So if we shed this religious commitment to the idea that
taxes are bad and that spending on people is somehow
wasted…. We must shed that, and we must realize, as people
are now, as they see what this budget is doing, directly in
their lives — saving them money, putting them in a position,
finally, where they can actually consider buying a home,
having another child…. People are making those kinds of
decisions based on the costs that that previous government
allowed to spiral out of control.

We want to see these families prosper. We want to see
young families prosper.

I’m going to tell you a story, Madam Speaker. It could
come across as self-flattery. Recently I was in a grocery store,
a Superstore. I no longer shop there, but I had built up $380
in credits on my points card. I saw a young family in their
20s, with a baby and a kid jumping up and down in the
shopping cart, making really careful choices about what they
bought and not having fancy clothes.

[4:40 p.m.]
I felt like, man, here I am trying to spend these points that

I’ve accumulated, and there they are, struggling. So I waited
until they went to the lineup, and I told the clerk to pay for
their groceries on my card. They don’t know who did that,
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but I made a difference in their life. I made a $110 difference.
What is that for me?

What is it for the members on the other side that this soci-
ety that’s supposedly the number one economy in Canada
can’t support families? What kind of economy can we call
good if it doesn’t support families? Yeah, I made a small
impact of $110, but this budget will make a huge impact.

The other side of this House would have us re-impose an
$1,800 bill on that family. They would have MSP premiums
brought back onto that family. They would take away the
child care benefits that this budget will provide. They will
take away the B.C. child opportunity fund that this budget
provides.

Interjections.

Deputy Speaker: Members. Members, come to order.

D. Routley: That is the contrast. The contrast is one of
choice.

It’s 18 months later, Members. The same economy can
provide surpluses, can provide sustainable growth and take
care of families — finally. For 16 long years, that didn’t hap-
pen, and finally I’m a part of a group of people who are
restoring the faith that government can have a positive
impact in their lives.

Those people, that family in that store, are now in a pos-
ition where they can actually consider perhaps buying a
home. They can put down roots. They can feel secure. They
can know that they are a priority of government. They can
know that their lives matter, and that has a very high value
in my life and in my book.

We had 16 years where the other government raised taxes
on those families — the MSP tax that they raised 100 per-
cent. They raised it 100 percent. They raised ferry fares over
100 percent for the people I serve. They raised every fee of
government to beyond the reach of average families, and
they didn’t care. They watched the housing crisis boil over in
this province, and they didn’t care. They watched the money
laundering and speculation that has impacted our market
and turned the other way. In fact, they made it worse by can-
celling the investigations into that. Only now are we finding
out that….

You know, if you walk around Vancouver, you see a lot of
Ferraris and Lamborghinis. I always thought: “Wow, that’s a
pretty high concentration of luxury cars.” Who would know
that it’s the highest concentration of luxury cars in North
America? Who would know that gangsters can launder
money through the purchase of luxury cars? Who would
know that the B.C. Liberals would not take any steps to cor-
ral that kind of activity in B.C.? Well, we know. We know
that. We know that because we saw it. British Columbians
know that because finally it’s being reported.

In fact, I started out by saying that this is a contrast. The
experience of people with government in this past couple
of years is a strong contrast, an inescapable contrast. It’s

inescapable because their lives are finally being impacted
positively.

I stand in support and pride of a budget put together by
a bunch of people who actually care about this, who actu-
ally know that investing in people is the foundation of a sus-
tainable economy, who know that without equity, fairness in
our society, justice, nothing else is possible. Environment-
al integrity, anything else? No, unless we have equity. This
budget builds equity — equity in people, equity in service
delivery. We finally are trying to balance the scales between
those who have and those who don’t, and that’s been a long
time coming in this province.

[4:45 p.m.]
The contrast, as inescapable as it is, is not found or seen by

the members on the other side. Somehow a religious com-
mitment to neo-liberal policy has blinded them to the lives
of British Columbians. British Columbians finally see that
they have a government that can actually see them, that can
hear them, that can understand the challenges they face and
that knows that its role is to lessen those challenges, to help
lift up the people of this province.

That’s what this budget does. I’m sure every member, once
they’ve considered this, will support this budget. They all say
they’ve come here to make lives better for British Columbi-
ans, so I just wonder how they could possibly not support a
budget that does so much of that.

It is a contrast, and the Leader of the Opposition under-
lined that contrast for every British Columbian recently,
where he showed just how out of touch he was with the lives
and the struggles of families, of students in this province. It
was clear that he can’t understand that. Maybe it’s something
I should understand — that someone who has had a life of
great privilege has never really faced these challenges in a
real way, perhaps.

I mean, I shouldn’t ascribe that to him, but he certainly
displayed that. I would say that the government priorities
over the 16 years before our government showed exactly that
contrast — out of touch with the lives of common British
Columbians who struggle. Out of touch with the lives of
British Columbians who are the foundation of a sustainable
economy, which they seem to want to provide by cutting
back on those families.

This budget answers my principles. This budget is sup-
porting the values that brought me to this House. That num-
ber one value is that we serve the people of B.C., and the
way we have chosen to serve them is to make them priority
1, manage the economy to surplus — to the best GDP and
employment numbers and wage growth. You know, we had
the lowest wage growth in the country just a few years ago;
now we have the highest wage growth in the country.

These are changes that are material to people’s lives. These
are changes that aren’t simply a vacuous noise in a chamber
in a stone building. These are changes that impact people’s
lives, their children, and give them opportunity and finally
awaken us, this place and them to the fact that the public
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interest, the people of B.C., should always be paramount in
everything that government does.

It wasn’t that way for 16 years. A lot of people grew up
without knowing that reality, but now they’re being reac-
quainted with it — reacquainted with a government that
holds the same kinds of priorities and principles that drive
them. Not to cut back from each other — that’s not what
families do; that’s not what communities do — but to
embrace each other, to hold each other up, to lift each other
up exactly as the story that the Finance Minister told in the
beginning of the budget speech.

Family, support, investment, equity, fairness, prosperity
for all, and this budget does its level best to provide that.

Deputy Speaker: When the minister rises, it will close
debate.

Hon. C. James: Seeing no further speakers, I thank the
people who have taken part this in this debate. As we said
at the start, Bill 5, the Budget Measures Implementation
Act, implements the actions that are necessary to imple-
ment the budget.

It’s been a good discussion and a good debate, as we’ve
said, so I’m not going to reiterate it. I know we’ll have a
chance, at committee, to go through the details of the budget,
but certainly from my perspective and from our govern-
ment’s perspective, this is a budget that is balanced fiscally as
well as balanced in its approach.

That, from my perspective, is the difference between the
other side and ourselves. It’s the importance of having fiscal
responsibility and responsibility to the very people who help
build that strong economy. Those are critical pieces, and they
go hand in hand. I believe that for long-term, sustainable
economic growth, it is critical to make sure that those invest-
ments are there.

With that, I move second reading of Bill 5, the Budget
Measures Implementation Act, 2019.

[4:50 p.m. - 4:55 p.m.]

[Mr. Speaker in the chair.]

Second reading of Bill 5 approved on the following
division:

YEAS — 43

Chouhan Kahlon Begg
Brar Heyman Donaldson
Mungall Bains Beare
Chen Popham Trevena
Sims Chow Kang
Simons D’Eith Routley
Ma Elmore Dean
Routledge Singh Leonard
Darcy Simpson Robinson
Farnworth Horgan James
Eby Dix Ralston

Mark Fleming Conroy
Chandra Herbert Rice Malcolmson
Furstenau Weaver Olsen

Glumac

NAYS — 39

Cadieux de Jong Bond
Polak Lee Stone
Coleman Wat Bernier
Thornthwaite Paton Ashton
Barnett Yap Martin
Davies Kyllo Sullivan
Morris Stilwell Oakes
Johal Redies Rustad
Milobar Sturdy Clovechok
Shypitka Hunt Throness
Tegart Stewart Sultan
Gibson Isaacs Letnick
Thomson Larson Foster

Hon. C. James: I move that Bill 5 be referred to a Com-
mittee of the Whole House for consideration at the next sit-
ting of the House after today.

Bill 5, Budget Measures Implementation Act, 2019, read a
second time and referred to a Committee of the Whole
House for consideration at the next sitting of the House
after today.

Hon. M. Farnworth: I call second reading of Bill 9, the
Attorney General Statutes Amendment Act, 2019. Just for
the information of members, we are still on the estimates
of the Ministry of Children and Family in Section A, in the
Douglas Fir Room.

[5:00 p.m.]

[J. Isaacs in the chair.]

BILL 9 — ATTORNEY GENERAL STATUTES
AMENDMENT ACT, 2019

Hon. D. Eby: I move that the bill, Attorney General Stat-
utes Amendment Act, 2019, be now read a second time.

This bill amends the Family Law Act to add the statutory
authority needed to implement planned reforms to the
Provincial Court family rules. I want to say that I was very
briefly hopeful that I would have a very large audience for
this — very briefly hopeful. But there are some people here
in the House to hear about this cleanup of Attorney Gen-
eral statutes.

I do want to note that in my first reading, I made an error,
and accuracy is important, hon. Speaker. When I did my first
reading, I said the bill amends several sections of the Wills,
Estates and Succession Act, “which was brought into force in
2016.” That act was actually brought into force in 2014. So for
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those who are keeping score at home, they now have the full
idea of what we’re up to.

The ministry and the Provincial Court are involved in a
multi-year joint project to reform the Provincial Court fam-
ily rules courts, court rules, processes and forms — and all of
it aimed at improving outcomes for families who need assist-
ance in resolving family law matters.

There are some amendments to the Family Law Act in this
bill to allow some of that to happen: in particular, to add
authority to family justice counsellors to allow them to con-
duct needs assessments for parties under the new rules; to
add authority to allow a Provincial Court judge to conduct a
review of a decision made by a new judicial officer role under
the new rules; and to ensure that the running of limitation
periods under the act are suspended during the time period
that the parties participate in the early resolution processes
created by the new rules.

Finally, the bill contains amendments to several sections
of the Wills, Estates and Succession Act itself, as I men-
tioned. The purpose of these amendments is to improve the
ability of these sections to achieve their purpose and clarify
their operation and, in so doing, lessen the potentially time-
consuming and costly need to seek court direction on the
application of these sections.

The amendments include provisions to improve the ability
of beneficiaries and intestate successors to nominate an
administrator of an estate; to improve the ability of persons
with an interest in an estate to initiate or defend proceedings
to recover or protect estate property and to enforce obliga-
tions owing to an estate; and to provide for the protection of
an unlocated beneficiary and intestate successor or a poten-
tial wills variation claimant when an estate is distributed.

M. Lee: I rise to speak to Bill 9, the Attorney General Stat-
utes Amendment Act, 2019. I do appreciate the briefing that
the Attorney General and his staff arranged for me on this
past Monday, on this bill.

First of all, let me just say that we need to continue to find
ways to improve the effectiveness and the accessibility of our
judicial services, particularly in this instance — to adminis-
ter disputes in a timely way regarding family law and estates
matters. Of course, we don’t want to see situations where
we’re dealing with estates of loved ones who have passed
being drawn out in terms of the allocations of those estates
and how they might be distributed.

As well, of course, in terms of family law matters — situ-
ations between parents and children and the like — we need
to ensure that we have stable and effective ways of ensuring
that we go through those processes in a responsible manner.

Having said that, I do have some questions about Bill 9
as presented. During this speech, I just want to briefly high-
light a few of those that I know we will be discussing more at
length at the committee stage on this bill.

As the Attorney General has just mentioned, I do under-
stand that the Provincial Court of B.C. and the Ministry of
Attorney General have been collaborating on a project to

reform the way family law matters are dealt with in the Pro-
vincial Court in a project called the Provincial Court fam-
ily rules project. I understand that this project’s purpose is
to transform the family court process, the rules and forms in
accordance with the report by the national Action Commit-
tee on Access to Justice in Civil and Family Matters and that
the ministry and the Provincial Court has tasked a working
group to work with the reform to the rules.

[5:05 p.m.]
Currently the ministry and the court, as we understand,

are collaborating on operationalizing some of the key aspects
of that work through a prototype in Victoria. During the
briefing, when I was getting an update on this, I did ask to
see a copy of that prototype, as it certainly would be helpful
to understand the changes that are being presented in this
Bill 9, because this is being done in advance of the actual,
as I understand it, finalization of those rule changes which
actually will also go out for consultation. I do think it will
be helpful, nonetheless, to get a better understanding — and
perhaps we’ll do that at committee stage — as to the specif-
ic family court rules that are being changed. Some of those
rules are alluded to in this bill in the various sections, but we
will want to canvass the status of those proposed changes to
the family court rules.

As the Attorney General has mentioned, Bill 9 proposes
amendments to the Family Law Act. Effectively, that act sets
out the ways that proceedings would run in dispute resol-
ution, including in areas relating to child support, custody,
divorce proceedings and other matters. One particular sec-
tion that the Attorney General did highlight just now was the
proposal to amend subsection 10(2.1), where: “Subject to a
court order, a family justice counsellor may grant to a per-
son an exemption from the requirement to participate in all
or part of a prescribed process.” That prescribed process, as
I understand it, will be set out in the amended rules. Where,
for example, a family is going through a particular divorce
situation, that family…. The justice counsellor who is assist-
ing with that process may grant a person an exemption from
the requirement to participate in all or a part of a prescribed
process, which would include dispute assistance and refer-
rals that the counsellor would provide.

We would want to understand the totality of the discretion
and authority of the justice counsellor, because eliminating
or exempting that individual from certain steps will pre-
sumably speed up the process. But in the interest of speed,
of course, we’ll want to ensure that due process and assist-
ance is provided to those family members, particularly as we
continue to see, in the interests of cost saving, a variety of
changes being made to court rules. There is a balance there
in terms of ensuring that individuals in British Columbia —
that their rights are properly supported. So as we look at that,
we will want to understand, again, the interaction between
the legal framework that’s being changed with the amend-
ments proposed in this bill with those family court rules.

I will say, in terms of the sections of Bill 9 that are pro-
posing amendments to the Wills, Estates and Succession Act,
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that these amendments have been compiled, as I understand
it, over the course of the last number of years — input that
the ministry has received from members of the bar or court
registries dealing with the various administration of these
matters under this particular act. So on their face, the
amendments would appear to be fairly minor and an attempt
to streamline the processes under this act.

One particular set of amendments that I just want to high-
light at this time — and we’ll look at this more in committee
— is the proposed conditions under which a personal rep-
resentative of a deceased person can distribute the estate
without the consent of all beneficiaries if there is a sufficient
sum that is set aside. Understandably, this can, again, speed
up the process in which proceeds of an estate can be distrib-
uted, but again recognizing that we’d never want a situation
where proceeds are not sufficient that are left in the estate to
deal with what is at balance in terms of what is owing under
that estate.

Certainly, in terms of the role that I have in this House and
with the Attorney General ensuring that we are protecting
the judicial processes in this province, it will be evident that
both of these acts need some revision. I don’t question that,
but I do want to better understand at the committee stage the
comprehensive nature in which these amendments are being
proposed and the reviews that are being done.

[5:10 p.m.]
Certainly, even under the Wills Act, from time to time we

do run into individuals who do struggle with the implement-
ation of that will — in the interpretation of that act, I should
say. The question would be whether there have been other
changes that have been considered under that act.

I know that the Attorney General has received letters on
at least one other provision of that act, certainly something
we might touch on during committee, but looking to ensure
that we have a comprehensive approach to the revision of
any act dealing with our judicial process, ensuring that we
have proper and due consideration, the kind of considera-
tion with members of the bar and the judiciary. I know that
that part will be on the pilot project, on the family justice
side. I’d like to see a similar process and understanding of
that on the will side as well.

With that, I look forward to having more of this discus-
sion for some of the matters I’ve outlined in my speech here
today.

B. D’Eith: I appreciate the chance to speak in support of
Bill 9, the Attorney General Statutes Amendment Act, 2019.
If approved, the amendments will affect two acts, the Fam-
ily Law Act and the Wills, Estates and Succession Act. These
are both really important acts in the sense that they deal with
times in people’s lives, sometimes the most stressful times in
their lives, and I’ll talk about that a little bit later. If we can
do anything as government to make these processes better,
faster, more efficient and more fair, that’s a good thing for the
people of British Columbia. So I’m very pleased to speak to

this because I do believe that a number of those things are
being met.

As far as the first part — I’ll just give a summary of each
one — the effect on the Family Law Act, the proposed
amendments actually had a statutory authority needed to
implement planned reforms to the Provincial Court family
rules to improve family court processes and provide better
access and outcomes for families who need assistance. That’s
really important. This is for family law matters.

The other thing that it does, which is important, is give
additional authority to family justice counsellors to con-
duct needs assessments, clarify the participation in assess-
ments and dispute resolution processes. It also, during that
process, allows suspension of the running of time for start-
ing a spousal support claim under the Family Law Act.
One of the problems, of course, is that if you’re appearing,
not in front of a judge, but there’s another timeline run-
ning, that would, again, put pressure on families. So the
nice thing about this is that it suspends that. I’ll get to that
a little bit later, as I talk to it.

It also adds authority to allow a Provincial Court judge to
review decisions of a judicial officer if they happen to man-
age cases.

The second act, the Wills, Estates and Succession Act.
These proposed amendments will support families by
providing more flexible administration of estates and clari-
fying the rules around beneficiaries who cannot be located,
which is very important. The amendments make a number
of minor clarifications and improvements to the act that
were developed after consultation with people practising in
the area and users of the act.

Let me first talk to the amendments to the Family Law
Act. As I said earlier, of course, this is any kind of time when
people are going through divorce or having a situation where
they’re separated. It’s a very stressful time in people’s lives.
When you have 38 percent plus of marriages that will end in
divorce, it’s really important to make sure that we deal with
these things and make sure that we make life as less stressful
as possible.

Unfortunately, I, myself, have gone through the process
once and many of my friends have gone through this pro-
cess. I actually have very dear friends, husband and wife,
who is going through this right now. It affects not just them.
It affects their friends. It affects their children. It affects the
friends of their children, the friends of their friends, their
grandparents.

[5:15 p.m.]
It’s not just the two people. Often it’s the family and their

children and everyone around them. So the quicker and
more efficiently and more fairly that the court system can
deal with these situations, the better. That’s why I’m very
pleased with these amendments.

I applaud the Attorney General working with the Pro-
vincial Court of British Columbia, collaborating to make
reforms that will make family law better in the provincial
courts. There’s actually the Provincial Court family rules
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project that’s arisen out of this collaboration, which is very
important work. It’s transformative work within the family
court process.

It’s reviewing the rules and the forms. It’s important work
to make sure that we actually embrace the vision and dir-
ection of another report that was put out by the national
Action Committee on Access to Justice in Civil and Family
Matters. How does that report impact on British Columbia
and British Columbia laws, and what can we do within our
system to make life better for families dealing with these
really tough situations?

There are some specific aims within this project to
improve efficiency and effectiveness of the family court pro-
cess, to help make things better for people who are going
to family court and to reflect on the process of the courts
and the rules and the forms to make sure that they are easy
to use. I remember many, many moons ago, when I stud-
ied law at UVic, there was a movement towards plain-lan-
guage drafting. I know many acts have moved in that direc-
tion in the last few decades, which is wonderful to see. But
the essence of that movement is to make law more accessible
to people.

Being a lawyer and understanding that I spent, in my
career as a lawyer, so much of my time explaining the law
in layman’s terms to individuals…. You have a stressful situ-
ation, like a divorce or a family matter, and people are very
emotional, very upset. It’s already a stressful time for them,
and then they have to try to get their heads around a very
complex area of the law. The easier we can make the forms,
the easier we can make the process, the more understandable
we can make the process, the better.

There are some specific objectives of the project which I
thought were worth looking at. Some of the things — not all
of the things — in the project are being brought in specific-
ally by this act, but it’s really good as a context to look at what
the project is looking at.

At a basic level, there’s this idea of a transformative vision
for Provincial Court family rules — again, to try to make
things more accessible and easier. Also, this idea that you
should have all court events being meaningful. That’s
important because often people will show up in court and
they might not have the right documents. The point is there
might be time wasted in a courtroom. So it’s very, very
important, with scarce resources and dockets that are full
and courts that are full, that every moment that people are in
court is meaningful and that it has some impact and that the
families aren’t impacted by having to go away and come back
and wait; the clerks, the staff, the judges, of course, aren’t
having to do that as well.

The other thing that’s really important is making sure that
only the cases that require judicial direction, mediation or
determination actually go before a judge. Now, this is really
important. Again, I think it’s a very important movement
and idea because, as we know, probably the most expensive
part of the court is getting in front of a judge.

[5:20 p.m.]

Anything that we can do to make sure that when that
judge is actually hearing something from these people’s law-
yers or themselves, it actually is something that’s appropriate
to be in front of a judge — again, that’s waste; that’s time
wasted in a court system that is so jammed…. Anything we
can do to make that better is a good thing.

Of course, again, that any case that goes to court is actu-
ally court-ready. We hear many times of people coming to
court. They have their lawyers. They’re all ready to go. The
judge has a look at the documents, and they suddenly realize:
“We don’t have enough to go on. You’re going to have to go
away and come back another time.” So any steps that can be
made to actually make it more court-ready…. Any kind of
case that is ready to go when they get in front of a judge is
a good thing. That also goes with efficient use of the court
staff, judicial officers and judicial resources.

Whatever can be done prior to going in front of a judge,
whatever actions can be taken to make the case more effi-
cient, quicker and easier for the judge to deal with and have
all the information, is going to be better. It’s going to be a
lot more cost effective. It’s also going to have a better result
for people. It’s also going to be better for the people going
through the process, again, in this very stressful time.

The other thing is proportionality, and this is really inter-
esting to look at, as well, because there are different levels of
matters that go in front of courts. Of course, you can go to
small claims court for anything under $50,000, or you could
be suing for millions of dollars in Supreme Court. That’s a
proportionality that’s being determined by different jurisdic-
tions of courts.

In a family law situation, there are all sorts of different
proportionalities where a great deal of time could be spent
on things that really should have been settled or dealt with
outside of the courtroom, and sometimes much bigger
things don’t have the time that they need. So the proportion-
ality is very important as well.

Another important issue that is starting to be addressed
is this idea of consistency around the province. I think
that’s really important, because you don’t want to have a
situation where a court in Victoria or a court…. Actually,
we’re very pleased we’re going to be opening a new court-
house in Abbotsford, which I’m very excited about. That’s
happening. That already has the shovel in the ground,
which is very exciting.

The point is that all over the province there are provincial
courthouses, and we have to make sure that the services that
people are getting are consistent, that the experiences people
are having are consistent and that it doesn’t matter where
you’re going in British Columbia, you’re going to get that
same level of consistency. We expect that from our health
care system, and we should expect that from our judicial sys-
tem as well.

Another issue. Of course, this is appropriate. I was just
talking to one of my colleagues who happened to delete his
partner from his Facebook post, and obviously, marital bliss
fell apart immediately. Technology is having a huge impact
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on people’s lives, you know. Swipe left; swipe right. It’s ruin-
ing families everywhere.

But actually, seriously, the reality is that there are some
amazing technologies that can be used and should be used in
terms of case management. It’s very important for the courts
to be able to move forward in that way as well.

There are other issues around decisions affecting children.
One of the basic concepts in family law is looking at the best
interests of children, and that’s very important — making
sure that the time frame of the courts is done to a child’s
time, right?

Children don’t operate in the same time frame as we do. I
remember back in elementary school, 15 minutes for recess
seemed like an eternity. It really did. Now 15 minutes is like
15 hours. Children process time differently, and courts need
to take that into account. The court needs to be oriented to
the needs of the children as well the families, which is really
important.

Also, part of it is…. There’s enough conflict going on
around the family during these times, so why wouldn’t we
make the processes easier? All you’re going to do is create
more conflict within the family.

[5:25 p.m.]
The other thing that’s really important — and I’ll get

to this in Bill 9 — is this idea about the adversarial
courtroom process and the non-courtroom sort of dispute
resolution process and community resolution processes
actually working in harmony together. That’s part of what
is happening here.

Let’s look at Bill 9 itself, with that preamble. Actually, a
long preamble, but it’s important as a context to see what
these changes are all about.

The idea here under Bill 9 is that the model will provide
families with an early assessment by a family justice coun-
sellor to determine a family’s legal and non-legal needs and
make appropriate referrals. Before you get in front of a judge,
there’s that assessment, which actually should streamline
things, but in order to do that, there has to be a change
so that the time limits for applying for spousal support are
suspended. That’s really important, because if you move to
an alternate dispute resolution process, and the timeline for
spousal support is still running, that puts undue pressure on
the process. You really want, in an alternative dispute pro-
cess, to have that time and space for the families to deal with
that. So that’s very, very important.

The second thing is the legislation provision also author-
izes family justice counsellors to exempt parties from certain
processes. Having a rigid system in a dynamic and often dif-
ficult family situation can create a lot of problems, so giving
that family justice counsellor the right to exempt parties is
really, really important.

Also, the working group that I talked about earlier is also
exploring options around the use of judicial officers and
judicial resources. The idea around this is to have a new judi-
cial officer role, and Bill 9 actually allows this possible imple-
mentation by regulation. As was mentioned by the member

opposite, yes, there is a pilot project going on in Victoria, a
prototype, and this will allow that to move forward. The act
also allows judicial officers any ruling they might have to be
reviewed in a judicious and quick manner.

All of those things will really help to streamline the sys-
tem, will help to get cases ready for court, to get only the
things that need to be in front of a judge in front of a judge
and try to deal with as many things out of the courtroom as
possible. So I’m very, very pleased about that.

Another really tough time in any family’s life is obviously
when someone passes away. The Wills, Estates and Succes-
sion Act has been in long need of amendments over the last
number of years, so I think it’s very important that some of
these amendments be made.

One of them, of course, is to improve the ability of benefi-
ciaries and intestate successors to nominate an administrator
of an estate. What that means is if you have an executor….
In a will, the testator puts the name of executor or executors
in the will, and that’s important. But if someone dies without
a will — they die intestate — then you’ve got this court-
ordered administrator that has to be appointed, and that’s
created a lot of issues in the past. Improving the beneficiaries
and intestate successors to be able to help with that process
is really important, and it’s a long time coming. I really think
that that’s a very, very important change.

Another part of the bill is to improve the ability of a per-
son who has an interest in an estate to recover or protect
estate or property or to enforce obligations owing to an
estate. Part of the problem there is that sometimes properties
will disappear or be liquidated, and really, it’s important to
be able to protect that right.

Another important protection is if there’s an unlocated
beneficiary or intestate successor or there’s a will variation
claimant, the administrator…. What they can do is they now,
under this act, would have to actually set aside a portion
before they settle the will or settle the estate, which is
important because if all the property is settled and all the
money is paid out or all of the properties are dealt with, that
doesn’t protect some of those sort of unprotected people. So
those are very important parts.

[5:30 p.m.]
I’m very pleased to have spoken to this bill. Again, I’d

like to say thank you very much to the Attorney General
and his staff, who seem to provide a large number of won-
derful bills to this House and continue to do so, and I hope
they bring more.

As I leave my points, I’d like to say that I support this bill
wholeheartedly.

D. Routley: Again it gives me pleasure to stand in sup-
port of a bill brought forward by this government. As in
keeping with its budget, it reflects priority-making that I
think British Columbians consider to be owed to them —
that they would be the centre of what government does
and that their needs and problems would be the subject of
the attention of their government. This issue is obviously
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one of great import to people and families — and a very
difficult and vexing one as well.

Bill 9 is certainly meant to streamline and make more effi-
cient the court system. There is a pragmatism and expedi-
ency in doing that — that government can answer some of its
financial and management goals. But really what underpins
that is a higher principle — the principle that our system and
the measures this Legislature takes should support families
and support the lives of British Columbians and make them
better, particularly where it’s most difficult to do that.

[S. Chandra Herbert in the chair.]

This bill, I think, while it doesn’t seem like much…. In
fact, the Attorney General described it, more or less, as
housekeeping. And I understand that it is — the details and
the edges of the issues that are being addressed by the bill.
But that doesn’t change the fact that there are some very
important principles at stake here. In fact, when families find
themselves in this situation, perhaps reason is not always
driving people’s decisions.

I have to say that my parents divorced when I was quite
young. That was at a time when divorce was not at all a com-
mon thing really — not as common as it is now. Unknow-
ing at the time, I was lucky enough that my parents were
so positive and supported each other through that process.
They always attended family events together with their new
spouses. Never really spoke ill of each other to us as kids.

So we were spared much of what people face when they
wind up in the system. It’s only later in life, as all of us
know — in our own lives or lives of those close to us —
how terrible these outcomes can be if people don’t approach
with the kind of good spirit and goodwill that my parents
happened to be able to muster in a very difficult time. That
doesn’t mean that people who can’t muster that goodwill
don’t deserve the support. In fact, I would argue that they
deserve more support than anyone. Not only is not address-
ing these problems — and slowing them down and offering
up opportunities for conflict — a damage to what we do and
what we hope to achieve, but it has an enormous toll on the
lives of children and the individuals involved in that conflict.

I think that this bill is addressing the details of what the
act does in people’s lives. It’s important because it tries to
address one of the most vexing aspects of this, the most dif-
ficult thing to pick through all the procedure and get to: that
when people are in this kind of conflict, they, very unfor-
tunately, sometimes will use these systems and these meas-
ures as weapons. I would suggest that when couples break
up, there is often a sense — at least on one part or on both
parts — that these court processes and other processes that
address their problems are to be intentionally or uninten-
tionally ground to a halt.

[5:35 p.m.]
We all pay for that. We all pay. The efficiency of govern-

ment, the efficacy of the decisions we make and the expedi-
ency that I spoke about before are impacted by that, but far

more importantly are the lives of children involved, in par-
ticular, and also the lives of the couple that might be break-
ing up and their ability to move on.

As long as we offer a system that doesn’t have speedy
measures that can address the problems that people face, as
long as we allow for cases to come to court unprepared, or
don’t necessarily need to be in court, we are contributing to
that difficult slowness of the process, and then we are con-
tributing to damage in people’s lives.

I think it’s a really difficult thing for the Attorney General
to have chosen to address. The national Action Committee
on Access to Justice in Civil and Family Matters certainly
points us in this direction, but it’s only the courage of the
current government and the Attorney General in addressing
this that we could actually get to these points.

One of the objectives of the project that I referred to is
that all court events are meaningful. That seems like a rather
obvious statement. It seems fairly simple in its proposition.
But, in reality, it is quite opposite from what people experi-
ence. They will go to court. They will take time off of work.
They will have to arrange child care. They will be stressed at
a time when they’re already enduring enormous and debil-
itating stress, and it will be to no purpose. It will contribute
to the frustration, the anger and the animosity that brought
people to court in the first place. So this is an important
measure. It’s important.

The way that these court events are made meaningful is
that only disputes that need to be addressed by the courts
would get there. In order to achieve that, this bill allows
counselling so that families can, perhaps, resolve, be referred
or referred straight to the courts, depending upon their
need. A needs-based referral is so vital in trying to clean up
the entanglement that we see in family courts.

This assessment will be an important measure. But the
Attorney General wisely included a measure that will allow
the suspension of time limits on spousal support so that
people can really invest in an alternative method of resolving
their problems without fear that their interests are being
undermined by the clock. That relieves another pressure
that’s on families at a very, very difficult time.

If the counselling decides that the case should go to court,
then the act actually supports families having access to
resources. Therefore, I understand and believe that they will
come to court better prepared; that court events will be
meaningful, as is called for here; and people will have
restored in themselves some kind of faith in the process.

That’s another rather courageous aspect to this bill, which
appears to just deal with issues on the edges of the Family
Law Act but, in fact, addresses some very core principles.
That, I think, is worthy of some kind of credit and support.
I hope all members in this House will support this measure.
We all know people, if not ourselves, who have been through
these very difficult circumstances. You know, having a gov-
ernment that will hear their issues, understand their chal-
lenges and actually see them is a very important thing. For
that, I would give congratulations to the government and
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to the Attorney General for having the courage to step into
these matters.

[5:40 p.m.]
It’s not easy. There will never be something worthwhile

done without challenge and without struggle, but this is cer-
tainly worthwhile. I’m confident that when all the members
of the House examine how this act will support families at
one of the most difficult times in their lives, they will all sup-
port this bill.

You know, it also deals with families who face another one
of the most challenging times in their lives — that is, the loss
of someone in their family and the very difficult measures
that they face in dealing with wills or estates or people dying
intestate. Having more flexibility in how those circumstances
can be addressed is vital. So often families are, at a very dif-
ficult time, having to understand very regimented processes
that don’t allow, perhaps, for their personal circumstances to
be reflected in who is managing an estate or how it’s man-
aged. This act will address that other difficult end of the spec-
trum for families.

I speak in support of the bill. I hope that all members in
the House will support the bill, because what it does is it
puts people first. It puts people at the centre of government’s
actions. It takes steps that will have a material impact on
peoples’ lives. It takes steps that will pay off perhaps many,
many years in the future in the lives of children who will
grow up understanding that these conflicts can be resolved
in a civil way and that the system is there to support them,
not to further burden them. I think that that’s a real gift to
the families of British Columbia, so I support this bill wholly
and wholeheartedly.

Hon. D. Eby: Thank you very much to the members of the
Legislature who spoke to the bill: to my colleagues in gov-
ernment for their eloquent comments and their kind com-
pliments; to staff, who did do some very good work on this,
and to my office — very much appreciated; and to the critic
for the thoughtful questions we’ll get into at committee stage.

With that, I move second reading of the bill.

Motion approved.

Hon. D. Eby: I move the bill be referred to a Committee
of the Whole House to be considered at the next sitting
after today.

Bill 9, Attorney General Statutes Amendment Act, 2019,
read a second time and referred to a Committee of the
Whole House for consideration at the next sitting of the
House after today.

Hon. D. Eby: I call Bill 2, Protection of Public Participa-
tion Act, 2019, committee stage.

Committee of the Whole House

BILL 2 — PROTECTION OF PUBLIC
PARTICIPATION ACT

(continued)

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

The committee met at 5:43 p.m.

On section 2 (continued).

The Chair: Did the member need staff to join us now?

Hon. D. Eby: Yes, thank you, Mr. Chair, if my staff could
please come in.

The Chair: All right. We’ll just have a brief recess while
staff join us now.

The committee recessed from 5:43 p.m. to 5:44 p.m.

[S. Chandra Herbert in the chair.]

Hon. D. Eby: I just wanted to share with the House that
joining me is Russell Getz, legal counsel, and Darin Thomp-
son, legal counsel, here to assist me with committee stage. I
look forward to the members’ questions.

[5:45 p.m.]

The Chair: We were on section 2. We’d just finished sec-
tion 1. I believe we’d just passed the definitions.

Any questions on section 2?

Section 2 approved.

On section 3.

M. Lee: Thank you, Mr. Chair. Just in the context of sec-
tion 3, I ask, through you to the Attorney General, if he could
just walk through the intention of “qualified privilege” in this
particular provision and the way it’s framed.

Hon. D. Eby: One defence to a claim of defamation is the
defence of qualified privilege. That’s the defence in which
allegedly defamatory speech or writing is privileged because
it’s communication by and to people who share an interest in
the matter being communicated.

However, you can lose that defence. Current case law
holds that neither news media nor people who receive a
communication through the news media have the required
interest. So defendants are at risk of losing the defence of
qualified privilege if their communication is reported on by
the news media or witnessed by other people, as will be often
the case in matters of public interest.
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So without this provision, a defence of qualified privilege
that might otherwise exist would not be available if the com-
munication in question was reported on by the news media
or witnessed by others.

The provision is aimed at addressing the unfairness of an
otherwise appropriate defence of qualified privilege were it
to be unavailable — respecting communications on a mat-
ter of public interest — simply because, as will often be the
case, the communication is reported on by news media or
witnessed by others.

The provision does not relieve the news media of liability,
which have other grounds of defence where appropriate. The
modifications, though, I will note, of the requirements — the
defence of qualified privilege — apply only to circumstances
to which this act would apply — that is, where the defence of
qualified privilege is available, respecting communication on
a matter of public interest between two or more persons who
have a direct interest in the matter. It is not a change to the
law of qualified privilege generally. So again, only on matters
of public interest.

M. Lee: In terms of the context of this particular pro-
vision, how is the term “public interest” to be interpreted?
What’s the intention, as it’s framed in this particular pro-
vision?

Hon. D. Eby: With respect to the definition of public
interest, the member notes properly that this is not a defined
term in the act. That was intentional. We are intending to
incorporate the evolving case law around, and the existing
definitions in the case law, of the meaning of public interest.

The member will know that this bill is based on the
Ontario legislation, which itself became the model legisla-
tion that we then incorporated here in B.C.

That act — the Ontario legislation that maps out very
closely to what we have in the House here today — was con-
sidered by the Ontario Court of Appeal in a decision called
1704604 Ontario v. Pointes Protection Association. In that
case, the court said, “Have a look at Grant v. Torstar,” which
is a decision where the Supreme Court of Canada discusses
the matter of public interest and what public interest means
and went into some detail about that.

I’ll take the risky liberty of paraphrasing the Supreme
Court here in saying that generally, at paragraph 102 and
105, the court held that the public interest does not extend
to matters of mere curiosity or prurient interest or in which
the person concerned has a reasonable expectation of pri-
vacy. So it’s sort of a negative definition there.

[5:50 p.m.]
Also, in public interest, Grant at 102, the potential subject

matter is wide-ranging, including politics, science and the
arts, the environment, religion or morality; and generally, it’s
a matter of public interest if it relates to a subject in which a
segment of the community would have a genuine interest in
receiving information.

Section 3 approved.

On section 4.

M. Lee: I think that the Attorney General’s overview of
how public interest might be interpreted or utilized under
this proposed legislation is…. I acknowledge that overview.
Just note, of course, that the way that this…. What is really,
fundamentally, the important test here in this act is section
4. As we know, the way it’s laid out, we have a two-part test
under sub 4(1)(a), in terms of it arising “from an expression
made by the applicant, and (b) the expression relates to a
matter of public interest.”

In the second arm of this test, I would ask the Attorney
General: the overview that the Attorney General just
made…. In terms of what is public interest, would it be the
same answer for this particular section, as well, in terms of
how public interest is to be utilized? Is there any different
interpretation of public interest in the context of sub 4(1)(b)?

Hon. D. Eby: The member correctly notes that the words
“public interest” are used in different sections in the act, and
they may have different meanings, depending on where they
show up. The section that the member refers to, sub 4(1)(b),
is “the expression relates to a matter of public interest.” The
member is right. That has the same meaning that I just went
through, the Grant v. Torstar definition, as the court sees
it currently. Now, there may be another case that comes
down the line that refines that definition of public interest or
expands it.

This legislation is intended to incorporate that evolution
in the case law as the courts consider what is public interest.
It’s meant to be a light touch so that it incorporates that case
law. But the member may note that sub 4(2)….

Interjections.

The Chair: Apologies, Attorney General. There’s been
some disruption in the House.

Hon. D. Eby: Subsection 4(2)(b) also refers to public
interest. But this is a different public interest. That is, the
public’s interest in continuing the proceeding outweighs the
public interest in protecting the expression. The court, in
Pointes Protection, went into some detail on this public
interest test, which is distinct from the public interest. So
you could have expression that relates to a matter of public
interest, that passes the test in sub 4(1) but doesn’t meet the
test in sub (2)(b), which is that the impact on the person’s
expression is serious enough that the public interest in con-
tinuing outweighs the public interest in protecting that
expression.

[5:55 p.m.]
The court looks at a couple of different factors about what

you would look at to determine the public interest in allow-
ing the expression to continue or in truncating it or restrict-
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ing it through a defamation action. The court looks at, for
example, whether the expression contains deliberate false-
hoods, gratuitous personal attacks or vulgar and offensive
language and would note that there would be less public
interest in protecting speech like that than there would if the
same expression had been delivered without the lies, vitriol
and obscenities.

Another example of what the court could look at in terms
of public interest in this test, in 4(2), would be whether
there was sufficient evidence or whether there was evidence
of actual libel chill generated by the plaintiff ’s claim, which
could be an important factor as well. The court notes that
these assessments are qualitative and, to some extent, sub-
jective but notes that a plaintiff ’s claim will be dismissed
if the plaintiff cannot meet the persuasive burden under
4(2)(b). So it’s not insignificant, and it’s important for the
court to engage in that weighing process around the public
interest, which, as the member properly notes, is distinct
from the other section.

M. Lee: I appreciate that.
In talking about section 4, the Attorney General has

anticipated one avenue that I would like to discuss more
at length, which is certainly section 4(2)(b) and the double
use of public interest in that section. Certainly, the Attor-
ney General has highlighted how that would be inter-
preted, to some degree, within that section. But just before
coming to that, because that is an area that I would like to
discuss at length…. Going back to 4(1)(b), I think we’ve
canvassed that in terms of use of public interest in that
particular arm of this test.

The other point I just wanted to canvass briefly is 4(1)(a).
In the previous committee session that we had when we had
the opportunity to go over the use or the definition of the
term “expression,” the Attorney General did indicate that it
was a fairly wide definition, with only a few things that might
potentially be exempted from that in terms of what might be
found under the Criminal Code or violations of the Charter.
Just on that point, when we look at the gating item that this
is, section 4(1)(a), particularly as to how expression will play
when you look at that against 4(2)(b), this expression gets
picked up again when we talk about, at the very end of that
section: “…proceeding outweighs the public interest in pro-
tecting that expression.”

So again, there is an interplay here between what the
nature of this expression is and the public interest in protect-
ing that expression. Just to, again, clarify one specific point
— that the use of “expression” under 4(1)(a) is one that, in
that context, is neutral in the sense that it has no element of
public interest attached to it, that it is an open-ended defini-
tion, subject to the qualifications the Attorney General made
previously in committee. I just wanted to confirm that that
is the case — that the intention is, from the drafters from
the Attorney General Ministry, that that has no qualification
attached to it. It’s an open definition in terms of how it was
first defined.

[6:00 p.m.]

Hon. D. Eby: The member will note that section 4(1)(a)
and (b) is a two-part test, that (a) and (b) are connected
by “and.” You have to meet both requirements in order
to apply for dismissal. The proceeding has to arise from
an expression made by the applicant. There has to be an
expression that’s at issue, and the expression has to relate
to a matter of public interest. It can’t be sort of tangentially
related to a matter of public interest. It needs to relate to a
matter of public interest.

The member does raise sort of a broader question about
expression — what expression is and means in terms of the
act and what this act incorporates. He will recall that section
1 has a definition of “expression,” which means any com-
munication, verbal or non-verbal, public or private, whether
directed or not at a person or entity.

The meaning of “expression” in the act is consistent with
and grounded in some very well-established and substantive
law. The member is familiar, I know, with section 2(b) of the
Charter of Rights and Freedoms, that everyone has the fol-
lowing fundamental freedoms: namely, “freedom of thought,
belief, opinion and expression, including freedom of the
press and other media of communication.” Grant v. Torstar
talked a little bit about the constitutional status of freedom of
expression — namely, that all Canadian laws must conform
to the Charter, including the constitutional status of freedom
of expression.

In Pointes Protection Association, the court noted, of
course, as one would expect, that the court presumes that
freedom of expression does not capture expression in terms
of…. This Protection of Public Participation Act does not
capture expression that would be beyond the pale of the
Charter — things like hate speech, which is captured under
the Criminal Code; a threat of violence; or an act of violence
as an act of expression — which I know all members of the
House, and myself included, would be loath to protect, in
terms of how this act operates.

I note further that “expression” in Grant includes expres-
sion that cannot be proven true at the time that the expres-
sion was made. In particular, the court said: The argument
that a false statement cannot advance the purposes of section
2(b) of the Charter is belied by the fact that the existing
defamation defence of privilege concedes that “sometimes
the public interest requires that untrue statements should
be granted immunity because of the importance of robust
debates on matters of public interest…or the importance of
discussion and disclosure as a means of getting at the truth.”
The court also noted that that argument “overlooks the fact
that…2(b) protection is not confined to statements that a
person can ultimately prove are true.”

The member can see that there is quite a deep well of
court case law behind the term “expression.” It is incorpor-
ated to some extent into this act and discussed in the Pointes
Protection decision as well — in terms of what “expression”
does not include and what the court, I believe, properly con-
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cluded the Legislature did not intend to include in Ontario,
and that, certainly, we don’t intend to include here under our
Protection of Public Participation Act bill.

M. Lee: Just going to subsection 4(2)(a), in terms of the
nature of the proceeding, there are three parts to this, in
effect — the first being grounds to believe, secondly, substan-
tial merit, and, thirdly, no valid defence. Taking those par-
ticular formulations of terms in order, I would ask the Attor-
ney General if he could first comment on the test that typic-
ally would be applicable here, what’s intended by the drafters
when we say there are grounds to believe, in terms of the
framing of what that benchmark would be, in terms of the
threshold of the use of the term “grounds to believe.”

[6:05 p.m.]

Hon. D. Eby: Subsection 4(2)(a), as the member notes,
sets out two grounds that the court must consider, a two-
part test in sections (2)(a)(i) and (ii): “the proceeding has
substantial merit.” The framework of subsection 4(2) is
that the court must make a dismissal order in the event
that the applicant passes subsection 4(1). If the applicant
can show, “This is expression that I made; this expression
relates to a matter of public interest,” the court must make
a dismissal order.

Now, subsection (2) says “unless the respondent” to the
application — this is the person who started the lawsuit in
the first place, the person who was allegedly defamed — “sat-
isfies the court” of a couple of things. First of all, the person
who started the lawsuit needs to show the court that there
are grounds to believe that “the proceeding has substantial
merit.” The second thing they have to show the court that
there is grounds to believe is that “the applicant has no valid
defence.”

Usually, in litigation, just proving that your proceeding
has substantial merit would be sufficient to show, to satisfy
the test that the thing should go forward. However,
because defamation is a unique tort — where, basically,
all you have to do to start the defamation action is just
allege that the person’s communication caused you to be
looked down upon by your neighbours or by the com-
munity in some way — the defences are quite different.
They’re kind of stand-alone defences. There are a number
of special privileges. They’re broken out separately because
the tort of defamation is so unique.

With respect to this demarcation between the elements
of the tort and the various defences, what it does is that it
puts the burden on the person bringing the lawsuit to show
these various things before the lawsuit gets to continue. That
is a change from the bare tort of defamation, where all the
defendant has to do is show up and say, “I’ve got this claim,”
and then everything shifts over to the defendant to prove
that they have a defence to the claim. So all of the weight
goes onto the defendant. This kind of shifts the burden back
onto the plaintiff who brought the lawsuit in the first place.

The court in Pointes Protection looked at this and made

this analysis: “There is a clear demarcation between the ele-
ments of the tort that the plaintiff must prove and the various
affirmative defences that the defence must prove if the
plaintiff meets its initial onus.” That’s a more elegant way of
saying my point that I was trying to make earlier, about why
there are two sections here — that the proceeding has sub-
stantial merit and that there’s no valid defence.

[6:10 p.m.]
For the first section, that there be substantial merit and

that the respondent plaintiff has to show that there is sub-
stantial merit, the court considered that and said that what
you have to do is show that your case is legally tenable and
supported by evidence which could lead a reasonable trier to
conclude that the claim has a real chance of success.

The court, in my opinion, properly concluded that the
question is not about whether the motion judge thinks the
evidence is credible but “whether, on the entirety of the
material, there are reasonable grounds to believe that a reas-
onable trier could accept the evidence.” That’s the substantial
merit piece.

Then with respect to no valid defence, this section….
Again, the court said it very nicely in Pointes Protection
Association, so there’s no point in me trying to say it better
than the Ontario Court of Appeal.

“The provision contemplates an evidentiary burden on the defend-
ant to advance any proposed valid defence in the pleadings and/or
in the material filed in the section…for application. That material
should be sufficiently detailed to allow the application judge to clearly
identify the legal and factual components of the defences advanced….
Then the persuasive burden moves to the plaintiff to satisfy the ap-
plication judge that there are reasonable grounds to believe that none
of the defences put in play are valid….

“The onus rests on the plaintiff to convince the application judge
that, looking at the application record through the reasonableness
lens, a trier could conclude that none of the defences advanced would
succeed. If that assessment is among those reasonably available on the
record, the plaintiff has met its onus.”

The member will note that we’re leaning very heavily on
the Pointes Protection decision, because it is certainly one
that we think was very reasonably decided, and the court
very elegantly described the intent behind the model legis-
lation, which we’ve adopted here. This section being identic-
al to Ontario helps me illustrate what our intent here is in
including these provisions in British Columbia.

M. Lee: I appreciate that in terms of the description of no
valid defence, there will be what is, to a reasonable trier, an
agreed or understood set of defences that the applicant could
raise in the face of this.

In terms of the actual application of this provision, what’s
the assessment by the Attorney General, in terms of the
reasonableness of that application, in the sense of what the
respondent needs to satisfy the court of? As to the fact that
the applicant has no valid defence, to what degree and to
what extent does the respondent need to go in order to
demonstrate that?

7572 British Columbia Debates Wednesday, March 6, 2019



Hon. D. Eby: The applicant does need to say: “Here are
the defences that are available to me,” and one of those
might be truth. You know: “If what I said was true, and
I’m going to be relying on the defence of truth in my
materials.” And then the respondent, who’s the plaintiff,
will be…. The persuasive burden, as the court puts it in
Pointes Protection, will to move to that plaintiff to satisfy
the judge that there are reasonable grounds to believe that
that defence would not be valid.

One of those ways is to show that, actually, the statement
wasn’t true, to put in an affidavit, for example, evidence that
would show that there is no reason to believe that the state-
ments made by the individual are true, so therefore, the
defence of truth is not available to that person. That’s just one
example.

It’s hard for me to say it better than the Court of Appeal
that the onus rests on the plaintiff to convince the judge that
in looking at the record through the reasonableness lens,
a trier could conclude that none of the defences advanced
would succeed.

[6:15 p.m.]
Now, each of the defences has unique elements that the

court would be looking at. And the applicant, having said,
“I’m going to rely on qualified privilege. I’m going to rely on
truth,” whatever defence, the court would then be looking to
the plaintiff, in affidavit material or in other evidence in front
of the court, or an argument that there simply isn’t reason to
believe that defence applies at all, to convince the judge that
none of the defences advanced would succeed through the
reasonableness lens. Hopefully, that clarifies things for the
member.

M. Lee: Just going to what I think is the fundamental test
for this provision under sub 4(2)(b). This, of course, is find-
ing of the appropriate balance between the public interest
in protecting the expression, and of course, that expression,
as we have talked about under sub 4(1)(b), is an expression
which relates to a matter of public interest.

This is part of the challenge. I appreciate that we’ve had,
with the entire Court of Appeal application…. It is for the
courts to apply this legislation, as they’ve done in Ontario,
and for B.C. courts, if this legislation passes, to interpret and
apply that here in British Columbia. But the way that this
provision is framed utilizes the term “public interest” in a
number of different ways. We can hope that British Colum-
bia courts will be able to navigate through this provision in
the way that the Ontario Court of Appeal has.

I would just note that even as you parse through the lan-
guage in sub 4(2)(b), again, even if you just look at that part
of the provision…. It’s talking about the public interest in
protecting that expression, which, in turn, relates to a matter
of public interest. So we have the term public interest used in
both ways — to be something of desirable intent, objective,
which is to protect that expression. And the expression itself
is one of public interest.

It seems somewhat circular if you read it in that manner.

I’d ask the Attorney General if he sees any challenge in the
courts of British Columbia utilizing this particular part of
the test.

Hon. D. Eby: I certainly have confidence in the court to
be able to read the legislation and come to the necessary
understanding to apply it to the facts. The context that the
word public interest is set out in the legislation with the
intention that the court should be able to quite easily dis-
tinguish the terms.

Now, I will note that, although they’re the same words,
there are different public interests. There are two public
interests, right? There is the matter that the individual com-
mented on, which was a matter of public interest: talking
about this hot political issue. I’m talking about this devel-
opment in my neighbourhood. I’m talking about something
that I’m concerned about. This is a matter of public interest.

Then there’s another public interest, which is the public
interest in protecting the reputation of the person who’s
building the development, and there’s the public interest in
being able to hear about this person’s opinion, and there’s the
public interest in those two separate pieces. What we really
need the court to do and what is very difficult to prescribe….
That’s why it’s this broad test. We need the court to engage in
a waiting exercise.

[6:20 p.m.]
Although the comment may have been defamatory under

the old test, the impact of libel chill on anyone speaking out
about this particular issue is so significant that allowing the
lawsuit to continue would have such a detrimental effect on
free expression that that would not be in the public interest.
Although yes, it was a defamatory comment, likely, and yes,
likely the plaintiff would succeed, there is significantly more
public interest in allowing that to go ahead compared to put-
ting a chill on anyone who would want to speak out on this
particular issue.

Or in the reverse, yes, this individual was speaking out on
a matter of public interest. It appears as though they wanted
to express themselves on this important matter that the pub-
lic has a right to hear about and to know about.

But it was so obviously false, full of profanity, absurd to
the extreme — as the court said, “Deliberate falsehoods, gra-
tuitous personal attacks, vulgar and offensive language” — or
it just didn’t really contribute anything to public debate, and
it doesn’t have a significant impact on the willingness of oth-
er members of the public or journalists or others to particip-
ate in the public discussion about this issue. So we’re going
to weight it in favour of allowing this defamation action to
go ahead — that this person should rightly be sued for what
they said.

That weighting exercise between those two competing
public values — the protection of the reputation of the
plaintiff and the protection of the expression rights not just
of the defendant but also of other members of the public
both to hear the expression or to express themselves on the
same issue — is what we want the court to engage in here.
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Courts are uniquely suited to doing that kind of work. We
ask courts to do that all the time: to weigh different interests
and come to a conclusion about what is in the best interests
of the public to go forward, What’s in the public interest to
do? To protect the expression, or to allow the lawsuit to go
ahead because this conduct should rightly be sanctioned by
the court in the event that the claim is made out?

That is really what is intended to be captured here. I think
that that weighting test will be very familiar to judges, and
they should be able to make their way through it quite easily.

M. Lee: Well, recognizing that, at this time, only Ontario
has this legislative framework in place, so the courts in
Ontario are obviously working through this legislation
through the Ontario Court of Appeal…. In British Colum-
bia, though…. I appreciate that, certainly, as legislators, we
put it in the hands of the courts in the way that we employ
their judgment, literally, and the way that this particular sec-
tion is calling on the courts to make this determination.

We’ve covered, I think, in the Attorney General’s response,
the second part of this test. I’d like to just come back to the
first part. An area of concern, still, in terms of the clarity
around it, is…. The test is where the harm that is “likely to
have been or to be suffered by the respondent as a result of
the applicant’s expression….” If you stop it there, that harm,
we would expect, would be concerns around the respond-
ent’s reputation, business or personal interests.

This is something, of course, that the panel in Ontario,
when they reviewed the necessity of bringing on the legis-
lation in the first place, were quite minded to the balancing
of interests, certainly. And certainly, they acknowledged that
the protection and promotion of this kind of expression
should not be a cover for expression that wrongfully harms
reputational, business or personal interests of others. So that,
certainly, is an acknowledgment on the plaintiff ’s, or
respondent’s, side as to what’s at stake.

[6:25 p.m.]
This particular formulation goes on to say that that harm

“…is serious enough that the public interest in continuing
the proceeding….” The words “the public interest in continu-
ing the proceeding” — I’d like to ask how those particular
words are to be interpreted by the courts in the context of
this particular section.

Hon. D. Eby: This is the weighting test that the court will
be engaged in, in part. And “the harm likely to have been
or to be suffered by the respondent” is something that the
respondent is expected to provide some basis on which the
judge can make an assessment about the harm.

For example, if somebody is defamed and they’ve lost a
job or they’ve lost a contract as a result, or they’re likely to….
If it started a review process that is likely to end in them hav-
ing economic harm, or it’s resulted in people putting posters
up around their neighbourhood about what a terrible person
they are. The kids can’t go to school anymore. These kinds of
things. You don’t have to prove it, because this is the begin-

ning of the process. But the plaintiff is expected to set out
some evidence of harm here.

The reason for that is the act is intended to allow to pro-
ceed those very serious defamations that actually are likely
to lead to harm or have actually led to harm to the plaintiff,
in the event that that harm is disproportionate to the expres-
sion right that is being protected there.

The member asks what the test is around the harm being
likely to be realized by the plaintiff. What is the test that it’s
serious enough that the public interest in continuing out-
weighs the public interest in protecting the expression?

That is really the weighting where the court is like: “Wow,
this individual suffered economic harm, suffered really ser-
ious reputational harm in their home community. This is a
really big deal for this individual that the defamation resul-
ted in, and I’m weighing this against the public interest in the
expression that this individual made that was full of profan-
ity. It was totally false, apparently. It appears to be totally false
on the application materials that are in front of me. I think
that we should continue this proceeding, because the harms
are significant. The value of the expression was minimal.”

You can easily imagine the opposite. Really, someone
speaking out on a matter that appears to be, more likely than
not, true — or at least a reasonable conclusion about a mat-
ter of public interest or politics or art or any of the other cat-
egories that we’ve been through — and there is just no evid-
ence of any harm to the plaintiff, or even suggestion of any
harm that they’re likely to suffer as a result of that expression.

Then the court would say: “Okay. Well, it’s pretty clear,
on looking at this harm test, that there’s very little, if any,
harm likely to be suffered by the plaintiff, and the public
interests in hearing the expression of this individual is very
significant. This journalist who wrote this important story
about this issue is very significant. So here we believe that we
should stop this proceeding from continuing. We believe the
impact on free expression is too significant and the harms
are too minimal to allow it to continue.”

M. Lee: Thank you to the Attorney General for that
response. As I hear him, in responding, the last part of what
he just said is how I see it as well. That is, the balancing test
ought to be between the harm that is suffered by the plaintiff
or respondent — balancing that against the public interest in
protecting the expression at issue.

That, in fact, when we talk about the report of the Anti-
SLAPP Advisory Panel to the Attorney General of Ontario,
dated October 28, 2010…. When I look at that report and
sub-item 7(iii) of that report, just above the heading “Issue
2.” When they look at a potential model of formulation,
which is the model that presumably the Attorney General
Ministry in Ontario had worked with in order to develop
their own legislation….

[6:30 p.m.]
Originally, that framing was exactly how I just expressed

it. That is, it talks specifically that the balancing test would
be: “The harm it has suffered outweighs the harm done to the

7574 British Columbia Debates Wednesday, March 6, 2019



public interest, especially in freedom of expression, by allow-
ing the action to continue.”

[J. Isaacs in the chair.]

Obviously, Madam Chair, that is a formulation, not legis-
lative language. But even if you convert that formulation,
by way of report by that panel to the legislative language,
I acknowledge that legislative language did not get imple-
mented in the Ontario act. But it is something to consider
where the panel itself, in Ontario, did actually go to a simpler
formulation, a formulation that, I would suggest, would be
more clearly read and interpreted by the courts.

The legislative language that’s been put into the Ontario
act that has been replicated here in Bill 2, in my view, raises
another potential requirement, which is the language that we
were just reviewing and discussing, which is: not only is it a
“harm likely to have been or to be suffered by the respond-
ent as a result of the applicant’s expression….” I would stop it
there and then continue on: “outweighs the public interest in
protecting that expression.”

That’s how I would see this test. I would suggest that that
would be a clearer test. It doesn’t stop at there, though. It
inserts the words “is serious enough that the public interest
in continuing…the expression.”

Again, I come back to this term “public expression” and
how it’s utilized in different ways in this section, and I think
it’s challenging. I think it’s challenging in terms of, certainly,
from the respondent and the plaintiff ’s counsel, to demon-
strate to the court how it would be serious enough that the
public interest in continuing that expression or continuing
that proceeding would outweigh the public interest in pro-
tecting that expression. I will just ask, at this juncture, if I
could give the further opportunity to the Attorney General
to ask if he would see that this additional language does raise
another requirement on the respondent and the purpose for
doing that.

Hon. D. Eby: I take the member’s point. I will suggest to
the member there are a number of benefits in the phrasing
that’s been put forward here.

First of all, this follows legislation from Ontario. We have
the benefit of their jurisprudence paving the way a bit in
terms of understanding how the bill will be implemented
and understood by the courts. That’s a useful thing. And
there likely won’t be a huge number of these cases. So with
two provinces with identical legislation, or near identical
legislation, the discourse between the courts, the number of
files that go forward and the case law that’s likely to be cre-
ated will be helpful in both provinces.

Second, I note that this is wording that was suggested
by the Uniform Law Conference of Canada. The hope is
that this is legislation that will also be picked up by other
provinces as well, allowing for more consistent development
of jurisprudence across Canada on this area of law.

The context, just generally in terms of why, even without

those things, we believe that this is helpful statutory drafting
for a court is that it gives the court the context and the
intent and the balancing that we hope the court will engage
in when they’re met with one of these applications in deter-
mining whether or not the public interest in continuing the
proceedings outweighs the public interest in protecting the
expression. That balancing test is really the heart of what
we’re seeking to do here.

[6:35 p.m.]

M. Lee: Just on the tail end of that response. I’d just
like to ask then: what, in the Attorney General’s view,
would the court need to consider in determining whether
the public interest in continuing the proceeding, for the
respondent in this case…? How would the court actually
apply those terms?

Hon. D. Eby: This is a fact-based inquiry that the court is
invited to pursue here. I again will defer to the minds of the
Ontario Court of Appeal, where they say the public interest
evaluations required in this section — they mention, obvi-
ously, the Ontario section: “cannot be reduced to an arith-
metic-like calculation. It would be misleading to pretend
they can be. The assessments are qualitative and, to some
extent, subjective. Because the balancing of the competing
public interests will often be determinative of the outcome of
the…motion, and because the analysis contains an element
of subjectivity, it is critical that motion judges provide full
reasons for their…evaluations.”

In that section, the court talks about the fact that this
is obviously a fact-driven process, but the assessments are
qualitative and, to some extent, subjective.

We do ask courts to engage in these balancing acts all
the time, weighing different values that are in competition.
This is one of the challenges that we put on our judiciary.
They’ll be familiar with the format, and they will be asked
to weigh whether the public interest in continuing the pro-
ceeding, given the reputational interest of the plaintiff, out-
weighs the public interest in protecting the expression, given
the interests of the public and the individual engaging in the
expression to have the opportunity to hear that expression
and to have the opportunity to make that expression.

I hope that assists.

M. Lee: Let me make a comment, and then there is an
amendment I’d like to propose to this particular provision.

I, in the context of what we were discussing…. It is the
subjectivity and the qualitative nature of the determination
by the court that I believe, as legislators, we should try and
narrow in terms of how it might be applied. Public interest
can be a very amorphous term, as the Attorney General just
cited, even in the eyes of the Ontario courts. As a result, it
can be case specific.

In the interest of some enterprises in British Columbia,
you would think that a business interest, a private property
interest, the ability of the economic interest, are fundamental
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and important to any particular organization or to a com-
munity. How that might be defined in the area of public
interest is to be determined.

With that in mind, I would like to propose an amendment,
if I may.

[Section 4 by deleting the text shown as struck out and adding the un-
derlined text as shown:
4 (2) If the applicant satisfies the court that the proceeding arises
from an expression referred to in subsection (1), the court must make
a dismissal order unless the respondent satisfies the court that

(a) there are grounds to believe that
(i) the proceeding has substantial merit, and
(ii) the applicant has no valid defence in the proceeding, and

(b) the harm likely to have been or to be suffered by the respond-
ent as a result of the applicant’s expression is serious enough that
the public interest in continuing the proceeding outweighs the
public interest in protecting that expression.

(i) is serious enough that the public interest in continuing the
proceeding outweighs the public interest in protecting that ex-
pression; or
(ii) outweighs the harm to the public interest by allowing the
proceeding to continue.]

On the amendment.

M. Lee: If I may speak to the amendment and to those
present here, including my friend from Saanich North and
the Islands.

[6:40 p.m.]
Hopefully, members in the House have heard the last set

of discussions here. In context, what this amendment does
is it preserves, under section 4(2)(b), the lead-in language.
We’re still talking about the harm likely to have been or to
be suffered by the respondent as a result of the applicant’s
expression. That remains. In fact, the second component
remains as well, which is sub (b)(i): “is serious enough that
the public interest in continuing the proceeding outweighs
the public interest in protecting that expression.”

That is the current formulation of this section. What
this amendment would do is provide a second alternative,
an alternative provision that can satisfy the test — which is
to simplify it. So in the alternative, or (ii): “outweighs the
harm to the public interest by allowing the proceeding to
continue.”

The only difference, of course, between sub (i) and sub
(ii) is not using the words “is serious enough that the public
interest in continuing the proceeding” — those words. So the
purpose of this amendment would provide the court with
two alternatives: the current formulation of the test in this
bill and a second alternative which would simplify the test
and do away with this need to balance conflicting public
interests.

Again, it would put us back to where the test would be
balancing the harm to the plaintiff for reasons of economic
interest, the reasons that the Ontario panel to the Attorney
General had cited in 2010 and the actual formulation they
originally had, which is, again, the harm to the plaintiff

versus the harm to the public interest by allowing the pro-
ceeding to continue.

The intention of this amendment is only to simplify the
test — to provide the courts of British Columbia with a
second alternative in order to determine whether the applic-
ant has satisfied the court under this act. That’s the intention
of this. I think it simplifies and provides a second route,
which is intended to be simpler, and on its face does still pre-
serve the alternative. So the court can still rule through that
basis, which we’ve been discussing, versus the second altern-
ative, which, again, as I suggest, is a simplified test.

Hon. D. Eby: So a couple of comments. The member’s
proposed amendment is a departure from the Uniform Law
Conference of Canada’s model legislation and a departure
from the Ontario legislation, which will create some uncer-
tainty in the application of the test.

What the member has done, in subsection (b), is he has
broken out (b) into two subsections, which are two tests
separated by an “or,” which means that the court would
be looking at two separate tests instead of one test. Now
the principle of statutory interpretation is that the Legis-
lature doesn’t…. Essentially, that the second test is there
for a reason, that there’s something different about it….
It brings some other element to the table. That’s what the
court would be looking for between these two tests. That’s
the reason why it’s there.

Just in reading the two tests, it’s difficult for me to see what
the difference is between the two tests. So test sub (i), as the
member says, is, as the bill currently reads, that the harm
that will be suffered by the plaintiff is serious enough that,
on the one hand, the public interest in continuing the pro-
ceeding outweighs, on the other hand, the public interest in
protecting that expression.

You can picture Themis, the goddess of justice, with the
scales. On one side of the scale, the public interest in con-
tinuing the proceeding, allowing this person to be sued
for defamation, outweighs the public interest in protecting
that expression. The scales on one side or the other, going
back and forth. This is the test we want the court to engage
in, exactly.

The member has added to that a second test, and it’s sep-
arated by an “or,” which means that the court has to do a
two-part….

[6:45 p.m.]
If either one of these are satisfied, then that’s enough to

determine it — or outweighs the harm to the public interest
by allowing…. The harm suffered by the plaintiff outweighs
the harm to the public interest by allowing the proceeding to
continue.

So here the member again has the harm to the plaintiff
and again has the harm to the public interest in allowing the
proceeding to continue, one assumes, in relation to protect-
ing the expression.

If I were to give a generous reading, I would say this is a
broader public interest test, that this would incorporate the
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public interest in protecting not just the expression but the
public interest, maybe, in efficient use of judicial resources,
the public interest in other aspects that might not be related
to expression. Because it’s not explicitly linked to the public
interest in protecting the expression, and the reason for
dropping is serious enough that the public interest in con-
tinuing the proceeding….

Maybe on this second test, this would contemplate that
for public interest that’s not related directly to expression,
the harm wouldn’t have to be as serious in terms of the
harm suffered by the respondent. Because the words “serious
enough” have been dropped, so it’s not as qualitative, the
court isn’t invited to do that.

I guess the core for me is really that the intention is that
the court do a balancing test between the public interest of
the harm to the reputational interests of the plaintiff and the
expressive rights of the defendant and the public’s right to
hear the expression of the defendant, or see it or whatever.
That is the balancing test you want the court to engage in.

The member’s second test, to my reading, introduces some
uncertainty about how the court would interpret that. It
doesn’t necessarily add anything in terms of that balancing
test and invites the court to find a reason why that’s been put
in there and apply that secondary test, because it must be
there for a reason. In that sense, it introduces uncertainty for
both plaintiffs and defendants about how the courts would
interpret that, because it is not based on the same language
as the Ontario statute, where there is some case law now, and
people do have some understanding about how that would
be considered by the court.

For those reasons, I will not be supporting the member’s
proposed amendment.

The Chair: Any further speakers to the amendment?

M. Lee: Just to say that I appreciate the points that the
Attorney General has made. I just would say in response that
there has been, certainly, as we’ve reviewed on second read-
ing, a history of this form of legislation in this province.

We’ve seen Ontario go forward with that legislation
more recently. It still is legislation that…. Despite the fact
that it’s been adopted in many different forms in the
United States, as we canvassed during second reading,
there is a variation on the scope of this type of legislation,
particularly in the United States.

I acknowledge, of course, Ontario has been first out the
door, so to speak, on this sort of legislation. I would note
again that the review that they had done effectively set out
the formulation that I have set out in sub (2).

The amendment tracks the basic language that the own
panel to the Attorney General had recommended. It wasn’t
adopted, for some reason, and that’s my concern. The con-
cern around how the court would weigh now two different
alternatives, as the Attorney General says…. Obviously, we
have a difference in view on that. My concern is the first arm,
which is the reason why we provided a second one.

As he has said, by providing a second one, he’s concerned
that that would cause more lack of understanding or clarity,
let’s say, by the courts. I suggest that that’s already there.
That’s the reason why I’m providing a second, more simple
route which only puts the court having to weigh the harm to
the plaintiff versus the harm to the public interest by allow-
ing the proceeding to continue. There’s not a double use of
public interest.

[6:50 p.m.]
I think when you have competing public interest, it gets

hard to determine at all times because, again, of the all-
encompassing nature of public interest for a local com-
munity. A local community is one where you shouldn’t be
dividing the economic interest, let’s say, of a business organ-
ization versus reasonable expression and concern by other
local citizens in the community. It should be the full public
interest. That’s why I believe that the second formulation
only pits the harm to the plaintiff and that particular
plaintiff ’s organization, be it business or any other operation
or enterprise, versus that public interest in the expression.

With those words, I’ll just say that obviously I’m in favour
of this amendment, and I would encourage other members
of the House to vote in favour of this amendment.

The Chair: The question is the amendment on section 4
proposed by Vancouver-Langara.

[6:55 p.m.]

Amendment negatived on the following division:

YEAS — 35

Cadieux de Jong Bond
Lee Coleman Wat
Bernier Thornthwaite Paton
Ashton Barnett Yap
Martin Davies Kyllo
Sullivan Morris Stilwell
Ross Johal Redies
Rustad Milobar Sturdy
Clovechok Shypitka Hunt
Throness Tegart Stewart
Sultan Gibson Thomson
Larson Foster

NAYS — 42

Chouhan Kahlon Begg
Brar Heyman Donaldson
Mungall Bains Beare
Chen Popham Trevena
Sims Chow Kang
Simons D’Eith Routley
Ma Elmore Dean
Routledge Singh Leonard
Darcy Simpson Robinson
Farnworth Horgan James
Eby Dix Ralston
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Mark Fleming Conroy
Chandra Herbert Rice Malcolmson
Furstenau Olsen Glumac

Hon. D. Eby: I move the committee rise, report progress
and seek leave to sit again.

Motion approved.

The committee rose at 6:59 p.m.

The House resumed; Mr. Speaker in the chair.

Committee of the Whole (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. M. Farnworth moved adjournment of the House.

Motion approved.

Mr. Speaker: This House stands adjourned until 10 a.m.
tomorrow morning.

The House adjourned at 7 p.m.

Proceedings in the Douglas Fir Room

Committee of Supply

ESTIMATES: MINISTRY OF
CHILDREN AND FAMILY DEVELOPMENT

(continued)

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

The committee met at 2:43 p.m.

On Vote 19: ministry operations, $2,064,727,000
(continued).

The Chair: We are here for the Ministry of Children and
Family Development, on child care and also dealing with the
Columbia River treaty, I understand.

Hon. K. Conroy: First of all, I want to say that we are here
today to talk, as I like to say, about all things Columbia —
Columbia River treaty, Columbia Basin Trust and Columbia
Power Corp.

With me today I have Les McLaren, who is the ADM
of electricity and alternative energy from the Ministry of
Energy, Mines and Petroleum Resources, as well as Kathy

Eichenberger, who’s the executive director of the Columbia
River treaty. Also watching is Johnny Strilaeff, who is the
CEO of Columbia Basin Trust and the interim CEO of Col-
umbia Power Corp. He is watching from the office in
Castlegar.

I just want to acknowledge all of the staff who work for
the Columbia Basin Trust and the Columbia Power Corp.
and who are also working with Kathy on the Columbia River
treaty. It’s an amazing team of people, and I want to give
them kudos for their dedication and commitment to the
basin and their ongoing drive to make things happen in our
basin. I also want to acknowledge the board members who
sit on both the Columbia Basin Trust board and the Colum-
bia Power Corp. board for the work they do, because they
are instrumental in ensuring that we carry out the work that
needs to be done in the basin.

[2:45 p.m.]
I wanted to say how proud I am to be the minister

responsible for all things Columbia and to acknowledge the
critic, the member for Columbia River–Revelstoke, and that
we have an agreement that things can be fairly cordial. We
both agree on most things, although I expect there might be
some questions.

Anyway, I want to say how much of a pleasure it is to work
with him. We are working on behalf of the residents of the
basin, and we both recognize what an incredible opportun-
ity the Columbia Basin Trust and Columbia Power Corp. are
to the area, and also the work being done on the Columbia
River treaty, which I’m sure we will talk about more as the
member canvasses it.

I wanted to say that one of the reasons I’m so happy to be
on this file is because it’s near and dear to my heart. I’ve been
raised in the basin most of my life. I moved there when I was
four. As a kid, I remember seeing houses being hauled away
in anticipation of the flooding for when the Hugh Keenley-
side dam — at the time, it was called the High Arrow — was
about to be built and wondering what the heck was going on.
As a kid, you wonder those things.

Still, to this day, we talk to people who were involved in
that and who talk about the repercussions of losing their
homes, losing everything they owned and not getting very
much compensation for it — some feel they really didn’t get
any — and to also talk about the feelings in the basin when,
in the ’90s, the Columbia Basin Trust and Columbia Power
Corp. were founded in order to give back to the region what
was lost in the ’60s.

I just want to acknowledge the foresight of the politicians
of the day because they did something that didn’t benefit
themselves. They thought outside of their political agenda
and thought about what would be the benefit for the people
of the basin for years to come.

Today it is benefiting the grandchildren of one of the
people that was involved in that decision, because I know
him well. As well, it’s benefiting grandchildren all across the
region. That’s something that politicians don’t often have the
ability to do or the opportunity to do. I think it needs to be
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commended every opportunity we can, because it is bringing
back millions and millions of dollars to the basin and provid-
ing incredibly good things to the people of the basin to make
up somewhat for what happened during the Columbia River
treaty discussions in the ’60s.

I’m sure we’re going to be able to talk a little bit more
about that, so I’m going to turn it over to the critic.

The Chair: The member for Columbia River–Revel-
stoke. I was going to mention the wonderful communities
of Golden and Kimberley, but no, we’ll stay with Columbia
River–Revelstoke.

D. Clovechok: Thank you very much, Chair. I appreciate
you mentioning those.

Thank you to the minister for your kind words. I, too,
share that as well. It’s a pleasure working with…. Although
we may have some ideological differences across the aisle,
this is really important for us in the basin. We are basin
members from the West Koots and the East Koots, so I
appreciate those words.

It’s always an extra honour to stand here to represent the
hard-working folks and the fun-loving folks in the Koo-
tenays and Columbia River–Revelstoke and also to kind of
stand here as the critic representing all people of the basin.
I know that it’s important to them and that the things that
come from this whole process are so important to the people
that I serve in my constituency and all the other constitu-
encies. I do look forward to some fruitful discussions today,
and they are going to be cordial.

I also want to thank, first of all, the minister for this
opportunity to have a chat. It’s an important file, as I men-
tioned. I also want to thank Rick Jensen, who’s the chair of
CBT, and of course Johnny, who’s watching. He’s hearing his
name right now.

Hey, Johnny, I hope you’re doing good. And also, all the
people at the board of directors and all the staff. They’re
this big family. They really are. They work so hard together
and to service those people. I just really want to recognize
them as well.

With that said, I’d like to start with the CBT. My first ques-
tion today would be if you could give us an update to any
changes on the board of directors, what those changes look
like and how those changes reflect the interests of the geo-
graphical areas in the basin.

[2:50 p.m.]

Hon. K. Conroy: The most recent appointment that was
filled was…. Just to clarify, six of the appointments are made
by local government, by the regional district of Kootenay-
Boundary, regional district of Central Kootenay, regional
district of East Kootenay and regional district of the
Valemount area. Then there’s a representative from the
Ktunaxa.

As well, the government makes six appointments. The
most recent — the only spot, the vacancy — was in the

Valemount area. Just this morning, hot off the press, we
passed the order-in-council that Mayor Torgerson, the may-
or of Valemount, was appointed to the board. The appoint-
ments from the different local governments are done by
those local governments.

D. Clovechok: It’s good to see that the whole geographical
area is represented in those communities. That’s great news.

Could the minister share with us an understanding if
there have been any changes in the relationship between
the trust and government — i.e. is it still at an arm’s-length
approach? They’ve been able to be pretty independent in
their processes. Just to help us with that understanding….

Hon. K. Conroy: We have a very collegial working rela-
tionship. As minister, I sign off on the service plan, but we
have an agreement on the mandate letter.

It’s important to say that the trust works with the residents
of the basin to develop the Columbia Basin management
plan, in which they carry on the work that they do. They
do that independent from the government. The day-to-day
operations are independent from government, but we col-
laborate on a number of things.

I think the most recent collaboration was actually the pur-
chase of the Waneta expansion from Fortis, where the Col-
umbia Basin Trust and Columbia Power Corp. bought the
51 percent that Fortis owned of the Waneta expansion. Now
we will see those benefits accrue to the people of the basin
as well as the people of the province. That is a collaborative
work that we have done.

D. Clovechok: Just for my own clarity, then, you don’t
foresee any changes in the CBT Act coming up at all.

Hon. K. Conroy: No.

D. Clovechok: I already kind of got a sense of that.
Thank you for mentioning the Waneta project. How excit-

ing that is, and what a great opportunity it is for not only
our province but for our basin. I’d like to actually ask a few
questions about the Waneta expansion project. If you could
possibly explain to those that are watching, and there are a
few out there: what’s the status of the expansion acquisition
from Fortis? Are there any issues? Is it completed? Where
does that sit right now?

[2:55 p.m.]

Hon. K. Conroy: The parties agreed on a purchase price
of $991 billion. They are going through the consents that are
required for acquiring the final financing for the transaction.
The transaction itself will actually close the third or fourth
week of April, and things seem to be going along on time and
progressing smoothly.

D. Clovechok: Thanks for that answer. Can you maybe
just give us a little…? So 991 billion bucks — that’s….
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Hon. K. Conroy: Million.

D. Clovechok: Million. Sorry, we got ahead of ourselves.
Anyways, could you help us understand how that financing
is going to be put together and how that all works?

Hon. K. Conroy: It’s a fiscal agency loan. It’s arranged
by the provincial Treasury Board, and it’s commercial debt.
So it’s similar to what B.C. Hydro does when they borrow
money to purchase whatever B.C. Hydro’s going to purchase.
It’s just like that.

D. Clovechok: Just a quick question. In terms of the
control of the Waneta expansion, is that going to be kept
in the basin or is that going to be controlled through…?
What agency is going to actually…? Is it CPC that’s going
to control that?

Hon. K. Conroy: It’ll be 50-50, just like the other projects
that are in the basin, and it’ll be managed by Columbia
Power Corporation, just like Arrow Lakes generating station
and the Brilliant expansion.

D. Clovechok: Will the trust have increased dollars for the
benefit of the basin region following the acquisition? Is there
going to be extra money, in other words, generated by this,
and how will that come back to the basin?

Hon. K. Conroy: I’m happy to read this. I’m going to read
about CBT and CPC — what’ll come back.

CPC will benefit approximately $2 million a year in addi-
tional returns for dividends, and that goes back to the
province. So it’s not just the basin that’s going to benefit, but
it’s the province itself. This increases gradually, approxim-
ately $6 million a year, until 2051, by which the debt will
be repaid. When there’s no further loan payments, Colum-
bia Power will have an additional $30 million a year for
dividends to the province. So that’s Columbia Power Cor-
poration.

Columbia Basin Trust will benefit approximately $2 mil-
lion a year in additional returns to the basin. This also
increases gradually to approximately $9 million a year until
2051, when the debt will be repaid. Once the debt is repaid,
Columbia Basin Trust will have an additional $55 million a
year available for basin priorities.

D. Clovechok: That’s exciting, very exciting, for every-
body in the basin.

The Columbia Basin management plan, as you know, is
the overarching strategic document that sets out the organ-
ization’s priorities. It pretty much is the blueprint for
everything that they do, and it’s critical — their document.
My question: when will the Columbia Basin Trust start to be
renewing their basin management plan and when will some
community engagement processes start around that?

Hon. K. Conroy: The Columbia Basin management plan
is the blueprint for everything that they do, as you said.

[3:00 p.m.]
The existing one, the current one, lasts until the year 2020.

So they are going to start in the fall of this year…. They’re
going to start the discussions, once again going around the
basin and consulting with basin residents to see what needs
to change, what the new issues are and where they are going
with it. So that will happen, to be ready to go into place after
this one expires in 2020.

D. Clovechok: Thanks to the minister for that. Let’s talk a
little bit, quickly, and shift gears here to the CPC, Columbia
Power Corporation. I don’t have a lot of time here today. I
wish I had more time, but I’m on the clock.

The last time we had this opportunity, we talked about
the CPC and the CBT sharing employees and administration
processes, and I thought that was a really great idea. I just
wonder if you could give us a bit of an update and some of
the cost-efficiencies that have come from that.

Hon. K. Conroy: The same shared services that were
approved last year and that we talked about last year in
estimates are still the ones — human resources, accounting,
IT, communications. Both the trust and the corporation are
still in discussion with the province about additional ways
that we can have the shared services approved.

D. Clovechok: Will the Waneta purchase change this?
Will that be kind of rolled into those sharing agreements at
all, or is there going to be an increase of costs now because
we now own that piece of it? There’ll be more administration.

Hon. K. Conroy: No. With the shared services, there
won’t be increased costs. The CPC will just take over the
administration, and they will be doing it themselves, as
opposed to paying Fortis to do it.

D. Clovechok: I appreciate that answer. Let’s talk about
the Columbia River treaty now. Here we go — near and dear
to our hearts.

I want to thank, first of all, the minister and Kathy — I
can call you Kathy — for bringing the consultations to the
headwater communities. I requested that, and you listened.
And I really, really, on behalf of the people I represent, want
to thank you for that. You saw the crowd that turned out
there and the great information that was generated from that
group of people. I do want to recognize your efforts around
that and thank you again for it, because the headwater com-
munities are incredibly important.

I do want to recognize our two First Nations communities
that are, obviously, stewards of not only the lands but the
waters as well. It’s so important to the people of the basin,
where I live, in the Columbia Valley.

I want to recognize some of those volunteer groups that
actually spend their volunteer time focused specifically on
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the river. Without the river, we don’t have a treaty. Groups
like the Columbia Lake Stewardship Society, the Lake Win-
dermere Ambassadors Society, the Columbia Wetlands
Stewardship Partners, the town of Golden and their passion
for the Kicking Horse River, the Illecillewaet River, which
runs in the Selkirks all the way down through Revelstoke
and into the Columbia River and all the way down the sys-
tem. These are a group of people that are absolutely amazing,
and they do a wonderful job every day — volunteers who
care about the water system.

Again, I want to thank you for bringing that to our com-
munities. It was so, so appreciated.

[3:05 p.m.]
Knowing that the negotiations are underway, and because

there are negotiations, you can’t tell a lot. And you’re sitting
at that table, as well, Kathy. Could you give us an update, as
best as you can, where we stand with the treaty negotiations.
Now, I know you just came back, so share what you can with
us, and we’d be interested in hearing that.

Hon. K. Conroy: The negotiations carry on. They started
in May of 2018, in Washington, D.C., and then they came to
Nelson, B.C., in the basin, and then down to Portland, Ore-
gon. They were up here in Vancouver, and then the latest
ones last week were in Washington, D.C. In April, they will
be back here in B.C., and they’ll actually be in Victoria.

B.C. is part of the delegation. It’s also made up of rep-
resentatives from Canada, through Global Affairs Canada.
Kathy is the lead on the treaty. So far, to date, the topics
that have been discussed in the negotiations include flood
risk management, hydro power coordination ecosystems
and adaptive management, and the Libby dam operations,
which is probably near and dear to the member’s heart,
over on that side.

Just to clarify, I am not at the table — the minister
responsible but not at the table and not part of the negoti-
ations. We continue to believe that the negotiations and the
treaty need to benefit both sides of the border, both in the
United States as well as in Canada, but we do believe that the
benefits to the U.S. are significantly undervalued, and they
extend across a much broader range of interests — when you
look at what the benefits are across the border, such as fish-
eries, navigation, irrigation, water supply — than what the
treaty originally brought in, which was just power generation
and flood control. But the benefits to the United States have
been substantial.

We really believe the value of the Canadian entitlement,
which is what the U.S…. The power that the U.S. sends back
to us to utilize is undervalued. We do not believe that the
U.S. is paying more than they should. I’ll say that. Also, I
think it’s important to say that the negotiations are progress-
ing, and it’s collaborative, but the discussions are becoming
more frank.

The member is right. I can’t talk about what the actual….
It’s a negotiation table, so you can’t talk about those, but they
are becoming more frank. There is no set timeline for the

negotiations. I know some people would like to see it happen
quicker, but I think negotiations of this magnitude need to
be done thoughtfully — and ensure that it’s done in a timely
manner. So there is no timeline for the negotiations.

D. Clovechok: Then it’s safe to say that the Americans
have said in no uncertain terms that their electricity costs
coming back to Canada are too large. Knowing that Kathy’s
sitting there negotiating for us makes me feel really good.

Hon. K. Conroy: It should.

D. Clovechok: It should. Yes. Very good, actually.
Just from the answer that I’ve got, I’ll make a statement

to the minister. My assumption, therefore, is that our nego-
tiators completely understand that remuneration back to
Canada is at front of mind. That’s great to know.

You mentioned Libby. Let’s talk a little bit about Libby.
It can be argued that Canada really got nothing out of the
Libby dam, if you look at some of the comments, and so on,
and so forth that came back, from the ’60s. I, too, like the
minister, want to recognize those people that had the vision
to do this, because it was a big vision, not only with the dams
but also with the CBT.

[3:10 p.m.]
I know, Minister, your husband was very much involved

in that, so hats off. That was big thinking back in those days,
and thank goodness they were big thinkers back in those
days. Hopefully, we’ve got a few still around. In any event,
that argument can be made.

Correct me if I’m wrong, but there were those who felt
that we should have received at least 50 percent from the
Libby, and we really got nothing out of Libby. I guess the
question I’ve got is: can you comment on the Libby dam
and where we are with that and assure British Columbians
that the future benefits that come from Libby are part of our
negotiation talks?

Hon. K. Conroy: There is a coordinated agreement
between B.C. and the U.S. on Libby so that there are some
benefits. One of them is there is a greater power generation
in the Kootenay system. It lowers the flood risk in the Cre-
ston area, as well as the Kootenay Lake area downstream.

There is the collaborative program between both nations
on fisheries with blue trout and sturgeon. If you’ve ever been
to a sturgeon release…. The sturgeon are about this big when
they release them, and they have a chip in them, and they go
off. Kids are there, and they get to follow their fish.

I saw my five-year-old granddaughter kiss a sturgeon
goodbye, and they are the ugliest fish ever. But it’s very cool,
and she followed her fish on the site. Unfortunately, it died,
and she had a little funeral, so it was all great. But it’s a great
program.

Also, at the table, though — I have to say “but” —
improvements are being discussed. There needs to be better
coordination between Libby and Canada and B.C. Actually,
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B.C…. We want more input into the operations of Libby. So
that’s definitely on the table.

D. Clovechok: It’s good to know that the Americans know
that we’re negotiating from a position of strength, and that’s
what we are.

Recently the minister was quoted in the Canadian press
saying that “everything is on the table, including…cutting
downstream benefits to the Americans.” Can you help us
understand what those cuts to downstream benefits would
look like?

[3:15 p.m.]

Hon. K. Conroy: Well, I do agree. We were in a position
of strength, but each side brings their issues to the table.
There are common objectives, and there are different object-
ives, and I would be careful not to engage in negotiations
here in estimates. I just want to leave it at that.

D. Clovechok: That’s a fair answer, and I accept that. I
expected that, actually.

As we know, the Columbia River treaty permitted the
United States to build pretty much at length along the
entire U.S. Columbia floodplain. The Portland area alone,
without this treaty today, would lose their international
airport, potentially, through flooding. Highway 5 and
Highway 84 and the three ocean ports of Vancouver,
Astoria and Portland would pretty much be gone — a rail-
way and all of the other infrastructure that was built along
that, not to mention the hundreds of thousands of lives
that could potentially be lost.

The reason I make mention of that, again from a
strength position…. Is flood control still on the top of the
minds of the Americans, and do they understand that this
comes with a cost?

Hon. K. Conroy: Yes, the member is very right. The U.S.
has had 50 years of security against damaging floods. It has
saved infrastructure. It has saved lives. It has also benefited
their economy greatly. That’s probably in his next question.

Obviously, they want to keep the same level of flood pro-
tection. They paid for that for 60 years. That flood protection
actually ends in 2024. In order for them to keep that flood
protection happening, they will have to pay for it. They need
that same level. It has been a discussion. The Americans have
said that out in the open, and they’ve said in the media that
they recognize that.

D. Clovechok: The minister was also quoted in that same
article. “Talks have now advanced on topics of flood-risk
management and hydro power coordination.” Can the min-
ister please share with us what those advancements on flood
control look like and what hydro coordination means?

[3:20 p.m.]

Hon. K. Conroy: To be cautious, the direct answer would

be no, of what I can share on that. But what we have been
sharing is, after every round of negotiations, I have been
going out and sharing what we can share. I’ve given big-pic-
ture items. But when we can share a little more detail, we
have been doing that.

D. Clovechok: I totally understand that and appreciate
your candor.

Also, one of the issues that we heard loud and clear in
Invermere, at the meeting that we were at there…. Some
very passionate ranchers spoke that evening, a very well-
done presentation about the losses they incurred back in the
’60s — families around the land and, of course, the flooding
of those lands, really outstanding agricultural lands. Yet they
received absolutely no compensation from that.

I’m wondering. Knowing that thousands of acres of land
were lost without compensation, can the minister tell us if
compensation for ranching communities that can prove they
had lost those lands…? Is that on the table in terms of nego-
tiations? Is there any potential money coming their way?

Hon. K. Conroy: That discussion is not actually part of
the negotiations. Citizens did stress the fact that…. They
talked about what was lost when the dams were created
over in the area, especially at the meeting in Jaffray. It was
the group of ranchers and community members who came
together and provided that information. Some of the sug-
gestions, including securing land for agriculture around the
Koocanusa reservoir and an agricultural recovery program
or an agricultural land bank, were raised.

The CRT team, Columbia River treaty team, is hiring a
staff member to look at those issues directly and to explore
what programs and options currently exist and what more
could be done to enhance agriculture in the region. The team
also continues to work with a member of the Ministry of
Agriculture staff to highlight opportunities in the region.

They also are working…. The Columbia Basin Trust. One
of the 13 items that they’ve brought forward in their man-
agement plan was to support agriculture. They have been
providing business planning support, technical training and
access to markets. The CRT staff are working closely with the
CBT staff to find synergies to enhance agricultural develop-
ment within the basin.

D. Clovechok: I appreciate that. Just for my own sake of
clarity here…. Those are all really exciting things, and I’m
glad to hear that it’s happening. But there’s not, on the fore-
front, any idea of providing direct compensation to ranchers,
like a cheque for the lands that they lost.

[3:25 p.m.]

Hon. K. Conroy: The enhancements that I talked about
we’re trying to make because there’s no discussion around
cutting a direct cheque to ranchers — but definitely working,
in other ways, to support them.
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D. Clovechok: That’s good. I know the ranching com-
munity will be pleased that they’re at least on the radar
screen. That’s good.

I also want to congratulate and thank the minister for
the amount of inclusion of First Nations. I have two First
Nations in my community, the Shuswap band and the
Akisq’nuk band, which are part of, of course, the Ktunaxa
Nation. They were at the Invermere meetings, both chiefs
and some of their councils. They certainly appreciated the
inclusion that they’ve been given and the consultation
opportunities that have been open and very, very well given.

One of the things that concerns me, and I said it last time
when we had this chat, is that Canada was going do some
negotiations with First Nations about inclusion, actually, on
the negotiations. That didn’t happen.

My question to the minister: was there an opportunity for
B.C. to lobby Canada to see if we could get our First Nations
communities on the actual negotiation team? If so, what did
that look like? I know it didn’t end up well — well, as far as
I’m concerned.

Hon. K. Conroy: I just want to clarify again that it’s
Canada who determines who sits at the table. We continue to
engage with the nations, those three nations — Secwépemc,
the Okanagan Nation and the Ktunaxa. There are ongoing
regular meetings between B.C., Canada and the representat-
ives from the First Nations. It’s defining their direct involve-
ment during the negotiation process and seeking their input
into negotiation objectives and positions.

I have to say that this is unprecedented in an international
treaty. This is something that we strongly believe in, and we
continue to ensure those discussions happen. Collaboration
continues, and as of January 2019, the representatives from
those three nations have joined Canada and B.C. at pre-
negotiation preparatory meetings. They get together before
every negotiation so that their input is brought to the table
and is valued.

D. Clovechok: That’s exciting, because the dial has moved
since we last spoke on that. That’s really, really exciting. Very,
very pleased to see that.

We know that in the original treaty, agriculture and irrig-
ation were not part of that deal. What I’d like to do, at this
time, is to turn it over to our Agriculture critic and give some
agriculture light to this whole process.

I. Paton: Thank you, Minister and staff, for being here
today. I won’t take up too much time. My basic question has
been already answered about agriculture.

Looking back on the history of the building of the
Duncan, Keenleyside and Mica dams, in the ’60s, there was
a massive loss of land — 270,000 acres, approximately. Over
2,300 people were relocated from the general area, including
many, many farmers and ranchers, people in the orchard
business.

I have spent a great deal of time over the years travelling

in the Columbia Basin, not only on the Canada side but on
the U.S. side. I’ve seen the results of the benefits of the build-
ing of the dams in Canada.

[3:30 p.m.]
I’ve spent time in Washington state, Oregon, Idaho and

Montana. I’ve spent time in towns such as Yakima, Wen-
atchee, Moses Lake, Pasco, Twin Falls and Idaho Falls. I’ve
seen the incredible benefits of our beautiful water, not only
on the Snake River but on the Kootenay River and the Col-
umbia River, that have gone out to these areas.

It’s so interesting. If you go on Google Maps and you just
bring up the satellite image of areas such as Idaho Falls,
Twin Falls, Pasco, Wenatchee and Yakima, you see hundreds
of thousands of circles where they’ve been irrigating their
crops. Ultimately, this beautiful Canadian water that has
made its way down into the Columbia Basin on the U.S. side
has immensely benefited the farmers down there that are
growing vegetables. It’s a huge potato-growing area in east-
ern Washington, not to mention all the tree fruits that are
grown down there as well.

The minister has said: “Everything is on the table.” I guess
my first question would be: were farmers and ranchers in the
Columbia Basin consulted during last June’s consultation? I
see many, many meetings from June 11 right through to June
21. Were the farmers, ranchers and people in the orchard
industry a part of those consultation meetings in these dif-
ferent towns in the Kootenays?

Hon. K. Conroy: Yes, actually, they were at the table. They
were at the different consultations. Creston was one of the
communities where there was a consultation. There were ten
different communities across the basin where there was con-
sultation.

I was at the one in Castlegar. The issues of fruit-growing,
the irrigation, the ability to…. What people thought they
lost, or know they lost…. When you talk about land being
flooded, the land up the Arrow Lakes was some of the most
productive land in B.C. and was seen as actually more pro-
ductive than the Okanagan, because of the irrigation. That
land was lost when it was flooded. So it definitely was a con-
versation at most of the meetings, if not all of the meetings.
It was raised. There were ranchers and farmers there that
talked about what they had lost.

I. Paton: I guess my next question is going to take a very
simple answer: the minister would agree that agriculture in
southern B.C. has been adversely affected by the Columbia
River treaty?

Hon. K. Conroy: I want to clarify, too, that the Wash-
ington agricultural industry relies on water supply from the
Grand Coulee dam and Lake Roosevelt, which was built dec-
ades before the Columbia River treaty. But we do believe the
U.S. farming community has benefited from CRT flows at
certain times of the year.

Our team, the Columbia River treaty team, has been
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working closely with the B.C. Fruit Growers Association to
comparatively evaluate the water levels and the supply costs
and accessibility for irrigation in Washington and B.C., to
assess any competitive advantage. The B.C. Fruit Growers
Association has also been providing advice to the B.C. Col-
umbia River team since 2012. We’ve also commissioned
Mark Jaccard, from SFU, to evaluate the economic benefits of
the treaty to the U.S. Included in that are the irrigation and
the agricultural benefits.

We have been raising these issues and other benefits at the
negotiating table to make sure. As the member for Colum-
bia River–Revelstoke stated, in the ’60s, it was all about flood
control and power generation, and there were no other bene-
fits that were taken into consideration. Agriculture was def-
initely one that was never discussed.

I. Paton: Thank you for those answers. We’re pretty close
here. Of course, in Washington state, not only did they have
the use of our beautiful, clean water from the Kootenay River
and from the Snake River as well, but they have the benefit
of cheaper wages in the United States, easier access to farm
labour. There’s no carbon tax down there. There are a lot of
advantages, not only with the irrigation water that they’re
being provided down in the Columbia Basin in the United
States, but all these different advantages they have over our
Canadian farmers or our B.C. farmers.

[3:35 p.m.]
Recently, just two or three weeks ago, I attended the AGM

of the B.C. Fruit Growers Association. One of the number
one things on their list of resolutions was the Columbia
River treaty. One of the questions they wanted me to cer-
tainly bring up is that the B.C. Fruit Growers Association be
included in these talks and negotiations.

I guess my question to you is: what sort of compensation
do you possibly see for the fruit-growing industry in the
southern parts of B.C. — Creston Valley, Castlegar, Kelowna
and the South Okanagan as well?

Hon. K. Conroy: Again, as I had said, the B.C. Fruit
Growers Association has been working with the Columbia
River team since 2012. They’ve been providing advice to the
team. The work that has been done to evaluate the water
supply costs and the accessibility for irrigation will continue,
just to determine the competitive advantage. To that end, as I
said, Mark Jaccard has been contracted to do that work. That
will come back to the treaty team.

I think it’s important to note as well that the Ministry
of Agriculture is working with the Columbia Basin Trust to
look at what support they can give to the farmers in the basin
as well as enhance opportunities for farmers and ranchers
in the basin to ensure that they are getting support. That is
happening, and I know the team values the communications
with the Fruit Growers Association.

I. Paton: Thank you for those answers. That pretty much
wraps it up for me. I just want to be able to pass on to

the fruit growers of the basin and the southern Okanagan
that they are part of the process. Somewhere I read that
they felt that some of the negotiations were behind closed
doors. But Mr. Pinder Dhaliwal and people involved with
the B.C. fruit growers certainly want to be a part of this
and make sure that….

Of course, sort of the double-edged sword to all this is that
this wonderful water goes down to the Columbia Basin in
the U.S., which grows these beautiful apples and cherries and
potatoes. Then they ship them across the border and dump
them up into British Columbia, which affects the end-result
revenue of our own farmers. We’ve got to make sure that we
look out for our own farming communities.

Hon. K. Conroy: Just to clarify, all negotiations are
behind closed doors. It’s not just the fruit growers that might
feel they were…. Only the negotiating people are at the table,
and the team will continue to engage with the Fruit Growers
Association to make sure that their advice is at the table in
that sense.

[3:40 p.m.]

D. Clovechok: Thank you to the minister. It’s good to
know that we’re covering our bases. We’re covering our bases
when it comes to our own people.

Just around the research, what’s the timeline on that
research? I think you said a gentleman from SFU…. When
is that going to be completed? And will that information be
public, or is it destined only for negotiation?

Hon. K. Conroy: We’re expecting the report by the end
of March, but for now, it’ll be utilized for negotiations.
There are a number of reports that are being done, and
they will all be utilized for negotiations. Someday they can
be released, but at this time, they will support and enhance
the negotiations.

D. Clovechok: To the minister, I appreciate that. It’ll be
interesting to get that data once it’s out and see what those
results are.

I’ve just got one more question, and then we’ll wrap it up
to give my colleague back his chair. It is around a budget
question, numbers.

Forgive me at the outset. My father was an engineer, and I
can remember sitting at the kitchen table having him try to
teach me math. I’m sure he was thinking: “How can this pos-
sibly be my son?”

In any event, in the material assumptions in this year’s
budget, the revenue sources and assumption from the Col-
umbia River Treaty electricity sales…. For 2019, that’s on
page 120. Then material assumptions for revenue sources
and assumption for Columbia River Treaty electricity sales
for 2018 is on page 132. There are some significant increases
in budget if you look at the numbers between 2018 forecasts
and 2019 forecasts. For example, for 2018-2019, it’s about
$165 million, which is about 36 percent up over the original
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estimates. And 2019-2020 is up about $41 million, which
is about 27 percent; then 2020-2021, about $34 million, up
about 17 percent. Then in 2021-22, it’s about $149 million,
which is the highest of all three.

My question is quite simply: is there anything material
that changed in terms of B.C.’s accounting principles and
practices or is the CRT revenue forecasting? To cause such
a large discrepancy between the estimated revenues and the
revenues that were listed in the Budget 2018…. So just help
us understand why there is such a difference in that.

[3:45 p.m.]

Hon. K. Conroy: We receive the treaty benefits in the
form of power, and that power is sold by Powerex. The
changes are due to variations in the market and the price of
power. Last year we had things like freshet. We had flooding,
a cold snap and a hot summer. That would create variations
in the actual price of the power that comes back to us.

D. Clovechok: If you look at this as revenue generated
over the 2018 forecast and the 2019 forecast, then the rev-
enue, I’m assuming, will be up. I’m wondering, then, what
that revenue will be used for. Has it been earmarked for any-
thing? What’s going to happen with it?

Hon. K. Conroy: That money goes into the consolidated
revenue fund, so that would be up to the Ministry of Fin-
ance. You can take that question to the Minister of Finance.

D. Clovechok: I think I will.
That pretty much sums it up. I’d like to spend more time

on it, but unfortunately, we’re running out of time, and my
colleague here has been very generous.

To the minister, I just want to thank her for her passion on
this file, because it is so important for the people of the Col-
umbia Basin.

I’m proud to be the critic on this file. This is truly a file
where you can work on behalf of people in a very non-par-
tisan way. I’ve really enjoyed it so far, and I continue to enjoy
it. I also want to thank you, Minister, for your inclusion in
the things that are going on, as much as you can include the
critic. I do want to recognize that and thank you for that. I
look forward to participating in other ways as well, as this
goes along.

We’re excited to see what comes out of that treaty. Thank
you both for doing what you guys do. It’s so, so important.
With that, I’ll take my seat.

The Chair: I must note that I gave considerable leeway in
terms of the uses of the word “you” and first names. Other
members, please do not take any lessons from this member,
aside from collegiality — that is appreciated. We will try to
stick with “minister” and constituency name.

L. Throness: Do we want to give a moment for the minis-
ter to gather her staff?

The Chair: Let’s give a short recess. We’ll take a ten-
minute recess at this point.

The committee recessed from 3:48 p.m. to 3:58 p.m.

[S. Chandra Herbert in the chair.]

L. Throness: Well, I hate to break the atmosphere of con-
geniality that developed over the Columbia River stuff. But
I’ll ask questions very nicely — probing questions.

I wanted to follow up a little bit from some things the
minister said yesterday. If she could supply a little bit more
information, first of all, on contracted residential agencies.
She mentioned that there were 87 investigations of contrac-
ted agencies last year and that 29 of them were substantiated.

I wonder if she could tell us what those investigations
revealed, what kind of thing was substantiated and whether
any criminal charges were laid.

[4:00 p.m. - 4:05 p.m.]

Hon. K. Conroy: The minister takes any concerns or
complaints about children or youth very seriously, and we
assess all of them — any complaints made. The process that
any complaints affecting children…. I want to ensure that
the member understands. Complaints can come in, in a
number of different ways. They can come in through the
child protection direct line, social workers themselves, man-
agers. Kids, as well, can make the complaints. So there are a
number of ways that we can receive a complaint.

As we said, there were 87 complaints, and those involved
36 agencies. The majority of those complaints were resolved
at the local level with a social worker, with a director —
including substantiated complaints.

This is an example. Some of the complaints could be like
emotional abuse, where a worker could have yelled at a
youth or a child. Or there have been complaints because
there wasn’t enough food in the house. That could also be a
complaint.

I want to point out that, to my knowledge, we’re sure that
none of the complaints were criminal in nature, but I’ve
asked staff just to double-check. And if there were any, we
will get back to you on that. And just to reiterate, the min-
istry takes this very seriously, because the bottom line is we
want to ensure children and youth in our care are kept safe.

L. Throness: Just a few numbers I would like to verify.
There were 389 Indigenous foster parents as of December of
last year. I’m wondering what it was a year before that. I’m
also wondering if she could clarify. Does 389 foster parents
mean 389 individuals, 200 couples, or does it mean, roughly,
400 couples?

Hon. K. Conroy: To clarify, we’re looking at homes. There
could be one foster parent in the home, or two. And with
the Indigenous foster homes, there’s at least one Indigenous
foster parent, just to clarify that. In March 2018, there were
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362 Indigenous foster homes. And as of December 2018 —
so as of this year; this year isn’t finished yet — we have 389.

L. Throness: I’m just trying to get a handle on how
many foster parents came on stream last year. I know
that 46 completed the application process, but there are
roughly 200 per year less. Although that number is slow-
ing, the minister said, it’s still a bit alarming to me that
there were probably way more than 46 who are exiting, but
only 46 completed applications.

[4:10 p.m.]
I’m wondering how many new foster parents actually

came on stream last year.

Hon. K. Conroy: We don’t have that actual number, but
we can get it to the member.

L. Throness: I would like to receive that number.
I want to continue on talking about adoption and the

approval process for becoming a foster parent. How long, on
average, does it take to become a foster parent?

Hon. K. Conroy: It’s about 12 to 18 months.

L. Throness: The minister, yesterday, mentioned that
there were 239 prospective homes in the approval process.
How many drop out? What is the attrition rate of the approv-
al process?

[4:15 p.m.]

Hon. K. Conroy: We don’t have the actual number the
member is looking for. As he said and we said yesterday,
there are 239 that are going through the training. Those
people have submitted their applications. They’re doing that
training. Some of them will self-select out because it just
doesn’t work for them. The staff have started tracking that
number since we started the campaign in the fall. I’ve asked
them to make sure we have that number so that next year, at
estimates, we can be sure to provide that number for you.

L. Throness: I would appreciate that. I met with foster
parents last fall, and they told me, among a number of other
things, about the ridiculous waits, in their view, to become
a foster parent. There was one person, especially, there who
I’ll talk about, because it stood out to me so much. She was
young. She was a highly skilled, well-educated, professional
Indigenous woman. Her husband is highly qualified as well,
has a great job. They have a stable home. They have a large
house. They’re all ready to take in foster children. They had
been trying, struggling through the system and running a
gauntlet for two years to be approved, and they remarked
that others were in the same boat.

Why does it take this long to create and approve a foster
parent? That may be one reason for attrition in the approv-
al process.

[4:20 p.m.]

Hon. K. Conroy: First of all, I want to just say that two
years is unusually long. We’d be happy to get the information
from the member and look into it, because I think that’s
something that we should be doing. If the member could
share that information, that would be good.

I just want to talk a bit about what it takes to become a
foster parent. The parent needs to go through a home study.
They have to have a criminal record check done. They have
to have reference checks done, medical reference. The home
visits and interviews with all the adults who live in the home
have to be completed, because the bottom line is we have to
make sure that the homes that we’re looking for, for foster
parents are going to be safe and loving homes for the kids.
Sometimes that can take longer, depending on the complex-
ity of the information that we’re trying to get, like sometimes
it can take longer to get reference checks done. It can take
longer to get the home visits done. So that can happen.

I also want to point out our fosternow.ca campaign that
was launched in October, which is the social and digital
media campaign that I talked about earlier. With the start
of that campaign, foster parents can actually go on line, and
they can see all the processes that have to be undertaken —
what they need to do to become a foster parent.

The campaign is also recruiting foster parents that match
the needs of B.C.’s children and youth in care to make sure
that we’re not just placing the child for the sake of placing
them, but we’re actually placing them with someone that
matches their needs. This will also reduce the reliance on
contracted residential agencies. I think the member would
agree, and I think I’ve heard him say it, that being in a foster
home, in a home-based, loving situation, can be far more
beneficial in some cases.

It also will increase the number of foster parents who do
want to retire. I, too, have met with many foster parents since
I’ve become minister. Some of them have talked about the
fact that they’re starting to look at retirement. But they are
really committed to the work they do and to the children
they take care of and aren’t quite ready to give that up. Part
of that is all on the website.

As I said yesterday, a large part of this was through infor-
mation we receive from the youth at our provincial Youth
Advisory Council, who are definitely part of making that
whole campaign, which has been quite successful. So I want
to give kudos to those young people who came forward and
said they wanted to be part of it.

L. Throness: Let me give the minister an example of what
I’ve been talking about.

To become a foster parent requires what’s called a “safe
study”, and foster parents commented on how intrusive it is:
intimate questions about their personal lives, such as when
they lost their virginity and things like that, that are perhaps
not relevant to the role of fostering. Yet staffed resources
don’t get asked the same questions.

Why would prospective foster parents undergo much
more scrutiny than residential agency employees or even
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employees of the ministry who are actually the legal guardi-
ans of the children in care?

[4:25 p.m.]

Hon. K. Conroy: We were talking about studies that are
done to assess the competencies of caregivers. We have to
do a thorough assessment, and this tool provides evidence-
based information. It is actually used in other jurisdictions
and is quite comprehensive.

I also want to note the comment the member made about
CRAs. That’s why I have advised staff to…. The member
commented that employees who work in contracted residen-
tial agencies don’t have as thorough an assessment as a foster
parent, and that is an issue for me. That’s why I’ve said to staff
that we have to look at how we are looking at contracted res-
idential agencies and the staff that work in them and ensure
that all staff who are taking care of children are appropriately
assessed.

We are looking at tools, including this tool. The thing
is that while we’re looking at what other tools we could
be using, we have to keep the current tool in place. The
bottom line is we have to make sure that we are assessing
caregivers — whether they be foster parents or working in
contracted residential agencies — to ensure that they are
providing safe and loving care to children. That, of course,
is the bottom line.

L. Throness: I want to make a constructive observation
about government policy here. Yesterday we were consider-
ing contracted residential agencies. Until recently, there were
basically no checks on employees dealing with some of our
most troubled youth, yet for a nice young couple applying to
be foster parents, it takes two years or more of microscop-
ic and intrusive examination. I would say we’re not trying to
qualify the first people to go to Mars. We’re just trying to find
loving, stable homes to welcome, in particular, Indigenous
children.

[4:30 p.m.]
On one hand, for contracted agencies, there’s not enough

scrutiny, and on the other, for foster parents, way too much.
How can the minister make the level of oversight more pro-
portionate to the level of risk?

Hon. K. Conroy: That’s exactly what I’m doing. That’s
exactly what we’re doing as a ministry. We inherited this
system, and we are moving forward and ensuring that we
are providing good, safe quality care for children, whether
it’s in a contracted residential agency or foster parents. We
are looking at the system. We are looking at the assessment
tools, and we are going to move forward to ensure that we
are providing that care for children in the province.

L. Throness: I’d like to offer another observation, a con-
structive observation to the minister. Yesterday she men-
tioned that the ministry has not done demographic studies
that suggest when foster parents are going to retire. It’s a bit

like riding a bike blindfolded. You don’t know when you’re
going to hit the wall. The minister doesn’t seem to have an
idea of the future.

I take a lesson from the pharmaceutical industry, which
has what they call a drug pipeline, in which they have to
do a lot of research and spend a lot of money in research,
and then they bring those prospective drugs through the
complex approval process, and then they finally bring it to
market.

It seems to me that the minister needs to apply this kind
of an idea to the supply of foster parents as well. It takes a
long time to approve them, so we need to aggressively recruit
now in order to get them into the pipeline, if you like to use
that word, so that, in good time, we can replace the 200 or so
who are leaving the system with new people. That needs to
be done, that planning needs to be done years in advance.

Will the minister begin more closely to manage the supply
of foster parents?

Hon. K. Conroy: I agree with the member, and that’s
exactly what we are doing. We are looking at the supply of
foster parents, and we are talking to foster parents. But we
also have initiated the campaign at fosternow.ca. We are
working to recruit more foster parents, while also talking
to those who are considering retiring. It’s something that
we are doing.

L. Throness: I will be asking next year whether the minis-
ter has made demographic projections of the numbers who
are retiring in the future.

I want to ask a few more questions about foster parents,
which have been passed on to me. There’s a feeling among
foster parents that social workers are the legal guardian of
the child, and they act like parents even though they don’t
provide the care.

They have a lot of files. They’re very busy people. They
don’t really know what’s happening with individuals on the
ground. So sometimes their decisions are made without the
intimate knowledge of the child that the foster parent actu-
ally has. Foster parents feel that they’re not part of the team.
They feel disrespected, and sometimes the wrong decision is
made by the social worker as a result.

Is it the policy of the ministry that social workers are
required to consult with foster parents, respect their views
and take them into account?

Hon. K. Conroy: We have heard this. It happens in some
circumstances, although it is not true everywhere.

[4:35 p.m.]
We also have talked to the Foster Parent Association about

this. Our intent is to ensure that all social workers are work-
ing with — should be working with — the caregivers who are
caring for children in their care.

L. Throness: I was also told about the problem of no kids,
no pay. After a child leaves a foster home, the support carries
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on for two months, but then it stops, and the foster parent is
supposed to remain at the ready for more children who may
not come for a long time. The problem is that the mortgage
they’re paying on that extra room, or rooms, doesn’t go away.

What can the minister do to either extend payments or
have the foster parent provide more consistent care so there
aren’t such long breaks in between children?

Hon. K. Conroy: What the member is referring to is the
overall caregiver payment model. We are looking at the
entire model of how it works, and we’re doing this as part of
a review of the children-in-care system.

What we have done and what I’m really proud of is the
fact that we increased the maintenance payments for foster
parents for the first time in ten years. The first time I met
with foster parents, they raised it. They’ve raised it again and
again, how ten years they waited for some kind of increase,
some kind of sign. And most of them…. They do this job out
of love because they care for the kids that they end up caring
for, and they really passionately want to help those kids out.
At the same time, you still should be paid for doing the work
that you do. That’s how I felt about it.

[4:40 p.m.]
I was really happy with the leadership of our Minister of

Finance, who understands the foster care system passion-
ately, being raised in a home that took care of many foster
children right here in Beacon Hill. So she gets the system.
She understands it. To have that leadership and also a Premi-
er who understands it and cares about it….

It was, really for me, an emotional moment to be able to
say to caregivers: “We’ve listened to you.” It shouldn’t have
taken ten years for that to be recognized.

I believe — and, talking to foster parents, they believe as
well — that this is going to help to ensure we have more
foster parents but at the same time ensure that there are beds
and loving homes for foster kids right across the province.

L. Throness: Here’s an issue I heard a lot about from foster
parents wherever I went. That is that it’s often impossible to
get hold of a social worker. They don’t return calls or emails.
This has been a problem for years, under the former govern-
ment as well.

Why wouldn’t a social worker…? I don’t understand this.
It seems to me that a social worker would put a priority
on callbacks to foster families because fostering is our main
vehicle for taking care of children in care. I would think, by
analogy, that a parent would have his or her child care work-
er on speed dial, but social workers don’t appear, from the
complaints I’ve received, to follow this practice.

Would the minister write into policy for social workers
that they should return calls and emails from foster parents?

Hon. K. Conroy: I know that social workers go to work
each day to do the best job possible to ensure that kids are
being well taken care of. That includes staying in contact

with foster parents and all caregivers of all children that are
being taken care of.

If a foster parent has a problem in that way, they can go
to the supervisor. I would say to the member that if he has
actual examples that he would like…. I would ask him to
share them with us so that we can look into it to follow
through on that.

L. Throness: I was also told by foster parents that there’s
a lot of fear of retaliation. They feel if they go to the super-
visor and complain, they won’t get any more kids. I’ve heard
this from a number of foster parents in different geographic
areas. I would just leave that with the minister, and that
would be a matter of concern.

On another question, no doubt the minister is aware that
42 percent of all adoptions of children in care are foster par-
ents adopting the children in their care. Almost half. This is
just one more reason to recruit more foster parents. Because,
as they care for and fall in love with the children in their care,
they want to give them a permanent home.

How will the minister smooth this? How will she make it
easier for foster parents to adopt the children they invest in
and grow to love?

[4:45 p.m.]

[N. Simons in the chair.]

Hon. K. Conroy: To the member, just before he asked the
question, he commented on foster parents being concerned
about retaliation. What I am asking is that we really do need
to follow through. What I would like is for the member
to provide the geographic areas. The member referred that
he knew the geographic areas where this is happening, so I
would like him to provide us the geographic areas, because
we do really need to follow through on that. I’m asking the
member to please consider doing that.

I’m aware that many foster parents do go from being foster
parents to adopting. Of course, my favourite story is of Rus-
sell and his husband, Darrell, who adopted eight of their
foster children. These kids have amazing lives. Actually, what
I haven’t said is that Russell is an accomplished cook and has
published numerous cookbooks on….

[The bells were rung.]

Hon. K. Conroy: I want to finish.

The Chair: Minister, the committee will now recess. Divi-
sion has been called in the big House.

Hon. K. Conroy: Okay, I will hold that thought. I will
come back to Russell and Darrell.

The committee recessed from 4:50 p.m. to 5:05 p.m.

[N. Simons in the chair.]
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The Chair: The estimates for the Ministry of Children and
Family continue.

Minister, you have the floor.

Hon. K. Conroy: We were talking about foster parents
who adopt, and I was starting to talk about a couple of
foster parents that I’ve met — Russell and his husband, Dar-
rell — that actually adopted eight of their foster kids. I was
just about to tell the member about…. Actually, Russell is
an accomplished chef and has published a number of cook-
books. I’ve had the pleasure of having a few, and they’re great
recipes. I’ll do a plug for him on the books that he is selling.
I think he’s got 20 of them — on salads, soups, different
entrees. Just an amazing couple. The work they’ve done with
foster kids over the years has been incredible.

There are foster parents who do adopt, but I think it’s
important to point out that foster parents are recruited to be
temporary caregivers, because the goal is always to ensure
that children go back to their families or to their extended
families or grannies or grandpas or the community. Only if
the kids can’t go back to their families would the ministry
then be looking at adoption as an answer. It’s important to
reiterate that — that when we’re recruiting for foster par-
ents, we’re recruiting for them to be temporary caregivers for
these kids that need that temporary loving home in their life.

We’re looking at the adoption process. I do want to point
out that in addition to providing an increase to foster parents
and caregivers, extended family caregivers, we also gave a
15 percent increase for post-adoption to those families who
have adopted, to help them with that process. I think that’s
important to acknowledge because we also heard from par-
ents who had adopted that it could be a struggle, especially
those parents who adopted children with special needs or
extra needs or difficult circumstances.

I really want to commend those parents for the work they
do, because it’s probably not easy. As anybody who has been
a parent recognizes, parenting has its great rewards, but it
also can be incredibly challenging when you have kids
without special needs. So I just wanted to take the time to
acknowledge those people that do adopt.

L. Throness: I want to acknowledge the minister and
thank her for advocating for and receiving more funds for
extended family caregivers and adoptive parents in the form
of post-adoption assistance. It’s very much appreciated.

I want to ask some questions about adoption, but I have
one final one. Fairly often, as critic, I receive emails from
people about their custody cases and other cases with the
ministry. They sound egregious from their perspective, but
I have no way of knowing whether or not their case is legit-
imate.

The Plecas report suggested legislation that would allow
the minister to share details of some sensitive cases with the
opposition. The minister was considering this or some other
similar alternative. I’ve heard nothing for a long time from

the minister, so I’m wondering if the minister could update
me on those plans.

[5:10 p.m.]

Hon. K. Conroy: I just want to point out that that request
around sharing of information of cases with a member of
the opposition as well as the Green Party…. That suggestion
was taken to the Select Standing Committee on Children
and Youth. There hasn’t been a decision made. That’s where
it stands — with the committee, which, I believe, the mem-
ber sits on.

I also want to point out that if the member has cases, as
with any member in the Legislature that has cases, if they
have written consent from the families, information can be
shared within the framework of the legislation. It’s just a
matter of getting consent from the families. Then, of course,
some information can’t be shared, but there is information
that can be shared.

L. Throness: In dealing with the minister’s office, we’ve
been told that, as critic, I cannot receive any personal infor-
mation about anybody. Only their MLA can receive any
information. Am I incorrect about this?

Hon. K. Conroy: That’s not my understanding. I will take
that back, and we’ll talk about it. We will get the information
to the member.

L. Throness: A few questions about adoption now. A year
and three months ago the Representative for Children and
Youth reported publicly about the failure of the present gov-
ernment, the new government, in its adoption efforts. The
previous government had exceeded its target, but despite
devoting $1 million more in funding to find more adoptive
homes, the new government had, in the representative’s
words, “lost its momentum.” Only 84 placements had been
made, versus 284 in the previous year.

Has the minister regained her momentum on this file?
How many children in care have been adopted in the past
year of record, fiscal or calendar?

[5:15 p.m.]

Hon. K. Conroy: I do want to talk about adoption. Adop-
tion is really important. But I want to talk about permanency
and the fact that there are three different options for per-
manency for children in B.C. I want to give that breakdown
of the permanency options.

Permanent transfer of custody of a child or youth to an
extended family member or other person, through section
54.1 of the CFCSA, after a continuing custody order. As of
December 2018, we had 23 children and youth in care that
achieved permanency through a 54.1 placement. Of those 23
kids, 35 percent were Indigenous.

[5:20 p.m.]
The other thing is reunification. In 2018-2019, so year to

date, December 2018, there were 1,770 children and youth
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in care that found permanency through reunification with
their families of origin. I think that’s an incredibly important
number that I want to make sure that I reiterate with the
member. So 1,770 children and youth who found reunifica-
tion with their families of origin.

As far as adoption goes, as of December 2018, 163 chil-
dren and youth were placed for adoption. Of those 163
children and youth, 41 percent were Indigenous children.
Of the 67 Indigenous children, 16 were placed in Indigen-
ous homes.

Again, I want to say to the member that adoption is
incredibly important when that is the last option. But what’s
even more important, from my perspective, is permanency,
reunification with a child’s or youth’s family.

I think that’s an incredibly successful number. I want to
give recognition to the staff and the ministry that are work-
ing so hard to ensure that children are returned to their fam-
ilies, their culture and their community.

L. Throness: Two years ago the number of permanent
transfers was a total of 297. Last year, when the representa-
tive made his report, 208 had been transferred. Now, as of
December ’18, 186 have been transferred.

I would say the minister is not enjoying success on this
file and that the ministry needs to work harder to meet the
achievements of the former government.

Let me continue on to ask another question. There were
more children — the representatives report 1,003 children,
in fact — waiting for adoption, even though there were fewer
children in care. So of the 6,365 children in care today, how
many are awaiting adoption?

Hon. K. Conroy: I just want to reiterate. What I think
is an incredible success is the fact that 1,770 children were
returned to their families — that had a continuing custody
order and were returned to their families. So I’m really proud
of that number, and I think it’s an incredibly successful….

I think the fact that those children were returned to their
families…. That’s the reason why there aren’t as many adop-
tions, because those children were returned to their families,
which is the bottom line, which is what I hear from every
young person that I talk to who was a kid in care. The bottom
line is they wanted to be returned to their families.

When that can’t happen, then yes, adoption is an option.
But I think it needs to be…. I take exception to the member’s
tone that that was not a success, because for those 1,770 kids,
it’s an incredible success story. I think that that needs to be
talked about. That is not a failure for those children.

The number the member is looking for is 803.

L. Throness: I appreciate that family reunification is the
goal, absolutely. We lack the companion statistic, though, of
1,770. We don’t know if that is an increase from the year
before. Perhaps the minister could enlighten us on that. For
the year before, what was the reunification figure?

[5:25 p.m.]

Hon. K. Conroy: While we’re waiting for that number —
we’re trying to get it — I have some other information that
the member might find interesting.

The percentage of children eligible for adoption that were
placed has actually grown over the past five years, from 15.4
percent to 19.6 percent.

And I want to let the member know that the actual chil-
dren eligible for adoption has dropped. For instance, in, say,
March 2014, there were 1,059 children that were available
for adoption. In March 2016, there were 1,076 children that
were eligible for adoption. On December 31, 2018, there
were 820 children eligible for adoption.

Interjection.

Hon. K. Conroy: So 820 as of December.

The Chair: Through the Chair, please.

Hon. K. Conroy: Sorry, actually, January 31, 2019, was
803, okay. So those numbers show that the actual children
that are eligible for adoption are dropping as well. That’s
another stat that I think is really important for the mem-
ber to have.

L. Throness: Older children are much harder to adopt.
They have longer waits to adopt. In the representative’s
report from a year and a bit ago, a third of children were over
12 and two-thirds were under. What are the relative ages of
the children waiting for adoption now?

Hon. K. Conroy: We don’t actually have that number, but
we will get it for the member.

I just think it’s important to clarify that the report the
member is using for information was written by the previous
Representative for Children and Youth — I believe released
in December of 2017? Yes. Okay.

L. Throness: Just one more…. Well, no. I have a few more
questions after this.

[5:30 p.m.]
The process of becoming an adoptive parent is really

exhaustive. It takes almost a year, in which a social work has
to do a home study, and that takes a tremendous amount
of time. When the former government was in place, con-
tractors were hired to supplement the work of social workers
because there weren’t enough to do the job. It meant that
more adoptive families could be approved. I’m wondering
if the minister would do the same thing — hire contractors
to do home studies so that more adoptive parents could be
approved more quickly.

Hon. K. Conroy: I agree that home studies are needed. To
that end, we’ve actually added a team, an internal team in
the adoptions branch. I just want to clarify for the member
that as a ministry, we can contract to do foster parent home
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studies. But through the act, we can’t contract to do adoption
parent home studies.

L. Throness: It was my understanding that that was done,
but I will inquire further.

I want to ask a few last questions about adoptions from
Japan. Last May the province stopped issuing letters of no
objection to Immigration, Refugees and Citizenship Canada
so that they would no longer bring any children from Japan
into Canada. On June 7, the provincial director of adoption
sent a series of questions to the governor of Tokyo. What
were those questions?

[5:35 p.m.]

Hon. K. Conroy: The direct answer to the member’s ques-
tion is that that was actually legal advice, so I can’t share that.
What I can do is give a chronology of what has happened
with this process, because I understand and know that this
has caused great concern to a number of families who are
in the process of trying to adopt from Japan. I’ve talked to a
number of MLAs who have expressed the same concerns.

The program has been suspended since May 14, 2018.
This was due to concerns regarding legal irregularities in
the process of the families adopting children born in
Japan. These legal irregularities were brought to our atten-
tion by the government of Canada. Of concern was the
legality of Japanese children being brought to B.C. to be
adopted under the Adoption Act and whether written con-
sents are lawful in Japan.

Between May 2018 and January 2019, the office of the
provincial director of adoption and the federal government
jointly developed questions that were sent to the Japanese
Minister of Justice, seeking clarification on the legal process
for the Japanese children to be adopted by adoptive parents
in the adoptive parents’ country of origin.

On January 25 of this year, representatives from Immig-
ration, Refugees and Citizenship Canada, the federal Min-
istry of Justice, the provincial director of adoption and legal
services branch discussed the responses received from the
Japanese government. The provincial director of adoption
was informed by IRCC — Immigration, Refugees and Cit-
izenship Canada — that the B.C. adoption process of Japan-
ese children being adopted in B.C. under the Adoption Act
was not illegal.

On January 30, 2019, the provincial director of child wel-
fare and the provincial director of adoptions met with the
director general from the immigration program guidance
branch in the Canadian government, reviewed the docu-
mentation received from the Japanese government and dis-
cussed a plan to implement a strengthened B.C.-Japan adop-
tion program.

[5:40 p.m.]
Canada requested that B.C. put additional safeguards in

place for birth-parent counselling and in obtaining consent
from Japanese birth parents. B.C. is working with Canada
on this. Given the complexity of this matter, it’s difficult to

estimate when the strength in the B.C.-Japan adoption pro-
gram will open again, but I want to point out that the pro-
vincial director of child welfare is in active discussions with
Canada’s director general and has reiterated with him how
important it is that this issue be resolved and that parents can
once again adopt children from Japan.

L. Throness: These infants are no longer going to be
infants by the time they will be able to be adopted. This
entire process has been shrouded in secrecy. I’ve had pro-
spective parents in my office whose hearts are aching, who’ve
spent thousands of dollars and who are in limbo over this.
The government has been most insensitive in the way it has
dealt with parents.

I want to ask. Illegal irregularities — were they on the
part of Canadians, or were those irregularities taking place
in Japan?

Hon. K. Conroy: I just want to start by saying I take
incredible exception to the tone of the member’s accusa-
tions to our staff and the work that they have been doing
on this file.

[5:45 p.m.]
I think it is just inexcusable to make the suggestion that

the member did. I would hope he would retract it, because
it’s untruthful, in fact. I have watched, since this issue has
arisen, what our staff have been doing to try to ensure that
parents can adopt. I have watched as they have worked with
Canada, because it was Canada that reneged, that took back
the visas, that said it was illegal. It was Canada that would
not allow the visas to come forward. It is Canada that was
saying it was unlawful.

Surely to goodness, the member is not suggesting that
we should have just gone ahead and done something illegal,
something unlawful. That’s what it’s sounding like — that the
staff were to just go ahead and say, “Forget it. Ignore the fact
that Canada said that this was illegal, that this was unlawful,”
and put those families in jeopardy.

If they had gone ahead and tried to adopt a child and then
found out it would have been illegal, that would have been
the…. I’m really concerned about the member’s direction.
In a lot of the questioning, I’ve said, “Okay, fine,” but this I
take incredible exception to. I watched the staff when they
worked with the families. They worked with MLAs. They
talked to people about what was happening, and they kept
families informed. They worked with the agencies to ensure
that they were getting the information on this.

Again, it was Canada that suspended the visas. It was not
our government; it was not our staff. I know that our staff
have been working incredibly hard to rectify the situation. I
know that our director of child welfare has been pushing the
federal government, saying: “Okay. Now you have said this is
not illegal. Now it’s time to do something about it.” We are
working to ensure that we are strengthening the oversight,
but this is an issue that has been pushed by the government
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of Canada. Again, I take exception to where the member is
going with this.

I truly understand how difficult this has been for parents.
I have talked to parents as well. As a parent myself, I can’t
imagine it, when you think you’re going to adopt a child and
suddenly, legal barriers are up in front of you. I can’t imagine
what those parents are going through, and my heart goes out
to them. But we have to ensure that what they’re doing is not
illegal, that it is lawful. We are doing everything to ensure
that that is going to take place.

L. Throness: I’m not accusing the minister’s staff of any-
thing. I’m saying that the minister herself was insensitive.
The minister has stonewalled on this. It’s a blank wall.

The Chair: Member. Member, I would prefer that you
kept the questions relevant to the estimates and not engage
in any personal attacks.

Continue, Member.

L. Throness: Well, let me ask another question. A week or
two ago, as the minister said, the B.C. director of adoption
said she’d reviewed information and found that there was
no legal impediment to prevent B.C.-Japan adoptions. It
appears that there never was a problem. So what was the
problem in the first place? Why were adoptions stalled?

Hon. K. Conroy: Canada raised this; Canada said it was
illegal. They have now said it’s not illegal, and we are working
with them to continue to issue visas.

L. Throness: Now the director of adoption states there
will be additional procedures added to the process. Could
the minister explain: what kind of procedures? What will the
new rules be?

Hon. K. Conroy: The issue is on getting parent consents.
We are working with the government of Canada to ensure
that that happens. As soon as that process is streamlined, the
parents will be the first to know.

L. Throness: The minister has offered no timeline for the
new rules. There are dozens of couples who are in limbo.
There have been agencies that have been closed. When will
parents know what the new rules are? Most importantly,
when will they be able to bring their children home?

Hon. K. Conroy: As soon as we can get this worked out
with the government of Canada. We will be sure to inform
parents as soon as possible. That is our goal, and that is what
we are working on.

[5:50 p.m.]

L. Throness: I just have a few remaining questions about
the budget. Mr. Twyford needs something to do here today.
So let me ask a few questions. The minister’s budget for the

coming year has risen to $2.065 billion — and, I think, a
little more than that because of the supplementary estimates.
That’s well over $272 million in a single year, and 17 percent
of that, or $45 million, will go to salaries and benefits.

I’m wondering how much of the minister’s total budget
will go to salaries and benefits in the coming year? What will
that number be in the next two years, over the course of the
three-year budget?

Hon. K. Conroy: The number is $406 million, and 19.6
percent of the budget is salary and benefits. Over 90 percent
of the staff provide direct service in the ministry.

L. Throness: I had asked, Chair, for the two years follow-
ing, in the three-year budget.

Hon. K. Conroy: We don’t have that number for salaries
and benefits.

L. Throness: I would be astonished to hear that. The min-
ister cannot produce the number with further study?

Hon. K. Conroy: We won’t have that until the budget is
passed. That’s an ongoing practice.

L. Throness: I note that the executive and support services
for the ministry are up by about 7 percent in one year. I’m
simply wondering what that will be used for.

[5:55 p.m.]

Hon. K. Conroy: It includes all costs for running the min-
istry that are overhead. That includes IT costs, direct human
resources costs, leasing, the operating costs of leases, as well
as the operating costs for vehicles.

L. Throness: I think the minister neglected to include
the minister’s budget — which is included, I think, in that
increase. The minister’s budget increased by $129,000, so I
assume that two extra people have been hired. I’m wonder-
ing why they’re needed and what they will be doing. This is
my last question for the MCFD minister.

Hon. K. Conroy: The ministerial office budget actually
grew by one FTE, a ministerial assistant for the minister
of state’s office. The staffing change is accommodated in
Budget 2019.

What actually increased. Travel budgets have increased
this year because of support work necessary to achieve our
mandate letter priorities.

Myself, I’ve been actively involved in direct discussions
with a number of Indigenous communities across the
province, on child welfare reform. So I have been out trav-
elling and doing that, as well as engagement across the
province on child welfare in general. The Minister of State
for Child Care has been across the province, continuing to
visit key child care stakeholders and parents, to ensure that
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their views and needs are continuing to be addressed in the
B.C. child care plan.

L. Throness: I’d like to thank the minister and her staff for
bearing through this process. I would welcome the Minister
of State for Child Care to come forward, and I have a num-
ber of questions for her.

The Chair: This committee will stand in recess for seven
minutes.

The committee recessed from 6 p.m. to 6:08 p.m.

[N. Simons in the chair.]

The Chair: We are back on Ministry of Children and
Families, Minister of State for Child Care. I believe the mem-
ber for Chilliwack-Kent has questions.

L. Throness: The minister may want to make a statement?
Okay.

I want to start with sort of a philosophical question — a
few of them for the minister. The government makes a dis-
tinction between paid and unpaid child care. You can pay to
have your child taken care of by someone else, or you can
stay home and take care of your own child, but neither is
free. There’s an opportunity cost to in-home care, which in
some cases may be higher than care outside the family home.
But currently, the state rewards parents who decide, in a per-
fectly legitimate way, to have others take care of their own
children. In doing so, the state actually incentivizes parents
to do so and thus reduces the options for all parents. I ques-
tion whether this is fair.

My question is: has the government undertaken any sur-
veys to determine how many children are taken care of in
B.C. by their own parents in their own home versus those
who are cared for in some other setting? Even for the gov-
ernment’s own future plans, I think it would be important for
them to know this.

[6:10 p.m.]

Hon. K. Chen: I think it’s important to talk about what
parents really need. I think with our Childcare B.C. plan, I
would argue that it actually gives them more options. If you
look at nowadays, it’s very hard for parents to be able to sur-
vive on only one income. A lot of parents do need more than
one income — sometimes a full-time job or part-time job or
two jobs or multiple jobs — to be able to pay for the very
high cost of living. They do need more support and more
options.

According to the data that we have, as the members may
know, according to our needs, the data does show that there
is a need for child care services for pretty much every age —
under five, before- and after-school care. The highest need,
definitely the shortage, is for infant-toddler care.

There was a survey that’s from 2015. The survey actually

shows that the among the parents who were staying at
home…. That was 2015. Half of them were not staying at
home based on choice. It was that they had to stay at home.
So only half of them are voluntarily staying at home. It
means that parents do want more options, and they are
struggling to find out options.

That is why our government is proud to present the Child-
care B.C. plan to invest in early learning and child care. It
really supports parents with more options.

[6:15 p.m.]
I think when the member talked about parents who are

staying at home…. I’m so proud to say that in 2019, our gov-
ernment is introducing the child opportunity benefit. That is
really going to support all parents, regardless of whether they
choose child care or staying at home.

We also have other programs like StrongStart that sup-
ports parents who are staying at home and who can take
their children to StrongStart centres for free.

L. Throness: I would appreciate it if the minister would
share that survey with me from 2015. I would really like to
get that information.

The government, it appears, has decided what parents
really need. I’m wondering if the government has done any
surveys of parents in general to find out what they would
ideally prefer in terms of child care. If so, would the minister
share that information?

Hon. K. Chen: I am, of course, more than happy to share
the survey that’s from 2015. At the time in 2017 that…. Some
of the data also shows that about 57 percent of parents with
children aged zero to 12 reported that — from the survey —
they were either already using child care or would use child
care if they could find affordable spaces.

If you think about the changes that we’ve had from 2015 to
now, when the cost of living, cost of housing and cost of child
care have gone up significantly, I think it’s fair to say that the
needs may have increased or at least definitely changed since
that time. As you can see nowadays…. I cannot tell you how
almost every week I would meet a parent who talks about
how important it is for them to have child care and early
learning services because they are working multiple jobs to
make ends meet.

Like I mentioned earlier, only about a quarter of parents
who did the survey said they actually stay at home by choice.
I think it’s time to recognize that parents nowadays are really
struggling with a lot of their professional opportunities —
their career opportunities, their educational goals, their
costs of living that they have to deal with — and being able
to raise a young family. It is very difficult.

I’m sure our Childcare B.C. plan, which I’m pretty sure
we’ll spend a lot of time talking about…. I’m more than
happy to share more stories of how the Childcare B.C. plan
is giving that crucial support for parents and for families
who are able to continue to live, work and learn in our
community.
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[6:20 p.m.]

L. Throness: I would like to ask a couple of questions
about need today.

There was an article in the North Shore News last Novem-
ber that told the story of a family with four children and an
income of $200,000 annually receiving subsidies of almost
$2,000 a month for child care. Why would this kind of a fam-
ily receive a subsidy, when that money could go to a family
that really needs it?

Hon. K. Chen: I am not so sure about the details of the
story that the member opposite mentioned. But if you think
about a family of six, raising four children, it probably
does…. It’s pretty expensive to raise a family of six, depend-
ing on where they live and also depending on the cost of
housing and cost of living.

I’m proud to say that our Childcare B.C. plan actually
includes a lot of different measures. Some are income-tested,
some are non-income-tested, but the goal is to support par-
ents from…. B.C. is very diverse, and the cost of living and
cost of housing can change from one community to another.
The costs of child care can vary.

I think it’s important that we provide different types of
opportunities for parents to be able to get affordability relief
from our plan. Really, in the past year, it is the first time child
care costs have gone down for families in B.C.

I think it’s important to say that the funding can go to
family. The money is going to parents, which will help them
to balance their cost of living, to balance their needs and to
balance their professional choices.

I think it’s good for parents. It will be good for our com-
munity, and it will be really good for our economy.

L. Throness: The Canada-B.C. early learning and child
care agreement gives the government’s definition of univer-
sal care. It includes providing care to any family who wants
or needs it.

People want a lot of things from the government. Why
should taxpayers give government subsidies to people who
simply want them, as opposed to those who need them?

[6:25 p.m.]

Hon. K. Chen: While the critic believes that this is more
of a subsidy, for our government, we believe that this is an
incredible and a critical service and support that is good for
our young children, good for our families, good for our com-
munities and really good for our economy.

I hope the member has met some parents who have
struggled with child care needs and early learning needs for
many, many years. I’ve personally met a lot of parents. I was
a parent myself who struggled with making those choices.

So many parents are unable to return to work after their
maternity leave or parental leave — mostly women. Talking
about International Women’s Day, I think it’s important to
recognize that there were a lot of mothers who sacrificed

their careers for child care needs. After a few years of gap,
looking after their young children, it’s so hard for them to go
back to the workforce.

I’ve met parents, especially single parents, who had to
live in poverty because they were unable to balance their
professional work and their child care needs because the
cost of child care was so high. Sometimes it could be more
expensive than your rent payment, your mortgage pay-
ment — or even, sometimes, your income, if you’re work-
ing minimum-wage jobs. It is those stories and those par-
ents’ struggles that motivated our government to make
sure to look at what they needed to be able to provide bet-
ter services and supports for them.

If you really dig into how this investment will benefit
our children…. I’m so proud. The other day I heard the
Minister of Children and Family Development as she
talked about the importance of early learning. Early learn-
ing is crucial for our young children because their brains
develop the fastest before the age of five. I have a five-year-
old, and I can see that he is growing every single day. Every
day he’s learning. If we can have early childhood educat-
ors and quality early learning support, it means so much
to build that foundation for those children, especially chil-
dren that require extra support.

I’ve heard some really heartbreaking stories of children
that required such support but were not able to access that
service. It really significantly delayed the child’s opportunity
to be able to get the support that they needed. At the same
time, investing in child care, helping parents with affordab-
ility, is good for their choices, as I mentioned, between the
cost of living, their careers, their professional opportunities.
We want parents to actually be able to have more options.

It’s good for our community, because when parents thrive
and when our kids thrive, our communities thrive, and it’s
really good for our economy. We already have a lot of local
boards of trade and chambers of commerce that support the
$10-a-day plan and our investment in child care, because
they know that they are struggling with recruitment and
retention of workers. So many parents are moving farther
and farther away. They’re changing jobs because of their
needs for housing and child care, and the business com-
munity has been asking the government to invest in early
learning and child care.

I think that is the difference between the previous govern-
ment’s and our government’s support. We believe in invest-
ing in early learning and child care. It’s good for our chil-
dren, good for our families and good for our communities
and our economy.

L. Throness: I would like to go on to talk about the influ-
ence of the Coalition of Child Care Advocates on the gov-
ernment. This is a very aggressive group. It is a highly unusu-
al thing for the government to adopt the plan of an interest
group in its own platform and then to make it a signature
plank of its platform. In fact, I sometimes wonder if its
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spokesperson, Sharon Gregson, is not really an alternate
minister.

[6:30 p.m.]
In January, the coalition sent around a letter making a

number of requests. I’d like to ask the minister about them.
The coalition wants the government to create a separate
child care capital budget to purchase child care facilities, like
modular buildings. Is the minister considering this?

Hon. K. Chen: We have been working with a variety of
stakeholders, partner groups, professionals in the sector. I
have to say that our government has proudly endorsed the
$10-a-day plan. It is a plan that talks about making sure we
can bring affordable, quality and accessible child care ser-
vices to all families in B.C. It’s a systematic change.

Throughout this journey, ever since we became govern-
ment, we have been consulting with a large number of stake-
holder groups, parents, educators, professionals, providers. I
actually would welcome any type of input from people who
believe that we can work together to make a better child care
and early learning system, including the critic.

I think it’s a great opportunity for us to talk about what
we can do together to make sure providers and educators in
the sector and professionals in the sector are supported, and
also parent needs are supported and our young children are
benefiting from that quality of early learning services. We are
engaging with a variety of providers.

I have to say that some of the advocates and stakehold-
ers, including advocates from the Coalition of Child Care
Advocates, have been advocating for a universal, quality,
accessible, affordable child care system for over 30 years. I
cannot thank them enough for their hard work, their ded-
ication. Even though the doors were shut for many, many
years, their determination has made sure that we elected a
government that will put child care as a top priority. I’m
proud of that.

In terms of the question about the capital plan, there are a
variety of ways that we are looking at and taking suggestions
and feedback from different stakeholders in terms of what
we can do to make sure we build child care services that are
stable, that will stay in the community as a community asset.
That’s something that we’re looking into.

We’re consulting with municipalities, school districts, pro-
viders, the business community and a variety of stakehold-
ers, including Indigenous communities as well. They are cru-
cial partners as we work together to build those quality,
stable spaces for our local families.

L. Throness: The coalition wants the government to lower
the affordability benefit and increase fee reductions instead.
Is this in the government’s plans?

[6:35 p.m.]

Hon. K. Chen: Our three-year budget has already been
set. So we’re going to continue with the current programs
that we have in our three-year budget and continue to

assess what works and what doesn’t work and also learn
from the sector.

L. Throness: The coalition has called for child care to be
placed under the Ministry of Education. Does the minister
favour this approach?

Hon. K. Chen: Our program is a program that is part of
the government. It sits in our ministry, but it is part of the
whole government plan. So it’s not a decision that can be
made by our individual ministry alone. We are looking at
other jurisdictions to see what’s the best way to deliver child
care services to families. I think that’s crucial to focus on the
families and the people in our community and find the best
way to deliver that.

L. Throness: Does the minister meet regularly with Shar-
on Gregson? When last did she communicate with her, in a
meeting or electronically?

Hon. K. Chen: I do meet with all types of different stake-
holders and groups all the time and regularly. There are quite
a few stakeholders that I meet with regularly, including early
childhood educators, parents, providers and stakeholders. I
think that’s great, because we need to engage with the stake-
holders to be able to get their feedback about services and
programs that we are working hard on for families.

L. Throness: It would be nice if the minister would be a
bit more transparent about that. Anyway, let me go on to ask
a question.

I think of the MCFD minister, because she has not del-
egated any responsibilities to the minister of state. There are
prototype centres, 53 of them, that have been chosen, a few
of them close to the government. For example, Collingwood
House in Vancouver is where Sharon Gregson works, the
spokesperson for the $10-a-day campaign. Also Kootenay
Family Place at Selkirk College, where the minister used to
be an executive director. Did the minister sign off on the
prototype sites or did a statutory decision-maker sign off on
those sites?

[6:40 p.m.]

Hon. K. Chen: We went through a regular procurement
process, which was done by professional public servants,
and neither my senior minister nor I were involved in that
process, especially the decision-making process. I’m happy
to elaborate what the process has gone through, which
happened when an expression of interest was opened to
licensed child care providers in B.C. from June 8 to July 9,
2018.

Applicants were required, among other criteria, to offer
licensed infant-toddler care, to be in good standing with
MCFD and the Ministry of Health, to accept families and
children who have extra support needs and families who
receive the affordable child care benefit and to be willing to
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participate and facilitate a full evaluation of the impact of
initiatives in their program.

Throughout that process, the ministry also makes sure
that there is a balance between all types of different providers
— Indigenous communities, private providers, non-profit
providers, public sectors, supported child development
centres — and makes sure we can evaluate the needs of each
type of child care services, because the child care community
in B.C. is very diverse.

There were some priorities that were given to infant-tod-
dler spaces — not-for-profit child care facilities serving tra-
ditionally underserved populations like low-income famil-
ies, Indigenous communities, families with children that
require extra support, young-parent families, francophone
communities and families new to Canada.

Again, if you look at the list, it’s a very balanced list of pro-
viders that also includes private and family child care ser-
vices, along with non-profit child care and Indigenous com-
munities. All the qualified applications were assessed and
reviewed by both MCFD adjudicators, and in September
2018, the expert panel reviewed the whole assessment pro-
cess and the selected prototype site and confirmed that they

aligned with the program criteria and principles of adminis-
trative fairness.

The Chair: Thank you. This will be the last question.
[6:45 p.m.]

L. Throness: Okay. The member indicated that it was an
RFP process, and that suggests an orderly process, an inde-
pendent process. That also suggests that a statutory
decision–maker must have signed the approval. Can the
minister confirm that this is the case?

Hon. K. Chen: It is incorrect. There’s no statutory
decision–maker that needs to sign off on the procurement
process like this. I’ve already just explained the process.

Hon. K. Conroy: Noting the hour, I move that the com-
mittee rise and report progress and ask leave to sit again.

Motion approved.

The committee rose at 6:46 p.m.
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